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ndependent Ukraine has faced a momentous

conundrum in dealing with Orthodox bdievers and

churches and their aspirations and demands on
political authorities. The Ukrainian government has
pursued varied policies towards a changing structure of
Orthodox bodies. Although independent Ukraine was far
from a fully functioning democracy or even on a consistent
democratizing trajectory before the Orange Revolution, the
new gate has certainly been far removed from the Soviet
totalitarian mode from which it emerged. This paper will
explore how poalitical transformation has affected the
Orthodox in Ukraine, above al the sructures of ther
churches, and how the Orthodox and their churches have
influenced Ukrainian democracy and palitical life.

The 14,954 Orthodox communities in Ukraine on
January 1, 2004, made up a majority (52.2 percent) of al
rdigious communities in the country." In dedarations of
rdigious adherence Orthodoxy commanded an imposing
percentage of Ukraine's population. In this land where a
condderable group had no rdigious alegiance,
approximately 40 to 50 percent of the population
considered itself Orthodox in the 1990s? Polling in recent
years reveals that 27.8 percent of the population considers
itself members of one of the Orthodox churches, and an
additional 53.2 percent as “ Orthodox,” though the latter
figure indudes a condderable number of “culturaly
Orthodox” atheists and agnostics® Therefore, athough

! Seethepressrdease of the Rdigious Information Service of Ukraine of
April 16, 2004, and itstable of "Rdigious Organizationsin Ukraineasof 1
Jenuary, 2004," taken herefrom the newspaper of the Ukrainian Orthodox
Church of Canada, The Herald (Winnipeg) June 1/15, 2004. Statigticsfor
2004 arefrom thissource.

2 Seethe SotsisGallup poll of February 1998, published in Den' on
February 26, 1998, dited in Andrew Wilson, The Ukrainians: Unexpected
Nation (New Haven-London, 2000), 349, fn. 9, with 45.7 percent answering
Orthodox in someform.

% See luryi Chernomorets, “ Sotsial’ naia baza ukrainskogo
pravodaviia http://www.risu.ua/ukr/religion.and.soci ety/chernomorec-

Ukraine has much greater rdigious pluraliam than other
traditionally Orthodox countries such as Georgia, Greece,
or Serbia, in pat because of its large Cathdlic and
Protestant populations, Orthodoxy congtitutes a major
presence in the country and its sdf-image. At the same
time, with 47 million people, Ukraineis the second largest
traditionally Orthodox country and, athough its population
is only about a third of Russas, Ukraine has a larger
number of Orthodox communities than does its northern
neighbor.*

The importance of Orthodoxy within Ukraine and of
Ukraine for the Orthodox world explains why the division
of Ukraines bdievers into three Orthodox churches has
had such far-reaching reverberations. In early 2004,
10,384 (9049 in 2001) of the Orthodox communities were
part of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church (UOC-MP), a body
having some eements of autonomy under the Maoscow
Patriarchate® The UOC-MP hdd the allegiance of 69.4
percent of al Orthodox communities, a dight, but steady
dedine in percentage from 72.2 percent in 1995 and 70.4
percent in 2001. The Maoscow Patriarchate, therefore, had
almogt as many religious communities in Ukraine as in
Russa, sncethe entire patriarchate lists 23,000 parishesin
Russia, Ukraine, and all other former Soviet republics®

sozbazalp.2.

4 A December 2, 2002, artidein the newspaper Den' assarted that there
werethen 11,000 Orthodox parishesin Russaand 15,000 in Ukraine, of
which morethan 10,000 werepart of the Moscow Petriarchate
(www.day.kiev.ua). Thisproportion appearsin linewith the satisticsfor 2004
mentioned below.

® Satistics on rdligious communitiesin Ukraine, other than thasefor 2004,
unless atherwiseindicated comefrom thetables compiled by A. Zaiarniuk and
Y. Komar. | am grateful to Rev. Dr. Borys Gudziak for providing mewith

copies

¢ "Russkaia Pravodavnaia Tserkov' nasovremennom etape” on
www.maspat.ru/text/history/id/10.html.
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Alongsde the UOC-MP communities in 2004, there were
3395 communities of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church-
Kyiv Patriarchate (UOC-KP), congtituting 22.7 percent of
all Orthodox communities. The Kyiv Petriarchate was the
mogt rapidly growing Orthodox Church, having increased
its parish communities from 2,781 in 2001, or by 22.1
percent as opposed to a 14.8 percent increase for the
Moscow Patriarchate.” In contrast, the 1,156 communities
of the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church
(UAOC), 7.7 percent of the total, had grown a more
modest 13.9 percent from 1015 communitiesin 2001. The
breakdown in religious communities is at variance with
polls of the population that have consstently shown
supporters of the Moscow Patriarchate to be supported by a
smaler percentage of believers than its percentage of
rdigious communities would indicate and frequently
shown the Kyiv Patriarchate to have a larger number of
supporters®

Thedigribution of rdigious communitiesin Ukrainein
general, incuding Orthodox churches, is subject to great
regiona differentiation. The western areas annexed by the

7 On therapid gronth of the Kyiv Patriarchate, espedialy in southern and
eastern Ukraing, see"'Interview with Petriarch Filaret (Denysenko),”
conducted on November 16, 2003, and disseminated by the Rdigious
Information Service of Ukraine
(www.risu.org.ualcontent.php?page _id=162&1=en).

8 Seethe satistics on the SotsisGallup pall mentioned in note 2, revedling
for thetotal population 20.4 percent UOC-KP, 7.5 percent UOC-MPand 1.8
percent UAOC, though with 16 percent just answering Orthodox. A 1997
comprehengve survey discussed by Wilson (pp. 236-37) found that of the 65.7
percent of the population that considered themsaves beievers, 23.9 percent
supported the Moscow Peatriarchate, 43 percent the Kyiv Patriarchate, and 4
percent the UAOC. A pall conducted by the Ukrainian Sociodlogy Service on
November 5-21, 2003, for the Ukrainian Gresk Catholic Church revedled that
of the 27.8 percent of the population that professed allegianceto aspedific
Orthodox church, 15.4 percent adhered to the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of
theMoscow Petriarchate, 11.7 percent to the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of
theKyiv Pdriarchate, and 0.7 percent tothe UAOC. Therdigiousalegiance
of thelarger group that was smply Orthodox was very amorphous
Chornomorets “ Sotsd’ naiabeza” pp. 2-3. Posshlereasonsfor the
discrepancy of the pallsand the number of communities may indudethat the
palsindudethelarge number of non-practicing Orthodox who may lean
toward the Kyiv Petriarchate, that Kyiv Patriarchate churches may have larger
condituendies, that the digposition of the churches may reflect thedergy's
preferenceand nat thelaity's or that loca authorities may have preferred the
Masoow patriarchatein assgning church buildings and registering
communitiesin many aress of Ukraine

