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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

My interest in Stepan Bandera was awakened about a decade ago when I came across
a picture of the Bandera monument in the eastern Galician town of Dubliany and
read an article that described the unveiling ceremony. The solemn mood of the crowd
in the picture and the highly respectful attitude of the article toward Bandera and his
movement puzzled me. After this encounter I examined a number of academic and
non-academic writings relating to Bandera, his role in Ukrainian and European his-
tory, and in the collective memory of Ukrainians, Jews, Poles, Russians, and other
peoples. These publications, however, did not satisfy my curiosity. The characteri-
zations of Bandera and his movement were intriguing but they lacked substance and
many were superficial. Because of the lack of reliable information about the subject,
it took me several years to define the bases and to comprehend its essentials. The
more time I spent in the archives and libraries, the more I was astonished how
mythical and escapist the Bandera images are. Interviewing various activists and
investigating Bandera museums, I realized how much Bandera meant to people who
had made him a part of their identity and how little they were interested in a more
realistic understanding of the man and his movement. I also noticed a concealed
hostility toward critical examination of the subject and deduced that the common
representations of Bandera, whether apologetic or demonizing, were based on dis-
avowal of certain aspects of his past and on collective misinformation, in particular
in post-Soviet western Ukraine.

Investigating the early post-war period, I realized that our understanding of Ban-
dera and his movement had been based to a substantial extent on that movement’s
propaganda, which had been modified after the Second World War and adjusted to
the realities of the Cold War by the veterans of the movement and its sympathizers.
Several thousand of these people had left western Ukraine together with the Ger-
mans during the last phase of the war and remained thereafter in various countries of
the Western bloc. Their narrative of the events in western Ukraine during the Second
World War was not challenged by professional historians until recently. On the con-
trary, some of the historians who studied Ukrainian nationalism during the Cold War
adopted parts of this distorted and selective narrative in their own writings, taking
the memories and self-representations of the veterans of the movement for granted.
After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, a number of political activists and scholars
based in western Ukraine presented explanations of the subject that were again very
similar to those popularized previously by the movement’s veterans and by some
historians rooted in the Ukrainian diaspora. In other words the subject has remained
unexplored for a long period of time, and its investigation has become difficult and
even dangerous.

The theoretical part of my work, in particular the contextualization of Bandera
and his movement among other East Central European fascist movements, evoked
fierce reactions among far-right activists, and it irritated several historians and
intellectuals, including experts in the fields of Polish, Soviet, and Ukrainian history.
Equally intense emotions were aroused when I began to connect the apologetic
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commemorations and representations of Bandera and his followers with the
involvement of Ukrainian nationalists and ordinary Ukrainians in the Holocaust and
other forms of mass violence during and after the Second World War. To my sur-
prise, some historians who had not worked in the field of Ukrainian history, but had
specialized in subjects such as mass violence, fascism, nationalism, the Holocaust or
its denial, had far fewer problems accepting the results of my research and following
the narrative of this study.

When I was planning to investigate Bandera and his movement in depth and to
write a comprehensive study about them, several scholars warned me that it would
be better to choose a less contentious topic for a dissertation. As it turned out, the
reactions to my research and to some of my findings exceeded their direst predic-
tions. Especially in the last phase of writing this book, I was exposed to a number of
unpleasant attacks on this study and sometimes also on my person. These attacks
came both from the Ukrainian far right and from scholars who regarded Bandera as a
national or local hero, and his followers as an anti-German and anti-Soviet resistance
movement, or as the Ukrainian “liberation movement.” Many people directly or indi-
rectly expressed the opinion that the investigation of subjects such as the mass
violence conducted by the Ukrainian nationalists, the Bandera cult, and the Holo-
caust denial among the Ukrainian diaspora and post-Soviet intellectuals constitutes
an attack on Ukrainian identity, and they questioned the usefulness and integrity of
such research.

When the Heinrich Boll Foundation, the German Academic Exchange Service,
and the German embassy in Kiev invited me to deliver six lectures about Bandera in
three Ukrainian cities in late February and early March 2012, organized hysteria was
stirred up, not only among Ukrainian far-right activists and nationalist scholars but
also among a number of “liberal” scholars in Ukraine and some scholars of East
European history in other countries. The organizers of the lecture tour had great
difficulty in finding universities or other institutions with sufficient courage to host
my lectures. Venues were found in Kiev and Dnipropetrovs’k, but none in Lviv. In the
event, even the four institutions (including the Tkuma Ukrainian Institute for Holo-
caust Studies) that had agreed to my appearance canceled the lectures a few hours
prior to their planned start. As a result, only one lecture took place, in secure con-
ditions in the premises of the German embassy in Kiev. In front of the building,
about a hundred angry protesters tried to convince a few hundred interested stu-
dents, scholars, and ordinary Ukrainians not to attend my lecture, claiming that I
was “Joseph Goebbels’ grandchild” and a “liberal fascist from Berlin,” who did not
understand anything about the subject he would talk about.

The lectures in Ukraine in early 2012 were prevented by two kinds of political and
intellectual opponents. The first group consisted of far-right activists from the Svo-
boda Party who intimidated the universities and other institutions. The second group
was composed of nationalist and “liberal” intellectuals and scholars, who contacted
the institutions and also announced in public that it would be better not to allow me
to speak on the subject of my research, because I was not a historian but a “propa-
gandist” who would besmirch the country or attempt to spark a civil war and split
Ukraine. During the wave of disturbing and hostile insults and protests, a number of
people, including Antony Polonsky, Delphine Bechtel, Per Anders Rudling, Marco
Carynnyk, Andreas Umland, Jared McBride, Mark von Hagen, Arnd Bauerkdmper,
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Christian Ganzer, Frank Golczewski, Anton Shekhovtsov, Gertrud Pickhan, Grzegorz
Motyka, Omer Bartov, Simon Hadler, Susanne Heim, and especially my wife Mar-
tina, were very supportive. These people convinced me not to pay too much attention
to the various kinds of nationalist and intellectual hysteria and to concentrate on
finishing the study and publishing the book.

This study could not have been accomplished without the help and support of
many people and institutions. At the very beginning of this undertaking, Philipp Ther
convinced me to see it through. Heinz Dieter Kittsteiner (t 2008), an inspiring theo-
retician and a remarkable critic of collective memories, did so too. During the entire
project, my dissertation adviser Frank Golczewski supported me with advice on vari-
ous academic matters and helped me to face sundry bureaucratic obstacles. In
Ukraine, Leonid Zashkilniak, Iaroslav Hrytsak, Ostap Sereda, and a number of other
colleagues helped me to locate and extract some essential documents and to over-
come many kinds of administrative complications. Similarly, several archivists and
librarians in Canada, Germany, Poland, Russia, Ukraine, the United Kingdom, and
the United States were very helpful during my investigations. John-Paul Himka
taught me a great deal about the Ukrainian diaspora and its nationalist
misrepresentation of history. He and scholars such as Omer Bartov, Dieter Pohl,
Grzegorz Motyka, and Per Anders Rudling drew my attention to the question of
ethnic and political violence and its significance for this study. The writings on
fascism by scholars such as Arnd Bauerkdmper, Roger Eatwell, Roger Griffin,
Constantin Iordachi, Michael Mann, Stanley G. Payne, Kevin Passmore, Robert
Paxton, and Zeev Sternhell helped me to contextualize Bandera and his movement.

The book has profited from discussions and critical readings. I had the pleasure
to present and discuss the project at academic seminars organized by Arnd
Bauerkdamper, Frank Golczewski, Heinz Dieter Kittsteiner, Gertrud Pickhan, Philip
Ther, the German Historical Institute Warsaw, the working group “Holocaust and
Memory Politics” at the University of Alberta, and the department of Eastern Euro-
pean History at the University of Giessen. Arnd Bauerkdmper, Omer Bartov, Frank
Golczewski, Mark von Hagen, John-Paul Himka, Iaroslav Hrytsak, Tanja Penter, Per
Anders Rudling, Tomasz Stryjek, and Andrzej Zieba commented either on the whole
manuscript or some of its parts. Ray Brandon, Franziska Bruder, Marco Carynnyk,
John-Paul Himka, Jared McBride, Grzegorz Motyka, Dieter Pohl, and Per Anders
Rudling assisted me with information and drew my attention to documents they had
discovered during their own research on topics relating to this study. Marco Caryn-
nyk and Michal Mlynarz helped me by editing the manuscript. It would not have
been possible to conduct the research for this study and to write this book, without
the financial assistance of the Gerda Henkel Foundation, the University of Alberta,
and the German Historical Institute Warsaw, or to have the manuscript edited with-
out the assistance of the Gerda Henkel Foundation. I would therefore like to thank all
the people who have helped me to publish this book. Given its subject and length it
was a quite challenging task. Above all, I very sincerely thank my wife, who showed
considerable patience and compassion during the extensive and exhaustive process
of accomplishing this study. I devote this book to her and to my two children.
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NOTE ON LANGUAGE, NAMES, AND
TRANSLITERATIONS

The region in which Bandera lived for the first thirty years of his life was inhabited by
peoples who spoke different languages and used various names for their cities,
towns, and villages, and also for the regions in which they lived, such as Lemberg,
Lwoéw, Lemberik, L'viv, L'vov for Lviv; or Krakow, Kroke, Krakau for Cracow; or
Galizien, Halychyna, Galicja, Galitsye for Galicia. In this book I use well-established
English names, such as Cracow, Galicia, Kiev, Lviv, Moscow, or Warsaw, if they exist.
Otherwise I use the names in the language of the country in which they are currently
located, such as Ivano-Frankivs’k, Ternopil’ or Gdansk. On first use, I also introduce
the name used by the state administration at that time. The transliteration of
Ukrainian and Russian words follows the standard of the Library of Congress (unless
Latin characters were used in the original).



INTRODUCTION

This study investigates the life and the political cult of Stepan Bandera, a Ukrainian
far-right leader who lived between 1909 and 1959. Bandera’s cult emerged in the
mid-1930s and has endured to the present. The person and the cult did not exist
separately from each other but remained in a state of mutual dependency. They did
not occur and function in a vacuum but in specific cultural, social, and political
contexts. The investigation of these contexts is one of the crucial goals of this study.
It will allow us to comprehend the interrelation between Bandera’s life and the pro-
cesses surrounding his mythologization. The book combines a political biography of
the legendary Ukrainian leader, embedded in the history of his movement, with an
analysis of the writers, historians, ideologists, film directors, politicians, and political
activists who were involved in the process of creating the Bandera cult between the
mid-1930s and the end of the first decade of this century.

The Person

Even without the cult that arose during his lifetime and flourished after his death,
Stepan Bandera was an intriguing person. It was not purely by chance that he
became one of the central symbols of Ukrainian nationalism, although the role of
chance in history should not be underestimated. With his radical nature, doctrinaire
determination, and strong faith in an ultranationalist Ukrainian revolution that was
intended to bring about the “rebirth” of the Ukrainian nation, Bandera fulfilled the
ideological expectations of his cohorts. By the time he was twenty-six, he was
admired not only by other Ukrainian revolutionary ultranationalists but also by some
other elements of Ukrainian society living in the Second Polish Republic. The same
factors made him the leader (Ukr. Providnyk or Vozhd’), and symbol of the most
violent, twentieth century, western Ukrainian political movement: the Organization
of Ukrainian Nationalists (Orhanizatsia Ukrains’kykh Natsionalistiv, OUN), which
in late 1942 and early 1943 formed the Ukrainian Insurgent Army (Ukrainska
Povstans’ka Armiia, UPA). Despite, or perhaps because of the fact that Bandera
spent a significant part of his life outside Ukraine, in prison or other confinement, he
became a legendary personality after whom thousands of his followers, sympathizers
and even ordinary western Ukrainians were called Banderites (Ukr. banderivtsi, Pol.
banderowcy, Rus. banderouvtsi). There are also those who think that his remarkable-
sounding name, meaning “banner” in Polish and Spanish, contributed to his
becoming the symbol of Ukrainian nationalism.

A biographical investigation of Bandera is challenging. His political myth is
embedded in different ideologies, which have distorted the perception of the person.
Not without reason do the Bandera biographies that have appeared in Poland, Russia
and Ukraine since 1990 differ greatly from one another and inform us very little
about the person and related history. Very few of them examine archival documents.
Many are couched in various post-Soviet nationalist discourses. Their authors
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present Bandera as a national hero, sometimes even as a saint, and ignore or deny
his radical worldview and his followers’ contribution to ethnic and political violence.
Others present Bandera as a biblical kind of evil and deny war crimes committed
against Ukrainian civilians by the Poles, Germans, and Soviets. Earlier publications
on Bandera written during the Cold War were either embedded in Soviet discourse
or, more frequently, in the nationalist discourse of the Ukrainian diaspora.

The investigation of Bandera requires not only a comparison of his biographies
and other publications relating to him, but, more important, the examination of
numerous archival documents, memoirs written by persons who knew him, and
documents and publications written by him personally. The study of these docu-
ments reveals how Bandera acted at particular stages of his life, and how he was
perceived by his contemporaries. This enables us to understand Bandera’s role in
twentieth-century Ukrainian history and helps us look for answers to the most diffi-
cult questions related to his biography, such as if and to what extent he was respon-
sible for OUN and UPA atrocities, in which he was personally not involved but which
he approved of.

Cult, Myth, Charisma, and Rituals

The cult of the leader is a phenomenon created by and rooted within a particular
society, group, or community that is prepared to accept the ideological dimensions of
the cult. A leader often emerges in a time of crisis and his adherents believe that he
will help the community weather it. The power and charisma of the leader derives
usually only in part from him. In greater measure, it is a social product, a creation of
social expectations vested in him.! The leaders around whom personality cults are
established are therefore either charismatic or, more frequently, believed to be
charismatic. Charisma might be a “personality gift, a situational coincidence, or a
particular pact between leader and the followers.”2

A charismatic leader cannot exist without a “charismatic community,” which
would accept, admire, celebrate, and believe in his “extraordinary” qualities. To
achieve this state of mind and affairs, an emotional relationship between the leader
and the community must be established. The community feels connected with its
leader who, as his followers believe, takes care of them and leads them toward a
better future.3 One of the most effective ways to establish an emotional relationship
between the leader and the community is through the performance of rituals. The
practicing of political rituals is crucial for the formation of a collective identity that
unites a group. Rituals influence the morality and values of the individuals practicing
them, and transform the emotional state of the group.4

In practice, the process of creating charisma around the leader might proceed in
different ways, depending on the nature of the movement. Small movements in

1 Ian Kershaw, Hitler 1889—-1936: Hubris (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 2000), Xxvi.

2 Aristotle A. Kallis, “Fascism, ‘Charisma’ and ‘Charismatisation’: Weber’s Model of ‘Charismatic
Domination’ and Interwar European Fascism,” Totalitarian Movements and Political Religions, Vol. 7,
No. 1 (2006): 25.

3 Kallis, Fascism, ‘Charisma’ and ‘Charismatisation’, 25—26.

4 Albert Bergesen, “Die rituelle Ordnung,” in Ritualtheorien: Ein einfiihrendes Handbuch, eds. Andréa
Belliger and David J. Krieger (Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1998), 50-51.
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multiethnic states—such as the OUN or the Croatian UstaSa—would use methods
different from those used by movements that took control of the state and estab-
lished a regime, such as the Italian Fascists or the German National Socialists.
Charisma may also be attributed to a leader after his death. A charismatic commu-
nity might still be under the influence of its deceased leader and therefore continue
to admire and commemorate him. Not only the body of the leader but also his per-
sonal objects, including his clothing, writing desk, or pen might become imbued with
sacred meaning after his death. The members of the charismatic community might
treat those objects as relics, the last remnants of their legendary leader and true
hero.5

The cults of fascist and other totalitarian leaders emerged in Europe after the
First World War. Their emergence was related to the disappearance of relevant
monarchies and of the cults of emperors who had been regarded as the representa-
tives of God on earth, and whose absence caused a void in the lives of many.¢ Several
fascist movements regarded the Roman Catholic Church as an important institution
to imitate because the head of the Church did not need his own charisma to appear
charismatic.” Nazi Party Secretary Rudolf Hess wrote in a private letter in 1927: “The
great popular leader is similar to the great founder of a religion: he must
communicate to his listeners an apodictic faith. Only then can the mass of followers
be led where they should be led. They will then also follow the leader if the setbacks
are encountered; but only then, if they have communicated to them unconditional
belief in the absolute rightness of their own people.”® The legal philosopher Julius
Binder argued in 1929: “The Leader cannot be made, can in this sense not be
selected. The Leader makes himself in that he comprehends the history of his
people.” The historian Emilio Gentile observed that the “charismatic leader is
accepted as a guide by his followers, who obey him with veneration and devotion,
because they consider that he has been invested with the task of realizing an idea of
the mission; the leader is the living incarnation and mythical interpretation of his
mission.”° In this sense, the leader as an incarnation of a mission, or as a charis-
matic personality, might acquire the qualities of a saint or messiah that correspond
to the community’s needs.* Followers of a leader believe that he comes as “destiny
from the inner essence of people,”2 because he embodies the idea of the movement
and personifies its politics. Roger Eatwell observed that the leader might help people

5 For worshiping a leader after his death, see Sergio Luzzatto, The Body of Il Duce: Mussolini’s Corpse
and the Fortunes of Italy (New York: Metropolitan Books, 2005).

6 Heidi Hein-Kircher, “Fiihrerkult und Fiihrermythos: Theoretische Reflexionen zur Einfiihrung,” in
Der Fiihrer im Europa des 20. Jahrhunderts, ed. Benno Ennker and Heidi Hein-Kircher (Marburg:
Verlag Herder-Institut, 2010), 3.

7 Emilio Gentile, “Mussolini as the Prototypical Charismatic Dictator,” Charisma and Fascism in
Interwar Europe, ed. Roger Eatwell, Stein Ugevlik Larsen, and Anténio Costa Pinto (London: Rout-
ledge 2007) 125.

8 Quoted in Ian Kershaw, The ‘Hitler Myth’: Image and Reality in the Third Reich (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1987), 27.

9 Kurt Sontheimer, Antidemokratisches Denken in der Weimarer Republik (Munich: Nymphenburger
Verlagshandlung, 1962), 273, quoted in Ian Kershaw, The ‘Hitler Myth’, 19.

10 Gentile, Mussolini as the Prototypical Charismatic Dictator, 113.

u Kallis, Fascism, ‘Charisma’ and ‘Charismatisation’, 29.

12 Kershaw, The ‘Hitler Myth’, 19.
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to “understand complex events” and “come to terms with complexity through the
image of a single person who is held to be special, but in some way accountable.”3

A fascist leader is expected to be an idealistic, dynamic, passionate, and revolu-
tionary individual. He is the “bearer of a mission,” who tries to overthrow the status
quo and has a very clear idea of his foes. His mission is understood as a revolutionary
intervention. He frequently presents himself as a person who is ready to sacrifice his
life and the lives of his followers for the idea of the movement. His transformation
into a myth is almost inevitable, and he may become the prisoner of his own myth.

The interwar period witnessed the rise of a range of different charismatic leaders
and personality cults. A few leaders, such as Tomas Masaryk in Czechoslovakia, were
neither fascist nor authoritarian.’s Some of them, like J6zef Pilsudski in Poland were
authoritarian, but not fascist, and could best be described as military.?® The cults
sprang up in different political, cultural, and social circumstances. The most famous
European personality cults were established around Adolf Hitler in Germany, Benito
Mussolini in Italy, and Josef Stalin in the Soviet Union. Other cults surrounded Fran-
cisco Franco in Spain, Antonio de Oliveira Salazar in Portugal, Ante Paveli¢ in
Croatia, Corneliu Zelea Codreanu and Ion Antonescu in Romania, Mikl6s Horthy in
Hungary, Engelbert Dollfuss and Kurt Schuschnigg in Austria, Andrej Hlinka and
Jozef Tiso in Slovakia.?”

Unlike most of these personalities Bandera never ruled a state, nor was his cult
institutionalized in a sovereign state during his lifetime. This changed, ironically
enough, half a century after his death, when not only did his cult reappear in western
Ukraine but the President, Iushchenko, designated him a Hero of Ukraine. Since the
middle of the 1930s, Bandera has been worshiped by various groups, as Providnyk,
as a national hero, and as a romantic revolutionary. The ideological nature of the
Bandera cult did not differ substantially from that of other cults of nationalist, fasc-
ist, or other authoritarian leaders, but the circumstances in which the Bandera cult
existed were specific. Moreover, the long period over which the Bandera cult has
been cultivated is not typical of the majority of such European leader cults. Following
his assassination, the Ukrainian diaspora commemorated Bandera, not only as the
Providnyk but also as a martyr who died for Ukraine. After the dissolution of the
Soviet Union, the cult re-emerged in Ukraine. One of the purposes of this study is to
explain both the continuity of the Bandera cult, and its varieties.

The myth of a leader is related to the phenomenon of a leader cult but the two
concepts are not synonymous. The leader myth is a story that reduces the personality

13 Roger Eatwell, “Concept and Theory of Charismatic Leadership,” in Charisma and Fascism, ed.
Eatwell, 13.

14 Gentile, Mussolini as the Prototypical Charismatic Dictator, 114, 117, 119, 127.

15 Masaryk was neither a fascist nor an authoritarian dictator, but his charisma was used to create a cult
that helped to legitimize the existence of Czechoslovakia. Cf. Andrea Orzoff, “The Husbandman:
Toméas Masaryk’s Leader Cult in Interwar Czechoslovakia,” Austrian History Yearbook 39 (2008),
121-37.

16 For the Pilsudski cult, see Heidi Hein, Der Pitsudski-Kult und seine Bedeutung fiir den polnischen
Staat 1926—-1939 (Marburg: Verlag Herder Institut, 2002).

7 For the cults of personality in Europe and the charismatic European leaders, see Roger Eatwell, Stein
Ugevlik Larsen, and Ant6nio Costa Pinto, ed., Charisma and Fascism in Interwar Europe (London:
Routledge 2007); Benno Ennker and Heidi Hein-Kircher, Der Fiihrer im Europa des 20. Jahrhun-
derts (Marburg: Verlag Herder-Institut, 2010); Bernd J. Fischer, ed., Balkan Strongmen: Dictators
and Authoritarian Rulers of South Eastern Europe (West Lafayette: Purdue UP, 2007).
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and history of the leader to a restricted number of idealized features. It may be
expressed by means of a hagiographic article, book, image, film, song, or other form
of media. The myth usually depicts the leader as a national hero, a brave revolution-
ary, the father of a nation, or a martyr. It describes the leader in a selective way, de-
signed to meet and confirm the expectations of the “charismatic” or “enchanted”
community. Like every myth, it mobilizes emotions and immobilizes minds.

The leader myth belongs to the more modern species of political myths, embed-
ded in a particular ideology. Such myths emerged alongside modern politics, in the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth century. According to Christopher Flood, there
is a reciprocal relationship between political myths and ideologies. Ideology provides
myths with a framework of meaning, and myths are a means of visualizing and
manifesting ideology.8

For the purposes of this study, ideology is characterized as a set of ideas of au-
thoritative principles, which provide political and cultural orientation for groups that
suffer from temporary cultural, social or political disorientation.?? Ideology over-
simplifies the complexity of the world, in order to make it an understandable and
acceptable “reality.” It also deactivates critical and rational thought.2c For Clifford
Geertz, “it is a loss of orientation that most directly gives rise to ideological activity,
an inability, for lack of usable models, to comprehend the universe of civic rights and
responsibilities in which one finds oneself located.”2 Ideologies are more persistent
in societies that have strong needs for mobilization and legitimization, such as total-
itarian states and fascist movements, than in those without such needs. Owing to
their unifying, legitimizing, and mobilizing attributes, ideologies can also be under-
stood as belief-systems that unite societies or groups, provide them with values, and
inspire them to realize their political goals.22

The political myth of Stepan Bandera was initially embodied in the ideology of
Ukrainian nationalism, which, in the 1920s, 1930s, and early 1940s, underwent a
process of fascistization. This ideology produced a whole mythology, consisting of a
set of various political myths, of which the Bandera myth was perhaps the most sig-
nificant. Examples of other important political myths embedded in far-right Ukrai-
nian nationalist ideology are the myth of the proclamation of Ukrainian statehood on
30 June 1941 in Lviv; military myths, including the myth of the tragic but heroic
UPA; and the myths of other OUN members and UPA insurgents such as Ievhen
Konovalets’, Roman Shukhevych, Vasyl’ Bilas, and Dmytro Danylyshyn. Finally, it
should be added that the Bandera myth was an important component of Soviet ide-
ology and the ideology of Polish nationalism, each of which evaluated Bandera very
differently from the way the Ukrainian nationalist ideology defined him.

18 Christopher Flood, Political Myth: A Theoretical Introduction (New York: Garland Publishing. Inc.,
1996), 164; Yves Bizeul, “Theorien der politischen Mythen und Rituale,” in Politische Mythen und Rituale
in Deutschland, Frankreichund Polen, ed. Yves Bizeul (Berlin: Duncker & Humboldt, 2000), 18.

19 Clifford Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures (New York: Basis Books, 1973), 218—20; Bizeul,
Theorien der politischen Mythen, 16—17.

20 Anton Grabner-Haider, Ideologie und Religion: Interaktion und Sinnsysteme in der modernen
Gesellschaft (Vienna: Herder, 1981), 23—31; Flood, Political Myth, 26. On this question, see also
Hubert Schleichert, Wie man mit Fundamentalisten diskutiert, ohne den Verstand zu verlieren:
Anleitung zum subversiven Denken (Munich: C.H. Beck, 1997).

21 Geertz, Interpretation of Cultures, 219.

22 Terry Eagleton, Ideology: An Introduction (New York: Verso, 1991), 43—44.
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Ukrainian Nationalism and Integral Nationalism

The concept of integral nationalism has been attractive to many scholars who have
investigated the OUN. The notion of integral nationalism was shaped around 1900
by Charles Maurras, a leader and ideologist of Action Francaise, a French royalist,
conservative, and antidemocratic movement. Fifty years later, John Armstrong pub-
lished Ukrainian Nationalism, the first comprehensive and authoritative study of the
OUN and the Second World War. The American historian classified the extremist
form of Ukrainian nationalism as “integral nationalism,” and specified that “the
theory and teaching of the Nationalists were very close to Fascism, and in some
respects, such as the insistence on ‘racial purity,” even went beyond the original
Fascist doctrines.”?3 According to him, integral nationalism “never had much appeal
in France or other Western European countries, but, in modified forms, it became a
dominant force in the ‘dissatisfied’ countries of Central and Southern Europe in the
twenties.”24 Before Armstrong, historians such as Carlton Joseph Huntley Hayes
applied the concept of integral nationalism to far-right movements and authoritarian
regimes in Hungary and Poland, as well as to Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany. This
method allowed Hayes and Armstrong to avoid using the contested term “fascism”
but it did not contribute to the analytical and comparative understanding of the ana-
lyzed movements and regimes. As Armstrong explained, integral nationalism was “by
definition a movement of individual nations rather than a universal ideology.”25

In his early years as a scholar, Armstrong elaborated a number of important cha-
racteristics of the ideology of the Ukrainian nationalists and also a few significant
differences and similarities between the OUN and other East Central European far-
right movements. He defined “integral nationalism” in terms of five characteristics:
“(1) a belief in the nation as the supreme value to which all others must be
subordinated, essentially a totalitarian concept; (2) an appeal to mystically conceived
ideas of the solidarity of all individuals making up the nation, usually on the
assumption that biological characteristics or the irreversible effects of common
historical development had welded them into one organic whole; (3) a subordination
of rational, analytic thought to the ‘intuitively correct’ emotions; (4) expression of the
‘national will’ through a charismatic leader and an elite nationalist enthusiasts
organized in a single party; (5) glorification of action, war, and violence as an
expression of the superior biological vitality of the nation.”2¢

Analyzing the ideology of Ukrainian nationalism, Armstrong argued that “the
essential irrationalism of the ideology was expressed by fanatical romanticism, which
was, however, among the comparatively unsophisticated Ukrainians more spontane-
ous and genuine than the cynical rejection of reason by the Germans and Italians.”
In an article published in 1968 he broadened the scope of his analysis to include
other East Central European movements, such as the Hlinka Party and the Croatian
Ustasa. He admitted that all of them were influenced by Italian Fascism but empha-

23 John A. Armstrong, Ukrainian Nationalism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1963), 280.

24 Armstrong, Ukrainian Nationalism, 20.

25 Armstrong, Ukrainian Nationalism, 20; Carlton Joseph Huntley Hayes, The Historical Evolution of
Modern Nationalism (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1950), 167.

26 Armstrong, Ukrainian Nationalism, 20.

27 Ibid., 22.
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sized that “at least as a start, it seems preferable to not call OUN’s ideology ‘fascism’
but to designate it ‘integral nationalism.”28

Armstrong rightly analyzed the OUN in the context of the Ustasa, but the classifi-
cation of the ideologies of the OUN, the Ustasa, and the Hlinka Party as “integral
nationalism” is, at least from the contemporary point of view, problematic and not
entirely convincing. First, neither did the OUN use the term “integral nationalism,”
nor did it identify itself with the ideology of “integral nationalism.” Second, the OUN
and its leaders did not claim the “traditional hereditary monarchy” and a number of
other features typical of integral nationalism, as did Maurras, the father of this
ideology. The OUN was integral in the sense of being exclusive: it anticipated the
establishment of an ethnic Ukrainian state without Jews, Poles, Russians, and other
minorities. Ukrainian extreme nationalism featured some of the elements of integral
nationalism, such as placing the country above all. Similarly, Horthy’s regime in
Hungary, Pilsudski’s in Poland, Mussolini’s in Italy, or Hitler’s in Germany were to
some extent influenced by Action Francaise and Maurras’ writings, but they were
neither united by, nor were they a form of integral nationalism, as Armstrong and
Hayes argued.2o

If Armstrong’s theoretical approach to the subject was not entirely useful for the
contextualization of the OUN, the empirical part of his study—which has significantly
influenced later studies of the OUN and UPA—appears today to be truly problematic.
Limited access to sources concerning the OUN and UPA, and some of his methods of
studying and selecting documents led Armstrong to depict only a part of the history
of the movement, while purporting to present the whole. Like many historians at that
time, Armstrong had no access to Soviet archives and did not use testimonies and
memoirs left by survivors of the OUN and UPA terror. Armstrong based his study
mainly on German documents, and on interviews with Ukrainian émigrés who had
served in the OUN and UPA. In so doing, he was not able to detect, investigate, and
understand many of the atrocities committed by the OUN and UPA during the
Second World War. This prevented him from providing an appropriate evaluation of
extremist Ukrainian nationalism, affected his understanding of the movement as a
whole, and channeled the subsequent study of Ukrainian nationalism into a partic-
ular direction.

