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Introduction

The Crimea was the only region of Ukraine in the 1990s where separa-
tism proved to be a problem. It was the only region where inter-ethnic conflict
potentially could have taken place between the Ukrainian central government,
ethnic Russians in the Crimea and Crimean Tatars. Such a conflict would
have inevitably drawn in external actors. Russia had large numbers of troops
in the Crimea within the Black Sea Fleet, a situation that will persist until at
least 2017 when the twenty year lease expires on Sevastopol naval bays.
Pro-Russian external paramilitary forces from Moldova’'s Trans-Dniestr and
the northern Caucasus could also have become involved. This, in turn, would
have had a domino effect on inciting Ukrainian nationalist paramilitaries. Until
summer 1996 Ukraine possessed nuclear weapons, although it lacked the
capability to launch them. This though, would not have represented a difficult
problem to resolve considering Ukraine had built many of the Soviet nuclear
weapons. Ukraine also had a high level of technical and scientific expertise,
including in the military-industrial complex.

No inter-ethnic violence took place and the separatist challenge was re-
solved peacefully. This book seeks to answer two questions. First, the origins
of the Ukrainian-Russian conflict over the Crimea. Second, how inter-ethnic
violence was averted despite Crimea possessing many of the ingredients that
existed that could have made a conflict possible.

The book is divided into seven chapters. Chapter 1 provides a theoreti-
cal introduction to the volume by focussing on the symbolic importance of
borders to a country’s sovereignty and national identity. It also investigates
the potential threats to Ukrainian territorial integrity and public attitudes in
Ukraine to its inherited Soviet borders.

Chapter 2 provides an analysis of regionalism and separatism in
Ukraine. Besides investigating regionalism as a general factor influencing
Ukrainian politics, it also analyses the second most important region, the
Donbas, after the Crimea where pro-Russian influences are popular and au-
tonomist ideas have been raised.
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Chapter 3 provides a survey of the Ukrainian-Russian disputes in the
1990s over the Crimea and Sevastopol. The Crimea and Sevastopol cannot
be treated in isolation from Russia’s recognition of Ukraine’s borders as they
were the main factors holding up Russia’s recognition of them until 1997.
Recognition by the Russian executive in 1997 and ratification by its legisla-
ture in 1998-1999 of the Russian-Ukrainian border meant that Russia de jure
recognised the Crimea and Sevastopol as belonging to Ukraine. It took a fur-
ther three years between 1999-2002 to delimit the border, with the exception
of the Azov Sea but Russia continues to refuse to demarcate its border with
Ukraine.

Chapter 4 surveys the battle for ownership of the Crimea since the
Tsarist empire occupied the Crimea and wrested control of it from the Otto-
man empire in the late eighteenth century. The Crimea was disputed during
the Russian revolution and Ukrainian drive to independence from 1917-1920
between the Bolsheviks and three Ukrainian governments. After three dec-
ades with autonomous status in the Russian SFSR from 1922-1945, the pen-
insula was downgraded to an oblast. The main factor which provided the rea-
son for autonomous status — Tatars — was no longer the case after they had
been ethnically cleansed in 1944. The Crimea remained an oblast within the
Ukrainian SSR from 1954-1990, after which it returned to being an autono-
mous republic, but within Ukraine.

Chapter 5 provides an overview of Ukrainian policies towards the Cri-
mea during the 1990s. Debate over what powers the Crimean autonomous
republic should possess took between 1991-1998 to resolve. The chapter
also looks at the role of the Crimean ‘party of power’ in assisting Kyiv in deal-
ing with the separatist threat. The final section of this chapter analyses the
impact of organised crime in the Crimea and, importantly, its links to political
parties. Kyiv may have bought the loyalty of the Crimean ‘party of power’ to
Ukraine’s territorial integrity by effectively turning a blind eye to its rampant
corruption.

Chapter 6 provides an analysis of the elections and constitution making
in the Crimea from 1994 to the present. The rise and fall of separatist leader
and President Yuriy Meshkov in 1994-1995 is covered, together with Crimean
and Ukrainian elections in 1994, 1998, 2002, 2004 and 2006. In the first half
of the 1990s the battle line in the Crimea was between Russian nationalist-
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separatists and the ‘party of power’. After the marginalisation of Russian na-
tionalism in 1995 the battle line became between Communists and the pro-
presidential ‘party of power’. The marginalisation of Russian nationalists per-
mitted the Crimea to adopt a non-separatist constitution in 1998. This, in turn,
had a positive impact on the ratification by both houses of the Russian par-
liament of the 1997 Ukrainian-Russian treaty.

Chapter 7 provides an in-depth study of the struggle in the Crimea over
control over different branches of the security forces: army, navy, border
troops, National Guard, Interior Ministry and Security Service. The last sec-
tion of the chapter discusses the conflict over the division of the Black Sea
Fleet and where it could be based. The security forces played an important
role in the Crimea with Ukraine quickly taking them over and creating new s-
tructures, such as the National Guard. This greatly strengthened its hands in
dealing with Russian nationalist-separatists and with Russia. Permitting the
Black Sea Fleet to be stationed in the Crimea moderated the demands of
Crimean politicians and of Russia in their attitudes towards the Crimea and
Sevastopol being recognised as part of Ukraine.
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1 Borders: Theory and Practice

Boundaries are important in all our daily lives. They define the ‘us’ from
the ‘them’, what is ‘ours’ from what is ‘theirs’. Boundaries demarcate territo-
ries and regulate state sovereignty. Over time these boundaries and territo-
ries become ‘natural’. They enclose peoples and nation-states. Boundaries
and territories create and enclose environments that influence people’s identi-
ties, cultures and traditions. They reinforce history, memory and myths while
providing for rooted ties to the enclosed territory. As Penrose states, ‘territory
is fundamental to nationalist thought'." Boundaries divide and separate na-
tion-states.

The Russian-Ukrainian boundary is no exception. To Russians, boundaries
between the three Eastern Slavs are absurd as the three peoples are closely
bound together historically, culturally, religiously and linguistically. The major-
ity of Russians believe that their fellow Eastern Slavs are merely wayward
‘Russians’ who should either be absorbed by Russia (a proposal made by
Russia to Belarus in summer 2002) or function under Russia’s wing as a ‘lit-
tle’ or ‘younger brother’.2

Belarus has accepted the Russian view that boundaries are unnecessary with
Russia and in the proposed, but little advanced, union between both coun-
tries. Ukraine has always behaved differently, arguing that demarcated
boundaries are required to establish state sovereignty and a right of owner-
ship to territories. Russia prefers the Belarusian viewpoint and continues to
oppose Ukrainian proposals for the demarcation of its border with Ukraine.

1 Jan Penrose, ‘Nations, states and homelands: territory and territoriality in nationalist
thought’, Nations and Nationalism, vol.8, no.3 (July 2002), p.294.

2 See Taras Kuzio, ‘Does Ukraine Return to Younger Brother Status?’, RFE/RL Po-
land, Belarus and Ukraine Report, 4 February 2003.
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This chapter is divided into four sections. The first deals with the disintegra-
tion of empires and their impact on the fate of national minorities. The second
discusses the importance of borders as national symbols. The third discusses
potential territorial disputes and the fourth section investigates the weakness
of separatism in Ukraine and public attitudes towards borders.

Empires, Minorities and Borders

Successful secessionist campaigns have been rare in the post-World
War Il era. Only Eritrea, Bangladesh and East Timor have managed to suc-
cessfully secede from Ethiopia, Pakistan and Indonesia respectively. These
regions were subsequently diplomatically recognised as independent states.
The overwhelming majority of borders are not coterminous with ethnic
groups. Connor found that less than ten percent of nation-states were ethni-
cally homogenous in the early 1970s. One third of these nation-states pos-
sessed populations less than fifty per cent composed of the titular ethnic
group.3 The lack of congruence between ethnicity and nation-state borders
has given way to a variety of territorial claims - not all of which will be neces-
sarily followed by military action. Spain, Argentina and until the 1990s Eire all
de facto harboured territorial claims towards Gibraltar, the Falkland island’s
and the UK'’s province of Ulster respectively. Although these sentiments may
not be acted upon these claims nevertheless remain in place for psychologi-
cal and nostalgic reasons.4

The psychological crisis brought into focus by the disintegration of em-
pires has particular relevance for Ukraine and Russia, the subject of this
chapter and book. Russian national identity had always been coterminous
with empire and the state, rather than with an ethnic nation.

It has always therefore been difficult to locate where ‘Russia’ began and
where it ended? ‘Russia’ or ‘Russian’ can refer to both the English-language
translations of Rossiya and Russkii, yet both are different. Whereas the for-

3 Walker Connor, ‘Nation-Building or Nation-Destroying?’, World Politics, vol.24, no.3
(April 1972), p.320.

4 See James Mayall, ‘Irredentist and Secessionist Challenges’ in John Hutchinson
and Anthony D. Smith (eds.), Nationalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994),
pp.269-280.
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mer refers to the Russian empire (for example, perhaps the closest equiva-
lent would be ‘British’), the latter refers to the Russian nation (or, maybe ‘Eng-
lish’). Ukrainians and Belarusians are understood not as Scotland and Ireland
but as the provinces of Yorkshire and Devonshire within England, with the
English being the equivalent of Russkii. But, this division between Rossia and
Russkii was only applicable to the non-Slavic nations of the Tsarist and So-
viet empires. In the Tsarist empire, Ukraine and Belarus were both included
within the definition of Russkii, who allegedly began their history together in
the medieval state of Kyiv Rus and were therefore fated to ‘re-unite’ in the fu-
ture.

This confusion as to whether the three Eastern Slavic peoples are in
fact separate nations, with the right to independent states, or merely
branches of one Russkii narod, has a strategic significance for the question of
ownership of the Crimea and borders. If a state adopts the latter view, as
does Belarusian President Lukashenka and the majority of the Russian elites,
then borders should not be established between three ‘fraternal brothers’. If,
on the other hand, a state adopts the former view, such as Ukraine (see
later), borders cannot be divided into those which require delimitation and
demarcation (i.e. ‘external CIS’) and those which do not (i.e. ‘internal CIS’).

The collapse of empires also leads to crises for the former dominant
ethnic group. Russians, just as Turks in the Ottoman empire or Serbs in the
former Yugoslavia, did not see their ‘homeland’ as purely their own republic.
Instead, they looked to the entire multinational state or empire as their ‘home-
land’. In contrast, the non-Serbs and non-Russians of the former Yugoslavia
and the USSR respectively, looked to their republics as their ‘homelands’. For
Russia to re-define its national horizons to those of the Russian Federation is
therefore a traumatic experience.5

The fact that Yugoslavia and the USSR possessed clearly marked
boundaries between republics was used by non-Serbs and non-Russians to
demand their conversion into internationally-recognised borders. These
states have supported policies which have largely been in favour of the terri-
torial status quo (the exception was only Croatia). The Ottoman empire was

5 See David C. Rapoport, ‘The Importance of Space in Violent Ethno-Linguistic Strife’,
Nationalism and Ethnic Politics, vol.2, no.2 (Summer 1996), pp.258-285.
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not divided along such lines as Yugoslavia and the USSR and the newly in-
dependent Turkish state was immediately thrown into war to define its new
borders through territorial conquest and ethnic cleansing. Serbia and Russia
followed different paths after the collapse of Yugoslavia and the USSR.
Whereas the former backed irredentist claims on Bosnia and Croatia through
proxy forces and attempted to unsuccessfully halt the collapse of the Yugo-
slav state by force, the latter joined with Ukraine and Belarus in peacefully
dismantling the USSR and transforming it into the CIS.6 Russia has not
launched military aggression against any former Soviet state to back up terri-
torial claims. Nevertheless, it has remained difficult for it to reconcile ‘Russian’
identity to only that encompassed within the borders of the Russian Federa-
tion.

Russia’s psychological map of its ‘borders’ are not those of the Russian
Federation; many of its elites confuses the borders of the CIS with the USSR
and therefore look upon the CIS as a de facto ‘Greater Russia’. This is espe-
cially true of institutions such as the Russian Orthodox Church and the Rus-
sian parliament in the 1990s. This has particular relevance for Ukraine, Bela-
rus and Kazakstan. Not only do Russians traditionally not perceive Ukrainians
and Belarusians as anything but branches of one Russkii narod, but Russian
national identity itself is closely tied up with language, religion and culture.
The large number of ethnic Russians and Russian speakers in Ukraine, Bela-
rus and Kazakstan therefore ensures that Moscow finds it difficult to come to
terms with the permanence of their independence or the need for borders be-
tween these four states.

One region, in particular, which has always remained a problem for
Russians is the Crimea. The Crimea has a particular relevance not only be-
cause of history, but because it has an ethnic Russian majority. Both of these
factors therefore mean Russia believes that the Crimea should be part of
‘Russia’.

Historical experience has influenced Ukraine’s prioritisation in obtaining
recognition of its borders by its neighbours. As Ukrainian Ambassador to

6 See Taras Kuzio, ‘Russians and Russophones in the Former USSR and Serbs in
Yugoslavia: A Comparative Study of Passivity and Mobilisation’, East European
Perspectives, vol.5, nos.15, 16, 17 (11 and 25 June, 9 July 2003). Available at:
http://www.taraskuzio.net/journals/pdf/national-serbs_russians.pdf
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Canada Yuriy Shcherbak pointed out, in the last one thousand years Ukraine
was the object of 200 invasions, wars and foreign aggression which led to
devastating foreign occupations. Although irrelevant if true, the threat per-
ceptions that arise from such commonly held views do have notable policy
implications . The recognition of Ukraine’s territorial integrity and security co-
operation with the West were therefore important to forestall a repeat of what
had often occurred in the past. This historical past had left a deep psycho-
logical scar in the Ukrainian national psyche and consciousness, making the
Ukrainian elites highly sensitive about border conflicts. This was clearly seen
during the 1990s when Ukraine was in bitter dispute with Russia over the Cri-
mea.

Borders as National Symbols

Ernest Renan said that France’s frontiers in 1789 were not ‘natural or
necessary’.” Forsberg also argued that there was no ‘legitimate borders’ or
‘natural frontiers’.8 A century after the 1789 French revolution in the 1870s,
France’s frontiers had become, as do most borders, an additional national
symbol. Between 1820-1945, 94 per cent of all wars took place between
neighbours over borders. Territorial disputes only became a thing of the past
from the 1960s onwards until flaring up again in the 1980s and 1990s. It is
therefore, ‘more difficult to explain neighbours who never go to war with each
other than those who frequently do’.9

Borders are regarded as symbols of sovereignty1® because one of the
attributes of a sovereign state is bordered territory.1" When former colonies or
dependencies, such as the non-Russian Soviet republics of the former USSR,

7 E. Renan, ‘What's in a Nation?’ in Geoff Eley and Ronald G. Suny (eds.), Becoming
National. A Reader (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996), p.46.

8 Tuomas Forsberg, ‘Theories on Territorial Disputes’ in Tuomas Forsberg (ed.), Con-
tested Territory. Border Disputes at the Edge of the Former Soviet Empire (Alder-
shot: Aduard Elgar, 1995), p.36.

9 D.C. Raporport, ‘The Importance of Space in Violent Ethno-Linguistic Strife’, p.265.

10 Michael Mann, ‘Nation-States in Europe and Other Continents: Diversifying, Devel-
oping, Not Dying’, Daedalus, vol.122, no.3 (Summer 1993), p.123.

1 Robert H. Jackson, Quasi States: sovereignty, international relations and the Third
World (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), p.38.
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obtained independence they invariably demanded the inviolability of their
borders. This ‘consecrates the ex-colonial boundaries’,’2 no matter how they
may have been arbitrarily formed at an earlier date. Boundaries provide addi-
tional significance to territory, sovereignty and borders, where, ‘Even minor
boundary disputes often prove difficult to resolve’.13

Nation and state building socialises the inhabitants of a former colony or
dependency to a particular piece of territory. This is undertaken through the
construction of a ‘We’ different to ‘Others’ beyond the borders.4 Landscapes,
monuments, culture, heritage, maps and history all become important factors
for nation-state builders in their endeavour to forge a new ‘We’ from the peo-
ples living on a clearly defined territory. They therefore dramatise the extent
of state sovereignty and differences between those to whom this sovereignty
is applicable and those who fall outside its jurisdiction.5 Paasi argues that:

Boundaries make a difference. Social life is full of boundaries
which give direction to existence, and which locate that exis-
tence...The boundaries between nation-states hence receive
their meanings in the continual nation-building process, in the
social reproduction of the nation-state and in the socialization
of the citizen into specific territorial frames.16

Borders are also symbols of modernity because pre-modern entities
possessed no clear boundaries. These modern borders are established by
power, ‘maintained by the constitution and known readiness to defend them

12 Ibid., p.41.

13 Ibid., p.190.

14 On Ukraine see Taras Kuzio, ‘ldentity and Nation Building in Ukraine. Defining the
‘Other”, Ethnicities, vol.1, no.3 (December 2001), pp.343-366 and Lowell Barring-
ton, ‘Views of the Ethnic ‘Other’ in Ukraine’, Nationalism and Ethnic Politics, vol.8,
no.2 (Summer 2002), pp.83-96.

15  See Fredrik Barth, ‘Introduction’ in Fredrik Barth (ed.), Ethnic Groups and Bounda-
ries. The Social Origins of Cultural Difference (London: George Allen and Unwin,
1970), pp.9-38.

16  Anssi Paasi, ‘Constructing Territory, Boundaries and Regional Identities’ in T. Fors-
berg (ed.), Contested Territory, p. 59.
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by arms’.17 For the state and nation, borders are critical for their functionality
as political communities with historical continuity.18

In the Ukrainian-Russian case, borders hold emotive significance. For
Ukrainians their recognition by its neighbours was a paramount foreign policy
priority after the disintegration of the former USSR in December 1991.
‘Ukraine will defend its integrity, sovereignty in line with the Constitution, by
all means available to it’, then President Leonid Kravchuk warned.’® As to at-
tempts to forcibly change Ukraine’s borders, Leonid Kuchma warned that,
‘Separatism must be suppressed’.20 After Ukraine became an independent
state it sought to obtain recognition of its borders in international law from all
of its neighbours.2! An appeal to parliaments and peoples of the world by the
Ukrainian parliament, issued less than a week after the Ukrainian referendum
on independence in December 1991, stated that ‘Ukraine considers its terri-
tory indivisible and inviolable, recognises the inviolability of existing state bor-
ders and has no territorial claims towards any state.’22

Kyiv therefore resolutely opposed Russia’s concept of ‘transparent in-
ternal’ and ‘jointly guarded external’ CIS borders. If it agreed to these Russian
proposals it would have meant Ukraine joining Russia’s ‘joint military-strategic

17  Elie Kedourie, Nationalism (London: Hutchinson, 1979), p.125.

18  Shmuel Sandler, ‘Ethnonationalism and the Foreign Policy of Nation-States’, Na-
tionalism and Ethnic Politics, vol.1, no.2 (Summer 1995), p.263. See also Daniele
Conversi, ‘Reassessing Current Theories of Nationalism: Nationalism as Boundary
Maintenance and Creation’, Nationalism and Ethnic Politics, vol.1, no.1 (Spring
1995), pp.73-85, Steven Grosby, ‘Territoriality: the Transcendental, primordial fea-
ture of modern societies’, Nations and Nationalism, vol.1, no.2 (July 1995), pp.143-
162 and Sun-Ki Chai, ‘A theory of ethnic group boundaries’, Nations and National-
ism, vol.2, no.2 (July 1996), pp.281-308.