Soviet Union only during and after World War 11 have the
highest per capita percentage of religious communities and
rdigious practice The indudtrial regions of southeast
Ukraine have the lowedt, as they did in Soviet times,
although the difference is diminishing. Thus whilein 1989
Lviv oblast in the west had approximatdy the same
number of inhabitants as Luhansk oblast in the southeast
(2,727,000 to 2,864,000), in 1992 Lviv oblast had 2,206
reigious communities, or 13 times as many as Luhansk
oblast's 166.° In 2000 the discrepancy was still 2,541 to
463, or 5.5 times greater. In generd, the predominantly
Ukrainian-gpeaking regions of west and central Ukraine
have a much higher rate of rdigious practice and a
disproportionate share of Orthodox communities for all
three Orthodox churches. Even the Moscow Petriarchate
has the majority of its parishes in centra and western
Ukraine, despite the wave of church openings in southern
and eastern Ukrainein the late 1990s.™

The Sovetegacy

The rdationship between Orthodoxy and the
independent Ukrainian state unfolded out of the legacy of
Soviet religious policy. That policy prescribed persecution
of al reigious life, including its virtual decimation in the
1930s, forced secularization of the population, and
manipulation and infiltration of those religious inditutions
allowed by the Soviet government. With the wartime
decison to permit the restoration of the patriarchate in the
Russan Orthodox church in 1943 and the postwar return
to Soviet control of Ukraine and Bearus where the
Germans had permitted churches that had been dosed by
the Soviets to be re-opened, and the annexation of western
Ukraine and Bdarus, the Russian Orthodox Church (ROC)
was given a monopoly of control over Eastern Chrigtians.
The Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church, founded
in 1921, destroyed during the 1930s, and revived in
German-occupied territories during World War 11, was

® Oblast populations aretaken from theEncyclopedia of Ukraine, val. 3
(Toronto-Buffalo-London, 1993), 201, 234.

1910 2000t had 2,045 parishesin western Ukrainian oblasts (chiefly in
Chernivts, Transcarpathia, Vayn and Rivne oblagts, with afew in thethree
Galician oblasts) and 1948 in the three Right Bank oblasts of Vinnytsia,
Zhytomyr and Khmd'nytskyi). Adding the communities on the Right Bank of
Cherkasy and Kyiv oblagts givesit adear mgority with its 8490 communities
Given the higher percentage of rdigious bdief and practicein theseregions, the
parishestherewerelikely to be more numerousand vibrant.
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banned."" The Uniate or Ukrainian Gresk Catholic Church
(UGCC) was forcibly dissolved through a sham council in
1946 at which no bishops agreed to attend, and its parishes
were turned over to the Russan Orthodox Church. Thus
the Soviet date completed the Russan Imperial
government’s policy of samping out the Uniate church in
lands that it annexed, though at that time the Russan
Orthodox Church bore more of the responshility than it
did in the Soviet period® The Soviet government
controlled all religious edifices and required registration of
church communities. The entire Soviet legacy was one of
weskened religious structures, an ineguity in its treatment
of churches by favoring the Moscow Patriarchate, and a
government accustomed to contralling the digposition and
actions of rdigiousingtitutions.

The Soviet government also pursued a policy of
treating the formerly Uniate areas of Galicda and
Transcarpathia differently than al the other regions of
Ukraine, Bearus, and Russa. Throughout the postwar
period, even after the church clasings in western Ukraine
in the 1960s, amogt one-quarter of al the functioning
parishes of the Mascow Patriarchate in the entire Soviet
Union were to be found in formerly predominantly Uniate
areas (and over half were in Ukraine).”® In 1989, of the
3971 Russan Orthodox communities in Ukraine, 1688
(42.5 percent) were in the three Galician oblasts. With the
Transcarpathian oblast, the number reached 2116 (53.3
percent).* The Soviet authorities had permitted this
anomaly, in part, because they did not want to drive the
population into the arms of the underground UGCC, which
had survived more than forty years of represson.

The disproportionate concentration of the Russan
Orthodox Church in the traditional Uniate areas explains

1 On thesituation of the Orthodax Churchesin Ukrainein thisperiod, see
my "The Ukrainian Orthodox Question in the USSR," in Serhii Plokhy and
Frank E. Sysyn, Religion and Nation in Modern Ukraine (Edmonton and
Toronto, 2003), 74-87.

12 On the abalition of the Ukrainian Greek Cathdlic Church, see Bohdan
Bociurkiw, The Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church and the Soviet Sate
(1939-1950) (Edmonton-Toronto, 1996).

12 For gtatistics on the proportion of churchesin western Ukraine, see
Bohdan R. Bodurkiw, "The Orthodox Church and the Soviet Regimein
Ukraine, 953-1971," Canadian Savonic Papers, 14, no. 2 (Summer 1972):
19394 and 196.

4 Adding the ather threetraditionally Orthodox western Ukrainian oblasts,
thewestern Ukrainian total was 2881 or 72.6 percent.
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the aarm with which it reacted to the posshility of
glasnost and perestroika extending religious freedom to the
Ukrainian Greek Catholics. Quite smply, if the Uniates
were to redaim their former faithful and parishes, the
Russan Orthodox Church in the entire Soviet Union
would be grestly weakened and its exarchate in Ukraine
would be near collapse. This dtuation meant that when the
reforms initiated in Moscow in the mid-1980s reached
Ukraine a few years later, the Russan Orthodox Church
opposed the organization of civic and political groups in
Ukraine espousing reform but really challenging the Soviet
totalitarian legacy. These forces that coalesced into Rukh
(Popular Movement in Support of Perestroika) demanded a
righting of the wrongs of the Soviet regime, including the
Soviet destruction of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic and the
Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church. In Galicia,
the heartland of the movement, Rukh and the newly
emerging civil society enjoyed the support of the Ukrainian
Greek Catholicss who were emerging from the
underground, and of the large number of Galician city
dwelers and villagers who saw regtoration of the church
buildings to the Greek Cathdlics as a central point in
egtablishing civil liberties.

