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Foreword
Sabrina P. Ramet

T H E  P U B L IC A T IO N  o f  th is  v o lu m e , Eastern O rthodoxy  in a
Global Age, is tim ely— b o th  because o f  th e  rap id  changes w hich
have been  o cc u rrin g  across th e  globe, in c lu d in g  the  fall o f  c o m 

m unism  ju s t fifteen years ago, affecting  m u ch  o f  the O rth o d o x  w orld , an d  
because o f  accelerating  tendencies tow ard  g lobalization , m anifested  in the  
exp an sio n  o f  th e  E u ro p ean  U n io n  a n d  NATO, the  ex p a n d in g  p u rv iew  o f  
A m erican foreign policy, the  deve lopm en t o f  global te rro ris t netw orks, the 
sp read  o f  th e  In te rn e t , a n d  o th e r  fac to rs , all o f  w h ich  p re se n t O rth o d o x
< lunches w ith  specific an d  particu la r challenges. T his volum e also provides 
an occasion to  reexam ine som e age-old questions, am ong  them : W hat is the 
nature o f  the religious interest in politics? H ow  has spirituality  changed over 
the past decades an d  h o w  sh o u ld  we ex p ect it to  ch an g e  in  th e  co m in g  
1 1(4 .ides? W hat is the rela tionsh ip  betw een public religion an d  private sp iri
tuality? W hat is the re la tionsh ip  betw een organ ized  religion an d  m orality? 
And w hat does it m ean to  preserve the  “un b ro k en  tra d itio n ” o f  O rth o d o x y  
in a w orld in w hich th e  pace o f  change is itse lf accelera ting  a t an  u n p rec e 
dented  rate?

W here th e  life o f  th e  R ussian , S erb ian , R o m a n ia n , a n d  U k ra in ia n
< lunches— all discussed in th is vo lum e— is concerned , the  need for a polit- 
ii al e n g a g em en t in th e  c o m m u n is t e ra  w as c lea r e n o u g h . C o m m u n is t 
oi it hoi it ics set clear b o u n d arie s  w ith in  w hich the C hurches could  operate , 
ex,u led a p rice  fo r c o n tin u e d  ex istence, a n d  fo rced  th e  clergy  to  choose  
iiinong varia tio n s o n  the th e m e o f  e ith e r  c o o p ta tio n  (i.e., co o p e ra tio n )  o r
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Globalization, 
Nationalism, and 
Orthodoxy: The Case 
of Ukrainian Nation 
Building
Victor Yelensky

S C H O L A R S  R E C O G N IZ E  that the ir o u tp u t o f  analyses o f  glob
alization is so ab u n d a n t and  has extended to  such a pale o f  differ
e n tia t io n  a n d  sp e c ia liz a tio n  th a t a ty p o lo g y  o f  th e o rie s  o f  

globalization is on  the agenda (M endieta 2001). U ndoubtedly, this is no t the 
rig h t p lace  fo r d isc u ss in g  d if fe re n t a p p ro a c h e s  to w ard  such  a typo logy . 
However, a few p relim inary  po in ts  elucidate the com plex  a n d  con trad ic to ry  
in te rre la tio n  betw een  re lig ion  a n d  g lo b a liza tio n  app licab le  to  p o s t-c o m 
m u n is t space as a w hole an d  to  U kra ine  in  particular.

T he cen tra l th e m e o f  th is ch ap te r is the  role o f  relig ion in post-S oviet 
U k ra in ian  nation  bu ild ing . Specifically, a tten tio n  is focused on  the c o n tr i
b u tion  o f  O rthodoxy  to  p o s t-1989 U krain ian  nation -bu ild ing  efforts. In the 
post-Soviet U kra in ian  con tex t, several factors have co n trib u ted  to  a highly

1 4 4
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am b ig u o u s  n a tio n -fo i m a tio n  process. T hese factors inc lude th e  “b e la te d 
ness” o f  U k ra in ia n  n a tio n a lism , its p ec u lia r h is to rica l ev o lu tio n , an d  the 
legacy o f  the Soviet period . I begin  w ith  a d iscussion o f  com parative analy
ses o f  th e  e n c o u n te rs  b e tw een  re lig io n  a n d  n a tio n a lism  a n d  ex am in e  
w hether the “belatedness” o f  nation  fo rm ation  can lead to  a qualitatively d is
tinct re la tionsh ip  betw een relig ion an d  national identity. W ith  th is  general 
fram ew ork in m ind , then , I tu rn  to  an exp lo ra tion  o f  the  peculiarities o f  the 
U krain ian  case. Next, 1 tu rn  m y a tten tio n  to  O rth o d o x y ’s role in U kra in ian  
na tio n  bu ild ing  in  o u r  G lobal Age.

Religion and Nation Building in the Global Age

G lobalization  is m aking  the w orld  “a single place” (R obertson  1987, p. 43). 
Even if globalization  does no t necessarily lead tow ard cu ltu ra l and  religious 
convergences, it ren d e rs  e n c o u n te rs  a m o n g  d iffe ren t re lig ious tra d itio n s  
inevitable. T he great masses o f  people w ho are now  living in a “global village” 
and  purchasing  goods on  a global m arket do  n o t in tend  to  change th e ir  reli
g ious affiliations. In som e corners o f  the  globe they express strong  loyalty to 
trad itional sets o f  beliefs, in o th e r  regions the ir religions take im plicit v icar
io u s1 form s, b u t there are definitely no signs o f  w orldw ide searching for reli
gious alternatives, n o r weak sp rou ts o f  a “com m on hum an  religion.” Instead, 
the globalized world witnesses the om nipresen t clashes betw een institu tional 
religions an d  vigorous religious up rising  in  alm ost all con tinen ts.

It is a so rt o f  tru ism  in the sociology o f  religion tha t since the late 1970s 
th e  w orld  is w itnessing  th e  g rea t re tu rn  o f  relig ions. T he p rev iously  m ost 
devoted suppo rters  o f  secularization theo ry  are hastening to  reconsider the ir 
boo k s a n d  th e ir  th o u g h ts  a rg u in g  th a t “th e  w orld  today  . . .  is as fu riously  
relig ious as it ever w as” a n d  th a t “a w hole bo d y  o f  lite ra tu re  by h is to rian s 
and  social scientists loosely labeled ‘secularization th e o ry ’ is essentially m is
ta k e n ” (B erger 1999, p. 2). R eligion leaves th e  “g h e tto  o f  a p r iv a tiz a tio n ” 
(Casanova 1996), and  its globalization does no t lead to  the vanishing o f  reli
g ious identity. O n the contrary , g lobalization p rom otes the  revival o f  m ove
m en ts trad itionally  connected  to  g roup  self-identity. G lobalization  leads, as 
Peter Beyer has argued , to  the  renew al o f  relig ion’s in fluence on  th e  public  
a rena  (Beyer 1994). F u rth e rm o re , in  the b eg in n in g  o f  the tw en ty -first cen 
tu ry  g lobalization  n o t on ly  s tren g th en s relig ious an d  e th n ic  iden tities b u t 
im p a rts  th em  w ith  xenewed im p o rta n ce . As B ionislaw  M isztal an d  A nson 
Shupe (1998, p. 5) po in t o u t ,“ [g]lobalization breaks dow n barriers o f  polity
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In  reality, la tecom er n a tio n alism s a rb itra rily  selected sym bols, m yths, 
a n d  ideas for na tio n  bu ild ing . In th is  process o f  tran sfo rm in g  e thn ic  co m 
m onalities in to  rising  n a tio n s, religion was n o t always a key co m p o n en t in 
this selection. This assertion seem s to  be equitable for the m ajo rity  o f  belated 
n a tio n  bu ild ings— in c lu d in g  even these cases w here relig ion co n s titu ted  a 
core elem en t o f  national m ythology  an d  has had a cen tu ries-long  h isto ry  o f  
p rese rv ing  the very essence o f  g ro u p  identity . T h u s, T h eo d o r H erzl in The 
Jewish State  has ad m itted  th a t “ [o] illy in the faith o f  o u r  fathers can we rec
ognize o u r co m m o n  h isto rical heritage” b u t, a t the  sam e tim e:

Shall we end by having a theocracy? No, indeed. Faith unites us, knowl
edge gives us freedom . We shall therefore prevent any theocratic ten 
dencies from coming to the fore on the part o f our priesthood. We shall 
keep o u r priests w ithin the confines o f  their temples in the same way 
as we shall keep ou r professional army within the confines o f  their b ar
racks. Army and priesthood shall receive honors high as their valuable 
functions deserve. (Herzl 1970, pp. 100,171)

In a com pletely  d iffe ren t political an d  cu ltu ra l contex t, Kemal A taturk , 
found ing  father o f  Turkish nationalism , took  a series o f  decisive steps to  p re
vent Islam from  playing an active role in law and  education , as well as from  
being  the  official religion o f  the state. K em al’s goal was to  generally  reduce 
Islam ic in fluence am o n g  T urks in favor o f  a “scientific m en ta lity ” or, m ore 
precisely, o f  w hat w ould  virtually  b ecom e an entirely  new  national ideology 
(K em alism ) (W eiker 1981, p. 105).

F org ing  n a tio n s  u n d isg u ised ly  is n o t co n fin e d  to  th o se  co llec tiv ities 
blessed by a specific relig ion, for nations aspire to  gain a s ta tus akin  to  reli
gion itself. N ations becom e a m o d ern -d ay  functional equivalent o f  religion: 
To live, to  die, to  suffer, to  love, and  to  hate in the nam e o f  a nation  becom es 
a v irtu e  com parab le  to  anguish  an d  suffering for G od. In  the  era o f  n a tio n 
alism, Ernst G ellner notes in his classic Nations and  Nationalism  (1983), soci
eties do  n o t w orsh ip  them selves in  the  guise o f  religious cult. T hey  w orship  
th em se lv es  ca n d id ly  a n d  h ead long ly , w ith o u t an y  m asks o r  covers. 
N ationalism  as a substitu te  for, o r  supp lem en t to , h isto ric superna tu ra l reli
gion is a core idea o f  C arlto n  H ayes’s b o o k  (Hayes 1960).

In som e cases the religion o f  the forging nation  seem ed to  national elites 
as an  im pedim ent because o f  a particu lar religion’s in tim ate connection  with 
elem ents o f  p re-n a tio n al iden tity  th a t are  undesirab le to  elites. T he b irth  o f  
Czech nationalism  is extrem ely instructive in this regard. At the very beginning
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o f  m o d ern  Czech aw akening, Tom as M asarik  openly  appealed  to  co m p atri
o ts w ith a call to  abandon  C atholicism , for C atholicism  seem ed inextricably 
tied  to  the idea o f  A ustrian  identity . Instead, he sought to  g round  the Czech 
idea in the religious trad itions supported  by the R eform ation. R esponding to 
his call, between 1918 and 1930 abou t 1,900,000 citizens o f  the Czechoslovak 
republic  changed  th e ir  relig ious affilia tion , w ith  th e  overw helm ing  m a jo r
ity  o f  th e m  ab an d o n in g  C atholicism  (M an h a ttan  1949, p. 253).

N o less rem arkable is the case o f  Poland. There, in co n trast to  the expe
rience o f  the Czech lands, the  C atholic C hurch  assum ed th e  p a r t o f  the  b u l
w ark  o f  Polish identity. A fter P o lan d s  p artitio n , th is stance was hardened  in 
opposition  to  the  religions o f  the two occupying forces (Russian O rthodoxy  
and G erm an Protestantism , respectively). Religion gave to  the Polish national 
idea a m igh ty  m yth ic-sym bolic  d im ension . T he cen tra l an d  m o st pow erful 
m essianic m e tap h o r o f  Polish national rheto ric  was fram ed precisely on this 
d im ension : “Poland , the  C hrist o f  n a tio n s” (B rian 2000, pp. 2 7 -2 9 ). In the 
co m m u n ist e ra  the C atholic C hurch  in Poland acquired  an o th e r  im p o rta n t 
fu n ctio n . It su b stitu te d  fo r civil society  as th e  m ost o rgan ized , consisten t, 
a n d  sk illfu l o p p o n e n t o f  th e  reg im e. O n  th e  o n e  h a n d , th e  a u th o r i ty  o f  
Ko'scioi (C hurch, in Polish) placed com m unism  beyond the fram ew ork o f  the 
Polish n a tio n a l heritage. O n the  o th e r  h an d , the C hurch  engaged in a co n 
flict-ridden dialogue w ith  th e  au thorities on  behalf o f  all o f  society. It openly 
confron ted  an d  defied the co m m u n ist au thorities , com prom ised  w ith  them  
at tim es, b u t also w on concessions from  them .