19  Serhiy Kychyhin (ed.), Leonid Kravchuk. Ostanni Dni Imperii...Pershi Roky Nadii
(Kyiv: Dovira, 1994), p.129. David R. Marples and David F. Duke believed that,
‘Kravchuk had staked his presidency on the survival of his country within its existing
borders’. See their ‘Ukraine, Russia and the Question of Crimea’, Nationalities Pa-
pers, vol.23, no.2 (June 1995), p.279.

20 Interfax, 6 October 1999.

21 See Taras Kuzio, Ukrainian Security Policy. Washington Paper 167 (Washington
DC: Praeger and the Center for Security and International Studies, 1995) and Chap-
ter Six, ‘New Foreign and Defence Policies’ in T.Kuzio, Ukraine under Kuchma. Po-
litical Reform, Economic Transformation and Security Policy in Independent Ukraine
(London: Macmillan, 1997), pp.179-226.

22 Holos Ukrayiny, 5 December 1991.
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space’.23 Every independent state, in Ukrainian eyes, has a national anthem,
flag, symbols, national airlines and borders. ‘An independent country must
have borders drawn on maps’, then Ukrainian Foreign Minister Hennadiy
Udovenko, argued.24

Borders do not require rows of barbed wire. These were only inherited
on the former Soviet Western external borders with Poland, Slovakia, Hun-
gary and Romania. On Ukraine’s ‘new’ borders with Moldova, Belarus and
Russia this is not envisaged. Delimitation of Ukraine’s borders with its former
Soviet neighbours would, in Ukrainian eyes, serve to:

1.  Define where the responsibility of the Ukrainian state ended;

2. Define the border where there were instances of confusion (factories,
farms and villages straddled the border);

3.  Establish a border regime favourable to both sides;

4.  Place markers every one kilometre on the delimited border and in each
case where it turns.25

Only Russia and Romania dragged the process out of recognising
Ukraine’s borders until 1997. Russia found the very idea of a delimited or
demarcated border with Ukraine to be unnatural and offensive.26 Ukraine had
submitted nearly twenty diplomatic notes to begin serious negotiations over
the delimitation and demarcation of their common border but these had all
been ignored prior to 1997.27 A Russian commentary asked:

23 Yuriy Porokhniavyi, ‘Problemy Kordony Ukrayiny’, Nova Polityka, no.2, 1996, pp.
43-44. See also Chapter Five, ‘The Strategic Significance of Borders’ in T.Kuzio,
State and Nation Building in Ukraine (London: Routledge, 1998), pp.100-118.

24 Interfax, 27 February 1997.

25  See comments by Colonel Leonid Osovalyuk, Chief of the State Border Commit-
tee’s department on the Delimitation and Demarcation of the State Border, in Ukray-
ina moloda, 10 June 1997 and Vadym Dolhanov, head of the directorate on Foreign
Policy of the Presidential Administration, in Nezavisimost, 27 December 1996.

26  See the interview with Russian Communist leader Gennadiy Zyuganov in Sovet-
skaya Rossiya, 21 February 1997.

27  Holos Ukrayiny, 4 March and Ukrayina moloda, 10 June 1997. See also the views
of Viacheslav Zhyhulin, head of the Topographical directorate of the Ukrainian Min-
istry of Defence (UNIAN news agency, 16 December 1996), Leonid Osavoliuk,
Deputy Head of the delegation to discuss the delimitation of the Russian-Ukrainian
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Really, do we need a border with Ukraine? After all, we have
managed to come to an agreement with Belarus. We believe
that many Russians pose the questions in just this way.28

Ukraine had previously signed treaties with Belarus and Moldova but
the process of border delimitation was dragged out. Belarus had largely
backed Russia’s division of ‘internal CIS non delimited/demarcated’ and ‘ex-
ternal CIS demarcated’ borders. Nevertheless, in April 1997, after much
Ukrainian persistence, Belarus became the first CIS state to agree to border
delimitation with Ukraine. Nevertheless, Minsk has refused to ratify the Bela-
rusian-Ukrainian treaty. This resembles Russia’s approach to the three Baltic
state’s.

In June 1996, delimitation of the 1,200 kilometre Ukrainian-Moldovan
border was begun based on the administrative border established by the
USSR on 4 November 1940. It took until 2001 for delimitation to be com-
pleted. On 29 January 2003, the first demarcation point on the Moldovan-
Ukrainian was installed in Chernivtsi oblast (formerly northern Bukovina). The
demarcation of the entire Moldovan-Ukrainian border was completed in 2005.

Why then the long delay in the demarcation of the Moldovan-Romanian
border? The border dispute between Moldova-Ukraine had always involved
more than the issue of the exchange of territory. The Moldovan village of Pal-
anca is located exactly on the country’s border with Ukraine and the Odesa-
Reni highway runs through the village. In return for seceding a 7.7 km. portion
of the highway to Ukraine the village of Palanca was effectively split into two.
In exchange, Ukraine initially transferred to the Moldovan state 100 kms of
land which was to be followed by 1,000 sq. metres near the mouth of the Da-
nube river. This allowed Moldova to begin building an oil terminal to import
Trans-Casucasian oil (and resemble the Odesa Terminal constructed in the
1990s).

border (Den, 22 February 1997) and Deputy Foreign Minister Kostyantin Hry-
shchenko in Dzerkalo tyzhnya, 23 August 1996 and Den, 28 February 1997.

28  Granitsa Rossii, 41 (December 1995), p.2. See the official reply in Narodna Armiya,
13 December 1995.
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The agreement on the transfer of territory was signed by Moldova and
Ukraine in August 1999. Ukraine refused to withdraw its Border Troops from
the Giurgiulesti region - the area seceded to Moldova to give it access to the
Black Sea — until an agreement on state borders was ratified. This, in turn,
halted the construction of the Moldovan oil terminal. The ruling Communist
Party of Moldova (PCM), which returned to power in 2000, has always sup-
ported the territorial exchange. Opposition to it came from the People’s Chris-
tian Democratic Party and other centre-right parties. These parties pointed to
the constitution which only envisages a change in the country’s territorial in-
tegrity through a referendum. In September 2002 their appeal opposing the
transfer of land was ruled on by the Constitutional Court which decided that
the transfer of land was constitutional.

An additional factor which complicated the Moldovan-Ukrainian border
dispute was the separatist Trans-Dniestr enclave. Since coming to power in
2001 the PCM has been a staunch advocate of Moldova'’s territorial integrity
hoping that its closer relations with Russia would lead to Moscow applying
pressure on the Trans-Dniestr separatists to reach an agreement with Chisi-
nau. Although Russia overtly and subsequently covertly backed the Trans-
Dniestr separatists it has been unable (or unwilling) to force them to sit at the
negotiating table. The PCM became quickly disillusioned with Russia be-
cause of its unwillingness to stop supporting the separatist Trans-Dniestr en-
clave in exchange for a pro-Russian oriented Moldova.

The recognition of Ukraine’s borders with its last two neighbours - Rus-
sia and Romania — came in May and June 1997 respectively. This signified
that Ukraine’s territorial integrity was now recognised by all of its neighbours
and territorial claims were a thing of the past (except on the part of radical
right groups). The Black Sea Fleet agreement signed together with the Rus-
sian-Ukrainian treaty ended the last remaining Soviet institution on Ukrainian
territory when Russian replaced Soviet naval flags on Russian naval ships in
Sevastopol in June 1997. In January 1998 Soviet passports became invalid in
Ukraine.

In 1998-1999 the Ukrainian parliament and both houses of the Russian
parliament ratified the Ukrainian-Russian treaty. This signified that Russia
had - reluctantly — accepted that the Crimea and city of Sevastopol were de
jure part of Ukraine. Delimitation of the land border between Russia and
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Ukraine took a further 5 years from 1999-2003. Nevertheless, Russia contin-
ues to refuse to agree to the delimitation of the Azov Sea and Kerch Straits,
adjoining Crimea, or the demarcation of its land border with Ukraine. In addi-
tion, in autumn 2003, Russia re-opened the border question by laying claim to
the island of Tuzla.2?

The completion of the recognition of Ukraine’s borders was given addi-
tional symbolism by being linked to the adoption of Ukraine’s first post-Soviet
constitution in June 1996. Both signified that Ukraine had established itself as
a sovereign state. In addition to which there was, ‘the introduction of the
monetary unit or the approval of the Ukrainian state flag and emblem...’30 On
the eighth anniversary of Ukrainian independence then left-wing speaker of
parliament Oleksandr Tkachenko said that Ukraine would not allow its bor-
ders to be infringed because they were ‘sacred’.3’ Then Defence Minister
Oleksandr Kuzmuk described the country’s security forces as, ‘guarantors of
the sovereignty, territorial integrity, inviolability of national borders and social
stability’. The military were always ready to, ‘fulfil their constitutional duty with
honour..."32 The importance of Ukraine’s security forces to the defence of
Ukraine’s territorial integrity was clearly seen in the conflict over the Tuzla is-
land in autumn 2003.

These views by Ukraine’s elites about the sanctity of Ukraine’s territorial
integrity have been made across the entire political spectrum from left to cen-
tre-right. There has always been, much to the consternation of Russian policy
makers and the Russian parliament, a high degree of domestic consensus in
Ukraine on the sanctity of country’s inherited borders. The October 2003 par-

29 See Taras Kuzio, ‘Russian-Ukrainian Strategic Partnership in Ruins’, RFERL
Newsline, 24 October and ‘Behind the Tuzla Controversy’, Kyiv Post, 30 October
2003.

30 Ukrayina moloda, 10 June 1997.

31 Holos Ukrayiny, 21 August 1999.

32 Ukrainian State Television, Channel One, 24 August 1999. This view was echoed
by all state officials, 71 per cent of whom believed that one of their functions was
the defence of Ukraine’s territorial integrity. See The Army in Domestic Politics in
Russia and Ukraine, Centre for Peace, Conversion and Foreign Policy of Ukraine,
Kyiv, no.40 (November 2000) available at http://www.cpcfpu.org.ua. The same sig-
nal was given by the Security Service (SBU) which admitted it had under surveil-
lance those who ‘violated the constitution’ (Dzerkalo tyzhnya, 5 February 2000).
Meanwhile, the Foreign Ministry, ‘is consistently defending the principle of territorial
integrity’ (ITAR-TASS, 17 August 1999).
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liamentary decree was backed by 350 deputies from across the entire political
spectrum.

Potential Territorial and Border Disputes

The independent Ukrainian state inherited a large number of territorial
conflicts and disputes which play a role in developing threat perceptions.
Prior to world War I, territories with Ukrainian ethnographic majorities were
divided between it's neighbours and were the source of various sharp dis-
putes over the ‘historical’, ethnic and political rights to these lands. At one
time or another therefore, Ukraine’s borders have been contested by all of its
neighbours, except Belarus.

A small number of Ukrainian national minorities live in Poland, Slovakia,
Romania, Moldova and Belarus where they live contagious to the Ukrainian
border. The exception is the case of Poland where Ukrainian minorities were
ethnically cleansed in 1947 to northern and Western Poland in former Ger-
man ‘recovered’ territories. The only major territorial threats to Ukraine are,
first and foremost, with Russia and secondly Romania. In the Russian case
the threat is made all the more dangerous because of the large number of
Russians and russified Ukrainians living in Ukraine, the Crimean question and
the belief among large numbers of Russians that Ukrainian independence is
‘temporary’. The Crimean question is central and fundamental to the Ukrain-
ian-Russian question.

Although eight million Russians live in Ukraine (a reduction of three mil-
lion on the 1989 census), seven million Ukrainians also live in the Russian
Federation. Russian complaints about forcible ‘Ukrainianisation’ are often
matched by Ukrainian claims that their co-ethnics in Russia are also denied
minority rights. Areas adjacent to Ukraine within Russia, such as the Kuban
area of the Northern Caucasus, are regarded by Ukrainian nationalists as
‘Ukrainian ethnographic territories’ on the basis of historical and ethnic fac-
tors.

Russian territorial conflicts rest with Ukraine over Eastern Ukraine,
Southern Ukraine (called Novorossiya by Russian nationalists) and the Cri-
mea. In all of these regions only the Crimea has a Russian ethnic majority, a
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large part of which moved there after World War Il when the Tartars were eth-
nically cleansed and the Crimean autonomous republic was abolished.33
Since 1954 the Crimea has been a part of Ukraine and until December 1990
the peninsula had the status of an oblast. In January 1991 the Crimea was
returned to the status of an autonomous republic within Ukraine, and between
1992-1998 negotiations were held with Ukraine over the sharing of power be-
tween Kyiv and the Crimea.

Although the Crimea declared sovereignty (‘independence’) in May
1992 this was less an attempt to fully break away from Ukraine than to use
the step as a bargaining chip in its negotiations with Kyiv over the separation
of powers. After all, the former communist leadership in power in the Crimea,
which supported the August 1991 hard line coup d’etat, had more in common
with national communist President Kravchuk than with then reformer Presi-
dent Borys Yeltsin. Although Ukraine successfully defused the situation in the
Crimea by granting it a high degree of autonomy, Ukrainian and Russian na-
tionalists are not content with the situation; albeit for different reasons.34

The only republic of the former USSR after Ukraine where Ukrainians
outnumber Russians is Moldova. The Trans-Dniestr separatist enclave has
been the scene of ethnic and political conflict with the Moldovan authorities
since 1990, primarily over its refusal to grant it autonomy and the campaign
for reunification with Romania. The Trans-Dniestr enclave was a part of
Ukrainian SSR territory prior to World War Il and historically it never belonged
to Romania. Ukrainian-Romanian relations will continue to remain poor as
long as extreme Romanian nationalists and others in Bucharest harbour terri-
torial demands. The status of the Serpents Islands remains unresolved.

Ukrainian minorities lived within the Hungarian state and later in the
Hungarian portion of the Austro-Hungarian empire in Trans-Carpathian and

33  According to the 1989 Soviet census, Ukrainians formed a low percentage of the
population in Crimea (26 per cent), Donetsk (51 per cent), Luhansk (52 per cent),
Odesa (55 per cent), Kharkiv and Zaporizhia counties (63 per cent). The remaining
oblasts had greater than 70 per cent Ukrainian populations. By the 2001 census the
proportion of Russians had declined in the Crimea from 65 to 58 percent due to out-
migration of Russians and in-migration of Tatars. Within Odesa and Donetsk oblasts
the proportion of Russians declined between 12-24 percent between the 1989 So-
viet and 2001 Ukrainian censuses.

34  See Roman Solchanyk, ‘The Crimean Imbroglio: Kyiv and Moscow’, RFE/RL Re-
search Report, vol.1, no.40 (9 October 1992).
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Eastern Slovakia. These territories were removed from Hungary and given to
the Czechoslovak state in the inter-war period. Trans-Carpathia, although
geographically located in Western Ukraine, is home to strong demands for
autonomy that have been resisted by Kyiv. Potentially, Hungary and Slovakia
could lay claim to part, or all, of Trans-Carpathia.35 In the case of Hungary,
Slovakia and Poland the likelihood that territorial claims will re-surface is
though unlikely. All three countries became members of the EU and NATO in
1999-2004.

The history of Polish-Ukrainian relations is dominated by conflict since
the seventeenth century. With the disintegration of the Austrian-Hungarian
empire in 1918, Poland attempted to reconstitute itself within its ‘historic’ bor-
ders, with little regard for the rights of ethnic minorities who lived there. The
large discontented Ukrainian minority in Poland pursued their demands either
through parliament or through acts of terrorism by Ukrainian nationalist
groups.36 During World War Il, a Polish-Ukrainian civil war erupted again in
Western Ukraine. Between 1945-1947, the Polish inhabitants of Western
Ukraine, which was incorporated within the Ukrainian SSR, were deported to
Poland. In order to ostensibly stop the struggle of Ukrainian nationalist parti-
sans in South-Eastern Poland the Ukrainian population was ethnically
cleansed in 1947 from the region to Poland’s newly acquired German territo-
ries. The bloody conflicts of the inter-war period and 1940s left a bitter legacy
that had to be initially overcome before relations could improve between both
countries. Despite this historical legacy relations between Ukraine and Poland
are good and the likelihood of territorial conflict between them is therefore,
remote.

Separatism and Public Attitudes towards Borders

Russian political parties and members of the Russian parliament and
the executive have always been surprised at two developments in Ukraine.
First, Russian-speaking regions of Ukraine heavily voted in favour of inde-

35  See Taras Kuzio, ‘Rusyns in Ukraine: Between Fact and Fiction’, Canadian Review
of Studies in Nationalism, vol.32, nos.1-2 (December 2005), pp.17-29.
36  See Taras Kuzio, ‘Commemorating 1943 events in Volyn’, Kyiv Post, 10 April 2003.
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pendence during the December 1991 referendum. Russian President Borys
Yeltsin said to his Ukrainian counterpart, President Kravchuk: ‘And you don't
say - this is incredible! - What, and even the Donbas voted “yes”?'37

Second, Russians were surprised that the Russian-speaking regions of
Eastern Ukraine and the Crimea did not create a Russian-speaking lobby
which then proceeded to agitate for separation from Ukraine to Russia. This,
in fact, only happened in the Crimea over a four-year period between 1992-
1995.

The recognition by Russia of Ukraine’s borders in May 1997 took the
wind out of the former Crimean separatist movement. It then replaced its de-
mands for union with Russia with defence of Russian-speakers and support
for a pan-Eastern Slavic union.38 The 1996 Ukrainian constitution banned re-
gional parties, a step that forced Crimean parties to re-register as all-
Ukrainian or regional branches of other Ukrainian parties. The collapse in
support for Crimean separatism was also helped by three factors in Russia.
First, the Chechen conflict provided Ukraine with a window of opportunity to
peacefully deal with its own separatist challenge. Second, the re-election of
Yeltsin as Russian President. Crimean separatists had pinned their hopes on
Russian Communist leader Gennadiy Zyuganov winning the 1996 Russian
presidential elections.39 Third, interest in the Crimean problem within Russia
had begun to decline.40 In March 1995, Ukraine abolished the institution of
the Crimean presidency which had served as the main vehicle for separatist
agitation. This step by President Kuchma, elected primarily by voters within
Russian-speaking Eastern Ukraine, was supported by nearly two thirds of
Ukrainians, according to a poll conducted at the time. Even in the Crimea one
third of respondents backed the abolishing of the institution of Crimean Presi-
dent.41

37  S.0. Kychyhin (ed.), Leonid Kravchuk, p.21.

38  See Taras Kuzio, Ukraine. State and Nation Building in Ukraine, pp.69-99.

39  Valentina lvanova, a teacher in the Crimea, was quoted by Reuters (9 June 1996)
as saying, ‘Those able to vote in Crimea will be rooting for Zyuganov, the only one
capable of restoring our shattered motherland (i.e. USSRY)'".

40  See the views of Sergei Karaganov, head of the semi-official Council on Foreign
and Defence Policy, on Mayak Radio, 29 May 1997.

