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Dear Delegates,
 
My name is Christopher Menendez and welcome to the sixteenth installment of GatorMUN. I will be the 
Director of your committee for the weekend, and I am a Junior at the University of Florida, currently double 
majoring in Economics and Political Science with a minor in Spanish. This will be my fifth year involved 
in Model United Nations when including High School and I am currently the University of Florida’s Model 
United Nations Director of Conference Logistics. When I am not doing MUN or school work, you can 
probably find me binge watching Brooklyn Nine-Nine or ranting about something or the other. 
 
This committee primarily came out of a personal interest in the topic as well as the fact that the conflict in 
Ukraine’s east is still raging today, even if you do not hear about it in the media at the same frequency you 
used to in 2014. The crisis in Ukraine began with protests by Ukrainians against a political system endemic 
with corruption and pressure by its eastern neighbor to abandon a deal that would draw the country 
closer to the European Union. The protests that became Euromaidan would result in the deaths of many 
Ukrainians due to harsh crackdowns by the police, including torture and use of live ammunition against 
demonstrators. By February 14 of 2014, President Viktor Yanukovych’s political position would no longer 
be tenable, and he would quietly flee the country to Russia. This committee begin in the days immediately 
following Yanukovych’s flight and will attempt to simulate Ukraine’s unicameral legislature, the Verkhovna 
Rada. Delegates should come to committee prepared to deal with a wide range of topics from corruption to 
foreign military intervention. 

The committee positions will represent the parties still within the legislature at the time, including 
Yanukovych’s Party of the Regions.The elections that occurred in 2014 in the wake of Euromaidan will be 
organized in committee and delegates will be allowed to change party affiliations, form new ones, or come 
together as a party to decide their collective electoral strategy. This will be handled in the form of a Joint-
Crisis note between all delegates of a prospective party. For example, if delegates from the party of Regions 
decide they want to split into two new parties, the delegates from each bloc will collaborate on one larger 
note to determine their name, platform, campaign strategy in the upcoming election, etc. Alternatively, those 
delegates can continue to represent the Party of Regions, and if an individual delegate wishes to defect to 
another party, he or she simply has to add themselves to another party’s document. In addition to preparing 
for the committee agenda, all delegates should think about this election when preparing. Position papers 
will not be required or expected of delegates in this committee. Though all delegates are expected to prepare 
thorough research in anticipation of the conference, the collective positions formed in the election phase of 
this committee will roughly serve a similar function in outlining the stance of any particular member of the 
bloc through the approval of their signature or contribution to the document.
 
My hope as a director in selecting this topic is that delegates will be able to experience a unique specialized 
committee as well as discuss topics that are still important four years on. Russia’s actions in Ukraine’s East 
brought to the forefront its conflict with the West, and one that still rages on as the time of this writing, 
even if the attention of the American public has shifted away from it. Despite several attempts to maintain a 
ceasefire, when the sun goes down over the Donbass, heavy weapons light up as each side fires on each other. 
It will be up to you, the delegates, to mobilize the nation in face of the many challenges it faces. I expect an 
interesting weekend of debate and discussion, and my staff and I are looking forward to a smooth weekend.

Regards,
 
Christopher Menendez
Director: Verkhovna Rada, 2014



3Rules of Procedure
Quorum
A majority of voting members answering to the roll at each session shall constitute a quorum for that 
session. This means that half plus one of all voting members are present. Quorum will be assumed consistent 
unless questioned through a Point of Order. Delegates may request to be noted as “Present” or “Present and 
Voting.” 

Motion to Open Debate
This opens the floor for debate, allowing other points or motions. 

Motion to Set the Agenda
This motion determines the order in which the topics of a committee will be debated. Permission to speak 
will be accorded to one speaker for and one speaker against, and a two-thirds majority is required for the 
motion to pass. 

Motion to Open the Speaker’s List
Opening the Speaker’s List requires a simple majority to pass. A delegate may only be present on the 
Speaker’s List once, but may re-enter after he/she has spoken. If the Speaker’s List expires, debate then closes. 

Motion to Set Speaking Time
Speaking Time must be indicated by this motion from the floor before any members of the body may speak 
on the Speaker’s List. This motion must also accompany any motion for a Moderated Caucus. In a Motion 
to Set Speaking Time for the formal Speaker’s List, a delegate may also specify a number of questions or 
comments to automatically affix to the Speaking Time. These designated questions or comments may also 
have Speaking Time or Response Time (in the case of a question) limits, but these are not required. The 
Director may rule any Motion to Set Speaking Time dilatory. This motion requires a simple majority. Any 
delegate may make this motion between formal speakers in an effort to change the Speaking Time.

Motion to Close the Speaker’s List
The Speaker’s List may be closed upon a motion from the floor. Permission to speak will be accorded to one 
speaker for and one speaker against, and a two-thirds majority is required for the motion to pass. 

Motion to Suspend the Rules for the Purpose of a Moderated Caucus
This motion must include three specifications:
    a. Length of the Caucus
    b. Speaking time, and
    c. Reason for the Caucus.
During a moderated caucus, delegates will be called on to speak by the Committee Director. Delegates will 
raise their placards to be recognized. Delegates must maintain the same degree of decorum throughout a 
Moderated Caucus as in formal debate. This motion requires a simple majority to pass. 
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Motion to Suspend the Rules for the Purpose of an Unmoderated 
Caucus
This motion must include the length of the Caucus. During an unmoderated caucus, delegates may get up 
from their seats and talk amongst themselves. This motion requires a simple majority to pass. The length of 
an unmoderated caucus should never exceed twenty minutes. 

Motion to Suspend the Meeting
This motion is in order if there is a scheduled break in debate to be observed. (ie. Lunch!) This motion 
requires a simple majority vote. The Committee Director may refuse to entertain this motion at their 
discretion.

Motion to Adjourn the Meeting
This motion is in order at the end of the last committee session. It signifies the closing of the committee until 
next year’s conference.

Motion to Table the Topic
If a delegate believes that the flow of debate has become stagnant, he/she may make this motion. To Table 
the Topic is to halt debate on the present Topic, save the speakers’ list and all draft resolutions, and move on 
to the next Topic on the Agenda. The delegate making this motion may also choose to specify a previously 
tabled Topic. This motion requires a two-thirds vote to pass. The Topic may be returned to at any time by 
tabling the present Topic and adding the phrase “for the purpose of returning to Tabled Topic ____,” to this 
motion. If no Topics have been previously tabled, debate must follow the established Agenda. This motion is 
to be used sparingly.

Points of Order
Points of Order will only be recognized for the following items:
    a) To recognize errors in voting, tabulation, or procedure,
    b) To question relevance of debate to the current Topic or
    c) To question a quorum.
A Point of Order may interrupt a speaker if necessary and it is to be used sparingly.

Points of Inquiry
When there is no discussion on the floor, a delegate may direct a question to the Committee Director. Any 
question directed to another delegate may only be asked immediately after the delegate has finished speaking 
on a substantive matter. A delegate that declines to respond to a question after a formal speech forfeits any 
further questioning time. The question must conform to the following format:
 Delegate from Country A raises placard to be recognized by the Committee Director.
 Committee Director: “To what point do you rise?”
             Country A: “Point of Inquiry.”
 Committee Director: “State your Point.”
 Country A: “Will the delegate from Country B (who must have just concluded a substantive speech) 
           yield to a question?”
 Committee Director: “Will the Delegate Yield?”
            Country B: “I will” or “I will not” (if not, return to the next business item)
             Country A asks their question (it must not be a rhetorical question.)
           Country B may choose to respond or to decline.
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If the Delegate from Country B does not yield to or chooses not to answer a question from Country A, then 
he/she yields all remaining questioning time to the Committee Director.

Points of Personal Privilege
Points of personal privilege are used to request information or clarification and conduct all other business of 
the body except Motions or Points specifically mentioned in the Rules of Procedure.

Please note: The Director may refuse to recognize Points of Order, Points of Inquiry or Points of Personal 
Privilege if the Committee Director believes the decorum and restraint inherent in the exercise has been 
violated, or if the point is deemed dilatory in nature.