28 John Armstrong, “Collaborationism in World War II: The Integral Nationalist Variant in Eastern
Europe,” The Journal of Modern History, Vol. 40, No. 3 (1968): 400.

29 Armstrong, Ukrainian Nationalism, 20. On Charles Maurras and integral nationalism, see Steve
Bastow, “Integral Nationalism,” in World Fascism: A Historical Encyclopedia, ed. Cyprian P. Blami-
res (Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO, 2006), 1:338.
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The OUN and Fascism

Of all of the ideologies investigated in this study, the most controversial, especially
when related to Bandera and the OUN, is fascism. Constantin Iordachi correctly
remarked that “fascism continues to be one of the most intriguing and most debated
radical political phenomena of the twentieth century.”3® To use the term appro-
priately and to avoid misunderstandings, it is necessary to elucidate its meaning and
to explain how it will be applied in this study. This will allow us to determine in
which sense the OUN was a fascist phenomenon and Bandera a leader of a fascist
movement. It will also enable us to place the OUN on the map of interwar European
far-right, fascist, and other authoritarian movements and regimes. This approach
should not narrow our analysis of Bandera and the OUN but should provide an
appropriate theoretical context.

The term “fascism” is derived from the Latin word “fasces,” meaning a bundle of
rods tied around an axe. The fasces were carried by the Roman lictors, symbolized
the juridical authority of the magistrate, and represented the unity and strength of
the community. In the late eighteenth century, the Italian Jacobins used the word
“fascism” as an expression of political freedom and national unity. In the nineteenth
century, the term “fascism” was used by various socialist and nationalist political
groups. In March 1919 in Milan, Mussolini used the term “fascism” when he founded
the Fascio di Combattimento, to the ranks of which he recruited a number of ex-
soldiers, syndicalists and futurists. At the end of October 1922, the National Fascist
Party (Partito Nazionale Fascista, PNF) conducted the March on Rome, as a result
of which Mussolini became prime minister of Italy. In this position, he began to seize
power and to create the first fascist regime. Although the establishment of a full-scale
dictatorship in Italy was accomplished only in 1926, fascism had been admired by a
plethora of European politicians, writers and intellectuals, at least since Mussolini’s
1922 coup d’état.3!

During the interwar period the term “fascism” was used in at least three ways.
First, it described the political regime in Italy. Second, it was extended to other far-
right movements and regimes that held values and ideas similar to those of the Ital-
ian Fascists. By the end of the 1920s, Mussolini had declared fascism an “export
product” and undertaken its popularization and attempted globalization. He argued
that fascism is “Italian in its particular form—universalist in spirit.”32 The seizure of
power by the National Socialists in Germany in 1933 significantly reinforced the
expansion and popularization of fascism in Europe and on other continents. Third,

30 Constantin Iordachi, “Comparative Fascist Studies: An Introduction,” in Comparative Fascist Stu-
dies: New Perspectives, ed. Constantin Iordachi (London: Routledge 2009), 1.

31 Iordachi, Comparative Fascist Studies, 16; Kevin Passmore, Fascism. A Very Short Introduction
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 10; Arnd Bauerkdmper, Die “radikale Rechte”in Grofibritanien
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1991), 13—15, 143; Roger Eatwell, “Introduction: New Styles of
Dictatorship and Leadership in Interwar Europe,” in Charisma and Fascism, ed. Eatwell, xxi.

32 Samuel Huston Goodfellow, “Fascism as a Transnational Movement: The Case of Inter-War Alsace,”
Contemporary European History Vol. 22, No. 1 (2013): 93; Philip Morgan, Fascism in Europe, 1919—
1945 (London: Routledge, 2003), 168.
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the term “fascist” was used in particular by communists and socialists to discredit
political opponents of various orientations.33

The earliest interpretations and condemnations of fascism came from Marxist
intellectuals, communists, and liberals. In the early 1920s, the Communist Inter-
national (Comintern) used the term “fascism” in connection with the fascists in Italy
and the Nazis in Germany. It soon, however, began to apply it to various conserva-
tive, authoritarian, or military regimes, such as those of J6zef Pilsudski in Poland,
the Antanas Smetona regime in Lithuania, the Miklés Horthy authoritarian
government in Hungary, and the Ion Antonescu regime in Romania. Although these
regimes borrowed some trappings from fascism, they were at odds—or even in open
combat—with fascist movements in their respective states. By labeling Pilsudski’s
authoritarian regime as “fascist,” the Comintern sought to emphasize how dis-
appointed it was with the Polish leader. Pilsudski in his earlier life had been a social-
ist, but after his seizure of power in 1926, he showed no interest in collaboration with
communists.34 Similarly, even socialists were sometimes labeled as “fascists.” In
1924, Stalin announced that “Social Democracy is objectively the moderate wing of
fascism.” Because the Social-Democrat government in Germany took action against
the May Day march in 1929, during which several communists were killed, the
Comintern argued that “Social Democracy is preparing ... the establishment of a
fascist dictatorship.”ss

Equally important for orthodox Marxists was the identification of capitalism with
fascism. In the Comintern report of 1935, Georgi Dimitroff claimed that fascist
regimes were “the open terrorist dictatorship of the most reactionary, most chau-
vinistic and most imperialist elements of finance capital.”3® Only a few Marxist think-
ers, such as Antonio Gramsci and Palmiro Togliatti, interpreted fascism in a more
nuanced and non-dogmatic manner. On the other hand, some liberal commentators
perceived fascism as “a sort of illness of national culture.”3”

In Soviet discourse during the Cold War, democratic countries of the Western bloc
were frequently portrayed as fascist. Outside the Soviet Union, leftist groups used
“fascist” as a derogatory term to discredit their enemies.38 In the 1950s, the theory of
totalitarianism, which compared and sometimes even equated communism with
fascism, concentrating on the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany, became very popular.
This approach explained the origins and features of totalitarian regimes but neglected
thepolitical, social, and cultural differences between fascism and communism.39

33 Stanley G. Payne, “Fascism and Communism,” Totalitarian Movements and Political Religions Vol. 1,
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The first non-Marxist studies on the subject of European fascist movements and
regimes appeared in the 1960s. Authors such as Ernst Nolte, Eugen Weber, and
George L. Mosse dealt with countries including Austria, Britain, France, Germany,
Italy, Romania, Spain, as well as movements such as the Russian Fascist Party (Ros-
siiskaia fashistskaia partia, RFP) and the Croatian Ustasa.s From the outset, the
extreme and genocidal form of Ukrainian nationalism was not classified and
investigated as a fascist movement, although the OUN, especially in the 1930s and
early 1940s, had felt an ideological affinity with Italian Fascism, National Socialism,
the Ustas$a, the British Union of Fascists, the Romanian Iron Guard, and a number of
related movements. Scholars such as Armstrong, who began investigating the OUN
in the 1950s, were frequently misled by the fact that the OUN emphasized its own
national uniqueness and indigenous roots. This feature, however, was typical of all
fascist movements. In particular, small and weak movements tended to stress the
uniqueness of national traditions, because their leaders and ideologists were con-
cerned about the independence of their countries and wished to avoid being labeled
as national “traitors” or agents of international movements.4!

Like the National Socialists and Ustasa, but unlike the British Union of Fascists
and the Russian Fascist Party, the OUN did not use the term “fascist” as part of the
name of the organization. OUN members and ideologists referred to themselves as
nationalists but felt, especially in the late 1930s and early 1940s, that Ukrainian
nationalism was the same type of movement as National Socialism or Italian Fasc-
ism. They also perceived themselves as a “liberation movement.” Its aims were to
combat and remove the “occupiers” of Ukrainian territories and to establish an inde-
pendent Ukrainian state. With this in mind, the OUN was closely related to “libera-
tion movements” such as the Ustasa and the Hlinka Party, which were also rooted in
societies without nation states.

The way of interpreting and understanding fascism was altered in the 1990s by
scholars such as Robert Paxton, Roger Griffin, Roger Eatwell, and Stanley G. Payne,
who tried to elaborate a concept of generic fascism. A huge difficulty, when develop-
ing such a concept, was the heterogeneity of interwar far-right, authoritarian, and
fascist movements, the uneven empirical research of the particular movements and
regimes, and the inconsistent nature of fascism. The concept of generic fascism was
derived from early studies by Nolte, Mosse, and Weber. It provided a basic theoreti-
cal framework for comparative fascist studies but it did not finish the debates on
fascism and its diverse aspects, including for example the questions as to whether
fascism appeared only in Europe and only in the interwar period or whether it was a

Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1956). See also Fuks, Entstehung der kommunistischen Faschis-
mustheorie, 12; lordachi, Comparative Fascist Studies, 29—32.

40 Ernst Nolte, Der Faschismus in seiner Epoche (Munich: Piper, 1963); Eugen Weber, Action
Francaise: Royalism and Reaction in Twentieth Century France (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford Univer-
sity Press, 1962); Varieties of Fascism. Doctrines of Revolution in the Twentieth Century (Princeton,
NJ: Van Nostrand, 1964). The first issue of Journal of Comparative History was devoted to fascism.
Cf. Journal of Comparative History Vol. 1, No. 1 (1966).

41 On the transnationalism of fascist movements and regimes, see Arnd Bauerkdmper, “Transnational
Fascism: Cross-Border Relations between Regimes and Movements in Europe, 1922-1939,” East
Central Europe 37 (2010): 215—16, 236.
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global phenomenon not limited in time, or if there was a clear difference between
fascist movements and revolutionary ultranationalist non-fascist movements.42

First of all, it is important to point out the differences between a fascist move-
ment and a fascist regime. Only a few movements became regimes in the sense that
the Italian Fascists and the National Socialists did. Others, such as the Ustasa and
the Hlinka Party, formed a regime only with the help of Nazi Germany and were
dependent upon it. There were also long-lasting regimes like Franco’s in Spain, and
Salazar’s in Portugal, which at times adopted many fascist features, but in the long
term were a combination of national-conservative and fascist regimes. Robert Paxton
proposed five stages of fascism: “(1) the initial creation of fascist movements; (2)
their rooting as parties in a political system; (3) the acquisition of power; (4) the
exercise of power, and finally in the longer term, (5) radicalization or entropy.”
Although logical and instructive, Paxton’s concept was not entirely relevant to the
study of some East Central European movements, such as the Ustasa or the OUN,
which first needed to establish a state in order to establish a regime. His concept was
deduced from fascist movements in democratic states. Paxton suggested that “fasc-
ism can appear wherever democracy is sufficiently implemented to have aroused
disillusion” and argued that the Ku Klux Klan was the “earliest phenomenon that
seems functionally related to fascism.”43

Griffin, who adopted a Weberian ideal-type methodology, emphasized the myth,
its mobilizing force, and its revolutionary, populist, and ultranationalist framework:
“Fascism is a genus of political ideology whose mythic core in its various permuta-
tions is a palingenetic form of populist ultranationalism.”#4 Crucial to Griffin’s
conception of fascism is the notion of palingenesis, meaning the rebirth or redemp-
tion of a nation by means of new populist ultranationalist policies after a period of
supposed decline. Simultaneously, Griffin also pointed out the limits of an ideal-type
definition and suggested that “such a model is essentially a utopia, since it cannot
correspond exactly to anything in empirical reality, which is always irreducibly com-
plex, ‘messy’, and unique. Definitions of generic terms can thus never be ‘true’ to
reality, but they can be more or less useful in investigating it (‘heuristically useful’)
when applied as conceptual tools of analysis. 5

42 For debate on and criticism of the new consensus and Griffin’s theory of fascism, see Roger Griffin,
Werner Loh, and Andreas Umland, ed., Fascism Past and Present, West and East. An International
Debate on Concepts and Cases in the Comparative Study of the Extreme Right (ibidem-Verlag:
Stuttgart, 2006).

43 Robert Paxton, “The Five Stages of Fascism,” The Journal of Modern History Vol. 70, No. 1. (1998):
11—12. On the difference between a fascist regime and a fascist movement, see Aristotle A. Kallis, “The
‘Regime-Model’ of Fascism,” in Comparative Fascist Studies, ed. Iordachi, 217. Some other scholars
of fascism like Wolfgang Wippermann held the view that the earliest fascist regime appeared in the
Second Empire of Louis Napoleon between 1849 and 1852. This interpretation was invented by
August Thalheimer and Otto Bauer. Cf. Payne, A History of Fascism, 125—-26. For Wolfgang Wipper-
mann, see Wolfgang Wippermann, Faschismus: Eine Weltgeschichte vom 19. Jahrhundert bis heute
(Darmstadt: Primus, 2009), 16—21.

44 Roger Griffin, The Nature of Fascism (London: Printer, 1991), 26. Later Griffin extended his defini-
tion to a “revolutionary form of nationalism bent on mobilizing all ‘healthy’ social and political ener-
gies to resist the onslaught of ‘decadence’ so as to achieve the goal of national rebirth, a project that
involves the regeneration (palingenesis) of both the political culture and the social and ethical culture
underpinning it.” See Roger Griffin, “General Introduction,” in Fascism: Critical Concept in Political
Science, ed. Roger Griffin and Matthew Feldman (London: Routledge, 2004), 1:6.

45 Roger Griffin, “General Introduction,” in International Fascism: Theories, Cases, and the New
Consensus, ed. Roger Griffin (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), 2.
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Roger Eatwell observed that Griffin’s early definition of fascism omitted “fasc-
ism’s ‘negation,” the six points of “fascist minimum” first formulated by Nolte. These
points were: anti-Marxism, antiliberalism, anticonservatism, Fiihrerprinzip, a party
army, and the aim of totalitarianism.4® Griffin seems to have omitted these points
because he had developed an “empathetic approach” inspired by the writings of
George Mosse and Emilio Gentile.4” This was one of the weaknesses of Griffin’s con-
cept of fascism because it detached fascism from its violent and disastrous nature,
while emphasizing fascism’s creative strengths related to palingenesis.4® Seeking an
appropriate definition of fascism, we should not only complement Griffin’s definition
with Nolte’s “fascist minimum” but also point out further negative features typical of
fascism, such as anti-democracy, ultranationalism, populism, racism, antisemitism,
militarism, and the cult of ethnic and political violence.

In his definition of fascism, similarly to Griffin, another leading scholar, Stanley
G. Payne, emphasized the revolutionary and ultranationalist core: “Fascism may be
defined as a form of revolutionary ultranationalism for national rebirth that is based
on a primarily vitalist philosophy, is structured on extreme elitism, mass mobiliza-
tion, and the Fiihrerprinzip, positively values violence as end as well as means and
tends to normalize war and/or the military virtues.”49 Also like Griffin, Payne advised
that such definitions of common characteristics should be used with great care. Dis-
cussing palingenesis, he pointed out another weak point of Griffin’s theory. Payne
indicated that palingenesis is typical not only for fascist but also for leftist, moderate,
conservative, and extreme right-wing nationalisms, and that there were also “non-
fascist populist revolutionary forms of nationalism,” such as the Revolutionary
Nationalist Movement (Movimiento Nacionalista Revolucionario, MNR) in Bolivia.
According to Payne, it is necessary to “clearly distinguish between fascist movements
per se, and the non-fascist (or sometimes protofascist) authoritarian right.” Such a
distinction is, however, difficult to make because “the heyday of fascism coincided
with a general era of political authoritarianism” and because “it would be grossly
inaccurate to argue that this process proceeded independent of fascism, but neither
was it merely synonymous with fascism.” In a table including fascists, radical right,
and conservative right movements, he did not consider the OUN and Ukraine, but
classified similar and better-known movements, such as the Ustasa, the Iron Guard,
and the Polish National Camp Falanga, as fascist.5°

Ian Kershaw, the author of several excellent studies on the Third Reich, including
a superb biography of Hitler, pointed out the limits of the concept of generic fascism.
He argued that he has “no difficulty in describing German National Socialism both as
a specific form of fascism and as a particular expression of totalitarianism” but re-
marked that “when it comes to explaining the essence of the Nazi phenomenon, it is
less than satisfying.” This observation is very important because all fascist move-

46 Ernst Nolte, Die Krise des liberalen Systems und die faschistischen Bewegungen (Munich: Piper,
1968), 385.

47 Roger Eatwell, “The Nature of ‘Generic Fascism’. The ‘Fascist Minimum’ and the ‘Fascist Matrix,” in
Comparative Fascist Studies, ed. Iordachi, 137.

48 Griffin later complemented his concept of fascism with negations and negative values. Cf. Iordachi,
Comparative Fascist Studies, 118—24.

49 Payne, A History of Fascism, 14.

50 Ibid., 5, 14—15.
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ments and regimes had their own unique features, sight of which should not be lost
while analyzing them in the framework of fascist studies.5!

Somewhat similarly to Kershaw, Georg Mosse argued in favor of studying fascism
“from the inside out,” or trying to reconstruct how its followers perceived it. He defined
fascism as a complex phenomenon, which cannot be reduced only to politics and can be
comprehended through empathy: “Fascism considered as a cultural movement
means seeing fascism as it saw itself and as its followers saw it, to attempt to under-
stand the movement in its own terms. Only then, when we have grasped fascism from
the inside out, can we truly judge its appeal and its power. ... The cultural inter-
pretation of fascism opens up a means to penetrate fascist self-understanding, and
such empathy is crucial in order to grasp how people saw the movement, something
which cannot be ignored or evaluated merely in retrospect.”s?

Michael Mann reminded us of a very simple but extremely important aspect of
fascism. He wrote that “fascist ideology must be taken seriously, in its own terms. It
must be not dismissed as crazy, contradictory, or vague.” He also argued that histo-
rians of fascism need to take the values of fascists seriously; they should not excuse
or relativize them but seek to understand fascists’ worldviews and deeds. Further-
more, he remarked that “fascism was a movement of high ideals, able to persuade a
substantial part of two generations of young people (especially the highly educated)
that it could bring about a more harmonious social order,” and that the fascist
movements were “hierarchical yet comradely.”s3

A very significant element of fascism was revolution. Movements such as the Ger-
man National Socialists took over power and established a regime by cooperating
with conservative politicians. Hitler perceived this process as a “national revolu-
tion.”s4 Other movements took power by a coup d’état, such as the March on Rome
by the Italian Fascists, which was staged to frighten liberal and conservative politi-
cians and brought Mussolini to power. Fascist movements and regimes viewed
revolution as a means not only of taking over power but also of altering society,
changing its values and mindsets, and destroying opponents. Griffin called this
process the “permanent revolution.”ss As this study will show, the OUN’s leaders,
including Bandera, used both concepts—“national revolution” and “permanent
revolution”—to prepare a revolutionary act, take over power, and establish a fascist
dictatorship.

Although fascist movements and regimes shared similar values and felt that they
belonged to the same family of political movements, we certainly should not look at
them as equal or identical. Kevin Passmore pointed out the inconsistent and contra-
dictory nature of fascism. He reminded us that fascist ideology combined various
elements, including contradictory ones, such as modernism and fascination with

51 Ian Kershaw, “Hitler and the Uniqueness of Nazism,” in Comparative Fascist Studies, ed. Iordachi,
241.

52 George L. Mosse, The Fascist Revolution: Toward a General Theory of Fascism (New York: H.
Fertig, 1999), x-xi.

53 Michael Mann, Fascists (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 2—4.

54 Kershaw, Hitler 1889-1936: Hubris, 466.

55 Roger Griffin, “Revolution from the Right: Fascism” in Revolutions and the Revolutionary Tradition
in the West 1560—-1991, ed. David Parker (Routledge, London, 2000), 196.
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traditions, or secularism and obsession with religion. It also united very different
types of people such as street fighters, intellectuals, and terrorists.5¢

Zeev Sternhell observed that fascism was a “pan-European phenomenon,” which
“existed at three levels—as an ideology, as a political movement, and as a form of
government.”s” Given that fascism appeared in various countries and in different
societies, it must have varied on all three levels in terms of culture, national tradition,
economy, social structure, and political culture. Fascist movements appeared in
industrialized countries, such as Britain and Germany, and also in rural and
economically less developed countries, such as Romania, Croatia, or Slovakia. It also
appeared in nation states, such as Italy, France, and Germany, and in societies
without states, such as Croatia and Slovakia. Antisemitism and other forms of racism
were central to National Socialism and several East Central European fascist
movements, but not to the Italian Fascists. Romanticism, mysticism, and
irrationality were more typical of the OUN and the Iron Guard than they were of
Italian Fascism.

It is very important to emphasize that fascist movements and regimes—despite
their cultural and ideological similarities—did not always collaborate with each other
and were not always sympathetic to each other. Major and minor conflicts between
fascist, far-right, and authoritarian leaders, movements, and regimes were not un-
common, because practical matters, such as the control of a particular territory, were
seen as more important than ideological connections. The clash between the Austrian
National Socialists on the one side, and the Fatherland Front (Vaterldndische Front)
and its Home Guard (Heimwehr), collectively known after the Second World War as
“Austrofascists,” on the other, is just one example of this. In July 1934 during the
failed putsch against his Austrofascist regime, Chancellor Engelbert Dollfuss was
assassinated by Austrian Nazis. Almost four years later, in March 1938, Nazi Ger-
many invaded Austria. After the Anschluss, the absorption of Austria into Nazi Ger-
many, the Germans arrested Dollfuss’s successor, Kurt Schuschnigg, and kept him as
a special political prisoner (Ehrenhdftling or Sonderhdftling). Together with his
family, Schuschnigg was held from 1941 in a house in a special area of the Sachsen-
hausen concentration camp. Bandera was subsequently detained as a special political
prisoner in another section of the same camp,58 as was Horia Sima—the leader of the
Romanian fascist Iron Guard, founded in 1927 by Corneliu Zelea Codreanu as the
Legion of the Archangel Michael.

On the one hand, the new consensus on fascism—and in particular Griffin’s con-
cept of the theory of generic fascism—stimulated new interest in fascism, inspired
new studies of the uninvestigated, neglected, or heavily mythologized fascist move-
ments, and other features of European and global fascism, and brought forward
comparative and transnational fascist studies. On the other hand, the new consensus

56 Passmore, Fascism. A Very Short Introduction, 11-12, 25, 30—31.

57 Zeev Sternhell, “fascism,” in Comparative Fascist Studies, ed. Iordachi, 57.

58 Ian Kershaw, Hitler 1936—45: Nemesis (London: The Penguin Press, 200), 69—72, 75—77; Payne, A
History, 245—52; Volker Koop, In Hitlers Hand: Sonder- und Ehrenhdftlinge der SS (Koln: Bohlau,
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was met with criticism. One important argument of its critics was that palingenesis
or national rebirth is typical not only for fascist movements but also for almost all
forms of nationalism. Another criticism was that scholars of fascism tend to level the
differences between various fascist movements and regimes. In particular, German
and East European historians questioned the relevance of fascist studies to the in-
vestigation of their own national history.°

This study will refer to a movement, regime, or ideology as fascist if it meets the
main criteria enclosed in the above-explained concepts of fascism. First, we will
regard movements as fascist, only if they adopted the Fiihrerprinzip, practiced the
cult of ethnic and political violence, regarded mass violence as an extension of poli-
tics, and were entirely or in great part antidemocratic, anti-Marxist, antiliberal,
anticonservative, totalitarian, ultranationalist, populist, racist, antisemitic, and
militarist. Second, we will regard movements as fascist, only if they tried to take over
power and intended to introduce a fascist dictatorship, and if they planned the palin-
genesis, or a radical political and cultural regeneration of a nation in order to prevent
its “degeneration.” Third, we should bear in mind the difference between conserva-
tive or military regimes like Antonescu’s, Horthy’s or Pilsudski’s, and fascist regimes
like Mussolini’s Italy and Hitler’s Germany, and also regimes, which at times were
fascist but in the long term combined national-conservatism with fascism, like
Franco’s and Salazar’s. Similarly, we should also be aware that far-right nationalist
movements, which tried to take over power and establish a dictatorship, might in the
course of the years have changed their ideologies and their attitude toward fascism.
When it was convenient for them, they might have fascistized themselves and have
represented themselves as fascist. Later they might have claimed that they have
never been fascist. Similarly, they might have combined nationalism with fascism
and other far-right ideologies, such as racism or antisemitism in different propor-
tions and thus be neither typically fascist nor typically nationalist or racist.

Fascism, Nationalism, and the Radical Right

Having explained fascism, it is necessary to briefly explain the difference between
fascism and nationalism, two quite closely related phenomena. The modern form of
nationalism, defined as a political program that instrumentalizes and mystifies the
past to form a national community and establish a nation state, has its origins in the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.®* Nationalism was a byproduct of the
French Revolution and the modern politics generated by it. In addition, it was also

60 In German academia, fascism and fascist studies had been marginalized because many scholars of
contemporary history were preoccupied with National Socialism and the singularity of the National
Socialist regime. This preoccupation also led to the marginalization of Holocaust studies in post-war
Germany. For a discussion between Roger Griffin and a number of scholars critical of his concept of
fascism, see Griffin, et al., Fascism Past and Present, and especially Klaus Holz, and Jan Weyand,
“Wiedergeburt’ — ein nationalistisches Geschichtsbild”; Barbel Meurer, “Ernst Nolte oder May
Weber: Braucht die Wissenschaft einen (Gott-)Vater?”, Stanley G. Payne, “Commentary of Roger
Griffin’s ‘Fascism’s new faces,” Griffin, Fascism Past and Present, 125, 151, 177. For Ukrainian
historians and fascism, see chapter 9 and 10.

61 In general on nationalism, see Benedickt Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the
Origin and Spread of Nationalism (London: Verso, 1983); Eric J. Hobsbawm, Nations and Nationa-
lism since 1780: Programme, Myth, Reality (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992); Ernest
Gellner, Nations and Nationalism (Oxford: Blackwell, 1983).
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influenced by Romanticism. Nationalist movements took very different forms,
depending on the social and political circumstances of the groups that invented or
adopted this ideology. Nationalism became radicalized, especially during the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. According to George Mosse nationalism
became the “life-system which provided the foundation for all fascist movements.”
The mass violence caused by and experienced during the First World War contri-
buted to the development of fascism, which was in its first stage, according to Stern-
hell, a “synthesis of organic nationalism and anti-Marxist socialism.” Fascism
became the most radical form of nationalism, but its own ideology and goals differed
from those of nationalism. Although nationalism and fascism were influenced by
racism and antisemitism, they were not racist or antisemitic to the same extent.
Finally, we should keep in mind that, although nationalism and fascism are distinct
in nature, the boundaries between them became blurred, especially in the case of
such movements as the OUN and Ustasa, which both understood themselves as
nationalist “liberation movements” related to other fascist movements.62

During the interwar period, Bandera and the OUN called themselves
“nationalists,” but regarded the OUN as a movement related to the Italian Fascists,
the National Socialists, the Iron Guard, and similar movements. In this study,
therefore, they will be called either nationalist or fascist, depending on the context.
Individuals or groups during the Cold War or after the dissolution of the Soviet
Union, who established a cultural, spiritual, or emotional continuity between
themselves and the interwar OUN, its leaders and members, or its politics, will be
referred to as “nationalist,” “neo-fascist,” “radical right,” or “far right,” depending on
the context. “Neo-fascism” in this study means the rebirth of fascist ideas and
aesthetics after the end of the Second World War, when the main fascist states had
disappeared, and fascism as an ideology was completely discredited on account of the
atrocities committed by Nazi Germany and other similar movements and regimes.

The terms “fascism” and “radical right” or “far right” do not mean the same thing.
The term “radical right” is also an ambiguous one. On the one hand, it has been used
since the 1950s, especially by political scientists, to describe ultranationalist, anti-
communist, fundamentalist, or populist parties. On the other hand, scholars use it in
a more general context to refer to modern radical nationalist movements, which have
been emerging in Europe since the late nineteenth century. In general, the term
“radical right” is a broader one than “fascism.” “Fascism” bears a more specific
meaning than “radical right.” It refers to a specific kind of “radical right” movement
that emerged after the First World War, such as the Italian Fascists, the National
Socialists, and a number of other smaller parties or organizations that sought to take
power and introduce fascist dictatorships.o3
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Sacralization of Politics
and the Heroization-Demonization Dichotomy

The sacralization of politics is a theoretical concept related to the previously dis-
cussed notions of cult, myth, charisma, and fascism. Emilio Gentile, one of the lead-
ing theorists of this concept, argued that totalitarian movements and regimes have
the tendency to sacralize politics and to create political religions. According to
Gentile, the “sacralisation of politics takes place when politics is conceived, lived and
represented through myths, rituals, and symbols that demand faith in the sacralised
secular entity, dedication among the community of believers, enthusiasm for action,
and a warlike spirit and sacrifice in order to secure its defense and its triumph.”¢4

When analyzing the radical and revolutionary form of Ukrainian nationalism,
which was deeply influenced by religion, it is important to keep in mind that the
“sacralization of politics does not necessarily lead to conflict with traditional
religions, and neither does it lead to a denial of the existence of any supernatural
supreme being.”65 On the contrary, the relationship between political and traditional
religion is very complex. Political religions take over religious elements and
“transform them into a system of beliefs, myths and rituals,” in consequence of
which, the boundaries between them frequently blur: ordinary individuals are
transformed into worshipers, political symbols became sacralized, and national
heroes are perceived as secular saints.t¢

Gentile correctly observed that the sacralization of politics in the twentieth
century was catalyzed by the First World War, during which several countries used
God and religion to legitimize violence. After the war, even movements that had been
declared to be atheist or anti-religious used religious symbols to legitimize their
ideologies and to attract the masses. The cult of the fallen, heroes and martyrs, the
symbolism of death and resurrection, dedication to and exaltation of the nation, and
the mystic qualities of blood and sacrifice were very common elements of militarist
and totalitarian movements.5” The sacralization of the state was another significant
variety of political religion, which became especially important in the Ukrainian
context. When Ukrainians did not succeed in establishing a state, the attempt to do
so became, for the Ukrainian revolutionary nationalists, a matter of life and death.®8

After the Second World War, because of specific political circumstances, elements
of the Ukrainian revolutionary nationalists continued to sacralize politics, especially
in the diaspora. Both before and after Bandera’s assassination, his cult was composed
of various religious elements. After his death, the transformation of Bandera into a
martyr was one of them. In order to explore this matter, Gentile’s approach will be
combined with Clifford Geertz’s concept of “thick description.” Using descriptive
analyses of its rituals and its creation of various hagiographic items, we will try to

64 Emilio Gentile, “The Sacralisation of Politics: Definitions, Interpretations and Reflections on the
Question of Secular Religion and Totalitarianism,” Totalitarian Movements and Political Religions
Vol.1, No.1 (2000), 21—22.