41 The poll was conducted by SOTSIS-Gallup and cited in Demokratychna Ukrayina,
27 April 1995.
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A separatist movement only existed in the Crimea during the first half of
the 1990s after which it became marginalised. Public support for Ukraine’s
territorial integrity has always been high throughout the country, regardless of
linguistic affiliation, inherited political culture or political beliefs. The Commu-
nist Party of Ukraine (KPU), a Russophile and Sovietophile party, has always
been a staunch defender of Ukraine’s territorial integrity. The KPU wants all
of Ukraine to join a revived USSR, not individual regions such as the Crimea
or Donbas. In the 1990s in the Crimea the KPU was an opponent of Russian
nationalist separatists whom its leader, Leonid Grach, accused of being mere
‘criminals’.42 In 1998 the then left-wing leadership of the Ukrainian Parliament
lobbied its Russian counterparts to successfully ensure that the Russian
State Duma and Federation Council ratify the May 1997 treaty. KPU leader
Petro Symonenko rejected accusations of support for separatism levelled
against his party:

Moreover, certain media are currently trying to portray the
Communist Party of Ukraine as an enemy of the country’'s
territorial integrity. | once again repeat that the Communists
consider the Crimea and Sevastopol as inalienable parts of
Ukraine.43

The survivability of the Ukrainian independent state in the 1990s was
deemed doubtful both by the Russian leadership and by many Western
scholars, experts, journalists and foreign governments. During 1993-1994 the
view that Ukrainian independence was a temporary phenomenon was espe-
cially widespread. The Strategic Survey (1994-1995) of the well respected
International Institute for Strategic Studies, argued that, ‘In the past year,
many outside observers have compared Ukraine to a state on the edge of
collapse’.44 In January 1994 a US National Intelligence Estimate, reflecting
consensus among America’s various intelligence organisations, predicted that
Ukraine would split into two. Eastern Ukraine would allegedly clamour for ‘uni-

42  Interview with L.Grach, Brussels, 15 September 1998.

43 Veseukrainskiye vedomosti, 15 January 1997.

44  ‘Ukraine: Rising from the Ashes’, Strategic Survey 1994-1995 (Oxford and London:
Oxford University Press and the International Institute Strategic Studies), 1995),
p.93.
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fication’ with Russia, something which would lead to civil war.45 The London-
based Royal United Services Institute also predicted that Ukraine was on the
point of ‘disintegration’46, as did an internal report circulated to West Euro-
pean Christian Democratic parties.4” In view of these pessimistic conclusions
about Ukraine, Rand Corporation’s Eugene B. Rumer concluded that the best
solution for the West to forestall the security threat of Ukraine’s impending
‘collapse’ would be its re-union with Russia.4® Two years later the highly re-
spected Forbes magazine predicted that, after Yugoslavia, Ukraine would be-
come Europe’s next ethnic and security crisis.4® In 2003 Forbes Magazine
again went off the deep end in its analysis of Ukraine when it included it to-
gether with Belarus as an unstable country.50

These prophesies of impending doom, separatist revolt and civil war in
Ukraine proved to be wrong. In contrast to these prophets of doom, Ukraine
has exhibited a high degree of stability and consensus regarding its inherited
borders - both at the elite and at the public level. Pro-Russian separatism (in
contrast to a pro-Russian cultural orientation) has never emerged in Eastern
Ukraine.

All-national support for Ukraine’s territorial integrity provides the Ukrain-
ian elites with a strong bargaining hand for Ukraine’s leaders when demand-

45  See ‘U.S. Intelligence Predicts Ukraine Break-up Report’, Reuters, 25 January,
Daniel Williams and R. Jeffrey Smith, ‘U.S. Intelligence Sees Economic Plight Lead-
ing to Break-up of Ukraine’, The Washington Post, 25 January, Martin Fletcher, ‘Spy
agencies warn of Kyiv ethnic turmoil’, The Times, 26 January and James Adams,
‘West fears Ukraine is sliding towards war with Russia’, The Sunday Times, 6 Feb-
ruary 1994.

46  ‘Partnerships, National Interests and Defence Realities’, International Security Re-
view (London: RUSI, 1994), p.VI.

47  ‘L’Ukraine Aujourd’Hui. Rapport sur La situation economique, politique & sociale de
I'Ukraine’, Internationale Democrate-Chretienne, Bruxelles, le 6 decembre 1993.
Copy in the authors possession.

48 E. B. Rumer, ‘Eurasia Letter: Will Ukraine Return to Russia?’, Foreign Policy,
vol.96, no.3 (Fall 1994), pp. 129-144. See also ‘The birth and possible death of a
country, A Survey of Ukraine. Unruly Child’, The Economist, 7 May 1994 and Paula
J. Dobriansky, ‘Ukraine: A Question of Survival', The National Interest, vol.36, no.2
(Summer 1994), pp.65-72.

49  Paul Klebnikov, ‘Tinderbox. The world hasn’t seen the last of ethnic turmoil in East-
ern Europe. Keep your eye on Ukraine’, Forbes, 9 September 1996.

50  Emily Lambert and Lhana R.Shoenberger, ‘The Next Iraq, Atlas of Evil and Discord’,
Forbes Magazine, 17 March 2003. The article claims Belarus and Ukraine are ‘Un-
stable states bordering new NATO members (which) could threaten the region’.
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ing that its neighbours recognise these borders in international law. Support
for Ukraine’s territorial integrity remains high among ethnic Ukrainians, ethnic
Russians and Russophone Ukrainians. Western and Russian misconceptions
about the strength of separatism within Ukraine therefore proved to be highly
exaggerated as public support for Ukraine’s territorial has always been high.
This has been used as a strong card by Ukraine’s leaders to face off territorial
challenges by its neighbours from domestic separatism.

The Crimea nearly became a ‘hot spot’ on two occasions in the 1990s
among the many that engulfed the former USSR since its disintegration in
December 1991. The two peaks of crisis in relations between Ukraine and the
Crimea occurred in May 1992, when the peninsula declared sovereignty (‘in-
dependence’), and during the first half of 1994, when Meshkov was elected
Crimean President and the Russia bloc came to power in the Crimean Su-
preme Soviet.

The Ukrainian leadership refrained from adopting a violent solution to
the Crimean problem. The use of a variety of non-violent methods by the
Ukrainian leadership to bring the Crimea back within its sovereignty was suc-
cessful. Within the space of only one year between Spring 1994-Spring 1995
support for pro-Russian separatism in the Crimea collapsed, and the leader-
ship of the autonomous region was replaced by pro-Ukrainian local leaders
from the ‘party of power’. The credit for this change in political climate in the
Crimea should also be given to the incompetence of the nationalist-separatist
Russia bloc who came to power in early 1994 with a ‘ragbag of promises’ that
they could not implement.51

Conclusions

Borders are important markers of a countries identity and important
components of national identity. As civic, territorial nation-states, they enclose
the ‘We’ from the external ‘Other'. If the nation-state is ethnically defined,
these boundaries of the ethnic nation can be different to that of the interna-

51 See Tor Bukkvoll, “A Fall From Grace for Crimean Separatists”, Transition, vol.1,
no.21 (17 November 1995).
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tionally recognised borders of the state. Four of Ukrane’s neighbours in the
former USSR — Moldova, Russia, Georgia and Azerbaijan — have separatist
enclaves which complicates the issue of what constitutes boundaries. In three
of these (Moldova, Georgia, Azerbaijan) the separatist enclaves have been
de facto ‘independent’ for over a decade, although not de jure recognised as
such. The Crimea was understood by Ukraine’s central elites to be a special
case and was given autonomous status in 1991, a step enshrined five years
later in the Ukrainian constitution and two years later in a new Crimean con-
stitution.

Ukraine has always stressed the importance of its territorial integrity
and the recognition by its neighbours of its borders. Defence of Ukraine’s in-
herited borders has always had a high degree of consensus at the elite and
public levels. The most difficult problem rests with Russia which initially both
refused to recognise the viability of Ukrainian independence and its sover-
eignty over the Crimea and port of Sevastopol. It took until 1997 for the Rus-
sian executive to recognise Ukraine’s borders, another two years for its par-
liament to ratify the treaty and a further five for Russia and Ukraine to com-
plete the delimitation of the land border. Nevertheless, Russia continues to
refuse to delimit the Azov Sea and Kerch Strait or demarcate any portion of
the border.

The marginalisation of the Russian nationalist-separatist movement in
the Crimea after the ouster of Meshkov in March 1995 allowed other political
forces to take control of the Crimea. Since 1995, and especially the 1998
elections, the only two political forces in the Crimea are Communists and pro-
presidential ‘party of power’ centrists, both of whom respect Ukraine’s territo-
rial integrity. The defeat of Russian nationalist-separatists led to the adoption
of the Crimea’s non-separatist constitution in October-December1998. In
2004-2006, the Crimea voted overwhelmingly for Viktor Yanukovych and for
the Party of Regions in presidential and parliamentary elections. Russian na-
tionalists had become marginalised in the mid 1990s with Crimean politics
then becoming dominated by the KPU and pro-Kuchma centrists. A decade
later the KPU had lost one of its strongest bases of support as part of an all-
Ukrainian trend that saw KPU support decline from 20 to 3.5 percent between
the 2002 and 2006 Ukrainian parliamentary elections. Some of this former
KPU support has migrated to the Party of Regions. By 2006 therefore, the
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Crimea was no longer a base for pro-Russian separatism, but one for anti-
Orange revolutionary forces who supported Ukraine’s territorial integrity pro-
vided they were in the driving seat.



UKRAINE - CRIMEA - RUSSIA 39

2 Regionalism and Separatism in Ukraine

Only after the conclusion of World War Il were the bulk of territories
where ethnic Ukrainians lived in a compact majority incorporated within the
Ukrainian SSR, apart from small enclaves in Poland, Slovakia and Romania.
Ukraine contains a wide diversity of regions with different histories, cultural
outlooks and levels of national consciousness. In contrast to Western Ukraini-
ans, inhabitants of Eastern Ukraine tend to look to independence only in
terms of economic benefits. It is unlikely though, that a higher standard of liv-
ing could in itself provide the long term loyalty to the newly independent state.
This is required in order to maintain domestic stability and secure the legiti-
macy of the Ukrainian state in its current borders.

In Eastern Ukraine identity is grounded in ‘multiple loyalties’ traditionally
found among subject peoples in multi-national empires. Kyiv's hegemony
within Ukraine’s large territory has never been completely certain, a factor
which partly contributes to deep feelings of domestic Ukrainian insecurity be-
cause of manifestations of separatism and territorial claims. Although the
Ukrainian SSR within its present borders existed for over half a century it was
never governed as a single unit, but as regions in a larger empire. The resi-
dents of the Donbas and Crimea looked traditionally to Moscow - not to Kyiv -
for support and instructions.

The newly independent Ukrainian state will be successful in maintain-
ing control over its Eastern areas only if the inhabitants of the region increas-
ingly adopt a Ukrainian identity, even if territorial and civic, rather than ethno-
cultural. The adoption of a Ukrainian identity is possible in Eastern Ukraine,
where Russians have lived for centuries, have inter-married with Ukrainians
and where Ukrainians are still the majority ethnic group. Although many
Ukrainians in Eastern Ukraine are Russian speakers their attitudes to key is-
sues, such as independence and armed forces, is still likely to be different to
that of the ethnic Russian population.

But, such a re-identification will be dependent upon maintaining good
relations with Russia and resolving the domestic political and economic crisis.
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In 2000 the Ukrainian economy began to grow for the first time since the late
1980s, but Ukraine is still deeply mired in a political crisis.52 By 2002 an opin-
ion poll by the Kyiv International Institute Sociological Studies found that the
number of adherents of Ukrainian independence had returned to their high
level in the December 1991 referendum.53 This was assisted by the overcom-
ing of the socio-economic crisis and moderate nation building policies. This
trend of support for independence returning to high levels has continued up-
wards, even though the 2004 and 2006 presidential and parliamentary elec-
tions widened regional divisions.

This chapter is divided into two sections. The first surveys regionalism
in Ukraine and its impact upon Ukraine’s politics. This investigates if regional-
ism can be considered a threat to Ukraine’s territorial integrity and centre-
periphery relations. The second section discuses the impact of a region simi-
lar to the Crimea, the Donbas, a region that contains ten per cent of Ukraine’s
population which entered central Ukrainian politics in 2002.

Regionalism

Is Regionalism a Threat to Ukraine’s Borders? 54

Ukraine inherited a disunited polity from the former USSR with a wide
diversity of regions. This regionalism is compounded by weak traditions of
statehood, few consolidating national ideas acceptable to the majority of the
populations5, and until 1999 a severe socio-economic crisis. It also made the

52  See Taras Kuzio, ‘Will Political Reform Lead Ukraine Out of Crisis’, RFERL
Newsline, 19 March 2003 and ‘Party of power’ in Crisis in Ukraine’, RFERL
Newsline, 8 April 2003.

53  See Taras Kuzio, ‘Support for Independence Returns to 1991 Levels’, RFERL Po-
land, Belarus and Ukraine Report, 21 January 2003.

54 On regional policy in Ukraine see V.A. Popvkin, Do Kontseptsii Derzhavnoii Re-
hionalnoii Ekonomichnoii Polityky, no.37 (Kyiv: National Institute Strategic Studies,
1995), V.M.Kampo, Misteve Samovriaduvannia v Ukrayini (Kyiv: In Yure, 1997) and
V.V.Tsvetkov (ed.), Reformuvannia Derzhavnoho Upraviinnia v Ukrayini: Problemy |
Perspektyvy (Kyiv: Oriany, 1998).

55  Sven Holdar points out that there are no mass, all-Ukrainian parties. See his ‘Torn
Between East and West: The Regional Factor in Ukraine’s Politics’, Post-Soviet
Geography, vol.36, no.2 (February 1995), pp.112-132.
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resolution of the division of powers between Kyiv and Crimea more drawn out
until the adoption of a new Ukrainian constitution in 1996 and laws on self-
government and state administration in 1997 and 1999 respectively. A Cri-
mean constitution acceptable to Kyiv was adopted and ratified in October-
December 1998.

As the Ukrainian economy plummeted and the central authorities
proved to be weak and inept, regional demands grew and reached their peak
in 1993-1994.56 Regional elite’s saw their salvation in greater regional devolu-
tion, both as a means to enrich themselves as well as to overcome the poor
economic policies promoted by the centre.57 These developments were ech-
oed in the media by a growing number of materials devoted to the need to
revive ties to the CIS, grant greater regional economic autonomy and hold on
to more of the locally generated budgetary receipts. These media debates
were strongest in the Crimea, the Donbas and in Trans-Carpathia, three ar-
eas where regionalism and calls for federalism were the most acute in
Ukraine during the 1990s.58

At the same time, regionalism in Ukraine, political analyst and Yulia
Tymoshenko bloc MP Hryhoriy Nemirya argues, has less to do with ethnic
divisions and should not be equated with separatism.5® The population dis-
trusts both local and national politicians, particularly the latter.60 The weak-
ness of both civil society and national identity in Eastern and Southern

56  See Taras Kuzio, ‘Ukrainian Election Results Point to Growing Regionalism’, Jane’s
Intelligence Review Pointer, no.6 (April 1994), p.3 and Gregory BV. Krasnov and
Josef C.Brada, ‘Implicit Subsidies in Russian-Ukrainian Energy Trade’, Europe-Asia
Studies, vol.49, no.5 (July 1997), p.840.

57  Nikolai Shulga, ‘Federalism and Separatism in Ukraine: Historical Roots, New Reali-
ties and Prospects’ in Klaus Segbers and Stephan De Spiegeleire (eds.), Post-
Soviet Puzzles. Mapping the Political Economy of the Former Soviet Union, vol. 11
(Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlag, 1995), pp.467-488.

58  Volodymyr Holotsvan, ‘Pytannia Rehionalnoii Polityky ta Terytorialnoii Tsilisnosti
Ukrayiny v Dzerkali Presy’, Politolohichni Chyttania, no.4, 1994, pp.35-42.

59  Grigorii Nemirya, ‘A Qualitative Analysis of the Situation in the Donbass’ in K. Seg-
bers and S. de Spiegeleire (eds.), Post-Soviet Puzzles, pp.58-59.

60  See Rainer Munz and Rainer Ohliger, Die Ukraine nach der Unabhangigket. Natsi-
onsbilding zwischen ost und west, BIOST 5-1999.
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Ukraine has traditionally meant that the socio-economic crisis in the 1990s
did not lead to widespread calls for re-integration with Russia.61

Ukraine’s regional divisions are mistakenly translated into separatist
threats. This view is compounded by the standard - but simplistic — regional
division of Ukraine into a ‘catholic, nationalist, West’ and a ‘Russian-speaking,
Orthodox, pro-Russian East’. Yet, four of the six Western Ukrainian oblasts’
have more Orthodox than Catholic parishes.62 Wise and Brown believe that
eleven million Russians inhabit Eastern Ukraine while a previously unknown
ethnic group, ‘Ukrainian nationalists’, seemingly populate the west.63
Ukraine’s regional divisions, according to Wilson, are ‘deep’ and based on
ethno-linguistic and ideological differences. 84 Burant therefore believes that
Eastern Ukrainians are more likely to see themselves as part of a Russkii
narod than of a Ukrainian nation. 85 Russians in Ukraine allegedly therefore,
‘would like to see Kremlin control restored in Ukraine’.66

The above rather simplistic divisions of Ukraine into a ‘West’ and ‘East’
fail to answer the question as to why Ukraine has remained so stable ff its re-
gionalism is so acute and in reality merely a disguised separatism? As Gar-
nett points out, there is not one regional divide but many divides which over-
lap and are mutually reinforcing. 67 Using extensive survey data, Barrington
found that the there was not an East: West divide in Ukraine because this
failed to take into account the centre of the country. Regionalism in Ukraine is
not along ethnic lines (as in, for example, Georgia, the Russian Federation or

61 Dmytro Vydryn and Dmytro Tabachnyk, Ukrayina na prozi XXI stolittia. Politychnyi
Aspekt (Kyiv: Lybid, 1995), pp.79-80.

62  Stephen Shulman, ‘National Integration and Foreign Policy in Multiethnic States’,
Nationalism and Ethnic Politics, vol.4, no.4 (Winter 1998), p.124. See also Financial
Times, 27 November 1998.

63  Charles R. Wise and Trevor L. Brown, ‘The Consolidation of Democracy in Ukraine’,
Democratization, vol.5, no.1 (Spring 1998), p.122.

64  Andrew Wilson, ‘Ukraine: two presidents and their powers’ in Ray Taras (ed.), Post-
communist presidencies (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), p.71.

65  Stephen R. Burant, ‘Foreign Policy and National Identity: A Comparison of Ukraine
and Belarus’, Europe-Asia Studies, vol.47, no.7 (November 1995), p.1127.

66 Elaine Monaghan, ‘Solana launches new era in NATO-Ukrainian relations’, Reuters,
7 May 1997.

67  Sherman W.Garnett, Keystone in the Arch. Ukraine in the Emerging Security Envi-
ronment of Central and Eastern Europe (Washington DC: Carnegie Endowment,
1997), pp.26-28.
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Yugoslavia) but based on historical and economic factors. Barrington found
that ethnic Russians in Ukraine are more nostalgic for the former USSR. They
are also less supportive of independence and are less likely to see Ukraine
as their homeland (rather than the former USSR) than either Ukrainophones
or Russian-speaking Ukrainians. Barrington also found that Russian-speaking
Ukrainians were closer to their fellow Ukrainians than ethnic Russians on
these key questions. 68 As Barrington points out: ‘What is clear is that if lan-
guage and nationality are treated as separate variables,...there is little sup-
port for considering language when examining attitudes in Ukraine towards
maintaining independence from Russia.’6?

