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PREFACE

This collection of articles, entitled Ukraine in the World, appears in two
parallel editions—as volume 20 of the journal Harvard Ukrainian Studies, and
as a separate title in the series "Harvard Papers in Ukrainian Studies." It is one
product of a comprehensive project conducted by the Ukrainian Research
Institute of Harvard University since 1996 to examine the politics and society
in newly independent Ukraine. The project has examined a broad spectrum of
issues at such fora as conferences and symposia, the Institute's weekly Seminar
in Ukrainian Studies, and a variety of scholarly and popular publications. A
prominent place in all these programs belongs to issues of Ukraine's foreign
policy, external relations, and problems of security. It is to these issues that this
volume is devoted.

In retrospect, it appears paradoxical that at the time when the USSR was in the
process of disintegration, and Ukraine was setting out on its untested path of
independence, many observers, as well as residents of Ukraine, expected the
new state to succeed—albeit after a brief period of transitional pain—first and
foremost in the realm of economic development. This was a natural expecta-
tion, given the country's wealth in land, natural resources, industrial infrastruc-
ture, and its well-educated citizenry. Much more skepticism, and indeed appre-
hension, reigned with regard to Ukraine's ability to cope with its foreign
relations and security problems: with many of its neighbors, Ukraine had a long
history of mutual hostility or antipathy; Russia viewed Ukraine's independence
as a bitter loss of its own patrimony; and, the presence on Ukrainian soil of a
large arsenal of Soviet nuclear weapons raised fears in the international com-
munity, particularly in the West, of a new threat to world stability and peace.
Moreover, Ukraine appeared particularly ill-equipped to deal with international
relations, having virtually no experience in the conduct of foreign policy or
trained diplomatic personnel. Ironically, then, it is the economic sphere in
which Ukraine has suffered its most bitter failures, while foreign and security
policies constitute the country's most signal achievement. Seven years after its
proclamation of independence, Ukraine stands as an accepted member and
active participant in world diplomacy. Its role in regional and global politics,
security and economics still remains to be defined, but it is clear that Ukraine is
both an actor and a factor in international relations whose importance cannot be
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ignored or underestimated. What shape its role ultimately takes will be an
ongoing challenge, both for Ukraine's leadership and for the international
community.

Ukraine in the World represents a pioneering effort in examining Ukraine's
foreign and security relations. Though not a work of synthesis, it offers a
comprehensive overview and analysis of its topic in a series of articles by
leading experts—scholars, analysts, and practitioners—in their respective
fields. The organization of the volume follows a regional pattern: Ukraine's
relations are examined first with its neighbors (Russia and the CIS; East
Central Europe; and the Black Sea region); with countries of the West (the
United States, Canada, and Western Europe); and with the world beyond (the
Middle East, Asia, and the Southern Hemisphere). A separate section is de-
voted to military and security affairs. The broader theoretical and geopolitical
context is provided in introductory essays by two eminent specialists and
longtime practitioners in foreign policy—Dr. Zbigniew Brzeziński, the former
National Security Advisor to the President of the United States, and the Minis-
ter of Foreign Affairs of Ukraine, Borys Tarasyuk. The topics covered in this
volume by no means exhaust the subject of Ukraine's foreign policy and
relations. Ukraine's multilateral relations and participation in international
organizations, foreign economic relations, and the creation of a foreign service
establishment and the search for policy options in Ukraine are fascinating and
important themes. It is to be hoped that the current volume will stimulate
research in these fields.

It is inevitable in a collection of this sort that a certain amount of overlap in
coverage will occur. This is especially true with regard to Ukraine's denuclear-
ization, so crucial in the country's first years of independence. Thus, in addi-
tion to the article devoted specifically to the nuclear weapons question, the
issue inevitably arises in discussions off Ukraine's relations with the United
States, Russia, and Western Europe, or in connection with broader issues of
military policy and regional security. Far from redundant, this seeming overlap,
like others, offers the benefit of a variety of viewpoints presented in multiple
contexts. Here and throughout, the authors speak in their own voice and from
their individual perspective. The views are the authors' own, and do not neces-
sarily reflect the position of the editor or the Ukrainian Research Institute.

I would like to thank, in the first instance, the authors represented in this
volume for their intellectual contribution and creative effort, their labors in the
revision process to make the volume as up to date as possible, and, not least—
their unexampled patience. Of course, this publication was made possible only
with the support and assistance of numerous individuals to whom the editor
wishes to express his deepest gratitude. At the outset I wish to thank the
Director of the Ukrainian Research Institute, Professor Roman Szporluk, under
whose aegis this project took shape, as well as the Editorial Board of Harvard
Ukrainian Studies. Without the extraordinary expertise, dedication, and labors
of the Institute's Director of Publications, Robert DeLossa, the volume would
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scarcely have seen the light of day. Daria Yurchuk, as Editorial Assistant, was
responsible for the technical and production aspects of the publication. Dr.
James Clem, Executive Director, and Mrs. Patricia Coats worth, Administrator,
gave indispensable support in various phases of the project. Dr. Andrew
Sorokowski provided the exemplary translations of the documents presented in
the Appendix, and Wei Li translated the article of Professor Jiang Changbin
from the Chinese. Ksenya Kiebuzinski provided critical help locating sources
and references for several parts of the volume. Larissa D'Avignon made an
invaluable contribution in inputting the difficult text. And John DeStefano gave
yeoman's service on fronts too varied to enumerate.

This volume has its source in a conference held under the same name in
Washington, DC, on 12-14 December 1996, on the occasion of Ukraine's fifth
anniversary of independence. The conference was organized in conjunction
with the Ukrainian Program of the Institute for European, Russian, and Eur-
asian Studies of George Washington University, on whose premises it took
place. I am grateful for the support and welcoming remarks extended by the
University's President, Dr. Joel Trachtenberg. Professor James Millar, the
Director of the Institute, served as host on the occasion, and the logistics of the
conference were handled with extraordinary efficiency by the Institute's Ex-
ecutive Associate, Suzanne Stephenson. The conference also enjoyed the sup-
port of the Embassy of Ukraine, which provided the venue for some events,
hosted a reception for the participants, and assisted in the often difficult com-
munications with Kyiv in the preparatory stages. I am most grateful for the
unceasing encouragement of Ambassador Yuri Shcherbak in these efforts.
Counselor Natalia Zaradna's involvement in every facet of the conference
approached the superhuman. Valeriy Kuchynsky and Vasyl Zorya also as-
sumed many burdens to facilitate its success.

The keynote address by Dr. Zbigniew Brzeziński, reproduced in abridged
form in this volume, set the high tone for the conference. Its Ukrainian counter-
point was represented by the remarks of then Ambassador to the Countries of
Benelux and NATO, and now Foreign Minister of Ukraine, Borys Tarasyuk,
also offered in revised form to the readers of the volume. Other high govern-
ment officials who spoke at the conference included Ambassadors James
Collins and Richard Morningstar, as well as Carlos Pascual of the National
Security Council on the American side, and Deputy Foreign Minister Anton
Buteyko and the military attache in Washington, Colonel Volodymyr
Havrylov, on the Ukrainian side. To all of them go my deep appreciation.

I am grateful also for the assistance in various forms of Professor Peter J.
Potichnyj, Dr. Andrew Sorokowski, Trudy Werner, Laura Wayth, and
Marianne Hrinda. And the help rendered at the Ukrainian Research Institute by
Benjamin Szporluk was incalculable.