Rights of Reply
At the Committee Director’s discretion, any member nation or observer may be granted a Right of Reply 
to answer serious insults directed at the dignity of the delegate present. The Director has the ABSOLUTE 
AUTHORITY to accept or reject Rights of Reply, and the decision IS NOT SUBJECT TO APPEAL. 
Delegates who feel they are being treated unfairly may take their complaint to any member of the Secretariat.

Working Papers and Draft Resolutions
Once a Working Paper has been submitted, approved, distributed, and formally introduced to the body, 
it can and will be referred to as a “Draft Resolution.” In order for a Working Paper to be submitted to the 
Committee Director, it must be in correct format and bear the names of a combination of a number of 
Sponsors and Signatories necessary to introduce, as determined by the Committee Director. 

Sponsors are the writers of the Working Paper, and agree with it in its entirety. They should be able to 
vote ‘yes’ for the paper during voting procedure. Signatories are those delegates interested in bringing the 
Working Paper to the floor for debate, but do not necessarily agree with its contents. 

A delegate can motion to discuss the working paper during a moderated caucus or unmoderated caucus. A 
delegate can also motion for an author’s panel, which is essentially a moderated caucus moderated by the 
authors. It is the chair’s discretion on the maximum amount of authors allowed on the author’s panel.

Friendly Amendments
Friendly Amendments are any changes to a formally introduced Directive that all Sponsors agree to in 
writing. The Committee Director must approve the Friendly Amendment and confirm each Sponsor’s 
agreement both verbally and in writing.

Unfriendly Amendments
Unfriendly Amendments are any substantive changes to a formally introduced Directive that are not agreed 
to by all of the Sponsors of the Directive. In order to introduce an Unfriendly Amendment, the Unfriendly 
Amendment must the number equivalent to 1/3 of Quorum confirmed signatories. The Committee Director 
has the authority to discern between substantive and nonsubstantive Unfriendly amendment proposals.

Plagiarism
GatorMUN maintains a zero-tolerance policy in regards to plagiarism. Delegates found to have used the 
ideas of others without properly citing those individuals, organizations, or documents will have their 
credentials revoked for the duration of the GatorMUN conference. This is a very serious offense.
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Motion to Close Debate and Voting Procedures 
A motion to close debate may only pass with a two-thirds majority. Once this motion passes, and the 
committee enters Voting Procedure, no occupants of the committee room may exit the Committee Room, 
and no individual may enter the Committee Room from the outside. A member of the Dias will secure all 
doors. No talking, passing notes, or communicating of any kind will be tolerated during voting procedures.

Once moving into voting procedures chair can only accept these motions:
• A point of order to correct an error in procedure
• An appeal of the decision of the chair
• A motion for division
• A motion for roll call vote
• A motion for adoption by acclamation

Each Draft Resolution will be read to the body and voted upon in the order which they were introduced. 
Any Proposed Unfriendly Amendments to each Draft Resolution will be read to the body and voted upon 
before the main body of the Draft Resolution as a whole is put to a vote. The Committee will adopt Directives 
and Unfriendly Amendments to Directives if these documents pass with a simple majority. Specialized 
committees should refer to their background guides or Committee Directors for information concerning 
specific voting procedures. Unless otherwise specified by the Secretariat, each Committee may pass as many 
resolutions as it agrees are necessary to efficiently address the Topic

Delegates who requested to be noted as “Present and Voting” are unable to abstain during voting procedure. 
Abstentions will not be counted in the tallying of a majority. For example, 5 yes votes, 4 no votes, and 7 
abstentions means that the Directive passes.

Roll Call Voting
A counted placard vote will be considered sufficient unless any delegate to the committee motions for a 
Roll Call Vote. If a Roll Call Vote is requested, the committee must comply. All delegates must vote: “For,” 
“Against,” “Abstain,” or “Pass.”

During a Roll Call vote, any delegate who answers, “Pass,” reserves his/her vote until the Committee Director 
has exhausted the Roll. However, once the Committee Director returns to “Passing” Delegates, they must 
vote: “For” or “Against.”

Voting with Rights
During a Roll Call vote delegates may vote “For with Rights” or “Against with Rights.” Delegates will be 
granted 30 seconds to explain their reasons for voting for or against a draft resolution. This time will come 
after the tabulation of votes.

Delegates should use this option sparingly. It is meant for delegates who feel that their vote may seem off 
policy, despite it being correct. The acceptance of rights is up to the director’s discretion. If a speaker goes off 
topic during their allotted time the director will rule their speech dilatory and move to the next in order.

Accepting by Acclamation
This motion may be stated when the Committee Director asks for points or motions. If a Roll Call Vote is 
requested, the motion to Accept by Acclamation is voided. If a delegate believes a Directive will pass without 
opposition, he or she may move to accept the Directive by acclamation. The motion passes unless a single 
delegate shows opposition. An abstention is not considered opposition. Should the motion fail, the committee 
will move directly into a Roll Call Vote. 
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From the Kievan Rus to the Russian Empire  
To really provide an adequate background to the crisis in Ukraine, one has to go far back into the 
establishment of the Ukrainian identity. Many historians point to the establishment of the Kievan Rus as 
the beginning of a Ukrainian identity. The city of Kiev was established along the Dnieper River, which was 
a major trade route in the 9th century. In 882, a Varangian noble named Oleg conquered the city of Kiev, 
forming what would become known as the Kievan Rus by uniting the neighboring Slavic people in the 
region. The Kievan Rus would become a dominant regional power for several centuries, stretching as far as 
from the Ukrainian steppes to Lake Ladoga by the 10th century. The influence of the Rus was at its greatest 
during the reign of Volodymyr the Great, who introduced 
Orthodox Christianity to the Rus through his baptism in 
988.  The Orthodox religion would become important in 
the Kievan Rus. A church hierarchy was established, and 
it allowed the Rus to draw on shared Orthodox culture 
along with its neighbors. The seat of the Orthodox Church 
in the Kievan Rus was the metropolitan of Kiev, formed 
in 1037 and appointed by the Patriarch of Constantinople. 
Volodymyr’s son, Yaroslav the Wise, promoted the forms 
of art and architecture that the orthodox religion brought. 
He also introduced the first code of laws in the Slavic 
world. Yaroslav established marital ties across Europe to 
maintain his line as well as for diplomatic reasons in his 
struggles against aggressive neighbors. The shining light 
of the Kievan Rus began to dim after Yaroslav’s death due 
to various events.  Among these were internal struggles, 
shifting trade routes, and external wars that sapped the 
wealth of Rus. One of the low points of this period was 
the sacking of Kiev in 1240 by an invasion of Mongols 
and Tartars. During this period of decline, the Kievan Rus 
began to fragment along regional lines. Examples of these 
population centers gradually drifting from the political 
center of Kiev were Novgorod and Polotosk.1

By the 14th century, the area of modern day Ukraine was occupied by the external powers of the Kingdom 
of Poland, the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, and the Golden Horde (one of the successor states of the Mongol 
Empire). The coastal mercantile routes were dominated by Genoese and Venetian traders. When the Golden 
Horde dissolved in the mid-15th century, it was replaced by the Crimean Khanate which maintained control 
over the Crimean peninsula and the surrounding steppes. During the 14th century, Lithuania expanded rap-
idly into Ukraine, competing with Poland over the Galician-Volhynian principality. By the end of the century, 
Lithuanian domination of Ukraine extended all the way to the Black Sea. The Belarusian and Ukrainian areas 
under the Grand Duchy retained a significant amount of autonomy, and the Lithuanians began to adapt to the 
culture over time, gradually converting from paganism to Orthodox Christianity and using the Slavic legal 
code for inspiration of its own. While Poland’s rule over Ukrainian lands was limited to Galicia, this changed 
in 1385 and 1386 with a dynastic union between Poland and Lithuania. In 1569, this was further solidified 
with the Union of Lublin, transforming it into a union of the two states themselves in the Polish-Lithuanian 
1 “Ukraine”, Stebelsky, Ihor, and Ivan Alekseyevich Yerofeyev.