Initialy the Russan Orthodox Church even benefited
from the surfacing of the underground Uniates, because the
Soviet authorities turned over many dosed church
buildings to the Russian Orthodox to keep the ill illega
Uniates from taking possesson of them. That gain was
temporary. By 1989, with Soviet controls crumbling, the
Uniates repossessed churches throughout the three oblagts.
In the summer of 1989 the Stuation merely worsened for
the Russan Orthodox as a Ukrainian Autocephalous
Orthodox Church was resurrected by the declaration of a
pastor and parish in Lviv. It seems likely that UAOC grew
s0 quickly, because dergy who did not want their parishes
to go Uniate joined it, while its enemies argued that it had
been inspired by the KGB for the same purpose. In any
event, the Russian Orthodox Church in Galiciawas rapidly
disntegrating. While the Mascow Petriarchate emphasi zed
the role of force in taking over churches, it avoided the
central issue that the Russian Orthodox Church could not
compete effectively for the loyalty of a Galician population
that viewed Russian Orthodoxy as imposed by the Soviet
regime and associated with Russan imperiadism. The
dections of March 1990 in which the Communists were
defeasted in Galicia meant that the Russian Orthodox
Church could no longer depend on the civil authorities.
From 1989 to 1992 the communities of the Moscow
Petriarchate in Galicia decreased from 1,688 to 457, while
Ukrainian Catholic communities increased to 2,441 and
Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox to 1,339. The majority
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of these communities were newly founded, but others
represented Russian Orthodox parishes that were matters
of digpute between the Ukrainian Catholics and Ukrainian
Autocephal ous Orthodox.*®

In contrast to Russia, where the Gorbachev palicies of
liberdization had offered many new opportunities for the
Russan Orthodox Church, they presented a much more
mixed bag of losses and opportunities for the church in
Ukraine. Indeed, the belated legalization of the Ukrainian
Greek Catholic Church that had so embarrassed the Soviet
government internationally had been vehemently opposed
by Volodymr Shcherbyts kyi's government in Ukraine and
the exarchate of the Russan Orthodox Church, because
they realized what an avalanche it would unleash. The
reemergence of the UAOC was potentially more dangerous
as a church that could compete for Orthodox beievers
throughout the country. Like the Ukrainian Cathalics, the
UAOC drew support and a hierarch, Metropalitan
Msydav, from the Ukrainian diaspora. Its traditions of
martyrdom, conciliarism, autocephaly, and
Ukrainianization were in keeping with the tone of the
times and offered amodd of Orthodoxy very different from
that of the Russian Orthodox Church.

The restoration of the UGCC and the UAOC had been
accomplished even before the declaration of Ukrainian
sovereignty in July 1990. Consequently, the new Ukrainian
gate had to face an aready tense religious Situation. In the
same way, the Orthodox world had to deal with the
dedlaration of an autocephalous church in Ukraine largdy
as a movement of cergy and laity undertaken even before
an independent Ukrainian state exigted. At the same time,
the Russan Orthodox Church had found itsdf greetly
weskened and on the Sde of the old Soviet order during an
anti-Soviet and Ukrainian national groundswell that in the
late 1980s and early 1990s had tremendous impact in
western Ukraine, including Orthodox Volhynia, Kyiv, and
among the intdligentsa throughout Ukraine. The national
movement did not take deep root in the south and east or
the central Ukrainian villages, which with the loss of
Galicia were to be increasingly important to the Russan
Orthodox Church.

Two types of democratization challenged the Russan
Orthodox Church. The breakdown of the Soviet political
monoalith had allowed the church's rivals to reemerge in
western Ukraine and had brought political groups to

15 On this period, ssemy "The Third Rehirth of the Ukrainian
Autocephal ous Orthodox Church and the Rdligious Situation in Ukraine
1989-1991," in Plokhy and Sysyn, Religion and Nation in Modern Ukraine,
88-119.
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influence and loca power that favored its religious
opponents. At the same time, the rebirth of the UAOC had
revived modernizing influences that arose in the Russan
Empire just prior to the Revolution.’® These tendencies
advocating conciliar governance and greater influence of
the parish cergy and laity were intringc to the UAOC
tradition, and the church had reemerged through the
efforts of these groups and the rdigious brotherhoods. In
June 1990, when the reform movement in Ukraine was in
full swing, the UAOC was even able to hold a coundil in
Kyiv in a municipal facility and to declare a patriarchate.
The ROC exarchate's being renamed Ukrainian Orthodox
in Octaber 1990 and obtaining some measure of autonomy
largely represented reaction to events rather than a
thought-out and voluntary policy. The UOC-MP did
benefit from the new dStuation in Ukraine in having
latitude to form new parishes, and its de facto alliance with
the old Soviet dite in central and eastern Ukraine meant
that it was handed over church properties, especidly if
newly forming autocephalous communities tried to claim
them. The hierarchs also took part in the dectoral process,
with Metropolitan Agafangd of Vinnytsa (later of Odesa),
eected to the Supreme Rada in 1990, making common
cause with the Communigis™ While the church of the
Moscow Petriarchate declined from 6,505 communitiesin
January 1990 to 5,031 on January 1, 1991, because of its
losses in Galicia, it was gill sronger than it had been in
the pre-perestroika period.

The Kevhuk Peslency

The new Ukrainian gtate that declared itsindependence
on August 24, 1991 (and received international recognition
after a referendum on December 1, followed by the official
dissolution of the Soviet Union) emerged in part as the
result of the activities of the Ukrainian national-democratic
movement that had driven the political agenda in the
republic from 1989. Essentia for its creation, however,
was the shift to a pro-independence policy on the part of

16 On the UAOC asamodernizing and reform movement, see Bohdan
Bodiurkiw, "The Ukrainian Autoogpha ous Orthodox Church, 1920-1930: A
Study in Modernization," in Dennis Dunn, ed., Religion and Modernization
in the Soviet Union (Boulder, Calo., 1977), 310-47.

7 On Agafangd (Savin)'sroleasleader of the Rusian nationdlist wingin
the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Mascow Patriarchate, seelhor
Ischenko, "Lektdia 15. Pravodavna Tserkvav nezalezhnii Ukraini: 1991-
2002," in hisbook Istoriia Khrystovoi tserkvy v Ukraini: konspekt lektsii
dlia studentiv dukhovnykh shkil, 2d ed. (Kharkiv, 2003).
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the dld Soviet dite and nomenklatura. They recognized the
grength of Ukrainian decentralizing sentiments and
sought a way out of the chaos after the August coup in
Maoscow, which resulted in declarations of independence
for al the Soviet republics (except in the Baltic region
where dedlarations had been made earlier). The
Communist Party secretary for ideology, Leonid Kravchuk,
from western Ukrainian Volhynia, underwent this
transformation. He convinced a number of Ukrain€'s old
dite to accept their opponents objective of nationa
independence by winning an dection on December 1 for
president over his major opponent, the dissident and Rukh
leader Viachedav Chornovil (62 percent to 23 percent).'®
Having embarked on the path of forming a Ukrainian
date, Kravchuk sought to use his contacts with
Metropolitan Filaret of Kyiv, exarch of the UOC-MP, to
give Ukraine the full attributes of statehood, including an
autocephalous church, and thereby gteal the march from
the UAOC, which, like the UGCC, was associated with the
national democratic faction.™ Kravchuk overestimated the
power of Flaret and the new Ukrainian state againgt the
entrenched pogtion of the Moscow Petriarchate. Although
Filaret carried a majority of his bishops in a request for
autocephaly in November 1991, a Moscow synod in April
1992 refused the reguest, forced his resgnation, and
authorized an episcopal synod in Ukrainein May to dect a
successor, who was in fact a hierarch from Russa
(Metropalitan Volodymyr of Novocherkask).?’ Facing the
fiasco of the failed attempt to secure autocephay, the
Kravchuk government and parliamentary deputies from
the nationa democratic camp, intent on removing
Ukraine's Orthodox from Moscow's control, orchestrated a
union of the UAOC with Metropolitan Filaret, the few
bishops and the clergy that adhered to him, cresting the
Ukrainian Orthodox Church-Kyiv Patriarchate in June
1992.# Patriarch Mstydav of the UAOC had not been

