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GUEST EDITOR’S NOTE

The current issue of Harvard Ukrainian Studies features a special section with
works by younger scholars who present a broad survey of the directions in which
Ukrainian studies have headed since Ukraine’s independence in 1991.
Independence itself has both stimulated and challenged the field. A survey
(through American citation indices) of scholarly literature devoted to Ukrainian
topics shows a very sharp increase between 1989 and 1992, with a peak in 1993/
94 and a leveling thereafter. Part of this growth has been due to the rise of a new
generation of scholars that are looking at Ukraine from a variety of different
disciplines. In the current issue of HUS anthropology and cultural studies are
represented by Alexandra Hrycak and her study of Bu-Ba-Bu and the
significance of “Vyvykh-92” as a marker of a new type of nationalism in early
independent Ukraine; social anthropology is represented by Laada Bilaniuk and
her assessment of the surzhyk phenomenon as an indicator of power and prestige;
Raymond Smith represents political science with his dissection of the
relationship among native and diaspora Carpatho-Ruthenian elites dedicated to
an ethno-nationalist platform, and the Western scholars who study (and foster)
them; government and policy studies are represented by Susan Fink’s close
analysis of the Ukrainian-American community’s lobbying efforts for U.S.
recognition of Ukrainian independence; Karel Berkhoff presents a contemporary
history of the use of a Ukrainian leitmotif—the democratic, powerful, and
independent Cossack—on the eve of Ukrainian independence; and, finally,
Katrin Bertram combines literary criticism and history in her review of
Oleksandr Sokolovskyi’s Bohun.

These scholars also represent a variety of different institutions. One of the
hallmarks of “post-independence” Ukrainian studies in this country has been the
broadening of the study of Ukraine in institutions outside the handful that
traditionally practiced it. On the individual level, growth has occurred both
through an increase in the number of students with Ukraine-related foci in their
programs and through the influx of established scholars—especially in political
science, developmental economics, and sociology—who have begun to examine
Ukraine as part of their research. Ukraine-based nationality studies have played
a particularly important role in the post-Cold War analysis of nationality and
ethnicity. Similar patterns of growth are seen in the fields of literature studies and
language pedagogy.

The kernel of the present volume was conceived by Prof. Henry Huttenbach of
the City College of New York and was originally intended as a joint collaboration
between Harvard Ukrainian Studies and Nationality Papers, of which Prof.
Huttenbach was then editor. Bohdan Pyskir and I made the original call for papers
and then selected the texts in consultation with a number of scholars at Harvard
University, chief among them Dr. Lubomyr Hajda, who has contributed valuable
advice throughout this project. Dr. Hajda also eventually offered the pages of
Harvard Ukrainian Studies for the publication of the articles when it became clear
that the earlier plans involving Nationality Papers could not be brought to
fruition. For this opportunity I would like to thank him and the editorial board of
HUS. Finally, I would like to thank the authors, who have responded with patience
and collegial good will to a lengthy editorial process. I very much look forward
to their future contributions in a new era of Ukrainian studies.

RAD
Cambridge, Mass.






From “Chicken Kiev” to Ukrainian Recognition:
Domestic Politics in U.S. Foreign Policy toward Ukraine

SUSAN D. FINK

The collapse of the Soviet Union was one of the most important events of the
twentieth century. The linchpin of the Soviet Union was Ukraine. If this nation
of 52 million people were to achieve independence, the Soviet empire would
crumble, and the Union would cease to exist. George Bush—both holding to a
position that was consistent with the tradition of post-World War II presidents
affirming a free hand for the Soviets in the non-Russian republics and
demonstrating his personal friendship with Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev—
did all that he could to keep Ukraine within the Soviet Union.

On 1 August 1991 Bush announced in Kyiv that Americans would not
support Ukrainian independence. He admonished Ukrainians to sign onto
Gorbachev’s Union Treaty, calling Ukrainian democratic aspirations “suicidal
nationalism,” a phrase provided by Gorbachev. He further exhorted them to
remember that “freedom is not the same as independence” (Goble 1993;
Iwanciw 1993b). Just four months later, Bush reversed course. He did so when
five decades of two-faced anti-communist rhetoric caught up with the White
House. The American administration had become so accustomed to its own
doublespeak that, when the Soviet system collapsed out from under it, it could
not adjust to the reality of the nations emerging from its rubble. Instead, the
White House clung desperately to the old order. Gorbachev’s inability to adapt
to new realities cost him the Union and his presidency. Bush’s inflexibility cost
him the East European ethnic vote in a crucial election year. In the end, the
president was forced to recognize an independent Ukraine, but in an embarrass-
ing way that left the new state and its people with no political debts to the U.S.
government.

Introduction

The nature of President Bush’s problem at the time of the Kyiv address was this:
by 1991 the rules by which the conduct of foreign policy was run had changed,
both in the Soviet and American political arenas. Compounding the problem for
Bush was the fact that he could no longer count on the unconditional support of
American East European ethnic groups, including Ukrainian-Americans—
groups that had safely been in the GOP’s camp since World War II. In 1991, they

Harvard Ukrainian Studies XXI (1/2) 1997: 11-61.
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became an electoral foe of the Republican Party. Exploiting the Democratic need
for election-year leverage, the Ukrainian-Americans lobbied members of the
Congress and the bureaucracy to bring down the Bush stand against Ukraine.
This was a small community with none of the force of the Jewish-American
lobby. It relied upon organization, communication, access to decision makers,
and the power of election-year politics. The lobby’s most powerful tool,
however, was its message that an independent Ukraine, and not Gorbachev’s
communism, was vital to American national security. The Ukrainian-American
success was tremendous. Largely due to the lobby’s efforts, the Senate passed
a resolution urging Bush to recognize Ukraine, the Secretary of Defense
officially parted ways with the State Department-sponsored Bush policy, while
the Democratic party made much political hay of Bush’s August speech, dubbed
“Chicken Kiev” by the American media. All this was too much for the Bush
Administration to bear. Fewer than four months after the President set the course
of American foreign policy in Kyiv, he reversed it. On 27 November 1991, four
days before Ukrainians voted in a referendum on independence, Bush met a
group of fifteen Ukrainian-Americans in the West Wing of the White House. To
this delegation, which represented an organized community of some 100,000
Americans, the President announced that Ukraine was “entitled toindependence.”!
He granted formal recognition on 25 December.

The Ukrainian-American case may shed new light on ethnic politics, be-
cause most studies have concluded that a lobby’s influence is dependent upon
such strategies as coalition building, access to power, and grassroots mobiliza-
tion (Moon 1984, 116; Rosati 1992, 464). In addition to their electoral role in
U.S. recognition of Ukraine, the ethnic lobby also played an important infor-
mational role.

U.S. Cold War Soviet policy was made by the President and a few of his
closest advisors (see, for example, Isaacson 1986; Acheson 1969; Ball 1982).
George Kennan, the father of American containment strategy, typifies these
foreign policy elites.? That any lobby could influence these “wise men” was
considered unlikely, if not unthinkable. That such a small lobby could effect a
complete reversal of policy seemed almost absurd. However, the ethnic com-
munity understood what the CIA, State Department, and a huge community of
Soviet-area specialists did not—that the Soviet nationalities question was the
greatest ethno-national dilemma of the 20th century and Ukraine was the thread
that, if tugged by American recognition, would unravel the entire communist
empire. That citizens at the lower levels of the American sociopolitical ladder
understood what powerful officials at the highest levels of government did not
is one of the most striking paradoxes of American policy toward the Soviet
Union.3 Perhaps most significant of all is the fact that Ukrainian-Americans
realized before the Bush White House that international events had overtaken
American foreign policy making, both in terms of structure and content. The
dualistic tactics of the Republican policy—with domestic rhetoric about liber-
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ating the “captive nations” and simultaneous assurances to Moscow of non-
interference—could not be sustained after 1989.* The administration could no
longer use human rights and democratic self-determination rhetoric by labeling
them “tools of containment.”

The case of Ukrainian independence may indicate a shift in the U.S. domes-
tic political process toward an increasing role for ethnic groups in the post-Cold
War environment.®> As the wars in Bosnia demonstrated, the United States must
now reconcile foreign policy to the fall of the large, multi-ethnic state and the
rise of separate nations. As the former Yugoslavia also shows, procrastination
in facing complex ethnic conflicts abroad can present rapidly deteriorating
policy options.