65 Gentile, The Sacralisation of Politics, 23.

66 Ibid., 23, 36—37.

67 1Ibid., 38.

68 For the sacralization of the state, see Emilio Gentile, “Fascism as Political Religion,” Journal of Con-
temporary History Vol. 25, No. 2—3 (1990): 248.
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understand the meaning of the Bandera cult, and the role it has played in the
invention of Ukrainian tradition.69

Related to the question of sacralization is the heroization-demonization dichot-
omy. This notion will be explored in this study, but it should not prevent us from
uncovering Bandera’s life and the history of his movement. The depiction of
individuals as heroes and villains, or friends and enemies, is an intrinsic element of
totalitarian ideologies. The main question to be investigated in this context is: Which
ideology met what kind of needs, while depicting Bandera as a hero, or as a villain,
and what kind of hero or villain did Bandera become?7°

The investigation of Bandera, the OUN, and Ukrainian nationalism must also re-
late to the Soviet Union and Soviet ideology. The OUN perceived the Soviet Union as
its most important enemy, before—and especially after—Jews and Poles had largely
disappeared from Ukraine. Bandera’s ultranationalist revolution after the Second
World War was intended to take place in Soviet Ukraine and was directed against
Soviet power. What is more, Soviet propaganda created its own Bandera image,
which, during the Cold War, affected the perception of Bandera in the Western bloc
and, after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, in post-Soviet Ukraine. Therefore, the
investigation of Soviet questions concerning Bandera and Ukrainian revolutionary
nationalism is an important aspect of this study.”

Memory, Identity, Symbol, and Denial

The last theoretical notion that needs to be shortly introduced—before we move to
the empirical part of this book—is memory. Bandera’s image in the collective memo-
ries of different communities has varied from the very beginning. Bandera was re-
membered in an idealized and heroic way by people who participated in his cult and
who believed in his myth. The way that Polish, Jewish, and other survivors of the
OUN and UPA terror remembered Bandera was very different from the way his wor-
shipers among the Ukrainian diaspora did. Soviet propaganda shaped a very negative
and offensive way of remembering and presenting Bandera and the OUN-UPA. After

69 Geertz, Interpretation of Cultures, 3—30. For invention of tradition, see Eric Hobsbawm and Terence
Ranger, The Inventing of Tradition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992).

70 For the heroization-demonization dichotomy in totalitarian movements and regimes, see Peter Lam-
bert and Robert Mallett, “Introduction: The Heroisation-Demonisation Phenomenon in Mass Dicta-
torships,” Totalitarian Movements and Political Religions Vol. 8, No. 3—4, ( 2007), 453—63. In the
Ukrainian context, see David Marples, Heroes and Villains: Creating National History in Contempo-
rary Ukraine (Budapest: Central European University Press, 2007).

71 On Soviet Ukraine and the ideology and propaganda in the Soviet Union, see Katrin Boeckh,
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and Nationalism in the Soviet Union, 1923—-1939 (London: Cornell University Press, 2001); William
Jay Rish, The Ukrainian West: Culture and the Fate of Empire in Soviet Lviv (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 2011); Alexander Statiev, The Soviet Counterinsurgency in Western
Borderlands (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010); Amir Weiner, Making Sense of War:
The Second World War and the Fate of the Bolshevik Revolution (New Jersey: Princeton University
Press, 2001); Serhy Yekelchyk, Stalin’s Empire of Memory: Russian—Ukrainian Relations in the
Soviet Historical Imagination (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2004). On Soviet partisans in
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the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the memory of Bandera has divided post-Soviet
Ukraine.

In order to analyze the different memories of Bandera, we must differentiate be-
tween at least three concepts: individual memory, collective memory, and the politics of
memory. Anumber of people knew Bandera and thus possessed some kind of personal
memory of him. The publication and dissemination of their memories allowed other
individuals, who did not know Bandera in person, to familiarize themselves with his
life and to develop some emotional bond with him, if they had not already done so
through the cult and myth. This obviously influenced the collective memory of a
community who shared a similar identity and a similar realm of experience. Both
kinds of memories were influenced by the politics of memory, which defined how to
conduct official commemorations, or how a biography, film, or exhibition should
present the Providnyk, in order to meet the political expectations of a community, a
society, or a state.”2

The investigation of memory—like the investigation of the cult and myth—should
not, however, obstruct the investigation of the “real” history of Ukrainian national-
ism and the “real” personality of Bandera. Neglecting actual history or trying to
understand history through the framework of memory is a dangerous tendency in
contemporary historiography which, especially in fields like the Second World War
or the Holocaust, opens doors to various radical right activists and other abusers of
history. To avoid such problems, we should examine a memory also in the light of
Holocaust denial and Holocaust obfuscation and pay particular attention to the
question whether those far-right groups and nationalist communities that com-
memorated Bandera, the OUN, and the UPA recalled, ignored, or deliberately denied
the Ukrainian contribution to the Holocaust, and other atrocities committed by the
Ukrainian nationalists.”3 With this in mind, we should examine the “archives of
silence,” which are the result of collective ignorance of history. These archives are full
of suppressed and forgotten—but very important—elements of national history,
particularly history related to ethnic and political violence, and other elements that
do not correspond with a patriotic interpretation of history.7# “I did that,” says my
memory. I couldn’t have done that—says my pride, and stands its ground. Finally,
memory gives in,” remarked Friedrich Nietzsche in 1886.75

72 On the concepts of memory, see Jeffrey K. Olick, The Politics of Regret: On Collective Memory and
Historical Responsibility (New York: Routledge, 2007), 17—35; Aleida Assmann, Der lange Schatten
der Vergangenbheit: Erinnerungskultur und Geschichtspolitik (Bonn: C.H.Beck, 2007), 21-37.

73 On Holocaust denial, see Deborah Lipstadt, Denying the Holocaust: The Growing Assault on Truth
and Memory (New York: Free Press, 1993); Michael Shermer and Alex Grobman, Denying History:
Who Says the Holocaust Never Happened and Why Do They Say It? (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 2000); Michael Shafir, “Between Denial and ‘Comparative Trivialization.” Holocaust
Negationism in Post-Communist East Central Europe,” Analysis of Current Trends in Antisemitism
19 (2002): 1-83.

74 For the archives of silence, see Moritz Csaky, Ideologie der Operette und Wiener Moderne: Ein kul-
turhistorischer Essay (Vienna: Bohlau, 1998), 228; Jacques Le Goff, Geschichte und Geddchtnis
(Frankfurt: Campus Verlag, 1992), 228. For the ethnization of history and memory, see Gerlach, Ex-
tremely Violent Societies, 255—65; Jeffrey Burds, “Ethnicity, Memory and Violence: Reflections on
Special Problems in Soviet & East European Archives,” Comma. International Journal of Archives
No. 3—4 (2002): 69.

75 Friedrich Nietzsche, “Beyond Good and Evil. Prelude to a Philosophy of Future,” in Cambridge Texts
in the History of Philosophy, ed. Rolf-Peter Horstmann and Judith Norman (Cambridge: University
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Genocide, Mass Violence, and the Complexity of the Holocaust

“Genocide” is a contested term and a concept that makes more sense in legal and
political discourse than in historical studies. The use of the term may interfere with
academic analysis, by obscuring links between different forms of mass violence con-
ducted by the same group of perpetrators against various ethnic and political ene-
mies.”® It is not the purpose of this book to argue that some atrocities committed by
the OUN, the Nazis, or the Ustasa were genocidal and that others were not, or to
equate the Holocaust with other mass crimes in order to elevate the status of
suffering of a particular group. My use of the term “genocide” assumes the intention
of the perpetrators to annihilate a group or a community because of its national or
ethnic identity. By the same token it is important to emphasize the multifarious
nature of OUN violence, which was directed against all kinds of ethnic enemies and
political opponents, but not against each of them to the same extent. Depending on
the context, I frequently prefer terms such as “mass violence,” “ethnic cleansing,” or
“crimes against humanity.” In the last two chapters I explain how various groups of
political activists and even scholars have abused the term “genocide” by promoting
the narrative of victimization.

For a long time, historians who studied the Holocaust, or movements such as the
OUN, concentrated on perpetrator documents and overlooked the testimonies,
memoirs, reports, and other accounts left by survivors. Those historians believed that
the perpetrator documents hold much more reliable data than the documents left by
survivors, victims, and bystanders. In the view of such historians, perpetrators were
objective, exact and emotionally detached. Survivors, on the other hand, were con-
sidered to be emotional, traumatized, and not able to produce any reliable account of
the events. This approach was typical of historians such as the OUN specialist John
Armstrong, and some German historians such as Martin Broszat, Thilo Vogelsang,
and Andreas Hillgruber, who had grown up in Nazi Germany and served in the Ger-
man army. Similarly, some leading Holocaust historians such as Raul Hilberg and
the first director of Yad Vashem, Ben-Zion Dinur, also applied this approach. Histo-
rians such as Joseph Wulf or Léon Poliakov, who objected to the perpetrator-
oriented approach, were mainly Holocaust survivors themselves. They were discre-
dited especially by the German historians as “unscholarly.””

The first public discussion of this methodological problem took place in 1987—
1988 between the director of the Institute for Contemporary History (Institut fiir
Zeitgeschichte) in Munich, Martin Broszat, who had joined the NSDAP on 4 April
1944, and the Holocaust survivor and leading Holocaust historian Saul Friedlander.
One of the main issues in this debate was “rational” German scholarship versus the
“mythical memory” of the victims.”8 The discussion, did not undo the distrust of survi-

76 Christian Gerlach, Extremely Violent Societies: Mass Violence in the Twentieth-Century World
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 2—3, 5-6; Alexander Korb, “Understanding Ustasa
violence,” Journal of Genocide Research Vol. 12, No. 1-2 (2010): 1-14.

77 Laura Jockusch, Collect and Record! Jewish Holocaust Documentation in Early Postwar Europe
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 196—201. On Wulf, see also Nicolaus Berg, Der Holocaust
und die westdeutschen Historiker: Erforschung und Erinnerung (Géttingen: Wallstein, 2003), 337—
63.

78 Jockusch, Collect and Record!, 196—201. On the debate between Freidlinder and Broschat, see also
Saul Friedlander, Nachdenken iiber den Holocaust (Munich C. H. Beck, 2007), 78—124.
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vor accounts but the situation began to change a decade later. In 1997 Friedlander
returned to the debate in his study Nazi Germany and the Jews. He pointed out the
methodological problems that were the result of neglecting survivor perspectives,
and pleaded for the use of documents of both perpetrators and survivors, in order to
achieve an integrated and comprehensive history.”? Four years later, Jan Tomasz
Gross published a study about the Polish town of Jedwabne. Relying on survivor
testimonies Gross proved that the local Polish population killed the Jews of this loc-
ality on their own initiative and without any significant help from the Germans.8° In
the following years, historians such as Christopher Browning and Omer Bartov, who
had previously concentrated on perpetrators, questioned the alleged uselessness of
accounts left by victims and survivors, and provided a methodological foundation for
the study of the neglected issues with the help of these documents.8t

In this study we will follow Freidlander’s plea for an integrated history, and will
use two kinds of documents: those left by perpetrators and those left by victims and
survivors. This approach will enable us to obtain a full picture of the events. We will
obviously deal with both kinds of documents critically. With regard to perpetrator
documents, it is necessary to distinguish between propaganda documents, internal
documents relating to practical matters, and apologetic postwar memoirs. We must
examine the intentions of their authors and consider the circumstances under which
they were written. The survivor testimonies and memoirs, on the other hand, should
be read against each other and placed in context with perpetrator and bystander
documents. Similarly, when analyzing records of NKVD interrogations, we should be
aware that such investigations were sometimes conducted under coercive circums-
tances that affected the content of the records.s2

79 Saul Friedldnder, The Years of Extermination: Nazi Germany and the Jews 1933—-1939 (New York:
Harper Collins, 1997), 2.
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fiir Antisemitismusforschung 22 (2013): 210-11; Alexander Prusin, “Fascist Criminals to the Gal-
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Documents, Interpretations, and Manipulations

The investigation of Bandera’s life, his cult, and the history of the OUN and UPA are
highly contingent upon the study of archival documents and original publications.
Because of the extremist nature of the OUN and its involvement in the Holocaust and
other kinds of ethnic and political mass violence during and after the Second World
War, OUN émigrés and UPA veterans began producing forged or manipulated doc-
uments during the Cold War, by means of which they whitewashed their own history.
They removed undesirable and inconvenient phrases from republished documents,
especially those relating to fascism, the Holocaust, and other atrocities. In 1955, for
example, in a new edition of documents entitled The OUN in the Light of the Resolu-
tions of Great Congresses, the OUN reprinted the resolutions of the Second Great
Congress of the OUN in Cracow in April 1941. According to the original resolutions,
the OUN adopted a fascist salute, consisting of raising the right arm “slightly to the
right, slightly above the peak of the head,” while saying “Glory to Ukraine!” (Slava
Ukraini!), and answering “Glory to the Heroes!”(Heroiam Slava!). The 1955 edition
left out this particular part of the text.83

Such an approach to history resembles the Soviet approach, and to the question
of how to represent Bandera and the OUN. For example, the Cultural Department of
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine (Komunistychna Partiia
Ukrainy, or KPU) advised the producers of the film The Killer Is Known to show
Bandera only at the moment when he metamorphoses into a swastika.84 But not only
OUN or Soviet publications related to the Bandera discourse contain striking misre-
presentations. The book Alliance for Murder: The Nazi-Ukrainian Nationalist Part-
nership in Genocide contains a picture of Archbishop Andrei Sheptyts’kyi with a
swastika and suggests that the head of the Greek Catholic Church carried it during
the Second World War because he sympathized with Nazi Germany. The picture,
however, must have been taken in the 1920s. It shows Sheptyts’kyi with two men in
the uniforms of Plast, the Ukrainian scouting organization. Plast used the swastika as
a symbol in the 1920s but the organization was outlawed in 1930. Moreover, Shep-
tyts’kyi is shown standing on his own two feet, whereas he was already confined to a
wheelchair before the Second World War.85

Other indications of this process can be found in post-war memoirs. Mykola Kly-
myshyn, a close companion of Stepan Bandera, was the author of several important
historical and autobiographical publications related to the Providnyk, and an im-

83 Compare OUN v svitli postanov Velykykh Zboriv (n.p.: Zakordonni Chastyny Orhanizatsii
Ukrains’kykh Natsionalistiv, 1955), 44—45 with the original publication of 1941 “Postanovy II. Vely-
koho Zboru Orhanizatsii Ukrains’kykh Natsionalistiv,” TsDAHO f. 1, op. 23, spr. 926, 199.

84 “Pro vnesennia vypravlen’ do fil'mu ‘Vbyvea vidomii,” TsDAHO f. 1, op. 25, spr. 869, 32, reprinted in
Liubov Krypnyk, “Formovannia svitohliadnykh ustanovok pro Druhu svitovu viinu zasobamy ra-
dians’koho kino (materialy TsDAHO Ukrainy, 1973 r.),” Moloda Natsia. Almanakh Vo. 41, No. 4
(2006): 116—17.

85 Cf. B. F. Sabrin, Alliance for Murder: The Nazi-Ukrainian Nationalist Partnership in Genocide (New
York: Sarpedon, 1991), 172. On Sheptyts’kyi, see Julian J. Bussgang, “Metropolitan Sheptytsky: A
Reassessment,” Polin. Studies in Polish Jewry 21 (2009): 401, 404; Iuliian Busgang, Mytropolyt
Sheptyts’kyi: Shche odyn pohliad na zhyttia i diial’nist’ (L'viv: Drukars’ki kunshty, 2009), 18, 19. I
am grateful to Marco Carynnyk for this observation. I was also misled by the picture in Alliance for
Murder. See Grzegorz Rossolinski-Liebe, “The ‘Ukrainian National Revolution’ of Summer 1941,”
Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History Vol. 12, No.1 (2011): 98.
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portant progenitor of his cult. Klymyshyn was honest enough to admit that dark
spots in his publications had been whitewashed at the personal request of Stepan
Bandera. He admitted this with the object of warning future generations, who would
question the omission of certain aspects in his descriptions.8¢ Ievhen Stakhiv,
another OUN member and the author of important autobiographical publications,
admits that Mykola Lebed’, another important OUN leader, asked him to forget and
not to mention uncomfortable elements of the past, such as Bandera’s direction to
the movement in late 1941 to repair relations with Nazi Germany and to attempt
further collaboration with the Nazis.87 To review the different kinds of “forgotten” or
instrumentalized history, it is necessary to study the original documents. Some of
them, and their locations, are briefly introduced here.

The Central Archives of Modern Records in Warsaw (Archiwum Akt Nowych,
AAN) holds collections of documents concerning the history of the UVO and OUN in
the inter-war period. Documents relating to the investigation of OUN members
involved in Bronistaw Pieracki’s assassination, and to the Warsaw and Lviv trials, can
be found in the Central State Historical Archive of Ukraine in Lviv (Tsentral’nyi
derzhavnyi istorychnyi arkhiv, TDIA) and in the State Archives of Lviv Oblast
(Derzhavnyi arkhiv Lvivs’koi oblasti, DALO). A number of documents—including
the twenty-four volumes of the investigation records prepared for the Warsaw trial—
could not be found. In all probability, they were lost during the Second World War.

Many important documents relating to Bandera and the OUN-UPA during the
Second World War are located in two Kiev archives: the Central State Archives of the
Supreme Bodies of Power and Government of Ukraine (Tsentralnyi derzhavnyi
arkhiv vyshchykh orhaniv vlady ta upravlinnia Ukrainy, TsDAVOV) and the Cen-
tral State Archives of Public Organizations of Ukraine (Tsentralnyi derzhavnyi
arkhiv hromads’kykh obiednan’ Ukrainy, TSDAHO). The State Archives of the Secu-
rity Service of Ukraine in Kiev (Haluzevyi Derzhavnyi arkhiv Sluzhby bezpeky
Ukrainy, HDA SBU) holds collections of NKVD interrogation files, which also con-
tain some information on the Ukrainian nationalists. Because NKVD interrogations
were coercive, and in some cases torture was applied, such documents should be
used carefully and checked against other sources. The Provincial Archives of Alberta,
in Edmonton, also hold essential documents on the “Ukrainian National Revolution”
and the conduct of the OUN and UPA during the Second World War.88

Other crucial documents relating to Bandera, the OUN-UPA, and the German
occupation of Ukraine are located in the German Federal Archives (Bundesarchiv, BA)
in Berlin and Koblenz, in the Military Archives (Militdrarchiv, MA) in Freiburg, and in
the Political Archives of the Foreign Office in Berlin (Politisches Archiv des Auswdrtigen
Amtes, PAAA). In the Provincial Archives of Nordrhein-Westfalen (Landesarchiv
Nordrhein-Westfalen, LN-W), one can study documents from the preliminary pro-
ceedings against Theodor Oberldnder. The Oberlédnder records are important for the
study of the Lviv pogrom in 1941 and of the campaign against the Adenauer govern-
ment’s Federal Minister for Displaced Persons, Refugees, and War Victims.

86 Mykola Klymyshyn, V pokhodi do voli (Detroit: Ukrainska Knyharnia, 1987), 1:333.

87 Ievhen Stakhiv, Kriz’ tiurmy, pidpillia i kordony (Kiev: Rada, 1995), 100.

88  For the “Ukrainian National Revolution,” see chapter 4, and Rossolinski-Liebe, “‘Ukrainian National
Revolution,” 83—114.
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In Moscow, the State Archive of the Russian Federation (Gosudarstvennyi arkhiv
Rossiiskoi Federatsii, GARF) and the Russian State Archive of Socio-Political History
(Rosstiskii gosudarstvennyi arkhiv sotsial’no-poiliticheskot istorii, RGASOI) are two
further important sources of document collections relating to Ukraine during the
Second World War. The Archives of the Jewish Historical Museum in Warsaw
(Archiwum Zydowskiego Instytutu Historycznego, AZIH) hold a huge collection of
Jewish survivor testimonies, mainly collected between 1944 and 1947 in Poland by
the Central Jewish Historical Commission (Centralna Zydowska Komisja Histo-
ryczna, CZKH).89 Two other important collections of survivor testimonies are located
in the archives of the Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington and in the ar-
chives of Yad Vashem. The Shoah Foundation Institute Visual History Archive, which
was founded in 1994, also collected a huge number of survivor testimonies. The early
documents collected by the AZIH are especially important for this study.s°

The Bavarian Main State Archives (Bayerisches Hauptstaatsarchiv, BayHStA)
and the Munich State Archives (Staatsarchiv Miinchen, StM) mainly hold police
documents relating to Bandera and the OUN after the Second World War. Docu-
ments in the possession of the intelligence services are another important source for
the study of Bandera and the OUN during the Cold War, but not all intelligence ser-
vices have made them accessible. Some documents on Bandera during the Cold War
may be found in the National Archives and Records Administration in Washington. A
number of important interrogation records of OUN members and UPA partisans,
and other documents relating to the Cold War are located in the HAD SBU. The Fed-
eral Security Service of the Russian Federation (Federal’naia sluzhba bezopasnosti
Rossiiskoi Federatsii, FSB) has informed me that its archives do not contain any
documents concerning Bandera’s assassination. The Federal Intelligence Service of
Germany (Bundesnachrichtendienst, BND) has not made most of the relevant docu-
ments available to researchers who are interested in its collaboration with the OUN.

The archives of the Stepan Bandera Museum in London hold some documents
relating to Bandera’s assassination and about OUN émigrés in the Cold War period.
During the last two decades, several important editions of documents relating to
Stepan Bandera and the OUN-UPA have appeared in Ukraine. Some of these, such as
the three volumes of Stepan Bandera in the Documents of the Soviet Organs of the
State Security, together with documents from the State Archives of the Security
Service of Ukraine, were an important source of information for this study.o

89 For the history of the CZKH and other institutions that collected survivor testimonies in the early
postwar period, see Jockusch, Collect and Record!, 5-7, 36—37, 89—98.

90 See the subsection “Genocide, Mass Violence, and the Complexity of the Holocaust” in this
Introduction.

9t Volodymyr Serhiichuk, ed., Stepan Bandera u dokumentakh radians’kykh orhaniv derzhavnoi
bezpeky (1939-1959), Vol. 1—3 (Kiev: Vipol 2009). It is difficult to estimate how selective, if at all,
were the edition of Serhiichuk’s volumes or those edited by the Academy of Science in Kiev.
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Literature

Until the current study, no academic biography and no study of the Bandera cult had
been written, but in the last two decades a number of important studies on related
subjects have appeared in German, English, Polish, Russian, Ukrainian, and other
languages. These studies include subjects such as the OUN, the UPA, the Second
World War in Ukraine, the Holocaust in Ukraine, the Soviet occupation of Ukraine,
and the Polish-Ukrainian conflict during the interwar period. Because of their huge
volume, only the most relevant for the purposes of this study will be briefly intro-
duced at this point.

The complications of the interwar period and of relations between the Jews,
Poles, and Ukrainians in the Second Polish Republic, and the political situation of
the Ukrainians in particular were investigated by historians such as Christoph Mick,
Maksym Hon, Timothy Snyder, Jerzy Tomaszewski, and Robert Potocki.?? Frank
Golczewski published a monumental and very informative monograph on German-
Ukrainian relations between 1914 and 1939.93 The fate of Ukrainians in the Habsburg
and Russian Empires, and the subject of Ukrainian nationalism in the nineteenth
century were explored in the 1980s, among others by John-Paul Himka, and later by
historians such as Iaroslav Hrytsak.94 The multiethnic character of the Ukrainian
territories was portrayed by scholars such as Andreas Kappeler, Natalia Yakovenko,
Mark von Hagen, and a number of other scholars.9s Bohdan Bociurkiw published an
important monograph on the Greek-Catholic Church.9¢ Antony Polonsky wrote a
three-volume study about the Jews in Poland, Ukraine, and Russia.s”

Until now, three scholars have published monographs on the OUN. In 1955 John
Armstrong published his classic and meanwhile problematic study. Roman Wysocki’s
and Franziska Bruder’s monographs appeared after the dissolution of the Soviet
Union, when it became possible to investigate Soviet archives. Wysocki concentrated
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on the OUN in Poland between 1929 and 1939. Bruder wrote a critical and tho-
roughly researched study of OUN ideology, paying particular attention to antisemit-
ism and political and ethnic violence.98 Another scholar who investigated the
antisemitism of the OUN is Marco Carynnyk.? Alexander Motyl in 1980 and Tomasz
Stryjek in 2000 presented studies on Ukrainian political thinkers, including Dmytro
Dontsov, the main ideologist of the Bandera generation.o° Grzegorz Motyka pub-
lished the most comprehensive monographs on the UPA, in which he also investi-
gated the Polish-Ukrainian conflict during the Second World War, the anti-Polish
atrocities in eastern Galicia and Volhynia, and the conflict between the UPA and the
Soviet authorities. Motyka’s study, however, analyzes the anti-Jewish violence only
marginally.* Important articles on the Ukrainian police, OUN, UPA, and ethnic
violence were published by Alexander Prusin.'o2 Jeffrey Burds published articles on
the conflict between the Ukrainian nationalists and the UPA, and on the early Cold
War in Ukraine.03 Alexander Statiev published a very well researched monograph on
the conflict between the Ukrainian nationalists and the Soviet authorities, as did
Katrin Boeckh on Stalinism in Ukraine.04

An important monograph on the German occupation of eastern Ukraine (Reich-
skommissariat Ukraine) during the Second World War, which also pays attention to
the ethnic violence of the OUN and UPA in Volhynia, was written by Karel Berk-
hoff.:o5 Dieter Pohl published a significant and authoritative monograph on the
German occupation of eastern Galicia in which he investigated in depth how the
Germans, with the help of the local Ukrainian police persecuted and exterminated
the Jews. The roles of the OUN, the UPA, and the local population in the Holocaust,
however, are analyzed only as a sideline in this book.?°¢ Thomas Sandkiihler, who
also published a monograph on the German occupation of western Galicia, took the
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Geneza, struktura, program, ideologia (Lublin: Wydawnictwo uniwersytetu Marie Curie-
Sklodowskiej, 2003); Bruder, “Den ukrainischen Staat.

99 Marco Carynnyk, “Foes of Our Rebirth: Ukrainian Nationalist Discussions about Jews, 1929—1947,”
Nationalities Papers Vol. 39, No. 3 (2011): 315—52.

10 Alexander Motyl, The Turn to the Right: The Ideological Origins and Development of Ukrainian
Nationalism, 1919—-1929 (Boulder: East European Monographs, 1980); Tomasz Stryjek, Ukrairniska
idea narodowa okresu miedzywojennego: Analizy wybranych koncepcji (Wrocltaw: FUNNA, 2000).

o1 Grzegorz Motyka, Tak bylo w Bieszczadach: Walki polsko-ukrairiskie 1943-1948 (Warsaw: Oficyna
Wydawnicza Volumen, 1999), Ukrainska partyzantka 1942-1960: Dzialalno$é Organizacji
Ukrainskich Nacjonalistéw i Ukrainskiej Powstariczej Armii (Warsaw: Rytm, 2006).

102 Alexander V. Prusin, “Revolution and Ethnic Cleansing in Western Ukraine: The OUN-UPA Assault
against Polish Settlements in Volhynia and Eastern Galicia, 1943-1944,” in Ethnic Cleansing in
Twentieth-Century Europe, ed. Steven Béla Vardy, T. Hunt Tooley (New York: Boulder: Social
Science Monographs, 2003), 517—35; Gabriel N. Finder and Alexander V. Prusin, “Collaboration in
Eastern Galicia: The Ukrainian Police and the Holocaust,” East European Jewish Affairs Vol. 34, No.
2 (2004): 95-118.

103 Jeffrey Burds, “AGENTURA: Soviet Informants’ Networks and the Ukrainian Underground in Galicia,
1944-1948,” East European Politics and Societies Vol. 11, No. 1 (1996): 89—130; “The Early Cold War in
Soviet West Ukraine, 1944-1948,” The Carl Beck Papers in Russian & East European Studies, Number
1505. Pittsburgh: The Center for Russian and East European Studies, 2001; “Gender and Policing in
Soviet West Ukraine, 1944—1948,” Cahiers du Monde russe Vol. 42, No. 2—4 (2001), 279—320.

104 Statiev, Soviet Counterinsurgency; Boeckh, Stalinismus in der Ukraine.

105 Karel Berkhoff, Harvest of Despair: Life and Death in Ukraine under Nazi Rule (Cambridge:
Belknap Press of Harvard University, 2004).

106 Dieter Pohl, Nationalsozialistische Judenverfolgung in Ostgalizien 1941-1944: Organisation und
Durchfiihrung eines staatlichen Massenverbrechens (Munich: Oldenbourg, 1997). For a similar pers-
pective, see also Grelka, Die ukrainische Nationalbewegung.
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role of the OUN more seriously to some extent, but also concentrated on the German
perpetrators.’27 Both Dieter Pohl and Frank Golczewski published several important
articles on the Ukrainian police and on Ukrainian collaboration with the Germans.08
Shmuel Spector investigated the Holocaust in Volhynia, paying special attention to
survivor accounts, on the basis of which he published an important study that does
not marginalize the non-German perpetrators.*? A decade ago, Hans Heer published
an article about the Lviv pogrom of 1941, and John-Paul Himka, Christoph Mick, and
I did so more recently.®> The Holocaust survivors and historians Philip Friedman
and Eliyahu Yones also conducted significant studies of various aspects of the ex-
termination of the Jews in western Ukraine, including the Lviv pogrom, and the
attitude of the UPA toward the Jews.!! The Holocaust survivor and historian Aharon
Weiss published an important analytical article about Ukrainian perpetrators and
rescuers.”2 In 2012 Witold Medykowski published a transnational study of pogroms
in the summer of 1941 in Belarus, the Baltic states, Poland, Romania and Ukraine.!3
Omer Bartov, Wendy Lower, Kai Struve, and Timothy Snyder have published on
various issues relating to the Holocaust in western Ukraine.4

Several scholars published material on the subject of the Ukrainian diaspora, but
with the exception of articles written by John-Paul Himka, Per Anders Rudling, and
myself, the history of the OUN and Ukrainian nationalism in the Ukrainian diaspora
has remained untouched.”’s Diana Dumitru, Tanja Penter, Alexander Prusin, and

107 Thomas Sandkiihler, “Endlésung” in Galizien: Der Judenmord in Ostpolen und die Rettungs-
initiativen von Berthold Beitz 1941—-1944 (Bonn: Diert, 1996).