Historical Background

Fig. 1. Koryakov. “Kievan Rus in the 11th Century.” 
2009.
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Commonwealth. Ukrainian lands were transferred from Lithuanian to Polish direct rule, differentiating 
them from Belarus and thus beginning to cement a common Ukrainian identity. Under Polish direct rule, 
society in Ukraine began to become stratified along the primarily Catholic nobles, a urban class of burghers 
(divided along religious and ethnic lines), and a primarily Orthodox peasantry. In Ukraine’s steppe region 
during the 15th century, a new segment of society called the Cossacks arose. Their ranks were swelled by 
peasants escaping a life of serfdom and burgher and noble-born adventurers. By the 16th century, the Cos-
sacks had developed a militarized structure, and became an effective fighting force for defending Ukraine’s 

border region from Tatar raids. While the Polish 
nobility found a use for them in conflicts against 
the Commonwealth’s enemies, the Cossacks be-
came increasingly discontent at attempts to rein 
them in and rose up in revolt by the end of the 
16th century. The Cossacks came to be associated 
with Orthodoxy due to their staunch faith and 
opposition to the Catholic nobles. During this pe-
riod, Orthodox Christianity flourished in Ukraine 
along with a cultural renaissance that saw the es-
tablishment of Ukraine’s first institution of higher 
learning: the Kievan Mohyla Academy.2

Cossack resentment of Polish authority, combined with social discontent and religious tensions, culminated 
in a revolt in 1648. Bohdan Khmelnytsky lead what was initially a Cossack revolt into a disturbance of 
unprecedented scale in Ukraine against the Polish. Khmelnytsky was a Cossack officer of petty noble 
background, planning a cossack rebellion in 1647. A Polish army was sent to pre-empt any revolt by the 
Cossacks, but was instead routed in two battles with Khmelnytsky and his Cossacks. The defeat opened up 
a wider revolt among Cossacks and peasants across Ukraine against anything associated with the Polish, 
including officials, Catholic clergy, and Jews. The Poles undertook a brutal suppression, but were driven back 
by Khmelnytsky again. Eventually he would lay siege to Zamość in Poland itself. In 1649, he returned to 
Kiev and began to reimagine his revolt as a struggle for an independent Ukraine as a Cossack state, instead 
of a simple addressing of grievances.3 The conflict dragged on with neither side gaining an advantage, but 
in the meantime Khmelnytsky began to establish his own administration in Ukraine. In 1654, he signed 
an agreement with the Russian Tsar at Pereyaslav, of which even today historians dispute the actual terms. 
Russians claim that Khmelnytsky accepted the Tsar’s rule, but Ukrainians point out that the Russians 
accepted Ukraine’s autonomy on a scale that was essentially full independence. As a part of this agreement, 
Russia declared war against Poland. The alliance soured and Khmelnytsky sought to sever ties with Moscow, 
but died before he could find other suitable partners. 

Khmelnytsky was replaced by Ivan Vyhovsky, who broke the alliance with Moscow. In 1658, he finalized an 
agreement with Poland that would have included the Grand Duchy of Rus joining the Commonwealth as 
a third equal member. Unpopular with the Cossacks, the peasants, the Polish nobles, and the Russians, the 
agreement was never implemented and Vyhovsky had to flee Ukraine due to his infamy. In the aftermath, 
a state of chaos governed Ukraine known as The Ruin. In 1667, Ukraine was partitioned between Poland 
and Russia along the Dnieper River. The Russians suppressed Ukrainian autonomy and introduced new 
institutions to govern their portion of Ukraine. The Cossacks would be suppressed and their last bastion 
destroyed by Russian troops in 1775. In the territory administered by Poland in the Western half, towns 
and cities became more Polish and a Jewish community thrived. The Polish nobility dominated due to the 
elimination of the Cossacks within this zone as well. Eventually, Poland lost control over territory in Ukraine 
during the partitions of Poland in 1772, 1793, and 1795 by other powers. Apart from the province of Galicia, 
2 Ibid.
3 Ibid. 

Fig. 2. “Cossacks in Russia.” RIA Novosti.
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which was absorbed by Austria, Russia occupied the rest of Ukraine. 

Under the direct rule of the Russian Empire, Ukraine was organized as Russian provinces and its culture 
suppressed. The Crimean Khanate was conquered in 1783 and the southern lands, which were referred to 
as Novorossiya , or New Russia, was colonized by migrants from elsewhere in Ukraine as well as Russia, 
Germany, and other parts of Europe. The port of Odessa on the Black Sea grew in size and prominence. The 
remaining Cossacks, their status as a ruling elite eliminated, were integrated into the existing Russian elite. 
Polish elites were still dominant in the western half until a series of revolts in the mid-eighteenth century led 
to their influence being diminished by the Russian Empire. Restrictions were placed on Jewish Ukrainians, 
and they suffered a series of pogroms (an organized massacre of the Jews) beginning in the late nineteenth 
century. Peasants under Russian Ukraine strained under the yoke of serfdom until emancipation from 
the practice in 1861. Even after the end of serfdom, peasants remained impoverished due to an unequal 
distribution of land. The release of a large segment of the population from enforced serfdom sped up the 
development of industry in Ukraine by suddenly making an abundance of labor available. The development 
of industry had the consequence of diluting the overall proportion of ethnic Ukrainians living in Ukraine. 
These new industries, concentrated in the Donbas region, attracted workers from across the Russian Empire. 
As a consequence, Ukrainians seeking to make a living gradually moved to the countryside to farm their 
own land. In short, Ukraine’s working class became less and 
less Ukrainian, while the peasantry was mostly ethnically 
Ukrainian in composition.4 During this time, the first modern 
universities in Ukraine were established in Kharkiv, Kiev, and 
Odessa. Through these universities, the study of Ukrainian 
culture and history sparked a national revival and literary 
movement. The most prominent writer of this movement was 
Taras Shevchenko, known for his folk poetry as well as being 
the progenitor of Modern Ukranian painting. Apart from his 
contributions to Ukrainian poetry and art, he was also highly 
influential in modern Ukrainian political thought, seeing 
Ukraine as a free and democratic society. The revitalization of 
Ukrainian culture at this time caught the attention of the Tsar 
and the ruling elite. The Ukrainians were seen by the Russians 
as being a tribe of the Rus and culturally similar to Russians. As 
such, this new Ukrainian cultural movement was suppressed by 
Russian authorities, with publications in Ukrainian banned and 
artists arrested. The results of this were a relatively lower level of 
literacy even when compared to the rest of the Russian Empire 
and Ukrainian artists moving to Austrian controlled Galicia to 
continue producing their works.  

The Russian repression in Ukraine translated into the suppression of any groups advocating for Ukrainian 
autonomy or rights. A member of these groups was the political thinker Mykhaylo Drahomanov, who 
argued for the transformation of Russia into a republic which would protect Ukrainian rights. As the 
repression carried on and prominent thinkers like Drahomanov were suppressed or forced into exile, 
their activities were carried on primarily by student groups. After 1905, when a revolution in Russia 
transformed the Empire from an autocracy into a constitutional monarchy, repression in Ukraine was 
greatly eased. While Ukrainian as a language was still banned in schools, the ban on the language in print 
and cultural works was lifted and Ukrainian culture was allowed to thrive again.5 Ukraine gained a measure 
of representation in the Duma (the Russian parliamentary body), with Ukrainian representatives forming a 
4 Ibid. 
5 Ibid. 

Fig. 3. Shevchenko, Taras. “Katernya.” 1842.
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caucus to better push for Ukrainian demands. Unfortunately, changes to Russia’s voting laws disenfranchised 
the peasants, significantly reducing Ukrainian representation.    

The Fall of Two Empires and Rise of a New State    
On August 1, 1914, the Russian Empire threw itself into World War I and sealed its fate. Just like in 
other time of crisis, Russian authorities in Ukraine clamped down on Ukrainian intellectual and cultural 
life, arresting and exiling scores of prominent figures. When the Russian forces advanced into Galicia, 
similar measures were implemented to suppress Ukrainian culture. As Austrian forces withdrew, scores of 
Ukrainians suspected of possibly having Russian sympathies were executed. While Austria reconquered 
the province in 1915, Ukraine continued to operate as a front for the duration of the war. In February 
of 1917, exhaustion with the war and popular resentment mixed to sweep the last vestiges of Tsarist 
rule in the Russian Revolution. Again, restrictions were lifted on expressions of Ukrainian culture and 
numerous political parties were formed. By March, the Central Rada was established in Kiev to serve as 
the representative body in Ukraine.6 It quickly became cemented as the highest authority in Ukraine and 
elected Mykhaylo Hrushevsky as its head. The Russian Provisional Government accepted the Rada as a 
legitimate political body and certain autonomy for Ukraine, but conflicts over how much autonomy Ukraine 
was delegated and where Ukraine’s boundary laid persisted. In Ukraine, the soviets of workers and soldiers 
had much more limited popularity compared to elsewhere in Russia. In November of 1917, the Bolsheviks 
overthrew the Provisional Government located in what was known at the time as Petrograd. The Central 
Rada refused to recognize the new government and instead proclaimed Ukraine as an independent republic. 