Finally, there are no proper words to express the gratitude I feel to two
friends and colleagues without whose wise counsel, encouragement and practi-
cal support the conference could never have enjoyed its success. These are Dr.
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Martha Bohachevsky Chomiak of the National Endowment for the Humanities,
and the late Professor Zenovia Sochor Parry of Clark University, to whose
memory I dedicate this book.

The conference and the publication of the volume Ukraine in the World
were made possible through the generous financial support of the Smith
Richardson Foundation. Additional funding was provided by the Ukrainian
Studies Fund. This support is most gratefully acknowledged.

Lubomyr A. Hajda
Cambridge, Massachusetts
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Ukraine 's Critical Role in the Post-Soviet Space
ZBIGNIEW BRZEZIŃSKI

It has been five-and-a-half years since the Soviet Union disappeared. Yet what
actually happened at the Belavezha meeting in Belarus on 8 December 1991,
where an entirely new geopolitical entity was conceived, remains a mystery.
The world still does not know the full story of that dramatic night-long session
which precipitated, at the overt level, the immediate dissolution of the Soviet
empire. That gathering of three key republican leaders, soon to be presidents of
their own countries, produced a document providing for the dissolution of the
Soviet Union into fifteen separate states. Moreover, it was followed the next
day by an equally dramatic confrontation in Moscow between Boris Yeltsin
and Mikhail Gorbachev over the fate of the USSR. One of the main issues these
two men debated was the role of the Soviet army and whom the army would
support under the emerging conditions.

Yeltsin's goals played a critical role in the events unleashed by that mysteri-
ous night-long session. We do know that Yeltsin's main interest at this juncture
lay not in dissolving the Soviet Union, but in reconfiguring it. He wanted to
redefine the elements of the USSR in such a way that Gorbachev would be
displaced as president. Yet, even accounting for Yeltsin's personal role, the
truly decisive player at the Belavezha meeting was Ukraine. It was Leonid
Kravchuk that described the reconfiguration of the Soviet Union, and the
resulting Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), as a "civilized divorce."

It was five years ago, literally in the next two or three weeks from today, that
a small team, in fact several small teams, of Ukrainian officers and political
leaders undertook something which was quite unprecedented. They traveled to
the district commands of the Soviet army and made certain that their hierarchi-
cal and communicational links with Moscow were severed, that their loyalty
was fully transferred to Kyiv, and that an oath of allegiance was taken by the
district commanders or that they were replaced. As a consequence, the Soviet
army stationed on Ukrainian soil became, in the course of several weeks, the
core of the new Ukrainian national army. And, of course, in the background of
all this were the Ukrainian people who had overwhelmingly voted just days
earlier for independence and gave impetus to these historically decisive events.

This introduction is a revision and abridgement of a speech delivered by Zbigniew
Brzeziński on 12 December 1996 at a conference in Washington, DC, sponsored by the
Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute in conjunction with George Washington Univer-
sity and with the support of the Embassy of Ukraine.
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Since those historical days, five difficult and painful years have passed.
Many Ukrainians have experienced great sacrifice. Not everything has been
done in those years that might have been done to bring about the changes
sought by the original architects of the new independent state. More might have
been done and sooner, for example, about privatization. More also might have
been done to revitalize agriculture, which has traditionally been the backbone
of the Ukrainian economy. Much more could have been done, also, to stamp
out corruption, especially to prevent capital flight out of the country—capital
so sorely needed for building new infrastructure and purchasing up-to-date
technologies. According to recent Ukrainian Interior Ministry reports, some
twenty billion dollars have been smuggled out of Ukraine for deposit in the
West. One can only imagine the sum total of damage this has wreaked on the
Ukrainian economy and on Ukraine's growth potential.

But having said all that, one fact is also very clear. Ukraine is here to stay
and that is a fundamentally important accomplishment. Ukraine is here to stay
and that has implications not only for the Ukrainian people. It has global
implications in several significant ways. First of all, the fact that Ukraine is
here and here to stay transforms the European geopolitical equation. The
political landscape of Europe is fundamentally transformed, for Ukraine's
existence transforms Russian power by reducing it significantly and thus mak-
ing it more manageable.

Ukraine's appearance on the map of Europe is comparable in geopolitical
significance with the integration of Germany into the emerging European
community in the 1990s. This absorption of Germany into Europe removes a
predominant power to the West. Ukraine's emergence has a comparable effect
in the East, thereby altering the geopolitical configuration of Europe as a
whole. This rearrangement is directly pertinent to the future of three countries
in particular.

First of all, Ukraine's existence enhances the security of Poland by reducing
a traditional dilemma that Poland had always faced, namely that of threatening
powers existing simultaneously on its western and eastern frontiers. Ukraine's
existence also enhances the security of Romania, which is far more safe today
than when it bordered on the Soviet Union or on the Russian Empire. It
enhances the security of Turkey and it makes Turkey much more confident in
its dealings with its neighbors, and it even shuts off, in effect, a geopolitically
significant access by Russia to the Mediterranean region.

Secondly, Ukraine's existence alters the politics of the space formerly occu-
pied by the Soviet Union. Imagine how the CIS would look without an inde-
pendent Ukraine. It would be simply another empire, with a new name. It
would not be imbued, as today, with the refreshing reality of geopolitical
pluralism in former Soviet space. Instead it would be dominated by a Russia
that still controls Ukraine, which would be, in effect, an imperial entity in a
new guise. Ukraine's statehood, moreover, defines the CIS in a fashion that
significantly differs from Russia's conceptualization. Indeed, Ukraine's ap-
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proach to the CIS offers the prospect of enhancing and securing the security of
the other newly independent states of the CIS. Its vision of the CIS is of a
loosely cooperative community, whereas Moscow's vision is of a tightly and
centrally integrated community.

There is a critical political difference between cooperation and integration.
Sometimes speakers from Moscow argue that it is improper to criticize
Moscow's efforts at integration for they simply mirror what is being done in
Europe. What is the difference between the efforts to create the European
Union and those to integrate the Commonwealth of Independent States? The
European Union is not being constructed within the territory of a previous
empire and it is not being constructed on the basis of the previous imperial
state's promotion of the integration of its earlier imperial domain. Ukraine's
promotion of cooperation and its opposition to integration makes it easier not
only for Ukraine but for the other newly independent states to preserve their
sovereignty. Indeed, we are seeing increasingly the emergence of a political
constellation within the CIS in which the weaker states cluster around
Ukraine's position in the debate over the proper demarcation between legiti-
mate cooperation and politically undesirable integration.

Thirdly, Ukraine's occupation of an independent space on the map of Eu-
rope helps Russia to transform itself. It compels politically conscious Russians
to ask themselves a fundamental question. What is Russia? Where is Russia?
Will Russia become, or perhaps is it already, a normal European national state
or is it a multinational empire? That debate is raging with great intensity in
contemporary Russia and there is no uniformity in the answers. No overwhelm-
ing majority exists for one point of view or another, but the fact is that
Ukraine's existence confronts Russia with a historically decisive moment of
truth. The Russians have to decide what kind of nation or state they want to be
in the twenty-first century. An enormous amount depends on the answer they
give. So far the answers have been ambiguous. There are some hopeful signs.
For one thing, it is quite evident that the Russian people did not want to support
Boris Yeltsin's and Defense Minister Pavel Grachev's war in Chechnya. Thus,
at the very least they signaled symptoms of imperial fatigue and perhaps even
of a more fundamental change in the national mind-set.