Theoretically speaking, several factors have con tribu ted  to  the p rom inen t 
role o f  religion in “belated” nation  buildings. Such a p ro m in en t role is present 
w hen religion is the  cen tra l e lem en t o f  p ro to -n a tio n a l m ythology; o r  w hen 
religion has prov ided  the forging nation  w ith  its sym bolic boundaries, lead
ing to the d isso lu tion  o f  earlier collectivities; a n d /o r  w hen a na tion -m ak ing  
ethnic (ethnic group) has lost o the r im portan t identity m arkers (such as com 
m on  language o r  shared te rrito ry ); an d /o r  w hen the ethnic core o f  the m o d 
ern  n a tio n  co incides w ith  a relig ious affilia tion; and , finally, w hen a newly 
fo rm ed  n a tio n  has been  dep rived  o f  po litica l in s titu tio n s , the reby  leaving 
the C hurch  as the  sole rem ain ing  force fo r in s titu tio n a l na tio n  bu ild ing .

But reality  is frequently  m uch  m ore com plicated  th an  the  above ty p o l
ogy. N ationalism  is the  p rincipal reason for the m u ch  m essier reality  o f  the 
h is to rica l reco rd . As Liah G reen fe ld  (1992, p. 7) suggests, n a tio n a lism  is 
“an  e m erg en t p h e n o m e n o n .” T h a t is, by  its very  n a tu re , th e  possib ilities 
for the  d eve lopm en t o f  the  p rec o n d itio n s  o f  na tio n alism  as well as for the 
d e v e lo p m e n t o f  fu lly  fledged  n a t io n a l m o v e m e n ts  a re  d e te rm in e d  by
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the  successful b le n d in g  o f  th e  v a rio u s  e lem en ts  o f  th e  n a tio n a l idea. T he 
d ev e lo p m e n t o f  fu ll-fledged  n a tio n h o o d  is based  on  th e  degree to  w hich  
v a rio u s  e lem en ts  are successfully  u n ite d  in to  a w hole a n d  im p a rte d  w ith  
special significance.

Orthodoxy and the Forging of 
Ukrainian National Identity

D id the fo re ru n n e rs  o f  U k ra in ia n  n a tio n a lism  co n s id e r  relig ion  as th e  
‘“U krain ian  navel”?5 They d id  no t do  so, although  they undoub ted ly  alluded 
to  th e  significance o f  relig ion for the  forg ing  o f  U k ra in ian  e th n ic  identity . 
Different variations o f  this them e are found  in the w ritings o f  the forerunners 
o f  the  U k ra in ian  n a tio n a l m ovem en t, such  as the w ritings o f  P an te le im on  
Kulish6 (1819-1897) an d  M ykola K ostom arov (1817-1885), as well as in the 
w orks o f  o u ts ta n d in g  figures o f  th e  U k ra in ia n  n a tio n a l p a n th e o n  (Taras 
S hevchenko  11814-1861 ], M ykhailo  D rag o m an o v  [1 8 4 1-1895], an d  Ivan 
Franko [1856-1916]). It is also present in the w ritings o f  those au thors whose 
nationalism  was expressed in explicitly political form s (such as, for instance, 
Julian  V assian o r  M ykola M ykhnovskyi). Specifically, fo r g en e ra tio n s  o f  
U kra in ian  na tionalis ts , the  w ritings o f  M ykola M ykhnovskyi (1873-1924) 
served as the m ain fram e o f  reference. In his w ritings, M ykhnovskyi expressed 
the view th a t religion could  provide the fabric for nation  fo rm ation , b u t tha t 
co u ld  on ly  becom e reality  a t som e p o in t in th e  d istafit fu tu re , since at the  
m o m en t “n o t on ly  [the] T sar-foreigner reigns over U kra ine  b u t G od [h im 
self] has becom e an alien [to U kraine] an d  does n o t speak U krain ian .”7

The crucial factor th a t shaped  the a ttitu d e  o f  U krain ian  national figures 
to w ard  re lig io n  w as th e ir  social co n v ic tio n s . T h e  fam o u s re m a rk  o f  th e  
U kra in ian  h isto rian  Ivan Lysiak-Rudnytskyi ab o u t youngsters w ith  “M arx’s 
C o m m u n is t M an ifesto  in o n e  p o ck e t a n d  S h ev ch en k o ’s co llec ted  p o em s 
Kohzar in the  o th e r” (Lysiak-R udnytskyi 1987, p. 139) is very  indicative o f  
the intellectual a tm osphere  in  the U krain ian  national m ovem ent at the tu rn  
o f  the  tw entieth  century . U kra in ian  activists, sim ilar to  elites o f  o th e r  sta te
less nations, strived to  m obilize the  m asses an d  spoke h ighly  o f  onslaugh t, 
th e  w ill to  live, a n d  lib e ra tio n . N e ith e r  h u m ility  n o r  re p e n ta n c e  ran k ed  
highly in the  qualities they  stressed.

Since E astern O rth o d o x y  was o n e  o f  the cen tra l pillars o f  the com m on  
U kra in ian -R ussian  identity , U kra in ian  nationalists  viewed it as destructive 
for the  n a tio n a l consciousness o f  the  U k ra in ian  m asses. T h is a ttitu d e  was 
expressed irrespective o f  these activists’ personal religious backg rounds and
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beliefs. (Taras S hevchenko’s caustic  rem ark  a b o u t the B yzantine relig ious- 
po litical trad itio n  an d  its Russian im peria l in ca rn a tio n  were n o t u n iq u e .8)

G lo b a liza tio n , m ean w h ile , n o t o n ly  h ad  led  to  th e  c o n s tru c tio n  o f  
“im agined com m unities” in  the w orld’s m ost affluent centers, b u t it had  also 
set in m o tion  sim ilar processes in the globe’s spacious peripheries. In his ver
sion o f  U kra in ian  ethno-genesis, R om an Szporluk  offers the  follow ing n a r
rative: D u rin g  th e  e ig h te e n th  c e n tu ry  U k ra in e  w as a re ta rd e d  su b u rb  o f  
Russia an d  Poland . In  tu rn , b o th  Russia an d  Poland were, to  a degree, cu l
tu ra l su b u rb s  o f  th e  far m o re  ad v an ced  W este rn  E u rope . In  th e  m o d e rn  
epoch , w hen  na tio n alism  becam e a m eans o f  th e  global m o d e rn iza tio n  o f  
backw ard e thn ic  com m un ities , the Polish an d  Russian societies were tra n s 
fo rm e d  in to  m o d e rn  n a tio n s . In  th a t  way, th e  fo rm a tio n  o f  th e  m o d e rn  
Polish an d  Russian na tions p resen ted  U krain ians w ith  a challenging choice 
o f  alternatives: e ith e r they  becom e a p a rt o f  these m o d e rn  n a tio n s o r  they  
try  to  tra n sfo rm  them selves in to  such a n a tio n . As U k ra in ian s  them selves 
w ere n o t satisfied w ith  th e  place reserved  to  th em  in m o d e rn  Russian an d  
P olish  n a t io n -b u ild in g  p ro jec ts , as th e y  h ad  p rese rv ed  ce rta in  h is to ric a l 
an d  c u ltu ra l tra d itio n s , as th ey  h ad  an  elite (or, in th e  s tr ic t sense, ra th e r  
la ten t elite) an d  a feeling o f  local p a trio tism , th ey  o p te d  fo r tran sfo rm in g  
them selves in to  a nation . This choice offered them  the possibility  o f  achiev
ing  g rea te r  s ta tu s  in  th e  w o rld , w h ich  w o u ld  n o t be th e  case h a d  th e y  
re m a in e d  a p e r ip h e ry  to  th e ir  m o re  ad v a n ce d  n e ig h b o rs . T h e  g ro w in g  
U krain ian  nationalism  aspired to  transfo rm  the unarticu la ted  cu ltu ral iden 
tity  already existing in  som e cases for cen tu ries in to  a political asp ira tion  o f  
n a tio n al independence .9

W h a t ro le  d id  re lig io n  a n d  C h u rch e s  p lay  in  th e  fo rm a tio n  o f  th e  
unyield ing d e te rm in a tio n  o f  the U kra in ian  elite to  p u rsu e  na tio n  building? 
T he p a r tic u la r  salience o f  th is  ro le can  be traced  in  th e  case o f  th e  G reek 
C atholic (Uniate) C h u rch .10 W hen, after the first partition  o f  Poland (1772), 
U kra in ian  G alicia passed u n d e r A ustrian  rule, the G reek C atholic h ierarchy  
received th e  su p p o r t an d  th e  p ro tec tio n  o f  th e  im p eria l g o v ern m en t. T he 
educational reform s o f  the  H absbu rg  ru lers M aria-Teresa an d  Joseph II led 
to  th e  fo rm a tio n  o f  an  in te llig en ts ia  co m in g  fro m  th e  e d u c a ted  G reek  
C atho lic  c lergym en  th a t rep resen ted  th e  su b o rd in a ted  U k ra in ian  p o p u la 
tion  o f  Galicia. U nder the relatively liberal A ustrian  rule, the G reek C atholic 
hierarchy (sem inarians, priests, an d  b ishops) flourished. Som e am ong  them  
conducted  the initial “heritage-gathering” w ork  typical for the cu ltu ral stage 
o f  national m ovem ents. A llhough since the  1860s the secular intelligentsia 
had begun to  assum e th e  leadership  o f  the  national m ovem en t, clergym en
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w ere e lec ted  to  th e  G alic ian  D ie t a n d  th e  a ll-A u s tria n  P a r lia m e n t an d  
rem ained  even m ore im p o rta n t at the  local level, w here they  fo u n d ed  v ari
o u s e d u c a tio n a l a n d  c u ltu ra l e s tab lish m e n ts . T h ey  also  p ro v id ed  critica l 
in s titu tio n a l su p p o r t fo r U k ra in ian  can d id a tes  in e lec tions (H im k a 1988, 
pp. 105-42). T h e  G reek C atho lic  C h u rch  assisted  in the  re jec tion  o f  th ree  
alternative m odels for the national developm ent o f  Galicia’s U krain ian  p o p 
u la tion  (the  M oscow phile m odel, the  Polish m odel, an d  the  A ustrian-R usin  
m odel). Eventually, after years o f  rather sharp  intellectual debate am ong sup 
p o rte rs  o f  d iffe ren t o r ie n ta t io n s ,"  th e  G reek  C a th o lic  C h u rch  su p p o rte d  
narodovstvo, th a t is, the U kra in ian  na tio n al m ovem ent.