18 See Wilson, The Ukrainians, 206.

19 See Serhii Plakhy, "Kyiv vs. Mosoow: The Autocephal ous Movement in
Independent Ukraing," in Plokhy and Sysyn, Religion and Nation in Modern
Ukraine, 136-45.

20 Seemy "The Russian Sobor and the Rejection of Ukrainian Orthodox
Autocephaly,” in Plokhy and Sysyn, Religion and Nation in Modern
Ukraine, 120-27.

2! See Serhii Plokhy, "Ukrainian Orthodox Autocephaly and Metropalitan
Filaret," in Plokhy and Sysyn, Religion and Nation in Modern Ukraine, 128-
35.
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consulted in the union. He was pronounced head of the
church, but refused to approve fully this union with his
former opponent, now deposed by the Moscow
Patriarchate. Reservations about Metropolitan Filaret
explain why the new church eected the former dissdent
priest Volodymyr Romaniuk as patriarch on Patriarch
Msatydav's death in June 1993 and why a S zable faction of
the UAQOC regjected the union and restored their church by
decting in September their own patriarch, Dmytrii
(Yarema). The UAOC aso saw the UOC-KP as opposed to
many of the conciliar dements of its program and in favor
of the form of governance that Metropalitan Filaret and the
bishops of the Russan Orthodox Church had practised.
The UAOC had no influence with the Kyiv government,
which saw the UOC-KP as an incipient state church and
favored that church over the UOC-MP throughout 1992-
93. The Kravchuk government had badly calculated the
grength of the Mascow Patriarchate, above all, to remain
the only church recognized by the Orthodox world
combatting the UOC-KPs and the Ukrainian sates
requests to the Constantinopl e Patriarchate to recognize the
autocephaly. It aso overestimated its own influence in the
Ukrainian provinces among loca former Soviet dites,
epecidly in times of economic decling, fully apparent by
1993.

By the 1994 presidential eection, the failure of the
Kravchuk policy to obtain a single autocephalous church
for the new dtate was apparent. The Moscow Patriarchate
had remained the largest Orthodox Church, even if its
growth was dow in this period (from 5,473 communities
on January 1, 1992, to 5,998 on January 1, 1994). The
Kyiv Patriarchatds 1,932 communities represented a
considerable church, but it did not rival the Moscow
Patriarchate's Sze and aready had seen 289 communities
return to the UAOC and legally register. The Ukrainian
date faced presidential dections with Orthodox religious
divides increasngly pdliticized just a the time that
language issues and attitudes toward Russia had heated up.
The campaign of Leonid Kravchuk againg Leonid
Kuchma took on the rhetoric of a decison between those
who supported full Ukrainian independence, integration
into Europe, and recognition of Ukrainian as the date
language versus those who wished for a closer rdationship
(and in some cases integration) with Russa and officia
datus for the Russan language Ukraine divided
regionally, with Kravchuk, now fully supported by his
former nationa democratic palitical foes, gaining 94.80
percent of the vote in Ternopil oblast and 93.77 percent in
Lviv oblag in the west and Kuchma obtaining 89.70
percent in the Crimea and 88.00 percent in Luhansk oblast
in the east and south. The churches had defined political
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interests in supporting one or the other of the candidates,
and the loss by Kravchuk (45 percent to 52 percent)
weskened the pogdtion of the Kyiv Patriarchate and
srengthened the position of the Mascow Patriarchate?
How much the churches influenced the dections is more
difficult to ascertain, with the most likely possibility being
that of the UOC-MP influencing an undecided dectoratein
the Right Bank Central Ukraine, where therdatively dense
network of Moscow Patriarcha churches may have
devated the Kuchma vote somewhat in territories with a
rather passve rura dectorate More importantly, the
various Orthodox churches merdy served to deepen the
chasm among Ukraines population and dections were
now essential in deciding the churches Stuations.

The Kuehma Years

The Kuchma dection appeared to represent a full
victory for the eest and south of Ukraine, the Russan-
speaking population, and the Moscow Patriarchate. In
dedling with regional and linguigic issues, the new
president soon showed that dectioneering was one thing
but governing was ancther. In order to carry on his
programs and to serve the interests of dtate-building, the
government turned for support to central and western
Ukraine and to Ukrainian-speakers, not least because of the
power of the Communists and the hard line left in the
south and eadt, which ill included a large segment of the
population opposed to Ukrainian statehood and al reforms.
In contrast, the Moscow Patriarchate seemed to emerge
grengthened, since the Minigtry of Religious Affairs that
the Kravchuk government had used to support the Kyiv
Petriarchate was abolished and the church's dliesin local
adminigrations in the large areas of the south, eadt, and
even the center could work to its advantage in turning over
church buildings and registering congregations now that
Kyiv's support for the Kyiv Patriarchate had been removed.
In popular beief, Kuchmas Russan wife Liudmila was
portrayed as an ardent adherent of the Maoscow
Patriarchate.

In contrast, a a time when the date became
antagonigtic, the Kyiv Patriarchate faced a loss of parishes,
largely in Gdlicia, to the UAOC (in 1994 the UAOC grew
from 289 to 612 communities, while the KP decreasd
from 1932 to 1753). In 1995, rdigious affairs in Ukraine
reached a boiling point. The death of Patriarch Volodymyr
(Romaniuk) in a manne that many considered

227/10/94 Presidential Election Resultsin Ukraing” on
www.brama,com/ua-gov/e-HMprehtml.
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suspicioudy convenient for Metropolitan Filaret was
folowed by a funera that the Ukrainian gate largdy
ignored. Metropoalitan Filaret insgsted on the right to bury
the patriarch on the territory of the St. Sophia Cathedral,
the mother church of Ukraine sill hed by the state as a
museum, in part because of the contentious claimants to
the cathedral. The funeral procession, escorted by some
paramilitary units of the radical right but which also
included depuities to the parliament, was brutally attacked
by OMON padlice, events which came to be known as
Black Tuesday (July 18, 1995). Up until this point, the
entire trangtion to independence and the transfer of power
in Ukraine had been peaceful (especially when viewed in
conjunction with Ydtdn's attack on the Russan
parliament). The bloodshed, therefore, had tremendous
resonance in Ukraine, threatening Kuchma with loss of
support in Ukrainian patriotic circles. While Metropalitan
Flaret had transgressed the line of legality, he had
positioned his church as a patriotic body and had delivered
a firm message that the government's tilt toward the
Maoscow Patriarchate might be costly. He aso postioned
himsdf for assuming the post of patriarch in October,
which was a difficult step in light of the government's
antagonism to the metropolitan and the opposition by the
former UAOC groups to this authoritarian church leader
who was seen as tainted by his pagt as an exponent of the
ROC. Government policies and reaction againg Filaret's
eection continued to undermine the KPs Sructure as it
dedlined to 1332 communities by the end of 1995 and the
UAOC grew to 1209.2% Neverthdess, the Kyiv Patriarchate
showed that not only could it continue without government
support, but it could also resist a hogtile government.