That is a hopeful sign, but there are, as we all know, also retrogressive, even
dangerous, signals, and these tend to involve, to a significant extent, Russian-
Ukrainian relations. Let me state quite categorically that we in the West do not
wish Russian-Ukrainian relations to be antagonistic. We are not interested in
promoting hostility between these two sovereign states. We think that coopera-
tion between them is desirable and necessary. We would like the relationship to
be, to the extent that it can be, like our own relationship with Canada—
cooperative, open, but mutually respectful of our national identities and respec-
tive sovereignties.

We do not think it should be a relationship of subordination. However, at
least some members of the Russian political elite reject the notion of a separate
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Ukrainian state, view it essentially as a transitional phenomenon, connected
with a transient era of the Russian smuta, but consider it as something that will
disappear, and perhaps even as a condition that requires some deliberate hu-
miliation and reduction of Ukraine. Here, of course, I have in mind particularly
the painful and provocative issue of Crimea.

Sevastopol has now become the focus of demagogy in Moscow, and not
only in the Duma. Anyone who watches Russian television every night sees a
deliberate provocation. Russian television, as of some recent date, when giving
the weather forecast for the major cities of Russia, includes Sevastopol. In
Sevastopol itself, the Russian military enjoys de facto status of an occupation
army. Its personnel is not subject, in effect, to Ukrainian laws and Ukrainian
criminal jurisdiction, which is normal when foreign troops are stationed by
mutual agreement on foreign soil.

It is not only in the Duma that we hear demagogic statements. In a recent
interview, Igor Tuliev, Minister of CIS Relations in Yeltsin's cabinet, made a
number of observations with regard to Sevastopol. He stated that Sevastopol
today is experiencing the third great siege in its history. Today, it is being
besieged by the Ukrainians. He compliments the people of Sevastopol for
having withstood the first two sieges and hopes they will be equally determined
in coping with the third. He goes on to warn that in Crimea there are now
elements which are supported from the outside, particularly from Turkey, and
are engaged in efforts to isolate Crimea from Russia. What is worse, he said,
the goal of these isolation tactics is to make it easier for NATO to gain some
sort of a foothold. He went on to say that the detachment of Crimea from the
Slav world is apparently a NATO objective. Having said this, he pointed out
that Ukraine is economically dependent on Russia and he noted that Russia's
economic levers should be utilized in dealing with Ukraine. He concluded by
saying that it is essential that Sevastopol remain a Russian city within a Russian
state because it is needed as a powerful shield for the Slavs against the West.
This was a curious statement by a member of a government which was at the
same time discussing seriously a charter with NATO.

It is enlightening to review what was actually said in Moscow when Crimea
was attached to Ukraine in 1954. As reported by Pravda and hvestiia of
February 27, 1954, there was a meeting of the USSR Supreme Soviet on
February 19, 1954, under the chairmanship of Comrade Voroshilov. Pravda
lists the attendees and also mentions that the meeting was attended by the
Russian Republic Chairman Tarasov and others, including the chairman of the
Sevastopol City Soviet Executive Committee, Comrade Sosnitskii. It goes on
to say that Comrade Tarasov, Chairman of the Russian presidium, stated that
the Russian people recognize as expedient the transfer of the Crimea Province
to the Ukrainian Republic. He also is reported to have said: "Crimean Oblast,
as is known, occupies the entire Crimean peninsula and, as it were, is a natural
continuation of the southern steppes of Ukraine."
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I think it will take time before opinion in Moscow is fully altered. It is, after
all, an enormous change for Russia to become accustomed to an independent
Ukraine. For Russia, for three hundred years, Ukraine was viewed as part of
Russia and hence we have to be patient. It is not an excuse for these attitudes,
for they have to be repudiated. It is simply a statement of historical perspective
on them. It will take time for them to be altered and we should have no
illusions. My own expectation is that the decisive moment in Russia's relation-
ship with Ukraine will come when Ukraine decides on its own relationships,
particularly with NATO. That will not happen soon. NATO will be expanding
gradually. NATO will start expanding as of next July. We expect the first stage
to be completed by the summer of 1999 and I am absolutely convinced that
Russia will acquiesce to this expansion of NATO.

Ukraine's future depends on Ukraine becoming in the foreseeable future a
de facto Central European state. It is culturally part of the Central European
tradition, but it has to become politically and economically a genuine part of
Central Europe if it is to survive. This orientation will give Ukraine its own
geopolitical identity, one that separates it from its more traditional connection
with Eurasia through Russia. Ukraine is already connected with the Central
European Initiative. Now, Ukraine must face the fact that Central Europe will
be part of NATO. Central Europe will also become part of the European Union
someday. If Ukraine is to become a genuine Central European state, these
realities will have to be confronted. They will not come to pass probably for
another ten or fifteen years, but it will be important for Ukraine to be ready to
exercise whatever option it chooses for the sake of its future and well-being. If
Russia then acquiesces to whatever Ukraine decides in its relationship with
Central Europe, Russia itself would be then defining itself as a European state.
That would be a conclusive answer to Russia's basic dilemma—which is: What
is Russia? But if Russia opposes or obstructs Ukraine's choices concerning
membership in Central Europe, that will be a sign that its imperial vocation is
still very much alive. Thus, within a fundamental and historically grounded
perspective, defining the future of Ukraine will also be a way of defining the
future of Russia.

Until that day comes, Ukraine's geopolitical course is clear. First, Ukraine
has to consolidate its geopolitical flanks, which means, in the first instance,
engaging in the closest possible cooperation in a variety of economic, political
and military activities with Poland, and through Poland with Germany. This
route leads to entry into Europe and to obtaining greater European commit-
ment. In addition, it is important for Ukraine to develop good relations and
closer links with both Romania and Turkey.

Secondly, it has to stabilize, to the extent possible, its relations with Russia.
That means primarily economic cooperation, along the lines of regional coop-
eration that is emerging internationally, while at the same time defending the
concept of the CIS as a cooperative association of states through a web of
relationships with other similarly oriented CIS states. I note in particular the
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development of links between Ukraine and Azerbaijan, and Ukraine and
Uzbekistan. These two geopolitically important countries, working together
with Ukraine, can help to consolidate the reality of geopolitical pluralism
within the space of the former Soviet Union.

Thirdly, Ukraine has to strive to become indirectly, perhaps someday di-
rectly, an increasingly integral part of the Euro-Atlantic community. NATO is
going to expand and that means that Ukraine's relationship with NATO will
also have to deepen and become more extensive. I was pleased that the
communiqué issued by the ministerial meeting of the North Atlantic Council,
just concluded several days ago, contained the following passage pertaining to
Ukraine: "We are committed to the development in coming months, through
high-level and other consultations, of a distinctive and effective NATO-
Ukraine relationship which could be formalized possibly by the time of the
summit next July, building on the document on enhanced NATO-Ukraine
relations agreed in September 1995 and taking into account recent Ukrainian
proposals." The council also decided to open up a NATO information office in
Kyiv, paralleling the one that has been opened in Moscow.