In te rp re tin g  the G reek C atho lic  C h u rch  as the  g u ard ian  o f  U k ra in ian  
o rig in a lity  co n s titu tes  a w o nderfu l c o m p o n e n t for a n a tio n a l m y th .12 B ut 
this com p o n en t clashes w ith that o f  the m ost im p o rtan t elem ent o f  collective 
conscience, namely, w ith the so-called Cossack m yth. John A rm strong  m ain 
ta ins th a t the  Cossacks’ m yth  o f  belligerent, chivalrous republics o f  free and  
p a trio tic  m ilitan ts  becam e a cen tral co m p o n en t in the  em ergence o f  a d is
tinctive U kra in ian  e thn ic  iden tity  (A rm strong  1982, p. 78). A fter the  U nion 
o f  B rest, C ossacks a s su m e d  th e  le ad e rsh ip  ro le  to  re s to re  th e  O rth o d o x  
C h u rch ’s h ie ra rch ies  in U kra ine . In  1620 u n d e r  th e  C ossacks’ p ro tec tio n , 
P atria rch  T h eo p h an es o f  Jerusalem  consecra ted  new  O rth o d o x  b ish o p s in 
Kiev. Cossacks w ere pivotal in the  process o f  revival o f  the  “Rus’ faith” an d  
becam e a ca rrie r  o f  a d istinc t R u then ian  o r  Rus’ id en tity  w ith in  the  Polish- 
L ithuanian  C om m onw ealth . A crucial elem ent o f  the 'C ossack m yth  was the 
Cossacks’ participation  in the seventeenth-cen tury  wars. But these were wars 
c a rrie d  o u t  u n d e r  re lig io u s  slogans, fo r  th e  p ro te c tio n  o f  th e  “N ative 
O rthodox  Faith” and the “Cossack C hurch,” against C atholic expansion, and 
so on . T herefo re , U k ra in e ’s ac tua l relig ious co m p o sitio n  an d  the  concrete  
h is to ric a l c irc u m sta n c e s  o f  its n a tio n  fo rm a tio n  d e m a n d e d  th a t  th e  
U krain ian  nationalists m aintain  a degree o f  deliberate distance from  the reli
g ious factor. T h e  fo u n d in g  fa th e rs  o f  U k ra in ia n  n a tio n a lism  co n sid ered  
relig ion a stum b ling  b lock  ra th e r  th a n  a reliable resource fo r n a tio n  b u ild 
ing. In h is 1906 artic le , “U k ra in e  a n d  G alychina,” M ichailo  H ru sh ev s’kyi 
w arned  his co m p atrio ts  o f  the  reoccurring  danger o f  Serbs an d  C roats, reli
g iously  d iv id e d  n a tio n s , w h ich  have arisen  o n  th e  c o m m o n  e th n ic  base 
(H rushevs’kyi 1906). Similarly, in Ivan F ranko’s w ritings, religion was n o t a 
fuel fo r n a tio n  b u ild in g  b u t  f irs t an d  fo re m o st a so u rce  o f  ac u te  te n sio n  
betw een U krain ians. A t the next stage o f  the fo rm atio n  o f  the national co n 
sciousness o f  the U kra in ian  elite, the  concep tual d im en sio n  o f  the political 
nation  bu ild ing  was forged. Its m ain param eters were integral Eurocentrism ,
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u n ific a tio n  o f  all e th n ic  U k ra in ia n  lands in to  a n a tio n -s ta te , an d , last b u t 
n o t least, secularism .

To w hat ex ten t cou ld  the em erg ing  U kra in ian  “im agined  co m m u n ity ” 
base its ow n legitim acy u p o n  O rthodoxy? Based u p o n  U kra in ian  h istory, it 
seem s th a t O rthodoxy  d id  n o t play a vital role in U kra in ian  nation  build ing  
because  O rth o d o x y  w as an  ineffective id e n tity  m a rk e r  b e tw een  th e  new  
n a tio n  an d  Russia, the nation  th a t U kra in ians com pared  them selves to  an d  
the  n a tio n  th a t the m ost a rd e n t nationalists am o n g  them  w ished to  be sep
ara ted  from . B ut such an a rg u m e n t openly  neglects the  Polish factor, w hich 
h ad  exceptional im p o rtan ce  fo r U kra ine  even afte r th e  e ig h teen th -cen tu ry  
p a r titio n  o f  P o lan d .13 E xam in ing  the Polish  fac to r in  R igh t-B ank  U kra ine  
from  the  n in e teen th  to  early tw en tie th  cen turies, M atsuzato  K im itaka cam e 
to  the  conc lusion  th a t th e  L atin -C atho lic  tra d itio n  observed  in the  region 
co n tin u ed  to  surpass the  G reco -O rth o d o x  trad itio n  in  resources an d  in flu 
ence even at the beginning o f  the tw entieth  cen tu ry  (K im itaka 1998). Rom an 
Szporluk righ tly  argues th a t the Russians were resolved to  prove th a t R ight- 
Bank U krain ian  lands were n o t Polish. In these efforts, U krainians supported  
them . “It to o k  som e tim e before th e  Russians realized the  U kra in ians were 
also to  prove th a t the  lands in  question  w ere n o t Russian, e ith e r” (Szporluk  
2000, p. 77).

Even after the 1863 to  1864 uprising  an d  the eventual abo lition  o f  Polish 
au tonom y, an d  for m ost o f  the n ine teen th  century, R ight-B ank U kraine was 
m arked  by v io len t an tagon ism  betw een Polish g en try  an d  U k ra in ian  peas
ants. This conflict was heavily colored by confessional sen tim en ts. T he case 
o f  the so-called hlopom any  (U krain ian  activists o rig ina ting  from  previously 
Polonized fam ilies) is indicative o f  the high tensions betw een rival religious 
tra d i t io n s . A m o n g  th ese  ac tiv is ts  w ere  U k ra in ia n  h is to r ia n  V o lo d im ir 
A ntonovich (1834-1908) and  Taddey Rylskyi, father o f  the fam ous U krainian 
poet M axim  Rylskyiis. W hen  th e  h lopom any  dec lared  th e ir  re tu rn  to  th e ir  
“native n a tio n a lity ” they  accom pan ied  it w ith  converting  (o r “re tu rn in g ” ) 
back  to  E aste rn  O rth o d o x y  fro m  R o m an  C a th o lic ism . At th e  tim e , fo r 
U k ra in ia n s  in  R ig h t-B an k  U k ra in e , E aste rn  O rth o d o x y  w as v iew ed  as a 
ra th e r an ti-Polish  an d  anti-Jew ish than  an ti-R ussian  iden tity  m arker. A t the 
sam e tim e , fo r  a U k ra in ia n  p e a sa n t fro m  a Volyn o r  P o d o liia ’s v illage, a 
Russian (o r G reat Russian, as the term ino logy  o f  the day d ic tated) was still a 
stranger, a b u reaucra t from  a d istan t city w hom  he o r  she m ight never cam e 
across du rin g  his o r  her en tire life.14 O rthodoxy  in the ir eyes was no t a belief 
im posed by the Russians b u t the native faith o f  rustic folk. Its orig inality  and 
ethno-specific shape rem ained to a great extent indissoluble, notw ithstanding
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the ro u tin e  cam paigns instigated by the St. Petersburg’s H oly  Synod against 
Little Russia’s “harm fu l pecu lia rity” in liturgy, rites, an d  devotions.

F u rth e r considerations on  O rth o d o x y ’s role in shaping U krain ian  iden
tity  rem ind  us tha t, d u rin g  the  early  m o d ern  period , b o th  the  fo rm a tio n  o f  
early im perial Russian iden tity  and  the forging o f  the  Russian O rth o d o x  tra 
d itio n  cam e a b o u t w ith  e m in e n t Little Russia’s e n d o rse m e n t.15 T h e  Little 
R ussia C h u rc h ’s im p a c t o n  ecclesiastical life in  th e  S tate o f  M oscow  an d , 
th en , in the Russian Em pire has been the subject o f  extensive study.To date, 
cu ltu ra l influences ru n n in g  the opposite  d irec tion , th a t is, from  the Russian 
C hurch tow ard  the n in e tee n th -ce n tu ry  U kra in ian  peasantry , have n o t been 
sim ilarly studied. O n the one hand , som e research has been done on the h is
to ry  o f  e lim in a tio n  o f  d ifferences betw een  th e  K ievian m e tro p o ly  a n d  the 
O rth o d o x  C hurch  in the M oscow  kingdom  an d  then  in the Russian em pire. 
A fter the  in c o rp o ra tio n  o f  the  K ievan m e tro p o lita n  seat in to  the  M oscow  
Patriarchate, a series o f  actions were undertaken: U nification led to  the litu r
gical books’“im provem ent” (e.g., standardization  according to  M oscow stan
d a rd s ) , as well as to  th e  e ro s io n  o f  o rg a n iz a tio n a l a n d  a rc h ite c tu ra l 
u n iq u en ess , an d , m o re  broadly , the  general u n iq u en ess  o f  U k ra in ia n  re li
g ious cu ltu re  ( in c lu d in g , fo r exam ple , th e  im p o s itio n  o f  th e  req u irem en t 
th a t U kra in ian  clergy do  no t shave th e ir  beards). O n  the o th e r  hand , little is 
k n o w n  a b o u t th e  real im p a c t o f  all th e se  e ffo rts  u p o n  th e  sp ir itu a l life 
o f  th e  U k ra in ia n  m asses an d  th e ir  se lf-c o n sc io u sn ess . T h e  m o s t d is t in 
g u ished  U k ra in ia n  h is to ria n  an d  p ro m in e n t f ig u re 'a m o n g  th e  fo u n d in g  
fathers o f  U krain ian  nationalism , M ichailo H rushevs’kyi (1866-1934), eval
uated  such an im pact as com pletely negative. He claim ed th a t since the m id 
n ineteenth  cen tury  the governm ent pressed for the replacem ent o f  U krainian 
clerics by “M oscow  elem en ts.” T h is policy, accord ing  to  H ru sh ev s’kyi, has 
led to  far-reaching consequences: T he o ld  practice o f  the priests’ election by 
councils o f  laym en an d  clerics was abolished, an d  the peop le’s native tongue 
w as expelled  from  se rm o n s , lead in g  to  th e  a lie n a tio n  o f  th e  low er clergy 
from  the peasantry. Subsequently, d iscon ten t against the  official C hurch  was 
w idespread (H rushevs’kyi 1992, pp. 153-57). These processes were reflected 
in U krain ian  literature: In his sto ry  “Scoundrel from  A thon,” U krain ian  nov
elist Ivan N echui-L evytskyi (183 8 -1 9 1 8 ) has co lo rfu lly  d escribed  a p riest 
w h o  h a d  lo s t to u c h  w ith  th e  p e a sa n ts  a n d , co n seq u e n tly , la te r  becam e 
increasingly in terested  in  evangelical m ovem ents.

But this m ight no t be the full story. There is plenty  o f  evidence tha t chal
lenges H rushevs’kyi’s percep tion . Paradoxically, th e  U kra in ian  C hurch  was 
n e ith e r  co m p le te ly  a b so rb e d  in to  th e  R ussian  C h u rch  n o r  d id  it s tan d
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against it as an alien body. T he m ain  reason for th is was the im m ense in flu 
ence o f  U krain ian  b ishops an d  theolog ians on Russian O rthodoxy  from  the 
tim e o f  th e  in co rp o ra tio n  o f  the Kievan m etro p o litan  seat in to  the M oscow  
P a tr ia rc h a te  in  1686. Suffice it to  say th a t  th e  firs t p re s id e n t o f  th e  H oly  
Synod (the governm ental body  w hich was in charge o f  the Russian C hurch ’s 
issues after the  abo lishm en t o f  th e  p a tria rcha te  by Peter the G reat in  1700) 
w as U k ra in ia n  S tefan  Yavorsky (1 6 5 8 -1 7 2 2 ) . A lso, Teofan P ro co p o v ich  
(1 6 8 1 -1 7 3 6 ), o n e  o f  th e  m a in  ideo logues o f  P e te r’s re lig ious “e n lig h te n 
m ent,” was U kra in ian . A ltogether, in the  first ha lf o f  the e igh teen th  cen tu ry  
ab o u t 70 percen t o f  the upper-level h ierarchs were from  U kraine o r Belarus 
(W ilson 2000, pp. 7 4 -7 5 ). As G eorges F lorovsky has evaluated , in th e  first 
en co u n te r o f  U kra in ian  an d  M oscow  C hurches “Kiev em erged  v ic to rio u s” 
(F lorovsky 1979, p. 113). M oreover, U kra in ian  clerics created  an  im age o f  
the Rus’ past th a t tran scen d ed  po litical b o u n d arie s . T h ro u g h  th e ir  co m p i
la tions o f  varied  an d  often  co n tra d ic to ry  o p in io n s from  U kra in ian , Polish, 
an d  Russian w ritings, they  were able to  link  U kraine an d  M uskovy th ro u g h  
religion, dynasty, land, and  even people (K ohut 2003, p. 64). T hat is why the 
O rth o d o x  C h u rch  w as the  on ly  im p o r ta n t U k ra in ian  in s titu tio n  th a t was 
successfully in tegrated  in to  the Russian im perial system d u rin g  the first part 
o f  th e  e ig h te e n th  c e n tu ry  (K o h u t 1988). A nd th a t is w hy th e  O rth o d o x  
C h u rch  in  e ig h te e n th -c e n tu ry  U kra ine  can hard ly  be considered  as a p as
sive ob jec t o f  “R ussification .” N atu ra lly  en o u g h , it re ta in ed  u n iq u en ess  in 
language an d  litu rgy  an d  kep t a w hole s tru c tu re  o f  p ro p e r ty  rig h ts  deep ly  
roo ted  in U kra in ian  legal an d  social system s.