Because this is a first account of U.S. recognition of Ukraine, I have relied
primarily upon interviews. Interviews were conducted in person and by tele-
phone. Some of those interviewed asked not to be identified by name and have
been identified instead by their occupation and position. A common question-
naire was used for all those interviewed, whether or not the subject supported
or opposed the lobby, in order to determine relative familiarity with the subject.
Additional questions were added depending upon degree of familiarity and
interview time available. Quantitative analysis of ethnic voting behavior and
Congressional support for the lobby is lacking; the qualitative analysis of
information gleaned through interviews supplemented the sparse numerical
data. The reason for the lack of quantitative data seems to result from relatively
little work which has been done on the role of ethnicity in foreign policy (See
Shain 1995 and Clough 1994 for exceptions).

Captive Nations: The Liberation Myth

George Bush declared on 12 July 1991, “Until freedom and independence have
been achieved for every captive nation, we shall continue to call on all
governments and states to uphold both the letter and the spirit of international
human rights agreements” (Bush 1991). Less than two weeks later he told
parliamentary deputies in Kyiv, “Yet freedom is not the same as independence.
Americans will not support those who seek independence in order to replace a
far-off tyranny with a local despotism. They will not aid those who promote a
suicidal nationalism based upon ethnic hatred” (Appendix B).

These speeches illustrate how a president can speak about liberation at home
and domination abroad. This is nothing new. Woodrow Wilson began the trend
with self-determination rhetoric designed to curry the U.S. ethnic vote, but not
providing the basis for real amelioration of the situations of ethnic minorities in
the empires of his allies. When it came to the Soviet Union, this general policy
applied as well. Presidents, Democrats as well as Republicans, used two lan-
guages. With elites in Moscow they would speak frankly and realistically,
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assuring them of U.S. non-interference in Eastern Europe, tacitly granting a
Soviet sphere of influence. With the American masses, presidents used a
different language, filled with symbolism designed to threaten or reassure them
in order to get their vote.

Henry Kissinger provides a good example of this duval track, which some-
times seemed to verge on contempt for the American electorate. In a Commu-
nist Party document that came to light after the fall of the USSR, Soviet
Ambassador to the U.S. Anatoly F. Dobrynin recounted the words of President
Nixon’s National Security Advisor to him on 12 June 1969:

President Nixon takes into account the Soviet Union’s special interests in East
Europe and does not intend to do anything there that would be assessed in
Moscow as a “challenge” to its position in this region. That is Nixon’s basic
approach to this question and there is no need, affirmed Kissinger, to pay
great attention “to separate critical statements by the president on one East
European country or another, since this is only tribute to some layers of the
U.S. population which play a role in American elections” (Schmemann 1991).

Since Wilson introduced the idea of national self-determination into U.S.
policies in an effort to corner the massive bloc of Central and East European
ethnic voters during World War 1, the Republicans and Democrats have en-
gaged in a tug-of-war for the ethnic vote. Wilson raised ethnic hopes for
liberation of their homelands with the organization of Oppressed Nationalities
of Central Europe, formed in 1918 by George Creel (DeConde 1992, 89).
Because the nations to enjoy liberation were those under Austria-Hungary and
Germany, this turned Lithuanian, Ukrainian, Hungarian, and German ethnic
groups toward the Democrats. Subsequently, these largely blue-collar ethnic
groups were again drawn to the Democrats’ New Deal under Roosevelt.®

After World War II, the Republicans consistently won this ethnic vote.
Three things seem to have shifted their allegiance. First, postwar immigrants,
or displaced persons, were highly politicized, nationally-conscious refugees
unmoved by Democratic economic policies. Second, the ethnic groups be-
lieved that Roosevelt had sold their homelands down the river at Yalta. Finally,
Eisenhower learned from Wilson’s success and used it in his “liberation plank”
in the 1952 campaign, his policy of “rollback” (whereby Americans would roll
back the Soviets from Eastern Europe), and his sponsoring of the Captive
Nations resolution in 1959 (this declared that the independence of those nations
was vital to American interests).” Following Eisenhower’s administration, the
Republicans’ staunch anti-communist platform and rhetoric were sufficient to
keep the ethnic East European vote in the GOP. This remained the case until
1992.

Liberation theory was politics. Spanier (1985, 73) put it succinctly, stating,
“The [Republican] policy of liberation seems to have been devised primarily to
roll back the Democrats in the United States, not the Red Army in Eastern
Europe. And for this domestic purpose, liberation was a highly effective strat-
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egy.” For the Republicans, liberation theory included not only “rollback,” but
also Captive Nations Week (see Weed 1973).

The Captive Nations Week resolution was signed by President Eisenhower
and passed as Public Law 86-90 by Congress in 1959 (Appendices F, G, pp 56—
57). The resolution and the ethnic lobby’s role in framing and preserving it will
be discussed later. Note here that the resolution declared that liberation of
Ukraine was a vital national interest (see especially the seventh paragraph of
the act, Appendix F). Some have argued that Republicans adopted the resolu-
tion hastily—verbatim from the draft provided by Georgetown professor and
leader of the Ukrainian lobby Lev Dobriansky—in anticipation of ethnic oppo-
sition to Eisenhower’s meeting with Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev three
weeks later (Weed 1973, 183). They argued that the Congress, which passed
the resolution unanimously, considered it a “routine response” to constituent
wishes, and was ignorant of its content and importance (Mathias 1981).

Ironically, the United States held the key to the Soviet disintegration all
along, and, because of a fixation on containment, never chose to use it. In 1960,
Dobriansky wrote, “Russia understands the significance of the force of nation-
alism far better than we do” (Smal-Stocki 1960, 11). Khrushchev’s vehement
protests against the resolution’s Captive Nations Week, and Soviet attempts to
overshadow its yearly observance, should have alerted American leaders to the
potential power of Captive Nations. Confronting Vice President Nixon in July
1959, Khrushchev shouted, “This resolution stinks!” According to Nixon, “he
spelled out what he meant in earthy four letter words” (Dobriansky 1993).

Instead of exploiting the Soviet reaction to the Captive Nations Week
resolution, U.S. presidents ritually assured Moscow of the resolution’s insig-
nificance. The American government’s official position was established ten
years before Captive Nations became law, in NSC 58/2. The policy study
argued that the American goal “must be the elimination of Soviet control” of
these nations, but that resorting to war to achieve liberation “should be rejected
as a practical alternative” (Garrett 1986, 181). American inaction in response to
the Hungarian uprising in 1956, to the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in
1968, and to martial law in Poland in 1981 affirmed this U.S. position.

As American policy shifted to détente, the gap between foreign and domes-
tic rhetoric widened. The Nixon administration provides a striking example, as
Henry Kissinger increasingly flirted with Metternichean projects of a stable
world that included the Sonnenfeldt Doctrine of a closer, organic relationship
between the USSR and Eastern Europe.

Gerald Ford realized the need to satisfy ethnic voters too late. In a debate
with Jimmy Carter before the 1976 election, he said that the United States
recognized Soviet domination of Poland. Protest from Polish-Americans was
significant. After the debate and foreshadowing President Bush’s White House
meeting with the Ukrainian-Americans, President Ford received Polish- Ameri-
can leaders in an attempt to minimize the political damage. He lost the ethnic
vote. And the election.
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Of all the postwar presidents, Ronald Reagan wielded Captive Nations most
deftly. Reagan elevated the week to unprecedented heights. Crafting human
rights and democratic self-determination into his “Evil Empire” strategy,
Reagan was the first president to make the annual observance a public event
and used it to showcase or announce policy. For example, he used his 1988
address to support anti-communist Afghan freedom fighters. He included a
letter received from Soviet dissidents. “Mr. President,” they wrote, “We can
hardly envisage the struggle for human rights without a struggle for the rights
of nations. And as today, so in the future, the freedom of nations is one of the
main guarantees for human rights” (Reagan 1988).

To the ethnic community, it seemed as though an American president finally
grasped the potential power of the Captive Nations concept. Reagan elevated
Ukrainian- Americans to prominent positions. Among others, Lev Dobriansky,
the author of the Captive Nations resolution, was appointed Ambassador to
Bermuda. Reagan recognized him and other prominent members of the com-
munity at the yearly Captive Nations events.

During President Reagan’s terms hopes soared in Ukraine. In 1990, when
the independence movement began to gain momentum, an American visitor
asked Ukrainians, “why now?” The reply, whether from “parliamentarian or
peasant,” was almost unanimous. The first reason given was Chernobyl and the
need to regain control of Ukraine from Moscow. The second reason was
Ronald Reagan (McConnell 1993).

“Chicken Kiev”

In 1993, the Ukrainian National Association (Washington, DC) estimated that,
after eight years of tough Reagan anti-communism, East European ethnic
support for the Republican Party stood at 85 percent. At the end of the Bush
presidency, the GOP had support of only 55 percent of this vote. How did this
happen? The answer centers on the Kyiv speech and what it demonstrated to
these voters. More than anything, they saw Bush as committed to the old, bipolar
world order rather than to true anti-communism.