We recently announced the emergence of a strategic partnership between
the United States and Ukraine, and it is very important to try to give it as much
substance as possible. The American-Ukrainian Advisory Committee, which I
chair, last September came up with a series of proposals to make that substance
more tangible, and some of them are reflected already in the Brussels
communiqué. The U.S. administration itself is increasingly active in pursuing
that objective. This has certainly been the goal of those of us who over the last
three or four years have toiled for a genuine strategic relationship between the
United States and Ukraine, who have insisted that Russia and Ukraine be
treated alike. Because of the promise made, because of what has transpired, I
think I can end where I started. I can say that Ukraine is here to stay because the
Ukrainians want it so and because we also want it so.



Ukraine in the World
BORYS TARASYUK

It would be a mistake to say that the foreign policy of Ukraine started the day of
the successful nationwide referendum on 1 December 1991 or even the day of
the declaration of independence on 24 August 1991. In reality, Ukraine's
foreign policy began immediately after the adoption of state sovereignty on 16
July 1990.

A bit less than a month after that declaration, the first bilateral visit of a
Ukrainian delegation, led by then Foreign Minister Anatoliy Zlenko, took
place, with an official visit to Hungary. Hungary was the first neighboring
country that took Ukraine quite seriously and understood perfectly well the
major trends developing in Kyiv at the time. This explains why Foreign Minis-
ter Géza Jeszenszky of Hungary invited Zlenko to visit Hungary on 27 August.
This visit was the first direct bilateral contact between the Ukrainian SSR and a
neighboring country. Successful negotiations with President Arpad Göncz of
Hungary, Prime Minister József Antall, and Foreign Minister Jeszenszky were
followed by the first visit in history of the president of a neighboring country to
Ukraine—that of President Göncz in September 1990. Moreover, this was not a
visit on the way to or from Moscow (which was quite usual at that time), but a
presidential visit from a neighboring country directly to the capital of Ukraine.

Ukraine was eager to extend its first independent contacts to other sovereign
states. Among our neighbors, it was not only Hungary which tried to establish a
relationship with us at that time. The first visit of the foreign minister of
another neighboring country, Poland, by Foreign Minister Krzysztof
Skubiszewski, took place in October 1990. The resulting political document, a
declaration, was the first of its kind and contained a number of very important
provisions. The document with Poland and a similar political document con-
cluded with Hungary during the visit of President Göncz to Kyiv constitute the
first written legal documents of Ukraine's foreign policy in the contemporary
era. These documents contained all the provisions characteristic of relations
between sovereign independent countries, and at that time it was a very coura-
geous step by the capitals of both neighboring countries, taking into account
the jealousy and pressure we felt from Moscow.

It was not only our neighbors to the west that were very interested in
opening a new page in our relationship—but our biggest neighbor to the east
also was keen on developing direct bilateral relations with Ukraine. This
explains why the parliamentarians of the Supreme Soviet of the Russian Fed-
eration and the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine—both still parts of the Soviet
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Union at the time—took the initiative and prepared a direct bilateral inter-state
treaty. The Ukrainian version of the treaty, prepared and endorsed by nationally
conscious forces in Ukraine, was completely different from the version the
Russians brought with them to Kyiv. It was intensely discussed both in Kyiv
and Moscow, and finally signed by the Speaker of the Russian Parliament
Boris Yeltsin and the Speaker of the Ukrainian Parliament Leonid Kravchuk in
November 1990 in Kyiv. The treaty contained very important provisions con-
cerning the recognition of existing borders and respect for national sovereignty,
principles which are still valid and reconfirmed in the most recent Ukrainian-
Russian treaty. That first document gave additional legal ground for the UN
Security Council to adopt a resolution in 1993 which states that by claiming
Sevastopol as a part of Russia, the Russian parliament had violated this bilat-
eral treaty, as well as the objectives and principles of the UN Charter.

The foreign policy of this pre-independence period included other major
steps by the Ukrainian side. On the invitation of Bavarian state officials, then
Speaker of the Ukrainian Parliament Kravchuk visited Germany and estab-
lished the first direct contacts with German authorities at the federal level. As a
result, in February 1991 there took place the first bilateral contact between
President Kravchuk and the president, the vice-chancellor and foreign minister
of Germany. This was a very important contact, Which in its further develop-
ment laid the groundwork for an active, viable relationship between Germany
and Ukraine, which has lasted up to this day.

One revealing aspect of that visit to Germany worth noting concerns the
"language problem." I remember the irony with which the correspondent of
Russian (Soviet) television was commenting on this visit to Bonn, saying that
the Ukrainians surprised the Germans so much by speaking to them in Ukrai-
nian, which was not understandable to the Germans. This was not the case,
however, because the Ukrainian delegation had two first-rate Ukrainian-Ger-
man interpreters, and in reality there were no problems at all. (This is a vivid
example of how some Russians have worked to distort the issues surrounding
the use of the Ukrainian language.)

The next step in Ukraine's foreign policy of that pre-independence period
was the visit of Speaker of the Ukrainian Verkhovna Rada Kravchuk to Hun-
gary at the end of May 1991. In the course of this visit a record number of ten
documents was signed. One of the most important documents was the Declara-
tion on the Realization of Rights of National Minorities, which was the first
attempt in Europe to implement the Copenhagen document on national minori-
ties. But it did not comprise simply a compilation of major European principles
of respect for national minorities; there were also important provisions con-
cerning the mechanisms for the realization of those principles. As a result, a
binational commission was established with representatives of the two govern-
ments and respective national minorities, which is still fully functioning—
holding meetings twice a year—and overall has proved to be very successful.
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The second phase of Ukraine's foreign policy in that period began immedi-
ately after the adoption by the Verkhovna Rada of the declaration of indepen-
dence on 24 August 1991. The immediate reaction of Russia was to question
the legitimacy of its borders with Ukraine. This was the first provocative act of
Russia, with a hint that the independence declaration could mean the possibility
of reconsidering these borders. Certainly, this was one of the powerful reasons
for anti-Russian sentiments in Ukraine. These were irresponsible acts by Mos-
cow which instigated anti-Russian sentiments among the Ukrainian population
in Ukraine, not to mention the Ukrainian Parliament. As a result, a Russian
delegation, led by deputies Anatolii Sobchak and Aleksandr Rutskoi, was sent
to Kyiv. This was our first contact with Russia from the position of an indepen-
dent state, and the Ukrainian parliamentarians tried to mollify the difficulties
which had actually originated from Moscow. In addition, the border negotia-
tion process with Russia has been complicated by maritime border issues. Our
neighbor is still reluctant to recognize the maritime convention of 1982 which
prescribes delineation of borders along the continental shelf.

Another issue of provoked contention was the status of Crimea and the city
of Sevastopol. The legal transfer of the peninsula in 1954 was not just a "gift"
to Ukraine in celebration of the three hundredth anniversary of its union with
Russia, but was done rather for economic considerations: Crimea could not be
run by Russia without energy, water, and other resources supplied from the
Ukrainian mainland. Regarding Sevastopol, some Russians, led by Moscow
Mayor Luzhkov, misled their own legislators in asserting that Sevastopol was
never transferred to Ukraine. This is simply untrue—it was transferred along
with Crimea. There was always a separate budget line for Sevastopol in the
Ukrainian SSR budget, and not in the Russian budget. There is no reference in
the Russian constitution to Sevastopol, but in the Ukrainian SSR constitution of
1978 it was mentioned as a city directly under Kyiv's authority. The same is
true of the present constitution of independent Ukraine.