M em oirs o f  th e  U k ra in ia n  C h u rc h ’s figures from  th e  late n in e te e n th  
to  early  tw en tie th  ce n tu ry  a b u n d a n tly  d e m o n s tra te  th e  g rea t persis tence 
o f  th e  in e rad icab le  U k ra in ia n  sp ir it a m o n g  th e  clergy a n d  c h u rc h m en  in 
U kraine . O lexandr Lototskyi, w ho  had  s tud ied  in the  theological school in 
R igh t-B ank  U k ra in e  in  th e  late 1880s, w ro te  th a t desp ite  all R ussification  
effo rts the  U k ra in ia n  language w as the  sole spoken language betw een s tu 
den ts  (L o to ts’ky i-B ilousenko  1966, p a rt 1, p. 35). U k ra in ian  ch u rch  h is to 
rian  Ivan V lasovskyi d esc r ib e d  th e o lo g ic a l sch o o ls  as a real “h o tb e d  o f  
U krain iam ess” (Vlasovskyi 1956).

It s ta n d s  to  reaso n  th a t th e  O rth o d o x  C h u rc h  in U k ra in e  h ad  n o t 
been  an  aw aken ing  force fo r L ittle R ussia’s p ea sa n try  n o r  a p a tro n  o f  the  
U krain ian  national m ovem ent. But at the sam e tim e it was n o t entirely effec
tive as an assim ila ting  tool either. T h e  ex p lan a tio n  o f  th is perseverance o f  
U krain ian  elem en ts w ith in  the  consisten tly  Russified chu rch  s tru c tu re  ca n 
n o t be c o n fin e d  to  h is to rica l an d  socio log ical fac to rs (e.g ., a d eep  chasm
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betw een  R ussian  h ie ra rc h y  an d  U k ra in ia n  clergy, a n ea rn ess  o f  lo w -ran k  
p riests  to  peasan ts, the  p o p u la rity  o f  socialist ideas am o n g  clergym en, th e  
n o n -sy s te m a tic  e ffo rts  o f  th e  R ussian  s ta te  a n d  c h u rc h  a d m in is tra t io n  
tow ard  th e  R ussification  o f  U kra ine , an d  so f o r th ) .16 In th e  realm  o f  re li
gion, sym bols and  trad itions descend from  generation  to  generation , ob ta in 
ing the sta tu s  o f  “u ltim ate  values.” In th is  realm , a ttitu d e s  tow ard  “o th e rs” 
assum e a tough  an d  rigid postu re . For exam ple, it is the cu ltu ra l space cre
ated  by relig ion w here the  con troversy  over the  n u m b e r  o f  fingers for the 
sign o f  the cross elevates to  an  on to logical level an d  w here ritualistic  d iffer
ences seem unbearab le  to  opposing  cam ps.

O n  the  eve o f  th e  fall o f  the  R ussian  E m p ire , th e n , th e  a sp ira tio n  o f  
the  huge m asses o f  U k ra in ian  peasan ts  fo r o b ta in in g  a “native,” “p ro p e r” 
C h u rch  was exclusively pow erfu l, n o tw ith s ta n d in g  the  fact th e ir  relig ious 
id en tity  lacked a p ro p e r  a r ticu la tio n . T he ph ilo so p h er, ch u rc h  leader, an d  
p u b lic  figure Fr. Vasilii Z en ’kovskyi v iv id ly  recalled  th e  ex ten t o f  h is su r 
p rise  by the s to rm in g  “U k ra in ia n  C h u rch  Sea” : “ I cam e to  th e  conc lusion  
th a t  C h u rch ’s U k ra in ian ess  w as very s tro n g  in ru ra l areas, th a t w ith in  the 
C h u rc h ’s U k ra in ia n ess , th e re  w as a s tro n g  y ea rn in g  fo r ex p ressio n  o f  its 
o w n  n a tio n a l c h a ra c te r  th ro u g h  th e  m e an s  o f  re lig io u s  (c h u rc h )  life” 
(Z en’kovskyi 1995, p. 39).

Orthodoxy and Ukrainian Nation Building
In the late 1980s and  early 1990s this “U krainian C hurch Sea” (in Zen’kovskyi’s 
te rm ) d id  n o t exist for a long  tim e th o u g h . Religion ceased to  be th e  core 
co m p o n e n t o f  U kra in ian  p easan ts’ id e n tity  afte r b a rb a ria n  S talin ist m o d 
e rn iz a tio n , fam ine , h o m ic id e , a n d  su p p ress io n  o f  th e  C h u rc h e s’ activ ity . 
A rguably , re lig io n  h as p layed  a m in o r  ro le  d u r in g  th e  S oviet stage o f  
U krainian nation  building. However, the Soviet period was n o t a sort o f  “lost 
tim e” for the forg ing  o f  the U kra in ian  na tion , and  it was o f  cen tral im p o r
tance for the form ation  o f  U krain ian  identity. First, the Soviet regim e united  
the  U kra in ian  e thn ic  lands. Second, it tw ice legitim ized U kra in ian  iden tity  
b o th  w ith in  the b o rd ers  o f  the quasi-s ta te  fo rm atio n  an d  in  the passport o f  
every e th n ic  U kra in ian  (e.g., th e  n o to rio u s  “fifth e n try ” ind icating  the e th 
n ic ity  o f  every  Soviet p a s s p o r t) .17 T h ird , th e  reg im e in s titu tio n a liz ed  the 
U kra in ian  language as well as th e  co rre sp o n d in g  cu ltu ra l a n d  educational 
establishm ents. Nevertheless, the  Soviet regim e consistently  suppressed even 
the m ost insign ifican t displays o f  nationalism  on b eh a lf o f  the elite in each 
Soviet republic. In U kra ine , th is suppression  was probably  the  m ost severe:
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T he regim e p u rsued  a policy o f  in te re thn ic  m ixing, it stim ulated  th e  m obil
ity o f  elites th ro u g h o u t the Soviet U nion, an d  it pu rsued  the  com plete e lim 
ina tion  o f  U krainian  ethn ic iden tity  an d  its replacem ent by a Soviet iden tity  
shared  across the  Soviet U nion  (Kulik 1999, pp. 7 -8 ).

It is u n d e rs ta n d ab le , again , th a t d u r in g  th is  stage o f  n a tio n  b u ild in g , 
C hurches w ere u nab le  to  play a sign ifican t ro le in w eaving the  ta p es try  o f  
U kra in ian  national iden tity : In th e  1930s, the C hurch  suffered a lm ost u tte r 
in stitu tional devastation  in C entral, S outhern , an d  Eastern U kraine (we will 
deal w ith  W estern U kraine below ). In ad d itio n  to  th e  ex term in a tio n  o f  the 
U k ra in ia n  A u to ce p h a lo u s  O r th o d o x  C h u rc h  a n d  th e  U k ra in ia n  G reek  
C atholic  C hurch , the re  was a com plete expung ing  o f  every reference to  the 
relig ious ro o ts  o f  U k ra in ian  cu ltu re . T he e lem ents o f  e th n ic  an d  relig ious 
iden tities w ere preserved only  in a m arginalized  m ilieu.

Resistance tow ard  Soviet an ti-re lig io u s  po litics had  a b ro a d e r  sign ifi
cance th a n  th e  m ere  p ro tec tio n  o f  re lig ious values an d  in s titu tio n s . Such 
resistance cam e from  several spheres: First o f  all, popu lar religiosity was seri
ously un d erm in ed  bu t was n o t destroyed, and, therefore, a popu lar base su r
vived th e  S talin ist p u rg es .18 Second, po litica l d iss id en ts  p ro v id ed  a n o th e r  
nucleus o f  resistance tow ard Soviet religious politics. They fought for hum an  
righ ts, inc lud ing  the righ ts o f  relig ious freedom , native language, an d  cu l
tu re . U ltim ately, they  s tood  up  for h u m a n  dignity . At the  sam e tim e, resis
tance in U kraine operated  u n d er very different circum stances in com parison 
to  m any  o th e r  co m m u n ist co u n tries  (and  even o th e r Soviet republics). The 
regim e d id  n o t leave any free space for the expression o f  oppositional views. 
C lubs o f  intelligentsia, n o n -M arx is t social m ovem ents (w hich have played 
a significant role in consciousness-raising), free trade unions, o r  at least n o n 
governm ental m edia were un thinkable in U kraine. Displays o f  national com 
m u n ism , w h ich  b ecam e p rev a len t in  th e  T ra n scau casian  rep u b lics , w ere 
equally u n th in k ab le .19 Even the m ost m odest m anifestation o f  disagreem ent 
w ith  the official po litics o f  d e -n a tio n a liza tio n  was p ro h ib ite d  in U kraine . 
Expressions o f  benign concern abou t cultural heritage— such as the so-called 
“ru ra l p ro se”— w hich was to le ra ted  am ong  Russian w riters, was n o t to le r
ated  am o n g  U kra in ian  au tho rs.

A nother center o f  resistance to  Soviet national and  religious politics was 
the G alician  p o p u la r-re lig io u s  enclave, w h ich  d isp layed  a clear U k ra in ian  
id en tity  and  stro n g  religious sen tim en ts. U p u n til W orld W ar II, th e  G reek 
C atho lic  C h u rch  d o m in a te d  G alicia. T he enclave was fo rm ed  by irredenta  
U kra in ian  C atholics (p riests, m onks, and  n u n s) forcedly reun ited  w ith  the 
Russian O rth o d o x  C h u rch  bu t cu ltu rally  an d  in stitu tiona lly  unassim ilated
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w ith in  the ir Greek C atholic parishes. A fter K hrushchev’s anti-relig ious cam 
paign  o f  th e  late 1950s an d  early  1960s, G alicia becam e a reg ion  w ith  the  
h ighest co n c en tra tio n  o f  O rth o d o x  parishes th ro u g h o u t the Soviet U nion . 
In its effort to  expunge the “rem n an ts  o f  U niatism ”20 the regim e p u rsued  in 
G alic ia  a so m e w h a t d if fe re n t po licy  in c o m p a r iso n  w ith  o th e r  S lavonic 
regions o f  the USSR.21 To deal w ith the “U niate th rea t” Soviet officials u n in 
ten tionally  opened  the d o o r for a “qu ie t U kra in ian iza tion” o f  O rthodoxy  in 
th e  reg ion . In  the  m id -1970s, th ir te e n  o u t o f  six teen  O rth o d o x  h ie ra rch s 
in U kraine were e thn ic  U krain ians, n ine o f  them  w ere W estern U krain ians, 
an d  th ree o f  them  were fo rm er U niate priests. In 1966, an d  for the first tim e 
a f te r  m an y  years o f  ex c lu sio n , an  e th n ic  U k ra in ia n , A rc h b ish o p  F ila re t 
(D enisenko), was a p p o in ted  to  the  post o f  Kiev Exarch. T he next year, fo r
m e r G reek  C a th o lic  A rc h b ish o p  N ico lay i (Y urik) h e a d e d  th e  Lviv a n d  
Ternopil Eparchy, the largest single eparchy o f  the Russian O rth o d o x  C hurch  
(B ociurk iv  1977, p. 83), w ith  m o re  th a n  th ir te e n  h u n d re d  p arishes o u t  o f  
ap p rox im ate ly  six th o u sa n d  parishes w ith in  the  USSR b o rd ers . T he la ten t 
p rocess o f  the  u rb an iz a tio n  o f  O rth o d o x y  in  U kra ine  was spearheaded  by 
priests o f  G reek C atholic background  w ho had  converted to  O rthodoxy  an d  
th en  strove to  create a U kra in ian  sp irit in the ir parishes. A m ong these cler
gym en  w ere Frs. Vasilyi R o m an y u k  (1 9 2 5 -1 9 9 5 ) a n d  V o lo d im ir  Y arem a 
(1915-2000), future prim ates o f  the U krain ian  O rthodox  C hurch  o f  the Kiev 
P a tr ia rc h a te  (U O C -K P )22 a n d  th e  U k ra in ia n  O r th o d o x  A u to ce p h a lo u s  
C hurch  (UA O C), respectively.23 <