Barrington therefore believes that language is less important than re-
gion in deciding the domestic and foreign policy orientations of the population.
This correlates with the findings of other authors who stress different regional
political cultures which have arisen in Ukraine due to historic, climatic and
economic factors.”® There is little support for separatism throughout Ukraine,
apart from in the Crimea for a brief period during the first half of the 1990s.
The central issue therefore that faced Ukraine in grappling with its inherited
regionalism was not any threat to its territorial integrity, although threats may
be still perceived. 71 The key question was never if Ukraine would exist as a
state but in what form and with what type of political regime.”2

The Russian SFSR was never promoted as an ethnic Russian home-
land in the USSR and some ethnic Russians in Ukraine therefore see the
former USSR — not the Russian Federation — as their ‘homeland’. There is
little support for separatism in Ukraine. Russians, especially supporters of
left-wing parties, tend to be either Slavophiles or Sovietophiles (the Commu-

68  Lowell Barrington, ‘The Geographic Component of Mass Attitudes in Ukraine’, Post-
Soviet Geography and Economics, vol.38, no.10 (December 1997), p.611.

69  Ibid.

70  See Zenovia A. Sochor, ‘Political Culture and Foreign Policy: Elections in Ukraine
1994’ in Vladimir Tismaneanu (ed.), Political Culture and Civil Society in Russia and
the New States of Eurasia. The International Politics of Eurasia, vol.7 (Armonk,
N.Y.: M.E.Sharpe, 1995), pp.208-226 and Taras Kuzio, Ukraine. State and Nation
Building (London: Routledge, 1998), pp.43-68.

71 S. Shulman, ‘Cultures in Competition: Ukrainian Foreign Policy and the ‘Cultural
Threat’ from Abroad’, Europe-Asia Studies, vol.50, no.2 (March 1998), p.288.

72 See T. Kuzio, Ukraine. State and Nation Building, pp.69-99 and 119-143.
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nists or Progressive Socialist parties) and support either Ukraine joining the
Russian-Belarusian union or a revived USSR, rather than separatism.

Regionalism in Ukraine therefore should not be equated with ethnic di-
visions or creeping separatism. Elite consensus in favour of a decentralised
unitary state attempted to take this factor into account by rejecting what were
regarded as two ‘dangerous’ extremes — a federal or centralised unitary state.
A decentralised unitary state recognises two factors. First, the need to forge a
united political community (i.e. civic nation) based upon shared values and
common institutions which would to some extent overcome the wide regional
disparities inherited from the former USSR. This would help buttress democ-
ratic consolidation and a market economy. Federalism, it is widely believed
among Ukrainian elites, would not fulfil these two tasks.

Second, the concept of a decentralised unitary state implicitly rejects
the French model of a highly centralised and homogenised nation-state. It ac-
cepts that Ukraine is composed of different regions due to historical, political
cultural and economic factors. A de-centralised state supports integration
without resorting to a nationalising project. Such a policy has been defined by
myself elsewhere as ‘unity in diversity’ where pluralism is accepted and cou-
pled with state support for integration.”?

Centre-Periphery Relations

Many outside observers have argued that support for federalism in
Ukraine is widespread. Wilson, for example, argued forcefully that, ‘the politi-
cal and electoral weight of Ukraine’s Russophone regions means that the
federal question will remain on the political agenda for the foreseeable fu-
ture’.74 This view is based on two wrong assumptions. First, the 40-50 per
cent of Ukraine’s population who are Russophone, according to ‘language of
convenience’ surveys (‘native language’ data from the 2001 census provides
for fewer Russophones, with only 14.8 percent of Ukrainians giving Russian
as their native language) would automatically support a federal structure for

73  See Taras Kuzio, ‘Can Western Multiculturalism be Applied to the Post-Soviet
States: A Critical Response to Kymlicka’, Journal of Contemporary European Poli-
tics, vol.13, no.2 (August 2005), pp.217-232.

74  Andrew Wilson, Ukrainian Nationalism in the 1990s. A Minority Faith (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press), p.168.
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Ukraine. This, of course, assumes incorrectly that Russophones have a de-
veloped, coherent and robust identity. In a subsequent article, Wilson accepts
that this is not the case in the Donbas.”5 Second, Wilson also mistakenly ex-
trapolates the views he found in the Donbas as representing the entire region
of Eastern and Southern Ukraine (i.e. areas he defines as Russophone).76
The Donbas and Crimea are unique regions and the political orientations and
values found there are not necessarily the same as those found in other re-
gions of Eastern and Southern Ukraine.

The reality is more complicated and far less divisive. During the March
1998 parliamentary elections, of the 30 blocs or parties which took part none
advocated federalism. Even traditionally pro-federal parties, such as the Inter-
Regional Bloc of Reforms or the Civic Congress (united in the 1998 Labour
Ukraine [Trudova Ukrayina) election bloc) refrained from including federalism
in their election manifestos. The Party of Muslims called for the Crimea to be
converted into a Tatar national territorial-administrative unit. The Tatar lan-
guage would become a third official language and Tatars would be recog-
nised as the titular nation in the region. The pro-presidential Party of Regional
Revival called for Ukraine’s regions to be granted complete independence to
decide socio-economic questions with the majority of locally collected taxes
being left in the regions. It also called for the creation of more Free Economic
Zones.”” Nevertheless, none of these pro-devolutionary parties called for a
federal territorial-administrative system. The Party of Regions is the succes-

75  Graham Smith and A. Wilson, ‘Rethinking Russia’s Post-Soviet Diaspora: The Po-
tential for Political Mobilisation in Eastern Ukraine and North-east Estonia’, Europe-
Asia Studies, vol.49, no.5 (July 1997), pp.845-864. See also David J. Meyer, ‘Why
Have Donbas Russians Not Ethnically Mobilized Like Crimean Russians Have? An
Institutional/Demographic Approach’ in John S. Micgiel (ed.), State and Nation
Building in East Central Europe. Contemporary Perspectives (New York: Institute on
East Central Europe, Columbia University, 1996), pp.317-330.

76  For a different view see Louise Jackson, ‘Identity, Language and Transformation in
Eastern Ukraine: A Case Study of Zaporizhzhia’ in Taras Kuzio (ed.), Contemporary
Ukraine. Dynamics of Post-Soviet Transformation (Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe,
1998), pp.99-114.

77  The election manifestos are published in Mykola Tomenko and Oleh Protsenko
(eds.), Pravo Vyboru: Politychni Partii Ta Viyborchi Bloky (Kyiv: Instytut Postkomu-
nistychnoho Suspil'stva, 1998). For the 2006 elections, see Yuriy Marchenko, Oleh
Telemko and Oksana Tudor (eds.), Vybory 2006. Politychna Ukrayina Siohodni
(Kyiv: K.1.S., 2005).
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sor to Regional Revival and it has refrained from openly advocating federal-
ism, instead arguing for decentralisation and Free Economic Zones, in other
words, economic and financial, rather than political, ‘federalism’.

Polling data confirms the lack of public support for federalism. Miller,
Reisinger and Hesli found that only 9 per cent of Ukrainians favoured federal-
ism, ranging from as low as 4 in the West to 11 and 16 per cent in the East
and South respectively.”® Hesli also found that all of Ukraine’ regions — in-
cluding the East and South - were willing to delegate greater authority to the
centre than maintain it at the local level. In fact, Hesli found that Western
Ukrainians were more inclined to favour regional devolution than other re-
gions7. A Galician Assembly had been created as an experiment by locally
elected reformist leaders of the Democratic Bloc between 1990-1992. But,
this fell into disfavour after regional divisions became pronounced during the
1993-1994 economic crisis and elections.

Another survey conducted simultaneously in Lviv and Donetsk found
majorities against federalism. A clear majority in both cities believed that the
unity of Ukraine was more important than regional issues, that regions would
be worse off outside Ukraine and they linked the fate of their region to
Ukraine.80 As Table 1 shows, only 1.30-5.1 per cent of the inhabitants of both
Lviv and Kyiv supported Ukraine’s disintegration into regions.

78  See Arthur H. Miller, Thomas F. Klobucar, William M. Reisinger, ‘Establishing Rep-
resentation: Mass and Political Attitudes in Ukraine’ in Sharon L. Wolchik and Volo-
dymyr Zviglyanich (eds.), Ukraine. The Search for a National Identity (Lanham, MD:
Rowman & Littlefield, 2000), pp.213-236.

79  Vicki L. Hesli, ‘Public Support for the Devolution of Power in Ukraine: Regional Pat-
terns’, Europe-Asia Studies, vol.47, no.1 (January 1995), pp.91-121.

80  Yaroslav Hrytsak, ‘Shifting Identities in Western and Eastern Ukraine’, The East and
Central Europe Program Bulletin, vol.5, no.3 (February 1995).
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Table 2.1 Which Future Possibility for Ukraine Do You Prioritise? (in per
cent)?

Possibility Lviv Donetsk
Full independence 62.2 13.3
Federation with Russia 54 57.0
Member of EU 25.2 18.0
Federation with Central-Eastern Europe 5.9 16.6
Ukraine dividing regionally 1.30 51

Source: Yaroslav Hrytsak, Oksana Malanchuk and Natalia Chernysh, ‘Ukraiina: Skhid i
Zakhid’, Sovremennoe Obshchestvo, no.3, 1994, p.74

The federal question only began to become acute in Ukraine during the
latter period of the Leonid Kravchuk era (1993-1994), at a time of deep socio-
economic crisis and hyperinflation. These policy failures were compounded
by a struggle between the centre and regions over divisions of powers not yet
formulated in any post-Soviet constitution.

Classical federations consist of unions of lands or princedoms (e.g.
Germany) which continue to preserve their separate identities. As we will see
later8, this is an important factor because the strongest supporters of federal-
ism in Ukraine tend to also be supporters of four policies that dissuade
Ukraine from giving its support to federalism and making ruling elites distrust-
ful of the concept.

First, Slavophile and pro-Russophile foreign policy orientation ranges
from a moderate call for a strategic partnership with Russia and economic in-
tegration (the view of small, centrist political parties) to full union (the view of
the Communist Party [KPU]). Hesli found that perceived Russian-Ukrainian
relations, ‘will have an impact on decisions made about the territorial distribu-
tion of political authority’.82 Khmelko and Arel also found that two questions
polarised Ukrainian society — the status of the Russian language (i.e. if it is a
‘foreign language’?) and relations with Russia (i.e. to what extent can Russia

81 On the application of the world experience of federalism to Ukraine see Serhiy Ry-
marenko, ‘Federatyvna Derzhava? Chy Mozhlyvo Zapozychty Svitovyi Dosvid?’,
Polityka i Chas, no.8, (1994), pp.7-11.

82  V.L. Hesli, ‘Public Support for the Devolution of Power in Ukraine’, p.91.
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be defined as Ukraine’s constituting ‘Other’?).83 By the latter half of the first
Kuchma term in office (1996-1999) both of these factors had been largely re-
solved. Evolutionary Ukrainianisation had been chosen over nationalising
policies. Meanwhile, Russian-Ukrainian relations had been established on a
new footing with the joint ratification of the border treaty and the resolution of
the Black Sea Fleet question. In turn, these developments reduced support
for federalism found earlier in the Kravchuk era.

Second, Russia has long proposed that its ‘Near Abroad’ introduce fed-
eral territorial-administrative systems, provide political autonomy to their re-
gions and grant dual citizenship to ethnic Russians. Understandably, most
‘Near Abroad’ states have been reluctant to take this Russian advice. At the
same time, such Russian strategic objectives have served to undermine sup-
port for federalism in countries such as Ukraine by allowing nationalists to
blacken federalists as ‘pro-Russian’ and even ‘treacherous’. Hesli believes
that when Russian-Ukrainian relations improved — as they did between 1997-
1999 — support for federalism would decline (as it in fact did). Russia has
pressured Moldova to implement these policies since the Communists (PCM)
came to power in 2001, but this pressure served to worsen Moldovan-
Russian relations and the PCM retreated from federalism.

Russophile and Sovietophile political parties believe that Ukraine was
jointly created by two people’s and cultures (Russians and Ukrainians). Its
identity is hence more Eastern Slavic than purely Ukrainian and therefore the
state should be constitutionally defined with two titular nations. As Yulia Ty-
moshenko bloc deputy Mykola Tomenko points out, if you believe that
Ukraine was created by different people’s (and not only Ukrainians) then fed-
eralism, ‘is the only logical path to dealing with the problems of the state sys-
tem’. If, on the contrary, one argues that Ukraine was established as an inde-
pendent state to allow Ukrainians to realise their right to self determination
then federalism is not an option you are likely to consider.84

Third, Ukraine should also have two state languages (Ukrainian and
Russian) with Russian also as an ‘official language’. This question is continu-
ally raised by political figures and parties in the Donbas and the Crimea.

83  Valeri Khmelko and Dominique Arel, ‘The Russian Factor and Territorial Polariza-
tion in Ukraine’, The Harriman Review, vol.9, nos. 1-2 (Spring 1996), pp.81-91.
84 M. Tomenko, Samooznazchennia Ukrayiny (Kyiv: Institute of Politics, 1996), p.179.
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Within the CIS the Russian language has been elevated to an ‘official lan-
guage’ in Belarus, Moldova, Kazakhstan and Kirgizia.

The link between these four policies and federalism colours the entire
debate within Ukraine. As a supporter of federalism, Vladimir Grynev, Presi-
dent Kuchma's former regional policy adviser, explains:

The supporters of unitary, or, as it is fashionable to say in
certain circles, united (soborna) state, regard the idea of fed-
eralism as such as one that harms the integrity of the state
and is even hostile to the very idea of state-
hood.....federalism as the basis of the state is regarded as a
potentially creeping separatism, and a unitary state as its
‘suppression’.85

This is because, Grynev believes, federalists are seen as basically
‘closet separatists’ while unitarianism is perceived as a means with which to
halt threats to Ukraine’s territorial integrity. This sharp debate is, in of itself,
influenced by the earlier disintegration of federal states, such as the former
USSR, Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia. Federalism would, it is argued by its
opponents, also hinder the development of a uniform national identity
throughout Ukraine as, ‘without a unitary state it will not be possible to tie the
remainder of the regions to their understanding of statehood’.86

Grynev, in contrast, supports federalism as a means of providing re-
gional self government based on Ukraine’s historic diversity of different re-
gions. It would allow the budget to be divided between the centre and regions
in a fairer manner (Grynev supports regions maintaining sixty per cent of their
taxes®?). In a federal system the regions would be able to ‘protect’ themselves
from the Ukrainianising policies of the centre (thereby reducing conflict over
linguistic issues), provide for local economic and cultural autonomy and en-
sure more rapid economic reform. It is ironic that Grynev’s Inter-Regional
Bloc of Reforms merged in 2001 with the People’s Democratic Party (PDP)
whose head, Valeriy Pustovoitenko, headed an anti-reform Ukrainian gov-
ernment between 1997-1999 that led Ukraine to bankruptcy.

85  V.B. Grynev, Novaya Ukraina: Kakoy Ya Ee Vyzhu (Kyiv: Abrys, 1995), p.27.
86  Ibid, p.29.
87  See the interview with Vladimir Grynev in Kyivska Pravda, 7 September 1995.
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Grynev argued that contrary to popular perceptions, the unitary state
was far more of a threat to Ukraine’s territorial integrity than federalism, espe-
cially if it attempted to implement an ‘aggressive’ Ukrainianisation policy.s8
Federalists in Ukraine believe that policies ‘can only be formed and elabo-
rated naturally, organically and comprehensively in the regions themselves’.8®
Although central laws would be higher than local decisions, the regions
should, in Grynev’s viewpoint, be granted wide ranging economic independ-
ence. He warns though that ‘[y]Jou certainly understand that currently one
cannot but be aware of the simple fact that if we speak about economic self
administration, it inevitably entails political economic self administration.’90

The language question also remained an acute problem which should,
on the Crimean model, be resolved at the local level, Grynev argued. Regions
would, according to their specific historical features, resolve cultural, ethnic
and educational questions.®! Grynev’s federal option for Ukraine also sought
reform of the territorial-administrative system to one based on nine lands that
largely followed historical, geographical and economic criteria. Soviet Ukrain-
ian economists as early as the 1960s had divided Ukraine into nine economic
regions which, supporters of a land system argue, could be the basis for a
federal territorial-administrative system. They, like their nineteenth century
forefathers, point to the historical basis for the unification of lands, according
to historic and economic criteria, under Kyiv.

The reform of Ukraine’s territorial-administrative system from the Soviet
system of 25 oblast’s and 2 cities into nine lands would allegedly reduce the
number of bureaucrats and budgetary outlays. Such reforms are also credited
with the ability to speed up economic reforms and take into account Ukraine’s
ethnic and regional differences. The nine economic regions which could form
the basis of these lands are: Volyn (Volyn and Rivne oblasts), Donbas (Do-
netsk, Luhansk), Zaporizhzhia (Dnipropetrovsk, Zaporizhzhia, Kirovohrad),
Carpathians (Trans-Carpathia, lvano-Frankivsk, Lviv, Chernivtsi), Kyiv (Zhy-
tomir, Kyiv, Cherkassy, Chernihiv), the Crimea, Podillia (Vynnytsia, Ternopil,

88  V.B. Grynev, Novaya Ukraina, p.35.

89 M. Tomenko, Samooznazchennia Ukrayiny, p.474.

90  Kyivska Pravda, 7 September 1995.

91 A critical response to Grynev and Inter-Regional Bloc of Reforms support for feder-
alism can be found in Natalia Rudenko, ‘Rozdumy z Pryvodu Terytorialno-
Administratyvnoho Ustoroiu Derzhavy’, Narodna hazeta, no.13 (March 1996).
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Khmelnytskyi), Slobidska (Poltava, Sumy, Kharkiv), Chornomorska (Myko-
laiiv, Odesa, Kherson).?2 Under these lands (zemlia or kraj’s) there could be
three tiers of local authority — counties (povit’s), districts (volost’s) and city re-
gions (rayons).93

Grynev, Kuchma'’s main ally in the 1994 parliamentary and presidential
elections, had long been an advocate of federalism and strong presidential
power. His views though, proved to be too radical for both Kuchma and the
majority of Ukraine’s political parties (he left his presidential advisory post in
1996). Opinion polls since 2000, and during discussions on constitutional re-
form in 2003-2004, have consistently shown that federalism has minority
support and an upper house of parliament has only an average public back-
ing of 30 percent. An upper house of parliament is understood in two ways:
as the introduction of federalism and as an extension of presidential power.

A close examination of Grynev’'s views will therefore serve to illuminate
some of the problems that federalists have in promoting their case in Ukraine:

= Inherent contradiction between federalism of the magnitude supported by
Grynev and his backing for a presidential-style constitution modelled on
Russia’s. In addition, Ukraine’s political culture is far closer to parliamenta-
rism than to presidentialism. Parliament is capable of representing
Ukraine’s diversity and institution where compromise can be reached. Fol-
lowing constitutional reforms voted on 8 December 2004 and introduced in
2006, Ukraine moved from a semi—presidential to a parliamentary-
presidential system;

= Many Ukrainian elite’s would support the creation of Free Economic Zones
and greater economic powers devolved to regions. Nevertheless, this con-
tradicts the creation of a unified national economy from the economic re-
gions inherited from the former USSR. Free Economic Zones were abol-
ished by the Tymoshenko government in 2005 because they had become
a major source of corruption;

92 Ihor Vlasenko, ‘Deviat Zemel - Osnova Novoho Terytorialnoho Ustroiu’, Chas-Time,
8 September 1995.

93  Volodymyr Males, ‘Derzhava | Rehiony (Do Formuvannia Rehionalnoii Polityku v
Ukrayini)’, Rozbudova Derzhava, no.9 (September 1994), pp.16-17.
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= Greater economic autonomy for the regions would not necessarily assist
the pace of economic reform, as Grynev argues. Many local elite’s would
see it as a means of personal enrichment, as seen in the Crimea and Don-
bas and in former Free Economic Zones;

= Grynev’s admission that economic autonomy would inevitably lead to politi-
cal demands is precisely the fear that many in Ukraine’s elite’s harbour
about federalism. In other words, a slippery path towards separatism;

= Grynev's use of federalism freezes the national legacy inherited from the
former USSR. The Ukrainian state is unlikely to launch a radical
Ukrainianisation project along the lines Grynev is concerned about be-
cause there is neither public support nor a strong state available to under-
take a nationalising project. At the same time, for any newly independent
state, such as Ukraine, to not launch a civic nation building project would
be rather unusual. Such a project would attempt to reduce — but not totally
eradicate — the wide regional differences, provide affirmative action for
Ukrainian language and culture, standardise educational policies and pro-
mote national consolidation and integration into a new political community.
In other words, unity in diversity.