Intensive contacts took place between the leaders of the Russian Federation
and Ukraine before the December 1991 referendum. The Russians were trying
to impose their view that the whole area of "Nova Rossiia" would be a sphere
of common interest between Russia and Ukraine. This was a great surprise to
us, and certainly it was quite unacceptable to Ukraine—in the corridors there
were suggestions to make similar reference to Kuban and other areas in Russia.
But fortunately there was enough wisdom on both sides to avoid any references
to these issues in bilateral documents.

The development of mutually beneficial, balanced and good neighborly
relations with Russia has always been a special aspect of Ukraine's foreign
policy. Ties between Kyiv and Moscow should become more pragmatic and
constructive. Examples of bilateral partnership cooperation include the co-
production of aircraft engines, the implementation of a joint project to manu-
facture the Antonov-70 airplane—which could become the basis for a future
large European aircraft of the 21st century—joint manufacturing of Tupolev-
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334 aircraft, tractor equipment, buses, and possibly joint exploration of oil and
gas fields in the Black and Azov Seas.

Another problem we had at that time was with our neighbor to the west,
Romania. The Romanian parliament made clear-cut territorial claims to parts
of Ukraine: Southern Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina as well as Serpent
Island. These Ukrainian territories were never a part of Romania—they were
taken by Romania by force in 1918. The direct implication of these claims was
expressed in the note verbale of the Romanian Embassy in Kyiv to the Foreign
Ministry dated 22 April 1993, which declared the treaty on borders between the
Soviet Union and Romania of 1961 as one which had ceased to exist. Our
numerous proposals to recall this note had no response.

These Ukrainian-Romanian negotiations were going on at a time when
Bucharest was vigorously seeking its place as one of the first candidates for
NATO membership. Ukraine sometimes heard implied accusations that it was
trying to impede these aspirations of its Central European neighbor. Our clear
response was that it was not up to Ukraine to decide who would be in the first
wave of NATO membership, and that Ukraine never claimed the right of veto
for that matter. The only right Ukraine had and openly voiced was to express its
concern about the deadlocked bilateral negotiations with Romania in the face
of claims to our territories.

The next period is that of the foreign policy of independent Ukraine, starting
from 1 December 1991. Our confidence then, and to this day, in Ukraine's
irreversibly independent future was most rightfully based on the results of a
national referendum and the resolve of Ukraine's president and the government
to strengthen and consolidate this independence.

The first neighboring country to officially recognize Ukraine's indepen-
dence was Poland, on 2 December. The first Western country to do the same
was Canada. Nestor Gayovsky was at that time consul general of Canada in
Kyiv. He delivered this news late in the evening to Foreign Minister Zlenko,
accompanied with a bottle of champagne. Together we celebrated this decision
of recognition by the Canadian government.

The foreign policy period right after the 1 December referendum included
the first official visit of the prime minister of Hungary József Antall to Ukraine
on 5 December. This was the first official bilateral visit of a neighboring leader
to independent Ukraine. As a result, a major treaty between Ukraine and
Hungary, confirming their common border, was signed, and subsequently the
first foreign embassy in Kyiv was opened. With regard to border problems: by
December 1996 we had completed the process of legally confirming the bor-
ders with four of our six neighbors: Belarus, Poland, Hungary, and Slovakia. At
that time the same task was pending in our relations with Romania, Russia and
Moldova, the first two refusing for a long time even to negotiate the issue of
demarcation and delimitation of our common borders.

Coming back to the first years of our independence, one of the major
challenges of Ukraine's foreign policy was to establish not only close bilateral
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relations with neighboring countries, but also a comprehensive regional frame-
work. In this regard it is important to remember the initiative announced by
President Kravchuk in February 1993 in Budapest (which appeared three
months before the well-known initiative of Prime Minister Edouard Balladur of
France), regarding a pact of stability. It proved that Ukraine was searching for
its own way of consolidating regional European stability. One needs to mention
here Ukraine's participation from the very beginning in the Black Sea coopera-
tive institutions, and the Central European Initiative, of which we became a
member in 1996. We are working to establish a closer relationship with the
Central European Free Trade Agreement (CEFTA) with the aim of becoming a
full party to this agreement. Ukraine is very active in expanding its cooperation
with the Nordic and Baltic countries, gradually becoming a strategic link
between the Baltic and Black Sea regions. Being an active mediator in conflicts
in some CIS countries, like in the Transdniester region (Moldova), Abkhazia
(Georgia), or Nagorno-Karabakh (Azerbaijan), Ukraine is becoming an attrac-
tive political center, enjoying the respect of its neighbors. In addition, a wide
network of close regional ties is important not only from the political or
security point of view, but brings also many economic advantages to Ukraine.
Among the most important is diversification of energy sources (and of trade
relations as a whole) through negotiating new pipeline routes. Very promising
in this respect is the potential for the transport of a significant percentage of oil
and gas from the Caspian Sea, across the territory of Ukraine, as a more direct
transit route to Europe.

In answer to references about the failure of a Central and East European
zone of stability, one should know that this was not because the idea was
passed down to the hands of experts from the foreign ministries. The political
situation at that time in Central and Eastern Europe dictated that the countries
of this region look further west rather than east in trying to receive recognition
of their request for membership in NATO and the European Union. My recent
acquaintance with the work by Samuel Huntington The Clash of Civilizations
and the Remaking of World Order was very much disagreeable. In this work,
irresponsibly, a new "borderline" is being drawn, leaving Ukraine outside of
Europe, ignoring Ukraine's quest for integration into major European and
Euro-Atlantic institutions.

Now a few words about the relationship of Ukraine with the CIS. From the
very beginning, when the agreement was signed at Belavezha by the three
presidents, the people at Ukraine's Foreign Ministry were surprised and struck
by the decision of President Kravchuk to sign this agreement because we saw it
as a step back from independence. This was the reason why the Ministry made
its contribution by assisting the Ukrainian Parliament to prepare reservations to
this document, which are still valid and keeping Ukraine at a distance so that it
is not "swallowed" by the CIS. We consider the CIS as an instrument of
consultation, facilitating the resolution of bilateral issues by the participating
countries. To correct a widespread illusion, one should know that Ukraine has
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never been a full member of the CIS, but one of its founding members which,
as lawyers know, makes a big difference. Being a member state would mean
that Ukraine would have signed the charter of the CIS, which was never the
case. There are at least three levels of engagement in the CIS, and Ukraine's
position is a special one. Ukraine does not recognize the CIS as a subject of
international law with the right to represent all its member countries. It does not
participate in the Tashkent treaty on collective security; it is an associate
member of the economic union treaty within the CIS. There are three major
groups in the CIS: one concentrated around Russia, one around Ukraine, and
the third in between. The first includes those following the reintegrational
policy of Russia, namely, our northern neighbor and Tajikistan; the second
includes Azerbaijan, Moldova, Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, and Georgia; the
others take various positions depending on the issue at hand. As to Belarus, it is
an important neighbor, and its direction matters to Ukraine. Ukraine hopes that
the policy of this neighbor-country will someday turn to be more in line with
major European integration processes.