The government found the alienation of the national
democratic camp to be too costly, especially at atime when
it needed its support for enacting a new Ukrainian
condtitution. It therefore moved toward a more even-
handed approach in church affairsin 1996. The adoption
of the Ukrainian congtitution mandating separation of
church from date represented repudiation by the
government of the Soviet legacy of interference in church
affairs and the independent Ukrainian government's
attempts to regulate Orthodox affairs by favoring one
church over another. The government initialy followed a
policy of encouraging tolerance among the Orthodox
groups, partialy by encouraging a declaration by rdigious
leaders on peaceful resolution of conflicts in 1997 and by

23 On church affairsin this period, ses, Serhii Plokhy, "Church, Sate, and
Nation in Ukraing" in Plokhy and Sysyn, Religion and Nation in Modern
Ukraine, 166-98.
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isuing a satement, condemning Soviet persecution of
churches and promising the return of religious ingtitutions
before the 1999 presdentiad dections Property
controverses, epecidly over the haly dtes in Kyiv,
continued to be hested and to try the policy of even-
handedness. The shift of the government to a more neutral
position was also motivated by the decison of the UOC-
MP in 1996 to withdraw the request to the Mascow
Patriarchate for autocephaly made in 1991. This decison
placed the Ukrainian government in the awkward position
of seeing no end to the divison and turmoil among
Orthodox beievers. In many crdes the rgection of
autocephaly as a goal was seen as reluctance by some in
the UOC-MP and of the Moscow Patriarchate to accept
Ukraine as an independent country or to desig from
pressure for a new Savic union. Certainly the existence of
factions within the UOC-MP—in which Metropalitan
Agafangd of Odesa, an ethnic Russian, played a major
role—that denied even the existence of a Ukrainian nation
and culture and organized Russan nationalist groups
caused concern to the Ukrainian state® The ardent
advocacy by the Communigt Party of Ukraine for the UOC-
MP, incduding by its head Petro Symonenko, Kuchma's
opponent in the run-off eection for the presidency in 1999,
also drove a wedge between the presidential adminigtration
and the UOC-MP. The anathemization of Petriarch Filaret
by the Moscow synod in 1997 undermined the
government's policy of building tolerance, and excesses
such as the physical attacks by followers of the Moscow
Petriarchate when Petriarch Filaret visted Donetsk oblast
on April 30, 1999, placed the UOC-MP on the wrong side
of the issue of public order and blunted its charges that
during the Kravchuk years the Kyiv Patriarchate had used
force againg it* Above dll, the increasing daims by the
UOC-MP to preferential trestment by the government,
similar to that which the Moscow Petriarchate received in
Russa and Bdarus incduding even criticism of the
presdent for attending Kyiv Patriarchate services in
addition to Moscow Patriarchate services, placed the
Ukrainian government in adifficult situation.?®

By the late 1990s, the government found its policy of

2 See|schenko,"Lektsia 15. Pravodavna Tserkvav nezalezhnii Ukraini:
1991-2002," in hishbook Istoriia Khrystovoi tserkvy v Ukraini.

25 See Roman Woronowycz, " Patriarch Filaret attacked by faithful of
reviva Church during visit to Mariupal,” Ukrainian Weekly 67, no. 19 (May
19, 1999).

% SeePlokhy, "Church, Nation, and State," 194.
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even-handedness was not calming the Orthodox divisions
and returned to a more activist policy. The increasing
interest of the Patriarchate of Congtantinople in Ukrainian
church affairs was signalled in part by its subordination of
the Ukrainian Orthodox churches in the diaspora to its
juridiction and its negotiation through them with the
UAQOC, which had not dected a new patriarch at the desth
of Patriarch Dmytrii in early 2000 Events such as the
meeting of autocephalous and autonomous churches in
Jerusalem, in which presidents and premiers of "Orthodox
lands' were in attendance, placed the Ukrainian president
and the gate in an awkward pogtion, since only the UOC-
MP was represented, and not fully as a church but as part
of the ROC.

Throughout 2000, the presdent made officia
announcements on the need for one Orthodox Church and
supported unity talks between the UOC-KP and UAOC
with participation of the Congtantinople Patriarchate. The
Ukrainian government's palicy collided with theincreasing
intervention by the Mascow Patriarchate and the Russan
government in Orthodox Church affairs in Ukraine. Not
only did the Moscow Patriarchate refuse to grant a request
for full autonomy from the UOC-MP in 2000, but
President Vladimir Putin and Petriarch Aleksal began to
sound themes of Eagt Savic unity more consgtently. The
refusal of the UOC-MP to agree to a vist by Pope John
Paul to Ukraine in 2001, which did take place despite this
obstruction, and the statement of the Russian ambassador
to Kyiv Viktor Chernomyrdin that the vist was ill-advised
challenged the Ukrainian government and permitted
Patriarch Filaret and the UAOC to point to their tolerant
position toward other rdigious groups in contrast to the
UOC-MPs intransigence® By the end of 2001, the
Ukrainian government and the head of the State
Committee for Religious Affairs, Viktor Bondarenko, were
active participants in discusson between the Moscow and
Congtantinople patriarchates about the church Stuation in
Ukraine, which were reported to center on the acceptance
of two autonomous churches, the UOC-MP under the
Moscow Patriarchate and the UAOC under the
Congtantinople Patriarchate. These discussions drew sharp
criticism of the government by Patriarch Filaret as
abandonment of the principle of autocephaly as well as an

2" For the situation in the UAOC, seeDiiannia pomisnoho soboru
Ukrainskoi avtokefal'noi pravodavnoi tserkvy Kyiv, 14-15 veresnia 2000
roku (Kyiv, 2000).