108 Dieter Pohl, “Ukrainische Hilfskrifte beim Mord an den Juden,” in Die Téter der Shoah: Fanatische
Nationalisten oder normale Deutsche? ed. Gerhard Paul (Gottingen: Wallstein-Verlag, 2002), 205—34;
Frank Golczewski, “Shades of Grey: Reflections on Jewish-Ukrainian and German-Ukrainian Relations
in Galicia,” in The Shoah in Ukraine: History, Testimony, Memorialization, ed. Ray Brandon and
Wendy Lower (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2008), 114—55; Frank Golczewski, “Die Ukraine
im Zweiten Weltkrieg,” in Geschichte der Ukraine, ed. Frank Golczewski (Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht:
Gottingen, 1993), 241—60; Frank Golczewski, “Die Kollaboration in der Ukraine,” in Kooperation und
Verbrechen: Formen der “Kollaboration” im éstlichen Europa 1939—1945, ed Christoph Dieckmann,
Babette Quinkert, and Tatjana Tonsmeyer (G6ttingen: Wallstein, 2003), 151—-82.

109 Shmuel Spector, The Holocaust of Volhynian Jews 1941—-1944 (Jerusalem: Achva Press, 1990).

1o John-Paul Himka, “The Lviv Pogrom of 1941: The Germans, Ukrainian Nationalists, and the Carnival
Crowd,” Canadian Slavonic Papers Vol. LI, No. 2-4 (2011): 209—43; Christoph Mick,
“Incompatible Experiences: Poles, Ukrainians and Jews in Lviv under Soviet and German Occupation,
1939—-44,” Journal of Contemporary History Vol. 46, No. 2 (2011): 336—63; Hans Heer, “Einilibung
in den Holocaust: Lemberg Juni/Juli 1941, Zeitschrift fiir Geschichtswissenschaft Vol. 49, No. 5
(2001): 409—27; Rossolinski-Liebe, Der Verlauf und die Téter, 207—43.

m Philip Friedman, “Ukrainian-Jewish Relations during the Nazi Occupation,” in Roads to Extinction
(New York: Jewish Publication Society, 1980). This article was first published in YIVO Annual of
Jewish Social Science Vol. 12 (1958-1959), 259-63; Eliyahu Yones, Smoke in the Sand: The Jews of
Lvov in the War Years 1939—1944 (Jerusalem: Gefen Publishing House, 2004).

12 Aharon Weiss, “Jewish-Ukrainian Relations in Western Ukraine During the Holocaust,” in Ukrai-
nian-Jewish Relations in Historical Perspective, ed. Peter J. Potichnyj and Howard Aster (Edmon-
ton: CIUS, 2010), 409—20.

13 Witold Medykowski, W cieniu gigantéw: Pogromy 1941 r. w bylej sowieckiej strefie okupacyjnej
(Warsaw: Instytut Studiéw Politycznych Polskiej Akademi Nauk, 2012).

14 Omer Bartov, “Wartime Lies and Other Testimonies: Jewish-Christian Relations in Buczacz, 1939—
1944,” East European Politics and Societies Vol. 26, No. 3 (2011): 486—511; Wendy Lower, “Pogroms,
Mob Violence and Genocide in Western Ukraine, Summer 1941: Varied Histories, Explanations and
Comparisons,” Journal of Genocide Research Vol. 13, No. 3 (2011): 114—55; Timothy Snyder, “The Life
and Death of Western Volhynian Jewry, 1921-1945,” in Shoah in Ukraine, ed. Brandon, 77-113; Kai
Struve, “Rites of Violence? The Pogroms of Summer 1941,” Polin. Studies in Polish Jewry 24 (2012):
257-74.

115 John-Paul Himka, “A Central European Diaspora under the Shadow of World War II: The Galician
Ukrainians in North America,” Austrian History Yearbook 37 (2006): 17—31; Grzegorz Rossolinski-
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Vladimir Solonari published articles about the Soviet postwar investigation and trial
records, and about the methodological problems related to their analysis.16 Tarik
Cyril Amar published an article about the Holocaust in Soviet discourse in western
Ukraine.”7 Scholars such as Per Anders Rudling, Anton Shekhostov, and Andreas
Umland published several articles about radical right groups and parties after 1990
in Ukraine."8 Whether Ukrainian nationalism is a form of fascism has been discussed
in publications by Frank Golczewski, Anton Shekhovtsov, Oleksandr Zaitsev, and
myself.119

As already mentioned, a number of volumes of reprinted archival documents ap-
peared in Ukraine during the last two decades.’2° They included much significant
material, and should not be excluded solely because their authors, such as Volody-
myr Serhiichuk, deny the ethnic and political violence of the OUN and UPA, or, like
Ivan Patryliak, quote the former Ku Klux Klan Grand Wizard David Duke as an “ex-
pert” on the “Jewish Question” in the Soviet Union.?2* In addition to the above-
mentioned academic studies, many books have been written by veterans of the OUN,
UPA, and Waffen-SS Galizien, some of whom became professors at Western univer-
sities. After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the apologetic and selective narrative

Liebe, “Celebrating Fascism and War Criminality in Edmonton: The Political Myth and Cult of Stepan
Bandera in Multicultural Canada,” Kakanien Revisited, 12 (2010): 1—16; Grzegorz Rossolinski-Liebe,
“Erinnerungsliicke Holocaust. Die ukrainische Diaspora und der Genozid an den Juden,” Viertel-
Jjahrshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte Vol. 62, No. 3 (2014): 397—-430; Per Anders Rudling, “Multiculturalism,
Memory, and Ritualization: Ukrainian Nationalist Monuments in Edmonton, Alberta,” Nationalities
Papers 39, 5 (2011): 733—68; Per Anders Rudling, “The OUN, the UPA and the Holocaust: A Study in
the Manufacturing of Historical Myths,” The Carl Beck Papers in Russian & East European Studies,
Number 2107 (Pittsburgh: The Center for Russian and East European Studies, 2011).

16 Diana Dumitru, “An Analysis of Soviet Postwar Investigation and Trial Documents and Their Relev-
ance for Holocaust Studies,” in The Holocaust in the East: Local Perpetrators and Soviet Responses,
ed. Michael David-Fox, Peter Holquist, and Alexander M. Martin (Pittsburgh: University of Pitts-
burgh Press, 2014), 142—57; Penter, Collaboration on Trial, 782—90; Prusin, ‘Fascist criminals to the
gallows!’, 1—30; Solonari, Patterns of Violence, 749—87.

17 Tarik Cyril Amar, “A Disturbed Silence: Discourse on the Holocaust in the Soviet West as an Anti-Site
of Memory,” in The Holocaust in the East, ed. David-Fox, 158—84.

18 Per Anders Rudling, “The Return of the Ukrainian Far Right. The Case of VO Svoboda,” in Analysing
Fascist Discourse. European Fascism in Talk and Text, ed. Ruth Wodak and John E. Richardson (New
York: Routledge, 2013), 228-55; Per Anders Rudling, “Anti-Semitism and the Extreme Right in Con-
temporary Ukraine,” in Mapping the Extreme Right in Contemporary Europe: From Local to
Transnational, ed. Andrea Mammone, Emmanuel Godin, and Brian Jenkins (London: Routledge,
2012), 189—205; Anton Shekhovtsov and Andreas Umland, “Pravoradikal’naia partiinaia politika v
postsovetskoi Ukraine i zagadka elektoral'noi marginal’nosti ukrains’kikh ul’tranatsionalistov v 1994—
2009 gg.,” Ab Imperio 2 (2010): 1—29; Anton Shekhovtsov, “The Creeping Resurgence of the Ukrainian
Radical Right? The Case of the Freedom Party,” Europe-Asia Studies Vol. 63, No. 2 (2011): 203—208.

19 Golezewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 571—92; Rossolifiski-Liebe, ““Ukrainian National Revolution,”
83-114; Anton Shekhovtsov, “By Cross and Sword: ‘Clerical Fascism’ in Interwar Western Ukraine,”
Totalitarian Movements and Political Religions Vol. 8, No. 2 (2007): 271-85; Alexander Zaitsev, ed.,
Natsionalizm i relihiia: Hreko-katolyts’ka tserkva ta ukrains’kyi natsionalistychnyi rukh v Haly-
chyni (1920-1930-ti roky) (L'viv: Vydavnytstvo Ukrains’koho Katolyts’koho Universytetu, 2011);
Alexander Zaitsev, Ukrainskyi integral’nyi natsionalizm (1920-1930-ti) roky: Narysy intel-
ektual’noi istorii (Kiev: Krytyka, 2013).

120 Two very important document collections for this study are: I. K. Patryliak, Viis’kova diial'nist’ OUN
(B) u 1940-1942 rokakh (Kiev: Instytut Istorii Ukrainy, 2004); and Volodymyr Serhiichuk, ed., Ste-
pan Bandera u dokumentakh radians’kykh orhaniv derzhavnoi bezpeky (1939-1959), Vol. 1-3
(Kiev: Vipol 2009).

121 Patryliak, Viiskova diial’nist’ OUN (B), 326. For Serhiichuk, see Grzegorz Rossolinski-Liebe, “Der
polnisch—ukrainische Historikerdiskurs iiber den polnisch-ukrainischen Konflikt 1943-1947,” Jahr-
biicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas 57 (2009): 65-66. See also Grzegorz Rossoliniski-Liebe, “Debating,
Obfuscating and Disciplining the Holocaust: Post-Soviet Historical Discourses on the OUN-UPA and
other Nationalist Movements,” East European Jewish Affairs Vol. 42, No. 3 (2012): 218.
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initiated by these historians and other writers was taken over mostly by young
Ukrainian patriotic historians and activists based in western Ukraine. On the one
hand, works by Ukrainian patriotic historians such as Mykola Posivnych, and OUN
veterans such as Petro Mirchuk, contain important material for a Bandera biography.
On the other hand, they propagate the Bandera cult and are therefore analyzed in
chapters 9 and 10, in which the Bandera cult is examined.!22

Objectives and Limitations

This book investigates Bandera’s life and cult. It concentrates on Bandera’s political,
and not his private life. It pays attention to Bandera’s thoughts and his worldview,
which can be reconstructed from books and newspapers that he read, published, or
edited, opinions that he held and that he expressed in public, as well as the combat
and propagandist activities that he organized or participated in. The history of the
OUN and UPA takes up a substantial part of the study, in order to provide important
background knowledge. The form of this book is determined by the major questions,
the long period covered by the narrative, and the methods applied. It thereby differs
from studies that ponder the advantages and disadvantages of nationalism or social-
ism for the life of a nation, or that explore short-term processes such as collaboration
in a particular region or country during the Second World War.

The book is written “against the grain” in order to uncover several covered-up,
forgotten, ignored, or obfuscated aspects of Ukrainian and other national histories.
Obviously, the study does not seek to exonerate the Germans, Soviets, Poles, or any
other nation or group for the atrocities committed by them during or after the
Second World War but it cannot present and does not pretend to present all relevant
aspects in an entirely comprehensive way. It pays more attention to subjects such as
the ethnic and political violence of the OUN and UPA than it does to German or So-
viet occupation policies in Ukraine. This method of presenting history is determined
by the main subject of this study, which is Bandera and his role in the Ukrainian
ultranationalist movement. Parts of the book may therefore evoke the impression
that the major Holocaust perpetrators in western Ukraine were the Ukrainian natio-
nalists and not the occupying Germans and the Ukrainian police. It is not the aim of
this study to argue this. This study makes clear estimates of the percentages of people
who were killed by the Germans and the Ukrainian police on the one hand, and by
the OUN and UPA and other Ukrainian perpetrators on the other.

It is not the aim of this book to argue that all eastern Galician and Volhynian
Ukrainians (and logically not all Ukrainians) supported the politics of the OUN,

122 Petro Mirchuk’s most important publications about or relating to Bandera are: Stepan Bandera:
Symuvol revoliutsiinoi bezkompromisovosty (New York: Orhanizatsiia oborony chotyr’okh svobid
Ukrainy, 1961); Narys istorii OUN: 1920-1939 (Kiev: Ukrains’ka Vydavnycha Spilka, 2007). For
Posivnych publications about Bandera, see Mykola Posivnych, ed., Stepan Bandera: Dokumenty i
materialy (1920-1930 rr.) (Lviv: Afisha, 2006); Mykola Posivnych, Stepan Bandera—zhyttia, prys-
viachene svobodi (Toronto: Litopys UPA, 2008); Mykola Posivnych, ed., Zhyttia i diial’nist’ Stepana
Bandery: Dokumenty 1 materialy (Ternopil’: Aston, 2008); Mykola Posivnych ed., Zhyttia i diial'nist’
Stepana Bandery: Dokumenty i materialy (Ternopil: Aston, 2011); Mykola Posivnych, Varshavs’kyi
akt obvynuvachennia Stepana Bandery ta tovaryshiv (Lviv: Tsentr doslidzhen’ vyzvol'noho rukhu,
2005); Mykola Posivnych and Bohdan Hordasevych, eds., Stepan Bandera: 1909—1959—2009: Zbir-
nyk statei (Lviv: Triada Plius, 2010).
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fought in the UPA, were involved in the Holocaust, the ethnic cleansing against
Polish population, and other forms of ethnic and political violence conducted by the
OUN and UPA, or that they agreed with such actions. The study explores the inter-
relation between nationalism and the violence committed in its name, but it does not
ignore the economic, social, and political factors that contributed to ethnic conflicts
or to the formation of fascist movements.

This monograph does not negate the fact that, during the Second World War,
Ukrainians were both victims and perpetrators, and that the same persons who were
involved in ethnic and political violence became the victims of the Soviet regime.
Moreover, the study does not suggest that all Ukrainians who were in the OUN or
UPA were fascists or radical nationalists. There were different reasons for joining the
OUN and UPA, and various kinds of people joined these organizations, some of them
under coercion. Logically, the study does not imply that all Ukrainians who joined
the OUN or UPA committed atrocities, or that among Ukrainians, only OUN and
UPA members were involved in the Holocaust or other atrocities. Such an assump-
tion would distort reality, and exonerate groups such as non-nationalist Ukrainians,
the Ukrainian police, and Ukrainians who participated primarily for economic and
other non-political reasons. Finally, Ukrainian political parties and organizations
other than the OUN appear only marginally in this study, because the monograph
concentrates on Bandera and the OUN. As a result, readers might receive the impres-
sion that the OUN was the organization that dominated the entire political life of
Ukraine. This, of course, is not true. Many other nationalist, democratic, conserva-
tive, and communist organizations and parties existed in Ukraine before the Second
World War, and also impacted political life there, but they are not the subject of this
book.



Chapter 1

HETEROGENEITY, MODERNITY,
AND THE TURN TO THE RIGHT

“Longue Durée” Perspective and
the Heterogeneity of Ukrainian History

Stepan Bandera was born on 1 January 1909 in the village of Staryi Uhryniv, located
in the eastern part of Galicia, the easternmost province of the Habsburg Empire.
Galicia, officially known as the Kingdom of Galicia and Lodomeria (Regnum Galiciae
et Lodomeriae), was created in 1772 by the bureaucrats of the House of Habsburg at
the first partition of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth (Res Publica Utriusque
Nationis). The province was an economically backward region with a heterogeneous
population: according to statistics from 1910, 47 percent of the population were
Polish, 42 percent Ukrainian, and 11 percent Jewish. The eastern part of Galicia,
which the Ukrainian national movement claimed as a part of the Ukrainian nation
state, and where the political cult of Stepan Bandera was born, was no less hetero-
geneous: 62 percent of the population were Ukrainian, 25 percent Polish, and 12
percent Jewish (Maps 1 and 2).!

At the time of Bandera’s birth, close to 20 percent of “Ukrainians,” or people who
began to perceive themselves as Ukrainians as a result of the invention of Ukrainian
national identity, lived in the Habsburg Empire (in Galicia, Bukovina and
Transcarpathia). At the same time, 80 percent of Ukrainians lived in the Russian
Empire (in eastern Ukraine, also known as “Russian Ukraine”).2 This division and
other political, religious, and cultural differences caused Galician Ukrainians to
become a quite different people from the Ukrainians in Russian Ukraine. The
division posed a difficult challenge, both for activists of the moderate, socialist-
influenced, nineteenth-century national movement, such as Mykhailo Drahomanov
(1841-1895), Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi (1866—1934), and Ivan Franko (1856-1916),
and later for the extreme, violent, and revolutionary twentieth-century nationalists
such as Dmytro Dontsov (1883-1973), Ievhen Konovalets’ (1891—1938), and Stepan
Bandera (1909-1959). These political figures tried to establish a single Ukrainian
nation that would live in one Ukrainian state.3

1 Rudolf A. Mark, Galizien unter osterreichischer Herrschaft: Verwaltung-Kirche-Bevilkerung (Mar-
burg: Herder Institut, 1994), 70, 80. The Habsburg statistics were based on religion. In Galicia, Poles
generally identified themselves as Roman Catholics, and Ukrainians as Greek Catholics.

2 The Habsburg Empire was, from 1867 until its demise in 1918, an Austro-Hungarian monarchy, and
was divided into two parts: Cisleithania (capital Vienna), and Transleithania (capital Budapest). Gali-
cia and Bukovina belonged to Cisleithania, and Transcarpathia to Transleithania. Ukrainians consti-
tuted about 40 percent of Bukovina’s population. Other ethnic groups in Bukovina were Romanians
(34 percent), Jews (13 percent), and Germans (8 percent). Cf. Kerstin Jobst, “Die ukrainische
Nationalbewegung bis 1917,” in Geschichte der Ukraine, ed. Frank Golczewski (Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1993), 171.

3 For the political and cultural division of Ukraine in the nineteenth century, see Wolfdieter Bihl,
“Aufgegangen in GroBreichen: Die Ukraine als dsterreichische und russische Provinz,” in Geschichte
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To some extent, the dual and heterogeneous state of affairs was a continuation of
earlier pre-modern political and cultural divisions of the territories that the Ukrai-
nian national movement claimed as its own. In the twentieth century, the East-West
division and the separate development of the two Ukrainian identities did not narrow
and, due to new geopolitical circumstances, even widened. One of the most impor-
tant factors that contributed to the increase of cultural and religious differences
between western and eastern Ukrainians was the military conflict between the OUN-
UPA and the Soviet regime during the 1940s and early 1950s. This conflict was fol-
lowed by a powerful propaganda battle between nationalist factions of the Ukrainian
diaspora and the Soviet Union; as a consequence, each side demonized and hated the
other. In Soviet and Soviet Ukrainian discourse, the personality of Stepan Bandera
acquired a significance completely different from that perceived by Galician Ukrai-
nians. As a result, two contradictory myths relating to Stepan Bandera marked the
cultural and political division of Ukraine.4

In nineteenth- and early twentieth-century Habsburg Galicia, the local Ukrai-
nians identified themselves—and were identified by others—as “Ruthenians” (Ger.
Ruthenen, Pol. Rusini, Ukr. Rusyny). In the Russian Empire, Ukrainians were called
“Little Russians” (Rus. malorossy, Ukr. malorosy). “Ukraine” as the term for a
nation only came into use in Galicia in about 1900. Although the word obviously
existed long before this time, it was not the term for a nation, despite the fact that the
Ukrainian national movement purported retroactively to impose such an identity on
the medieval or even ancient inhabitants of “Ukrainian territories.” In the pre-
modern era the term “Ukraine” referred to the “border territories” of the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth and Kievan Rus’. Such terms as Rosia, Russia, Rus’,
Ruthenia, and Roxolonia were also used for the Ukrainian territories.5

In 1916 the historian Stanistaw Smolka, son of the Austrian conservative and Polish
nationalist politician Franciszek Smolka, to whom he dedicated his book Die
Reussische Welt, argued that “the geographic Ukraine” is the “Ruthenian territory par
excellence.”® The bureaucracy of the Russian Empire did not regard Ukrainians as a
nation, but as an ethnic group with close cultural and linguistic affinities to Russians.
The Ems Ukaz of 1876, which remained in force until the revolution of 1905, forbade

der Ukraine, ed. Golczewski, 126—57, and John-Paul Himka, Socialism in Galicia: The Emergence of
Polish Social Democracy and Ukrainian Radicalism (1860-1890) (Cambridge: Harvard Ukrainian
Research Institute, 1983), 47, 50, 52.

4 For the influence of West European and East European culture and the division of Ukraine into West
and East in pre-modern times, see IThor Shevchenko, Ukraine between East and West: Essays on
Cultural History to the Early Eighteen Century (Edmonton: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies
Press, 1996). On the cultural heterogeneity of Ukraine, see Hagen, Revisiting the Histories of Ukraine;
Kappeler, From an Ethnonational to a Multiethnic.

5 Natalia Yakovenko, “Choice of Name versus Choice of Path: The Names of Ukrainian Territories from
the Late Sixteenth to the Late Seventeenth Century,” in A Laboratory of Transnational History, ed.
Kasianov, 117—41.

6 Stanislau von Smolka, Die Reussische Welt: Historisch-Politische Studien: Vergangenheit und
Gegenwart (Vienna: Zentral-Verlagsbiiro des obersten polnischen Nationalkomitees: 1916), 13. In the
original “Ukraine, ein ruthenisches Gebiet.” Cf. Smolka, Die Reussische Welt, 6.
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Map 1. Galicia 1914. YIVO Encyclopedia, 2:565.

not only printing in Ukrainian and importing literature in Ukrainian into the Russian
Empire but even the use of the terms “Ukraine” and “Ukrainian.” The Ukaz caused
the emigration of many Ukrainian intellectuals to Galicia, where they could publish
in Ukrainian.”

Although the Galician Ruthenians differed from the Russian Ukrainians culturally
and politically in many respects, they were similar to each other in that they lived
mainly in the countryside and were under-represented in the cities and industrial
regions. During the nineteenth century and the first half of the twentieth, Ukrainians
in Lviv numbered between 15 and 20 percent.8 In Kiev, 60 percent of the inhabitants
spoke Ukrainian in 1864; but by 1917, only 16 percent.?

One group of Galician Ruthenians, known as Russophiles, further complicated
the process of creating a Ukrainian nation. The origins of this movement can be
traced back to the 1830s and 1840s, although it did not expand until after 1848. The
Russophiles claimed to be a separate brand of Russians, although their concept of
Russia was ambiguous and varied in relation to the context, between Russia as an
empire, eastern Christianity, and eastern Slavs. The Russophile movement was
created by Russian political activists, and by the local Ruthenian intelligentsia who
were disappointed by the pro-Polish policies of the Habsburg Empire, especially in

7 Jobst, Die Ukrainische Nationalbewegung bis 1917, 161, 168; Hrytsak, Narys istorii Ukrainy, 70—71.

8 Yaroslav Hrytsak and Victor Susak, “Constructing a National City: Case of Lviv,” in Composing Urban
History and the Constitution of Civic Identities, ed. John Czaplicka, Blair A. Ruble, and Lauren
Crabtree (Washington: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2003), 142—43; Peter FéaBler, Thomas Held,
and Dirk Sawitzki, ed., Lemberg—Lwow—Lviv: Eine Stadt im Schnittpunkt europdischer Kulturen
(Koln: Bohlau 1995), 183.

9 Bihl, Aufgegangen in GroBreichen, 151.
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the late 1860s. The Russophiles identified themselves with Russia, partly because of
the Russian belief that Ukrainian culture was a peasant culture without a tradition of
statehood. Identifying with Russia, they could divest themselves of their feelings of
inferiority in relation to their Polish Galician fellow-citizens who, like the Russians,
possessed a “high culture” and a tradition of statehood.°

Galician Ukrainian culture was for centuries deeply influenced by Polish culture,
while eastern Ukrainian culture was strongly influenced by Russian culture. As a
result of long-standing coexistence, cultural and linguistic differences between
Ukrainians and Poles on the one side became blurred, as they did between Ukrai-
nians and Russians on the other. The differences between the western and eastern
Ukrainians were evident. The Galician dialect of Ukrainian differed substantially
from the Ukrainian language in Russian Ukraine. Such political, social, and cultural
differences made a difficult starting point for a weak national movement that sought
to establish a single nation, which was planned to be culturally different from and
independent of its stronger neighbors.x

10 Himka, Socialism in Galicia, 40—41. On Russophiles in Galicia, see Anna Veronika Wendland, Die
Russophilen in Galizien: Ukrainische Konservative zwischen Osterreich und Russland, 1848-1915
(Vienna: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2001).

1 Taroslav Hrytsak, Narys istorii Ukrainy: Formuvannia modernoi ukrains’koi natsii XIX—XX stolittia
(Kiev: Heneza, 2000), 81—-82.
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The western part of the Ukrainian territories was dominated by Polish culture
from 1340 onwards, when King Casimir III the Great annexed Red Ruthenia (Russia
Rubra), with a break between 1772 and 1867, during which Austrian politicians
dominated and controlled politics in Galicia. Motivated by material and political
considerations, the Ukrainian boyars and nobles had already become Catholics in
pre-modern times and had adopted the Polish language. The Polonization of their
upper classes left Ukrainians without an aristocratic stratum and rendered them an
ethnic group with a huge proportion of peasants. Polish language and culture were
associated with the governing stratum, while the Ukrainian equivalents were asso-
ciated with the stratum of peasants. There were many exceptions to both proposi-
tions. For example, the Greek Catholic priests might be classified as Ukrainian
intelligentsia, while there were numerous Polish peasants. However, the difference
between the “dominant Poles” and the “dominated Ukrainians” caused tensions
between them and, as a result of a nationalist interpretation of history, caused a
strong feeling of inferiority on the part of the Ukrainians.

Until 1848, Ukrainian and Polish peasants in Galicia were serfs of their Polish
landlords. They were forced to work without pay from three to six days a week on
their landlords’ estates. In addition they were often humiliated and mistreated by the
landowners.'?> Even when serfdom was ended in 1848, the socio-economic situation
of the Galician peasants did not significantly improve for many decades. In eastern
Galicia, where the majority of the peasants were Ukrainians (Ruthenians) and almost
all the landlords were Poles, serfdom had a significant psychological impact on the
Ukrainian national movement.3

The Greek Catholic Church had strongly shaped the identity of Galician Ukrai-
nians and had influenced Galician Ukrainian nationalism from its very beginnings.
The Church was originally a product of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. As the
direct result of the Union of Brest of 1595-1596, the Greek Catholic Church severed
relations with the Patriarch of Constantinople and accepted the superiority of the
Vatican. It did not, however, change its Orthodox or Byzantine liturgical tradition.
When the Russian Empire absorbed the greatest part of the Polish-Lithuanian Com-
monwealth between 1772 and 1795, it dissolved the Greek Catholic Church in the
incorporated territories and replaced it with the Orthodox Church. The Ukrainian
Greek Catholic Church continued to function only in Habsburg Galicia, where it
became a Ukrainian national church and an important component of Galician Ukrai-
nian identity.4

Especially in the early stage of its existence, the Ukrainian national movement in
Galicia was greatly influenced by the Greek Catholic Church. The secular intelli-
gentsia in eastern Galicia who took part in the national movement emerged to a large
extent from the families of Greek Catholic priests. Many fanatical Ukrainian activists
in the nationalist cause, including Stepan Bandera himself, were the sons of priests.
Furthermore, it was only with the help of the Greek Catholic priests present in every

12 John-Paul Himka, Galician Villagers and the Ukrainian National Movement in the Nineteenth
Century (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1998), 10-16.

13 For the memory of serfdom in eastern Galicia and its impact on Ukrainian collective consciousness
and memory, see John-Paul Himka, “Serfdom in Galicia,” Journal of Ukrainian Studies Vol. 9, No. 2
(1984): 26—28.

14 Bociurkiw, Ukrains’ka Hreko-Katolyts’ka, 4—6.
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eastern Galician village that the activists of the Ukrainian national movement could
reach the predominantly illiterate peasants. This situation changed only in the late
nineteenth century, when such educational organizations as Prosvita established
reading-rooms in villages. In these institutions the peasants could read newspapers
and other publications that disseminated the idea of a secular Ukrainian national-
ism.’s However, even after a slight emancipation from the Greek Catholic Church, the
Galician brand of Ukrainian nationalism was steeped in mysticism and had strong
religious overtones. The Greek Catholic religion was an important symbolic founda-
tion of the ideology of Ukrainian nationalism, although not the only one.

Modern Ukrainian nationalism, as manifested in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries in Galicia, became increasingly hostile to Poles, Jews, and Rus-
sians. The hostility to Poles was related to the nationalist interpretation of their
socio-economic circumstances, as well as the feeling that the Poles had occupied the
Ukrainian territories and had deprived the Ukrainians of a nobility and an intelli-
gentsia. The nationalist hostility to Jews was related to the fact that many Jews were
merchants, and to the fact that some of them worked as agents of the Polish
landowners. The Ukrainians felt that the Jews supported the Poles and exploited the
Ukrainian peasants. The resentment toward Russians was related to the government
by the Russian Empire of a huge part of the territories that the Ukrainian national
movement claimed to be Ukrainian. While the Jews in Galicia were seen as agents of
the Polish landowners, Jews in eastern Ukraine were frequently perceived to be
agents of the Russian Empire. The stereotype of Jews supporting both Poles and
Russians, and exploiting Ukrainians by means of trade or bureaucracy, became a
significant image in the Ukrainian nationalist discourse.