The Bolsheviks quickly set up a rival government as a Soviet Republic in the city of Kharkiv.7 By January of 
1918, the Bolsheviks had launched an offensive and taken Kiev. After, Ukraine signed a peace with Germany 
and its Allies with the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. Shortly afterwards, the Bolsheviks were pushed out of Kiev 
by a German offensive and the Rada reoccupied Kiev, but not for very long. By April of that same year, 
the Germans supported a coup by General Pavlo Skoropadsky that overthrew the Rada. Skoropadsky’s 
conservative regime drew support from the elites in society and the largely ethnically Russian middle class 
and drew opposition from a wide array of groups. The major political parties formed the Ukrainian National 
Union as a united opposition to the regime, while partisan warfare was carried out by the peasants. After 
the surrender of the Central Powers, Skoropadsky was overthrown in an uprising in December of that year 
and the Ukrainian National Union returned to power and reestablished the Ukrainian National Republic 
and Central Rada. However, the government failed to establish an effective administration and the domestic 
situation became increasingly chaotic: in many areas, the government had no control whatsoever. The 

period was defined by random political violence 
and pogroms of the Ukrainian Jews. In February 
of 1919, Kiev fell for a second time to a Bolshevik 
offensive, then losing the city to White Russian 
forces in August. As the Ukrainian Government and 
their White allies lost more and more ground to the 
Bolsheviks, the Ukrainian government forces had 
to turn to partisan tactics. By February of 1920, the 
Whites had been completely expelled by the Red 
Army. By 1921, the Soviets and Polish had signed a 
peace treaty that concluded a short Polish-Soviet war 
and Soviet Ukraine had been secured. 

6 Ibid. 
7 Ibid. 

Fig. 4. “Russian Revolution.” Encyclopedia Britannica. 
1917.
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With the new Soviet Republic in Ukraine established, Ukraine again had its autonomy ceded to Russia in 
areas such as foreign relations. On December 20, 1922, Soviet Ukraine joined the U.S.S.R. in federation 
with Soviet Russia.8 Soviet Ukraine and the other constituent republics only retained control over domestic 
affairs, while all else was controlled by state apparatuses in Moscow. The Communist Party itself did not 
lend itself to local considerations and was highly centralised. The Communist Party in Ukraine declared 
that it was part of a single All-Union Communist Party. Not only was the party in Ukraine completely 
subservient to Moscow, but also the Ukrainian Communist Party was mostly comprised of ethnic Russians, 
with less than 20% being Ukranian by 1920. In Ukraine, the population was still primarily peasants and as 
such the tenets of Marxist theory were alien to the vast majority of Ukrainians. In communist orthodoxy, 
the peasantry was viewed as a generally reactionary force, which would contribute to the tragedy in Soviet 
Ukraine during Stalinist rule. The forceable nationalization of industry and requisitioning of food during 
the war wrecked Ukraine’s economy just as it did in the rest of the U.S.S.R. The New Economic Policy was 
introduced by Lenin and restored some private ownership while allowing farmers to sell the food they grew 
after paying a fixed tax. By 1927, the economy was close to pre-war levels and the Bolsheviks had made an 
effort to “indigenize” non-Russian nationalities by allowing native languages as well as expanding the ranks 
of the party with members of these ethnic groups. By the end of the 1920s, the share of the party in Ukraine 
whose members were ethnically Ukrainian exceeded half. The Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church 
was formed in 1921 and maintained a following among the peasantry and intelligentsia.9

Stalin’s first five-year plan was introduced in 1928 as part of a economic plan to spur rapid industrialization 
of the Soviet Union, no matter the cost. By 1939, Ukraine’s output of industrial goods increased fourfold 
as a result of these policies and urbanization had increased the urban proportion of the population of 
Ukraine from 19 to 34 percent. Again, development of industry in Ukraine was mainly centered in the 
Donbas region. Like elsewhere in the Soviet Union, the price of this rapid industrial growth was paid by 
the peasants in the countryside. Starting in 1928, the policy of dekulakization was enforced, which was 
the execution or deportation of the “richer” peasants by the state as well as the seizure of their property. In 
1929, collectivization, the merging of neighboring farms into a single state-owned collective, began in the 
countryside. By 1936, over 90 percent of farms in Ukraine were collectivized. Resistance to this policy came 
from the peasants in the form of the slaughter of their own livestock and sabotage of their own machines 
rather than handing them over to the state. The dedication to fulfilling grain quotas, as well as a deliberate 
targeting of the peasantry by Stalin, would create one of the worst humanitarian catastrophes in Ukraine 
besides the Holocaust. 

The Great Famine of 1932-1933, also known as the Holodomor, was a famine that killed between six and 
eight million people across the Soviet Union, with four to five million of that number being in Ukraine 
alone.10 The famine’s roots were in the below average harvest of grain in 1932, caused by the chaos of 
collectivization. The harvest itself would still had been enough to sustain Ukraine’s population easily. The 
major cause of the famine was grain quotas set by Moscow that were impossibly high to fulfill. Moscow used 
these grain requisitions to be exported in order to offset its policy of rapid industrialization. With just the 
sole concern of filling their quotas, Moscow sent in brigades of members of the party and police to confiscate 
any grain or food they could find to fill these quotas. Anyone hiding food or missing their quota was severely 
punished and forced to give up more food that they might not even have anyway. Eventually, the seed 
grain for the next year’s harvest was requisitioned to fill quotas, exacerbating the crisis. Stalin responded 
to the reports of starvation in Ukraine as an attempt to deliberately sabotage the revolution on the part of 
reactionary peasants. A law was passed making the theft of state property, including food, punishable by 
death. There was no attempt to relieve the famine. International food aid to alleviate the crisis was refused 
entry by Stalin. In the cities, conditions were still harsh, but nowhere near the scale of suffering in the 
8 Ibid. 
9 Ibid. 
10 Snyder, Bloodlands
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countryside. Peasants who came to the cities became common sights and almost all were quickly arrested by 
police. In the countryside, towns were wiped out by the famine. Many were not buried as the grave diggers 
starved to death as well. People resorted to drastic means to survive, with reports of cannibalism becoming 
common. Snyder writes “ In the village, smoke from a chimney was a suspicious sign, as it tended to mean 
cannibals were eating…” By 1933, the Red Army and party activists were brought to Ukraine to complete 
that year’s harvest. After the famine, Moscow ordered people from across the U.S.S.R. to move to Ukraine 
in an attempt to repopulate the countryside. Ukrainian rural life, which had been a backbone of Ukrainian 
identity, was wiped out during this time. Officials in Moscow justified what was happening in Ukraine as an 
attack against Ukrainian nationalists and subversives. The Holodomor is a national tragedy that is etched 
into the conscience of Ukraine today, with 38.7% of Ukrainians in 2013 stating that their families had people 
affected by it. Today it is still debated as to the final death toll, with officials in Russia only acknowledging 
that something might have been amiss during this period in the late 80s.11

Moscow’s policies in the years preceding and following the Holodomor were characterized as a brutal 
assault on Ukrainian culture. In 1930, the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church was liquidated. In 
the 1930s, some four-fifths of the Ukrainian intellectuals were executed, imprisoned, or exiled. The policy 
of Russification began in Ukraine, beginning with purges in the Ukrainian communist party of anyone 
affiliated with the early policy of Ukranianization or those who questioned the policy of collectivization. 
From 1936-1938, the Party’s membership was halved by the purges, and 99 of 102 members of its central 
committee were shot. In 1938, Nikita Khrushchev was sent by Moscow with a contingent of Russian 
communists to take over and stabilize the party, halting the purges.12