28 On the papal Visit, ssee Gerd Stricker, "On a Delicate Mission: Pope John
Paul |1 in Ukraing" Religion, Sate and Society 29, no. 3 (2001):215-25.
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obvious attempt to undermine the UOC-KP.% Though the
government denied such a plan was its policy, the
increasing strength of Russiain Ukrainian internal affairs
under Putin and the weskened podtion of Kuchma after
the Gongadze affair may explain this new tilt. The
government was also complicit in undermining contacts of
the UAOC with Congtantinople through the intermediacy
of the hierarchy of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church in the
United States. A combination of the government’sdesireto
limit the influence of the Ukrainian hierarchy in the West
and the plan of the Socid Democratic Party of Ukraine
(United) to use the church for its own political goals
resulted in a virtual coup d'éat in the church in early 2001
by Metropolitan Mefodii and asplit in the UAOC

The parliamentary eections in the soring of 2002 in
which the forces of the opposition did well ensured that
unlike in Russa, where Presdent Putin was asserting
increasing control over civil society and the parliament,
while alying with the Russan Orthodox Church, Ukraine
would remain a more plurdigic society in which
ingtitutions such as the churches would have to be courted.
The complexity of the Stuation was evident in that the two
largest blocs of the oppodition were Our Ukraine, which
largely favored the independent Ukrainian Orthodox
churches, and the Communist Perty, the supporter of the
Maoscow Petriarchate. The degree to which paliticians were
now courting and even subverting churches was apparent
in Metropolitan Mefodii's support of the Social Democratic
Party (United) in the eections and his later condemnation
of t?le campaign for “Ukraine without Kuchma’ in the
fall.

29 See Jan Maksymiuk, "Kyiv Patriarch Warns againgt Liquidation of
Independent Church," The Ukrainian Weekly (2 December 2001), 2.

% Seethe"Khronolohichnatablytsial at the end of Isichenko,"Lektsiia 15.
Pravodavna Tserkvav nezalezhnii Ukraini: 1991-2002," in hisbook Istoriia
Khrystovoi tserkvy v Ukraini.

%! Seethe"Khronalohichnatablytsa' a theend of Isichenko,"Lektsiia 15.
Pravodavna Tserkvav nezalezhnii Ukraini: 1991-2002," in hisbook Istoriia
Khrystovoi tserkvy v Ukraini.
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The 2C04EkEctbn

and te O mnge Renolution

As Kuchma and his regime faced crimina allegations
over the Gongadze affair and themselves became subject to
opprobrium from much of the international community,
government forces and alied oligarchs mounted an all-out
campaign to stop Viktor Yushchenko and Our Ukraine
from winning the presdential eectionsin the fal of 2004.
After failing to carry out a palitical reform that would have
shifted powers to the parliament, they concentrated on
engineering the dection of Premier Viktor Yanukovych as
president. Determined to dect their candidate come what
may, they increasngly undermined the democratic
processes of Ukraine. Although dections and contending
political groups were more sgnificant in Ukraine than in
Russia and Bdarus, the decline of freedom of the pressand
increased pressure on al groups who challenged the
government was dramatic. Still the undecided nature of the
upcoming dection and the significance of religious leaders
as figures accorded trust ensured that palitical factions in
Ukraine paid attention to the Orthodox churches and that
the religious leaders addressed the issue of the upcoming
dections® Therefore, Patriarch Filaret's statement that
concern for Ukrainian independence is intringc to the
UOC-KP and that the bdievers of the church naturaly
support those paliticians who support the church may be
seen as dtaking out the church's stance in the dection.
Although it expressed the hope that Yanukovych would
express such support, it commented on the support aready
demongtrated by Yushchenko. In contrast, the spokesman
for the UOC-MP Archbishop Mitrofan declared that the
church would not take part in political agitation, but
pointed out the help that Viktor Y anukovych has rendered
the church in Donetsk oblast. Meanwhile, Statements
issued by Patriarch Aleksi to a Savic council hdd in
Zaporizhzhia praisng the Pereéiadav Agreement of 1654
made clear where he wanted his followers to stand on the
Russa or Europe issue that underlay the Ukrainian
dection.®

Political advisers and spin doctors were well aware of
how playing on the rdigious divides of the Orthodox might
influence the voters. A Russian advisers plan from 2003,

%2 On thepalitical and church leaders statements, see"Tserkvi nastarte
prezidentskoi kampanii v Ukraing" in theinternet journa Religiia i
obshchestvo No. 39 (2004) (vioz@yandex.ru).

%3 Seethe protest document (unpublished) by F.H. Turchenko, " Sobor
iliuzii," disseminated after the events of May 17-19, 2004.
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when a run by Kuchma was ill possble, surfaced that
urged organizing provocations between followers of the
Kyiv Patriarchate and Moscow Patriarchate in order to
firm up support for Kuchma® After the decison was
made by the presidential adminigtration and its alies to
codesce around Yanukovych in the stop Yushchenko
campaign, religious questions came increasingly to the fore
in the search for wedge issues to build support for a
candidate who had numerous persona drawbacks,
including criminal  convictions for violent crimes
Y anukovych increasingly posed as the candidate of the east
and south of the country and a proponent of Russan as a
gate language and dloser tieswith Russia. All these issues
resonated with much of the leadership of the UOC-MP and
its condtituency. Yanukovych had close rdations with
clergy in Donetsk oblast and used them to cast himsdf as
the * Orthodox candidate’ and to use the structures of the
church in his palitical campaigns® The hierarchs of the
UOC-MP and much of the dergy increasingly became
advocates of the Yanukovych candidacy by passng out
rdigious literature and holy pictures endorsing
Yanukovych and agitating their faithful to support him.*
When Metropalitan Volodymyr of the UOC-MP met with
Yanukovych, he blesssd him as an Orthodox person
worthy of heading the state, and when he later met with
Y ushchenko, who had been a patron of the UOC-MP, he
blessed him but then announced that this was a different
type, a personal blessing®” Other hierarchs took an even
more active role. The Metropolitan of Donetsk, llarion,
caled Yanukovwych an Orthodox presdent and
Yushchenko a servant of Satan.*® Metropolitan Agafangd

34 See"Tretii termin Kuchmy. |ak tse povinno bulo buty,” in Ukrainska
pravda, June 25, 2004 (www.pravda.com.ua).

% On the piety of Yanukovych, see Tetiana Nikoaienko, "Chy molyvsia
za lanukovycha?' Ukrainska pravda, 11.11.2004, 21:15
(http://www2.pravda.com.ua/ar chive/2004/november/11/5.shtml

% See Serhii Harmash, "Resprotektyva dvokh turiv vyboriv-2004 u
Donbasi" http://www.maidan.org.ua/static/mai/1103719306.html for a
discussion of the political agitation of priestsin the Donbas and the
distribution of images of the Archangel Michael and prayers for

Y anukovych.