O n the  eve o f  th e  USSR’s co llapse an d  o f  U k ra in ia n  in d e p en d e n ce  it 
was easy to  predict that the independence o f  the U krainian O rthodox  C hurch 
w ould  be n o t far off. T here  w ere a b o u t fo u r th o u sa n d  O rth o d o x  parishes 
in U kra ine  (tw o -th ird s  o f  all O rth o d o x  co m m u n itie s  in  th e  USSR), w hile 
n a tiv es  fro m  W estern  U k ra in e  m a d e  u p  50 p e rc e n t o f  all s tu d e n ts  in 
L eningrad  theo logical schools (Pavlov 1987). T he U k ra in ian  b ishops were 
th e  largest e th n ic  g ro u p  w ith in  th e  R ussian  O rth o d o x  C h u rch  (M itro h in  
an d  T im ofeeva 1997, pp. 15-19), an d  tw o e thn ic  U kra in ians (M etropolitans 
F ilaret [D enisenko] an d  V olodim ir [Sabodan)) had  been con tenders for the 
seat o f  th e  M oscow  P a tr ia rc h a te  in th e  1990 R ussian  O rth o d o x  C h u rch  
Local C ouncil.

H ow ever, th e  co u rse  o f  even ts has revealed  th a t  U k ra in e  was to  be a 
m uch  m ore com plicated case. First o f  all, em erging from  its forty-three-year
long  “ca tacom b ,” th e  U k ra in ian  G reek  C atho lic  C h u rch  has n o t on ly  c ru 
cially u n d e rm in e d  the  fo u n d a tio n  o f  the  Russian O rth o d o x  C h u rc h ’s very 
existence in Galicia, b u t also seriously challenged U krain ian  elem ents w ith in
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O rth o d o x y  as well. T heir response to  the  increasing U kra in ian  nationalism  
an d  surge o f  G reek C atholicism  tu rn ed  o u t to  be the proclam ation  o f  a “real 
U k ra in ian ” O rth o d o x  C hurch  in d e p en d e n t bo th  from  R om e an d  M oscow. 
Beginning in 1989, hun d red s o f  Russian O rth o d o x  C hurch  parishes (m ostly  
in  W este rn  U k ra in e )  d ec la re d  th em se lv es as b e lo n g in g  to  th e  UA OC 
(U k ra in ian  A u to cep h a lo u s O rth o d o x  C h u rc h ) . As o f  1 Ja n u ary  1992 th e  
UAOC had  1,619 parishes b u t rem ain ed  m uch  sm aller th a n  the U kra in ian  
O rth o d o x  C hurch  o f  the M oscow  P atriarchate (U O C  M P), w hich had 5,473 
parishes (Sysyn 2003, p. 117).

T h e  M oscow  P a tr ia rc h a te  gave an  ex trem ely  h o stile  rec ep tio n  to  the  
restored  UAOC. Taking in to  accoun t the p recarious position  o f  the  Russian 
O rth o d o x  C h u rc h  in  th e  c o u n try  a n d  th e  g ro w in g  d a n g e r  fro m  th e  
p ro -U k ra in ian  C hurch  national m ovem ent, the patriarchate gran ted  in 1990 
a s e m i-a u to n o m o u s  s ta tu s  to  th e  U k ra in ia n  O rth o d o x  C h u rc h  o f  the  
M oscow  P atria rchate  (U O C  M P ).24 H ence, the  post-1991 “great U kra in ian  
co m p ro m ise” betw een U kra in ian  co m m u n is ts  an d  U k ra in ia n  nationalists  
tha t m ade possible the declaration  o f  U krainian  independence d id  n o t apply 
to  chu rch  issues. T he p o s t-1991 evo lu tion  o f  U kra in ian  O rth o d o x y  vividly 
m irro rs  its am b ivalen t n a tu re  as bo th  an  im m ense  c o n tr ib u to r  to  th e  c re
ation o f  Russian im perial identity  as well as a guardian  o f  “native U krainian,” 
“C ossack” identity.

As a result, fo u r C hurches em erged , each o f  th em  d raw ing  th e ir  eccle- 
sial iden tity  from  the Baptism o f  Kyivan Rus’ (988): the U krain ian  O rthodox  
C hurch  o f  th e  M oscow  P atria rch a te  (U O C  M P ), the  U k ra in ia n  O rth o d o x  
C hurch  o f  the  Kiev P atria rchate  (U O C -K P ), the  U kra in ian  A utocephalous 
O rth o d o x  C h u rc h  (U A O C ), an d  th e  U k ra in ia n  G reek  C a th o lic  C h u rch  
(U G C C ). These C hurches m ain ta in  relatively deeply stratified structures and  
reliable system s o f  co m m u n ic a tio n  well ad ju sted  over the  cen tu ries , p o s 
sessing the m eans o f  tran sp lan tin g  q u ite  sophisticated  ideas in to  the  fabric 
o f  o rd in a ry  consciousness. At the  sam e tim e, these C hurches rep resen t d if
feren t cen ters o f  po litical, cu ltu ra l, an d  e th n ic  m ob iliza tion . We can speak 
a b o u t th e  presence o f  a q u ite  defin ite  co rre la tio n  betw een  dec la ra tio n s o f  
belonging  to  som e p articu la r C h u rch  an d  politica l preference an d  political 
behav io r. It is n o t su rp ris in g  th a t surveys a b o u t th e  p o litica l b eh a v io r  o f  
U k ra in ia n  c itizen s reveal th a t  a d h e re n ts  o f  th e  U O C  M P a n d  th o se  w ho  
claim  to be adheren ts o f  the Russian O rth o d o x  C hurch  are m ore likely than  
o thers  to  vote for the Left, even w hen ethn icity  is contro lled  for. By con trast, 
the faithful o f  the U kra in ian  in d ep en d en t O rth o d o x  C hurches an d  U G CC 
are m ore likely to  vote against the Left. Affiliation w ith o n e  o f  the previously
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b an n e d  churches has a pow erful d e te rre n t effect for left-w ing vo ting  (Birch
2000, pp. 108 -11 ,121 ).

Orthodoxy and Nation: 
The Challenge of Globalization to Ukraine

W h at does th e  c o n te m p o ra ry  p rocess o f  g lo b a liz a tio n  m e an  fo r the  
O rthodoxy  in U kraine? I will n o t be concerned  w ith  trem en d o u s changes in 
econom ic an d  political developm ents, w hich, w ithout doub t, do  heavily affect 
O rth o d o x y  as a cu ltu ra l an d  com m unicative  system . N either will I address 
the  changes th a t have been caused by grow ing religious diversity, w hich has 
transfo rm ed  U kraine, as Jose Casanova argues, in to  “the m ost pluralistic and  
com petitive religious m arket in all East E urope” (C asanova 1996).25

I will address th e  ro le  o f  U k ra in ian  O rth o d o x y  in th e  c o u n try ’s m o d 
ern ization  project, a project th a t takes place in a global con tex t replete w ith  
acu te  co n trad ic tio n s. T he m o d e rn  era  o f  g lobalization  crucially  challenges 
U k ra in e  w ith  a d ilem m a ab o u t how  th is  new  in d e p en d e n t state is going to  
be involved in the “global project.” Is U kraine going to  be involved directly in 
the  affairs o f  the w orld as an independen t, sovereign state o r  is it going to  be 
a periphery  to  the oil-gas “liberal em pire” o f  post-Soviet Russia?26 W ithin  the 
O rthodox  m ilieu o f  U kraine, practically every discussion abou t globalization 
is indissolubly connected  w ith this dilem m a. For those w ho affirm  the choice 
o f  in d e p en d e n t sovereign s ta teh o o d , the  te rm  “globdlization” takes a co m 
pletely d iffe ren t m ean ing  in com parison  to  those  w ho reject th is  op tion .

F o r Igo r ( Is ic h e n k o ), th e  a rc h b ish o p  o f  th e  K hark iv  an d  P o ltava 
U k ra in ia n  A utocephalous O rth o d o x  C h u rch , g lobalization  m eans, first o f  
all, open  b o rders  for th e  d issem ina tion  o f  ideas, the spread  o f  in fo rm atio n , 
an d  new  possibilities for the evangelization o f  the w orld. T he age o f  g lobal
ization reinforces the C hurch ’s role as the h istoric reposito ry  o f  na tionhood , 
n a tio n a l values, an d  cu ltu ra l iden tities. A ccording to  th e  a rchb ishop , g lob
a liza tio n  o ffe rs  to  every  O r th o d o x  c u ltu re  a n d  every  loca l C h u rc h  an 
u n p reced en ted  o p p o r tu n ity  to  testify  a b o u t itself to  the  en tire  w orld  (Igor 
[Isichenko] 2002).

In co n tra s t to  th is  o p tim is tic  view, o th e r  O rth o d o x  h ie ra rchs, th e o lo 
gians, and  clerics directly o r indirectly  oppose U kra ine’s sovereign status and 
its a u to n o m o u s  p a r tic ip a tio n  in  g loba l affa irs . F or th e m , th e  d o m in a n t 
im age o f  g loba liza tion  is an im age o f  a process th a t u n d e rm in e s  S lavonic 
and  O rthodox unity. T he address delivered by the m etropolitan  o f  Odessa and 
Izm a il U O C  M P A gaphangel (S avvin) to  th e  E igh th  W orld  C o u n c il o f
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R ussian  P eople p rov ides a p a rticu la rly  usefu l illu s tra tio n  o f  th e  n a tu re  o f  
g lobalization  as rep resen ted  in an ti-g lo b a lis t d iscourse . F or M e tro p o litan  
A gaphangel, g lobalization is leading the en tire  w orld  to  its ow n destruc tion . 
T h e  m e tro p o lita n  believes th a t  th e  en tire  O rth o d o x  w o rld  is ch a llen g ed  
by g lo b a liz a tio n . O n ly  R ussia , a p o w erfu l O r th o d o x  s ta te  an d  th e  legal 
successor o f  genuine tru th  an d  real s ta tehood , has the  po ten tia l to  fru stra te  
th e  gu ile fu l p la n s  o f  g lobal evil. A cco rd ing  to  M e tro p o lita n  A gaphangel, 
th e  R ussian  O rth o d o x  C h u rch  (R O C ) plays an  o u ts ta n d in g  role resis ting  
g lobalization. A dditionally, the  Russian O rth o d o x  C hurch  is the on ly  s tru c 
tu re  th a t u n ite s  a lm o s t all fo rm e r  R ussian  g eo p o litic a l space, in c lu d in g  
U k ra in e , B elarus, C e n tra l Asia, an d  th e  B altic states. M oreover, th e  RO C 
co u ld  an d  sh o u ld  c o n tr ib u te  to  the  u n if ic a tio n  o f  these  sta tes (as well as 
o th e r  n a tio n s)  w ith  Russia. Later, G reece an d  th e  Balkan states cou ld  jo in  
th is  b loc (“Rossiya” 2004).