Beschloss and Talbott (1993, 4) tell the story of a limousine ride which
Gorbachev and Bush shared on 10 December 1987. Echoing the Kissinger and
Dobrynin incident years before, Bush told Gorbachev that no matter how hard
a line he had to take against communism to get elected president in 1988, the
Soviet president should “ignore” what he said. Bush demonstrated that the
private operational language that he used with Gorbachev was diametrically
opposed to the image-laden messages he reserved for American voters.

Throughout his presidency, Bush’s relationship with Gorbachev grew more
important in his decision making. The relationship helped him win essential
Soviet backing in the Gulf War. Without Gorbachev and a strong, stable center
in Moscow, Bush believed that he could not count on such help in the future.
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His approach was consistent. He backed states rather than individuals, even
states that were communist and repressive. An early indicator of this was his
backing of Chinese communist leaders against the Tibetans (Bush 1977, 64—
65) and his later support of these leaders after the Tianenmen Square massacre
(1989). When Gorbachev authorized bloody crackdowns in the Baltics, Bush
found it more important to support the Soviet leader than to condemn his
policies and jeopardize their relationship. These cases indicate that, even
though Bush took a strong domestic stand against communism, his concern for
the old system, which he found more stable than the emerging alternative,
prevailed in the end. This left him dangerously out of touch with the rapid pace
of change. He became reactionary. He thus was not a human rights president,
but neither was he a political realist.

On 2 January 1991, Soviet troops seized buildings in Vilnius, Lithuania. On
the 13th, these troops killed 15 Lithuanians there. One week later, Soviet troops
killed four Latvians in Riga. Bush’s reaction to the “Bloody Sundays” was
restrained—his responses were similar to his predecessors’ responses after
Hungary in 1956, Prague in 1968, and Poland in 1981 (although Vilnius and
Riga were not the same as these crackdowns).

After these events, Bush found, increasingly, that he did not enjoy the
political latitude of his predecessors. Whereas Cold War containment policy as
outlined in NSC 58/2 rejected liberation because it required force, liberation in
1991 required only diplomatic recognition. Ethnic voters recognized this fact.
It also made possible a resurgence of the Democrats, recently liberated from
the fear of being labeled as “soft on communism.”

If Bush had understood these facts, his August 1991 speech in Kyiv might
have been very different. Gorbachev had implored him not to go to Kyiv at all,
explaining that the trip would give ground to the Ukrainian “nationalists.” Bush
decided to make the trip, but he showed the speech he was to make there to
Gorbachev while he was in Moscow (Beschloss and Talbott 1993, 417). The
speech’s attacks on “suicidal nationalism,” which so infuriated both Ukrainians
and Americans, were not in the original speech that Bush brought from Wash-
ington. Rather, they were inserted after consulting with Gorbachev
(Chumachenko 1993). On Air Force One, during the flight from Moscow to
Kyiv, the President told reporters that:

.. . he had discussed the visit with Gorbachev to see if he had any concerns.
He said the Soviet president did not and added “There’s confidence in Mos-
cow that the Ukraine will come along on the union treaty. . . . No, there is no
heartburn at all that I can detect about going here. And I think we’ll handle it
with proper balance” (Devroy and Dobbs 1991, Al).

The proper balance included making it clear to the deputies that the United
States intended to back Moscow, while not fueling sentiment for independence
in Ukraine or alienating voters in the U.S.

The speech in Kyiv had the opposite effect from that which Bush desired.
The picture of “suicidal nationalists” which Gorbachev had painted for Bush
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was not the reality on the ground. When Bush walked to the podium of the
Ukrainian Supreme Soviet his audience knew much more about him than he
knew about them. This was because the Ukrainians already knew what he was
going to say. The day before “Chicken Kiev,” Ivan Drach, one of the leaders of
the democratic party Rukh, rebutted his speech, criticizing Bush’s Moscow-
centrism and misunderstanding of Soviet reality. Drach knew what Bush would
say because of glasnost and e-mail. Even as Bush and Secretary of State Baker
negotiated with Gorbachev and Foreign Minister Shevardnadze, Ukrainian-
Americans were communicating with their colleagues in Ukraine via e-mail
several times a day. Frustrated by the pursuit of traditional channels of lobby-
ing, Ukrainian-Americans had developed a parallel diplomacy with Rukh
members in an effort to level the playing field.?

Not only did the speech demonstrate Bush’s reliance on Gorbacheyv, it also
showed that Bush believed that Gorbachev could do what he said he would do:
create a liberal empire. Gorbachev believed that communism could gradually
be reformed to embrace both democracy in the republics and a strong center
that controlled it. Vilnius and Riga demonstrated, though, that with reform
come raised popular expectations, revolt, and the need for harsh measures to
reinstate control. The “bloody Sundays” were not aberrations of perestroika,
they were a part of it. Nor did Gorbachev indicate that he would abandon
communism for reform. He told Time magazine in June 1990, “I am now, just
as I've always been, a convinced Communist” (Thomas 1991). He defined
democracy as “enthusiastic discipline,” and emphasized this point in an address
to the Communist Party of Ukraine Central Committee plenum in the fall of
1990. This staunch defense of communism, and the lengths to which
Gorbachev was obviously willing to go to preserve it, should have made it clear
to Bush that democracy and communism could not coexist in the Soviet Union.
Furthermore, the Baltics made it clear that democracy could not exist in the
non-Russian republics without independence.

Despite all this, Bush contended in Kyiv that the United States did not have
to make a choice between communism and democracy:

Some people have urged the United States to choose between supporting
President Gorbachev and supporting independence-minded leaders through-
out the U.S.S.R. I consider this a false choice.... We will maintain the
strongest possible relationship with the Soviet Government of President
Gorbachev. But we also appreciate the new realities of life in the U.S.S.R.
(Bush 1991).

The fallout from “Chicken Kiev” affected not only the Ukrainians in
Ukraine and the Ukrainian-Americans in the U.S. More than one observer has
maintained that the speech actually helped precipitate the August 1991 coup
(see, for instance, Goble 1992). Iwanciw (1993a) believes that the coup plotters
were led to believe that Bush would support anyone in Moscow. They did not
understand his attachment to the person of Gorbachev. Nonetheless, the day
after the coup, speaking from Kennebunkport, the President was restrained in
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his reaction. He told reporters that he believed that Soviet Vice President
Ianaev, one of the coup plotters, might be a reformer, too (Goble 1993).

There was immediate reaction to the speech in Washington, as well. Senator
Dennis DeConcini (D-AZ) condemned the “Chicken Kiev” speech on the
Senate floor the next day, saying, “The President’s veiled attempts to equate
the relationship between the center and the republics with American Federal-
ism ignores both the brutal history and involuntary nature of this union”
(Congressional Record 2 August 1991). Thus the speech had exposed the
GOP’s foreign policy flank just as the official election year was about to begin.
Democrats were given an opportunity that they could ill afford to pass up. Both
houses drafted resolutions urging the President to recognize Ukraine and estab-
lish diplomatic relations. Ironically, the move was not strictly partisan, since
members familiar with the Soviet system who wanted to see it destroyed came
from both the anti-communist (predominantly Republican) and human rights
(predominantly Democrat) camps.

Senators DeConcini and D’ Amato (R-NY) sponsored the Senate resolution
(Sen.Con.Res.65), while Representatives Ritter (R-PA) and Hertel (D-MI)
sponsored the House resolution (H.Con.Res.212). In their “dear colleague”
letter, the congressmen called fellow members to arms: “Now is the time to
show Congressional support for the efforts of the people of Ukraine in their
struggle to take their place among the family of free and democratic nations”
(Ritter and Hertel 1991). First, they addressed human rights and Ukraine’s anti-
nuclear stance:

Since its declaration [of independence on August 24, 1991], the Ukrainian
parliament has released political prisoners and has pledged to abide by the
Helsinki Final Act and other agreements of the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe. It has also asserted that it wants to rid itself of all
nuclear weapons on Ukraine’s soil (Ritter and Hertel 1991).

Second, the legislators cited Ukraine’s history and cultural autonomy from
Russia, as a further reason for its right to sovereignty. Finally, and note well,
they asserted that it was an American security interest to promote democratic
governments over communist ones: “By supporting Ukraine’s democratically
elected government, we can act to encourage the further development of de-
mocracy and a free market economy” (Ritter and Hertel 1991).