= Grynev believes that federalism can be used as an instrument to freeze the
situation on the ground and thereby prevent these nation-state building
policies from being implemented. It is therefore little wonder that his Inter-
Regional Bloc of Reforms became so isolated from other centrist parties
that backed Kuchma during his second term in office. (In 2001 Grynev's In-
ter-Regional Bloc of Reforms merged with the failed ‘party of power Peo-
ple’s Democratic Party [NDP]). As Grynev was deserted by his centrist al-
lies his only compatriots on the national question became marginal Pan-
Slavic or centrist parties. Kuchma'’s centrist political allies, unlike Grynev’s
former Inter-Regional Bloc of Reforms, do not support federalism but a de-
centralised, unitary state which provides the devolution of socio-economic
powers to the regions.94 Grynev’s allies included the Constitutional Democ-

94 Ihor Koliushko, then a parliamentary adviser, proposed a ‘decentralised, unitary
state’ as a way of halting any slide towards federalism. See his ‘Nasha Ukrayina
Taka Rizna', Holos Ukrayiny, 13 February 1992. See also on the same theme,
Mykola Yakovyna (head of the Ivano-Frankivsk oblast council), ‘Unitarna, detsen-
tralizovana’, Holos Ukrayiny, 31 October 1992, Kostiantyn Maleyev, ‘Ukrayina —
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rats (who joined with his party to create the failed Social-Liberal alliance
[SLON] in the March 1998 parliamentary elections), the Labour Party, the
Party of Economic Revival of the Crimea (since discredited for possessing
close links to organised crime) and the pan Slavic Civic Congress. Typi-
cally these parties are not popular with the public - SLON, Grynev’'s 1998
election bloc, for example, only polled a meagre 0.91 per cent.

Local self-government to preserve the cultural and historical traditions
of the regions was backed by Kravchuk while he was President. Kravchuk
drew the line at separatism and the promotion of inter-ethnic conflicts.95
Kravchuk, who when out of office joined the Social Democratic United Party
(SDPUo) and became a joint leader of Kuchma’s October 1999 presidential
election bloc Accord (Zlahoda), held similar views to Kuchma that opposed
the introduction of a federal system in Ukraine. Their views coincided on the
need for a decentralised, unitary state which possesses a vertical executive
power chain and provides for local self government and greater regional
devolution.% Their support for constitutional reforms, that transformed
Ukraine from a semi-presidential to a parliamentary-presidential system, grew
out of fear of Yushchenko being elected and inheriting the executive powers
of the 1996 constitution. Members of the Ukrainian elites, including former
President Kravchuk, also see federalism as, ‘endangering the possibility of
preserving the integrity of the state as such’.97

The moderate left (Socialists), led by Moroz, also support a decentral-
ised, unitary state with broad powers, particularly economic, delegated to the
regions. Like, the former ‘party of power (Kravchuk-Kuchma) the Socialists
do not back political autonomy, fearing that this would lead to separatism
along the lines of Moldova’s Trans-Dniestr enclave or Russia’'s Chechnya.
The left (either the Communists or Socialists), do not therefore back Grynev
on the federal question (or an upper house of parliament).

Unitarna, Detsentralizovana’, Vechimyi Kyiv, 30 June 1993 and |.Kuras, ‘Federat-
siya Chy Unitarna Derzhava?’, Polityka | Chas, no.6, 1993, pp.4-8.

95  Mykola Shpakovaty (ed.), Leonid Kravchuk, Our Goal-A Free Ukraine (Kyiv: Globus,
1993), pp.20 and 53.

96 M. Tomenko, Samooznazchennia Ukrayiny, p.191.

97  Radio Ukraine World Service, 6 April 1994.
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The absolute majority of Ukraine’s political parties see federalism as
‘premature’ which could be only possibly introduced after Ukraine is more
fully consolidated as a nation and the socio-economic situation improves. For-
mer Parliamentary Speaker Ivan Pliushch suggested that ‘this process
(towards federalism) needs to mature...the very nature of a democratic state
implies its federal structure. However, it is necessary to proceed toward this
in a civil and evolutionary manner and by no means a revolutionary one.’98

Other members of Ukraine’s ruling elites also argued that federalism is
currently ‘impractical’ because it is tantamount to a radical change in the
state’s territorial-administrative structure which would have short term nega-
tive effects upon economic and political processes in the state. Federalism as
an institution requires a vibrant civil society to ensure active citizens at the
local and national level. Civil society in Ukraine though, is weakest in pre-
cisely those areas of Eastern and Southern Ukraine where support for feder-
alism is greater.

The centre-right have been the most vociferous opponents of federal-
ism, accusing federalists such as Grynev of even being ‘traitors’ and of deliv-
ering Ukraine into Russian hands. One author argued, ‘The idea of federal-
ism, the idea of an autonomous-federal territorial system for Ukraine, is sim-
ply dangerous, harmful and destructive...’99

National democrats argued against federalism in three ways. First, they
believe it would freeze the regional disparities in culture, language and ethnic
relations from the Soviet regime. Second, it would convert Ukraine into a
‘conglomerate’ that would lead to a distancing of regions from one another,
instead of their gradual coming together. Finally, federalism would provide
Russia with the opportunity to ‘annex’ portions of Ukrainian territory, such as
the Crimea and Donbas.’0 These fears may seem exaggerated, indeed
highly so, but they have resonance in Western and Central Ukraine, two re-
gions that voted for Yushchenko in 2004 and for Orange parties in 2006.

The fears of national democrats of federalism as a potential threat to
Ukraine’s territorial integrity are, to some degree, well founded. Federalism

98  Holos Ukrayiny, 5 May 1994.

99  Andriy Pashuk, ‘Ideya Federatsii | Ukrayina’, Respublikanets, vol.4, nos.3-4 (1994),
p.126.

100 /bid.
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does institutionalise regional differences while providing resources to local
elite’s which could be used for mobilisation against the state.10 A broad
spectrum of opinion in Ukraine, ranging from the extreme right to the centre
right (supporters of a unitary state) to the left and centrists (supporters of a
decentralised, unitary state) see federalism as encouraging separatism.102
This translated into opposition to an upper house of parliament proposed by
Kuchma in his constitutional reform proposals in 2003-2004.

Potential separatist threats cannot be divorced from Ukraine’s external
environment, which only stabilised in 1997-1999. Prior to June 1997, Roma-
nia held territorial claims on Chernivtsi oblast (Northern Bukovina), parts of
Odesa oblast and Serpents Island. The Russian Federation only finally rec-
ognised Ukraine’s borders in May 1997, a treaty which was only then ratified
by both of its houses of parliament between December 1998-February 1999.
In both of these cases therefore, concerns were raised about devolving power
to Odesa, the Donbas and the Crimea at a time when two external powers
harboured territorial claims on these regions. In November 2004, Yanukovych
organised a separatist congress in Severdonetsk to which he invited Moscow
Mayor Yuriy Luzhkov. The congress discredited Yanukovych within the pro-
Kuchma central elites.

In the Trans-Carpathian oblast, opponents of economic or political
devolution have pointed to the support given to the Ruthenian (Rusyn) sepa-
ratist movement by some Hungarian and Slovak politicians (Rusyn’s regard
themselves as a separate Eastern Slavic people and not as a regional branch
of Ukrainians). Those who play the Rusyn card'03 ‘are concerned not so
much with the development of the so-called Ruthenian language and culture
as with establishing a different identity and then secession of Trans-Carpathia
(or, in their terms, Trans-Carpathian Rus) from Ukraine.’

A large spectrum of Ukrainian political and elite opinion is united in the
view that the provision of autonomy to the Crimea is a negative example for
other regions in Ukraine. The provision of institutions (such as a presidency)

101 See Philip G. Roeder, ‘Soviet Federalism and Ethnic Mobilization’, World Politics,
vol.23, no.2 (January 1991), pp.196-233.

102 See the survey of political party opinion on federalism in ‘Pretsedent Dvopartiynosti’,
Post-Postup, 30 March-5 April 1993.

103 See Taras Kuzio, ‘Rusyns in Ukraine: Between Fact and Fiction’, Canadian Review
of Studies in Nationalism, vol.32, nos.1-2 (December 2005), pp.17-29.



56 TARAS KUZIO

and other federal arrangements (i.e. demands to have relations between the
Crimea and Ukraine based on a treaty, as in the Russian Federation) led to
escalating separatist demands.1%4 As Tomenko points out, ‘[i]t [the Crimea]
equips opponents of federalism with numerous arguments for considering it
inexpedient to renounce unitarianism in general and during the period of na-
tion-building and in the midst of a general economic crisis in particular.’105

It is noticeable that votes in the Ukrainian parliament against Crimean
separatism have always obtained more than two thirds constitutional majori-
ties (meaning that the left, centre and right have voted together)10¢ The for-
mer Crimean Supreme Soviet chairman, Leonid Grach, leader of Crimea’s
KPU, has long been an arch opponent of local Russian nationalist-
separatists. While rejecting federalism then President Kravchuk understood
that the territorial-administrative system inherited from the former USSR could
not be maintained and thereby he acknowledged that it required a degree of
reform.107 A middle ground was staked out between the twin opposites of a
centralised, unitary state and federalism, a position which has been accepted
by the majority of Ukraine’s elites and parties as a decentralised unitary state
based on a policy of unity in diversity. This middle ground of a decentralised,
unitary state recognises the artificiality of the inherited Soviet territorial-
administrative system while rejecting federalism as too ‘dangerous’ an ex-
periment at this stage in Ukraine’s state and nation building project.

Supporters and opponents of federalism in Ukraine tend to mistakenly
link the question of a bicameral parliament to that of federalism, yet many
countries have two-tier parliaments which are not federal (e.g. the UK, the
Netherlands and Poland). Prior to the adoption of Ukraine’s first post-Soviet
constitution in June 1996 the question of whether the Ukrainian parliament
should be transformed into a two-tier National Assembly was regularly de-

104 See T. Kuzio and D. Meyer, ‘The Donbas and Crimea: An Institutional and Demo-
graphic Approach to Ethnic Mobilisation in Two Ukrainian Regions’ in T. Kuzio,

R.S. Kravchuk and P. D’Anieri (eds.), State and Institution Building in Ukraine (New
York: St. Martin’s Press, 1999), pp.297-324.

105 M. Tomenko, Samooznazchennia Ukrayiny, p.474.

106 On the Crimea see chapter three in Taras Kuzio, Ukraine under Kuchma. Political
Reform, Economic Transformation and Security Policy in Independent Ukraine
(London: Macmillan, 1997), pp.67-89.

107  Interview with L. Kravchuk in Literaturna Ukrayina, 26 November 1992.
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bated.198 President Kuchma had always backed the creation of a bicameral
parliament while the centre-right and extreme left adamantly opposed it for
two reasons. When Kuchma reintroduced bicameralism in his constitutional
reform proposals in 2003-2004, bicameralism never received support within
the central elites or more broadly within the public at large.

First, then parliamentary chairman Oleksandr Moroz, leader of the So-
cialist Party, believed it would encourage separatism.109 These views are
similar to those of the national democrats. Second, a second chamber com-
posed of regional representatives would be inevitably pro-presidential (as was
the Council of Regions110). This would give greater executive control over
parliamentary affairs, reduce the possibilities of the left to halt or slow down
economic reform and ultimately turn Ukraine into a presidential republic.
Hence, the left have traditionally opposed the transformation of the Supreme
Council into a bicameral National Assembly. Socialist Party head Moroz de-
scribed an upper house of parliament as tantamount to creating a second
presidential administration.

During the constitutional debate prior to the adoption of the Ukrainian
constitution in June 1996, Ukraine’s regions also increasingly became op-
posed to a bicameral parliament. Under the proposals supported by President
Kuchma each region, regardless of its geographic size or population density,
would send two senators to the upper chamber (the Senate). Such an ar-
rangement would have diluted the influence of the more populated and urban-
ised Eastern Ukraine in favour of the more rural Western Ukraine. For exam-
ple, the largely rural Ternopil oblast would have sent the same number of
senators as that of the highly populated Donetsk oblast. This factor also
helped to turn Eastern Ukrainians away from a bicameral National Assembly.

108 T. Kuzio, Ukraine under Kuchma, pp.90-136.

109  Ukrayina moloda, 5 May 1999.

110 See the support given by the Council to the government programme (Narodna Ar-
miya, 4 October 1995).
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The Donbas

Two key Eastern Ukrainian Donbas oblasts bordering Russia - Donetsk
and Luhansk - provide sixty of the deputies to the Ukrainian parliament, or
13.3 per cent of the total of 450 deputies. A large majority of the leftist depu-
ties elected during the 1990s were from these two oblasts. By the 2002 elec-
tions the Donbas had become the stronghold of the Party of Regions, the lo-
cal ‘party of power’. In the 2004 and 2006 elections, the region voted over-
whelmingly for Yanukovych and the Party of Regions.

In the first half of the 1990s much was heard about the strength, impor-
tance and the threat of the Donbas, home to a fifth of Ukraine’s population
and 60 parliamentary seats. Yet, the region remained relatively quiet and its
integration into the Ukrainian independent state proved to be less problemati-
cal than at first thought. In the late Soviet era Eastern and Southern Ukraine
remained passive during the evolution of Rukh from a platform of transform-
ing the USSR into a confederation to out right state independence. Only in
1989 did Donbas coal miners go on strike and henceforth an uneasy alliance
developed between them and the nationalist Rukh movement. This is not
surprising as during the Soviet era, communist propaganda directed against
‘bourgeois nationalists’ and ‘fascist collaborators’ was collectively aimed at
the Ukrainian Diaspora and Western Ukrainians. In the 2004 elections a simi-
lar tactic was used by the Yanukovych campaign, which fanned anti-
Americanism and accused Yushchenko of being an American stooge and ‘na-
tionalist’.111

Ukraine’s first Defence Minister, Konstantin Morozov, who was born in
the Donbas, recalls in his memoirs that in the Soviet era a ‘bourgeois nation-
alist was anybody who dared to even speak the Ukrainian language. Moro-
zov only found out that his family were ethnic Ukrainians after the USSR dis-
integrated; in the Soviet army he had always thought of himself as a Russian

111 See Taras Kuzio, ‘Large Scale Anti-American Campaign Planned in Ukraine’,
Jamestown Foundation, Eurasian Daily Monitor, vo.1, no.102 (8 October 2004);
‘UKRAINE: Anti-Americanism an election tool for Kuchma’, Oxford Analytica, 8
January 2004.
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from the Donbas.112 This stereotype has left deep marks in Ukrainian politics
to this day. A powerful regional Donbas identity and local patriotism exists
alongside other identities. The Donbas, like the Trans-Dniestr separatist en-
clave in Moldova, was a ‘mini USSR’ where the fusion and russification of
Soviet nationalities created a Homo Sovieticus. The Donbas, and to a lesser
extent the Crimea, was the only region in Ukraine where in the 1990s up to
half of its residents defined themselves as ‘Soviet' (not as Ukrainian or Rus-
sian).

A local Donbas and Soviet identity existed alongside a territorial at-
tachment to the former boundaries of the Ukrainian SSR. Separatism there-
fore, has not manifested itself to any great degree in the Donbas. The KPU
and pan Eastern Slavic parties do not desire to break the Donbas away from
Ukraine and join the region to Russia. Instead, they prefer to include Ukraine
within a revived USSR or the Russian-Belarusian union.

51 per cent of the Donbas declared itself Ukrainian in the 1989 census,
together with 44 per cent Russian. The 2001 census registered an increase in
Ukrainians from 72 to 77 per cent in Ukraine as a whole and in the Donbas a
change to 57 percent Ukrainian and 38 percent Russian. Surveys gave a dif-
ferent picture: 32 per cent Ukrainian, 27.5 per cent Russian and 36.5 per cent
‘Russian-Ukrainian’. This latter group overlaps with that of the Soviet identity
found in the Donbas in the 1990s. ‘Russian-Ukrainian’ or Soviet identities ex-
hibit ‘multiple identities’ which over time may decline and become Ukrainian
or Russian. The Soviet identity found in the Donbas in the first half of the
1990s is no longer seen, itself a reflection of the decline of the KPU and of
the success of moderate nation-building policies.

Although Western Ukrainians continue to stereotype their Eastern
Ukrainian brethren as ‘separatists’, separatism has always been weak in the
Donbas. The Donbas demand for a separate status, seen in agitation in April
and June 1993, aimed to obtain a greater share of the state budget, to which
they allegedly contribute a majority, and maintain it in their region. The impact
of the change in the fortunes of the Donbas can be seen in the transfer of Vik-
tor Yanukovych from Donetsk governor to Prime Minister in November

112 Konstantin Morozov, Above and Beyond. From Soviet General to Ukrainian State
Builder (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University, 2000).
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2002.113 The Donbas clan had the second largest faction in the 2002-2006
Parliament and its ‘party of power’, the Party of Regions, won the 2006
Ukrainian parliamentary elections with 32 percent of the vote.

The two Donbas oblast councils held simultaneous opinion polls during
the 1994 elections (President Kravchuk had convinced them, like in the Cri-
mea, to refrain from holding referenda which would be legally binding). These
polls asked whether the new Ukrainian constitution should include references
to Russian as a second state language and Ukraine as a federalised state.
Both of these questions obtained high endorsements of 87.1 per cent and
79.7 per cent respectively in Donetsk oblast. The third question asked
whether voters agreed with the view that Russian should be utilised as a sec-
ond state language alongside Ukrainian in their two oblasts. The final ques-
tion asked if voters were in favour of Ukraine’s full membership of the CIS
Economic Union and CIS Inter-Parliamentary Assembly. These questions ob-
tained 89 per cent and 88.7 per cent endorsements respectively as well. A
threatened poll with similar questions to be undertaken in January 2005, fol-
lowing the Sevrdonetsk separatist congress two months earlier, was not fol-
lowed up on.

The 1994 poll results did not support the secession of the Donbas from
Ukraine and had no legal force. But, as a source of pressure upon Kyiv their
results were difficult to ignore. Secessionist tendencies in the Donbas are
unlikely to appear unless an extreme nationalist comes to power in Kyiv
which is unlikely; nevertheless, relations between Kyiv and Donetsk did
worsen after Yushchenko, who was wrongly depicted as a ‘nationalist’, was
elected president in January 2005.