On September 1, 1939, the Second World War began as the German army crossed Poland’s border. When the 
Soviet Union invaded Poland from the east a few weeks earlier, as agreed to in the Molotov-Ribbentrop plan, 
the areas of Ukraine occupied by Poland were incorporated into the Ukrainian S.S.R. Ukrainian language 
was permitted once again in these areas though political suppression was heavy, with over a million people 
deported east by the time of Operation Barbarossa. The German invasion of the Soviet Union commenced 
on June 22, 1942 and took Soviet leaders by surprise. In Ukraine, as in the Baltics, the Germans were initially 
greeted as liberators. Those who saw the Germans as the deliverance to Ukrainian statehood were wrong. 
The Germans gave the region of Bukovina to their Romanian allies and formed a Reichskommissariat to 
administer the territory of German-occupied Ukraine. During the German’s time there, places such as Baby 
Yar became infamous as the Germans began to kill over 1.5 million Ukrainian Jews, often helped by local 
collaborators. The Ukrainians themselves were set to serve the German war effort as slave laborers, with 
some 2.2 million people taken from Ukraine for this purpose. Ukrainian culture was suppressed again, 
and the collective farm structure Stalin left behind was not changed. While underground resistance groups 
initially sought to work with the Germans at the start of the invasion, the brutal conditions had them turn 
to organized underground acts against the occupiers. Cells of the communist party remained active, and 
a partisan movement was centered in the forested north of Ukraine. The Ukrainian Insurgent Army, a 
nationalist faction of partisans that fought the Soviets as well as the Germans, was strongest in the west and 
its legacy remains controversial in Ukraine.13

In 1943, the course of the war turned in the favour of the Soviets after the encirclement of the German Sixth 
Army at Stalingrad. The Red Army immediately launched an offensive to push the Germans back. As the 
Germans began to leave Ukraine, they left destruction in their wake, and guerilla activity increased against 
not only the Germans but Polish civilians as well. By October of 1944, Ukraine had been fully recaptured 
by the Red Army. In the post war settlement, Ukraine regained territory occupied by other powers. During 
World War II, Ukraine lost some 5 to 7 million people, and more than 10 million Ukrainians were left 
11 Ibid.
12 Ibid.
13 “Ukraine”, Stebelsky, Ihor, and Ivan Alekseyevich Yerofeyev.
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homeless. Only 20 percent of pre-war industrial capacity was left undestroyed. In 1945, The Ukrainian S.S.R. 
became a signatory member of the U.N. The next five-year plan 
stressed rapid industrialization, with production exceeding 
prewar levels by 1950. In the agricultural sector, pre-war 
production levels were achieved by 1960, but another million 
people died during a famine in 1946-1947. Repression of those 
seen disloyal during the war as well as producers of Ukrainian 
culture resumed as Stalin reasserted his grip. The UPA continued 
its guerilla activities in western Ukraine against Soviet authorities 
that, at its height, resulted in more soldiers killed than during the 
occupation of Afghanistan. The insurgents received support from 
the local population opposed to collectivization.14

After Stalin’s death in 1953, Nikita Khrushchev ascended to the highest office in the Soviet Union. As head of 
the Party in Ukraine, Khrushchev had intimate knowledge of the higher-ups in both the party and Ukrainian 
society. Unlike under Stalin, the Ukrainians were perceived as loyal and useful citizens of the Soviet Union. 
The Crimean Peninsula, whose Tartar population was mostly deported, was transferred from the Russian 
Soviet Federative Republic to the Ukrainian S.S.R. By 1958, the party’s membership expanded to a million, 
with 60.3 percent of them being ethnic Ukrainians. One of Khrushchev’s most impactful policies in relation 
to Ukraine was a limited decentralisation of power in Ukraine. After his 1956 secret speech denouncing the 
excesses of Stalinism, Ukrainian cultural leaders pressed for more rights to express themselves. Fitting with 
the historical pattern, Ukrainian culture began to become suppressed again in Khrushchev’s latter half of 
his reign, curtailing Ukrainian language schools. During Leonid Brezhnev’s time in office, the policies of 
decentralisation were initially reversed. During this time, a large scale dissident movement began to flourish, 
promoting Ukrainian culture. Figures in Ukraine’s history that were hardly mentioned before were given a 
new importance by new journals and periodicals that were devoted to discussion of Ukraine’s past. These 
publications were attacked and suppressed by the party, with many of these works disappearing shortly 
after their emergence. Despite all of this, the the cultural output in Ukraine was at its highest level since the 
implementation of Soviet rule due to support of the arts by high level members of the party and society.

The dissident movement in Ukraine continued to develop during the 50’s and 60’s. In 1965, the first trials 
of 20 dissidents occured. In the aftermath of the trial, the movement grew at a much faster rate due to the 
notoriety of the dissenters as well as the tactics used by the government. The movement mostly took the 
form of informal discussion groups and protest letters to the government. In 1972, Volodymyr Shcherbytsky 
was made Ukraine’s party leader and the relatively permissive period of Ukrainian dissent ended. Hundreds 
of dissidents were swept up in a wave of arrests. Shcherbytsky would remain in his position for over 17 years, 

and marked the consolidation of the power of his main 
benefactor, Brezhnev. From 1972-1973, human rights 
activists were systematically harassed and arrested, 
with many ending up in concentration camps. During 
this time, the campaign of Russification had intensified 
and Ukrainian culture was again under assault, with 
Ukrainian scholarly and cultural institutes undercut by 
the party. During this period, economic rates of growth 
began to lag. Another economic trend was the emphasis 
on nuclear power by Moscow. In 1986, the worst nuclear 
accident occured in Chernobyl, Ukraine. It is estimated 
that 5 million people were exposed to heightened levels 

14 Ibid.
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of radiation. For decades, the incidences of cancer remained higher among residents of the Chernobyl area. 

As a result of some of the reforms undertaken by Gorbachev, Ukraine experienced an upsurge in nationalist 
sentiments. The policies of glasnost and perestroika allowed the populace to voice their concerns over not 
only economic issues but national ones outside of Russia as well.15 While national movements developed 
at a rapid pace throughout the Soviet Republics, the Ukrainian national revival developed gradually in 
comparison. In 1986, the tight grip over the Ukrainian press began to gradually relax. Underground groups 
began to form locally in 1987, primarily in Kiev and Lviv. 1988 saw the first public demonstrations by 
these groups, taking place throughout the summer in Lviv and in November in Kiev. By 1989, an overtly 
politicized national movement had taken hold in Ukraine. Among the leaders of this movement that 
emerged from 1987-1989 were cultural activists from the 1960s and former dissidents. Ukrainian society 
became galvanized again over issues such as language, culture, history and religion. Meanwhile, the recent 
disaster at Chernobyl aroused environmental concerns. The Ukrainian language became the first area of 
focus, with a law making Ukrainian the official language passed in 1989. The next area of focus was the 
historical record, with activists and cultural leaders attempting to fill in the missing portions of Ukraine’s 
historical record, such as the famine in the 1930’s and other abuses during the Stalin period. A religious 
revival corresponded with the millenium of the adoption of Christianity in the Kievan Rus. Widespread 
celebrations of the faith occurred as clergy members began to hold observances in the open. Before 
Gorbachev visited the Vatican in December of 1989, Soviet authorities announced that the Greek Catholic 
Church would be allowed legal status. The Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church was restored in 
parallel in 1989. Industrial workers in Ukraine began to become organized. Over the years, conditions 
within coal mines had deteriorated to the point that in 1989, the predominantly Russian speaking miners 
launched a strike. Previously unrepresented in the intelligentsia-led national movement, the strike and 
the issues surrounding it led coal miners and other industrial workers found common ground with it. The 
Ukrainian Helsinki Union was formed in 1988 by recently released political prisoners. The organization 
had branches throughout the country with the goal of the restoration of Ukraine’s national sovereignty and 
guarantee of the population of Ukraine’s human rights.16