The process of European integration, while simultaneously consolidating
friendly relations with our immediate neighbors, first of all Russia, has irre-
versibly become the heart and soul of Ukraine's foreign policy, its main
strategic goal and priority. Ukraine has developed dynamic, institutionalized
bases and mechanisms of cooperation with the European Union (EU) and
NATO. In all aspects of interrelations—political, economic or security—
Ukraine is making its solid contribution to a united Europe, especially through
establishing good, neighborly relations with surrounding countries and initiat-
ing multidimensional regional projects. All this eventually makes Ukraine
increasingly welcome to integration processes on the continent, which in its
turn makes a favorable impact on internal politics, consolidating consensus
among various political forces.

The main issue in Ukrainian-EU relations requires not only the efforts of
Ukraine in implementing the Cooperation and Partnership Agreement, but also
concrete steps on the part of the European Union to adopt a clear-cut policy
towards Ukraine, as the biggest Central and Eastern European nation—for the
time being, this is missing. Pursuing full membership in the EU as its long-term
strategic goal, Ukraine stands ready for an elaboration at this stage of the
European Agreement providing an institutional framework for our associated
status.

We absolutely welcome our Romanian, Bulgarian, and other neighbors'
prospective admission to the EU—and the sooner the better. We are supportive
of one another, and united we form a strong Central and Eastern Europe. At the
same time, we could not help but notice, and Ukraine is not alone in this, some
possible adverse implications of the future EU enlargement which should be
avoided now. We can easily foresee the worsening of the bilateral cooperation
in economic, humanitarian and other areas between the new members and their
neighboring nations in Central and Eastern Europe that are not included in the
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first wave of enlargement. Drastic changes in the current trade, customs, and
visa regulations on the bilateral level will lead to a worsening of the economic
situation in those countries left outside the EU. The gap between the level of
involvement of different countries in the European integration process will
widen, and it is already resulting in the reemergence of new dividing lines in
Europe, and the appearance of new threats to its stability and security.

Ukraine was satisfied with the decision of NATO, declared at the 10 De-
cember 1996 Ministerial Meeting, to withhold the deployment of nuclear
weapons in new members along our western borders. Ever since, Ukraine has
become a close and special partner of NATO, steadily intensifying its political
dialogue and practical cooperation. Viewing NATO as an alliance of demo-
cratic nations, Ukraine has never opposed its enlargement to the east, consider-
ing it instead as an extension of the area of stability, security, and prosperity in
Europe. Ultimately, NATO is very likely to evolve into the major pillar of the
future security architecture in the Euro-Atlantic area. It is the only truly effec-
tive institution capable of coping with new emerging risks and conflicts in post-
cold war Europe.

An obvious and widely acknowledged concluding remark is that the stabil-
ity and security of our region, and of Europe as a whole, to a large extent
depends upon the political and economic stability of Ukraine. By supporting
and assisting Ukraine, the Western countries—and among them the United
States is the undisputed champion—ensure a more stable and prosperous Eu-
rope. By helping Ukraine, they invest in the peaceful future of the world.
Cooperation with the U.S. has been crucial in consolidating Ukraine as a stable,
democratic, viable partner and ally of the United States, strategically located as
a bridge, not a buffer, between Central Europe and Russia. And the Euro-
Atlantic priority in Ukraine's foreign policy is a strong guarantee of the Ukrai-
nian-American strategic partnership, declared in October 1996.

As we look forward to the celebration of the seventh anniversary of the all-
Ukrainian referendum, we can note that Ukraine has achieved a great deal in
the past years, having become a respected member of the international commu-
nity and one of the key players in both regional and global systems of security.
Ukraine's integration into Europe may serve as a good example to its neighbors
through the promotion of democratic traditions throughout the region. That is
the way to secure our rightful place in the world.
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Ukraine, Russia, and the CIS
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The past decade has witnessed nothing short of a fundamental transformation
in the relationship between Ukraine and Russia. The key factor, of course, was
the collapse of the Soviet Union and the emergence of Ukraine and Russia as
independent states. At this juncture, the discourse between Ukraine and Russia,
which throughout the Soviet period had been focused almost entirely on inter-
ethnic (or inter-nationality) questions, was broadened to include international
issues, which, moreover, became paramount.1 Problems of language, culture,
and interpretation of historical events were now over-shadowed by problems of
state: borders, armies, and nuclear weapons. Neither side, each for its own
specific reasons, was especially well prepared for such a dramatic change.
Thus, it should not be particularly surprising that Ukrainian-Russian relations
in the post-Soviet period have largely been strained, conflictive, and, indeed,
unstable. The very fact that it was only in mid-1997, almost six years after the
Soviet Union had ceased to exist, that Kyiv and Moscow finally managed to
conclude a treaty on "friendship, cooperation, and partnership," which, more-
over, has yet to come into force, testifies to the inordinate difficulties of what is
perhaps best described as a lengthy and difficult process of "normalization."2

Issues, Problems, Perceptions

Most discussions of contemporary Ukrainian-Russian relations have tended to
focus on specific issues about which Kyiv and Moscow have divergent opin-
ions and viewpoints. Among these, the most prominent and longstanding have
been the fate of the Black Sea Fleet and its main base, Sevastopol; the related
but larger question of Crimea, specifically whether or not it should rightfully be
considered a part of Ukraine; and the role and functions of the Commonwealth
of Independent States (CIS). There are a host of other problems and irritants
that have exacerbated relations since independence, including sharing out the
debts and assets of the former Soviet Union; delimiting and demarcating bor-
ders between the two countries; and, more recently, the eastward expansion of
NATO and Moscow's renewed concern about the status of the Russian lan-
guage in Ukraine. All of these disputes may be said to be quite "normal"—that
is, they are easily identifiable and perfectly soluble. Indeed, probably the most
difficult and certainly the most emotionally laden issue—the disposition of the
Black Sea Fleet—while perhaps not definitively resolved, has been postponed
for twenty years by the Ukrainian-Russian agreements concluded on 28 May
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1997,3 which, in turn, paved the way for the signing of the basic bilateral treaty
several days later. This is quite an accomplishment, particularly if one recalls
that the tension between Kyiv and Moscow over the Black Sea Fleet in early
1992 was such that observers wondered whether the newly formed CIS would
promptly fall apart before it managed to get off the ground.

Overall, and in spite of a difficult agenda of unfinished business, the experi-
ence of the years since independence has shown that the leaders of Ukraine and
Russia are capable of conducting a dialogue, that compromises can be reached,
and that seemingly intractable differences can be resolved. At the same time, it
is equally clear that there are some fundamental problems in the Ukrainian-
Russian relationship that go deeper than disagreements at the negotiating table.