Ukrainian nationalism thrived in eastern Galicia rather than in eastern Ukraine
where the activities of the Ukrainian nationalists were suppressed by the Russian
Empire. The political liberalism of the Habsburg Empire, as it developed after 1867,
made Galician Ukrainians more nationalist, populist, and mystical than eastern
Ukrainians. During the second half of the nineteenth century, the systematic policy
of Russification in eastern Ukraine made the national distinction between Ukrai-
nians and Russians increasingly meaningless. Most eastern Ukrainians understood
Ukraine to be a region of Russia, and considered themselves to be a people akin to
Russians.1©

Because of the nationalist discourse that took place in eastern Galicia, the prov-
ince was labeled as the Ukrainian “Piedmont.” Because of their loyalty to the Habs-
burg Empire, Galician Ukrainians were known as the “Tyroleans of the East.” In
Russian Ukraine, on the other hand, the majority of the political and intellectual
stratum assimilated into Russian culture and did not pay attention to Ukrainian
nationalism. “Although I was born a Ukrainian, I am more Russian than anybody
else,” claimed Viktor Kochubei (1768-1834), a statesman of the Russian Empire with

15 John-Paul Himka, “Priest and Peasants: The Greek Catholic Church and the Ukrainian National
Movement in Austria, 1867-1900,” in The Greek Catholic Church and Ukrainian Society in Austrian
Galicia, ed. John-Paul Himka (Cambridge and Massachusetts: Harvard University Ukrainian Studies
Fund, 1986), 1-5, 9, 12—14.

16 John-Paul Himka, “The Galician Triangle: Poles, Ukrainians, and Jews under Austrian Rule,” Cross
Current: A Yearbook of Central European Culture 12 (1993): 143; Himka, Socialism in Galicia, 50.
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Ukrainian origins.”” Nikolai Gogol’ (1809—1852), born near Poltava in a family with
Ukrainian traditions, described Cossack life in his novel Taras Bulba in a humorous,
satirical, and grotesque way. His books appeared in elegant Russian, which included
Ukrainian elements, and were written without national pathos. In 1844 Gogol” wrote
in a letter: “I myself do not know whether my soul is Ukrainian [khokhlatskaia] or
Russian [russkaia]. I know only that on no account would I give priority to the Little
Russian [malorosiianinu] before the Russian [russkim], or the Russian before the
Little Russian.”8

The Beginnings of Ukrainian “Heroic Modernity”

Ukrainian heroic modernity found expression for the first time in the writings of the
nationalist extremist Mykola Mikhnovs’kyi (1873—1924), although it derives from the
thoughts of such activists as Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi, Mykhailo Drahomanov, and
Ivan Franko. The most influential of these was Hrushevs’kyi, a historian and politi-
cian. In the nineteenth century, thinkers such as Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel and
Friedrich Engels elaborated on the popular problem of “historical” and “non-
historical” nations, to which Hrushevs’kyi responded. Starting from ancient times,
Hrushevs’kyi rewrote the history of the Eastern Slavs, displaying bias in favor of the
Ukrainian national movement and regarding the Russian and Polish national move-
ments with disfavor. In his voluminous History of Ukraine-Rus’, he separated
Ukrainian history from Russian history, claiming that the Ukrainian people had
ancient origins. He thereby “resolved” the problem of the “non-historical” Ukrainian
people, making it as historical and as rich in tradition as the Polish and Russian
peoples. This was one of the most significant late nineteenth-century “academic”
contributions to the creation of a national Ukrainian identity.19

In his historical writings, Hrushevs’kyi did not insist that the Slavs or Ukrainians
were a pure race or had to be viewed as a race. Nevertheless he used the term “race”
in the context of anthropology. Writing about the ancient peoples living in the terri-
tory of contemporary Ukraine, he mentioned “dolichocephalic” (long-headed) and
“brachycephalic” (short-headed) types of people inhabiting the Ukrainian territories
in ancient times. He argued that “the Slavs of today are predominantly short-headed”
but racially not uniform. The brachycephalic type “is still the dominant type among
Ukrainians, but among the Poles and Russians this type vies with the mesaticephalic
[medium headed], with a significant admixture of the dolichocephalic.”2° Looking for
the origins of the Ukrainian people among ancient peoples, Hrushevs’kyi concluded

7 Bihl, Aufgegangen in Grofreichen, 146.

18 Letter from Gogol’ to his long-time friend Alexandra Smirnova, 24 December 1844, in N.V. Gogol’,
Sobranie sochinenii (Moscow: Russkaia kniga, 1994), 10:276, quoted in Andrew Wilson, The Ukrai-
nians: Unexpected Nation (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2009), 88.

19 Serhii Plokhy, Unmaking Imperial Russia: Mykhailo Hrushevskyi and the Writing of Ukrainian
History (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2005), 92—95; Timothy Snyder, The Reconstruction of
Nations: Poland, Ukraine, Lithuania, Belarus, 1569—1999 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2003),
128-29; Kappeler, From an Ethnonational to a Multiethnic, 57.

20 Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi, Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy (Kiev: Persha spilka, 1913), 1:64—65. For English
translation, see Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi, History of Ukraine—Rus’. From prehistory to the eleventh
century, ed. Andrzej Poppe and Frank Sysyn, trans. Marta Skorupsky (Edmonton: Canadian Institute
of Ukrainian Studies Press, 1997), 1:46—47.
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that the “Ukrainian tribes” originated from the Antes: “The Antes were almost cer-
tainly the ancestors of the Ukrainian tribes.”2t While analyzing ancient and medieval
descriptions of people living at that time in the Ukrainian territories, he pondered
about the ideal type of a historical Ukrainian and wrote that Ukrainians were “blond-
haired, ruddy-skinned, and tall” and “very dirty” people.22

Mikhnovs’kyi, much more radical than Hrushevs’kyi, was the pioneer of extreme
Ukrainian nationalism. He lived in Russian Ukraine, mainly in Kharkiv. Because he
died in 1924 he did not come into contact with the radical Ukrainian nationalists
from the UVO or OUN, but his writings inspired the younger generation.23 Mikh-
novs’kyi politicized the ethnicity of Ukrainians and demanded a “Ukraine for Ukrai-
nians” (Ukraina dlia ukraintsiv). He might have been inspired by Hrushevskyi’s
historization of contemporary Ukrainians and by contemporary European discourses
that combined nationalism with racism. Although Mikhnovs’kyi’s concept of ethnic-
ity was based on language, his main aim was a biological and racial marking of the
Ukrainian territories or the “living space” of the Ukrainians. He claimed the territory
“from the Carpathian Mountains to the Caucasus” for a Ukrainian state without foes.
By “foes” Mikhnovs’kyi meant “Russians, Poles, Magyars, Romanians, and Jews ... as
long as they rule over us and exploit us.”24

Mikhnovs’kyi went so far in his ethno-biological concept as to demand, in one of
“The Ten Commandments of the UNP,” which he wrote for the Ukrainian National
Party (Ukrains’ka Narodna Partia, UNP), cofounded by him in 1904: “Do not marry
a foreign woman because your children will be your enemies, do not be on friendly
terms with the enemies of our nation, because you make them stronger and braver,
do not deal with our oppressors, because you will be a traitor.”2s

Mikhnovs’kyi’s concept of Ukraine was directed not only against people who
might be considered to be foreigners but also against the majority of Ukrainians, who
spoke Russian or a dialect that was neither Russian nor Ukrainian, or who were
contaminated through marriage or friendship with a non-Ukrainian. This was the
case of many Ukrainians after centuries of coexistence with Poles, Russians, Jews,
and other ethnic groups. It was also not a political or cultural program with which
the nationally non-conscious Ukrainians could have been transformed through edu-
cation into nationally conscious Ukrainians. It was rather a social Darwinist concept
based on the assumption that there exists a Ukrainian race, which must struggle for
its survival against Russians, Poles, Jews, and other non-Ukrainian inhabitants of
Ukrainian territories. Mikhnovs’kyi understood this concept as the historical destiny

21 Hrushevs’kyi, Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy, 1:177; Hrushevs’kyi, History of Ukraine—Rus’, 1:134.

22 Hrushevs’kyi, Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy, 1:307, 310; Hrushevs’kyi, History of Ukraine—Rus’, 1: 234, 236.

23 For Bandera studying Mikhnovs’kyi’s writings, see Mirchuk, Stepan Bandera, 14.

24 The second commandment of “The Ten Commandments of the UNP” said “All people are your broth-
ers, but Russians, Poles, Magyars, Romanians, and Jews are the enemies of our nation, as long as they
rule over us and exploit us” (Usi liudy—tvoi brattia, ale moskali, liakhy, uhry, rumuny ta zhydy—tse
vorohy nashoho narodu, poky vony panuiut’ nad namy i vyzyskuiut’ nas). Cf. Roman Koval, “Heroi,
shcho ne zmih vriatuvaty Bat’kivshchyny,” in Samostiina Ukraina, ed. Roman Koval (Kiev: Diokor,
2003), 9. For the interrelation between racism and nationalism, see George L. Mosse, “Racism and
Nationalism,” in The Fascist Revolution: Toward a General Theory of Fascism, ed. George L. Mosse
(New York: Howard Fertig, 2000), 55-68.

25 Koval, Heroi, shcho ne zmih, 9. In Ukrainian: “Ne bery sobi druzhyny z chuzhyntsiv, bo tvoi dity
budut’ tobi vorohamy, ne pryiateliui z vorohamy nashoho narodu, bo ty dodaiesh im syly i vidvahy, ne
nakladai ukupi z hnobyteliamy nashymy, bo zradnykom budesh.”
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of the Ukrainian people and stressed that there was no alternative: “Either we will
win in the fight or we will die.”2¢ This early Ukrainian extremist also demanded:
“Ukraine for Ukrainians, and as long as even one alien enemy remains on our terri-
tory, we are not allowed to lay down our arms. And we should remember that glory
and victory are the destiny of fighters for the national cause.”27

The Lost Struggle for Ukrainian Statehood

The changes to the map of Europe after the First World War served as a very conve-
nient opportunity for the establishment of several new national states on the ruins of
the Russian and Habsburg empires. However, this scenario did not work in the case
of the Ukrainians and some other nations, such as the Croats and Slovaks. The war
revealed how heterogeneous were the Ukrainian people and how ambiguous was the
concept of a Ukrainian state at this time. Like many other East Central European
nationalities, Ukrainians fought on both sides of the Eastern Front and, like some
other peoples, established their own armies to struggle for a nation state. Yet in the
case of Ukraine, they struggled rather for two different states than for one and the
same.

On 20 November 1917 in Kiev, an assembly of various political parties, known as
the Tsentral’'na Rada, or Central Council, proclaimed the Ukrainian People’s Repub-
lic (Ukrains’ka Narodna Respublika, UNR). On 25 January 1918, the same political
body declared the UNR to be a “Free Sovereign State of the Ukrainian People.” The
UNR thereby declared its independence from the Bolsheviks, who had in November
1917 taken over power in the Russian Empire, but it was still dependent on the Ger-
mans who were occupying Kiev. On 9 February 1918, representatives of the Tsentral’'na
Rada signed the Brest-Litovsk treaty, as a result of which the UNR was officially recog-
nized by the Central Powers (the German, Austro-Hungarian, Ottoman empires, and
Kingdom of Bulgaria) and by the Bolshevik government of the Russian Soviet Fed-
erated Socialist Republic (Russian SFSR), but not by the Western Allies (United
Kingdom, France, and so forth).28

Between 1918 and 1921, power changed hands in Kiev several times. The first new
authority, the Tsentral’na Rada, was unsure whether a Ukrainian state could exist out-
side the Russian Federation without the help of the Central Powers. The second author-
ity, established on 29 April 1918 around Hetman Pavlo Skoropads’kyi, was a puppet
government installed and controlled by the Germans. Skoropads’kyi left Kiev with the
German army in December 1918 and at the same time, a group of Austrian and Ukrai-
nian politicians tried and failed to establish the Austrian Ukrainophile Wilhelm von
Habsburg as a replacement for Skoropads’kyi. The Directorate, a provisional state
committee of the UNR, which replaced Skoropads’kyi in late 1918, was soon forced

26 Mykola Mikhnovs’kyi, “Samostiina Ukraina,” in Samostiina Ukraina, ed. Roman Koval (Kiev: Diokor,
2003), 43.

27 Ibid., 43.

28 Rudolf A. Mark, “Die gescheiterten Staatsversuche,” in Geschichte der Ukraine, ed. Golczewski, 177—
79; Golczewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 240, 264, 270-71.
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by the Soviet army to withdraw from Kiev. Most territories claimed by the Ukrainian
authorities in Kiev to be part of their state were not under their control.29

On 1 November 1918 in Lviv—capital of eastern Galicia—the West Ukrainian
National Republic (Zakhidno-Ukrains’ka Narodna Respublika, ZUNR) was proc-
laimed. After a few weeks, the leaders of the ZUNR were forced to leave Lviv by the local
Poles and by units of the Polish army under the command of Michal Karaszewicz-
Tokarzewski. The ZUNR continued its existence in Stanyslaviv (Stanistawdow), a
provincial city of Galicia. On 22 January 1919, the ZUNR united with the UNR, which
had been forced by the Bolsheviks to leave Kiev for the west. However, this
unification of the two Ukrainian states was mainly symbolic.3°

The military forces of the UNR: the Ukrainian People’s Army (Armia Ukrains’koi
Narodnoi Respubliky, AUNR), and of the ZUNR: the Ukrainian Galician Army
(Ukrains’ka Halyts’ka Armiia, UHA) consisted of many different military forma-
tions. The most disciplined and best trained among them were the Sich Riflemen
(Sichout Stril’tsi), whose soldiers were recruited from Ukrainians in the Austro-
Hungarian army. The armies of the ZUNR and UNR were too weak to resist the
Polish and Bolshevik armies. As the result of the various complicated alliances, each
Ukrainian force found itself in the camp of its enemies and felt betrayed accordingly.
By 2 December 1919, while threatened by the Bolshevik army, the UNR had signed
an agreement with Poland. The UNR politicians agreed to allow Poland to incorpo-
rate the territory of the ZUNR, if Poland would help to protect their state against the
Bolsheviks. Ievhen Petrushevych, head of the ZUNR, on the other hand, had already
decided on 17 November 1919 that the UHA would join the White Army of Anton
Denikin, which was at odds with the UNR. In February 1920, the majority of the
UHA soldiers deserted from the Whites and allied themselves with the Bolsheviks
because the latter were at war with both the Poles and the AUNR. In these circum-
stances it was hardly surprising that some Ukrainian politicians, for example Osyp
Nazaruk, voiced the opinion that the Galician Ukrainians were a different nation
from the eastern Ukrainians.3!

Although a group of Ukrainian politicians visited the Paris Peace Conference in
1919, they were too inexperienced and too badly prepared to successfully represent
the Ukrainian cause at such a gathering, where the new geopolitical shape of Europe
was being determined. They also bore the stigma of having supported the Central
Powers, who were blamed for the war by the victorious Allies. The Polish Endecja
politician Roman Dmowski portrayed the Ukrainians in Paris as anarchistic “ban-
dits,” the Ukrainian state as a German intrigue, and the Ruthenians from the Habs-
burg Empire as Ruthenians who had nothing in common with Ukrainians. Other
Polish politicians at the conference, such as Stanistaw Grabski and Ignacy Pad-
erewski, characterized Ukrainians in a similar manner and thereby weakened the
chances of a Ukrainian state.32

29 Golczewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 279—81, 346; Mark, Die gescheiterten Staatsversuche, 178—88;
Timothy Snyder, The Red Prince: The Fall of the Dynasty and the Rise of Modern Europe (London:
The Bodley Head, 2008), 99—120.

30 Golczewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 362—63, 383—84.

3t Ibid., 383—-90, 466.

32 Ibid., 344, 347, 366—69.
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Other participants at the conference were also reluctant to support the idea of a
Ukrainian state, partially because of the Ukrainian alliance with the Central Powers,
and partially because they did not know much about Ukraine and Ukrainians. They
were confused as to whether the Greek Catholic Ruthenians from the Habsburg
Empire, as portrayed by the Polish delegates, were the same people as the Orthodox
Ukrainians from the Russian Empire. David Lloyd George, Prime Minister of the
United Kingdom, stated: “I only saw a Ukrainian once. It is the last Ukrainian I have
seen, and I am not sure that I want to see any more.”33 By the Treaty of Riga on 18
March 1921, the borders of the Ukrainian territories were settled between Poland,
Soviet Russia, and Soviet Ukraine, to the disadvantage of the UNR and ZUNR. The
Allied Powers and many other states recognized this state of affairs, thereby con-
firming the nonexistence of the various Ukrainian states for which many Ukrainians
had struggled between 1917 and 1921.34

During the revolutionary struggles, many pogroms took place in central and east-
ern Ukraine, especially in the provinces of Kiev, Podolia, and Volhynia, which were
controlled by the Directorate, the Whites, and anarchist peasant bands. The troops of
the Directorate and the Whites not only permitted the anti-Jewish violence but also
participated in it. The pogroms only ceased with the coming of the Red Army.
Nakhum Gergel, a former deputy minister of Jewish affairs in the Ukrainian govern-
ment, recorded 1,182 pogroms and 50,000 to 60,000 victims. This scale of anti-
Jewish violence was much greater than that of the pogroms of 1881-1884 and
1903-1907. Only during the Khmel'nyts’kyi Uprising in 1648 did anti-Jewish
violence at a comparable level take place in the Ukrainian territories: according to
Antony Polonsky, at least 13,000 Jews were killed by the Cossacks commanded by
Bohdan Khmel'nyts’kyi.3s

The Lack of a Ukrainian State
and the Polish-Ukrainian Conflict

Between the First and Second World Wars, Ukrainians lived in four different states.
About 26 million lived in the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic (Ukrains’ka Sot-
siialistychna Radians’ka Respublika, Ukrainian SRR), 5 million in the Second Polish
Republic (I Rzeczpospolita Polska), 0.5 million in the Czechoslovak Republic
(Czech: Ceskoslovenskd Republika, Slovak: Republika Cesko-Slovenskd), and 0.8
million in Greater Romania (Romdnia Mare).36

33 Quoted in Margaret MacMillan, Peacemakers: Six Months That Changed the World (London: John
Murray, 2003), 236.

34 Hrytsak, Narys istorii Ukrainy, 111-59; Golczewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 414—21.

35 Antony Polonsky, The Jews in Poland and Russia, 1350-1880, (Oxford: The Littman Library of
Jewish Civilization, 2010), 1:137; Antony Polonsky, The Jews in Poland and Russia, 1914-2008,
(Oxford: The Littman Library of Jewish Civilization, 2010), 3:32-43.

36 Jarostaw Hrycak, Historia Ukrainy 1772-1999: Narodziny nowoczesnego narodu (Lublin: Agencja
“Wschdd,” 2000), 173, 188; Of the 31 or 32 million inhabitants of the Ukrainian SSR 26 million were
Ukrainians. Cf. Volodymyr Kosyk, Ukraina i Nimechchyna u Druhii svitovii viini (Lviv: Naukove
tovarystvo im. Shevchenka, 1993), 36.
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During the 1920s the Ukrainians in Soviet Ukraine were exposed to the policy of
Ukrainization, which strengthened the use of the Ukrainian language and promoted
Ukrainian culture in public life. With the beginning of Sovietization in the early 1930s,
this policy changed entirely. The collectivization of agriculture in the Soviet Union was
the major cause of an artificial famine, resulting in the deaths of 2.5—3.9 million people
in Soviet Ukraine in 1932—1933. In terms of national consciousness, the Soviet
authorities tried to turn Ukrainians into loyal Soviet citizens, causing the unformed
Ukrainian identity of the former Russian Ukrainians to blur further with Russian and
Soviet identity.3” Of all the states where Ukrainians lived, it was in Czechoslovakia
that the small Ukrainian minority enjoyed the most liberal treatment. The authorities
there allowed various Ukrainian schools, and three postsecondary colleges: the
Ukrainian Husbandry Academy and the Ukrainian Technical and Husbandry Insti-
tute in Podébrady, and the Ukrainian Free University in Prague. This was an
unusually liberal policy toward a minority in Eastern Europe at this time. In Rom-
ania and Poland, Ukrainians were exposed to a policy of assimilation—a common

37 Hrytsak, Narys istorii Ukrainy, 166—86; Yekelchyk, Stalin’s Empire of Memory, 13—18. On the
question of how many people died in the famine, see John-Paul Himka, “How Many Perished in the
Famine and Why Does It Matter?” in BRAMA, 2 February 2008, http://www.brama.com/news/
press/2008/02/080202himka_famine.html (accessed 24 September 2010).
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phenomenon in the new, unstable, and predominantly authoritarian Eastern Euro-
pean states.s8

Because the political myth of Stepan Bandera first manifested itself in the Second
Polish Republic, it is imperative to elaborate on the political circumstances in this
state, in particular on the complicated relationship between Poles and Ukrainians. It
is also crucial to describe the role played by the OUN in Polish-Ukrainian relations,
particularly when it was led by Stepan Bandera, who thereby became the symbol of
the Ukrainian struggle for independence.

In 1918 Poland was established as the Second Polish Republic. Its founders re-
garded this state as a successor to the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth (1569—
1795), which they referred to as the First Polish Republic. The Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth was a premodern and very heterogeneous state ruled by the Polish
nobility. During the last three decades of the eighteenth century, it was partitioned
by the Habsburg Empire, the Kingdom of Prussia, and the Russian Empire, con-
sequently disappearing from the map of Europe. The territory of the Second Republic
was smaller than that of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, but its population
was still very heterogeneous. Ethnic Poles constituted up to 65 percent of the popu-
lation of the Second Republic, and the remainder consisted of national minorities,
including Ukrainians, Jews, Germans, Lithuanians, Byelorussians, and Russians.
Both the Little Treaty of Versailles—signed between minor powers and the League of
Nations in 1919—and the constitutions adopted in Poland in 1921 and 1935, guaran-
teed all citizens of Poland the same rights and treated them as equal before the law.
In reality, however, the national minorities in the Second Republic were frequently
discriminated against, at political, social, educational, administrative, and cultural
levels, or were even treated as second class citizens.39

The Ukrainian nationalists and their illegal organizations were not the only Ukrai-
nian political bodies in the Second Republic, but they gained increasing support during
the interwar period. The major Ukrainian political party in Poland was the Ukrainian
National Democratic Alliance (Ukrains’ke Natsional’no-Demokratychne Ob”iednan-
nia, UNDO), which was founded in 1925. The UNDO considered Polish rule over west-
ern Ukraine to be illegitimate, but it participated in the parliamentary elections, res-
pected the rules of democracy, and its leader Vasyl’ Mudryi was the deputy speaker of
the Polish Sejm between 1935 and 1939. The UNDO wanted to establish a Ukrainian
state but rejected terror and illegal subversive activities for that purpose. It sup-
ported the Ukrainian cooperative movement and wanted to improve the cultural,
political, and social situation of Ukrainians in Poland. In terms of ideology it com-
bined democracy with nationalism and cooperated with the political parties of other
national minorities. Its main Ukrainian rival was the Ukrainian Socialist Radical
Party (Ukrains’ka Sotsialistychno-Radykalna Partiia, USRP).4°

Poland was a predominantly rural country, whose political situation was unstable.
Parliamentary democracy was endangered by various populist and authoritarian

38 Hrycak, Historia Ukrainy, 189—90, 193—94.

39 Szymon Rudnicki, “Anti-Jewish Legislation in Interwar Poland,” in Antisemitism and its Opponents
in Modern Poland, ed. Robert Blobaum (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2005), 148—-88; Motyka,
Tak bylo w Bieszczadach, 36—41; Tomaszewski, Ojczyzna nie tylko Polakéw, 181-82.

40 Mirostaw Szumito, Ukrairiska Reprezentacja Parlamentarna w Sejmie i Senacie RP (1928-1939)
(Warsaw: Neriton, 2007), 21—51, 193—240.
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parties, such as the nationalist and antisemitic Endecja. Because of the threat of this
movement, Jozef Pilsudski—one of the main founding fathers of the state, and leader
of the Sanacja (sanation) movement—seized power in May 1926 by means of a coup
d’état. He introduced a military dictatorship, combining socialism with romantic
traditions and the type of moderate nationalism known in Poland as patriotism.
Pilsudski stayed in power until his death in 1935, after which the regime moved to
the right.4

Polish officials and politicians frequently treated the national minorities in Pol-
and as inferior citizens or even as enemies. This only strengthened the nationalism of
the Ukrainians and other national minorities in the Second Republic and exacer-
bated the political situation and interethnic relations.42 As the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs put it in an analytical paper, the Ukrainians were perceived as a huge problem
to the Polish state: “The Ukrainian question is not as difficult to solve as the Jewish
one, it is not as dangerous as the German one, but it is the oldest one, and it is the
most important one because the Ukrainian population is the largest national
minority in the state.”3

With about 5 million people, constituting about 16 percent of the entire popula-
tion, the Ukrainians were the largest minority in the Second Republic. In the south-
eastern part of the country, the Ukrainians constituted the majority, with about 3.5
million in the formerly Habsburg eastern Galicia, and about 1.5 million in the for-
merly Russian Volhynia. Some 90 percent of Ukrainians lived in villages and small
towns. Cities in south-eastern Poland were mainly inhabited by Jews and Poles.44

The Sanacja and Endecja movements developed two separate policies toward the
Ukrainians and other minorities in the Second Republic. The Sanacja followed the
principle of state assimilation (asymilacja parnstwowa); and the Endecja, national
assimilation (asymilacja narodowa). National assimilation required the minorities
to become Polish and to give up their language and culture. State assimilation did not
expect such cultural surrender but required loyalty to the Polish state. Such loyalty
was against the interests of Galician and Volhynian Ukrainians, who neither wanted
to become Polish nor to be loyal to the Polish state. As a result, even liberal and left-
wing Polish politicians of the Sanacja movement, who tried to improve Polish-
Ukrainian relations, never gave up the notion of teaching Ukrainians loyalty to the
Polish state, in order to maintain the status quo of the Second Republic.45

The Little Treaty of Versailles, which obliged the Polish authorities to guarantee
all its citizens equal treatment, was perceived by the majority of Polish society as an
unjust interference in the affairs of the Polish state and an affront to Poland’s sove-
reignty. The treaty was eventually renounced by Jozef Beck, the Polish minister of

4 Wrtodzimierz Borodziej, Geschichte Polens im 20. Jahrhundert (Munich: C. H. Beck, 2010), 124-76;
Rafal Pankowski, The Populist Radical Right in Poland: The Patriots (New York: Routledge, 2010),
15—21.

42 Tomaszewski, Ojczyzna nie tylko Polakéw, 194—98.

43 “Zarys historyczny Ukrainy, organizacje i dzialacze,” AAN, MSZ, 9377, 1.

44 Tomaszewski, Ojczyzna nie tylko Polakéw, 12-14, 52—53.

45 Cornelia Schenke, Nationalstaat und Nationale Frage: Polen und die Ukrainer 1921—-1939 (Hamburg:
Dolling und Galitz Verlag, 2004), 226—30; Andrzej Chojnowski, Koncepcje polityki narodowosciowej
rzqdow polskich w latach 1921—-1939 (Wroctaw: Ossolineum, 1979), 18-19.
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foreign affairs, on 13 September 1934 before the League of Nations.4¢ On the return
of Beck from the meeting of the League in Geneva, a “triumphal greeting ceremony”
took place. Musicians played the Polish anthem “Poland Is Not Yet Lost” and child-
ren handed flowers to Beck, while a crowd celebrated his “triumphal act in Geneva.”4”

Because of the comparatively liberal atmosphere of the former Habsburg Empire,
the Ukrainians in Galicia had become more nationalist and rebellious than the
Volhynian Ukrainians of the former Russian Empire. The Polish authorities therefore
tried to isolate eastern Galicia from Volhynia. The governor of Volhynia in 1928—
1938, Henryk J6zewski, was sympathetic toward Ukrainian culture. He tried to win
the loyalty of the Ukrainians by introducing policies that were liberal in respect of
Ukrainian culture, allowing Ukrainians to celebrate Ukrainian national holidays and
to Ukrainize the Orthodox Church, which the Russian Empire had used in the nine-
teenth century as a tool of Russification. Simultaneously, J6zewski was combating all
individuals and movements that were not loyal to the Polish authorities. Such poli-
cies had the unwanted effect of arousing Ukrainian awareness among Volhynian
Ukrainians and stimulated the growth of hidden hatred against the Polish state. The
policy of teaching Ukrainians loyalty to the Polish state, while allowing Ukrainian
patriotism, strengthened the collective wish to live in a Ukrainian state without
Polish paternalism. Unlike the nationalists in Galicia, the radical Ukrainian elements
in Volhynia during the interwar period were united by communism and organized in
the Communist Party of Western Ukraine (Komunistychna partiia Zakhidnoi
Ukrainy, or KPZU).48

Ukrainians regarded the Polish state as an occupier, rather than as a legitimate
authority. They not only withdrew their loyalty but also developed feelings of hatred
toward Poland and Poles. Polish politicians frequently tried to induce loyalty to Pol-
and by repressing Ukrainian national aspirations. Polish schools and the teaching of
Polish patriotism were intended as important tools for the enforcement of loyalty to
the Polish state among the national minorities. The “Lex Grabski,” an educational act
of 1924, which was named after the Polish education minister Stanistaw Grabski,
dissolved many Ukrainian schools and transformed some of them into bilingual
Polish-Ukrainian schools (szkoty utrakwistyczne). The number of Ukrainian second-
ary schools in eastern Galicia was reduced from 2,426 in 1912, to 352 in 1927, and to
144 in 1939. In eastern Galicia there was only one high school (gymnasium) for every
16,000 Poles; but at the same time, there was only one for every 230,000 Ukrai-
nians. The number of bilingual schools—with which neither side was content—grew
from 1,926 to 2,710.49

In 1923 Stanistaw Sobinski, chief education officer for the Lviv, Stanyslaviv, and
Ternopil’ (Tarnopol) voivodeships, which covered the territory of eastern Galicia,
introduced a regulation forbidding the use of the term “Ukrainian,” and allowing only

46 Pawel Korzec, “Polen und der Minderheitenvertrag (1918-1934),” Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Ost-
europas Vol. 22, No. 4 (1975), 523, 540—41; Golczewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 396.

47 “Tryumfalne powitanie Ministra Becka,” Gazeta Lwowska, 2 October 1934, 1.

48 Timothy Snyder, Sketches from a Secret War: A Polish Artist’s Mission to Liberate Soviet Ukraine
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 2005), 67, 136—37, 142—44, 166—67, 190; Schenke, Nationalstaat
und nationale Frage, 243—44, 460; Borodziej, Geschichte Polens, 158.

49 Mick, Kriegserfahrungen, 301-303; Grzegorz Mazur, Zycie polityczne polskiego Lwowa 1918-1939
(Cracow: Ksiegarnia Akademicka, 2007), 149.