T h is an ti-g lo b alis t d iscou rse  is in  full ag reem en t w ith  th e  post-S ov iet 
political d iscourse th a t calls for the re in tegration  o f  the states o f  the fo rm er 
USSR. T he goal is to  co n s tru c t a m igh ty  pow er cen ter th a t will be founded  
o n  an  in trig u in g  ideological m ix tu re  o f  co m m u n ism , politica l O rthodoxy , 
and m ilitant anti-W esternism . A ccording to  the U krainian C om m unist leader 
P e tro  S im o n en k o , g lo b a liza tio n  in  a c u ltu ra l sense is n o th in g  else b u t 
A m erican ization , the  forcible im position  o f  W estern values an d  lifestyles to  
the  rest o f  the  w orld . For the  Slavonic peoples an d  the  post-S oviet cu ltu ra l 
te rr ito r ie s , th e  co re  c o m p o n e n t o f  th is  c u ltu ra l p rocess is th e  aggressive 
e x p a n sio n  o f  C a th o lic ism  a n d  P ro te s ta n tism — tw o re lig io n s a lien  to  th e  
Eastern cu ltural trad ition . C anonical O rthodoxy27 is an irreconcilable adver
sary to  these new  form s o f  “global religion.” C onsequently , the West aim s at 
its extinction. Spiritual d isarm am ent o f  non-W estern  people is the m ain  p re
requisite o f  the ir subm ission to  the W est’s political an d  econom ical interests, 
a rgues S im o n en k o  (2 0 0 1 a).28 In h is  o p in io n , even th e  m ere  ex istence o f  
U krainian nationalism  and o f  Churches closely affiliated w ith this idea is com 
pletely unacceptable because it underm ines the un ity  o f  U kraine w ith  Russia.

The U krain ian  C om m unist leader’s percep tion  o f  the princip le o f  eccle
siastical au tocephaly  (a n o tio n  to  w hich he pays special a tten tio n ) is a good 
exam ple o f  the  way leaders develop the ir op in ions ab o u t ecclesiastical issues 
based upon  w hether they are in favor o f  o r  against a sovereign U krainian state.

T he sam e applies to  the in te rp re ta tio n  o f  the  p rin c ip le  o f  au tocephaly  
by d iffe ren t O rth o d o x  h ie ra rch s . S im o n en k o  in te rp re ts  au to ce p h a ly  as a 
to o l used  fo r the  ru in in g  o f  th e  fra te rn a l u n ity  o f  O rth o d o x  peop les. I le 
re p e a te d ly  fails to  pay  a t te n t io n  to  th e  h is to ric a l fact th a t a u to c e p h a ly
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( in d ep en d en ce  an d  se lf-governm ent) is n o t on ly  an a ttr ib u te  o f  the m a jo r 
O rth o d o x  C h u rch e s . O n  th e  c o n tra ry , as th e  d iscu ss io n  in  th is  v o lu m e ’s 
in tro d u c tio n  show s, au tocephaly  is a cen tra l ecclesiastical p rin c ip le  o f  the 
in n e r  o rg an iz a tio n  o f  O rth o d o x y . H is to ria n s  an d  can o n  law  experts  have 
argued  persuasively th a t, from  its very o rig in , au tocephaly  involved p o liti
cal considerations and  realities, an d  the ecclesiastical realities were the ones 
th a t  w ere u su a lly  a d a p te d  to  th e  p o litica l c o n s id e ra tio n s  o f  th e ir  day  
(T h e o d o r  2000). T he h is to rie s  o f  B ulgaria (see, a m o n g  o th e rs , M ein inger 
1970), R om ania  (R iker 1971), G reece (Frazee 1969, especially pp. 89 -196), 
G eorg ia , Serbia, Po land , an d  A lbania (R oberson  1999) b ea r w itness to  the 
h istorical reality  tha t the  estab lishm ent o f  a self-governed C hurch  coincides 
w ith the estab lishm en t o f  s ta teh o o d , w hile the  fall o f  s ta teh o o d  u ltim ately  
leads to  loss o f  au tocephaly .29 In several cases the  C h u rch ’s role in gain ing 
au tocephalous status was no t the decisive one. O n the contrary, state au th o r
ities assum ed  the pivotal role in th is process.30

In th is  regard , th e  s itu a tio n  o f  th e  post-S o v ie t repub lics over the  last 
d ecad e  o f  th e  tw en tie th  c e n tu ry  w as a lm o s t id e n tic a l to  th e  s itu a tio n  in  
th e  B alkans over th e  n in e te e n th  c e n tu ry .31 A fter g a in in g  in d e p e n d e n c e , 
n a tio n s  w ere s tr iv in g  to  secure  a u to c e p h a lo u s  s ta tu s  fo r th e ir  O rth o d o x  
C h u rch e s , w hile  th e  c h u rc h  m e tro p o lis  p ro c ra s t in a te d  an d  reac ted  w ith  
excessive sen s itiv ity  to  its loss o f  p o w er an d  th e  in s t itu tio n a l c lo u d  th a t 
th is  p rocess  in e v ita b ly  e n ta ile d . T h e  p o st-S o v ie t s ta te s ’ new  e lites w ere 
m o re  o r  less p e rs is te n tly  p ress in g  fo r in d e p e n d e n c e  o f  th e ir  O rth o d o x  
C hurches. T heir in terest in the  canonical sta tus o f  the C hurch  is m anifested 
in the letters U kra in ian  P residen t Leonid K ravchuk addressed  to  Aleksyi II, 
Patriarch o f  M oscow an d  All Rus’ (1991) an d  to  B artho lom ew  I, Ecum enical 
(C o n stan tin o p le ) P a tria rch  (1993). T h is in te rest w as also clearly  show n in 
the m eetings o f  M oldovan  P resid en t P e tru  Lucinski w ith  th e  E cum enical 
P a tr ia rc h  in  O dessa  (1997), as w ell as in  th e  s ta te m e n ts  o f  M aced o n ian  
P re s id e n t K iro  G ligo rov  in  s u p p o r t  o f  th e  a u to c e p h a lo u s  s ta tu s  fo r  th e  
M acedon ian  O rth o d o x  C hurch .

U krain ian  P resident Leonid K uchm a has also m ade repeated sta tem ents 
a b o u t th e  need  fo r an  in d e p e n d e n t s ta tu s  fo r th e  O rth o d o x  C h u rch  in 
U kraine. Since 1997 the p residen t has insisted on  the necessity for religious 
un ity  in U kraine and, to  p u t it m ore explicitly, on  the construction  o f  a united 
and  independen t C hurch o f  U krainian  O rthodoxy (Kuchm a 1997). In August 
2000, the U kra in ian  p residen t sen t a le tte r to  the C ouncil o f  B ishops o f  the 
Russian O rth o d o x  C hurch  asking them  to g ran t au to n o m y  to  the U O C  M P 
as a s tep  to w ard  the  u n if ic a tio n  o f  th e  U O C  M P w ith  th e  U O C -K P  an d
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UAOC in o rder tha t all three Churches form  a single autocephalous O rthodox  
C hurch . T he council refused even to  d iscuss the p residen tia l request.

O ver th e  p o s t-1989 p erio d , the p rese rva tion  o f  ju risd ic tio n  o f  foreign 
sp ir itu a l ce n te rs  over O rth o d o x  C h u rch e s  in  th e  p o s t-so c ia lis t n ew b o rn  
states has created  a concern  o f  the  new  states’ governm ents th a t the m e tro 
politans m igh t exert “u n d es ired ” influences on  th e ir  citizens. Such concerns 
have been voiced in U kraine, M oldova, an d  Estonia, c iting  b o th  real actions 
u n d ertak en  by the Russian O rth o d o x  C hurch  (RO C) as well as speculation  
over the ability o f  the ROC to  undertake a w hole range o f  hypothetical activ
ities. A ttem pts to  address these concerns led to  actions th a t w ere n o t always 
correct from  the political an d  judicial po in ts o f  view, let alone from  a purely 
canon ical v iew po in t. H ow ever, som e observers cau tio n  aga inst u n d e re s ti
m ating  th is th rea t an d  even ten d  to  overly d ram atize  it. For exam ple, Alain 
B esanson (1997) insists th a t

the international com m unist m ovem ent has now been eliminated, and 
has been to a certain extent replaced by a spiritual force that can act in 
a m uch m ore limited sphere— the national Russian O rthodox Church.
It has retained powerful m eans o f  pressure on w hat is called the “near 
abroad” in Russia, i.e., on Ukraine, Belarus and some Baltic states. This 
influences the O rthodox  arc o f  Europe— Greece, R om ania, Bulgaria 
and Serbia.

O rth o d o x y  in  U kra ine  rep resen ts a cu ltu ra l p a tte rn  crossing  d e n o m i
n a tio n a l b o u n d a rie s . It is a p a tte rn  em b o d ied  in  sym bols, signs, holidays, 
custom s, regulations, practices, fragm ents o f  h isto rical m em ory , an d  id en 
ti ty  m a rk e rs  a n d  n o t  in  a n e tw o rk  o f  s tro n g  fo rm a l in s t itu tio n s . In  th is  
regard , it is ind icative th a t 25 to  32 p ercen t o f  th o se  su rveyed  in  d iffe ren t 
o p in io n  polls declare th a t they  belong  to  th e  U kra in ian  O rth o d o x  C hurch  
o f  th e  Kiev P atria rcha te , w hile on ly  7 to  12 p ercen t declare th ey  belong  to  
th e  U k ra in ia n  O rth o d o x  C h u rch  o f  th e  M oscow  P atria rcha te . T h is  resu lt 
c o n tra s ts  sh a rp ly  w ith  the  reso u rces o f  these  tw o  in s titu tio n s : W hile  th e  
U krain ian  O rthodox  C hurch  o f  the M oscow Patriarchate has th ree tim es the 
n u m b e r o f  institu tiona l estab lishm ents the  U kra in ian  O rth o d o x  C hurch  o f  
the Kiev P atria rchate has, it has on ly  h a lf  as m any  faithful as its m ain  co m 
p e tito r.32 For in siders ac q u a in ted  w ith  the  realities o f  U k ra in ian  relig ious 
life the re  is on ly  on e  exp lana tion  fo r these results: W hen a p erson  declares 
th a t he o r  she belongs to  the  Kiev an d  n o t to  the M oscow Patriarchate , this 
s ta tem en t is u n d ers to o d  as a dec lara tion  o f  his o r  her national identity.
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A dditiona l “strange” results co rro b o ra te  th is in te rp re ta tio n . For exam 
ple, sta tistica l research  ind icates th a t 12.2 p ercen t o f  th e  D onetsk  reg ion ’s 
p o p u la tio n  a n d  35.3 p e rc e n t o f  S im fe ro p o l’s p o p u la tio n  b e lo n g  to  th e  
R ussian  O rth o d o x  C h u rc h . Yet in  D o n e tsk , a t least officially , th e re  is no  
such church , an d  in S im feropol less th a n  ten such churches exist com pared  
w ith  fo u r h u n d re d  co n g reg a tio n s o f  U O C  MP. C learly, these  resu lts are a 
d e m o n s tra t io n  o f  R ussian  id e n tity  in  th ese  reg io n s . F u r th e rm o re , m o s t 
re sp o n d e n ts  are n o m in a l C h ris tia n s— “n o n -p ra c tic in g ” a n d , so m etim es, 
“n o n -b e liev in g ”— O rth o d o x  m em bers. W here the  survey  fo rm  allow s the 
o p tio n  o f  “an O rthodox who d id  n o t d e term in e  his p osition  regarding the 
denom ina tion"  (as was p ro p o sed  by  the  S O C lS -G allup -U kra ine  service in 
1997), 40 percen t o f  th e  resp o n d en ts  in som e reg ions chose th is response.

O bviously, then , in U kraine there are people w ho deal w ith  real difficul
ties in the sense o f  the ir cultural (including the ir religious) identity. T he share 
o f  those w ho consider them selves O rth o d o x  exceeds the n u m b e r o f  people 
w ho  call them selves believers in  G od . M any  p eop le  id en tify  w ith  a la rger 
Slavic o r  O rthodox  com m unity  o f  believers. This com m unity  can be defined, 
am o n g  o thers, by a religious designation  (“Eastern O rth o d o x ” ). This desig
nation  o r  label is far m ore im p o rta n t th an  the  practice o f  the  faith itself.