In early 1997, a leading Moscow newspaper published interviews with
Ukrainian President Leonid Kuchma and his top national security adviser,
Volodymyr Horbulin.4 The general thrust of both interviews was that relations
with Russia were bad and seemed to be getting worse; the leitmotif was that
Russia was not taking Ukraine seriously, that its attitude was patronizing and
condescending. On the face of it, there is nothing particularly revealing or
astonishing in these perceptions. Russia, after all, is having problems of one
sort or another with nearly all of the former Soviet republics, including Belarus,
with whom it has entered into a "union" of sorts. In this respect, Kazakh
President Nursultan Nazarbaev is not alone in his estimate that Moscow's
policies in the CIS have had the effect of "not attracting potential allies, but
repelling them."5 Both Kuchma and Horbulin, however, seemed intent to un-
derscore that there was an added dimension to the Ukrainian-Russian relation-
ship, that the problems went beyond the realm of the "normal." Horbulin, for
example, said that he was not prepared to offer a rational explanation as to why
there were such difficulties, suggesting that a close reading of Freud could
provide some insights or that perhaps Dostoevsky might have the answer. But
then he added: "I often recall what former U.S. Secretary of State Henry
Kissinger told me: Ί never met a single Russian who thought that Ukraine
could be independent.'" Kuchma was more forthright, saying that "in Russia
they pretend that Ukraine as a sovereign, independent state does not exist." "As
I see it," he continued, "in Russia, the stereotype of viewing Ukraine as its
constituent part or, at any rate, as the sphere of its prevailing influence has not
yet been eliminated." Kuchma returned to the problem a year later, after
President Boris Yeltsin's visit to Kyiv and the successful conclusion of the long
awaited bilateral treaty. In an interview in Izvestiia, the Ukrainian leader,
although emphasizing that Ukrainian-Russian relations had vastly improved
and that "problems of a political character" were now virtually nonexistent,
nonetheless expressed concern about what lay ahead. Specifically, Kuchma
called attention to what he termed the "divorce syndrome" in the Ukrainian-
Russian relationship, briefly characterizing it as a "complicated political-psy-
chological problem that casts an ominous shadow on the entire complex of
Ukrainian-Russian relations."6
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But why should the Ukrainian-Russian divorce be any different or more
complicated than the other divorces that occurred at the end of 1991? Writing
several weeks after the collapse of the Soviet Union, Len Karpinskii, then chief
editor of Moskovskie novosti, framed the problem in stark, almost
eschatological terms. Karpinskii argued that one of the redeeming features of
the Belovezha accords that created the CIS was that it prevented a complete
split between Ukraine and Russia, which, he felt, would have been a "genuine
tragedy" for Russian national consciousness. "Millions of Russians," he as-
serted, "are convinced that without Ukraine not only can there be no great
Russia, but there cannot be any kind of Russia at all."7 This perception empha-
sizes the degree to which Ukraine is not only and not simply a problem for
Russia, but, more importantly, that it is also a problem of Russia. The defining
characteristic of the Ukrainian-Russian "divorce syndrome" is that when
Ukraine declared its independence in August 1991 it initiated divorce proceed-
ings not only against the USSR, but also against what many Russians perceived
to be "Russia." As Roman Szporluk has pointed out, in imperial Russia Ukrai-
nians (and Belarusians) were viewed as component parts of a greater Russian
nation, and what sets them apart from all of the other non-Russians of the
former Soviet Union is that many Russians question their very existence.8

Today, a large segment of the Russian population, and certainly much of
Russia's political class as well as its cultural elites, still continues to view
Ukraine as an integral part of Russia and Ukrainians as an organic part of the
Russian nation. A nationwide poll conducted in Russia in the fall of 1997 by
the Center for the Study of Public Opinion showed that 56 percent of respon-
dents felt that Ukrainians and Russians are "one people."9 The same sentiment
was voiced by Yeltsin in an address to his countrymen in November of that
year: "It is impossible to tear from our hearts that Ukrainians are our own
people. That is our destiny—our common destiny."10

Russia's problems in dealing with Ukraine have also been greatly exacer-
bated by the fact that, with few exceptions, not much of an effort has been
made in Russia, either in the mass media or among the intelligentsia, to
reexamine and reconsider the historical baggage in the Ukrainian-Russian
relationship. A study that focused on the image of Ukraine and Ukrainians in
the Russian press after the collapse of the Soviet Union found that, in spite of
the fact that the Ukrainian referendum on independence in December 1991
yielded a vote of more than 90 percent in favor, the prevailing trend in the
ensuing years was to present a picture of Ukrainian independence in almost
conspiratorial terms—that is, as the result of efforts by "nationalist" or "sover-
eign communist" elites ostensibly working against the genuine will of "the
people." The study concluded that, for the most part, "Russian public opinion
and the mass media evade serious discussion of the problems that are posed for
Russian identity in connection with the formation of an independent Ukraine.
A significant spectrum of public opinion continues to view the separation of
Ukraine as something artificial and temporary."11 There are no functioning
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academic centers or institutes for Ukrainian studies in Russia, and Ukrainian
history in the country's leading university is still taught as part of "the general
course on the history of the fatherland."12 As late as 1997, a leading Moscow
academic journal could still publish a lengthy two-part article essentially restat-
ing the main theses of the Russian classics on "Ukrainian separatism"—
namely, that Ukrainian nationalism was largely the invention of a small group
of intellectuals headed by the historian Mykhailo Hrushevskyi, who was ma-
nipulated by "Polish chauvinists" determined "to set the Little Russians against
the Russians and thereby split the Russian Empire from within."13

This is not to say that such views hold sway over the entire journalistic and
academic community in Russia. In an article entitled "Problems in Relations
with Ukraine Remain," the former diplomat and political commentator
Aleksandr Bovin, for example, refers to "the emotional background against
which practically all of us view relations with Ukraine." He admits that intel-
lectually he understands that Ukraine is independent and that Crimea and
Sevastopol are now in a foreign country, but confesses that emotionally he is
unable to deal with these realities. "Maybe I'm wrong," says Bovin, "but I have
the feeling that a considerable part of the Russian elite simply cannot part with
this [divorce] syndrome." But he also offers a solution to the problem:

Let's think about the situation. Either, or. Either we feel that the separation of
Ukraine is an historical misunderstanding, a regrettable, temporary accident,
that there is a realistic possibility of changing the course of events or, as a
minimum, imposing our will on Kyiv—and then we can and should conduct a
brutal, forceful course with respect to Ukraine. Or, after all, we come to the
conclusion that, in the foreseeable future, there is no going back, that Ukraine
is a truly independent and truly sovereign state that has the "right" to its own
policies that correspond to its own interests—and then it follows that we learn
how to live with that kind of Ukraine.14

Dmitrii Furman, one of a handful of Russian academics specializing in contem-
porary Ukrainian issues, also focuses on the psychological and the irrational as
the core problem in the Ukrainian-Russian relationship: "Grasping the realities,
shaking off the nationalist mythology—that is the way to deliverance from the
painful Russian and Ukrainian psychological complexes and the psychological
tension in Russian-Ukrainian relations."15 There are representatives of the
younger generation of Russian scholars who are interested in Ukrainian history
and politics and whose research and publications reflect their awareness of the
complexities of the Ukrainian-Russian relationship and offer thoughtful and
balanced analyses.16