The response by the Communist Party of Ukraine (CPU) was bitter, as the CPU was the least adoptive of 
Gorbachev’s reforms among the U.S.S.R.’s republican communist party organizations. The Party responded 
with propaganda along with harassment and arrest by security forces. The CPU was forced to refrain from 
more dractic responses due to Moscow’s policies while the opposition activists in Ukraine became more 
and more confident due to the rapid pace of events in other Soviet Republics such as the Baltic States. In 
1989, elections to the Congress of People’s Deputies handed embarrassing defeats to Communist Party 
candidates. In September of 1989, first secretary of the CPU Shcherbytsky resigned. Volodymyr Ivashko, 
the new first secretary became one of the firsts in the CPU to publicly acknowledge the new political 
climate within Ukraine. On March 4th of 1990, the first competitive elections to the Ukrainian Parliament 
(replacing the Supreme Soviet) were held. The CPU’s monopoly was broken, with its majority reduced to 239 
of 450 members. On July 16, sovereignty was declared for the people of Ukraine, while not independence.17 
Gorbachev proposed the renegotiation of a new union treaty that would placate these new national 
movements by ceding broad amount of autonomy. Student protests in Kiev started over a fear that new 
sovereignty would eventually be ceded back to Moscow.  By the end of 1990, the democratic opposition had 
called for a fully independent Ukraine, with only the CPU supporting Gorbachev’s plan. In August 1991, 
a failed coup by hardliners in Moscow led the Ukrainian Parliament to declare full independence in an 
emergency session. On December 1, the decision was ratified by the Ukrainian people in a referendum and 
Soviet Rule had dissolved in Ukraine just as it had elsewhere in Eastern Europe.  

15 Ibid. 
16 Ibid.
17 Ibid.
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Independent Ukraine in the Modern World
By the time Ukrainians approved independence with over 90% of the vote, the Communist Party had 
dissolved and a seperate Ukrainian military had begun to develop.18 The leaders of Ukraine and Belarus had 
agreed to enter into a Commonwealth of Independent States with Russia’s Boris Yeltsin, and the U.S.S.R. 
formally dissolved after this. While initially the most promising of the Post-Soviet Republics, Ukraine 
continued to lag far behind Western Europe economically and in political reforms. Despite this, Ukraine 
was able to establish the structure of its government and develop relations with its neighbors on both sides 
of the former iron curtain. The priority of the first president of Ukraine, Leonid Kravchuk, was building a 
stable Ukrainian state. Citizenship in Ukraine was extended to everyone registered as being born there, as 
opposed to on the basis of ethnicity. Ukraine’s relationship with its Russian neighbor was defined by issues 
such as nuclear disarmament and the Crimean Issue, which included control over the Black Sea Fleet and 
the city of Sevastopol. Due to the Chernobyl disaster, a strong anti-nuclear sentiment could be found in 
Ukraine. At the time, Ukraine was the third largest nuclear power in the world due to nuclear weapons left 
on Ukrainian soil after the U.S.S.R.’s dissolution. Ukrainian leaders committed themselves to divestment of 
Ukraine’s nuclear stockpile, handing over half of 
their arsenal by 1992 to the Russian Federation. 
This processed was paused as tensions with 
Russia over Crimea ratcheted up. Ukraine 
demanded security guarantees in exchange 
for the elimination of its remaining stockpile. 
Pressure by a concerned United States helped 
Ukraine sign the Lisbon Protocol that same year, 
making Ukraine a signatory of the Strategic 
Arms Reduction Treaty (START I). Ukrainian 
security concerns were addressed in negotiations 
brokered by the United States.  In 1997 the Treaty 
of Friendship, Cooperation, and Partnership 
was signed between Russia and Ukraine. The 
Treaty recognized Ukraine’s borders as well as 
normalized relations between the two nations.19

Ukraine’s economic experience in transitioning to a market economy was vastly different to the Russian one. 
The chaos caused by “shock therapy” in Russia made Ukraine more cautious in forming economic policy. 
The goal was a gradual transition towards a mixed economy. Economic stagnation continued, compounded 
by the disruption of trade as a result of the collapse of Soviet control throughout Eastern Europe. To 
compound this, Ukraine relied heavily on foreign imports of energy, specifically Russian natural gas. Russia 
eliminated the subsidized price on natural gas after the collapse of the Soviet Union. During this period, 
Ukraine was afflicted by hyperinflation, reaching a peak of 4,735% in 1993.20 Corruption became rampant, 
as individuals with ties to the government were able to secure previously government owned industries 
at low rates. Despite the economic situation, Ukraine achieved wide social advances during this period. 
Restrictions on the media and intelligentsia imposed by the government were lifted. Religious institutions 
were allowed to operate in the open. Minorities such as Ukraine’s Jewish population flourished, and the 
government assisted Ukraine’s previously deported Tartar population abroad. While Russians maintained a 
privileged status in Soviet Ukraine, in independent Ukraine they found themselves as a minority. Frustration 
over Russian not being recognized as a second language festered until 2012, when a law was passed that 
allowed regional governments to confer official status to minority languages. The status of Ukraine’s Russian 

18 Ibid.
19 Ibid.
20 Ibid.
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population would be exacerbated as increasingly aggressive officials in Russia escalated rhetoric about 
reuniting ethnic Russians in Russia’s near abroad.21

Elections for Ukraine’s presidency and parliament were held in 1994. A revived Communist party emerged 
with the largest number of seats, about one-fifth of seats, and formed a left bloc with the Socialist and 
Agrarian parties. The incumbent president, Kravchuk, lost his reelection bid to former prime minister 
Leonid Kuchma. The new president won on a promise of better relations with Russia and economic reforms. 
While the relatively smooth election was interpreted as a positive sign for the establishment of a healthy 
parliamentary democracy in Ukraine, the election showed the social divides in Ukraine between eastern 
Ukraine and western Ukraine. Kuchma and the left bloc primarily drew their support from the Russian-

speaking and heavily industrialized east. During the Kuchuma 
years, the Ukrainian economy stabilized, especially after 1996 
when the hryvnya was introduced as Ukraine’s official currency. 
Despite an end to the general economic turmoil, the economy 
still lagged behind Ukraine’s neighbors due to endemic levels of 
corruption and inefficient business regulations. This caused an 
informal economy to be widespread in Ukraine, and it would 
not be until tax reforms enacted at the end of the century that 
Ukraine’s actual economy would begin to grow at a steady rate. 

In 1998, the Communist Party, which split with its previously reliable Agrarian and Socialist allies, increased 
its representation in the legislature. In the 1999 election, Kuchma defeated his Communist opponent to 
win reelection in an election marked by voting irregularities and favoritism for Kuchma in the media. At 
the turn of the century, Ukraine’s economy continued to grow steadily as further economic reforms were 
passed through the legislature under the new prime minister Viktor Yushchenko. Viktor Yushchenko ended 
up becoming an opposition leader in the legislature after he was dismissed from his role as Prime Minister. 
Shortly after, Kuchma was embroiled in scandals over the sale of arms to Iraq and his implication in the 
murder of a journalist. For the remainder of his term, Kuchma would be deeply unpopular and laid the 
foundation for Ukraine’s first major political crisis in the 21st century. 

The Orange Revolution
The presidential election of 2004 would be the deepest crisis the independent state of Ukraine would face 
up to this point. Kuchma decided against running for a third term and endorsed his Prime Minister, Viktor 
Yanukovych (who was also supported by Russian 
President Vladimir Putin). Yushchenko ran as the 
main opposition candidate on a platform of anti-
corruption. During the campaign, Yushchenko was 
handicapped by being restricted from campaigning in 
Donetsk and other cities in the east, centers of support 
of Yanukovych. There came a point during the run up 
to the election where Yushchenko’s health deteriorated 
severely. Testing later confirmed that there was an 
attempt to poison Yushchenko with dioxin, leaving 
his face visibly damaged as a side effect.22 Yushchenko 
and Yanukovych both advanced to the runoff,  where 
Yanukovych was declared the winner. Yushchenko’s 
supporters charged widespread voting irregularities 
and began massive protests that would turn into the 
21 Ibid.
22 Ibid.
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Orange Revolution. The name was derived from the orange that the protestors wore, a color associated 
with the Yushchenko campaign. For two weeks, Yushchenko supporters occupied the streets of Ukraine 
through non-violent protest. On the 3rd of December, the Supreme Court of Ukraine annulled the result and 
ordered a new election, which Yushchenko won handily.23 Ukraine under the Yushchenko administration 
was characterized by initial political chaos. Chaos in his cabinet of ministers ended up with a coalition of the 
parties that supported the Orange Revolution disintegrating. Due to gains by Yanukovych’s Party of Regions 
in the 2006 election, Yushchenko had little choice but to appoint Yanukovych as his Prime Minister.  