The Ukrainian-American community likewise was eager to exploit Bush’s
Kyiv speech, in order to gain recognition for an independent Ukraine. Through-
out the late 1980s and 1990s, most of the community’s “dear colleague” letters
to Congress were generated through the Helsinki Commission, with which the
community was working on human rights issues. By the time Ukrainian inde-
pendence became a possibility, the community’s relationship with the members
of Congress that sat on the Commission was well developed. For example, in
1990 and 1991, thousands of Ukrainian-Americans wrote, telephoned, and
visited their representatives to seek the release of Stepan Khmara, a Ukrainian
deputy who had been imprisoned for defending a woman who had protested in
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Kyiv for Ukrainian independence. The lobby’s success was extraordinary: 165
members of Congress sent letters to President Gorbachev demanding Khmara’s
release (Deychakiwsky 1993).

There is a shared conviction in Washington that election returns have a
proven point (Mayhew 1974). Aware of this fact, leaders of the ethnic lobby
urged the community to protest with the vote as well. In 1991, Pennsylvanians
went to the polls in a special election for the senate seat left open by the death
of John Heinz. Pennsylvania has an East European ethnic population of more
than 18 percent. The lobby decided to use the election as a referendum, sending
the GOP a message about Bush’s reaction to the “Bloody Sundays,” his han-
dling of Baltic recognition, and his speech in Kyiv. In the election the Demo-
cratic contender Harris Wofford, an underdog, easily defeated Bush’s choice,
Attorney General Dick Thornburgh.

The ethnic community advertised the Republican defeat as due (at least in
part) to its protest vote. Still, the ethnic division of the Republican National
Committee (RNC) conducted no post-election polls. Irrespective of whether
one agrees with the connection between the election and the Administration’s
handling of foreign policy (one RNC official claimed that the election “made
no connection between foreign policy decisions and the domestic campaign”
[anonymous interview]), or even if one does not hold that absolute numbers of
a lobby indicate the importance of its outreach on particular issues, still-——and
this is the important point—President Bush did make the connection between
Pennsylvania and Kyiv (Beschloss and Talbott 1993, 448). The Pennsylvania
vote alerted him to the prospect of losing the East European ethnic vote in
1992. He realized he must act.

The Administration

Within the Administration itself at this time there was a struggle taking place
with regard to Ukraine. One of the purposes of Bush’s Kyiv speech was to settle
this internal bureaucratic dispute. The Secretary of State was arguing for
withholding recognition, while the Secretary of Defense was arguing for
immediate recognition. Instead of settling the dispute, the speech fired the
debate, turning the President’s resolve—as shown in the speech—into indecision
inthe speech’s wake. The President was compelled to make a decision regarding
recognition before 1 December, the date set for the Ukrainian referendum on
independence. This was because polls in Ukraine showed strong support for
independence (the Parliament had voted for independence on 28 August and set
the referendum date at that time). Bush could not escape facing Ukraine one way
or another. His Administration did not provide him a unified position.

On 21 October, in an effort to promote the State Department position in
Congress, Assistant Secretary of State Thomas Niles—whom Bush later ap-
pointed as his emissary to Kyiv—testified before the Senate Finance Subcom-
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mittee, telling Senator Bill Bradley (D-NJ):

In 1917 [the center] collapsed and they had a period of instability and inde-
pendent republics grew up ... But after several years...the center was
reestablished . . . so I do not think we have to necessarily assume that the
trend—which is very clear today of authority and power and sovereignty
away from the center to the republics—is necessarily the last word (Ukraine
2000 1991).

While some Administration officials went to Congress, others went to the
press in an effort to sway decision-makers. On 25 November senior aides from
State told the Washington Post that:

... diplomatic recognition of Ukraine will be withheld, for example, until the
republic’s elected leaders have taken concrete steps to fulfill arms treaty
obligations . . . these include the 1990 East-West Conventional Forces in Eu-
rope Treaty...the 1991 U.S.-Soviet Strategic Arms Reduction
Treaty . . . and international treaties barring development of biological weap-
ons or nuclear arms capabilities (Hoffman 1991).

More importantly, the aide indicated that the State Department position
depended upon Moscow: “We want to see what [Soviet President] Gorbachev
and [Russian Federation President Boris] Yeltsin do” (Hoffman 1991). The
same day, an official from the Defense Department released Secretary
Cheney’s position. This official said, “Washington should ‘get in on the ground
floor’ with other nations likely to extend early diplomatic recognition so as ‘not
to sour our relations with such an important state’” (ibid.). He criticized the
State Department’s position as finding “the breakup of the Soviet Union a
worrisome prospect because of ‘nostalgia’ for dealing with a strong, central
Soviet government that no longer exists” (ibid.). Other officials mirrored ex-
ecutive fence-sitting, and made clear the fact that Bush had not yet expressed
an opinion about how the matter would be settled.

Adding to the Administration’s trouble in promulgating a clear policy was
the fact that its NATO allies likewise were being cautious. London, with
Washington’s aid, was urging Canada not to grant early recognition. Canada,
however, was responding that pressure from its very large ethnic Ukrainian
population would force it to act. (In fact, Canada was the second country after
Poland to recognize Ukraine as sovereign.) Germany was recommending a
compromise that would stop short of diplomatic recognition, such as an eco-
nomic treaty.

Finally, the Russian Federation was lobbying Washington as well. Foreign
Minister Andrei Kozyrev met Bush in late November and urged him not to
recognize Ukraine, because it would “play into the hand of the [Russian
nationalist] extremists” (Washington Post 1 December 1991: A35).
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The Congress

On 20 November, shortly before the Senate went into recess, Senator
DeConcini attached the Senate resolution—which now expressed “the sense of
the Congress that the President should recognize the independence of Ukraine”
(Congressional Record 22 November 1991)—to the Supplemental Appropria-
tions Bill. As the senator had hoped, the bill passed easily, undeterred by
debate. The resolution stated:

It is the sense of the Congress that the President—

(1) should recognize Ukraine’s independence and undertake steps toward the
establishment of full diplomatic relations with Ukraine should the December
1, 1991 referendum confirm Ukrainian parliament’s independence declara-
tion, and

(2) should use United States assistance, trade, and other programs to support
the Government and encourage the further development of democracy and a
free market in Ukraine (Congressional Record 22 November 1991).

To ensure the resolution had the desired effect on the White House, the
senator faxed the results to Roman Popadiuk in the NSC. Members of the lobby
sent the approved bill to their White House contacts, hoping it would be the
element that would break down the Administration’s resistance to recognition
(McConnell 1993). It worked. The President agreed to meet with Ukrainian-
Americans. The meeting was to be held on 27 November.

The Community

From the ethnic community’s perspective, the meeting had many fathers.
Ukraine 2000 started its efforts to secure the meeting in February 1991, while
other groups such as the Ukrainian National Association lobbied as well. The
President had rejected several proposals for the meeting, but the lobby continued
the press. Roman Popadiuk submitted a proposal for a meeting through his NSC
channels. One of the President’s public liaison officers—who was in personal
contact with Ukraine 2000—intercepted the NSC proposal and combined it with
several previous requests, arranging a proposal that the President “could not
refuse” (McConnell 1993). His acceptance was based on the mounting, high
political stakes.

On 27 November the Ukrainian-American delegation waited for the Presi-
dent in the Roosevelt Room of the White House West Wing. Anticipating
further stonewalling, it had drawn up its argument and appointed a spokesper-
son. Secretary Cheney did not attend the meeting; however, he had met with
Bush, Baker, and Scowcroft before the meeting to convince the President of the
wisdom of early recognition.
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To the surprise of the delegation, Bush responded to its opening remarks by
saying that he looked forward to watching fair and free voting in Ukraine. He
said he was anxious to salute the vote of the people of Ukraine and to work
with Ukraine on details:

In his description of the “details,” the President talked about nuclear weapons,
CSCE and the CFE and other treaties. Quickly he added that he had no reason
to believe that these things were stumbling blocks to recognition. Indeed, he
emphasized that Ukraine had said all of the right things; “all of the right
signs” have been coming from Ukraine. He emphasized that he wants to move
quickly. . . . He noted that Ukraine is “entitled to independence” (McConnell
1991).

After the meeting, members of the delegation immediately sent word to their
Rukh contacts about the President’s softened stand. Various Americans and
Ukrainians in Kyiv at the time have reported that this news, in addition to the
victory of the Senate resolution, was widely advertised and enthusiastically
welcomed in Ukraine in the days before the referendum.

Ukraine

Whether or not the resolution and White House meeting had any impact on the
referendum is difficult to gauge. Before the vote, support for independence was
predicted at 70 percent. The actual results were an overwhelming 90.32 percent
(“Independence!” 1991).