To what extent the Russian political class is moving or is even prepared to
move in the same direction is an open question. Yeltsin's apparent conviction
that it is "impossible" to sever the special bond between Ukraine and Russia
does not inspire a great deal of optimism. Although the Russian President is
well-known for his sometimes strange and erratic behavior, Yeltsin's statement
on the eve of the Russian-Belarusian "union" that his Ukrainian counterpart
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"wants to join, but something's hindering him" belies either hopelessly wishful
thinking or complete ignorance of Ukrainian realities (or both).17 Dmitrii
Riurikov, Yeltsin's former adviser on foreign policy, is a particularly interest-
ing case of how the "divorce syndrome" affects Russian political behavior. In
an interview several years ago, Riurikov briefly noted that there was "some-
thing [in Ukrainian-Russian relations] that remains immutable—namely, a
psychological layer that we are unable to surmount." He then proceeded,
unwittingly, to personify the problem by expressing his irritation at Ukraine's
refusal to conduct its relations with Russia on the basis of a "special relation-
ship" and a "special history." Kyiv, he insisted should make a "fraternal grand
Slavic gesture" and refrain from constant appeals to its own national laws and
international norms as the basis for its policies regarding Russia.18 In short,
Ukraine, as the "younger brother" in this "special relationship," should behave
according to its prescribed role. As one moves either to the right or left along
the contemporary Russian political spectrum, the prospects for the "normaliza-
tion" of Ukrainian-Russian relations grows increasingly more questionable. In
fact, the right-left delineation in this context is meaningless to the extent that
the Russian nationalists and communists share essentially the same views on
Ukraine. The convictions of a "traditional nationalist" like Viktor Aksiuchits,
who heads the Russian Christian Democratic Movement, appear not to have
changed since 1991-1992. In an article in early 1997, Aksiuchits argued that
the concept of Slavic unity was valid when applied to Poles or Serbs, but that in
the case of the Russians, Ukrainians, and Belarusians it was a ploy intended to
cover up the fact that all three constituted a single and indivisible nation.
"History," he insisted "does not know either the Ukrainian or Belarussian
nations or the "sovereign" states of Ukraine or Belarus."19 Similarly, Commu-
nist Party leader Gennady Zyuganov writes that "Russian civilization" has
been torn into three parts:

In essence, this is a problem of our viability. How it will be solved will
determine whether or not our Fatherland will be what it has always been—a
unique, distinctive, and self-sufficient civilization. That is precisely why the
second strategic task—after the internal consolidation of all healthy political
forces—is the task of a new reunification of Ukraine and Belarus with Rus-
sia.20

Some of Russia's confirmed democrats and proponents of market reforms
have also articulated views or policy positions with regard to Ukraine that, at
the very least, are quite problematical, and two of the leading contenders to
succeed Yeltsin, Moscow Mayor Yurii Luzhkov and former Security Council
Secretary Gen. Aleksandr Lebed, have both raised Russian claims to Crimea
and Sevastopol.
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Before and After Independence

There was a period beginning in May-June 1990, when Yeltsin was elected
head of the Russian Supreme Soviet and Russia declared its state sovereignty,
during which Ukrainian-Russian relations enjoyed a brief but unprecedented
honeymoon. At the time, the major political issue in the Soviet Union was the
struggle between the Soviet center, represented by Mikhail Gorbachev as Party
leader and USSR president, and the Union republics. It was in the interests of
both Russia and Ukraine, the two most important and influential republics, to
work together in their efforts to wrest as many prerogatives from the center as
possible in the process of asserting their sovereignty. At the time, there was still
a Soviet Union and, with few exceptions, no one in Russia gave much thought
to what implications the weakening of the Soviet state could have for the
legitimacy of the new, democratic, and sovereign Russia and its relations with
Ukraine and the other republics.

A concrete example of the "new era" in Ukrainian-Russian relations was the
"Declaration of the Principles of Inter-State Relations between Ukraine and the
RSFSR Based on the Declarations of State Sovereignty" signed by representa-
tives of the Ukrainian parliamentary opposition group called the People's
Council (Narodna Rada) and their Russian counterparts from the Democratic
Russia bloc. Noting that the growth of democratic movements in the two
republics offered the Ukrainian and Russian peoples "a real chance to open a
new page in the history of their relations," the document affirmed: (1) the
unconditional recognition of Ukraine and Russia as subjects of international
law; (2) the "sovereign equality" of the two republics; (3) the principle of
noninterference in each other's internal affairs and renunciation of force in
their dealings; (4) the inviolability of existing state borders between the two
republics and the renunciation of any and all territorial claims; (5) the safe-
guarding of the political, economic, ethnic, and cultural rights of the represen-
tatives of nations of the RSFSR living in Ukraine and vice versa; and (6) the
desirability of mutually beneficial cooperation in various fields on the basis of
inter-state treaties and the regulation of disputes in a spirit of harmony.21 These
principles were incorporated into the formal treaty between Ukraine and Russia
signed on 19 November 1990, which recognized the territorial integrity of both
republics and their existing borders within the USSR. The choice of the Ukrai-
nian capital as the venue for the official ceremonies was not fortuitous. Speak-
ing at a press conference directly after the treaty was signed, Yeltsin pointed
out that previous agreements between Ukraine and Russia had been arranged in
Moscow on unequal terms and stressed that "we very much wanted to sign this
one in Kyiv."22 The gesture was intended to underline the fundamental change
in relations between Ukraine and Russia. Addressing the Ukrainian Supreme
Soviet (Verkhovna Rada), the Russian leader announced another fundamental
change—a reassessment of Russia's self-image:
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I categorically reject the accusation that Russia is now claiming some special
role. At the [Supreme Soviet] session, [Nikolai] Ryzhkov said that we alleg-
edly want to shift the center from the center to somewhere in Russia. I
categorically reject this accusation. Russia does not aspire to become the
center of some sort of new empire. It does not want to have an advantage over
other republics. Russia understands better than others the perniciousness of
that role, inasmuch as it was Russia that performed precisely that role for a
long time. What did it gain from this? Did Russians become freer as a result?
Wealthier? Happier? You yourselves know the truth; history has taught us that
a people that rules over others cannot be fortunate.23

The Supreme Soviets of both republics ratified the document within a matter of
days, although some Russian lawmakers questioned the wisdom of adhering to
the accord before having sorted out the Crimean question.

In the months that followed, Ukraine and Russia continued to offer the
strongest opposition to Gorbachev's plans for a renewed Union. At the same
time, it was becoming increasingly clear that the Ukrainian and Russian posi-
tions with regard to the center were not identical. Yeltsin, in spite of his
personal rivalry with Gorbachev, showed himself to be considerably more
flexible and compliant in his dealings with the center than the Ukrainian
leadership. Already in September 1990, the Presidium of the Ukrainian Su-
preme Soviet issued a statement declaring that it would be premature to con-
clude a new Union treaty before the stabilization of the political and economic
situation in Ukraine, the building of a law-based and sovereign state, and the
adoption of a new republican constitution.24 The following month, in response
to the demands of student hunger strikers in Kyiv, the Supreme Soviet con-
firmed the stand taken by its Presidium. The differences between Ukraine and
Russia were particularly glaring with regard to the "Nine Plus One Agreement"
concluded in April 1991 between Gorbachev and the nine Union republics,
including Ukraine, that had participated in the referendum on the preservation
of the Soviet Union the previous month. The agreement called for the speedy
conclusion of a new Union treaty, recognized the sovereignty of the republics,
and conceded the need to broaden their rights significantly. Yeltsin's public
comments gave the impression that all major disagreements with the center had
been resolved to Russia's satisfaction. Kravchuk, on the other hand, who did
not represent Ukraine at the meeting, while praising Gorbachev's concession
on the sovereignty issue, nonetheless characterized the document as having "no
juridical force."25 Ukraine's position hardened in June, when the parliament
decided not to discuss the new Union treaty until mid-September, arguing that
it needed time to determine if the latest draft was in line with its declaration of
sovereignty. Russia, on the other hand, approved the new draft in principle in
early July; at the end of the month, Yeltsin was quoted as saying that Russia
was prepared to sign the document "tomorrow, if you like."26

The first serious conflicts between Ukraine and Russia, however, came in
the aftermath of Ukraine's declaration of independence on 24 August 1991.