Return of Yanukovych
Ukraine under the Yushchenko administration was 
characterized by initial political chaos. Chaos in his cabinet 
of ministers ended up with a coalition of the parties that 
supported the Orange revolution disintegrating. Due to 
gains by Yanukovych’s Party of Regions in the 2006 election, 
Yushchenko had little choice but to appoint Yanukovych as 
his Prime Minister.24 Disputes between the President and 
Prime Minister led to Yanukovych calling for new elections 
in 2007. While Yanukovych’s party still maintained the 
largest number of representatives, Yushchenko was able 
to enter into a coalition with the other pro-Orange Revolution parties and appoint Yuliya Tymoshenko as 
Prime Minister. In September of 2008, the coalition came apart from the difficulties of trying to balance 
relations with Russia and gaining membership into the EU. In the 2010 Presidential election, Yushchenko 
only received 5 percent of the vote, with Yanukovych and Tymoshenko advancing to the runoff election.25 
Yanukovych won narrowly, with the majority of his support coming from Ukraine’s east. Tymoshenko, still 
the Prime Minister, refused to recognize Yanukovych’s victory and shortly after lost a no confidence vote 
in the parliament, being replaced by Mykola Azarov of the Party of Regions. Tymoshenko was still one 
of the most popular politicians in Ukraine when she was arrested and found guilty of abusing power in 
2011. Leaders in the EU condemned the arrest as politically motivated and many boycotted UEFA football 
tournament held in Ukraine over the matter. In the 2012 elections for parliament, the Party of Regions 
emerged the largest, with 185 seats. Fatherland, which was headed by Tymoshenko claimed 101 seats. The 
Ukrainian Democratic Alliance for Reforms won 40 while the nationalist Svoboda won 37.26 The European 
Parliament categorized the elections as relatively fair, even as Tymoshenko called the result illegitimate 
and went on a hunger strike. In December of that year, Prime Minister Azarov formed a government with 
primarily the Communists as a junior partner. 

Euromaidan
Despite previous moves by the Yanukovych administration to deepen ties to Russia, Ukraine was still on 
course to sign an association agreement with the European Union in 2013. In November, just days before the 
signing of the agreement with the European Union, Yanukovych announced that Ukraine would not sign 
the agreement and instead choose to strengthen economic and diplomatic ties with the  Russian Federation. 
In response, students and youth organized a grassroots protest centered at Maidan Nezalezhnosti square 
in Kiev.27 The protests widened in scope to demand the President’s resignation and an end to the culture of 
corruption within the government of Ukraine. The protests spread to a number of other cities, and in Kiev 
the protestors numbered around 10,000.  On November 30th, the Berkut special police attacked the peaceful 
protestors with metal batons and tear gas. A group of demonstrators escaped and relocated to St. Michael’s 
23 Ibid.
24 Ibid.
25 Ibid. 
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Monastery in Kiev, which became besieged by the police when they failed to surrender into their custody. In 
response to the protests and their violent suppression, opposition parties began to attach themselves to the 
Maidan movement. A surge of protestors joined on December 1 as a result of the police’s actions. Rioting 
occurred as protestors faced off with Berkut blocking the street to the Presidential Administration building, 
leading the Berkut to launch stun grenades and attack the protestors. That night, the protestors occupied 
both the city hall in Kiev and the Trade Union’s building. The Berkut broke back into the Trade Union’s 
building and beat those inside. Elsewhere, a detachment of riot police guarding a statue of Lenin were 
overrunned by protestors and forced to retreat. After the rioting, calls for national strikes and revolution 
broke out from opposition parties and the protests in Maidan square remained peaceful in general and the 
protestors set up a large encampment in the square with barricades. The square took on a festive atmosphere 
with entertainers as national guard troops were called into Kiev and the Prime Minister survived a no 
confidence vote. The media was ordered to limit their coverage of the protests while Yanukovych met with 
Putin in Sochi on December 6th to lay the groundwork for a major agreement. On December 8th, a crowd 
again forced police to withdraw from protecting the Lenin statue, toppling it and smashing it. Svaboda took 
credit for its toppling and the red and black flag of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army, a symbol adopted by the 

Ukrainian far right, was placed at the site. Ukrainian 
Special Forces Units had been transported into 
the city in the meantime, and Police began to raid 
opposition party headquarters. The closure of metro 
stations near the site of the protests and cutting of 
power by police to the occupied city hall led many to 
fear an assault was imminent. As protestors and police 
clashed, Yanukovych held meetings with diplomats 
from Europe as well as the previous presidents of 
Ukraine for a way out of the crisis. Yanukovych 
expressed willingness to renegotiate the terms of the 
association agreement with the EU in order to sign it, 
with a summit scheduled in the spring of 2014. 

On the morning of December 11th, police and national guard troops surrounded the square in freezing 
temperatures to clear it of protestors and dismantle the barricades.28 The encroachment by police caused 
the crowd to multiply fivefold and the police retreated not long after. Protesters began to form self-defense 
groups against police assaults. Later that morning police attempted to swarm city hall, but were held back by 
self defense groups armed with fire hoses, smoke bombs, and cooking oil. The chief of the security services 
invited officials from the FSB to advise on the situation. A roundtable discussion between the president, 
leaders of the opposition, and leaders from civil society was held on December 13th. The crowds in Maidan 
square were estimated to be over 200,000 in size by this point. On December 15, Senators Chris Murphy 
and John McCain spoke to the crowd in support of their cause.29 On the 17th, Yanukovych and Putin met 
in Moscow, where an agreement was signed to provide Ukraine with significant financial aid. Mr. Putin 
characterized the act as an “act of brotherly love” between Russia and Ukraine, advancing the idea of cultural 
similarities between Ukraine and Russia. On December 21st, a member of Road Control, an anti-corruption 
group was shot and his car burned by masked assailants. He later claimed that his attackers were attempting 
to prevent him from exposing police corruption. On December 22, Maidan People’s Union was established 
by the major opposition parties and non-partisan demonstrators. On December 24th and 25th, organizers 
and journalists suffered a spate of armed assaults throughout the city of Kiev by unknown assailants. On 
December 27, a law was introduced that made the occupation of a buildings a criminal offense to specifically 
target the Maidan protesters. Violent confrontations between security forces and the protestors, whose ranks 
now numbered in the hundreds of thousands continued for weeks. On January 15, courts in Kiev banned 
28 Ibid. 
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protest and public assembly. On January 16, members from the party of regions introduced legislation that 
specifically criminalized the tactics employed by the Maidan protesters. The laws were introduced and voted 
on while opposition legislators were not present, and approved by a simple show of hands that were too 
fast to actually count. Among the measures were the identification of members of NGOs and international 
groups, and an easier process of stripping members of parliament of immunity. President Yanukovych 
signed in the laws in the face of international condemnation and resignation of several members of the 
administration over the new laws. 

On January 19, 200,000 people gathered in Kiev to 
protest the new draconian laws. Many of the protestors 
openly defied these new laws and were met by a 
heavy police blockade when attempting to march on 
parliament. Riots ensued for the next several days. 
From the 21st to the 22nd, three people were killed in 
clashes with the police, two of whom were shot by the 
police with live ammunition. Protestors who sought 
treatment at hospitals began to disappear, abducted by 
unknown men, and one of them later found murdered. 
During the escalation, police used water cannons 
against protestors in freezing weather, and armed men 
stormed the TV Kiev station while an anti-Maidan 
group picketed the US embassy.30 The Berkut subjected numerous protestors to violations such as beatings, 
stabbings, public humiliations, and the use of improvised grenades. In the weeks leading up to January 28th, 
the government was planning to expand the Berkut sixfold and legalize the efforts of pro-government thugs 
such as the Titushky, with the Cabinet reportedly preparing for the possibility of introducing martial law. 
On January 28, Prime Minister Mykola Azarov handed the president his resignation in face of an impending 
vote of no confidence, and fled the country to Austria. On January 30th, an activist who was missing for 
eight days was discovered alive with signs of torture such as crucifixion and described his captors as having 
Russian accents.31 The next day, police attempted to arrest him for causing “a mass disturbance”, claiming he 
faked his injuries, but protestors guarding him prevented his arrest. At the same time, several groups within 
the Maidan movement, including radicals such as right sector, had formed their own self-defense forces to 
confront police brutalities. The US and the EU were prepared to offer Ukraine an aid package in exchange 
for an end to the crisis. Russia accused western powers of funding the opposition, and stated a similar 
intervention by the Russian Federation would be justified. 