The Community

Before all the votes had been tallied, the administration announced that it would
notrecognize Ukraine immediately, but would “welcome” a vote for independence
and send an emissary to Kyiv (Hiatt 1991). Bush may have believed that this
compromise, on the heels of the meeting, would be enough to keep the ethnic
community satisfied (and therefore retain its vote), while not betraying Gorbachev.
The Washington Post made it clear that this tactic would not work. Alongside the
Administration’s announcement, the press highlighted the ethnic community’s
highly negative reaction.

Recognition

In the wake of this, the Administration was forced again to compromise. In what
appeared to be the best way to support the failing Gorbachev and to accept the
inevitability of Ukrainian independence, the President waited until December
25th-—the day Gorbachev resigned—to grant formal recognition. Contrary to
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State Department desires, Ukraine was not required to sign CFE, START, or
NPT before recognition was granted.

The Mechanics of the Lobby

The success of the Ukrainian-American lobby in 1991 was the result of a
decades-long struggle for political influence. Assimilationists in the last two
decades pointed to a steady decline in its influence since the 1950s. As the events
of 1991 showed, however, this was not the case. A change in the structure of the
lobby in the 1970s increased its influence, while making it harder to detect as a
lobby. Despite its diffusion in the 1970s, the lobby retained the political
characteristics imparted to it by its three waves of immigration.

Three aspects of the immigrations are noteworthy. First, the third wave,
comprising mostly Displaced Persons (DPs) from World War II, was politi-
cally the most active. Second, the urban areas in which the latter two waves
settled gave the immigrants electoral significance. Third, each wave brought
with it political, religious, and cultural disagreements from the homeland,
producing infighting among Ukrainian-American organizations that persists to
the present. These aspects explain both the large number of the community’s
organizations and its periods of political ineffectiveness. (To have influence,
lobbyists must convince members of Congress that they can mobilize voters.
Political infighting created countervailing factions in the lobby, thus no one
group could claim to influence or speak for the entire voting community.) To
achieve the cohesion displayed in the letter writing campaigns and indepen-
dence demonstrations of the 1980s and early 1990s, the lobby had to overcome
this inherent obstacle.

The first large immigration of Ukrainians arrived as part of the great south-
ern- and eastern-European immigration of 1880-1914 (Harvard Encyclopedia
1980, 665). According to U.S. immigration records, there were at least
500,000 first- and second-generation Ukrainians living in the United States by
1914. Most of this early group came from the areas of Carpatho-Ukraine and
Galicia, then part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire (Kuropas 1985, 39-40).
Because Ukraine as a politically independent entity was non-existent, and
general political awareness was low, most of these immigrants did not call
themselves “Ukrainians,” but rather “Rusyns,” “Ruthenians,” “Russians,”
“Poles,” or “Austrians” depending on the area from which they came. Unlike
the homelands of immigrants like the Irish, Americans were generally unaware
of a separate country of Ukraine—this forced subsequent generations to ex-
plain the political reality of their homeland, thus reinforcing their ethnic iden-
tity. Furthermore, because of the political domination of their homeland by
foreign powers—Turks, Russians, Poles, the Nazis, and, finally, the Soviet
government—liberation became the hallmark of Ukrainian nationalism, and of
Ukrainian-American ethnic awareness.
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The second wave of immigration arrived between 1920 and 1939, bringing
20,000 Ukrainians. It was marked by factionalism and by three groups: the
Socialists, the Monarchists, and the Nationalists (see Kuropas 1991). The last
group, rooted in the failed attempt of 1917-1920 for an independent Ukrainian
state, prevailed. Growing American anti-socialist sentiment and a large influx
of anti-communist Ukrainians after World War II helped them.

The third and final wave brought another 85,000 between 1947 and 1955.
From 1955 to its collapse in 1991, the Soviet Union restricted Ukrainian
immigration to the U.S. to about 5,000. The third wave differed from previous
immigrations socially, economically, and politically. Whereas previous groups
were generally illiterate and fleeing poverty, postwar immigrants were urban-
dwelling professionals fleeing political persecution (again see Kuropas 1991).
Until they recognized the longevity of the Soviet regime, the postwar immi-
grants viewed their American home as temporary. Highly politicized, they had
an extraordinary tradition of self-organization and added numerous organiza-
tions to the two existing umbrella groups (Subtelny 1991, 204).

That this last wave came from the highly nationalistic western region of
Galicia was a mixed blessing for the American diaspora. The fervent bonds
which preserved a high degree of cultural, linguistic, and religious awareness
even into the 1990s, also preserved political disputes. One split preserved the
Bandera and Mel'nyk factions of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists
(OUN). The Bandera faction prevailed in the American diaspora, but failed to
sustain a large membership for two reasons. First, its integral nationalism
alienated many in the more assimilated generations and even those among the
newer immigrants. Second, its approach raised the question of divided loyalties
among the politicians they lobbied (see Armstrong 1990). The latter is a
common criticism of American ethnics. As the Jewish-American lobby has
shown, though, it does not have to be debilitating. The second and third phases
of the lobby were successful largely because they avoided purely nationalistic
appeals for their homeland. Instead, they phrased their message in terms of
American security interests. These groups envisioned an independent Ukraine
as the only way to balance the expansionist Russian threat to European and
American security. This idea is central to, and provides the continuity for, the
three phases of the lobby (see below).

In terms of demographics, unlike the first wave, which settled primarily in
the coal regions of rural Pennsylvania, the second and third waves came to the
cities. Six cities became and remain the community’s major centers of popula-
tion: New York, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Cleveland, Detroit, and Chicago.
These cities also comprise important swing voting districts, making immigra-
tion patterns key to political importance. Ukrainian-Americans generally live
in areas of high East European settlement. The East European population
exceeds ten percent in twelve states: Connecticut, Delaware, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Wis-
consin. While some have estimated the total Ukrainian diaspora (the common
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term for referring to the community within the community) in the U.S. as low
as 487,600 (Kuropas 1991, 998), others maintain that it is as high as 1,500,000
(cf. Kuropas 1985, 45). The 1980 census found 1,500,000 Americans of Ukrai-
nian descent. The figure commonly used in analyses in the mid-'90s is
740,000. The cause of the disparity in estimates may be related to the problems
of self-definition and domestic understanding described above. It should be
noted, though, that the lack of precise data on population has not seemed to
diminish the political clout of the ethnic lobby (and indeed may call into
question the correlation between absolute numbers of a lobby and its political
success). When Bush agreed to meet with Ukrainian-American leaders, he
acknowledged their political clout without any real data on the broader
community’s size or voting habits. The lobby’s success, then, may have more
to do with the perception of its impact on swing votes in the urban districts in
which the majority of Ukrainian-Americans live.

Another important factor in the political clout of the Ukrainian-American
lobby was the postwar group’s almost exclusive concentration on foreign
policy. (And in this a strong parallel can be drawn between third-wave Ukraini-
ans and the later Cuban immigration, which also subordinates domestic issues
to its foreign policy cause.) The lobby differed in this from other existing
American ethnic groups, which had other political agendas as well. Irish and
German ethnic groups failed to prevent a U.S. alliance with Britain against
Germany in the two World Wars. These groups could be appeased, at least
partially, by socio-economic promises. Arriving just as the United States was
abandoning isolationism and turning outward, the Ukrainian DPs (“displaced
persons,” ie., World War II refugees) could not be so assuaged. As described
above, Fisenhower dislodged the ethnic groups from the Democratic Party in
1952 (Weed 1973, 143).

In 1968, this strategy again proved successful. Nixon’s ethnic emphasis,
coupled with the Republicans’ sturdy anti-communist plank, kept the ethnic
groups in the GOP during the 1970s and 1980s. Even their more assimilated
children, who tended toward a human-rights focus if they were at all politically
active, remained largely loyal to the anti-communist rhetoric. Reagan’s “Evil-
Empire” approach to Soviet policy, his elevation of Captive Nations Week to a
White House observance, and his appointment of members of the Ukrainian-
American community to diplomatic and political positions strengthened this
bond.

Following Reagan’s presidency, the Bush Administration and the GOP
showed a complacency toward the ethnic vote, but this complacency was not
unfounded, given past history. The mobilization between 1988 and 1991 of the
ethnic vote against the GOP surprised even the Ukrainian-Americans them-
selves: many of the younger members of the community shared Washington’s
skepticism of their political significance. They had attributed the lobby’s only
mixed success partly to the nationalistic tenor and fractious nature of the
postwar organizations. Hence, the preference for fraternal or church groups
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over political organizations was seen by many of them as the beginning of the
end of the lobby. Assimilation was reinforcing this prediction. In 1980 only
123,000 of 730,000 Ukrainian-Americans declared Ukrainian to be their pri-
mary language (Subtelny 1991, 255). Moreover, all indications of membership
in organizations, churches, and associations were around 100,000.