64 Stepan Bandera: The Life and Afterlife of a Ukrainian Nationalist

the use of “Ruthenian” (ruski) even in private Ukrainian high schools. Ukrainians
regarded this regulation as a serious insult. On 19 October 1926 Sobinski was shot by
UVO members Roman Shukhevych and Bohdan Pidhainyi.5°

Between 1918 and 1919, the Ukrainian language was abandoned at Lviv Univer-
sity as a language of instruction, and all Ukrainian chairs were suspended. After 14
August 1919, only applicants who declared that they were Polish citizens could enroll
at the university. For this and other reasons, many Ukrainian students boycotted
Lviv University. The Polish authorities would have allowed a Ukrainian university
but not in Lviv, the main city of western Ukraine. In July 1921, a secret Ukrainian
university was founded. It existed until 1925 and was financed by Ukrainian organi-
zations and the Ukrainian diaspora. Between 1922 and 1923, the secret Ukrainian
university had 1,014 students and sixty-five chairs. A Ukrainian Scientific Institute
(Ukrainski Instytut Naukowy) was opened in 1930 in Warsaw. It was only in 1936
that a chair in the Ukrainian language was established at Lviv University.5!

The Ukrainian nationalists used this situation. They portrayed Polish schools as
an instrument for Polonizing the Ukrainians, and turning them into “traitors to the
Ukrainian nation.” An OUN leaflet explained:

The Poles want by means of schools and teachers to make you into faithful slaves,
obedient and obsequious citizens of Poland; they want to teach you to hate every-
thing Ukrainian and love everything Polish. They want to make you into traitors
of the Ukrainian Nation. ... Therefore do not allow the enemies to make you into
Janissaries! Do not allow Poles [liakhy] to turn you into their obedient slaves!
You should be the knights and fighters for the freedom of Ukraine! There is a
great holy war before you.52

Similarly, Polish teachers were perceived as instruments of Polonization. Some of
them were even shot at, as was the case in the village of Dubshche (Dubszcze) where
a Polish teacher had replaced a Ukrainian.53 Another popular gesture was the prof-
anation of Polish state or national symbols, for instance flags, or portraits of such
politicians and political idols of the Second Republic as Pilsudski. Such conduct
sometimes provoked further violence, as at the school building in Berezhany (Brze-
zany) where OUN members tore down a Polish flag and threw it into a toilet. A local
Ukrainian who criticized this act was found dead shortly afterwards. “Patriotic”
demonstrations and other gatherings also resulted in casualties. In 1939 in Berezh-
any, Polish high school students organized a “funeral of Ukraine,” marching through
the town with a coffin marked “Ukraine is dead.” After a few days, the bodies of two
Poles who had taken part in the “funeral” were found in a river in a suburb.54

50 Mazur, Zycie polityczne, 119—20, 148.

51 Ibid., 140—41, 144—46, 151.

52 Quoted in Mykola Posivnych, “Molodist’ Stepana Bandery,” in Stepan Bandera, ed. Posivnych, 2006, 15.

53 Shimon Redlich, Together and Apart in Brzezany: Poles, Jews and Ukrainians 1919-1945
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2002), 56. For another attack on a Polish teacher, see Jan
Rogowski, Lwéw pod znakiem swastyki. Pamietnik z lat 1941—-1942, ZNiO, syg. 16710/11, 15—16.

54 For demolition of portraits, see “Raport dzienny Nr. 272 z dn. 24 pazdziernika 1934 r.,” DALO f. 121,
op. 2, Spr. 134, 66. For destruction of a Polish flag, see Redlich, Together and Apart, 69. For the “fu-
neral of Ukraine,” see Redlich, Together and Apart, 57. For further attacks on teachers, see “Komuni-
kat Nr. 7 o dzialalnoéci Organizacji Ukrainskich Nacjonalistbw w latach 1932—-1933 i 1934. Czes¢ IIL.
Dzialalno$¢ O.U.N. w 1934 r.,” AAN, MSZ, syg. 5316, 108.
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Although Poles made up only about 30 percent of the population of eastern Gali-
cia and Volhynia, they still possessed more land there than the Ukrainians. In addi-
tion, settlers (Pol. osadnicy), many of them veterans of the First World War, received
land in the eastern parts of the country with the objective of strengthening the Polish
element in those regions. This irritated the Ukrainian peasantry, most of whom pos-
sessed little land despite their efforts for decades to obtain more.55

In general, Ukrainians had very good reasons to resent their Polish rulers. Even in
regions with a predominantly Ukrainian population, Ukrainian civil servants were
rare. The Ukrainian language was regarded by Polish officials as a substandard variety
of Polish, and Ukrainian culture was perceived as inferior to Polish culture. By way of
reaction to Polish nationalism and restrictions, Ukrainians withdrew from public life
and formed their own organizations and cooperatives. Having completed their degrees,
Ukrainians were often unable to make a career in public institutions or to find other
employment, because of their ethnicity. Such people frequently ended up working for
Ukrainian agricultural companies that hired only Ukrainians. To some extent the
situation in the former eastern Galicia was similar to a state within a state.5¢

Every year on 1 November, clashes between Poles and Ukrainians erupted in Lviv
and in many other places in western Ukraine. On this date, Ukrainians commemorated
the proclamation of the ZUNR, which organization had been defeated by the Poles.5”
On the night of 31 October—1 November 1928, a few weeks after Bandera moved to
Lviv, the UVO tried to destroy two monuments devoted to Polish “defenders” of Lviv.
In this incident, one policeman was wounded by gunshot. Ukrainian flags with the
inscription “UVO” were hoisted at the university building, at the city council, and at
the Union of Lublin Mound.58 On 1 November 1928 Ukrainian nationalists also hung
a banner with the letters “UVO” above the Saint George Cathedral while a panakh-
yda (memorial service) was being celebrated inside. After the service, a crowd tried
to march to the city center and there was a shootout with the police. In revenge,
Polish youth demolished the buildings of several Ukrainian institutions, such as the
Ukrainian Student House and the printing office of the newspaper Dilo.5

55 Tomaszewski, Ojczyzna nie tylko Polakéw, 64—66; Motyka, Tak bylo w Bieszczadach, 36—37; Janina
Stobniak-Smogorzewska, Kresowe osadnictwo wojskowe 1920-1945 (Warsaw: Oficyna Wydawnicza
RYTM, 2003), 58, 101, 217—19. The number of settlers is hard to determine. Statiev claims 200,000
settlers, following Rusnachenko, who, however, does not provide a source for this claim. Cf. Statiev,
The Soviet Counterinsurgency, 36; Anatolii Rusnachenko, Narod zburenyi: Natsional'no-vyzvolnyi
rukh v Ukraini i natsional’ni rukhy oporu v Bilorusii, Lytvi, Estnii u 1940—50-xh rokakh (Kiev:
Pul’sary, 2002), 140. Stobniak-Smogorzewska, Kresowe osadnictwo, 118, estimates that before the
Second World War the settlers and their families numbered 50,000.

56 Tomaszewski, Ojczyzna nie tylko Polakéw, 62—63, 71—72. The incomes of Ukrainians with university
degrees were much lower than the incomes of the predominantly Polish workers in public institu-
tions. At a time when a Ukrainian with a degree earned 50—60 zlotys in an agricultural company, a
teacher in a public high school earned 500 zlotys. Cf. Bohdan Chaikivs’kyi, “Fama”: Reklamna firma
Romana Shukhevycha (Lviv: Mc, 2005), 36.

57 Christoph Mick, “Kto bronil Lwowa w listopadzie 1918r.? Pamie¢ o zmarlych, znaczenie wojny i
tozsamo$¢é narodowa wieloetnicznego miasta,” in Tematy polsko-ukrainiskie, ed. Robert Traba
(Olsztyn: Wspoélnota Kulturowa Borussia, 2001), 65—71.

58 The Union of Lublin Mound is an artificial hill erected on the summit of Lviv High Castle, which is
located in the area of the city. The Mound was created between 1869 and 1890 by Polish inhabitants
of Lviv, to commemorate the 300th anniversary of the Union of Lublin, and was a symbolically im-
portant place.
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The second half of the 1930s was especially unfavorable for Polish-Ukrainian
relations. It was not so much the renunciation of the Little Treaty of Versailles, or the
assassination of the Polish interior minister Bronistaw Wilhelm Pieracki by the OUN,
both in 1934, but the political changes after Pilsudski’s death that intensified the
Polish-Ukrainian conflict. After his death, Polish and Ukrainian politicians who
worked to normalize Polish-Ukrainian relations were marginalized, and Polish poli-
cies toward the Ukrainians became more and more repressive. In these circums-
tances the competition between Ukrainian and Polish nationalism increased. In
October 1938 the Polish police prevented demonstrations in favor of a Ukrainian
Carpathian state. In response Ukrainian agricultural companies refused to deliver
butter to Lviv and other cities, and Ukrainian nationalists set several Polish farms on
fire. The Polish government reacted with collective punishment, conducting punitive
expeditions against Ukrainian villagers and making mass arrests. Ukrainian
politicians estimated that in late 1938 about 30,000 Ukrainians sat in Polish jails.¢°

In 1939 local Polish politicians in Lublin were talking about the “extermination” of
Ukrainians.6 A German journalist who travelled to the area in the spring of that year
observed that the Ukrainian population hoped that “Uncle Fithrer” would bring order
to the area and solve the problem of the Poles.52 In the last months before the Second
World War, more and more Ukrainians participated in nationalist ceremonies. On 23
May 1939, about 500 people came to the Saint George Cathedral to take part in a
panakhyda for Konovalets’. Five days later, 4,000 came to a panakhyda at the graves of
Sich Riflemen, where Ivan Hryn’okh delivered a sermon. Shortly after that, another
panakhyda was organized at the graves of three famous nationalists—Vasyl’ Bilas,
Dmytro Danylyshyn, and Ol’ha Basarab—of whom two were executed for killing a
Polish politician and one was believed to have been murdered by Polish interrogators.63

During the second half of the 1930s, more and more Ukrainians ceased to view the
OUN as an alien and dangerous political body. At that time the UNDO and some other
Ukrainian non-nationalistic parties ceased to mistrust the OUN, although they had
condemned the terrorist methods of the UVO and the OUN since the early 1920s. In the
late 1930s the majority of Ukrainians living in Poland began to consider Nazi Germany
as a possible liberator and ally, as the OUN had done since the early 1920s. After 1939
even democratic politicians such as Vasyl’ Mudryi or Kost’ Pan’kivs’kyi, who until then
had condemned violence, fascism, and nationalist hatred, began to collaborate with
Nazi Germany and to view the OUN as an important “liberation force.”s4 In his
memoirs, OUN member Ievhen Stakhiv observed that all Ukrainian movements and
organizations, both in exile and in the Second Polish Republic, were orienting them-
selves toward Nazi Germany in the years leading up to the Second World War. They

60 Mick, Kriegserfahrungen, 413. On 17 September 1939 there were 4,500 Ukrainian prisoners in the
Bereza Kartuska detention camp alone. Cf. Ireneusz Polit, Miejsce odosobnienia w Berezie Kartuskiej
(Torun: Wydawnictwo Adam Marszatek, 2003), 120.

61 Golczewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 954.

62 Tbid., 932.

63 Mazur, Zycie polityczne, 139.

64 Mudryi had been leader of the UNDO since 1935. Pankivs’kyi was a UNDO member who before the
First World War had even served as a deputy in the Imperial Council of Austria, as a member of the con-
servative-democratic Ukrainian National-Democratic Party (Ukrains’ka Natsional'no-Demokratychna
Partia, UNDP). See Golczewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 1010—11; Szumilo, Ukrairiska Reprezentacja,
17.
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hoped that Germany would smash Poland and give Ukrainians a chance to establish
a state. They saw nothing wrong in cooperating with Nazi Germany and were con-
vinced that this might help them achieve their goals.ts After the Munich Agreement
on 29 September 1938, the Ukrainians tried to establish a Carpatho-Ukrainian state,
in territories that had belonged to Czechoslovakia and were inhabited by Ruthenians
(Rusyny), people ethnically related to the Ukrainians. The Germans ignored the
requests of the Ukrainian nationalists to recognize and support the state and allowed
Hungary to occupy these territories; but the disappointment of Ukrainian
nationalists concerning the proposed Carpathian-Ukrainian state did not change
their attitude toward Nazi Germany.5¢

The OUN: Racism, Fascism, Revolution, Violence,
and the Struggle for a Ukrainian State

In 1920 Ukrainian veterans of the Sich Riflemen, such as Ievhen Konovalets’, Andrii
Mel'nyk, and Roman Sushko, founded the UVO in Prague. Its object was to continue
the struggle for a Ukrainian state, but it became a terrorist organization. It financed
itself by carrying out espionage-related tasks for other countries and did not play any
important political role among Ukrainian parties. This situation changed, however, a
few years later when the UVO leaders realized that, in order to become a dominant
political force, they needed to incorporate other right-wing political organizations
and to include youth in its ranks. For that purpose they founded the OUN at the First
Congress of Ukrainian Nationalists, which was held in Vienna between 28 January
and 3 February 1929. Throughout the 1930s the OUN was composed of a leadership
in exile, and a homeland executive in Poland.6”

The main political goal of both the UVO in the 1920s and the OUN in the 1930s
was to mobilize the “Ukrainian masses” for a revolution, as a result of which a violent
conflict between Ukrainians and their “occupiers” would be triggered. The OUN
believed that “only a national revolution can liberate a nation from slavery” and allow
it to “achieve independence and statehood.”s8 In referring to their “occupiers” the
Ukrainian nationalists primarily meant Poland and the Soviet Union. Their foes were
all non-Ukrainians who lived in the “Ukrainian ethnic territories,” particularly Jews,
Poles, and Russians. Ukrainians who did not support the OUN’s vision of an ethni-
cally pure state and ultranationalist revolutionary policies were also perceived and
persecuted as enemies, especially if they cooperated with the Polish authorities. One
of these enemies was the UNDO, the largest Ukrainian party in the Second Republic,
which aimed to achieve a Ukrainian state by legal means. Nevertheless, we should
not forget that there was informal cooperation between the OUN and the right-wing
faction of the UNDO. 69
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To further its political aims, the OUN adopted two concepts of revolution: “per-
manent revolution” and “national revolution.” The two notions were interrelated but
were not identical. In general, the “permanent revolution” was a process of preparing
the Ukrainian people for the “national revolution,” which was intended to become an
uprising or a revolutionary act, as a result of which the OUN would defeat their ene-
mies and establish a Ukrainian state.”o By planning the revolution, the OUN com-
bined many different elements that could help it seize power. It modeled itself on the
Polish and Russian insurgents and revolutionaries in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, and on the contemporary fascist and ultranationalist revolutionaries. After
taking power in the “ethnic Ukrainian territories” the OUN would subordinate all
non-loyal elements and establish a one-party system. The new authority would
represent all social strata of Ukrainians, whose loyalty to the OUN would be
enforced. The state the OUN planned to establish after the revolution would be
dictatorial. Democracy was, for the OUN, a hostile and dangerous political system,
distrusted by OUN members because of its non-nationalist nature.”

The immediate target of UVO and OUN activities was the Second Polish Republic,
which they perceived as an illegitimate “enemy-occupier” of the “ethnic Ukrainian
territories.””2 Czechoslovakia and Romania were not regarded by the OUN as signifi-
cant enemies. Neither the UVO nor the OUN operated in Soviet Ukraine but they
regarded the Soviet Union as the most dangerous enemy of the Ukrainians and the
main occupier of Ukrainian territory. During the interwar period, the Soviet authori-
ties only became the target of OUN terror when OUN member Mykola Lemyk
attempted to assassinate the Soviet consul in Lviv on 22 October 1933, but murdered
the secretary of the consulate, Aleksei Mailov, by mistake.”s In various European
countries, many UVO and OUN members living there were infiltrated by the Polish
intelligence service and its informers.7

The UVO and the OUN propagated a very western Ukrainian or Galician form of
nationalism and they believed that Ukrainians in Soviet Ukraine would approve of its
plans for “liberating Ukraine.” During the Second World War this belief would cause
the OUN considerable problems, when the organization would be confronted for the
first time with eastern Ukrainians and their dislike for ethnic nationalism, racism
and fascism. The western Ukrainian or Galician form of nationalism was also not
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entirely compatible with the mentality of Volhynian Ukrainians, who found it very
difficult to comprehend the mystical nationalism of the Galician type.7s

The Generation Gap and the Transformation into a Mass Movement

From the very beginning the OUN was divided into two generations: the older one born
around 1890 and the younger one around 1910. The generations were divided by many
factors, of which the most important seems to be the violence and brutality expe-
rienced by the older group during the First World War. The younger generation were
not exposed to this experience, had a more romantic image of war, and were more
eager to use violence. The older generation consisted of people such as Ievhen
Konovalets’ (1891—-1938), Andrii Mel'nyk (1890-1964), and Riko Iaryi (1898-1969).
They had received their military training in the Austro-Hungarian army, had fought
during and after the First World War in various armies and had tried to establish and
preserve a Ukrainian state. As the result of pressure from the Polish authorities, or of
their own choice, some of them emigrated from Poland after the First World War, to
countries such as Germany, Czechoslovakia, Italy, and Lithuania.”® The most impor-
tant representatives of the OUN outside the Ukrainian area were Riko Iaryi in Berlin,
Ievhen Onats’kyi in Italy, Ivan Reviuk-Bartovych in Lithuania, and Andrii Fedyna in
Gdansk (Danzig).77

The younger generation of the OUN consisted of such people as Stepan Bandera,
Iaroslav Stets’ko (1912—1986), Stepan Lenkavs’kyi (1904—1977), Volodymyr Ianiv
(1908-1991), and Roman Shukhevych (1907-1950). Their life in the 1920s and 1930s
was different from that of the older generation, who lived in more comfortable cir-
cumstances in exile.”8 The younger generation, later referred to as the “Bandera genera-
tion,”79 was too young to fight in the First World War or to assist in the foundation of the
UVO. The UVO and the OUN were for them fascinating secret organizations that could
be joined only by brave Ukrainians who were ready to die for independence. This gen-
eration idealized the war much more than the older one. It believed that it had missed a
war and hoped to fight another one. Leading individuals of this generation grew up in
patriotic and religious western Ukrainian families. During their time at high school and
university in the 1920s, they were active in the Organization of the Upper Grades of the
Ukrainian High Schools (Orhanizatsiia Vyshchykh Klias Ukrains’kykh Himnazii,
OVKUH) and the Union of Ukrainian Nationalistic Youth (Soiuz ukrains’koi
natsionalistychnoi molodi, SUNM). These organizations cooperated with the UVO and
later the OUN, and together with them or alone, organized various nationalist and
religious commemorative events and demonstrations.8°

The process of opening the UVO to Galician youth, and transforming it into a Ukrai-
nian nationalist mass movement, began in the second half of the 1920s. For this pur-
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pose, the older generation, on the one hand, tried to win young Ukrainians from the
OVKUH, SUNM, and other youthful organizations operating in the Second Republic.8
The UVO leaders also established the paramilitary organization Dorost for children
aged eight to fifteen, and the Iunatstvo for youth between fifteen and twenty-five.82 On
the other hand, the UVO leaders tried to include other parties and political organiza-
tions. At the First Conference of Ukrainian Nationalists from 3 to 7 November 1927 in
Berlin, the UVO leaders established the Leadership of the Ukrainian Nationalists (Pro-
vid Ukrains’kykh Natsionalistiv, PUN) and asked other organizations and parties such
as the Legion of Ukrainian Nationalists (Lehiia Ukrains’kykh Natsionalistiv, LUN) and
the UNDO to merge and to hand over their leadership to the PUN. This plan did not
work because no group or party was really willing to give up its sovereignty and to sub-
ordinate itself to the PUN. The situation changed, however, after the OUN was founded.
At this stage of the creation of a Ukrainian nationalist mass movement, a number of
organizations, including the LUN, OVKUH, and SUNM, agreed to merge and to be
represented by the PUN. The PUN consisted of leading OUN members and became a
kind of synonym for the leadership in exile of the OUN. Konovalets’, the leader of the
OUN, was the leader of the PUN.83

The UVO did not disappear immediately after the foundation of the OUN but ex-
isted simultaneously with it for a few years, serving as a military arm of the OUN. The
most active and vigorous new members came to the OUN from the OVKUH and
SUNM. Zynovii Knysh characterized these individuals as ambitious, zealous, idealis-
tic, and willing to make sacrifices, but without any political experience.84 Among the
organizations whose members went over to the OUN was the League of Ukrainian
Fascists (Soiuz ukrains’kykh fashystiv, SUF), which invented the fascist greeting
“Glory to Ukraine!” (Slava Ukraini!).8s

Ukrainian youth was also divided. Not all young Ukrainians supported the extreme
version of Ukrainian nationalism represented by the OUN. The SUNM, for example,
was divided into a radical branch, which consisted of OUN activists or sympathizers,
and a moderate one, which sympathized with the UNDO. Relations between these two
branches were so tense that students who belonged to the moderate branch of the
SUNM, and who lived in the Ukrainian Academic House in Lviv, used an external can-
teen elsewhere, in order to avoid eating together with the fascistized nationalists.86

The younger generation began to control the homeland executive of the OUN in
1931-1932. This political body was subordinated to the leadership in exile but it was in
charge of OUN policy in eastern Galicia and Volhynia. Stepan Okhrymovych, an SUNM
member, became the leader of the homeland executive in 1931. He entrusted its propa-
ganda apparatus to his friend, schoolmate, and fellow-member of Plast, Stepan Ban-
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dera. According to Mirchuk, Okhrymovych and Bandera had studied Mikhnovs'kyi’s
Samostiina Ukraina together during their high school years in Stryi (Stryj).87

In May 1932, Bohdan Kordiuk became the new Providnyk of the homeland exec-
utive; Bandera became the deputy leader; Volodymyr Ianiv became the head of the
political-ideological apparatus; Iaroslav Stets’ko, Ianiv’s deputy; Roman Shukhevych,
the head of the military apparatus.88 The younger generation, although formally
dependent on the leadership in exile, attempted to formulate its own policies. In so
doing, they soon proved themselves even more radical than the older generation.
They were more willing to make sacrifices, to use terror as a political means, and to
kill OUN members and other Ukrainians accused of working for the Polish police,
and of other forms of betrayal. This difference manifested itself in particular after
Bandera became the leader of the OUN’s homeland executive in June 1933.89

Although the younger generation was generally more radical and fanatical, it did
not necessarily adopt ideas that were more fascist in nature than those of the older
generation. In the late 1920s and 1930s the main propagators of fascism in the OUN
were Mykola Stsibors’kyi and Ievhen Onats’kyi. Like Dontsov, these men worked on
a Ukrainian concept of fascism. Andrii Mel'nyk, who succeeded Konovalets’ as leader
of the OUN, seems also to have been an adherent of fascism. In a letter to Joachim
von Ribbentrop on 2 May 1938, Mel'nyk claimed that the OUN was “ideologically
akin to similar movements in Europe, especially to National Socialism in Germany
and Fascism in Italy.”9¢ At the Second General Congress of the OUN in August 1939
in Rome, the title of Vozhd’ was used officially for the first time in the history of the
organization and was bestowed upon Mel'nyk.”* The younger generation, on the
other hand, had adopted various fascist principles, such as the Fiihrerprinzip, mainly
thanks to their favorite writer Dontsov. In leaflets that were obviously produced by
them for Pentecost 1934, Konovalets’ was characterized as the “leader of the Ukrai-
nian nation and the national revolution.”92

The younger OUN members committed spectacular acts of terror and were encour-
aged to do so by older members of the leadership in exile, who used the publicity for the
purpose of collecting funds from Ukrainians living in North America. They advertised
terror as a patriotic struggle against the occupiers. Trials after assassinations were
used to inform the global community about the Ukrainian question. At a conference
in June 1933 in Berlin, Konovalets’ did not formally approve Bandera’s proposal to
use terror, but he did not try to stop the terrorist acts of the younger generation.9

After Pieracki’s assassination, the mass arrests conducted in June 1934 caused
chaos in the OUN. Bandera, as the leader of the homeland executive, was succeeded by
Osyp Mashchak, who, after his arrest on 20 December 1934, was followed by the more
moderate Lev Rebet. After Bandera’s arrest, the homeland executive put a stop to the
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assassinations and other spectacular propagandist actions and concentrated on
strengthening the structure of the movement in Volhynia. More and more Ukrainians
became involved in the movement. Shortly before the beginning of the Second World
War, the OUN counted between 8,000 and 20,000 members and had several thou-
sand sympathizers.s

Ethnic and Political Violence

During the interwar period the UVO and the OUN tried to assassinate a number of
Poles, Ukrainians, Jews, and Russians, but not always successfully. Some of the Polish
potential victims such as Jozef Pilsudski were regarded as the founders or important
statesmen of an “occupying power.” Others such as Tadeusz Holéwko, head of the De-
partment for Eastern Affairs in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and Henryk Jozewski,
governor of Volhynia, were committed to Polish-Ukrainian reconciliation. Ukrainians
such as high school director Ivan Babii and the journalist and political activist Sydir
Tverdokhlib did not approve of the measures of the OUN and cooperated with the
Polish authorities. After Bandera became the leader of the homeland executive, a num-
ber of OUN members, such as Iakiv Bachyns’kyi and Maria Kovaliukivna, were mur-
dered by the organization. In addition to carrying out political assassinations, the
OUN killed a number of people in the course of armed robberies of banks, post
offices, police stations, and private households.9

The OUN regarded terror as a propaganda tool that would draw international atten-
tion to the situation of Ukrainians in Poland and Soviet Ukraine, and also to its “strug-
gle for liberation.” In terms of publicity, assassinations were the most powerful type of
terror acts. In reaction to some Ukrainian mass terror acts, the Polish authorities
reacted with counter-terror. Between 12 July and 24 September 1930 for example, with
the help of its youthful associates, the OUN set fire to Polish crops and farm buildings,
and destroyed railway tracks and telecommunication lines. On 16 September 1930, in
order to put an end to this violence, the Polish authorities began a campaign, euphe-
mistically called pacification (Pol. pacyfikacja), which lasted until 30 November
1930. For the purpose of suppressing the OUN terror, the Polish authorities used the
army and police. A number of Ukrainians accused of supporting the OUN were
arrested, humiliated, beaten, and otherwise mistreated. A few were killed. The
scouting organization Plast was banned, and the three Ukrainian high schools were
closed. It is not known whether the OUN conducted the arson and sabotage in order
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to spark off an uprising, to provoke a bloody reaction, or to prevent negotiations
between Polish and Ukrainian politicians. The pacification did, however, give the
OUN and a number of other political Ukrainian organizations grounds for complaint
to the League of Nations, concerning the policies of the Polish government and the
situation of Ukrainians in Poland. The attention of several international newspapers
was also drawn to the mistreatment of Ukrainians in Poland.9®

It is difficult to establish how many people the UVO and OUN killed between 1921
and 1939. Relying on information supplied by Petro Mirchuk, Alexander Motyl esti-
mated that the UVO and OUN attempted to kill sixty-three persons between 1921 and
1939: thirty-six Ukrainians, twenty-five Poles, one Russian, and one Jew. It should be
noted that Mirchuk was an OUN member and the head of a division of the propaganda
apparatus in the national executive in 1939. After the Second World War, he extolled
the UVO, OUN, and UPA in his numerous publications, whitewashing a substantial
number of their crimes. Motyl added correctly that, in his opinion, the actual number
of persons killed by the UVO and OUN may well have been higher.9” Maksym Hon, a
specialist on the subject of Jewish-Ukrainian relations, proved that Mirchuk’s sugges-
tion, that only one Jew was killed by the OUN, was false.9 The application of common
sense and the use of historical literature and archival documents also cast doubt on
Mirchuk’s estimates. This is particularly apparent when we consider that the UVO and
OUN had many members in the villages and smaller towns of eastern Galicia and Vol-
hynia, where they killed people not only for political but also for economic and other
reasons. By 1922 the UVO had already set 2,200 Polish farms on fire.? In 1937 alone,
the OUN carried out 830 violent acts against Polish citizens or their property. Of these
offences, 540 were classified by the Security Service of the Polish Interior Ministry as
anti-Polish, 242 as anti-Jewish, sixty-seven as anti-Ukrainian, and seventeen as anti-
Communist.’°° Unfortunately, no comprehensive study of this question has been
carried out, and we can therefore only estimate that the number of victims killed by the
UVO and OUN in the interwar period was at least several hundred.