At the sam e tim e, m any  o f  today’s O rth o d o x  U krain ians are yesterday’s 
Soviet people. In  the  past they  d id  n o t have any p rob lem  w ith  se lf-identifi
ca tion . Yet, the  Soviet label is sudden ly  gone, an d  the ,peop le  sim ply  do  n o t 
appear to  have acquired a new  one. T heir a ttitude is n o t hypocritical, in o ther 
w ords. Rather, th e ir  religious affiliation presents m ore an a ttem p t to  revive 
an  in te rru p te d  cu ltu ra l tra d itio n  th an  an  effort to  establish  ties w ith  a p e r
sonal G od. For m any  people, p articu la rly  in C en tra l an d  E astern  U kraine , 
belong ing  to  O rth o d o x y  in general, b u t n o t to  a specific C h u rch , offers an 
o p p o rtu n ity  to  avoid painfu l d ilem m as a b o u t th e ir  u ltim ate  identity.

F or a f ra g m e n t o f  th e  m o d e rn  U k ra in ia n  e lite , O rth o d o x y  a n d  th e  
C h u rch  sh o u ld  play  a m u c h  m o re  c e n tra l ro le  in  th e  p o s t-c o m m u n is t 
n a tio n -b u ild in g  efforts than  in earlier phases o f  U kra in ian  n a tio n  bu ild ing . 
As far back  as in 1995, m em bers o f  th e  U k ra in ian  P arliam en t’s rig h t-w in g  
fac tio n  c re a te d  a g ro u p  s tr iv in g  fo r u n if ic a tio n  o f  th e  sp lit O rth o d o x  
C h u rch es in U kra ine . T h e ir  slogan called  for a “Single Local In d ep e n d en t 
U k ra in ia n  O rth o d o x  C h u rch .” U k ra in ia n  p a r lia m e n t M P an d  th e  g ro u p ’s 
co o rd in a to r  Lilya H rih o ro v itch  has claim ed:

[T] he creation o f  the Single Local U krainian O rthodox C hurch is my 
g o a l.. . .  If in o u r society such a spiritual m echanism  com es into ser
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vice, the first stage o f nation  building will be accom plished. The State 
will arise. The State, I m ean, which will never join any “unions.” O n 
th e  base o f  m en tal u n ity  the n a tio n  will fo rm . A b e tte r  com m on  
g ro u n d  [for national unity] th an  O rthodoxy  nobody  could  invent. 
(H rihorovitch 2000)

In the first years after the p roclam ation  o f  U kra in ian  independence the 
exclusive license fo r relig ious issues used  to  be in the  h an d s  o f  U k ra in ian  
nationalists. T he Soviet U kraine’s nom encla tu re had unconditionally  yielded 
the realm  o f  cu ltu re  an d  relig ion to  th e ir  te m p o ra ry  allies in  exchange for 
fre ed o m  o f  a c tio n  in  th e  e c o n o m ic  sp h e re . H ow ever, g ra d u a lly  re lig io n  
gained a new  s ta tus as a political resource an d  the  C hurches becam e p a rtic 
ularly attractive for persons an d  groups striv ing to  acquire o r  preserve posi
tions o f  power. Consequently, O rthodox  issues tu rn ed  o u t to  be in the center 
o f  sh a rp  po litical debates in th e  U kra in ian  polity, an d  the  en tire  sp ec tru m  
o f  parties an d  po litical leaders had  to  a rticu la te  th e ir  ow n religious policy. 
W hile the N ational D em ocrats dem anded  tha t the governm ent take an active 
p a r t in  gaining au tocephaly  for the  U kra in ian  O rthodoxy, the C om m unists  
an d  the  pro-R ussian  political circles fiercely opposed  th is  agenda.

H ence, th e  key paradox  o f  p o s t-co m m u n is t U kraine: In o rd er to  m ake 
a se rio u s  c o n tr ib u t io n  to  n a t io n -b u ild in g  e ffo rts , th e  C h u rc h e s  c a n n o t 
organize the ir revival o n  a purely religious basis, b u t on ly  by activating n o n 
religious them es colored  w ith  a strong  national co n n o ta tio n .

Conclusion
Jose C asanova p o in ts  o u t th a t g lobalization  p rom otes  the  re tu rn  o f  the  o ld  
civilizations an d  w orld  religions as m eaningfu l cu ltu ra l systems. These new  
sup ra-national im agined com m unities are now  able to surpass the im agined 
national com m unities in strength  and  influence. G lobalization will n o t abo l
ish n a tio n s as relevant im ag ined  co m m u n ities . N ations will co n tin u e  to  be 
the repository  o f  collective identities w ith in  the new  trans-na tional o r  global 
cu ltu ral space. However, trans-na tional identities, particularly  religious ones, 
are likely to  becom e ever m ore p ro m in en t. C asanova adm its th a t globaliza
tio n  gives the  greatest o p p o rtu n itie s  fo r those relig ions w hich always had a 
tran s-n a tio n a l s truc tu re  w hile the de-te rrito ria liza tion  o f  religion th rea tens 
the m ode o f  o p e ra tio n  o f  those  religious trad itio n s  th a t have been em b ed 
ded  in concrete geographical territo ries traditionally  affiliated with a specific 
civilization (Casanova 2001, p. 430). Eastern O rthodoxy  isa  rem arkable case
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o f  such an  em b ed d in g . D espite th e  waves o f  em ig ra tio n  an d  exile from  its 
ind igenous te rrito ries, Eastern O rth o d o x y  is still a “te rrito ria l relig ion” to  a 
m uch  greater extent than  it is a trans-na tional o r  a global one. Locality is still 
th e  m ain  a n d  e n tire ly  leg itim ate  ecclesiastical p r in c ip le  o f  th e  E astern  
O rth o d o x y  in s titu tio n a l s tru c tu re ; th e  au to cep h a lo u s  s ta tu s  fo r a C h u rch  
o f  O rth o d o x  p eop le  is still in effect an  ac t o f  g eneral reco g n itio n  o f  th e ir  
nation , an act th a t showcases state m aturity . T he local C hurch  rem ains iden 
tified w ith  the  n a tion , n o tw ith s tand ing  n u m ero u s  an d  convincing theologi
cal stud ies to  the  co n tra ry  as well as s ta tem en ts by O rth o d o x  hierarchs th a t 
powerfully argue that a local C hurch should  n o t be identified w ith  a nation .33 
In o th e r  w ords, it is hard  to  see how, a t som e p o in t in  the  foreseeable future, 
Ecum enical O rth o d o x y  w ould  be able to  m ake good use o f  som e o f  global
ization ’s “gifts”— such as decreasing  significance o f  te rr ito r ia l d iv isions o r  
the unprecedented  possibilities to  construc t identities and  com m unities irre
spective o f  national feelings, space, an d  fron tiers an d  th e  p o ten tia l for c re
ating  a global id en tity  across national b o rd ers  (see Scholte 1998).

As a m a tte r o f  fact, p a tte rn s  o f  sim ilarity  an d  difference play a key role 
in th e  fo u n d a tio n  o f  co llec tive  id e n titie s . H ow ever, th e  a r t ic u la tio n  o f  
b o u n d arie s  betw een insiders (o r m em bers o f  an  em erg ing  collectivity) and  
o u ts id e rs , w h ile  ex tre m ely  im p o r ta n t ,  is n o t  su ffic ie n t fo r id e n tity  c o n 
struction . Identity  construc tion  needs the creation  an d  m ain tenance o f  tru st 
and  solidarity  w ith in  a new  collectivity. This m eans tha t links w ith in  the ris
ing collectivity  shou ld  be s tu rd ie r  th an  those  links tlia t d e te rm in e  the  p re 
v ious iden tities o f  its m em bers.

W hile O rth o d o x  theo log ians speak o f  “genu ine” values to  be defended 
aga inst W est-centered  g lobalization  an d  its carrie rs , it is th e  “ local” id e n ti
ties w ith in  Ecum enical O rthodoxy  th a t appear m uch  m ore pow erful in com 
p a r iso n  to  O rth o d o x  u n iv e rsa lism . T h e re  are a lo t o f  co n tro v e rs ie s  th a t 
evidently  und erm in e  a ll-O rthodox  solidarity. These controversies exceed the 
b o u n d s  o f  rou tine  ju risd ic tiona l d ispu tes (e.g., betw een C onstan tinop le  and  
M oscow  ov er su p rem a cy  in E astern  O rth o d o x y , h ea ted  d eb a te s  betw een  
Beograd and  Skopje abou t the M acedonian O rthodox  C hurch’s autocephaly, 
the R ussian-R om anian quarre l over the M oldavian O rth o d o x  C hurch , etc.). 
M uch m ore im p o rta n t is th a t for the m a jo rity  o f  the people w ho constitu te  
the  O rth o d o x  C h u rch es an d  O rth o d o x  n a tio n s  a t the  tu rn  o f  th e  tw enty- 
f irs t c e n tu ry  th is  is still a tim e  o f  in ten s iv e  search  fo r new  id e n titie s , o f  
re th in k in g  n a tio n -b u ild in g  m y th s  an d  fo rm e r  ideo lo g ica l c o n s tru c ts . 
U kraine’s p red icam ent is no t un ique. T here are also o th e r O rth o d o x  nations 
facing sim ilar u rgen t questions: W hat kind o f  na tio n  d o  they w ant to  be in
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the  global age an d  w hat role shou ld  relig ion play in th e ir  fu tu re  se lf-deter
m ination? H ow  solid is the  O rth o d o x  ethos as a ho listic p h en o m en o n  and  
to  w hat ex ten t is it com patib le  o r  incom patib le  w ith  globalization?34

W hat m ay be asserted w ith  a fair degree o f  certainty— at least for now —  
is th a t g lobalization  as a m ultifaceted  an d  co n tra d ic to ry  process can facili
ta te  re lig ious d ev e lo p m e n t in  u n p red ic tab le  ways, fo rg ing  new  collective 
iden tities an d  reshaping  o ld  ones, as well as b ring ing  dow n classical socio
logical theo ries. W hat the  U k ra in ian  case o f  in te rsec tion  betw een  E astern 
O rth o d o x  religion an d  n a tio n  bu ild ing  shows in p articu la r is the  following: 
(a) th e  c o m p o n e n ts  o f  collective id e n tity  w ere n o t given once a n d  fo r all 
tim e; (b) a t least som e o f  these co m p o n en ts  have been the p ro d u c t o f  co n 
scious design  (an d  they  are redesigned  de liberate ly  in  the  c u rre n t phase); 
an d  (c) th e  ro le o f  relig ion  in n a tio n  b u ild in g  m ay increase considerab ly , 
n o tw ith s tan d in g  the grow ing social d iffe ren tia tion  th a t deprives religion o f  
som e o f  its fo rm erly  im p o rta n t functions.

Notes
1. For a substantiation o f  the “vicariousness” concept, see D avie 2001.
2. As O rthodox priest Vladim ir Zelinskii argues: “W hat i f  not om nidom inance  

o f  inform ation which worn any locked up borders has destroyed com m unism  before 
our very eyes? Indestructible, as it seem ed to be, built forevermore, set aside for cov
ering  by itse lf  all earth , it fell apart sm o o th ly  and  a lm ost un noticeab ly . . . . 
C om m unism , at bottom  o f  fact, the first real global project, was destroyed by another 
sim ilar project, m ore pow erful but m ore sly  and  in sin u a tin g  at the sam e tim e ” 
(Zelinskii 2001).

3. “C lose association  o f  the Protestant and national cases . . .  represented the  
national sentim ents as religious at a tim e w hen on ly  religious sentim ents were self- 
legitim ating and m oral in their ow n right” (G reenfeld 1992, p. 87).

4. Som e authors prefer to  d iscuss differences betw een “historic” nationalism s  
and “secondary” ones. See, am ong others, Sm ith 1996 (p. 185).

5. This n o tio n , o f  course, was borrow ed from  Ernst Gellner. See the chapter  
“D o  nations have navels?” in his N ationalism  (1997).