37 "Hlava UPTS(MP)'na prezidentstvo blahoslovyv v. lanukovycha, a V.
lushchenka lysheiak blahodovliaie usikh viruiuchykh liudei',"
10.11.2004 RISU-UOC MP: Election 2004,
http;///www.risu.or.ua/ukr/news/hot theme/vybory2004/

% "Metropolyt Donetskyi UPTS(MP) nazvav V. lanukovycha
'pravodavnym prezytentom’, a V. lushchenka-'d uhoiu satana,”
16.11.2004 RISU-UOC MP: Election 2004,
http;////mww.risu.or.ua/ukr/news/hot theme/vybory2004/
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of Odesa activdly agitated for voting for Yanukovych,
while the bishop of Kirovhrad, Pantdeimon, announced
his apparitions of the Mother of God predicting a
Yanukovych victory® In some cases, the hierarchy's
pressure on the clergy to work for Y anukovych was so high
that a priest in Chernihiv was dismissed for resisting.
Priests broke the law not only by using reigious
ingtitutions for political propaganda, but also by continuing
political activity in the last days before the eection when it
was banned. Even after the second round of voting and the
emergence of the Maidan protesting dectoral fraud, monks
of the Kyiv Caves Monastery organized processons
againg the pro-Y ushchenko demongtrators. On December
27, 2004, after the Yushchenko victory in the eection was
certain, Patriarch Aleksi thanked Cossack formations in
Ukraine for guarding Orthodox holy places, an action he
saw as especidly needed in view of the Yushchenko
victory.**

The engagement of the UOC-MP on the Y anukovych
sde called forth negative reactions from its own faithful. In
the west and center of Ukraine, where the majority of its
parishes were located, anti-Yanukovych and pro-
Yushchenko sentiments were very drong with  all
probability also among the faithful of the Mascow
Patriarchate. The church in some cases antagonized its
own faithful and in others compromised them before their
fdlow ditizens** Groups of youth and dergy protested the
political activity of their church. A group of dergy and
laity went as far as asking that they be taken under the
protection of the patriarch of Congtantinople in order to be
disassociated from the political activity of their church.*

With the triumph of the Orange Revolution, the
position of the UOC-MP was extremedy difficult, because it
had engaged itsdf so actively againg the new regime and

% See, "UPTS(MP) v Odesi pidtrymuie V. lanukovycha" 10.09.2004 in
RISU-UOC MP: Election 2004, http;////mww.risu.or.ua/ukr/news/hot
theme/vybory2004/ and"Za lanukovycha zmusyly ahituvaty Bozhu
Matir," 22.12.2004.
http://mww.maidan.org.static.news/1103735196.html

40 See the interview with Protoierel Serhii Ivanenko-Kolenda, "Oni
govoriat, im ndl'ziariskovat', potomu chto u nikh est' dom..."
http://maidan.org/stati c/mai/1103130442.html

41 »Russian Orthodox Patriarch Asks Cossack Army of Ukraineto
Protect Church," http://www.risu.org.ua/eng/news/article; 4215/

42 See Andrei lurash, "Revoliutsiiai Tserkov'," Religiia i obshchestvo
43 (2004 internet version of thejournal Liudyna i svit.

43 "Hrupa virnykh UPTS (MP) prosyt' Vsdenskoho Patriarkha
vrehuliuvaty relihiinu sytuatsiiu v Ukraini," 29.12.2004 RISU-UOC
MP: Election 2004, http;////mww.risu.or.ua/ukr/news/hot
theme/vybory2004/
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had logt al claims to padlitical neutrality. In contrast, the
Kyiv Patriarchate had come through the eectoral process
more successfully. Obvioudy a Yanukovych government
would have followed policies detrimental to the church,
while a'Y ushchenko government could be expected to be at
least neutral in church affairs and to follow a policy on
national independence, reations with Russa, and
Ukrainian language that would be in line with that of the
UOC-KP. Although there had been some accusations
againg support for Yushchenko in parishes of the UOC-
KP, the hierarchy and clergy on the UOC-KP had been
much more muted in showing any political support that
those of the UOC-MP had been, not least because a
Yanukovych victory seemed likdy and the political
authoritiesin most regionsinitially supported Y anukovych.
Therefore Patriarch Filaret had joined other confessonsin
Ukraine in calling for fairness of the eections, and only
after the fraudulent second round and massve
demondrations a the Madan came to support
Y ushchenko as the duly eected president.** The splintered
UAOC had little palitical significance in the eections. The
connection of Metropolitan Mefodii with the Socia
Democrat Party (United) placed the church in Western
Ukraine on the side of Y anukovych, though the church had
little impact in a region so pro-Yushchenko. The faction
dominant in the East under Archbishop Ihor followed a
policy smilar to that of the Kyiv Patriarchate. In contrast
to the Moscow patriarch who clearly favored Y anukovych,
Patriarch Bartholomew of Congantinople had come out
with two messages supporting democratic processes in
Ukraine. In his second message that greeted Y ushchenko
with his dectora victory, the Patriarch offered his services
in heding schisms among Orthodox bdievers in
Ukraine.®

Orthodoxy was paliticized and the churches, above all
the Moscow Peatriarchate, took part in dectoral palitics
during the dections in late 2004 to a much greater degree
than they had ever done before Unquestionably
Yanukovych gained condderable advantage from the
support of the UOC-MP, and he and the new opposition in
Ukraine will turn to the church again for support.
Y ushchenko benefited from the refusal of the UOC-KP and
part of the UAOC to support the government candidate
and their joining the protests for democracy and againgt

44 On Patriarch Filaret's statements in the early part of the dections and
the position of the UAOC, see Kateryna Shchotking, "Mandat nebesnyi,”
Dzerkalo tyzhnia, no. 37, 18-24 September 2004 and Oleksandr Sahan,
"Tserkvy obyraiut' prezydenta,”" 18.10.2004. RISU-UOC MP: Election
2004, http;///mww.risu.or.ua/ukr/news'hot theme/vybory2004/

% KlaraGudzyk, "A Placein the Hierarchy,"
http://www.day.kiev.ua/130700/
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fraud after the second round of the dections. Although
Y ushchenko consigtently declared after the eections that
the gate should not determine religious issues, the new
Ukrainian government has to face the redlity that a major
Orthodox church tied to a center in Russa had
campaigned againg it. On the other hand, the UOC-MP
had to deal with the consequences of its palitical choices
and loss, both among its congtituency and in determining
reationswith the sate.