Cooperation, Exile, and Funding

Countries such as Germany and Lithuania supported OUN newspapers and journals,
provided the organization with passports, and arranged military courses for their
members. With the help of the Humboldt-Stiftung, the Germans also supported
Ukrainian nationalist student organizations at the University of Technology in
Gdansk (Danzig) and at other universities. The UVO and the OUN were therefore
dependent on Germany and Lithuania and provided them with espionage services in
return. Germany and Lithuania also supported the Ukrainian nationalists because
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they regarded Poland as their countries’ enemy, and like the Ukrainians, they laid
claim to parts of Polish territories. Some UVO and OUN politicians, such as Osyp
Dumin, were willing to collaborate with the Soviet Union, but it is not clear whether
the Soviet authorities actually financed the UVO or the OUN. According to the Polish
Intelligence Service, the OUN also collaborated with the British Secret Intelligence
Service. The relationships between the UVO-OUN and these supporting states were
frequently based on cooperation between the OUN and a particular institution—in
Germany, for example, the Abwehr (military intelligence). In official statements
however, the OUN denied that it cooperated with other countries, and it claimed to
be financially and politically independent. Ukrainian emigrants, particularly those
living in North America, also provided a further source of income for the OUN. For
example, the Ukrainian War Veterans’ Association and the Ukrainian National Fed-
eration raised $40,000 for the UVO combat fund and the OUN liberation fund
between 1928 and 1939. In addition, the robbery of banks, post offices, and private
persons in Poland provided the OUN with supplementary income.o1

One important reason why the OUN collaborated with Germany was the political
order established by the Treaty of Versailles. after the First World War. Because Ger-
many had lost many territories, it intended to reverse the geopolitical order established
by the Allies. At the same time, the Ukrainians were, in an even worse situation than
Germany was. The Treaty of Versailles left them without a state and made Germany
their most important partner. Two events that affected—but did not interrupt—the
cooperation between the OUN and Germany and Lithuania were the German-Polish
non-aggression pact signed on 26 January 1934 and the assassination of Minister Pier-
acki by the OUN on 15 June 1934. On the day of Pieracki’s murder, the German minister
of propaganda was on an official visit to Warsaw. Mykola Lebed’, who was suspected
of carrying out Pieracki’s assassination, fled shortly afterwards to Germany. Despite
friendly German-Ukrainian relations, he was then expelled to Poland at the request
of Jozef Lipski, the Polish ambassador in Berlin. After the German-Polish non-
aggression pact, German politicians promised not to cooperate with the OUN. Nev-
ertheless, both the Abwehr and Lithuanian politicians continued to collaborate with
the OUN during the second half of the 1930s.102
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Mussolini’s Italy was another important partner of the OUN, as was the Croatian
Ustasa, which was founded in 1929. Similarly to the OUN, the Ustasa operated until
the Second World War as an ultranationalist terrorist organization. Like the OUN, it
fought for an independent state against its “occupiers” and against its ethnic and
political enemies in Croatia. Contact with Ustasa leader Ante Paveli¢ was established
in late 1933 or early 1934 in Berlin, where Paveli¢ met with Iaryi and Lebed’. After
this meeting the two OUN members visited the Ustasa camp in Italy.°3 During the
course of the cooperation between the two organizations, some OUN members were
trained together with Ustasa activists in paramilitary camps in Italy, which were
established and sponsored by Mussolini. A leading OUN member, Mykhailo Kolod-
zins’kyi, gave military courses in this camp. He also began work there on “The War
Doctrine of the Ukrainian Nationalists,” an important OUN document in which he
planned a Ukrainian uprising, propagated the cult of war, and presented a Ukrainian
version of imperialism, which was intended to protect “our own race” and to extend
the Ukrainian territories.’*4 Kolodzins’kyi argued in “The War Doctrine” that during
a national uprising, the western Ukrainian territories should be fully “cleansed” of
Poles, and also that “the more Jews killed during the uprising, the better for the
Ukrainian state.”°5 OUN member Zynovii Knysh characterized the relationship
between the Ukrainian and Croatian revolutionary nationalists as very warm:

The Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists had good relations with the leading
circles of the revolutionary Croatian organization Ustasa. These relations,
between the two Leaderships, became even closer in exile, outside the borders of
Croatia. ... In general, Croatians—and in particular Croatian students—respected
the OUN, trusted their members, regarded the Ukrainian nationalists as more
experienced in matters of revolutionary struggle, and invited them to their
discussions, meetings, and congresses.10¢

The relationship between Italy and the Ukrainian and Croatian revolutionary na-
tionalists was complicated by the assassination of Pieracki by the OUN, and the assassi-
nation of King Alexander I of Yugoslavia and French foreign minister Louis Barthou in
Marseilles on 9 October 1934 by the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization
(Vnatresna makedonska revolucionerna organizacija, VMRO). During the Pieracki
trial, it was revealed that Mussolini supported the Ustasa, which was also involved in
the assassination in Marseilles. The revelation of the cooperation of Italy with the OUN
and Ustasa was very inconvenient for Mussolini. The simultaneous trials in respect of

103 For Lebed’ visiting Paveli¢ and the Ustasa camp in Italy, see Interrogation of Ivan Maliutsa, 15 December
1934, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, ed. 76, 164. For the paramilitary training camp for the OUN and the
Ustasa in Sicily, see Golczewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 580—81, 741. For the meeting in Berlin, see
Lucyna Kulinska, Dzialalnosé terrorystyczna i sabotazowa nacjonalistycznych organizacji ukra-
iniskich w Polsce w latach 1922—-1939 (Cracow: Ksiegarnia Akademicka, 2009), 149.

104 “Defiliada v Moskvi ta Varshavi: ‘Voienna doktryna ukrains’kykh nationalistiv’ Mykhailo Kolo-
dzins’koho,” Ukraina moderna, 6 October 2012, http://www.uamoderna.com/event/186 (accessed 14
December 2012).

105 Qleksandr Zaitsev, “Viina iak prodovzhennia polityky. Posiviych Mykola. Voienno-politychna ial’nist’
OUN u 1929-1939 rokakh. Lviv, 2010,” Ukraina Moderna 18 (2010): 239.

106 Zynovii Knysh, Pered pokhodom na skhid: Spokhady i materialy do diialnnia Orhanizatsii Ukra-
ins’kykh Natsionalistiv u 1939-1941 rokakh (Toronto: Sribna surma, 1959), 63.
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the killings of Alexander I and of Pieracki further complicated the situation.o7 As the
facts became known, Mussolini decided to detain the OUN and Ustasa members in two
separate localities in Sicily. The OUN stayed in the village of Tortorici until June 1937.
Among the OUN members recruited by Mussolini was Stepan Bandera’s brother Olek-
sandr, who had come to Italy in early 1933 as a student together with three other
young Ukrainians. Oleksandr lived at first in Rome on a grant from the Italian gov-
ernment. After coming to Rome and beginning his studies in political science, Olek-
sandr and two other Ukrainian students in Rome joined the Italian student fascist
group, Gruppi universitari fascisti, in order to establish contact with Italian fascist
youth. In Rome, they also founded the Ukrainian student organization Zaravo, to
familiarize Ukrainian students there with nationalist politics.18

As already indicated, the OUN became very popular among Ukrainian emigrants,
especially in the second half of the 1930s. Two other influential groups uniting
Ukrainian émigrés were the conservative group led by Hetman Skoropads’kyi, and
the Ukrainian National Association (Ukrains’ke Natsional’ne Obiednannia, UNO).
The OUN competed for German funding, particularly with the Hetmanite group,
which controlled the Ukrainian Scientific Institute (Ukrainisches Wissenschaftliches
Institut, UWI) in Berlin. The OUN, however, had significant influence on Ukrainian
student organizations in Germany, such as Zarevo, Osnova, and Sich. In the second
half of the 1930s, the OUN also began to take control of the UNO and some other
émigré organizations, which, like the OUN, developed an interest in cooperation with
Germany and began to regard Ukrainian nationalism as a movement belonging to the
family of European fascist movements.>*9 These groups, like the OUN, began empha-
sizing that Ukrainian nationalism was equal to National Socialism and other fascist
and nationalist movements, and states, which anticipated the opportunity to combat
communism and to change the geopolitical order in Europe:

The future Ukrainian state will be a state that is based on National Socialist fun-
damental principles. Ukrainians use the word “nationalism” in the sense of
“National Socialism” or “Fascism.” Ukrainians are on cordial terms with other
contemporary nationalistic states and nations because they see in them healthy
forces that will combat Bolshevism.©

107 For cooperation between the OUN and the Ustasa, see Interrogation of Ivan Maliutsa, 15 December
1934, TsDIAL, f. 371 (Shukhevych Stepan), op. 1, spr. 8, ed. 76, 162; “Proces o zamordowanie ... Kon-
takt z terorytsami chorwackimi,” Gazeta Polska, 4 December 1935, 6. For simultaneous reporting
about the two processes, see “Protses khorvats’kykh revoliutsioneriv,” Dilo, 20 November 1935, 1, and
“Zahal'ni vrazhinnia nashoho korespondenta,” Dilo, 20 November 1935, 7. For the assassination of
Alexander I and Louis Barthou, see Arnd Bauerkdmper, Der Faschismus in Europa 1918—1945 (Stutt-
gart: Reclam, 2006), 160; Payne, A History of Fascism, 406.

108 For Bandera’s brother and other Ukrainian students in Rome, see Report of an unknown spy from
Italy, 20. 1. 1936, RGVA {. 308, op. 3, del. 379, 2, 7; “Zalacznik do pisma Nr. P. IIL. 851-b/55/36 do
Ambasady R.P. w Rzymie,” AAN, MSZ, Ambasada w Rzymie, 131—33; Stepan Bandera, “Moi zhyttie-
pysni dani,” in Perspektyvy ukrains’koi revoliutsii, ed. Vasyl’ Ivanyshyn (Drohobych: Vidrodzhennia,
1999), 11. For Oleksandr and Sicily, see Vasyl’ Iashan, “Polkovnyk Mykhailo Kolodzins’kyi,” in Horo-
denshchyna: Istorychno-memuarnyi zbirnyk, ed. Mykhailo H. Marunchak (New York: Shevchenko
Scientific Society, 1978), 636—38.

109 Golczewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 520—41, 728-58, 777—-84, 787, 791.

1o “Tak balakaty z chuzhyntsiamy pro Ukrainu?” Ukrains’kyi vistnyk 11, 3 (1938), 4-5, quoted in Gol-
czewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 783.
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Ukrainian students in Canada were convinced, like their colleagues in Europe, that
Hitler, Mussolini, and Franco were doing good work. A significant number of Ukrai-
nian First World War veterans in Canada, who were united in the Ukrainian National
Federation (UNF), supported the OUN and its racial plans for Ukraine. Like the OUN,
they regarded parliamentary democracy as a sham. In 1933 the Ukrainian Canadian
newspaper Novyi shliakh, which was controlled by the Ukrainian War Veteran’s
Association (UWVA), compared Konovalets’ to Hitler and Mussolini.!'* According to
Karol Griinberg and Boleslaw Sprengel, Konovalets’ met Hitler in 1933. After the
meeting, the leader of the OUN appealed to Ukrainians to support the Fiihrer
because he would “open the doors to the East.”12

Ideology

The ideology of Ukrainian nationalism provided the OUN with orientation, united its
members, and allowed them to avoid qualms of conscience when acting in criminal
or ethically unacceptable ways. The main ideologist of this radical form of Ukrainian
nationalism was Dmytro Dontsov, a spiritual father of the OUN, who, however, never
formally belonged to the organization. Dontsov and other leading ideologists of the
OUN—such as Mykola Stsibors’kyi, Ievhen Onats’kyi, Volodymyr Martynets’, and
Iaroslav Orshan—regarded Ukrainian nationalism as one of the European fascist
movements. Ideology was also for Dontsov a “secular religion.” In order to be effec-
tive, it ought not be contaminated or questioned. Believers in the ideology of Ukrai-
nian nationalism were, according to him, expected to “maintain the purity of one’s
own ideology, clear in content and active of will, as well as a faith that knows no
doubts. If we lose this ideology, then the most heroic efforts of the nation will be
branded as banditry. If we maintain it, then we will attain everything.”13

The OUN leaders in exile respected Dontsov and regarded him as their main ide-
ologist and intellectual guide. On several occasions, they tried to persuade him to join
the organization and to become the head of its ideological department, but he never
accepted. Because he lived in Poland he might have feared arrest had he joined the
OUN. For the same reasons he did not direct his criticism against the Poles and the
Second Republic. Another reason why Dontsov did not join the organization was to
keep his distance from the older OUN members. Dontsov did not regard that gener-
ation as the “new type of man” he was interested in creating. By the same token, he
was more enthusiastic about the younger generation, encouraging them to break
with Ukrainian traditions and the existing political Ukrainian parties and to create
their own new revolutionary fascist movement. Many young Ukrainians of the Ban-
dera generation followed him.u4

m  Martynowych, Sympathy for the Devil, 177-78, 181, 199.

12 Karol Griinberg and Bolestaw Sprengel, Trudne sgsiedztwo: Stosunki polsko-ukrainskie w X—-XX
wieku (Warsaw: Ksigzka i Wiedza, 2005), 355, 392—93.

13 Dmytro Dontsov, “Nashi tsili,” Literaturno-naukovyi vistnyk, 1, 1 (1922): 4, quoted in Motyl, The
Turn to the Right, 70.

14 Mykhailo Sosnovs’kyi, Dmytro Dontsov: Politychnyi portret (New York: Trident International, 1974),
167-68, 236—39, 375—80; Motyl, Turn to the Right, 78. For Lenkavs’kyi and the OUN Decalogue, see
Golczewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 597.
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For his ideological purposes, Dontsov simplified and vulgarized the writings of
such philosophers as Friedrich Nietzsche, Johann Gottlieb Fichte, and Jean-Jacques
Rousseau. Because of this philosophical undertone, his texts were not comprehensi-
ble to all, but they were particularly popular among high school and university youth.
Members of the OVKUH and the SUNM read them eagerly, felt enchanted by them,
and encouraged other young Ukrainians to study them. In his ideology, Dontsov
sought to reverse the common or universal system of values and morality. The fun-
damental concepts of his ideology included romanticism, dogmatism, fanaticism,
and also amorality (amoral’nist’). Dontsov argued that all deeds that would help
Ukrainians to achieve a Ukrainian state, regardless of their nature, were moral and
right. He thereby encouraged the younger generation to reject “common ethics” and
to embrace fanaticism because, as he claimed, only fanaticism could change history
and enable the Ukrainians to establish a state. Dontsov’s new system of morality was
obviously problematic, because it justified all kinds of crimes and violence as long as
they were conducted for the good of the nation, or in order to achieve statehood. In
general, the ideologist of the Bandera generation copied many of his ideas from other
European far-right and fascist discourses, in particular German and Italian.!s

Dontsov also tried to break with the moderate and past-orientated nationalism that
such people as Drahomanov, Hrushevs’kyi, and Franko had shaped. The Ukrainian
radical right ideologist blamed these thinkers for their interest in socialism, their pref-
erence for universal rather than national morality, and for being moderate, rational,
and eager to make compromises. He called the earlier thinkers drahomanivtsi, after
Drahomanov, whose thinking was influenced by the nineteenth-century socialist dis-
courses.® Dontsov claimed that the drahomanivtsi were responsible for the lack of a
state and for the weakness of Ukrainian nationalism.®” Like the ideologists of the
OUN, he also vehemently disapproved of democracy and liberalism.8

Dontsov began to admire fascism in late 1922. By 1926 he had already translated
parts of Hitler’s Mein Kampf into Ukrainian and had published them. For Dontsov,
Hitler was the ideal of a fascist leader. The Ukrainian ideologist compared the Fiihrerto
Jesus and to Saint Joan of Arc. In addition to extreme nationalism and fascism, Dont-
sov also popularized antisemitism. In the late 1930s, he opted for the racist kind of
antisemitism preached and practiced by the National Socialists in the German Reich.
Nazi Germany was for him the ideal fascist state, although it was the Italian Fascists
who first drew his attention to the phenomenon of fascism. In 1932 Dontsov translated
Mussolini’s The Doctrine of Fascism (La Dottrina Del Fascismo) into Ukrainian and
published it.120 In 1934 a biography of Mussolini by Mykhailo Ostroverkha appeared as
the first volume of the Knyhozbirnia Vistnyka (library of Vistnyk), which was edited by

15 For Dontsov’s concept of amorality, see Dmytro Dontsov, Natsionalizm (Lviv: Nove Zhyttia, 1926),
194—200. In general for Dontsov’s ideology, see Motyl, The Turn to the Right, 61-85; Stryjek,
Ukrairiska idea narodowa, 110—90.

u6  Dontsov, Natsionalizm, 11.

17 Motyl, The Turn to the Right, 76.

u8  Dontsov, Natsionalizm, 28, 33.

19 Taras Kurylo and John-Paul Himka, “Iak OUN stavylasia do ievreiv? Rozdumy nad knyzhkoiu
Volodymyra V”iatrovycha,” Ukraina Moderna Vol. 13, No. 2 (2008): 264. See also Stryjek, Ukrairiska
idea narodowa, 118-19, 132, 139—40, 143—51; Motyl, The Turn to the Right, 68, 71-85.

120 Shekhovtsov, By Cross and Sword, 274. Parts of The Doctrine of Fascism were ghost-written by
Giovanni Gentile for Mussolini.
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Dontsov. In the same year, Knyhozbirnia Vistnyka published a biography of Hitler
by Rostyslav Iendyk. Both biographies were written in the genre of hagiography and
far-right propaganda, and both began with an apologetic introduction by Dontsov.
Mussolini and Hitler were presented as modern, trendsetting politicians and as the
embodiments of movements that guaranteed order and peace in Europe. These bio-
graphies familiarized Ukrainians with the concept of a fascist leader who rules by vir-
tue of the will of the nation and symbolizes the nation. In addition, Vistnyk published
writings by such Nazi ideologists as Joseph Goebbels and Alfred Rosenberg.:2!
According to the memoirs of Lev Rebet, leader of the homeland executive from 1934
until 1938, Ukrainian nationalist youth read Vistnyk very enthusiastically, and their
ideas were extensively shaped by this journal.:22

Dontsov regarded the interwar Ukrainian nationalism as a form of fascism. He
radicalized and modified Ukrainian nationalism in order to integrate it into the fam-
ily of European fascist movements. His attempts to familiarize western Ukrainian
youth with this political phenomenon were quite successful. In 1934, the same year
in which Hitler’s and Mussolini’s biographies were published by Knyhozbirnia Vist-
nyka, Volodymyr Levyns’kyi observed: “Oh, how widespread is the cult of Mussolini,
Hitler, and other fascist strongmen among Ukrainian students! How many little
Mussolinis and Hitlers have sprung up under the influence of Dontsov’s writings!”123

Many Ukrainian students and high school pupils dreamed of being a Fiihrer or a
Duce. There were debates among Ukrainian nationalists about the two fascist lead-
ers, the systems they represented, and the states they ruled. Because of his funda-
mental antisemitism and anticommunism, and the way he seized power in Germany,
Hitler was more popular than Mussolini among many Ukrainian nationalists. In
1935, Thor Virlyi wrote that Hitler fascinated western Ukrainians, because he “wrote
on his banners: Perish, Jew!—because the Jews were propagators of the communist
pattern, and he was striking at the foundations of communism.”24 The teacher Sofiia
Rusova noticed that, when her grandson joined the scouting organization Plast,
which, according to him, was full of nationalists, he began to take a great interest in
nationalism, Mussolini, and Hitler.125

The verdict of not guilty in the trial of Sholom Schwartzbard—who had murdered
Symon Petliura in Paris on 25 May 1926—had a significant influence on Dontsov’s at-
titude to Jews. Schwartzbard was found not guilty, having claimed that he had killed
Petliura to avenge the pogroms that Petliura’s army had committed in Ukraine.:2¢
The verdict had a strong impact on Ukrainian nationalists who, after the trial, ceased
to veil their antisemitism. Dontsov became one of the main propagators of antisemit-
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Istorii Ukrainy, 1998), 30.
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ism among the Ukrainian ideologists. On the one hand, he attacked Jews as a “race.”
On the other hand, he adapted antisemitism to the Ukrainian political situation by
associating Jews with the Soviet Union, which he viewed as the main “occupier” of
Ukrainian territory and the main enemy of Ukrainians. For Dontsov, the Jews were
guilty for many reasons, but not as guilty as the Russians who were the actual “oc-
cupiers” of Ukraine. In reaction to the Schwartzbard trial, Dontsov claimed that the
Russian and the Jewish problem were interwoven and that the Ukrainians must solve
the Russian problem in order to be able to solve the Jewish question:

This murder is an act of revenge by an agent of Russian imperialism against a person
who became a symbol of the national struggle against Russian oppression. It does
not matter that in this case a Jew became an agent of Russian imperialism. ... We
have to and we will fight against the aspiration of Jewry to play the inappropriate
role of lords in Ukraine. ... No other government took as many Jews into its service
as did the Bolsheviks, and one might expect that like Pilate the Russians will wash
their hands and say to the oppressed nations, “The Jew is guilty of everything.”
Jews are guilty, terribly guilty, because they helped consolidate Russian rule in
Ukraine, but “the Jew is not guilty of everything.” Russian imperialism is guilty of
everything. Only when Russia falls in Ukraine will we be able to settle the Jewish
question in our country in a way that suits the interest of the Ukrainian people.'2”

The younger generation in the OUN adopted Dontsov’s characterization of Jews
and repeated it in the resolutions of the Second Great Congress, held by the OUN-B
in April 1941 in Cracow.28 When, on 7 June 1936, the OUN commemorated the death
of Symon Petliura, OUN activists distributed leaflets with the message: “Attention,
kill and beat the Jews for our Ukrainian leader Symon Petliura, the Jews should be
removed from Ukraine, long live the Ukrainian state.”29

The modern kind of antisemitism, which defined Jews as a race and not as a reli-
gious group, became popular among Ukrainian nationalists, especially in the 1930s.
This antisemitism was popularized in publications such as The Jewish Problem in
Ukraine, a brochure written by OUN member and ideologist Volodymyr Martynets’,
who was fascinated by the Nuremberg Laws of 1935. Unlike Dontsov, who claimed that
the Jews were the helpers of the Russian imperialists and were pillars of the Soviet
Union, Martynets’ adapted the antisemitic discourse of the National Socialists in
Germany. Like them, he defined the “Jewish problem” as a “racial issue.” And like
the Nazis, he claimed that the Ukrainian nation was the victim of the Jews, on which
they preyed. For Martynets’, the “Jewish problem” in Ukraine was more difficult than
in other European countries, because there were more Jews in Ukraine than else-
where in Europe. Particularly problematic were the cities, which were inhabited more
by Jews than by Ukrainians. Martynets’ claimed that it was necessary to “cleanse” the
cities of Jews, and thus solve the “vital problem of the [Ukrainian] nation.” The first
step to solve the “Jewish problem” would be to isolate them from Ukrainians. Marty-

127 Dmytro Dontsov, “Symon Petliura”, in Literaturno Naukoyi Vistnyk Vol. 7-8, No. 5, (1926), 326—28,
quoted in Carynnyk, Foes of Our Rebirth, 319.
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nets’ argued that the Jews would otherwise corrupt the psychology and the blood of
the Ukrainian race, and contaminate the Ukrainian nation. Every kind of direct
coexistence with Jews was therefore undesirable. In order to prevent the interrela-
tion between the two “races,” Jews were to have their own schools, newspapers, res-
taurants, cafes, theatres, brothels, and cabarets, and were to be forbidden the use of the
Ukrainian equivalents. Intermarriage between Jews and Ukrainians had to be for-
bidden, as in Germany.3°

The OUN actively put the antisemitic components of the ideology of Ukrainian
nationalism into practice. In 1935 OUN activists conducted an operation, during
which they smashed windows in Jewish houses in the Zhydachiv (Zydaczéw), Kalush
(Katusz), Stanyslaviv, and Stryi districts.’3! At a meeting in July 1936 in Volhynia, the
OUN in the Kostopil” (Kostopol) raion (district) concluded that “Jews are harmful to
the Ukrainian nation.” Soon afterwards, OUN activists in the Kostopil’ raion set sev-
eral Jewish houses on fire. Approximately one hundred Jewish families were left
without a roof over their heads as a result of this arson.32

Of the Ukrainians living in the Second Republic, it was not only Ukrainian national-
ists who were obsessed with “Jewish Bolshevism.” This antisemitic stereotype was also
widespread among the so-called Ukrainian democratic parties. The UNDO claimed in
autumn 1936 that “Jews are the most faithful and almost sole propagators of commun-
ism.”133 While antisemitism was thriving in the 1930s, western Ukrainians denied
their antisemitism and made fun of the fact that others perceived them as anti-
semites (Fig. 1).

Related to antisemitism was the OUN’s fascination with fascism. After promoting
the UVO and OUN in the United States, OUN member Ievhen Liakhovych was stay-
ing in London and tried to meet with Sir Oswald Mosley, Britain’s leading fascist
politician. Instead, he was able to meet with the chief of the propaganda department
and his deputy. During this talk, Liakhovych explained the nature of Ukrainian anti-
semitism to his fascist counterpart: “Antisemitism is an irrational and unjustifiable
hatred. ... We [the OUN] are combating the Jews because they have always done us
harm.” His interlocutor agreed with him that the situation was similar in England.34

In Natsiokratiia, a treatise written in 1935, leading OUN member and ideologist
Mykola Stsibors’kyi condemned democracy, socialism, and communism; at the same
time, he praised fascism and dictatorship. He introduced a political system that he
called natsiokratiia—the “dictatorship of the nation”—and proposed that it would
become the political system of the state that the OUN would establish in the course of
a national revolution. Stsibors’kyi himself could not decide whether natsiokratiia was
fascist or not. On the one hand, he claimed that the “Ukrainian state will be neither
fascist nor National Socialist,” that Ukrainian nationalism was a singular and inde-
pendent movement, and that it was only their foes who accused Ukrainian nationalists
of being fascists. On the other hand, however, he claimed that “fascism itself is first of
all nationalism: the love of one’s own motherland, patriotic feeling brought to the level
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Fig. 1. The front page of the satirical magazine Komar, 15 February 1934.

of self-sacrifice, and the cult of self-sacrificing fanaticism.” More important than Stsi-
bors’kyi’s indecision and ambiguity is the fact that natsiokratiia was modeled on fasc-
ism. According to natsiokratiia, the Ukrainian state would be ruled by the “Leader of
the Nation [Vozhd’ Natsii], the greatest of the great sons of the nation who, due to the
general trust of the nation and to his own integral attributes, will hold in his hand the
power of the state.”35

135 Mykola Stsibors’kyi, Natsiokratiia (Paris, 1935), 56, 72—73, 82, 105, 107, 109, 114, 116.
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After Germany attacked Poland on 1 September 1939, Mel'nyk asked Stsibors’kyi
to write a constitution for a Ukrainian state. According to Stsibors’kyi’s draft, natsio-
kratiia would be the official political system of the Ukrainian state, as he had pro-
posed in his 1935 treatise. According to the draft constitution, the Ukrainian state
was to be based on the totalitarian dictatorship of a nation that would be defined in a
nationalist and racial sense and would therefore guarantee rights to ethnic Ukrai-
nians alone. Other than the OUN, all political groups, parties, and other such
organizations would be forbidden. As in natsiokratiia, the leader of the OUN would
be the “Head of the State—The Leader of the Nation [Holova Derzhavy-Vozhd’
Natsii],” whose period of office would be unlimited. In this sense, all aspects of
political, social, and cultural life would be controlled by the OUN, the only legal party
and organization in the state.3¢

According to the OUN’s concept of fascism, the nation would be represented by
and subordinated to the leader (Vozhd’ or Providnyk), who would be the head of the
OUN. This was the same absolute authority of the leader that the Nazis called
Fiihrerprinzip. Within the OUN, the Fiihrerprinzip concept was officially introduced
at the Second Great Congress of the Ukrainian Nationalists on 27 August 1939 in
Rome, but the idea had already manifested itself previously, as for example in
Natsiokratiia in 1935, and in the behavior of the OUN members during their trials in
Warsaw and Lviv in 1935 and 1936.137

Fascism became very popular among Ukrainian nationalists during the 1930s.
The OUN was its main but not its only promoter in Ukraine. Two other important
persons who sympathized with fascism were Dmytro Paliiv, founder of the Front of
National Unity (Front natsional’noi iednosti, FNIe) and of the newspaper Novyi
Chas, and the Ukrainophile, Wilhelm von Habsburg.®8 In the 1930s a group of young
people in Przemy$l, set up a Society of Fascist Studies (Tovarystvo fashyzmoz-
navstva). In a letter to Dontsov they stated that “Fascism is a universal phenomenon,
because it is not a political doctrine but an entire worldview of indestructible prin-
ciples based on religion and morality.” Further they asked Dontsov to contribute to
their journal, to give them leadership and guidance. They finished their letter with
this statement: “Fascism, as a worldview, completely corresponds with the historical
traditions and the present-day Ukrainian ideological currents whose initiator and
propagator is Dr. Dmytro Dontsov.”:39

Racism, in the Ukrainian context, was very much related to the idea of indepen-
dence (samostiinist’). Racist thinkers argued that Ukraine should become an indepen-
dent state because it was inhabited by a particular race, which needed an independent
nation state to develop all of its features. The OUN’s racism can be traced back to
Mikhnovs’kyi’s appeal, “Do not marry a foreign woman because your children will be
your enemies,” which OUN members took literally.140
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The Ukrainian geographer Stepan Rudnyts’kyi (1887-1937) was another im-
portant Ukrainian intellectual who popularized racism and eugenics in the Ukrainian
nationalist discourse. Rudnyts’kyi worked together with Hrushevs’kyi on the origins
of the Ukrainian nation. He provided Hrushevs’kyi’s historical theory with an essen-
tial geographical component, defining the “natural territory” or the “living space”
(Ger. Lebensraum) of the Ukrainian people.'4! In his book Ukraine. The Land and Its
People, published in 1910, Rudnyts’kyi claimed that “for one thousand two hundred
years, the Ukrainian race has resided in this region, and has been able, not only to
preserve its boundaries, but, after heavy losses, to regain and even to pass beyond
them.”42 He described the Ukrainian “race” as of “tall stature, with long legs and
broad shoulders, strongly pigmented complexion, dark, rich, curly hair, rounded
head and long face with a high broad brow, dark eyes, straight nose, strongly devel-
oped elongated lower part of the face, medium mouth and small ears.”43 One
important reason for such a racialist characterization of Ukrainians was the wish to
distinguish them from Poles and Russians. Rudnyts’kyi stated that “anthropological
differences of the Ukrainians from their neighbors, especially from the Poles, White
Russians and Russians, are very clearly marked.”44 To him, an independent nation
meant an independent race. It was a “large community of people, the shape of whose
bodies is similar to that of each other, but different from those of other nations.”4s
In addition, he praised the science of eugenics and argued that: “On the one hand, we
should enable as many healthy and racially full-fledged exemplars of the nation as
possible to marry and breed. On the other hand, we should not allow sick or racially
less valuable exemplars to do that.”46 Rudnyts’kyi’s racist thinking had a significant
impact on OUN ideology and the UPA’s genocidal policy.