The 1994 Donbas poll represented a victory for those political forces
which favoured Ukraine’s closer integration into the CIS. The polls also took
some of the heat off the Crimean leadership which held its own separate polls
at the same time. In the words of Yury Boldyrev, then deputy mayor of Do-
netsk and a leading force behind the polls, ‘A new union of Russia, Belarus
and Ukraine is inevitable’. Coal miners added further pressure on the new
parliament and government with strikes in 1993-1994 which led to Kravchuk

113 See Taras Kuzio, ‘Ukraine Replaces Prime Minister and Appoints a Possible Suc-
cessor', RFERL Poland, Belarus, Ukraine Report, 26 November 2002,
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agreeing to hold earlier presidential elections in July 1994 that he lost to Ku-
chma. Pressure to join the CIS Economic Union as a full member grew in E-
astern Ukraine, promoted particularly by members of the government who
were from the Donbas, such as Prime Minister Yukhym Zvyahilskyy and
Deputy Prime Minister Valentyn Landyk. At a Cabinet of Ministers meeting to
discuss this question in March 1994, Marchuk warned against such a move
because it would damage Ukraine’s economic independence. Foreign Minis-
ter Anatoly Zlenko also opposed such a move because it would signal that
Ukraine was turning its back on the West after just signing an historic treaty
with the EU. (The same arguments were used in 2002 against joining the
Eurasian Economic Community).

The reaction of nationalist and national-democratic groups was hostile
towards the polls conducted in these two oblasts and in 2005 in Kharkiv, Do-
netsk and Odesa to elevate Russian to an ‘official language’. In 1994, the
centre-right Congress National Democratic Forces argued that these polls
were ‘rings in a chain used by the empire and chauvinistic orientated forces in
their desire to tear Ukraine apart’. The Ukrainian Language Society Prosvita
called the polls a provocation aimed at destroying Ukraine and provoking ‘na-
tional enmity’.

Regional Clans

The Donbas elites are one of three large regional elite clans. In the So-
viet era they and the ‘Dnipropetrovsk mafia’ (aka Nikita Khrushchev, Leonid
Brezhnev, Volodymyr Shcherbytsky) as they were called, dominated Ukrain-
ian SSR elites. In the post-Soviet era a third force has emerged as the Kyiv
clan who are grouped in the SDPUo.

In the Kravchuk era the former ‘sovereign communists’ had not yet es-
tablished political parties to represent their business interests. Kravchuk did
have strong links to the then ‘party of power’ in the Donbas, the Liberals. In
the 1994-1998 Ukrainian parliament, Kravchuk was a member of the Liberals
faction (Social Market Choice) led by former Security Service (SBU) chairman
Yevhen Marchuk. But, the Liberals were never able to fully take control of the
Donbas, even though half of its members were based there. Social Market
Choice did not become a united and influential faction. Marchuk was also not
able to take over the Liberals and he and Kravchuk shifted their allegiance to
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the SDPUo in the 1998 elections. When the SDPUo backed Kuchma - and
not Marchuk — in the 1999 presidential elections, Marchuk left to create a So-
cial Democratic Union.

The Liberals and another Donbas ‘party of power’, the Labour Party,
joined forces in the ‘Together’ (Razom) bloc in the 1998 elections, but they
only obtained 1.89 per cent. Another Donbas regional force, the Party of Re-
gional Revival of Ukraine, did even worse with 0.9 per cent. Since then the
Liberals, Labor and Regional Revival have declined in influence and the Don-
bas lost political influence in Kyiv in the late 1990s. The Donbas was there-
fore ripe for the creation of a new ‘party of power’ - Regions of Ukraine - for
the 2002 elections and 2004 succession to the post-Kuchma era. A new
‘party of power’, the Party of Regions, was created in March 2001 through the
unification of five parties: the Party of Regional Revival of Ukraine, Petro
Poroshenko’s Party of Ukrainian Solidarity, the Beautiful Ukraine party, the
Party of Pensioners, and the Labour Party. When the newly united party cre-
ated its own parliamentary faction, Regions of Ukraine, Oleksandr Volkov was
forced to change the name of his own Regional Revival faction to that of his
party’s name, Democratic Union.

After Kuchma was elected in July 1994 the ‘Dnipropetrovsk mafia’ re-
turned to power in Ukraine and dominated key positions in Kyiv. The pinnacle
of their power was under Prime Ministers Pavlo Lazarenko (1996-1997) and
Pustovoitenko (1997-1999), both of whom were from Dnipropetrovsk (the two
previous prime ministers were the Donbasite Zvyahilsky and Marchuk, who
had links to the Donbas Liberals). In the ensuing conflict over control of busi-
ness interests the Donbas lost out to Dnipropetrovsk, complimenting the de-
cline of its political influence in Kyiv. The stakes were high. According to the
State Prosecutor, Lazarenko allegedly paid $US 2 million to a criminal group
to murder Donetsk regional governor Yevhen Shcherban in October 1996.
The Liberal Party joined Yushchenko’s Our Ukraine bloc in the 2002 elections
but Liberal Party members, such as Volodymyr Shcherban, quickly defected
to the pro-Kuchma coalition in parliament. Shcherban fled to the US in spring
2005 fearing imprisonment for abuse of office as governor of Sumy oblast. In
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autumn 2006 he returned to Ukraine, presumably less concerned at the threat
of imprisonment following the return of Yanukovych to government.

Until the appointment of Yanukovych as Prime Minister in November
2002 the Donbas lacked political clout in Kyiv and had few media outlets, de-
spite possessing a powerful economic-financial base. One wing, Systems
Capitol Management, is led by Ukraine’s wealthiest oligarch Rinat Akhmetov
with interests in energy, manufacturing and mining. An alternative group, the
Industrial Union of Donbas (ISD), began life as a gas monopoly in the Donbas
through which it accumulated large financial reserves that were then invested
in local privatisations. Systems Capital Management invested in the Party of
Regions and Akhmetov was first elected to parliament in March 2006. The
ISD has taken a different route by not investing in Ukrainian political parties.
In autumn 2006, senior ISD leaders Valeriy Chalyi and Vitaliy Haydiuk were
brought into the presidential secretariat and National Security and Defence
Council. The Party of Regions has politically legitimised the economic power
of the Akhmetov wing of the Donbas clan that includes the former head of the
Tax Administration Mykola Azarov, former Donetsk mayor Volodymyr Rybak
and former Prime Minister Zvyahilskyy. Former Donetsk governor and Prime
Minister Yanukovych became head of the Party of Regions in April 2003 lead-
ing it to victory in the 2006 elections.

In November 2002, 234 deputies who comprised the pro-presidential
parliamentary majority from the eight factions that grew out of the For a
United Ukraine (ZYU) election bloc and the SDPUo, supported President Ku-
chma’s candidate - Yanukovych - as Ukraine’s tenth prime minister. All four
opposition groups on the left (Communists, Socialists) and the right (Our
Ukraine, Yulia Tymoshenko) voted against Yanukovych, except for two depu-
ties. The other two candidates for Prime Minister were also from Ukraine’s
largest and wealthiest Donbas clan.

The model that the Party of Regions brought from the Donbas was of a
corrupt, ‘social regulated market economy’ combined with paternal authori-
tarianism. Stability is seen by the ruling elites as of paramount importance.
The opposition is marginalised by the authorities whose refusal to compro-
mise with them denies them any semblance of legitimacy. Their right to pro-
test is condemned as creating instability and threatening the independent
state. Such policies combined with the SDPUo’s authoritarianism to produce
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democratic regression in the last two years of the Kuchma era when Viktor
Medvedchuk and Yanukovych headed the presidential administration and
government respectively. The For a United Ukraine bloc and the SDPUo only
elected 54 deputies on the proportional lists in the 2002 elections. Although
this meant that pro-presidential forces had lost the elections they were able to
change the results by incorporating deputies elected in majoritarian districts
and those bribed to defect from the opposition (such as the Liberal Party and
trade union leaders in Our Ukraine). This increased their original 54 deputies
to the 234 that comprised the parliamentary majority. SDPUo senior MP
Kravchuk admitted that deputies were paid on average $5,000 per month to
defect to the pro-presidential majority.114

In the Donbas all political life remains controlled by the local ‘party of
power’, the Party of Regions, a fact that has not changed since Kuchma'’s de-
parture from office in 2004. This allowed Kuchma to reduce the local base of
support of his Communist opponents in the 1999 and 2002 elections. In the
2002 elections, Yushchenko’s Our Ukraine failed to cross the four per cent
threshold in only Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts, where it obtained 2.69 and
3.62 per cent, and the city of Sevastopol, where it reached 2.99. In compari-
son, Donetsk was the only oblast where the For a United Ukraine bloc came
first with 36.83 per cent, a victory that must have been assisted by then gov-
ernor Yanukovych. In the 2006 elections, Our Ukraine received even fewer
votes in Donetsk (1.41) and Luhansk (2.04), perhaps reflecting its overall
worse performance compared to the 2002 elections.

Opinion polls during the last two years of Kuchma’s rule gave Yu-
shchenko popularity ratings of 20-30 per cent. This was far higher than any
pro-Kuchma oligarch but insufficient on its own to win a presidential election.
Ukraine’s regional and linguistic divisions negatively impacted on raising Yu-
shchenko’s popularity in Eastern Ukraine. In the 2004 presidential elections
Kuchma drew upon Yanukovych’s Donbas experience of electoral fraud.
Yanukovych’s appointment as Prime Minister, coupled with the failure to
adopt constitutional reform in spring 2004, led to Ukraine’s worst election
fraud that, in turn, served to provoke Ukrainian citizens to protest in what be-

114  Den, 17 September 2002.
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came known as the Orange Revolution.5 The choice of Yanukovych as the
regime’s candidate led to widespread negative voting against him.

International observers reported that the worse election fraud took place
in Donetsk Oblast in the 2002 and 2004 elections. Although the KPU obtained
29.78 percent in Donetsk oblast in 2002, the other three opposition blocs and
parties (Our Ukraine, Yuliya Tymoshenko, Socialists) were blocked by the lo-
cal authorities from crossing the 4 percent threshold in Donetsk oblast. The
two Donbas oblasts (and city of Sevastopol) were the only regions of Ukraine
where Our Ukraine failed to cross the 4 percent threshold.

Conclusions

Ukraine’s inherited regionalism is a product of empire and totalitarian-
ism. It has though, not produced sustained support for separatist movements
or elite and public backing for federalism. A separatist movement did exist in
the Crimea in the first half of the 1990s and its leader, Yuriy Meshkov, was
elected Crimea’s President in January 1994. After the removal of the Crimean
presidential institution, the separatist movement became progressively mar-
ginalised. Ukraine’s nationality policies permitted the upgrading of the Crimea
from oblast to autonomous republic, a decentralised unitary state and unity in
diversity policies towards national minorities.

Regionalism is most acute in the Donbas and the Crimea. Although the
latter produced secessionist movements in the first half of the 1990s these
have become marginalised since 1995-1998. Regionalism has not therefore
led to separatism and domestic instability in post-Soviet Ukraine. After the
marginalisation of Crimean separatism it is the Donbas, with its far larger
population, that may in the long run have the greatest influence over Ukrain-
ian politics. A sign of this growing power was in the 2002-2006 Parliament,
where the Donbas had the second largest faction and in the power base of
Eastern-Southern Ukraine which voted for Yanukovych in the 2004 elections

115 See Anders Aslund and Michael McFaul (eds.), Revolution in Orange. The Origins
of Ukraine’s Democratic Breakthrough (Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment,
2006), Askold Krushelnycky, An Orange Revolution. A Personal Journey Through
Ukrainian History (London: Harvill Secker, 2006 and Andrew Wilson, Ukraine’s Or-
ange Revolution (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2006).
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(44 percent) and the Party of Regions in the 2006 elections (32 percent).
These twin votes reflected a powerful base of support that, coupled with stra-
tegic mistakes made by President Yushchenko, assisted in the return of
Yanukovych to government in August 2006 as head of the Anti-Crisis coali-
tion.

Regionalism has also not led to popular support for federalism. A fed-
eral structure for Ukraine is only backed by a small section of the marginal-
ised political centre while the left and right remain opposed to federalism.
There is also low support for a bicameral parliament which was understood
as strengthening the discredited Kuchma presidency and bringing in federal-
ism through surreptitious means. Kuchma supported a bicameral parliament
in his 2000 or 2003-2004 constitutional reform proposals. The creation of a
new upper house did not receive support from the left or right opposition, as
well as from the majority of pro-presidential centrist parties.
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3 Russia-Ukraine: The Border Issue

This chapter surveys the difficulties in the 1990s of Russia coming to
terms with both Ukrainian independence and Kyiv's sovereignty over the Cri-
mea and Sevastopol.'¢ It took between 1991-1997 for both executive’s to
sign a treaty, between 1997-1999 to have both parliaments ratify it, and a fur-
ther five years until 2003 for the border to be delimited. Three outstanding is-
sues remain. First, Russia continues to refuse to delimit the Azov Sea and
Kerch strait, both areas adjoining the Crimea.117 Second, Russia also contin-
ues to refuse to demarcate any part of its border with Ukraine. Finally, Russia
continues to apply pressure to extend its 20 year lease on three Sevastopol
naval bases beyond 2017 in order for them to become a permanent forward
military base. All of these factors have a direct bearing on Ukraine’s strategic
objective of integration into NATO and the EU.

The chapter is divided into five sections. These survey Ukraine’s inse-
curity vis-a-vis Russia, territorial conflict with Russia (including the Crimea,
Sevastopol and island of Tuzla), Ukraine’s responses to Russian territorial
claims, and Russia’s approach to the its border with Ukraine.

Ukrainian Insecurity

In August and November 1990, Russian-Ukrainian treaties were drawn
up between democratic parliamentary blocs and at the level of the then heads
of Soviet republics. These were then mainly directed against the Soviet cen-
tre and Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev. Both treaties recognised the in-
violability of current borders and renounced territorial claims against one an-

116 A survey of Russians territorial claims can be found in ‘Sevastopol — misto Rosiy-
skykh Zazikhan. Analiz terytorialnykh pretenziy z boku Rosiyskoii Federatsii
shchodo Krymu’, Narodna Armiya, 27 February 1997.

117  This issue of Ukraine seeking to divide the Azov Sea into sectors and Russia sup-
porting joint jurisdiction goes back as far as 1997. See ITAR-TASS, 13 May 1997
and Holos Ukrayiny, 17 June 1999.
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other. Demonstrators in Kyiv even shouted ‘Glory be to Yeltsin!' after the
signing of the November 1990 treaty. But after Ukraine’s declaration of inde-
pendence in August 1991, Russia claimed that these provisions only applied
if Ukraine remained within the USSR (or later the CIS). In August 1992, Rus-
sia proposed a Treaty on Friendship, Cooperation and Partnership, but it was
rejected the following month by Kyiv. The main Ukrainian objections included
the provisions for dual citizenship, the establishment of a common military
and foreign policy, inability to join another alliance without the consent of the
other party, Russian/CIS bases in Ukraine, joint customs, taxation and trade
policies as well as a ‘single regional military-strategic space’. The treaty
would have created a de facto Ukrainian-Russian union or confederation,
which was unacceptable to Kyiv.118 The bulk of the provisions of the treaty
were included in the January 1993 CIS Charter, which the Ukrainian parlia-
ment has never ratified, and the 1994 CIS Economic Union.

The main threats perceived by Ukraine in the formulation of its security
policy have remained primarily linked to Russia. The reality of the Russian
threat became abundantly evident in the dispute over the island of Tuzla in
fall 2003. Separatism, energy pressure, territorial claims, and nuclear black-
mail (until 1996) were threats understood as linked to Russia. In contrast,
Ukrainian security policy repeatedly emphasised defence of its territorial in-
tegrity and promotion of the status quo in Central-Eastern Europe.

Unlike Russia, which inherited the bulk of the former Soviet foreign and
military apparatus and expertise, Ukraine had to formulate a new security pol-
icy during which it would define its national interests. Russian-Ukrainian rela-
tions have remained central to the formulation of this security policy. Ukraine
has sought to place its Russian problem in an international context, increas-
ing bilateral relations with all of the former Soviet republics, searching for al-
lies to jointly deal with Russia, increase Ukraine’s integration with Central
Europe and Euro-Atlantic structures, build up its state apparatus (especially
diplomatic missions and security forces) and make Ukraine’s presence known
on the international stage. Ukrainian insecurity encouraged Kyiv towards de-
manding ‘security guarantees’ for nuclear disarmament as well as proposing
the creation of a Zone of Stability and Cooperation in Central Europe. The

118  Vechiriy Kyiv, 21 September 1992; The Guardian, 23 September 1992.
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‘security guarantees’ were to be all-encompassing against nuclear and con-
ventional attack, economic and political pressure as well as in defence of
Ukrainian territorial integrity.119 In 1994, in return for nuclear disarmament,
Ukraine only obtained ‘security assurances’ from the nuclear powers which
fell far short of security guarantees.

President Kravchuk’s Central European Zone of Security and Coopera-
tion was to stretch from the Baltic to the Black Seas by widening existing
structures, such as the Visegrad group.120 The zone was to have ensured
that Ukraine was not completely sucked into a Russian-dominated CIS con-
federation, balancing the interests of different political constituencies within
the country (pro and anti-Russian). Ukraine also proposed that its future lies
in an, ‘all European system of collective security’ while its contribution lies, ‘in
the construction of a single, peaceful space on the continent'. The proposal
was reincarnated in the late 1990s in the GUUAM (Georgia, Ukraine, Uzbeki-
stan, Azerbaijan, Moldova) CIS regional group and in the Viktor Yushchenko
era as the GUAM (GUUAM minus Uzbekistan) and the Community of Democ-
ratic Choice.2? Its historical analogies were the Polish inter-war plans for a
Miedzymorze group of countries lying between Russia and Germany and un-
der Polish influence.

The Basic Principles of Ukrainian Foreign Policy were ratified by par-
liament in 1993 and have not been updated since then.122 They do not spec-
ify any particular country as a threat to Ukraine but only point to unspecified
countries with territorial claims. The Military Doctrine adopted in October 1993
(which was updated in the late Leonid Kuchma era) did state that, ‘Ukraine
will consider as its potential adversary to be a state whose consistent policy
constitutes a military danger to Ukraine’. This could refer only to Russia. The
Foreign Policy Basic Principles outlined Ukrainian national interests, foreign
policy objectives and the mechanics for pursuing them. While arguing in fa-
vour of cooperation with the CIS and bilaterally with Russia it also balances

119 See Taras Kuzio, ‘Ukrainian Security Policy’, Jane’s Intelligence Review, December
1993.

120 See Foreign Minister Zlenko on Ukrainian security policy in Holos Ukrayiny, 10 July
1993.

121 See Taras Kuzio, ‘Geopolitical Pluralism in the CIS: The Emergence of GUUAM’,
European Security, vol.9, no. 2 (Summer 2000), pp.81-114.

122  Holos Ukrayiny, 24 July and Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 30 July 1993.
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this by the need to cooperate in other sub-regions and with other institutions.
The Basic Principles also object to the location of foreign troops on its terri-
tory and their location in other countries, ‘without their clearly formulated
agreement’. This was a clear reference to Sevastopol and Russian bases in
Moldova and Georgia. Ukraine considers itself as an equal successor with the
other post Soviet republics to the Soviet legacy.