6. In his letter to K ostom arov (1846) Kulish wrote: “C hristianity should  in no  
way dam pen our striving to develop our ow n native resources, and not w ithout rea
son a seed has been cast into the soul and has taken deep root already. The worst that 
can happen is the loss o f  our language and custom s, and you say it is on ly  im por
tant to us to be Christian D o  not forget that an ordinary Ukrainian is a Christian
as long as he keeps all custom s and beliefs.” Q uote from Luckyj 1986 (p. 37).

7. Q uotation  from  P rotsenkoand Eysovyi 2000 (p. 153).
8. See, am ong others, his “Ja lie ne/.d u /ih aju  . . . ” ( 1858):
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Meanwhile the gentry will be lulling her,
Erecting still more palaces and churches 
Loving their brand-new tsar , and still extolling 
Byzantine-style servility at court
At nothing else, at nothing else. (Shevchenko 1964, p. 506)

9. Szporluk 2000 (pp. 3 6 1 -9 4 ). At the sam e tim e, Szporluk notes that the ori
gin o f  m odern Ukrainian national conscience can be dated w ith relative exactness; he  
traces its beginnings to the late eighteenth century.

10. The Uniate Church in Ukraine was the output o f  the union between the H oly  
See and hierarchs o f  the O rthodox Kiev M etropolitan seat in the C ouncil o f  Brest,
1596. The nam e “Greek C atholic Church” was introduced by the Austrian Empress 
M aria-Teresa in 1774 to  d istin g u ish  th is C hurch from  the R om an C ath olic  and  
A rm enian C atholic  C hurches. The contem porary official nam e for this Church is 
Ukrainian G reek-Catholic Church.

11. For thorough analyses o f  “orientation” discussions w ithin the Greek Catholic 
Church see H im ka 1999.

12. Even M ykhailo D ragom anov, w h o insisted that m odern religions not enter  
into a circle o f  national attributes in any way and that “identification o f  any nation
ality w ith religion is an absurdity,” m ade a sort o f  exception  for Greek Catholicism .
1 le wrote in  his Stranger Thought about U krainian N ational Case  that exactly reli
g ion , nam ely Eastern Rite C atholicism , has rescued Uniates from  Polonization.

13. See, for exam ple, Rudnytsky 1980.
14. According to the 1897 census Russian speakers m ade up on ly  3.5 percent o f  

the total population o f  Volyn province, 3.3 percent o f  Po.doliia province, and 5.9 per
cent o f  Kiev province (Pervaia vseobshchaia 1897, vol. 8, p. v iii).

15. See, for instance, the fundam ental study o f  K. V. K harlam povich 1914.
16. A lexei M iller (1 9 9 7 ) pays a tten tio n  to  such  an approach com p a rin g  the  

nineteenth-century efforts o f  Russian and French governm ents toward assim ilation  
w ithin  the Russian Empire and France, Ukraine, and Provance, respectively. Andrew  
W ilson (2000, p. 82) also argues that the Russian authorities’ anti-U krainian m ea
sures were not radical enough to utterly destroy the Ukrainian m ovem ent.

17. Since 1930 the passports o f  Soviet citizens contained a fifth colum n. This col
u m n ind ica ted  the passp ort h o ld er ’s “nationality ,” w h ich  m eant in  reality  n o t a 
nationa lity  in the W estern sense but ethn ic  orig in . Soviet c itizens were unable to  
change their “nationality”; it was predeterm ined by parents’ “nationality” as it was 
fixed in birth certificates.

18. Secret reports, subm itted by party officials, reveal that in 1985, the first year o f  
Gorbachev’s reforms, 26 percent o f  newborns were baptized, nearly 3 percent o f  adults 
consecrated their marriage in a church, and over 40 percent o f  the dead were buried  
with a church’s assistance. The Statistical Report from the Council for Religious Affairs 
(“D ocum ent” 1996) stated that in 1984 alm ost two hundred thousand baptisms were 
conducted in Ukraine and reported the principal increase in baptism s o f  children o f
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school age and, particularly, o f  adults. Undoubtedly, the Ukrainian figures are seri- 
ou sly  underestim ated . T hey  d o  n o t inc lu de  baptism s and funerals con d u cted  by 
underground religious institutions, by clergym en in private, or by those not regis 
tered in a special book. In the big cities, these practices were com m on .

19. In exchange for loyalty to the Kremlin adm inistration, suppression o f  an ti
com m u nist activity, and ritual rhetoric against rem nants o f  bourgeois nationalism , 
Armenian and Georgian com m unist elites received favorable conditions for strength
en ing  local nationalism s. G eorgian and A rm enian C hurches w hich had played an 
outstanding role in  preserving their respective nations’ originality found them selves 
in relatively better positions— Western observers even wrote about the second bap
tism  o f  Georgia. See “G eorgian O rthodox Church” 1988 (p. 307).

20. Soviet id eo lo g ists’ official stand was that the “G reek-C atholic Church did 
not exist any longer” and there were just “rem nants or fragm ents o f  U n iatism ” in 
three G alician p rovinces. For Soviet b ib liograp hy o n  the “U n ia te” problem  see  
Il’nitska 1976.

21. It seem s to be rather indicative that unofficially in the end M oscow  admit 
ted it was unrealistic to pursue the religious policy it pursued in Russia, Byelorussia, 
and Great Ukraine w ith regard to the W estern U kraine (as well as to Lithuania or, 
o f  cou rse , to  Islam ic rep u b lic). T his m eans that even  in  the tim es o f  the Soviet 
U nion , which waged a tough and centralized war against religion and where eradi 
cation o f  religiousness was an inalienable elem ent o f  state policy, the status o f  reli 
g io u s in stitu tio n s  and re lig io u s-so c ia l d ev e lo p m en t was to  a very large extent 
determ ined by the character o f  religious culture form ed over centuries and by the 
type o f  religion and nation interaction.

22. The Ukrainian O rthodox C hurch-K iev Patriarchate was created in June 1992 
by M etropolitan Filaret (D enisenko), w h o  had been rem oved from  the direction o f  
the Ukrainian O rthodox C h urch -M oscow  Patriarchate, and his supporters from  a 
part o f  the ep iscopate o f  the U krainian A u toceph alou s O rth od ox  Church. Since 
O ctober 1995 Filaret has been the head o f  this Church, w ith  the title Patriarch o f  
Kyiv and all Rus-Ukraine. In February 1997 he was anathem ized by ROC’s Bishops’ 
C ouncil. This anathem a raised his profile am ong his faithful and dem onized him  in 
the eyes o f  Russian O rthodox believers. The UO C -K P does not presently have ol'li 
cial recognition  from  O rth odox C hurches in other countries and so  is considered  
“uncanonical.”

23. T he “first” Ukrainian A utocephalous O rthodox Church (UAOC) was created 
in 1921. It had been  ban ned  from  U k raine since the 1930s and had been based  
abroad. At its A ll-U krainian C ouncil in Kiev in June 1990, the UAOC proclaim ed  
itself a patriarchate and elected as its first patriarch ninety-tw o-year-o ld  M slyslav 
Skrypnyk (1 8 9 8 -1 9 9 3 ), the head o f  the UAOC in the Wesi.

24. A s stip u la ted  by the statu te  o f  the Russian O rth od ox  C hurch , “ |t |h e  
Ukrainian O rthodox Church shall be self-governing with the broad right ol anion  
iiiny. In its life and activ ity  it shall be gu id ed  by the Tnirtos o l the I ’at 1nan h ol
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M o sco w  and A ll Russia o f  1990 and  by the Statute o f  the U k rain ian  O rth od ox  
Church confirm ed by its Prim ate and approved by the Patriarch o f  M oscow  and All 
Russia.” However, this is au ton om ou s status de facto, but not de jure.

25. It is necessary to adm it that this diversity is neither religious pluralism  nor a 
non-aggression pact between “great religious powers,” but a quite fragile balance based 
on  equal possibilities o f  parties. “Pluralism ,” as it is put by G eorge W eigel, “doesn’t 
s im p ly  happen . G en u in e  p luralism  is bu ilt o u t o f  p lu ra lity  w h en  d ifferences are 
debated rather than ignored, and a unity begins to be discerned” (Weigel 1999, p. 34).

26. Anatoly Chubais, the head o f  the Russian energy conglom erate, has been the 
first person w ho has applied to Russia the notion  o f  “liberal em pire,” arguing that 
Russia’s top tw enty-first-century goal should  be to develop “liberal capitalism ” and  
build up a “liberal em pire.”

27. “C anonical O rthodoxy” in Ukrainian C om m unist rhetoric is another term  
for Ukrainian O rthodox Church o f  M oscow  Patriarchate designed to distinguish it 
from the “nationalist and uncanonical” Ukrainian Autocephalous O rthodox Church 
and Ukrainian O rthodox Church o f  Kiev Patriarchate.

28. T he attitudes o f  Ukrainian C om m unists toward the Ukrainian O rthodoxy  
question  is possible to deduce in S im onenko 1995, 1999, 2001b.

29. The literature on  the history o f  the problem  is volum inous. See, am ong o th 
ers, Skurat 1994.

30. Very significant in this d iscourse seem s to be the s ix teen th -cen tu ry’s case 
o f  the estab lish m en t o f  the M oscow  Patriarchy. See, in  deta il, Skrynnikov 1991 
(esp. pp. 3 4 5 -6 3 ). N ot m erely indicative is that the C om plete O rthodox Theologian 
Encyclopedic D ictionary , in the entry “Autocephalous Church,” emphasizes: “The cre
ation  o f  such a C hurch (A u toceph alou s) . . .  is a ccom p lish ed  in  con sen t o f  State 
authority” (Polnyi Pravoslavnyi Entsiklopedicheskyi S lovar’ 1913).

31. O n the n in ete en th -c en tu ry  B alkans and the estab lish m en t o f  nationa l 
churches, see R ou dom etof 2001.

32. At the b eg in n in g  o f  2 0 0 4  the U krain ian  O rth o d o x  C h u rch -M o sco w  
Patriarchate had 10,310 co m m u n ities , 151 m onasteries and convents w ith 4 ,095  
m o n k s and  n u n s, 8 ,620  priests, and fifteen  th eo lo g ica l sch o o ls . T he U krainian  
O rth odox C hurch-K iev Patriarchate had 3,352 com m unities, 34 m onasteries w ith  
185 m on k s, 2 ,588  priests, and six teen  th eo lo g ica l sch o o ls . In th e  U krainian  
A utocephalous O rth odox Church there were 1,154 com m u n ities , 685 priests, five 
m onasteries (twelve m onks and nuns) and seven theological schools. See Lyudina i 
Svit 2004 (note 1, p. 31).

33. See Walters 2002. However, the attitude toward the “heresy o f  phyletism ,” or 
overem phasizing o f  the national com p on en t in church build ing over ecclesiastical 
fo u n d a tio n s , is heavily  dep en d en t o n  politica l and , again, na tiona l agendas. For 
in stan ce , tough  c o n d e m n a tio n  o f  ph yletism  from  the d irec tio n  o f  M oscow  
Patriarchate is a relatively new  stand decisively connected  w ith aspiration for rein
tegration o f  decom posed Soviet space. As long ago as 1989 the official Journal o f  the
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M oscow Patriarchy  claim ed that accusation o f  the very fact o f  church organization  
creation on a national basis pronounced by the Constantinople Council in 1872 pos
sesses merely local significance and may be applied only for Constantinople Church. 
See Skurat 1989 (pp. 4 7 -4 8 ).

34. According to the fourth annual A. T. Kearny/Foreign Policy G lobalization  
Index there were four countries o f  traditional O rth odox culture am ong the sixty- 
tw o m o st globalized  w orld ’s countries: Greece (ranked tw en ty -e igh th ), Rom ania  
( th ir ty -n in th ), U kraine (fo r ty -th ird ), Russia (fo r ty -fo u rth ). See “M easuring  
G lob a liza tion ” 2004. D esp ite  such  a m oderate  ranking, so m e authors argue that 
“O rthodoxy w ill in princip le have n o  difficulty in accom m odating itse lf w ithin an 
advanced capitalist system ” (Kokosalakis 1995, p. 249).
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