In the face of these dismal indicators of the lobby’s failing state, what
explains its influence on Congress in 19917 The simple answer is liberation.
Even though the Ukrainian-Americans followed traditional patterns of assimi-
lation (intermarriage, use of English, etc.), they did not lose the political
objective of liberation. In a survey of Ukrainian-American youth, 82 percent of
the respondents agreed that being Ukrainian “carried with it the obligation to
work toward a free and independent Ukraine” (Harvard Encyclopedia 1980,
1008). Even the increasing use of English and decreasing involvement in ethnic
groups was deceiving, since large numbers maintained Ukrainian as a second
language, and maintained community and cultural awareness through Saturday
schools and youth groups. Hence, when travel to Ukraine became possible in
the late 1980s, a large number of these “assimilated” ethnics used their busi-
ness and professional connections to launch joint ventures, and form political
exchanges and institutions in the U.S. and in Ukraine.!

A pattern of assimilation thus did not preclude the lobby’s upsurge in the
1980s. This is because of the strong political component—liberation—in
Ukrainian cultural awareness, and the persistence of cultural awareness despite
overt patterns of assimilation. The political nature of the postwar immigration,
coupled with its settlement in swing voting districts, re-enforced the lobby’s
political potential.

The children of the third wave of immigration make up a large number of
active Ukrainian-American lobbyists. Of those interviewed for this study, the
majority were children of this wave. All had similar political views. Those
views were marked by membership in the Republican Party, work in the
Reagan and Bush administrations, and disillusionment with Bush policies,
which caused all those interviewed to vote Democrat in 1992, despite Republi-
can Party membership. Finally, Bush emphasized anti-communism more than
independence. To Ukrainian-Americans, independence was more important
than anti-communism. Therefore, as will be seen below, the Republicans’
catering to ethnics and their monopoly on anti-communism could not over-
come Bush’s anti-independence stand during the sweeping changes of 1989-
1991. This forces a reassessment of the lobby’s seeming failure in the Cold
War period. The lobby underwent three phases before liberation. Adapting to
the domestic and international political climate, each chose a different structure
and strategy. Yet each built upon the initial success of the Captive Nations idea
and the fundamental ideological problem it posed for American policy makers.
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Three Phases of the Lobby

The three phases of the lobby between 1948 and Ukrainian independence were
determined by three phases of domestic and international politics: the immediate
postwar period, the rise of human rights as an issue in diplomacy, and the post-
Cold War period. Three basic concepts correspond to these three phases: Captive
Nations (World War II to the present), human rights (1976 to the present), and
Rukh support organizations (1989 to Ukrainian independence).

Captive Nations Week

In the 1980s, the lobby’s human rights focus was new in that it mobilized
dormant generations of Ukrainian-Americans. In this way it gained the grass-
roots support and alliances needed to motivate Congress to support the legislation
to recognize Ukraine. However, human rights and congressional lobbying are
notnew to Ukrainian-Americans. In fact, for the postwar generation of Ukrainian-
Americans, human rights and liberation of their homeland were coterminous.
They were embodied in the Captive Nations Week resolution (see below
Appendix F). As mentioned above, this was part of the Republican effort to
dislodge ethnic support from the Democrats following World War II. The
community embraced the concept—authored by a Ukrainian-American—as its
primary vehicle for keeping liberation of Ukraine on the political agenda.
Successive U.S. administrations paid little more than lip-service to the idea. In
fact, some tried to abandon it in practice all together. The Soviet reaction was
quite different, however. Understanding how volatile their nationalities problem
was, Soviet leaders felt threatened by the yearly observance.

The small group of university professors who spoke out for the Captive
Nations idea argued that “the nationalism of the non-Russian nations was
constantly treated by leading American scholars and journalists as ‘separatism’
or ‘fascism’ and the very existence of some of these nations was negated”
(Smal-Stocki 1960, 97). Nonetheless, they found many in Washington who
supported their cause. Secretary of State Dean Acheson on 26 June 1951,
before the House Foreign Affairs Committee said:

The ruling power of Moscow has long been an imperial power and now rules
a greatly extended empire. This is the challenge our foreign policy is required
to meet.

It is clear that this process of encroachment and consolidation by which
Russia has grown in the last five hundred years from the Duchy of Moscovy
to a vast empire has got to be stopped (Smal-Stocki 1960, 93).

But neither the Secretary’s belated awareness of Russian expansionism, nor
the other proponents of national self-determination could compete with the
official policy of granting the Soviets a sphere of influence in Eastern Europe.
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The concept had to be codified in law if it was to carry any weight at all—this
was the intrinsic importance of the Captive Nations Week resolution.

Even though every president since Eisenhower has observed the occasion,
every one also has sought to free himself of its restrictions. In 1977 Jimmy
Carter, although he was considered by many as the “human rights president,”
canceled the proclamation for the sake of détente. After intense criticism, he
reversed course and issued the prociamation. In 1990, Ukraine declared sover-
eignty, and President Bush eliminated mention of Ukraine in his Captive
Nations address because the resolution now had become a real possibility. The
lobby was able to “minimize negatives by having other nations taken out of the
declaration as [White House] staff would not include Ukraine” (McConnell
1990a, 2). Thus, the speech did not reflect the hard line against Ukrainian
sovereignty which the original speech writers intended.

Why, if the majority of scholars agreed that by the 1970s Captive Nations
Week was nothing more than window-dressing, was the speech still controver-
sial in 19907 The answer lies in a general American misunderstanding of
nationalism, and subsequent underestimation of the resolution’s importance in
diplomacy. American mirror-imaging of Soviet nationalities with American
ethnic groups has been one result of this. Therefore, many were unaware of
how sharply Soviet nerves were struck by the resolution. George Kennan,
father of Soviet “containment” policy, was one American who protested the
resolution. A Soviet specialist in the U.S. Foreign Service, he accompanied the
first U.S. ambassador to the Soviet Union in 1933, and assumed that post in
1952. Kennan’s view of nationalism was common to most Cold War policy
makers. He believed that patriotism, or love of state, was admirable, while
nationalism, love of any unit smaller than the state, was “a terrible disease of
the human spirit” (Kennan 1993, 80). This view of nationalism not only ignores
extensive research on the subject, but has proven inadequate in explaining
crises in Bosnia, Sudan, Nagorno-Karabakh, as well as disputes in Quebec,
Catalonia—indeed throughout the world in the 20th century. Yet, the misun-
derstanding of nationalism helps to explain U.S. condemnation of democratic
movements in Ukraine and other non-Russian republics in order to maintain
good relations with the communists. Kennan found Captive Nations Week a
nuisance if not an obstacle to this goal and, “in 1961, [he] conditioned his
acceptance as Ambassador to Yugoslavia on President Kennedy’s promise not
to issue the annual proclamation. The President nevertheless did, thanks to
Chicago’s Mayor Daley’s intervention” (Dobriansky 1993, 6).

In Moscow, Khrushchev’s protests were more vehement than Kennan’s, as
noted above. In 1982, TASS condemned President Reagan’s speech for “rude-
ness,” “cynicism,” and “interference in the internal affairs of the Soviet Union”
(Dobriansky 1993, 6). That same year Georgi Arbatov, director of the Institute
on American and Canadian Affairs, called the Week a threat to the Soviet
Union (ibid.). Strangely, this amazing admission went unnoticed by national
security staffs and professional sovietologists. Along with verbal condemna-
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tion, the Soviets attempted to overshadow the event in international affairs.
They adopted a policy of scheduling events to coincide with the observance,
such as the signing of the non-proliferation pact (ibid.).

Thus, even though many in Congress and in the American public had no
idea of the resolution’s importance, policy makers in Moscow did. It is not
surprising that in April 1993, even after the Soviet collapse, Russian leaders
still lobbied Washington to abandon Captive Nations Week (Dobriansky pers.
comm.).

What, then, was the importance of Captive Nations Week for the effort to
secure diplomatic recognition for Ukraine? Most Ukrainian-Americans main-
tain that administrations were lukewarm to the idea, and that it could not
overcome a long history of American political focus on Moscow. At the same
time, they recognize that it kept the concept of an independent Ukraine on the
American political agenda. While congressmen may not have appreciated the
full weight of the concepts they proclaimed on the floor, still, the concept,
embodied in law and renewed in yearly symbolism and practice, was more
significant than the policy making elites ever knew.