Territorial Conflict with Russia

In November 1990 the Russian SFSR and Ukrainian SSR signed a
treaty respecting each others territorial integrity ‘within the framework of the
USSR'.123 Yet, only three days after Ukraine declared independence on 24
August 1991 President Yeltsin's press secretary Pavel Voshchanov chal-
lenged Ukraine’s borders.'24 The most commonly heard view in Russia
stated that the November 1990 treaty would not be honoured if Ukraine se-
ceded from the USSR. This problem remained in limbo until the 1 December
1991 referendum endorsed Ukraine’s independence and the creation of the
CIS that month. A day after the CIS was created the November 1990 condi-
tion of Russia recognising Ukraine’s border was now changed from ‘within the
USSR’ to being conditional on Ukraine remaining within the CIS. Under
Kravchuk the dominant view was that the CIS was a temporary structure de-
signed to facilitate a ‘civilised divorce’. This view of Ukraine’s temporary rela-
tionship to the CIS changed during Kuchma'’s second term in office to a more
permanent relationship between Ukraine and the CIS.125

Only agreeing to recognise Ukraine’s borders if she remained within the
CIS was Russia’s way of fudging the issue of having to introduce delimited
and demarcated borders with Ukraine. There is within Russia a, ‘psychologi-
cal aversion to the idea of a legally fixed Ukrainian-Russian border’.126 The
issue was also complicated by the views of some Eastern Ukrainians who

123  Radyanska Ukrayina, 21 November 1990.

124 Roman Laba, ‘How Yeltsin’s Exploitation of Ethnic Nationalism Brought Down an
Empire’, Transition, 12 January 1996, p.10

125 See Taras Kuzio, ‘Ukrainian President Revamps CIS, Obtains Russian Backing for
2004 Elections’, RFERL Newsline, 27 February 2003.

126  UNIAN, 20 August 1996.
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also did not wish to see a demarcated border between both states. 27 Russia
continues to refuse to consider the demarcation of its border with Ukraine.
Throughout the 1990s it was therefore Ukraine which continually pushed the
question of legalising the Russian-Ukrainian border through its delimitation
and demarcation. 28 Between 1991-1995 the Russian side had not submitted
any proposals to legally formulate the Russian-Ukrainian border.'29 Russia
preferred to maintain the borders in the same symbolic manner as in the So-
viet Union because it considers the borders of the Russian Federation ‘un-
Russian’. In the USSR the Russian psyche understood ‘Russia’ and the
‘USSR’ to be one and the same.

What were Russia’s real borders to be then after 19927130 Russian
Communist leader Gennadiy Zyuganov said, ‘We do not need any demarca-
tion lines with a country with which we have fraternal relations’.131This par-
ticularly applied to Ukraine and Belarus. It is unclear how a ‘fraternal country’
can be one that has territorial claims against another, such as Russia towards
the Crimea, Sevastopol or Tuzla.

The most radical comments came from Russian politicians such as
Vladimir Zhirinovsky, head of the extreme right Liberal Democratic Party. In a
1995 book by Zhirinovsky an entire chapter was devoted to the Crimea which
not only insisted that the Crimea belonged to ‘Russia’ but that the Donbas

127 ‘To divide these two peoples, especially here, in Eastern Ukraine, is simply impos-
sible’. Many on both sides of the border could not accept ‘that they are representa-
tives of different peoples’ (Holos Ukrayiny, 13 March 1993). Lieutenant-Colonel A.N.
Borodenko, head of the Donetsk section of the south-Eastern Ukrainian Border re-
gion, said, ‘it will be necessary to get used to the fact...that the fields of Donetsk re-
gion and the Rostov and Kuban steppes are already divided by a real state border
and that we live in an oblast that is adjacent to the border’ (Aktsent, 10 January
1996).

128 Comments by Viacheslav Zhyhulin, head of the Topography directorate of the
Armed Forces General Staff (UNIAN, 16 December 1996).

129 Narodna Armiya, 13 December 1995 and comments by then Deputy Foreign Minis-
ter Kostyantin Hryshchenko in Dzerkalo tyzhnya, 23 August 1996. By early 1997
Ukraine was at the end of its tether and was contemplating unilateral demarcation
(Holos Ukrayiny, 4 March 1997). See Problems of the Borders of Ukraine, Occa-
sional Paper 39 (Kyiv: Ukrainian Center for Peace, Conversion, Conflict Resolution
Studies, 1997).

130 See Alexander Goncharenko, Ukrainian-Russian Relations. An Unequal Partner-
ship. Whitehall Paper 32 (London: Royal United Services Institute, 1995).

131  Sovetskaya Rossiya, 21 February 1997.
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and Kyiv also was ‘Russian’. Zhirinovsky has always had close relations with
the Russian authorities and worked as a close ally of President Vladimr Putin
in the Russian State Duma elected in December 2003 where he had the third
largest faction. For Russians the idea that the Crimea now lay in “foreign terri-
tory’ was difficult to accept.’32 To Zhirinovsky and most Russians their claim
towards the Crimea rested on the right to ownership through conquest in the
1780s and in the shedding of blood in defence of it in the mid nineteenth cen-
tury Crimean war and during World War Il. To accept such arguments means
to accept that the Crimea had no Ukrainian or Tatar history prior to the 1780s
or since 1954.

Other Russians were far more condescending. Konstantin Zatulin,
chairman of the State Duma Committee on CIS Affairs, criticised Ukraine’s
infatuation with the recognition of its borders ‘that never existed in history’.
These borders now belonged to ‘a state that never existed in history’.133
Again, this assumes that Kyivan Rus was not a proto-Ukrainian state but ac-
tually ‘Kievan Russia'. If Kyiv Rus was a proto-Ukrainian state, as Ukrainian
national historiography asserts, the Crimea was part of ‘Ukraine’ long before it
was annexed by the Tsarist empire.134 What of Greek settlements in the Cri-
mea prior to Slavs in Kyiv Rus?

Other Russians also made radical demands. Moscow Mayor Yuriy
Luzhkov wrote to Yeltsin demanding that the Russian executive support
claims made by the Russian parliament over Sevastopol.135 In Luzhkov's
view, the city had never been transferred to Ukraine in 1954 alongside the
Crimea and had continued to have all-union jurisdiction. Sevastopol was,
‘Russian land. It has always been and always will be Russian land’, Luzhkov
wrote.136 He continued, ‘Sevastopol was never transferred to Ukraine by any

132 Vladimir Zhirinovsky, Poslednii vagon na sever (Moscow, 1995), pp.56, 58.

133  Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 1-7 April 1995.

134 See Taras Kuzio, ‘Nation-State Building and the Re-Writing of History in Ukraine:
The Legacy of Kyiv Rus’, Nationalities Papers, vol.33, no.1 (March 2005), pp.30-58.

135 ‘Moscow mayor Luzhkov says Ukraine city is Russia’s’, Reuters, 31 October 1996.
See also Luzhkov’s interviews in Obshchaya Gazeta, 19-25 February 1998 and
Krymskaya Pravda, 3 August 1999.

136 Rossiyskaya Gazeta, 22 October 1996. See the reply by Odesa Mayor Eduard
Gurfits in /zvestiya, 6 November 1996 reprinted in Flot Ukrayiny, 16 November
1996. Other open letters were from the Hetman of the Ukrainian Cossacks in Se-
vastopol and the Ukrainian navy (Molod Ukrayiny, 3 December 1996), and Bohdan
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document, even in Khrushchev’s time, when he, in a drunken state, trans-
ferred Crimea’.137 Luzhkov was third on the list of Unified Russia in the 2003
elections, Putin’s ‘party of power’. Luzhkov was also invited to the Severdo-
netsk separatist congress on 28 November 2004 where he presented Putin’s
support for Viktor Yanukovych'’s presidential candidacy.

The Moscow city council built apartments, kindergartens and schools
for Black Sea Fleet officers.138 Such steps served to embolden the Black Sea
Fleet to not negotiate compromises with Ukraine. Black Sea Fleet com-
mander Admiral Viktor Kravchenko adamantly stated ‘we are staying’.13° This
was because the Russian Black Sea Fleet was not, in his view, in foreign ter-
ritory but ‘at home’.140 This resembled Moscow Mayor Luzhkov’s definition of
Sevastopol as ‘Moscow’s 11" prefecture’.141 Luzhkov also made totally false
allegations of mass Ukrainianisation of Russians in the Crimea. ‘What is hap-
pening is the forcible Ukrainianisation of the Russian population, but we are
pretending not to notice anything’, Luzhkov claimed. 142 The plates of cities
and villages had been allegedly changed into Ukrainian while Russian lan-
guage television and radio programmes were being curtailed.143

The reality was very different. In 1995, 85 per cent of all television and
88 per cent of all radio broadcasts in the Crimea were in Russian. Of the re-
mainder only 1.7 and 3 per cent were in Ukrainian on television and radio re-
spectively.144 The situation in the printed media was as bad. Of 363 publica-

Yaroshynsky, head of the Republican Party (Molod Ukrayiny, 15 November 1996).
The Ukrainian Foreign Ministry also issued a statement (Uriadovyi Kurier, 14 No-
vember 1996). The parliamentary committees on Defence and State Security and
Foreign Policy and CIS Ties held a joint meeting and issued a combined statement
(Tserkva | Zhyttia, 18-24 November 1996). A joint statement by the Union of Ukrain-
ian Officers, Congress of Ukrainian Intelligentsia and Ukrainian Cossacks was pub-
lished in Vechirnyi Kyiv, 13 November 1996.

137 Reuters, 17 January 1997.

138 120 apartments were built as early as 1997 for Black Sea Fleet officers. They were
also provided with access to Moscow television via satellite (Krymskaya Pravda, 24
February 1998).

139  Trud, 30 April 1997.

140 Rossiyskaya Gazeta, 5 March 1997.

141 Interfax, 30 July 1996.

142 Obshchaya Gazeta, 19-25 February 1998.

143  Krymskaya Pravda, 3 August 1999.

144  Krymska Svitlytsia, 24 February 1996.
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tions in the Crimea, 2 were in Ukrainian, 16 in Tatar, Bulgarian or Greek and
345 are in Russian.145

According to Luzhkov, 85 per cent (on another occasion he said 78 per
cent146) of the Crimean population are Russians. In reality Russians ac-
counted for 65 per cent in 1989 and now only make up 58 per cent of
Ukraine’s population, according to the 2001 census. Luzhkov, like most Rus-
sians, confused Russian-speakers (‘compatriots’) for ethnic Russians which
meant his figures are inflated by including Ukrainians and other russified non-
Russians. As Luzhkov said: ‘There must be no forced Ukrainisation of Rus-
sian people torn apart from their Motherland. Russian people want to speak
their own language and teach their children Russian history and Russian lit-
erature.147

At the time Luzhkov made these unsubstantiated remarks there were
586 Russian-language schools in the Crimea. The Ukrainian and Tatar mi-
norities had two Ukrainian-language and 15 Tatar language schools respec-
tively.148 Complaints about forced Ukrainianisation were not the only area
Luzhkov commented upon. He also demanded that Russians should be con-
stitutionally recognised as a second titular nation and the Russian language
upgraded to a second state language.?4® Luzhkov also demanded dual citi-
zenship for Crimeans.150

Did Luzhkov act independently or was he acting covertly for the Rus-
sian executive and government which continued to officially distance itself
from the State Duma, Federation Council and Mayor Luzhkov. After all,
Luzhkov and then Foreign Minister Yevgenny Primakov created a joint politi-
cal bloc for the 1999 State Duma elections (Fatherland-All Russia bloc). The
Ukrainian Foreign Ministry considered banning Luzhkov from visiting Ukraine

145 Krymskaya Pravda, 31 March 1999. NTV (27 January 1999) gave 392 publications
in the Crimea. Of these 338 were published in the Russian language.

146  Krymskaya Pravda, 3 August 1999.

147  Interfax, 21 February 1998.

148 In 1995 there were 300 schools in the Crimea of which one used Ukrainian and two
used the Tatar language (Krymska Svitlytsia, 24 February 1996). By 1998 there
were 582 schools of which 572 were Russian, 1 was Greek, 4 Ukrainian and 6 Tatar
language (NTV, 27 January 1999).

149 Interfax, 19 March 1999.

150 Krymskaya Pravda, 3 August 1999.
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but then refrained from taking this step (it actually banned Zatulin). Speaking
about Luzhkov the Foreign Ministry stated:

His statements do not correspond to the spirit and letter of
the treaty on friendship, cooperation a partnership between
Ukraine and Russia, are confrontational and unfriendly to-
ward Ukraine, and are detrimental to the development of
Ukrainian-Russian relations. Certain statements of Yuriy
Luzhkov can be regarded as interference into internal affairs
of Ukraine and a sign of a lack of respect toward its sover-

eignty.151

The Russian executive refused to openly back territorial claims on the
Crimea and Sevastopol made by its parliament.152 At the same time, these
radical claims were useful to the executive to maintain pressure on Ukraine to
reach compromises in its favour over the Black Sea Fleet. As one large
analysis of Russian policy towards Sevastopol concluded, the idea that the
Russian executive was opposed to its parliament applying claims towards the
Crimea and Sevastopol ‘is too weak to be taken seriously’.’53 The Russian
executive regularly distanced itself from State Duma resolutions. At the same
time, Security Council secretary Nikolai Lebed wrote an article for the Cri-
mean media entitled ‘Sevastopol is a Russian City’.154 The Federation Coun-
cil, which brought together regional governors appointed by Boris Yeltsin and
Putin, also supported the State Duma’s resolutions. Federation Council
chairman Yegor Stroyev said, ‘Sevastopol is a town of Russian glory. So they

161 Dzerkalo tyzhnya, 31 August 1998. See the critical response by Petr Fechep,
‘Krymskiye “Bortsyi s Ukrainskym Natsional-Separatyzmom’, Flot Ukrayiny, 10
January 1998.

152 Interfax, 17 December 1996.

163 ‘Sevastopol - misto Rosiyskykh zazikhan. Analiz terytorialnykh pretenziy z boku
Rosiyskoii Federatsii shchodo Krymu’, Narodna Armiya, 27 February 1997.

154 Flag Rodiny, 5 October and Krymskaya Pravda, 10 October 1996. As Den (24
January 1997) pointed out, Russia does not have any territorial pretensions, but, at
the same time, it wants to lease the entire city’. For other discussions see Valeriy
Samovalov and Kononenko of the National Security and Defence Council in
Uriadovyi Kurier, 4 January and Krymska Svitlytsia, 16 May 1997, ‘Konflikt v
Krymu’, Flot Ukrayiny, 2 August 1997, and Vitaliy Palamarchuk, ‘Sevastopol: Vek-
tory, Stanu | Rozvytku’, Narodna Armiya, 28 May 1997. See also Nikolai
Savchenko, Anatomiya Neobiaviennoy Voynyi (Kyiv: Ukrainian Perspectives, 1997).
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voted correctly’.155 The Russian executive had to walk a tightrope. If it openly
backed its parliament the Ukrainian side threatened to demand the immediate
withdrawal of the Black Sea Fleet. Such a step was outlined in a 22 October
1996 Ukrainian parliamentary appeal .156 At the same time, Luzhkov and the
Russian parliament applied pressure on Ukraine that the Russian executive
found useful in its strategy of obtaining its strategic priorities in the Crimea.

Territorial Claims

The vote in December 1996 by 110:14 in the Russian Federation Coun-
cil, the upper house of the Russian Parliament, to issue a statement and
resolution declaring the city of Sevastopol ‘part of Russian territory’ marked a
dangerous stage in the six-year row with Ukraine over Crimean territory. The
resolution arrogantly condemned, ‘Ukraine’s refusal to recognise Sevasto-
pol's Russian status’157 This followed a vote by 334:1 in October 1996 by the
State Duma to halt the division of the Black Sea Fleet and obtain exclusive
Russian basing rights in Sevastopol. A vote the following day by 282:0 sent
an appeal to the Ukrainian Parliament declaring Sevastopol to be exclusively
Russian territory. The Federation Council resolution mandated the creation of
a Russian commission involving the presidency, the Cabinet of Ministers, the
Federation Council and the state Duma to draft a law on Sevastopol’s status.

Four dangerous trends were evident from the Federation Council vote
by a wide margin claiming Sevastopol as ‘Russian territory’. First, claims on
Ukrainian territory by the Russian Parliament were nothing new. In May and
December 1992 the Russian Parliament had already questioned the ‘legality’
of the 1954 transfer of both the Crimea and Sevastopol; in July 1993 it went
further and actually declared Russian jurisdiction over the city of Sevastopol.
Neither of these three resolutions were denounced by the Russian State
Duma’s elected in December 1993 or December 1995. The new resolutions
adopted in 1996 laying claim to Ukrainian territory therefore built upon a leg-
acy of previous claims which soured relations with Ukraine and re-confirmed
Kyiv's mistrust towards its Russian neighbour.

155 Argumenty | Fakty, January 1997.
156  Holos Ukrayiny, 22 October 1996.
157 Reuters, 5 December 1996.
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Second, the Russian executive and Western governments condemned
these parliamentary resolutions as having no juridical significance. In other
words, they had no legal force because the Russian parliament had little ef-
fective power according to the 1993 constitution which transformed Russia
into a super presidential regime. Nevertheless, by 1996 there was a conver-
gence of the views of the nationalist‘communist wing of Russian politics with
that of the centre-right in power (‘pragmatic nationalists’ or statists). This has
continued under Putin since 2000 with United Russia allied to Rodina (Moth-
erland) and the Liberal Democratic Party.

In the State Duma and the Federation Council in the 1990s the then
‘party of power’ Our Home Russia faction of the political party led by then
Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin, also usually voted with the national-
ist‘communist wing to provide constitutional majorities in favour of hard-line
policies on the ‘Near Abroad'. These included support for the Trans-Dniestr
separatist enclave of Moldova, union with Belarusian President Alyaksandr
Lukashenka, Abkhazian separatism and territorial claims upon Sevastopol.
Putin’s alliance with the extreme right built on an earlier alliance that had
been cultivated under Yeltsin in the 1990s. Therefore, there was an increas-
ingly dangerous convergence of support for hard-line policies vis-a-vis
Ukraine, and other regions of the ‘Near Abroad’, between the legislature and
the executive. The Federation Council was largely staffed by President Borys
Yeltsin’s allies. Prime Minister Chernomyrdin, not for the first time, demanded
in December 1996 that Ukraine recognise the ‘illegality’ of its sovereignty over
Sevastopol, using nationalist language and rhetoric usually reserved for the
extremist wing of Russian politics. In addition, both Yeltsin and Chernomyrdin
referred to parliamentary initiatives to back up their case of demanding exclu-
sive long-term, Russian basing rights in Sevastopol. Russian Public Televi-
sion, in which the state still had a majority stockholding, began including Se-
vastopol in October 1996 within its daily weather reports of the ‘Russian Fed-
eration’.

Third, the step towards officially recognition that a territorial dispute ex-
isted between Ukraine and Russia over the city of Sevastopol, backed by the
legislature and executive, did not prove to be the end of the matter. The city
of Sevastopol was only the thin edge of a territorial wedge towards the Cri-
mea as a whole. In the second half of the 1990s and since 2000 the rise of
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pragmatic Russian nationalism, first under Foreign Minister Yevgenny Prima-
kov and later under President Putin has led to a convergence with the imperi-
alism espoused by ‘red-brown’ nationalism. The ‘red-brown’ alliance that
President Yeltsin had been in conflict with in 1993 in the Russian parliament
became allied to Putin’s Unified Russia in the State Duma. The democratic
opposition has been marginalised during Putin’s second term.

Russia’s parliamentary elections are held according to a 50:50 formula
whereby half of the seats are elected according to proportional voting for
party lists and the remaining half are elected in first past the post single man-
date districts. Of the 23 parties and blocs registered for the 2003 elections,
only four managed to cross the five percent threshold in the proportional half
of elections. Three of these four are pro-Putin, meaning the opposition will be
reduced to only an enfeebled Communist Party. Putin’s ‘party of power’, Uni-
fied Russia, won 37 per cent of the vote. Putin’s Unified Russia is Russia’s
first serious ‘party of power uniting Russia’s elites after two failed preceding
attempts to create similar ‘parties of power’ in the 1990s — Russia’s Choice
(1992-1995) and Our Home is Russia (1995-1999). Unified Russia was cre-
ated in 2001 through the merger of the pro-Putin Unity party and Moscow
Mayor Yurii Luzhkov's and former Foreign Minister Yevgenny Primakov’s Fa-
therland-All Russia. In 1999-2000 Fatherland-All Russia was Primakov’s ve-
hicle for the March 2000 presidential elections. But, it was faced with a choice
of merger or disbandment by Putin who wanted to remove electoral competi-
tion within the Russian elites.