How then have the Ukrainian state and church affected
each other in the partid democratization process in
Ukraine? Neutraity in Orthodox effairs is in fact, an
impossble goa for the Ukrainian central or regiona
governments as long as there are church buildings it
controls or ather public buildings that the churches seek to
obtain. At the same time the concept of Ukraine as an
Orthodox land and the daims of three Orthodox churches
(as well as of the Ukrainian Greek Cathalic Church) to be
guardians of the national patrimony make it impaossible for
any Ukrainian government to divorce itsdf from reigious
issues. In Russia the public role of the patriarch and the
attendance of the presdent and members of the
government at holiday services of the ROC are eadly
accepted as fitting. In Ukraine amilar functionaries must
carefully plot each step just asthe state media mugt plan its
broadcast of various services.

In addition, the history of granting autocephaly in
predominantly Orthodox lands has involved state support
and in the case of the Polish Autocephalous Orthodox
Church in 1924 was even orchestrated by a state in which
the Orthodox were a minority. The importance of
Orthodox dlegiance to dates that had emerged from the
USSR was demongtrated by the Esonian state, which saw
the revival of the preWorld War 11 autonomous Orthodox
Church under Congtantinaple replacing the Soviet legacy
of al Orthodox being under the Mascow Patriarchate as a
matter of date sovereignty. Hence the contacts of the
Kuchma government with Congantinople and the
president's expressions of hopes for Orthodox unity were a
form of state activism that has a considerable tradition. In
genera, the churches have argued againg date
intervention when it would oppose their interests, as the
MP has demondtrated in its objections to the Ukrainian
gdates actions on autocephay and unity issues. On the
other hand, the Orthodox churches still make daims to
specia rights in an Orthodox land. The Ukrainian
Orthodox Church of the Mascow Patriarchate has held up
Russa as an example of what its own reations should be
with the Ukrainian sate*®

6 Sseetheltar Tassartideof April 9, 2004 "Some Ukraine Pdliticians
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How then has Orthodoxy influenced the pdlitical
transformation in Ukraine? Although the Orthodox leaders
conceive of Ukraine as an Orthodox land and the Orthodox
hierarchs are given symbalic precedence by government
officals even in matters such as army chaplaincies, the
Orthodox have not been able to assume the leading
position that the church hasin Russa, Georgia or Romania
or that the Cathdlic church has in Poland. In part this
dtuation results from the greater activity of non-Orthodox
Chrigtian groups, especially the exigence of a Ukrainian
Greek Cathalic Church in Galicia and Transcarpathia that
also claims the mantd of a traditional national faith and
because of the very active Protestant groups, missionizing
in the south and east. Jugt as important has been the split
among the Orthodox groups and their varied stance on
political and national agendas, above al the ambivalence
to hodility in some quarters of the Ukrainian Orthodox
Church, Moscow Patriarchate, to Ukrainian independence
and Ukrainian language and culture (especially in the
south and east).

As aresult, the Orthodox have not been able to take an
authoritative position in Ukraine commensurate with their
large numbers and organizational network. This Stuation
has strengthened rdigious pluralism in Ukrainian palitical
life. On the other hand, the Orthodox churches have turned
to palitical leaders and the palitical process in order to
further their own jurisdictions interests, thereby degpening
cleavages among Ukrainian politicd groups and
interjecting church affairs into the political process. This
process has not resulted in the formation of significant
reigious parties in Ukraine, but it has identified religious
allegiance with certain padlitica orientations. Given that the
parties and churches aready have linguistic-cultural and
regiona colorings, the reigious factor only increases the
divides in a fractious Ukrainian politica life The
progressive digtribution of church buildings somewhat
lessens the palitical jockeying of the church groups, but
complaints continue over whether the digribution has
occurred in an equitable manner and the continued control
by government of edifices that could be used for churches,
epecidly in the south and east where surviving church
buildings are few, keeps the pot boiling. As the centra
adminigrations of the Orthodox churches and the parishes
control great revenues and property and economic rights
they aso have reason to maintain political and
adminigrative alies and political aliances.

The breskdown of the Soviet sysem and the

CreateDifficultiesfor the Ukrainian Orthodox Church," reproduced on UR-
2004, #58 April 12.
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establishment of a semi-democratic system in Ukrainewith
multi-foci of power and dements of civil sodety has
permitted the breakdown of the enforced unity of Orthodox
beievers and the surfacing of contending Orthodox
traditions. Just as the state had to deal with the Soviet
legacy, the Russan Orthodox Church had to deal with
these traditions as well as the reemergence of the early
twentieth-century questions of Ukrainian autocephaly,
Ukrainianization, and conciliarism. The radicaly
divergent views that Orthodox clergy and laity held on
these questions and the fact that they had surfaced and
been debated before and had been kept aive by the
rdigious ingtitutions of the Ukrainian diaspora meant that
positions were staked out and the church split even before
Ukrainian independence. For the UAOC and the UOC-KP
this has left the primary question recognition by the
Orthodox Oecumene, apparently advanced somewhat in
the last few years through contacts with the Congtantinople
Patriarchate, as wel as the question of unity, despite the
differing modes of church governance in the UAOC and
the UOC-KP. In contrast, the UOC-MP 4ill finds these
questions unresolved as well as the attitude of the church
on Ukraings political satus and orientation and on
national-cultural issues. In many ways, the defection of the
UAOC and UOC-KP and of the many bdievers who went
over to the UGCC has diminished the group within the
UOC-MP that advocates autocephaly and Ukrainization.
The losses have in some ways made the church suspicious
of any discusson and more dependent on the Moscow
Patriarchate (hence the withdrawal of the autocephaly
request), though the various regiona and nationa
congtituencies of the UOC-MP ensure that differing views
are held within the church.

In no country that emerged from the former Soviet bloc
did the state and Orthodox church face so many explosive
and divisve issues asin Ukraine. The learning process for
the government and the rdigious leaders has been a
difficult one The adoption of Western modds, in
particular American ones, was impossible, given the Soviet
legacy and the Orthodox tradition. Even today the date
does not view the division of the Orthodox as conducive to
social order and the tendency to see autocephaly as an
atribute of an independent country is gsrong, in part
because those who wish a renewed Savic union reect it.
Pdlitical, linguistic and cultural groups have al turned to
the Orthodox churches as indtitutional sources of support
or an arenafor propagating their agenda. Though the three
churches have defined congtituencies, groups from Russian
nationalist to Ukrainian autocephalists in the UOC-MP
creste opposing pressures. Yet in the last decade the state
and Orthodox churches have dedt with a limited
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democratization and the devdopment of contending
political groups. The issues of state- and nation-building
have intertwined with Orthodox affairs in forming
independent Ukraine. The new government in Ukraine
will have to deal with a Stuation in which the Orthodox
issue has moved to the fore in palitical life just as the
question of the dtuation of Orthodoxy in Ukraine has
assumed a higher profilein international Orthodox circles.
Whether a stable, more democratic Ukraine will emerge
from the Orange Revolution is ill uncertain. What is
certain isthat a more democratic Ukraine would pose new
opportunities and challengesfor the Orthodox churches.
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