Human Rights and the Helsinki Commission

Although the younger ethnics—the first generation born, raised, and educated
in the United States—believed Captive Nations kept Ukraine on the political
map, few felt the Executive Department was serious about it. The same
traditional Ukrainian-American organizations felt likewise. Even so, there was
increasing public interest in human rights and in political prisoners, many of
whom were in the Soviet Union. Seizing the opportunity to diversify their
approach, many young members of the community hitched their star to human
rights in order to keep the idea of Ukrainian independence alive in Washington.
They did so despite criticism of “betrayal” by the more traditional factions, such
as the Banderites.

During the same period in the 1970s, many individual Ukrainian-Americans
had worked their way up the governmental ladder. In many respects it was
these individuals and not the organized groups which became the most effec-
tive conduits of information about Ukraine to Congress and the Executive. By
the 1980s many had gained appointments in the Republican administrations,
while others were members or staff members in Congress or in other govern-
ment or non-government agencies. Some of them did not emphasize their
ethnic background, while others split their time between ethnic and govern-
mental organizations. Hence, by the 1980s the lobby had taken on an uncon-
ventional structure, one comprising formal and informal personal contacts
throughout the government, and one not easily discerned.

To the morally-based National Captive Nations Council (NCNC), the hu-
man rights issue was old hat. The Committee was diligent in explaining to
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Congress the difference between the Carterite focus on civil rights in authori-
tarian Latin America and the hierarchy of human rights: personal, civil, and
national (Dobriansky 1993, 11). After 1975, however, this fight was taken up
by the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), known as
the “Helsinki Commission.”

The numerous “dear colleague™ letters which alerted Congress to Soviet
human rights violations, sprang largely from this office. In addition to these
letters, the Commission was involved in the unconventional diplomacy (com-
pared with traditional bilateral negotiations) of the delegation. Unlike the State
and Congressional delegations, staff members (including some Ukrainian-
Americans) were full members of the groups which negotiated directly with the
52 members of the CSCE. While the State Department preferred to keep the
delegations’ demands abstract, Commission members insisted upon naming the
names of Soviet political prisoners. The Soviets were forced to sit and listen.
Consequently, there was a noticeable difference between the Madrid Confer-
ence of 1983 and the Vienna meeting of 1989. As one Helsinki staff member
described it, “the Commission had strengthened the spine of State,” and by
Vienna, the U.S. had taken the lead in human rights issues.

Because of the Helsinki Commission’s structure and mission, it became a
natural vehicle for Ukrainian-Americans to lobby Congress. Not only formal
political and fraternal organizations, but individual members of the community
could be heard in this forum. When asked whether the Commission went to the
diaspora for information or vice-versa, one senior staff member replied, “The
Commission sought out and received information from a wide variety of Ukrai-
nian-American organizations, but we avoided getting into the in-fighting
among groups” (Deychakiwsky 1993).

In order to maintain linkage during the 1980s, the lobby kept constant
pressure on Congress through the Commission—as well as directly through
Congressional offices—to codify Ukrainian interests. They collaborated on
several pieces of legislation, including: the 1988 legislation prohibiting any
U.S. official from taking part in the Soviet Union’s celebrations of the Millen-
nium of the Christianization of Kyivan Rus’ until liberation of the Ukrainian
Catholic and Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Churches; the 19 May 1989
Senate letter to Secretary Gorbachev protesting Soviet harassment of Ukraini-
ans campaigning for human, religious, cultural, and national rights; the 15
November 1989 Senate letter asking President Bush to urge President
Gorbachev to legalize the banned Ukrainian churches; the 1990 Joint resolu-
tion authorizing a week of commemoration for the victims of the 1932-1933
forced famine in Ukraine; and the 1991 Senate bill requiring all aid to go
directly to the republics of the Soviet Union.

By the late 1980s, the lobby had established a well-exercised network in
Washington. It provided the framework for the next phase of the lobby. The
extraordinary events in Ukraine precipitated the final phase: the mobilization
of the entire community through Rukh!! support groups.
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Rukh Support and Mobilizing the Larger Community

Rukh support groups marked the third and final phase of the lobby before
Ukrainian independence. Founded on the Captive Nations concept, these new
groups used the political ties made in the human rights phase and established new
ones. The community formed 23 Rukh support organizations, designating the
Washington office, Ukraine 2000, their umbrella organization and government
liaison office. Their efforts built upon the Congressional Commission of the
Famine in Ukraine, the Millennial celebrations of the Christianization of Kyivan
Rus), the famine commemoration legislation, and, finally, on Rukh support and
diplomatic recognition. Two things set this phase apart from the previous two.
First, the new groups had daily contact with democrats in Ukraine, using
electronic mail. This allowed them real-time intelligence which the State
Department and CIA lacked. Second, the once solid bond between the ethnic
community and the Republican Party was faltering.

This final phase formally began in the early 1980s with the Congressional
Commission on the Famine in Ukraine. The Commission’s findings, published
20 June 1990, were hailed in Ukraine as “unmatched by any investigation” of
the Soviet system in Ukraine (Drach 1991b, 3). The newly-revealed informa-
tion on the Soviets’ forced starvation of millions of Ukrainians in 1932-1933,
like the 1986 Chernobyl disaster, was a primary catalyst for the independence
movement. The famine legislation met significant resistance in both Houses.
Thus, the lobby, still in its fledgling stages in its human rights orientation,
pursued ad hoc lobbying techniques.

The second important breakthrough for the lobby was the 1988 celebration
of the millennium of Christianity in Kyivan Rus. Again, the legislation was
controversial. Moscow wanted to keep the focus of the event entirely on
Russia, not Ukraine. This reinforced the Russian claim that Kyivan Rus’ is a
Russian and not a Ukrainian legacy; hence, that Ukraine has been a territory of
Russia since A.b. 988 and has no legitimate claim to independence. As they did
for the famine commission, Ukrainian-Americans formed an ad hoc committee
from their existing groups. The legislation passed the Senate easily, but several
members of the House wanted all references to Ukraine removed and replaced
with “USSR” (McConnell 1993). Additionally, the members wanted to remove
all references to the Ukrainian Catholic and Ukrainian Autocephalous Ortho-
dox Churches. The Churches, banned by Stalin, were still harshly repressed by
Gorbachev. Ukrainian-American organizations and the ad hoc committee re-
fused to support the proposed changes. A logjam resulted and was not broken
until the Supreme Soviet of Ukraine sent a letter condemning the legislation as
a “capitalist plot.” It passed ten days later.

The significance of the commemoration legislation was that it prohibited all
American officials from attending any commemorative event until the banned
Ukrainian Churches were legalized. This affected the upcoming Moscow sum-
mit. Reagan’s attendance at the events would have lent further legitimacy to
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Gorbachev’s harsh policy toward the Churches and the fledgling independence
movement in Western Ukraine. Not until sponsors of the initiative informed
White House staff was President Reagan aware that he could not attend the
millennial celebrations in Moscow to which Gorbachev had invited him.

Both of these cases were important to Ukrainian-Americans because they
re-established a formal lobby in Washington. This lobby was cemented by the
third major event, the formation of Rukh. Rukh’s founding congress took place
in September 1989. The following month, Volodymyr Yavorivskyi came to
America. He was the first Ukrainian parliamentarian to visit the U.S. Quite
charismatic, he inspired the younger generation of Ukrainian-Americans.
Ukrainian-Americans who did not belong to existing ethnic organizations be-
gan to form Rukh support organizations. Large groups formed in Chicago and
Detroit, smaller organizations formed in California and in states with lower
concentrations of Ukrainians. The Washington, D.C. group, the Washington
Committee in Support of Ukraine, or “Ukraine 2000,” was designated the
government relations organization for the 23 committees that were organized
nation-wide. Its primary tasks were submitting testimony to Congress and
making sure that Rukh members met with influential members of the White
House staff, the Congress, the Defense Department, the NSC, the press, and
various Washington think tanks. The second task was made possible because
Ukraine 2000’s director, Robert McConnell, was a former Reagan Administra-
tion Assistant Attorney General who retained several close contacts in the
upper echelons of the Bush Administration.

Ukraine 2000 hosted several Rukh members. Many of them had spent
several years in Soviet prison camps and were staunchly pro-democratic. Mem-
bers of Congress eagerly met the men, posing for pictures to send home to
constituents. For many who met them, the pro-democratic, ethnically-inclusive
demeanor of these men dispelled the ideas that Ukraine was antisemitic and
virulently ethno-nationalistic (McConnell 1993). It became more and more
apparent to these members that the pro-Moscow stand of the Bush Administra-
tion could not be reconciled with basic American interests in supporting de-
mocracy in other countries. It also was apparent that alienating the future
leaders of what potentially could be the second largest country in Europe might
have long-term detrimental effects on European and American national secu-
rity. Thus, many members of Congress developed their own stand on post-Cold
War Soviet policy that was directly opposed to the Bush position.