Two pro-Putin parties and blocs also crossed the threshold. Zhiri-
novsky’s Liberal Democratic Party obtained a similar showing to the Commu-
nists at 12 percent. The Liberal Democratic Party was registered in the USSR
in 1990 as a satellite party of the Communist Party for then Soviet President
Mikhail Gorbachev to prove that the USSR was becoming a ‘multi-party de-
mocracy’. In Russia during the 1990s it has always backed the authorities,
acting as a ‘sponge’ to soak up critical nationalist votes. The Liberal Democ-
ratic Party plays a similar role to the ‘loyal nationalist’ Serbian Radical Party
which was allied to Slobodan Milosevic’s Socialists. A second pro-Putin bloc
is Rodina which combines Communist and nationalists in what in Russia has
been termed a ‘red-brown’ alliance. Unified Russia, the Liberal Democratic
Party and Rodina together command 68 per cent of the vote in the Duma.
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This provided Putin with the ability to adopt whatever legislation he proposed
without facing any opposition. Putin was re-elected for a second term in
March 2004 but his successor in 2008 will undoubtedly be as nationalist and
imperialist. Russia’s two main democratic parties — the centre-left Yabloko
and the liberal Union of Right Forces (SPS) failed to cross the threshold, even
though they had both in recent years attempted to mellow their opposition to
Putin. This was therefore the first Russian parliament since Soviet republican
elections in March 1990 where there were no pro-reform parties represented
in the Russian parliament.

Tuzla

The dispute over the island of Tuzla in the Kerch Strait, the entrance to
the Azov Sea, should not have theoretically happened. The Ukrainian-
Russian ‘strategic partnership’, which was devoid of real content during
President Kuchma's first term in office and under President Yeltsin, was be-
ginning to be finally filled with some substance during Kuchma's second term
and under Putin. As the Kuchmagate crisis unfolded after November 2000
and the reformist government of Prime Minister Viktor Yushchenko was re-
moved in April 2001, Ukraine's multi-vector foreign policy reoriented toward
Russia and the CIS. For Moscow, the crowning achievements of this reorien-
tation came in 2002 which was designated ‘The Year of Russia in Ukraine’
and in January 2003 Kuchma became the first non-Russian CIS leader to be
elected head of the CIS Council of Heads of State. On 17 September,
Ukraine, Russia, Kazakhstan, and Belarus signed the CIS Single Economic
Space (YES). Ukraine's reorientation toward Russia and the CIS seemed set
to continue. Kuchma desperately needed Putin's support in the 2004 presi-
dential elections in order to ensure a suitable successor is elected.

The Tuzla conflict damaged these trends favourable to Russia’s geopo-
litical environment in the CIS. Pro-Kuchma Crimean Prime Minister Serhiy
Kunitsyn lamented that, ‘I don't know whose idea it was to build the dam, but |
do know that it is ruining everything achieved during the Year of Russia in
Ukraine’. As the crisis escalated, calls from within Ukraine's elites to speed up
steps to join NATO, an objective first outlined in a presidential decree in July
2002, became more frequent. In a secret presidential decree dated 21 Octo-
ber 2003, Kuchma outlined steps to be taken to defend Ukraine's territorial



80 TARAS KUZIO

integrity. Those steps included Ukraine quitting the YES if Russia attempts to
encroach on its territory. Other non-military steps included appealing to the
declared nuclear powers, which provided ‘security assurances’ in return for
Ukraine's nuclear disarmament in 1994-96, the UN Security Council, NATO,
and the OSCE. A further step outlined in the decree was for the Foreign Min-
istry to unilaterally declare the Kerch Strait and the Azov Sea internal Ukrain-
ian waters. Different approaches to the status of these waters lie at the heart
of the conflict. Ukraine has always been a territorial-status-quo power and de-
fends its territorial integrity based on everything it inherited from Soviet
Ukraine.

Ukrainian officials reminded their Russian colleagues that copies of So-
viet documents showing Ukraine's right to Tuzla existed in both Kyiv and
Moscow. The Ukrainian side was infuriated by Russia's claims that it does not
possess and is unaware of any such documents. Russia has also always in-
sisted that there are no legal documents proving that the port of Sevastopol
was transferred together with the Crimea to Soviet Ukraine in 1954. Rusian
Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov compared the conflict to that between the UK
and Spain over Gibraltar.

Kuchma was criticised in Ukraine in spring 2003 for succumbing to
Russian pressure on the Azov Sea. By agreeing that the Azov Sea is joint in-
ternal waters, he might have sent the wrong signal to Russia over the en-
trance to the Azov Sea. Ukraine's control of Tuzla and the Kerch Strait gives
it the ability to control the entrance to the Azov, from which it obtains $150
million per year in fees from ships. This then explains the incomprehension of
both sides at the speed with which the conflict escalated. During Kuchma’s
second term, Putin and he had regularly met for ‘no neck-tie summits’. Never-
theless, Kuchma and Putin failed to contact each other until after Kuchma
had left for Latin America on 20 October 2003. Kuchma returned from what
was to be a 10-day tour after two days to oversee the handling of the Tuzla
dispute and Prime Minister Viktor Yanukovych similarly cancelled a visit to the
Baltic states. Kuchma visited Tuzla on 23 October to check its defences and
that day construction of the dam was halted just 100 meters from the island.

The Russian leadership miscalculated in two respects. First, Ukraine's
reorientation eastward did not mean Kuchma or his oligarch allies entertained
the idea of vassal status. Similar miscalculations had thwarted attempts to
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integrate Russia and Belarus. Second, Russia has continually underesti-
mated Ukraine's readiness to defend its territorial integrity, first by diplomatic
and second by military means. A border-guard unit was hastily deployed on
Tuzla Island immediately after the construction of the dam began. They were
backed up by Interior Ministry special forces (spetsnaz) with naval units on
standby. An air-defense exercise was also held on the Kerch Strait. Support
for Ukraine's territorial integrity has always existed across the entire political
spectrum from left to right. Communist Party leader Petro Symonenko even
accused Kuchma of being a ‘traitor’ for leaving Ukraine during the Tuzla cri-
sis. The standoff reflected the degree to which any talk of a Russian-
Ukrainian ‘strategic partnership’ would remain devoid of real content until both
sides overcame barriers put up by conflicts arising from their national identi-
ties.

Ukrainian Responses

Ukraine had five policy options which were utilised in response to these
concerted territorial claims. First, the territorial claims were raised at the
United Nations and within the OSCE. This step was undertaken in summer
1993 after the then Russian Parliament laid claim to Sevastopol. The United
Nations backed Ukraine’s territorial integrity in 1993 and then again in 1996
by referring to the November 1990 Ukrainian-Russian treaty which recog-
nised current borders (Russia argued that this became legally invalid after the
USSR disintegrated).

Second, Ukraine used its NATO card. Three high ranking Ukrainian of-
ficials (Foreign Minister, Deputy Foreign Minister and the Secretary of the Na-
tional Security and Defence Council) stated that Ukraine would seek future
NATO membership, a step partly conditioned upon relations with Russia. If
the Yeltsin leadership backed up the territorial claims advanced by both
houses of the Russian Parliament, then Ukraine threatened to drop its de-
clared non-bloc status and neutrality in favour of opting earlier for NATO
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membership (Ukraine first declared its interest in NATO membership only in
May 2001 that became officially outlined in a July 2002 decree58).

Third, Ukraine could have sought the support of the four declared nu-
clear powers in its territorial dispute with Russia. These five declared nuclear
powers provided security assurances to Ukraine in December 1994, a de-
mand that Ukraine had raised as a quid pro quo for its ratification of the Nu-
clear Non-Proliferation Treaty three months earlier. These security assur-
ances (which the Ukrainian leadership and media always referred to wrongly
as ‘security guarantees’) uphold Ukraine’s territorial integrity and sovereignty.
Four of the declared nuclear powers (the UK, USA, France and China) have
continually upheld Ukraine’s position on the Crimea and Sevastopol.

Fourth, Ukraine could have demanded that the two issues of the Black
Sea Fleet and recognition of Ukraine’s borders be un-coupled. Russia had
refused to sign an inter-state treaty recognising Ukraine’s borders in interna-
tional law until the Black Sea Fleet question was resolved. This was a ques-
tion Moscow would only have regarded as resolved if it had been granted
long-term, exclusive basing rights in Sevastopol. This was finally agreed in
May 1997 for a twenty year lease.

Finally, Ukrainian nationalist parties and parliamentary factions obtained
additional support from centrist and even some left-wing members of parlia-
ment who felt outraged by Russia’s actions. Some members of the Commu-
nist and Socialist parliamentary factions, which chaired respectively the two
committee’s on Defence and Security and Foreign Affairs and CIS Ties, felt
betrayed by their left-wing colleagues within the Russian parliament over the
Sevastopol question. This cross-party support strengthened Ukraine’s hand in
its territorial disputes with Russia.

In November 1996 the Ukrainian parliament issued a statement which
outlined a number of ‘guidelines’ for Ukrainian negotiators which were in-
sisted upon by the Ukrainian parliament. The statement also insisted that
members of the Ukrainian legislature be henceforth included in negotiating
teams on the Black Sea Fleet. These ‘guidelines’ laid claim to the entire infra

158 See Taras Kuzio, 'Ukraine decides to join NATO at last', Kyiv Post, 13 June 2002;
‘Ukraine Hopes for NATO Membership in the Post-Kuchma Era', RFERL Newsline,
11 June 2002; ‘Ukraine and Georgia in Riga and Beyond’, Kyiv Post, 22 December
2006.
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structure of the Black Sea Fleet, thereby refusing to divide it 50:50. They re-
fused to allow Russia to infringe the CFE Treaty by stationing higher than the
permitted numbers of its troops in the Crimea. It also insisted on Russian
bases being regulated by a lease (which would amount to Russia’s de jure
recognition of Ukrainian sovereignty over Sevastopol) as well as arguing that,
‘the location of Ukrainian military bases is non-negotiable’. The ‘guidelines’
also called upon the Foreign Ministry to deny entry to Russian citizens who
held territorial claims against Ukraine (this ruling was used against Zatulin in
the 1990s and under President Yushchenko).

Both national democrats and Communist Party member Borys Oliynyk,
then Chairman of the parliamentary committee on Foreign Affairs and CIS
Ties, warned before the Federation Council vote that they could introduce two
additional pieces of legislation in the Ukrainian parliament. First, they would
call for the removal of the clause in the chapter on Temporary Provisions in
the Ukrainian Constitution which allows for the ‘temporary’ stationing of for-
eign bases on Ukrainian territory. Second, they would call for a law to be
adopted outlying the complete withdrawal of Russian military forces from
Ukrainian territory by the year 2,000.

Russia Recognises Ukraine’s Border

In May 1997 Yeltsin finally visited Ukraine after his visit had been post-
poned on seven occasions. Kuchma had staked his reputation in the 1994
elections on doing what he claimed the incumbent, Kravchuk, had been un-
able to do; namely, ‘normalise’ relations with Ukraine. No ‘normalisation’ of
relations could though, take place until Russia recognised Ukraine’s border
and this did not take place until three years after Kuchma was elected. One
factor which encouraged Yeltsin to visit Kyiv in 1997 was the impending
NATO Madrid summit two months later. Russia, however unrealistic, was
fearful that Ukraine would move into a far closer relationship with NATO up
to, and possibly including membership. Between 1994-1997 Ukraine had de-
liberately flirted with NATO by being the most active CIS member of NATO’s
Partnership for Peace Programme (PfP) as a way of pressurising Russia to
‘normalise’ relations. This tactic worked. Ukraine signed a Charter on Distinc-
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tive Partnership with NATO at the July 1997 Madrid summit.159 Ukraine was
invited by NATO to Intensified Dialogue on Membership Issues in May 2005
but its upgrading to a Membership Action Plan will be a drawn out process
following the return of Yanukovych to government in summer 2006.

The 1997 treaty recognised that Sevastopol was de jure ‘part of
Ukraine’s territory’. Nevertheless, as Russian Deputy Prime Minister Valeriy
Serov said at the same time, this did not mean that Russia stopped recognis-
ing Sevastopol as no longer a ‘Russian town’.160 One way of Russia reinforc-
ing this would be to ensure that the Russian Black Sea Fleet stayed based in
Sevastopol after the twenty year lease expired in 2017. After the treaty was
signed in Kyiv it took until December 1998 for the Russian State Duma to rat-
ify it and then two months more for the Federation Council to follow suit
(Ukraine ratified it earlier in March 1998). Russia’s parliamentary ratification
was conditioned on the Crimea’s adoption of a constitution which took place
in October 1998 that came into force after its ratification by the Ukrainian par-
liament in December. As then Ukrainian parliament chairman, Peasant Party
member Oleksandr Tkachenko, said, these steps were significant as they
were the first time Ukraine had been recognised by Russia since the 1654
Russian-Ukrainian Treaty of Pereiaslav.161

After the 1997 treaty was signed Russia continued to express no inter-
est in the delimitation, let alone demarcation, of the border.162 Mayor Luzhkov
accepted that the border treaty was signed but ruled out any ‘official borders
between our states’.163 Then Prime Minister (since May 2001 Ambassador to
Ukraine) Chernomyrdin agreed, ‘we are not advocates of putting poles on the
border — there will be no fence’.164 Russian Foreign Minister lvanov ruled out
not only demarcation but also the introduction of visas.165 Already in 1997
Russia made plain its opposition to any delimitation and division of the Azov

159 See Taras Kuzio, ‘NATO Membership for Ukraine Not Likely Before 2012’, RFERL
Newsline, 21 February 2003.

160 NTV, 2 June 1997.

161  Holos Ukrayiny, 6 May 1999.

162  Moskovskiy Komsomolets, 3 June 1997.

163  Trud, 13 February 1997.

164 ITAR-TASS, 28 May 1997.

165 ITAR-TASS, 23 October 2000.
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Sea and Kerch Straits (see later).166 The Russian side put forward its case
that the Azov Sea-Kerch Strait be maintained as a ‘single economic and natu-
ral complex jointly used in the interests of Russia and Ukraine’.167 Russia
ruled out the Azov Sea being divided and therefore opened up ‘to unrestricted
access by third countries’.168

Some Russian commentators continued to be concerned that recognis-
ing Ukraine’s borders would let Ukraine join NATO, as countries with border
disputes were not allowed into this international organisation. This was a rea-
son given by Ukrainian commentators why Russia unexpectedly launched a
claim on Tuzla.169 Luzhkov began to claim that although Sevastopol was de
jure part of Ukraine he would ensure Russia’s indefinite presence there.
Luzhkov began to finance the building of apartments for officers of the Black
Sea Fleet, something he has never done for the Baltic or Far Eastern fleets.
The delimitation of the border (except for the Azov Sea and Kerch Straits)
was completed between 1999-2003.170

Border Demarcation with Ukraine

When Ukraine and Russia signed a treaty in Kyiv, and after both
houses of the Russian parliament ratified it, the border question continued to
bedevil both countries. By 2003 Russia had agreed to delimit on maps the
former Soviet internal administrative frontier between itself and Ukraine, but it
has continued its opposition to land border demarcation. Ukraine and Russia
continue to hold opposing views as to how the border should be defined. The
Ukrainian side believes that the border should be the same as any other in-
ternational border where delimitation on maps is followed by physical demar-
cation by natural objects or signs arranged at regular intervals. Such an ar-
rangement would be very different to that which continues to exist on

166  Vechirnyi Kyiv, 16 May; Ukrayina moloda; 10 June, Rossiyskaya Gazeta, 21 June
and Den, 2 September 1997

167 Comments by Sergei Shishkarev, deputy head of the Duma Cmmittee on Interna-
tional Affairs (ITAR-TASS, 16 November 2000).

168 Rossiyskaya Gazeta, 23 November 2000.

169 K. Zatulin and Andranik Migranyan in Sodruzhestvo NG, no.1 (December 1997).

170 ITAR-TASS, 27 February 1998.
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Ukraine’s Western border where Ukraine inherited Soviet-style watch towers
and barbed wire. Russia, in contrast, continues to insist that borders within
the CIS should be divided into ‘internal’ and ‘external’ borders. CIS ‘internal’
frontiers are, in effect, the same as those that existed in the USSR, except
that they may be now delimited on maps for greater clarity. ‘External’ frontiers
represent former Soviet external borders.

These opposing views on borders reflect different understandings of na-
tion building and identity within Russia and Ukraine. Since its Declaration of
Sovereignty in July 1990, state and nation-building in Ukraine has always
been understood to understand borders — wherever they might be — as inte-
gral to a country’s sovereignty and territorial integrity. Ukraine has therefore
not signed the majority of border agreements adopted by CIS institutions.
Russia has always remained confused as to whether it is building a nation-
state, which would lead to Moscow having similar views on borders to
Ukraine. Or Russia understands the CIS to be the successor to the USSR
(i.e. ‘USSR-light’), or more simply as an extension of ‘Russia’. These views
mean that the CIS, like the USSR, would have no need for demarcated bor-
ders between ‘fraternal’ republics. Such a view is accepted by Russophile
states in the CIS, such as Belarus and Kazakhstan and follows from Russia’s
view of the CIS as a ‘Near Abroad’ with limited sovereignty, greater than in
the USSR but still less than in the ‘Far Abroad’. Within the ‘Near Abroad’,
Russia views Ukraine and Belarus as having the least sovereignty, the
graphic example of which is Russia’s gross intervention in the 2004 Ukrainian
presidential elections.171

The Ukrainian position became confused itself in July 2002 when Olek-
sandr Kupchyshyn, Director of the Treaty and Legal department of the
Ukrainian Foreign Ministry, stated that demarcation would not be necessary
because this would violate the, ‘historic traditions of living together and coex-
istence of our countries and nations’. This sounded suspiciously similar to the
position of the Russian Foreign Ministry which rejected demarcation because
the Russian-Ukrainian border, ‘should be the one of friendship, accord and
communication, uniting rather than separating our two nations’. The Ukrainian

171  See Taras Kuzio, ‘Russian Policy to Ukraine During Elections’, Demokratizatsiya,
vol.13, no.4 (Fall 2005), pp.491-517.
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media reported that Kupchyshyn was officially reprimanded for his statement.
Support for demarcation into a fully fledged international border with Russia
was again re-stated as the official view by then Foreign Minister Zlenko and
State Secretary Yuriy Serheyev. Serheyev, the president’s representative in
the Foreign Ministry, confirmed that Ukraine’s approach to borders remained
delimitation through protocols and separate agreements on maps, followed by
demarcation with special signs or boundary posts, and finally, agreeing to a
border regime. Explaining this position to Russia, Serheyev said that it, ‘coin-
cides with our constitution’, conforms to the ‘national will' and, ‘fully corre-
sponds to the standards of international law’.

In an opinion poll among foreign policy elites by the Centre for Peace,
Conversion and Foreign Policy of Ukraine (CPCFPU), a Kyiv-based Think
Tank with close links to the Ukrainian Foreign Ministry, 87.5 per cent sup-
ported a demarcated 