On February 17, hundred of protestors were released from prison after occupied government buildings 
were evacuated. The next day, the clashes in the street grew even more violent as police attempted to 
prevent thousands of protestors marching on the Verkhovna Rada demanding a reversion to the pre-
2004 Constitution.32 The use of firearms led to the deaths of 26 people- 10 of them policemen- and 1,100 
protesters injured. President Yanukovych refused to accept a cease fire that would return the situation to 
peaceful protests, and police stormed the main protest camp. By February 19, a de facto state of emergency 
was imposed as transportation and schools were shut down. The next day, the Minister of Internal 
Affairs authorized the use of live ammunition in suppressing protests. The same day, the head of SBU 
counterintelligence received a delegation from Russia to discuss the situation. On February 21st, President 
Yanukovych and the parliament declared the next two days as period of mourning. The whereabouts of 
Yanukovych and his ministers became the subject of speculation, but it soon became apparent that they had 
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fled the country during the period of mourning.33 In the immediate aftermath, the Verkhovna Rada met to 
appoint Arseniy Yatsenyuk as interim President in advance of the May 2014 Presidential election.34

Crimea
The Crimean peninsula was independent Ukraine’s most vexing domestic and foreign policy issue. Crimea 
also tied into the issue of control over the former U.S.S.R.’s Black Sea Fleet. The Crimea was also one region 
in Ukraine where ethnic Russians composed a majority of the population. Discontent grew on the peninsula 
in the wake of Ukrainian independence, converting itself into calls by Crimeans for greater autonomy for 
the peninsula or outright independence. This fledgling separatist movement was encouraged for years 
by statement from politicians in Russia that Crimea was a territory of the Russian Federation. In 1994, a 
crisis over Crimea occured.35 Separatist Yury Meshkov was elected president of Crimea, two months later, 
a referendum passed that called for sovereignty. Meshkov and the parliament of Crimea were engaged in a 
constitutional showdown with the central government in Kiev. Meshkov was eventually stripped of his post 
by the parliament and a Pro-Kiev minister replaced him as President. In the aftermath of the crisis, Kiev 
ceded to Crimea economic concessions while abolishing the post of President of Crimea and instituting 
direct rule. With the separatist movement in Crimea significantly weak in the aftermath of the crisis, 
dispute over the Black Sea Fleet came to the forefront. In 1992, Ukraine had laid claim to the entirety of the 
Black Sea Fleet. Russia responded that the Fleet always was and always would be Russian, and there was a 
protracted dispute between President Kravchuk and President Yeltsin until June of that year, where both 
parties agreed to joint administration of the Fleet for three years. Afterwards, Russia and Ukraine agreed 
to split the fleet evenly, with Russia being allowed to retain a majority of it in exchange for forgiveness of 
Ukrainian debt. Ukraine allowed Russia to lease the facilities at the Sevastopol port to base the fleet. The 
1997 Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation, and Partnership recognized Ukraine’s territorial sovereignty over 
the Peninsula.36

Ukrainian Foreign Relations
Under President Kravchuk, Ukraine developed its diplomatic service and was regarded as a good standing 
member of the international community. A pro-Western foreign policy was instituted, with a stress placed 
on Ukraine being a part of Europe, not a part of Eurasia. One of the first issues between Ukraine and Russia 
was over the level of integration associated with the CIS. Ukrainians viewed the CIS as intended to be a 
looser association among former Soviet Republics. On the other hand, the Russians intended the CIS to 
act as a form of regional integration which Moscow could 
dominate easily- a supranational successor to the U.S.S.R.. 
Ukraine rejected proposals such as a common CIS military 
and a CIS citizenship over concerns that the CIS would 
encroach upon Ukrainian sovereignty. Due to sovereignty 
concerns, Ukraine’s participation in the CIS remained 
limited. Russia struggled with Ukrainian independence, 
as Ukraine’s declaration of independence was much more 
sudden than elsewhere, and Russians saw the Ukrainians 
as identical to themselves, as an integral part of the Russian 
world. Ukraine had been very sensitive to sovereignty 
concerns with Russia. Ukraine’s dependence on Russian 
supplies of natural gas was, as in other parts of Europe, a 
great strategic concern. Russia had consistently exploited 
33 Ray, “Ukraine Crisis.”
34 Ibid. 
35 “Ukraine”, Stebelsky, Ihor, and Ivan Alekseyevich Yerofeyev.
36 Ibid. 

Fig. 13. “Pro-Russian troops in Crimea.” AFP. 
2014.
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natural gas as a geopolitical weapon, punishing states that did not toe Moscow’s line and rewarding those 
that did. An example of this occured in 2006, Russia restricted its gas supplies in retaliation for Ukrainian 
policies pursuing convergence with the European Union.37

Ukraine’s relationship with its neighbors in the former Post-Soviet space remained close, besides Belarus. 
Belarus’ close ties with Russia strained Ukrainian-Belarus relations. Relations with the United States began 
on the wrong foot, when President Bush urged Ukraine to remain in the U.S.S.R. during a visit in 1991. 
American reluctance over Ukraine continued as Ukraine inherited the third largest nuclear arsenal in the 
world. Only after the resolution of the Ukrainian nuclear issue did Ukraine become a recipient of U.S. 
foreign aid and develop ties with the United States.

Even while Ukraine pursued drawing closer relations with Russia during the presidency of Kuchma, 
participation in the CIS remained limited, and previously enacted pro-western policies were not reversed. 
In 1994, Ukraine joined the Partnership for Peace program of NATO, and in 1995 it joined the Council 
of Europe.38 At the turn of the century, Ukraine began to seek admittance into the European Union and 
NATO. While Ukraine seeked to maintain relations with Russia, they had deteriorated due to Russian 
denouncements over the state of the Russian minority in Ukraine and aggressive language over Crimea. 
The policies of simultaneous engagement with the West and Russia began to unravel under the presidency 
of Yanukovych. In 2010, Ukraine agreed to extend Russia’s lease at Sevastopol to until 2042 in exchange 
for natural gas at a reduced price. Two months later, Yanukovych’s administration abandoned its goal of 
becoming a NATO member, drawing itself closer with Russia. Leaders in the EU answered this perceived 
drift into Moscow’s sphere of influence with concern. When Ukraine pulled out of signing the association 
agreement in 2013, Russia agreed to reduce the price of natural gas exports and purchase $15 billion of 
Ukrainian bonds.39

Aftermath of the Ukrainian Revolution
In the immediate aftermath of the events in Maidan square in Kiev, the Verkhovna Rada convened in 
order to address a number of issues facing Ukraine. As part of the political fallout, the government needs 
to make sure that the demands of the protesters are heard or else they could face a renewed wave of 
popular discontentment. In the East, unrest is beginning to foment in response to the fall of Yanukovych’s 
government. Meanwhile, the economy of Ukraine must be stabilized. Relations must also be normalized 
with Ukraine’s neighbors to the West and East. Uncertainty lies ahead; therefore, it will be up to the 
Verkhovna Rada to forge a path ahead for the country as one of the few institutions still trusted by the 
general public. 

37 Ibid. 
38 Ibid. 
39 Ibid. 
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What is the identity of the Ukrainian nation and how does it connect to the past?

How should Ukrainian legislators respond to the demands of the recently invigorated protestors; how can 
Ukrainian politicians be made more accountable?

How will Ukraine respond to the geopolitical aftershocks of the Maidan revolution?
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