The watershed event of this process was Mykhailo Horyn’s Washington
visit in September 1990. Gorbachev and Shevardnadze sent communiqués to
Bush, Baker, and Scowcroft, urging them to avoid high-level meetings with
Horyn. Nonetheless, Horyn met with more people, at a higher level (including
four Cabinet members), than had any Ukrainian or Ukrainian-American. He
made “an extraordinary contribution to advancing the cause of an independent
Ukraine” (McConnell 1990). The most important meeting of his trip was his
80-minute meeting with Secretary of Defense, Dick Cheney.!? The Secretary
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found Horyn very “believable,” even-measured, truly democratic, and
“unscarred” by his experience in the gulag. After the 1990 meeting, Ukrainian-
Americans noticed a change in the Department of Defense’s (DOD’s) position
on Ukraine. The DOD seemed more attentive to the strategic importance of
Ukraine, as well as to matters of financial aid and assistance.!* Thus, DOD’s
stand was similar to that of Congress: supporting the pro-democratic move-
ment in Ukraine was the only way to ensure good relations with what could
emerge as the second largest state in Europe.

Visitors from Ukraine who arrived without diaspora assistance did not meet
with Horyn’s success. While protesters in Kyiv were demanding his resigna-
tion, Ukraine’s Foreign Minister, Vitaly Masol, was denied meetings with the
President and Secretary of State in 1990. He refused to meet with the Deputy
Secretary of State. As a result, he had no meetings with U.S. government
officials during his stay.

Ukraine 2000, while an important part of the lobby, was by no means the
only organization active in the third phase. The entire community was mobi-
lized by the events taking place in Ukraine. Ukrainian-Americans who left or
never joined an ethnic group were inspired to use their language skills, their
business and professional connections, and, most importantly, their votes to
help Ukraine achieve independence. Mobilization of the voting community is
essential to influencing Congress. Also essential is rallying disparate organi-
zations under one banner. The Stepan Khmara case achieved both ends. The
Khmara case solidified the lobby-Congress relationship and laid the founda-
tions for the last lobbying effort before the Ukrainian referendum on indepen-
dence: the concurrent Congressional resolutions urging President Bush to
recognize Ukraine.

The Congress

Even if a foreign policy issue does not require Congressional support—as for
ratifying a treaty or approving an ambassador—the president still recognizes the
danger of acting contrary to the will of the Congress. A president’s hesitance to
defy Congress is reinforced in an election year, especially if the Executive-
Legislative relationship is less than cooperative. This was the case in 1991 and
is the reason why the Senate’s passing a Sense of the Senate urging President
Bushtorecognize Ukraine following the 1 December 1991 referendum was very
important. This also is the reason why the Ukrainian-American lobby turned its
full attention to lobbying for the resolution.

The 90-percent support for independence in the referendum sounded the
death knell for the Soviet Union. U.S. backing of Ukrainian independence,
even before the referendum, sealed the fate of President Gorbachev. However,
before 28 November 1991, U.S. policy had been to fully support Gorbachev
and the preservation of the Soviet Union. It was not until the manifestation of
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substantial domestic pressure, displayed by the 20 November 1991 Congres-
sional resolution urging the president to recognize Ukraine, that Bush reversed
his policy.

Why, after decades of seeming indifference to the Ukrainian-American
lobby, did individual members of Congress echo the lobby’s letters on the
Senate and House floors as they backed the resolutions against President
Bush’s policy? The first part of the answer lies in a shift in the lobby’s tactics
for achieving “liberation” at the same time that the Congress was shifting to a
more active role in foreign policy. The lobby’s shift gave a human rights
foundation to the same coalition that would get the recognition legislation
passed. Post-Vietnam changes in the Congress included decentralization of
policy making, the increasing role of Congressional staffs in policy decision
making, skepticism toward the executive, creation of the Congressional Re-
search Service (CRS), the rise of the caucuses, and the increase of travel
opportunities for members. This more active Congress required new types of
analysis, which could be supplied by the lobby within the framework of a
human rights emphasis. The second half of the answer lies in the benefit each
member saw in supporting or not supporting the legislation. While the majority
of members preferred to defer to the president, enough members were moti-
vated to support Ukrainian independence—whether for parochial reasons, or
interest in policy!*—to pass the legislation and affect policy.

Since Congress founded the Helsinki Commission in 1976, members had
tried to maintain linkage between human rights and foreign policy. Members of
the Agriculture, Trade, Defense, as well as Foreign Affairs or Foreign Rela-
tions committees regularly called on members of the Ukrainian National Asso-
ciation, Ukraine 2000, and other ethnic groups to give testimony about what
was happening in the Soviet republic. In addition to giving testimony at hear-
ings, Ukrainian-Americans were full members of the Helsinki Commission.
They joined their congressional colleagues on the Commission as they
“strengthened the spine of the State Department” at Helsinki meetings.

As described above, the one cause that solidified the lobby-Congress part-
nership was the Khmara case. This “dress rehearsal” put in place the mecha-
nism which would achieve for Senator DeConcini what failed for Senator Jesse
Helms, who attempted to pass similar legislation concerning Baltic recogni-
tion. First, it exercised the internal communications processes of the lobby.
While DeConcini’s reputation was essential in motivating policy-oriented
senators, lobbying was essential in motivating parochially-motivated members.
Second, the Khmara case helped interested members and the lobby identify the
motivations of each member they would enlist for the recognition legislation.
Third, it raised the general awareness in Congress of the duality of American
foreign policy toward the Soviet Union. In addition to these, the success of
Senate Concurrent Resolution 65 lay, ironically, in the “Chicken Kiev” speech
itself. The speech put Ukrainian independence on the political map during an
election year. This aspect, in combination with the overall executive-legislative
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relationship, would prove essential to swaying members with less than altruis-
tic interest in supporting the legislation.

Generally, critics predicted the failure of Congress and the lobby in Soviet
policy for two primary reasons. The first had to do with the nature of the lobby
itself. The second had to do with what motivates members to respond to a lobby
once the lobby has overcome the basic reasons for failure.

The failure of the Ukrainian-American lobby prior to the independence
resolution has been tied to at least nine aspects of the lobby. The first is the fact
of assimilation, the awareness that ethnics, especially over generations, eventu-
ally lose touch with the reality of their homeland. Their attention turns from
political to domestic concerns such as business. For this reason, younger gen-
erations left or never joined the “nationalistic” political organizations of their
parents, and forged business and professional communities. Some dropped out
of organized ethnic communities altogether. What critics of this aspect do not
show, however, is that all the “non-political” Ukrainian-American organiza-
tions continued to lobby Washington. And, although criticized by the more
traditional organizations, young ethnics decided to “hitch their star” to the
human rights issue while maintaining a “liberation” focus.

Lack of cohesion within the lobby has been given as a second reason for its
failure. Garrett (1986, 31) has argued that an ethnic lobby’s success is not tied
solely to its efforts in Washington, but also to its general environment outside
of Washington—the quality of its cohesion as a community. He gives the
singular success story as the American Jewish community. Their strength, he
finds, is in their cohesion and their support by the general, non-Jewish public.
The East European ethnic lobby, he continues, was not able to demonstrate the
same strength and cohesion. The unity displayed in the Khmara case clearly
showed a strengthening and increased cohesion of the lobby.

A third reason was seen as a lack of sympathetic public opinion. It can be
easily argued that the general American public was, and still is, ignorant of the
history and aspirations of the non-Russian formerly Soviet republics. However,
an in-depth understanding of the ethnic platform was not necessary to under-
stand the duality of Bush Soviet policy. The media condemnation of the
“Bloody Sundays” in Riga and Vilnius, and of Bush’s “Chicken Kiev” speech
helped to lift this third liability.

Fourth, a problem for lobbyists is always the negative connotations of the
very act they are performing. Hughes (1978) discounted the role of interest
groups on foreign policy because of the negative image most congressmen and
the general public have of lobbying. Ross Perot’s 1992 presidential campaign
and subsequent debates over lobbying reform have reemphasized this criticism.
However, the Ukrainian-American lobby’s shift to a human rights focus in the
1980s seems to have softened its approach and alleviated any negative connota-
tion of dual allegiance. Furthermore, groups that accurately reflect voter atti-
tudes actually are welcomed more often than they are eschewed.