Mykola Sukhovers’kyi, an OUN member who lived in Chernivtsi, a city in Buko-
vina inhabited by Jews, Germans, Poles, Romanians, Ukrainians and others, recalled
in his memoirs:

In the “Zaporozhe” [a student fraternity] there was a decision that a member was
not allowed to marry an alien girl—a non-Ukrainian. That decision was made on the
basis of Mykola Mikhnovs’kyi’s Decalogue, which was printed in Samostiina
Ukraina and which stated: “Do not marry a foreigner because your children will be-
come your enemies.” It needs to be recognized that Ukrainians who married Roma-
nian girls ceased of course to be good Ukrainians, and their children directly came to
belong to Romanian culture. ... I came up with two suggestions: 1) if we want to pre-
serve our order, then no aliens are to be invited to our parties or dance classes and
2) we should invite Ukrainian girls only from peasant homes, from the sur-
rounding areas.'47
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Socialism had been popular in the nineteenth-century Ukrainian national discourse
but was condemned by a number of Ukrainian thinkers after the First World War. One
of its most eager critics was Dontsov, who had been a Marxist before the First World
War. Socialism was branded as communism and was associated with the Soviet
Union. Ukrainian nationalism therefore became detached from socialism and drifted
in the direction of extreme nationalism and fascism.4® Simultaneously, Jews were
increasingly perceived as agents of communism. In July 1936, many OUN members
and other nationalists commemorated the Sich Riflemen in the city of Skoliv. One of
the celebrants, Petro Mirchuk, recalled that communist activists disturbed the com-
memoration, whereupon the nationalists killed two of the communists, one of whom
Mirchuk referred to as an “insolent communist Jew photographer.” After the cere-
mony, the nationalists smashed windows in many “communist houses.” Mirchuk saw
these actions as legitimate ways of dealing with communists and Jews.49

Dislike of communism did not prevent Ukrainian nationalists from using com-
munist symbols or adding nationalist meaning to such communist holidays as 1 May.
The effect was bizarre. The nationalist elements did not entirely suppress the com-
munist ones and instead merged with them. In effect these new images resembled
German National Socialist aesthetics.'5° The attempt to integrate May Day into Ukrai-
nian nationalist life also illustrates that, like the National Socialists and the Italian
Fascists, the Ukrainian nationalists tried to attract workers to their movement. Nev-
ertheless, because Galicia was predominantly an agrarian region, and Ukrainians
largely lived and worked in the countryside as peasants or to a limited extent as far-
mers, it is not surprising that the OUN did not pay as much attention to the “working
masses” as the National Socialists did in Germany, or the Fascists in Italy. It was
more logical for the Ukrainian nationalists to concentrate on the rural population
and to emphasize folkloristic and populist features. This was not very different from
the program of other East Central European fascist movements, such as the Iron
Guard in Romania, the Hlinka Party in Slovakia, the Arrow Cross Party in Hungary,
and the Ustasa in Croatia.’s!

Religion was another important element of the ideology of Ukrainian nationalism,
although relations between the Greek Catholic Church and the OUN were complex.
Ukrainian nationalism and the Greek Catholic Church both opposed materialism and
communism. The majority of OUN members from Galicia were Greek Catholics.
Many of the leading OUN members, such as Bandera, Lenkavs’kyi, Stets’ko, and
Matviieiko, were the sons of Greek Catholic priests. In 1931, Andrei Sheptyts’kyi,
head of the Greek Catholic Church and a Ukrainian moral authority, initiated the
Ukrainian Catholic Union (Ukrains’kyi Katolyts’kyi Soiuz, UKU), which cooperated
with the Ukrainian nationalists. The same year, the UKU founded the Catholic Action
of Ukrainian Youth (Katolyts’ka aktsiia ukrains’koi molodi, KAUM), the leader of
which was Andrii Mel'nyk, manager of Sheptyts’kyi’s estates. “Christian nationalism”
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became the official ideology of the KAUM.52 Ukrainian nationalism and the Greek
Catholic Church shared the same main enemies, communism and the Soviet Union.
Like the nationalists, Greek Catholic priests frequently demonized communism. M.
Cherneha, for example, described communism as the “red demon.”153

Sheptyts’kyi generally supported Ukrainian nationalism but was skeptical about the
radicalization of the younger generation, which blamed its fathers for having failed to
establish a Ukrainian state. In a pastoral letter addressed to Ukrainian youth in 1932,
he condemned “violence and blind terror,” breaking with tradition, hastiness, the
radicalization of Ukrainian patriotism, and the fascination with fascism.!s4

During the interwar period, the question of loyalty toward the Polish state was an
important matter separating the Greek Catholic Church from Ukrainian nationalism.
When the Greek Catholic Church demonstrated its loyalty to the Second Republic, for
example in the festival “Youth for Christ,” the OUN distanced itself from such ac-
tions.55 Another problem was the conflict between religious and nationalist priorities.
The Greek Catholic clerics regarded God as the most essential value; and Ukrainian
nationalists, the nation.’s¢ On a practical level, however, the Ukrainian nationalists
used religious symbols and aesthetics to sacralize their political values, heroes, and
aims. Furthermore, the ideology of Ukrainian nationalism and the Greek Catholic reli-
gion were the two most significant components of Galician Ukrainian identity. This can
be illustrated by the brochure Nationalism and Catholicism, written by Mykola Kon-
rad, professor at the Theological Academy of Lviv University, and published in 1934
by the UKU:

O God, let these two idealisms—the Catholic “I believe” and the nationalist “I
want”—as the two clear tones of the Ukrainian soul, merge harmoniously into one
accord and awaken our withered hearts. Then a new era of faith, love, and power,
a mighty national unity and a unified invincible front will come.’s”

The young generation in the OUN used religion as a foundation for its ideological
orientation. In 1929 Stepan Lenkavs’kyi, SUNM leader, OUN member, and Bandera’s
lifelong friend, drafted “The Ten Commandments of a Ukrainian Nationalist,” known
also as “The Decalogue of a Ukrainian Nationalist” or “The Decalogue of the OUN.”
Lenkavs’kyi’s Decalogue blurred the boundaries between ideology and religion and
undermined religious morality with ideological immorality. The OUN called it the
“new religion, the religion of Ukrainian nationalism.”:58

Even if not every young OUN member came from a priest’s family, as did Bandera,
Galician youth grew up in a religious society, for which religion was an unchallengeable
system of values. Using religion as a foundation and structure for ideology, blurring
the boundaries between religion and nationalism, and using ideology to undermine
religion were effective ways of changing the morality of an entire religious group. In
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its original version, the seventh commandment of Lenkavs’kyi’s Decalogue read:
“You should not hesitate to commit the greatest crime if the good of the cause re-
quires it.” Later, the words “the greatest crime” (naibil’shyi zlochyn) were replaced
with “the most dangerous task.”59 The first commandment of the Decalogue, “Attain
a Ukrainian state or die in the struggle for it,” was derived from Mikhnovs'kyi’s
Samostiina Ukraina, in which he wrote: “either we will win the fight or we will die.”
Lenkavs’kyi’s Decalogue made the lives of the Ukrainian nationalists and their “ene-
mies” unimportant. Murder for the sake of the nation or for the “right reason” was
moral and desirable.60

Other lists of rules and principles that were intended to complement the Decalogue
were “The Twelve Character Attributes of a Ukrainian Nationalist,” and “The Forty-
Four Rules of Life of a Ukrainian Nationalist.” The “Twelve Character Attributes” listed
such descriptions of Ukrainian nationalists as honest (chesnyi) and brave (vidvazh-
nyt). The characteristic “cautious” (oberezhnyi) meant that a Ukrainian nationalist
“will always apply the principle of conspiracy.” The “Forty-Four Rules” were written by
Zenon Kossak, in jail. Rule 14 spoke to the conscience of its recipients and said, “You
should know that you are jointly responsible for the fate of your nation.” In rule 40,
Kossak strengthened his nationalist argumentation, with racism: “Treasure mother-
hood as the source of the continuation of life. Make your family an ark of covenant of
the purity of your race and nation.”6!

Another important feature of Ukrainian nationalist ideology was the cult of war and
death, including the conviction that political problems can and should be solved by
war. Ukrainian nationalists believed that, having failed to establish a state after the
First World War, they had nothing to lose and everything to gain. On the one hand,
every OUN member killed by “enemies” or “occupiers” died as a martyr for Ukrainian
independence and could become a national hero. On the other hand, the killing of ene-
mies was gallant, right, and heroic, because it was done for the liberation of Ukraine.
The main functions of the cult of war and death were to integrate violence into every-
day life and to dissipate the fear of dying while conducting such dangerous activities as
assassinations or robberies. The song “March of the Fighters” illustrates OUN’s atti-
tude to war, death, and heroism, and how it was related to the “pain of losing Ukraine”:

We were born in a great time. Zrodylys’ my velykoi hodyny

After the fires of war and the flame of fires Z pozhezh viiny i z polum”ia vohniv

We were raised on the pain of losing Ukraine Plekav nas bil’ po vtrati Ukrainy

We were fed by revolt and rage against enemies. Kormyv nas bunt i hniv na vorohiv.
Now we are marching toward the vital fight I os’ idem u boiu zhyttievomu

Strong, hard, indestructible as granite, Mitsni, tverdi, nezlomni mov granit,
Because no one has gained freedom by weeping, Bo plach ne dav svobody shche nikomu,
And those who fight can gain a world. A khto borets’, toi zdobuvaie svit.

159 Golczewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 598.
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We want neither glory nor reward. Ne khochemo ni slavy, ni zaplaty.
Our reward is the delight of struggle; Zaplatoiu nam rozkish borot’by;

It’s sweeter for us to die in fight Solodshe nam u boiu umyraty

Than to live like mute slaves in chains. Nizh v putakh zhyty mov nimi raby.
Enough of damage and discord; Dovoli nam ruiny i nezhody;

Brother dares not fight against brother. Ne smiie brat na brata ity u bii.
Under the blue-yellow flag of independence, Pid syn’ozhovtym praporom svobody
We will unite our great nation. Ziednaiem ves’ velykyi narid svii.
Our proud call to the nation carries Velyku pravdu dlia usikh iedynu

A great truth for all: Nash hordyi klych narodovi nese:

Be faithful till death to your fatherland Bat’kivshchyni bud’ virnyi do zahynu
For us Ukraine is above all! Nam Ukraina vyshcha ponad vse!

The glory of the fallen fighters leads us into battle.  Vede nas v bii bortsiv upavshykh slava.

Our most important law and command: Dlia nas zakon naivyshchyi ta prykaz:
A united Ukrainian state Sobornaia Ukrains’ka Derzhava
Strong and united from the San to the Caucasus. Mitsna i odna vid Sianu po Kavkaz.162

Propagandists and ideologists of the UVO and OUN—among them Stepan Bandera
in his position as the director of propaganda of the homeland executive and later as its
head—frequently instrumentalized and sacralized the dead nationalists in order to
negate the fear of sacrificing one’s life and to evoke the feeling of revenge. Such instru-
mentalization of dead fighters was typical of many fundamentalist and fanatical
movements.163 The first nationalist to become a famous martyr and hero was Ol’ha
Basarab, a UVO member who, on the night of 12 February 1924, either hanged her-
self in a prison cell or died because of mistreatment during her interrogation. In the
Ukrainian heroic narrative, she hanged herself in order not to reveal organizational
secrets under torture by Polish interrogators. Naturally, the narrative did not men-
tion that Basarab had been carrying out espionage tasks for the Abwehr.%4 Surma
and Rozbudova natsii, the official periodicals of the UVO and later the OUN, com-
memorated the death of Basarab every year, praising her in prose and verse for her
heroism and willingness to make sacrifices. %5 The cult of Basarab, like many other cults
of dead nationalists, was not limited to OUN propaganda. Large crowds attended
church services for Basarab. Such slogans as “Long live the Ukrainian revolution!
Away with the Polish occupation! Long live Basarab!” appeared in public places.1¢¢

The two most popular martyrs in the interwar period were Vasyl’ Bilas and Dmy-
tro Danylyshyn. Together with ten other OUN members, they took part in the
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robbery of a post office in Horodok Iahailons’kyi (Grodek Jagielloniski) on 30 Nov-
ember 1932. The OUN wounded eight persons in the course of this operation, one of
them fatally. Five of the robbers were wounded, and two other nationalists—Iurii
Berezyns’kyi and Volodymyr Staryk—were mistakenly shot dead by other OUN mem-
bers. Danylyshyn and Bilas escaped from the scene. While fleeing, Danylyshyn killed
a policeman who had asked to check his papers. The police spread a rumor to the
effect that those who had escaped were Poles who had robbed a Ukrainian coopera-
tive and had killed the manager. When Bilas and Danylyshyn were captured by
Ukrainian peasants, they were beaten severely until they finally succeeded in
persuading their captors that they were Ukrainians.67

Both robbers were arrested. A speedy trial took place from 17 to 21 December 1932,
during the course of which Bilas and Danylyshyn admitted to killing the politician
Tadeusz Holéwko on 29 August 1931. The two young Ukrainians—Bilas was twenty-
one and Danylyshyn twenty-five—were sentenced to death. The outcome of this trial
enraged many Ukrainians in the Second Republic. At the moment of the execution of
Bilas and Danylyshyn on 22 December 1932, churches in Lviv and many other places
rang their bells. The bell-ringing was organized by the propaganda apparatus of the
homeland executive, headed by Bandera. During the following days, church services
in memory of the two young Ukrainians took place, and the OUN set up a mourning
period of three months. Priests who did not agree to conduct services in honor of
Bilas and Danylyshyn were threatened, or were forced to do so. In countless leaflets
and posters, the OUN represented Bilas and Danylyshyn as martyrs and heroes who
had died for Ukraine.68

Thelast important feature of OUN ideology to be mentioned here is spiritualism. On
16 February 1933, in the eastern Galician provincial city of Truskavets’ (Truskawiec), a
group of OUN members and sympathizers organized a séance, during which they
believed they came into contact with the ghost of the Ukrainian poet Taras Shev-
chenko. They apparently asked the ghost when Ukraine would become free. The reply
was that this would happen in five years, but only on condition that all Ukrainians con-
tinued to further the struggle for independence. The news spread quickly among
Ukrainians associated with the OUN and other nationalist and patriotic organiza-
tions. On 5 May 1933, a great session devoted to the Ukrainian national poet was
organized by Ukrainian nationalists, who tried to convince as many people as poss-
ible to continue the struggle.169
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Conclusion

Ukraine was influenced through the centuries by various cultures, religions, and
political movements, and was at the beginning of the twentieth century a very het-
erogeneous territory. Until the First World War Ukrainians lived in the Habsburg Em-
pire together with such groups as Poles, Jews, and Romanians, and in the Russian Em-
pire with Russians, Jews, and Poles. The Ukrainian national movement, which was
rooted in eastern Galicia, was weaker than the Polish and Russian ones. After the First
World War, Ukrainians failed in their efforts to establish a state and lived in the inter-
war period in Soviet Ukraine, Poland, Romania, and Czechoslovakia. In 1920, a
group of Ukrainian veterans founded the UVO, which became a terrorist organization
without much political significance. The situation only changed a decade later when
the OUN entered the stage, involved the youth, and became a nationalist mass move-
ment similar to the Ustasa, Hlinka Party, and Iron Guard. The OUN members lived
only in Poland and in exile and had no impact on the political situation in Soviet
Ukraine. Although the OUN emphasized its national, patriotic and romantic nature, it
was essentially a typical East Central European fascist movement. It attempted to take
power in the Ukrainian territories and to establish a state with a fascist dictatorship.
The OUN was composed of two generations: one born around 1890 and one around
1910. The older generation created the UVO and lived in exile. The younger gener-
ation controlled the homeland executive of the OUN, which was subordinated to the
leadership in exile. Especially after Bandera became the leader of the homeland execu-
tive the younger generation proved to be more radical than the older one. Nevertheless,
both generations were open to and fascinated with fascism. The OUN ideology com-
bined ultranationalism with racism, mysticism, antisemitism, a cult of war and
violence, anticommunism, hostility to democracy, communism and socialism. The
younger generation was shaped especially by Dmytro Dontsov, who before the First
World War had been a Marxist and after the war argued that Ukrainian nationalism
was one of the European fascist movements. Nevertheless, he reminded Ukrainians to
avoid using the term “fascism,” in order not to be perceived as a part of an international
movement. The democratic Ukrainian parties in the Second Republic such as the
UNDO were fragile and the political situation in Poland was not favorable to them.



Chapter 2
FORMATIVE YEARS

Family, Education, Appearance,
and Political Commitment

It was New Year’s Day 1909 when the second child, Stepan, was born to Andrii Bandera
(1882-1941), a Greek Catholic priest of Staryi Uhryniv, and his wife Myroslava
(1890-1921), the daughter of Volodymyr Hlodzins’kyi, another Greek Catholic priest
of Staryi Uhryniv and the nearby village Berezhnytsia. Myroslava died at the age of
thirty-one from tuberculosis of the throat. She left behind three daughters: Marta
(1907-1982), Volodymyra (1913—2001), and Oksana (1917—-2008), and four sons:
Stepan (1909—-1959), Oleksandr (1911—1942), Vasyl’ (1915—-1942), and Bohdan (1919—
1944). Her fourth daughter, Myroslava, named after her, died as a baby. Stepan’s
father had obtained his education at a high school in Stryi and later at the theological
faculty of Lviv University. He and his family lived in Staryi Uhryniv until 1933, when
they moved to Volia Zaderevats’ka. Four years later his family moved again to the
village of Trostianets’, to which Andrii had already been relocated in 1934. He raised
his children in the spirit of patriotism and religion.:

During and after the First World War, Andrii took part in the struggle for a Ukrai-
nian state. He organized local Ukrainians into military units, and in November 1918
he was engaged in the struggle for power in the regional capital of Kalush. Andrii was
a deputy from the Kalush region in the ZUNR. In 1919—1920 he served as a chaplain
in the UHA.2 In biographical data compiled for visa purposes in April 1959 for the
United States consulate in Munich, to which we will refer as a brief autobiography,
Stepan emphasized that events relating to the attempt to establish a Ukrainian
state—and the lost war against the Poles, which followed—had a substantial impact
on him.3 In addition to his patriotic and religious upbringing, these factors might
have resulted in his enduring compulsion to continue the interrupted struggle for a
Ukrainian state, in which his father had engaged and for which he had been perse-
cuted by the Polish authorities after the First World War.

Stepan did not attend a primary school, because the teacher in Staryi Uhryniv was
drafted into the army in 1914. He and his siblings were taught at home by their par-
ents. Between 1919 and 1927, he attended a Ukrainian high school in the town of
Stryi, about eighty kilometers from Staryi Uhryniv, living at his grandfather’s. While

1 Petro Arsenych and Taras Fedoriv, Rodyna Banderiv: Do 90-richchia vid dnia narodzhennia ta 40-
richchia trahichnoi smerti providnyka OUN Stepana Bandery (1909-1959) (Ivano-Frankivs’k: Nova
Zoria, 1998), 5, 7, 10—11, 18—20. It is not clear exactly when and under which circumstances Bohdan
died. He was most likely killed between 1941 and 1944.

2 Arsenych, Rodyna Banderiv, 7; Bandera, Moi zhyttiepysni dani, 2.

3 Bandera, Moi zhyttiepysni dani, 1—2.
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Fig. 2. Bandera as a high school pupil. Poltava, Zhyttia Stepana Bandery, 13.

at high school, Bandera was actively engaged in a number of youth organizations, to
which Ukrainian patriotic education was displaced after the Polish authorities re-
stricted it in Ukrainian schools. Two of these associations were Plast, a scouting
organization, and Sokil, an athletic youth organization. In Plast, Bandera was in the
Chervona kalyna (Guelder Rose) troop together with people such as Okhrymovych,
who would invite him a few years later to engage in the OUN. Bandera stayed in Plast
until September 1930, when the Polish authorities banned the organization in Gali-
cia, two years after prohibiting it in Volhynia. During his time at high school, Ban-
dera was also involved in the OVKUH, which, as explained in chapter 1, included in
its membership a number of other future leading OUN members, such as Shukhe-
vych, Lenkavs’kyi, and Stets’ko. After graduating from high school, the OVKUH
members met again in the SUNM. Both the SUNM and the OVKUH took care of
“patriotic upbringing” in Plast, Sokil, and also Luh. The latter was a gymnastic and
fire-fighting organization, which, as the result of nationalist indoctrination, occasio-
nally refused to put out a blaze in non-Ukrainian houses. In 1927 Bandera also joined
the UVO, for which he performed reconnaissance work.4
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49—-50; Golczewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 552—53; “Proces o zamordowanie ... Plast i buch,” Ga-
zeta Polska, 17 December 1935, 6. For Okhrymovych in Chervona kalyna, see Posivnych, Stepan
Bandera—zhyttia, prysviachene svobodi, 17. On Bandera in the SUNM, see Mirchuk, Stepan, 16. For
Plast, see Wysocki, Organizacja, 133. For Bandera joining the UVO, see Paul Stepan Pirie, “Unrave-
ling the Banner: A Biographical Study of Stepan Bandera,” MA thesis, University of Alberta, 1993, 23;
Bandera, Moi zhyttiepysni dani, 5-6.
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Fig. 3. Bandera as a student. Posivnych, Stepan Bandera: Dokumenty i materialy, 107.

Bandera sang in a choir in Kalush. His friend Mykola Klymyshyn—from the village
of Mostyshche, not far from Staryi Uhryniv—often stayed next to him during rehear-
sals, because Bandera was adept at reading music and had a very good ear. Mykola
Klymyshyn’s brother, who once visited the Bandera family, told him that they sang
together at home, accompanied by one of Bandera’s sisters at the piano.5 In addition
to singing in a choir, Bandera also played the guitar and mandolin. In his brief auto-
biography, he wrote that his favorite sports included hiking, jogging, swimming, ice
skating, and basketball. He also mentioned that he liked to play chess in his free
time, and he emphasized that he neither smoke nor drank.¢

After graduating from high school in 19277, Bandera planned to attend the Ukrainian
Husbandry Academy in Podébrady in Czechoslovakia, but did not do so, either because
he did not get a passport, as he stated in his brief autobiography, or because the Acad-
emy in Podébrady informed him that it was closed, as he stated during an interrogation
on 26 June 1936.7 Bandera therefore applied to study at the Agricultural and Forestry
Department of the Lviv Polytechnic and its branch in Dubliany, near Lviv, the former
Agricultural Academy of Dubliany.® He began his studies in Lviv in September 1928,

Pirie, Unraveling the Banner, 23; Bandera, Moi zhyttiepysni dani, 5-6.

Klymyshyn, V pokhodi, 1:108.

Bandera, Moi zhyttiepysni dani, 5.

Bandera, Moi zhyttiepysni dani, 4; Interrogation of Stepan Bandera, 27 September 1934, TsDIAL, f.
371, op. 1, spr. 8, ed. 76, 35—36.

8 For Bandera at the agricultural academy in Dubliany, see Iurii Tokars’kyi, Dubliany: Istoriia ahrar-
nykh studii 1856—1946 (Lviv: Instytut Ukrainoznavstva im. I. Kryp”iakevycha, 1996), 312.
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but never completed them, because of his involvement in the OUN, which he officially
joined in February 1929. During the academic years 1928-1929 and 1929-1930, Ban-
dera lived in private apartments in Lviv with Osyp Tiushka, Iurii Levyts’kyi, and
other colleagues, and also at the Ukrainian Student House in Supinskiego Street
(Mykhaila Kotsiubyns’koho Street), the center of OUN activism in Lviv.9 In the aca-
demic year 1930—1931, Bandera lived in Dubliany, first in a private house and then at
the student residence of the Agricultural Academy. In February 1932 he moved to
Lviv again and lived together with Stets’ko in lodgings in Lwowskich Dzieci Street
(Turhenieva Street) until he was arrested in March 1932. After his release from
prison in June, Bandera returned to his father in Staryi Uhryniv. As a result of his
arrest, he lost one academic year at the university. In October 1932 he moved back to
Lviv. He lodged with different people until March 1934 when he moved back to the
Ukrainian Student House, in which he shared room number 56 with Ivan Ravlyk,
until Bandera was arrested on 14 June 1934. During his university life in Lviv, Ban-
dera frequently went back to his family in Staryi Uhryniv for vacations.’* Studying
was not Bandera’s main concern, as he stated in his brief autobiography:

I invested most of my time and energy during my student years in revolutionary
national-liberation activities. They captivated me more and more and pushed the
completion of my studies into second place.™

As indicated in chapter 1, Bandera was arrested several times for nationalist activ-
ism in the late 1920s and early 1930s. The first occasion was on 14 November 1928, ten
days after he and his father conducted a tenth anniversary celebration of the proclama-
tion of the ZUNR, in the village of Berezhnytsia Shliakhets’ka. The Polish authorities
regarded this event as subversive propaganda, and illegal. During the commemoration,
Andrii Bandera conducted divine service at the graves of Ukrainian soldiers, during
which, according to Arsenych, he described the Poles as “temporary occupiers who
oppress Ukrainians and therefore should be promptly expelled from the mother ter-
ritories.”2 He also reminded the participants about Ukrainians who had fallen in the
struggle for a Ukrainian state, and those who were suffering in Polish prisons be-
cause of their involvement in the struggle for national liberation. During this service,
Stepan Bandera distributed leaflets with content similar to his father’s speech. The
next time Andrii and Stepan Bandera were arrested together was in 1930. In 1932—
1933 Stepan Bandera was arrested six times for matters such as an illegal crossing of
the Polish-Czechoslovak border, smuggling illegal OUN journals to Poland, meeting
with OUN members from the leadership in exile, and in connection with the killing of
Constable Omelian Czechowski, who led an investigation against the OUN. The long-
est period Bandera spent in prison at that time was three months from March to
June 1932, after Iurii Berezyns’kyi killed Czechowski.3

9 Interrogation of Stepan Bandera, 27 September 1934, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, ed. 76, 34.

10 Interrogation of Stepan Bandera, 26 September 1934 and 10 January 1935, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr.
8, ed. 76, 33—34, 36, 48.

1 Bandera, Moi zhyttiepysni dani, 5.

12 Arsenych, Rodyna Banderiv, 7. .

13 Arsenych, Rodyna Banderiv, 7—8; Posivnych, Providnyk OUN, 18-19; Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 81—
82; Golczewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 565.
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Fig. 4. Bandera in a folkloristic Cossack costume. Poltava, Zhyttia Stepana Bandery, 8.

Bandera seems to have been a fanatical nationalist in his early adolescence. As a
teenager he was said to have slid pins under his nails in order to harden himself for
future torture by Polish prosecutors. He was said to have done this to himself in re-
sponse to a story about the famous female nationalist Basarab who, according to the
heroic victimization narrative, had hanged herself in a prison cell, in order not to
reveal UVO secrets while being tortured by Polish interrogators. As a university stu-
dent, Bandera was reported to have continued torturing himself, by scorching his
fingers on an oil lamp and by crushing them between a door and doorframe. During
the self-torturing sessions, he told himself: “Admit Stepan!” and answered “No, I
don’t admit!” Bandera also beat his bare back with a belt and said to himself, “If you
don’t improve, you'll be beaten again, Stepan!”4

In his youth, according to his close friend Hryhor Mel’'nyk, Bandera felt contempt
for fellow-students who were not involved in the nationalist movement. Bandera dem-
onstrated this once in public, when he met a colleague who had previously remarked
that he did not support any political camp. While this person was shaking hands with
other colleagues, Bandera refused to greet him, turning away and leaving his hands

4 For sliding pins under nails, see Ivan Kul’chyts’kyi, “Zamolodu hotuvavsia do naivazhchykh vyprobu-
van,” in Stepan Bandera, ed. Posivnych, 2006, 52—53. For the self-torture observed by his roommate
in Dubliany, see Roman Rudnyts’kyi, “Tak hartuvavsia Vin,” The Way to Victory, 7 January 1960, 3.
Another roommate of Stepan Bandera in Dubliany, Hryhor Mel'nyk, did not mention in his memoirs
that Bandera tortured himself. Cf. Hryhor Mel'nyk, “Stepan Bandera: Prychynky do kharakterystyky
osoby,” in Spomyny ta rozdumy, ed. Volodymyr Makar (Toronto-Kiev: Afisha, 2001), 3:122-24.
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in his pockets. He was, however, very friendly with colleagues who fulfilled his politi-
cal expectations. Those who worked with him in the OUN praised his humor,
determination, organizational abilities, oratory, and a disposition to sing.’s Klymy-
shyn commented on Bandera’s behavior in his memoirs:

During our meetings Bandera behaved in two ways. When we discussed organi-
zational matters he talked very seriously, factually, and earnestly. But when the
discussion about organizational matters was finished, he became cheerful, talka-
tive, and humorous, and he liked [it] if his interlocutor behaved similarly. He could
very [easily] twist or split a word and pronounce it in such a way that it became a
funny pun.®

Another friend of Bandera’s, Volodymyr Ianiv, remembered him walking in the
Carpathian Mountains, talking to birds and praying to trees. Ianiv considered it amus-
ing behavior and a sign of Bandera’s love and respect for nature.”” Hryhor Mel'nyk men-
tioned in his memoirs that, during a hike with Plast, Bandera put on a blanket and
climbed up a tree. From the tree, he then delivered a fiery speech with “exotic” gestures,
pretending to be Mohandas K. Gandhi. Another young nationalist, Lev Senyshyn,
climbed behind Bandera onto the same tree and pretended to be a gorilla, eating its own
fleas. He also threw some of them on “Gandhi.” Other Plast members found the con-
duct of the two scouts very amusing.'8
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Fig. 5. Bandera in the Plast unlform first on the right. Poltava Zhyttla Stepana Bandery, 9

15 Mel'nyk, Stepan Bandera, 117—-19; Klymyshyn, V pokhodi, 1:112—13.

16 Klymyshyn, V pokhodi, 1:112.

7. Volodymyr Ianiv, “Zustrich z polk. Ievhenom Konoval'tsem na tli nastroiv doby,” in Ievhen Kono-
valets’, ed. Boiko, 453.

18 Mel'nyk, Stepan Bandera, 120.
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In his youth, Bandera was small and slim. In photographs from his high school years
and university time, Bandera appears to be a head shorter than the majority of his
colleagues. As an adolescent, he was 1.60 m (5’3”) in height and usually had a short
haircut. With the exception of his rather small size, Bandera possessed an unremark-
able physique and physiognomy. He was left-handed and had blue eyes. In his adult
years he was partly bald, and his face was slightly oval. By the age of twenty-one, he
already lacked three teeth, and four by the age of twenty-seven. His most popular nick-
name was baba (woman), either because he was broad in the beam, or because he went
through Lviv dressed as a woman, when on undercover duty for the OUN. Among his
other aliases were: lys (fox), malyi (the little), siryi (grey), and Stepanko (little Stepan).
As a child, Bandera had suffered from rheumatism of the knee joint, after which he
could not walk at times, causing him to join the Plast two years late, by when he was
able to attempt it.9 Hryhor Mel’'nyk wrote in his memoirs that Bandera looked very
ordinary and inconspicuous and that he behaved like a typical student. Nobody
seeing him would therefore guess that he was the leader of the homeland executive of
the OUN.20

During the late 1920s and early 1930s Rebet noticed that Bandera had “an
organizational knack and a realistic approach to matters that distinguished him from
the general young and romantic environment of the OUN.”2t Mel’'nyk remembered
Bandera as a very devoted nationalist, concerned about other OUN members and the
welfare of the organization.22 If anybody, however, disappointed Bandera—particu-
larly someone from the OUN—he became angry or irritable. On trial in Warsaw in
1935—1936 he raged and lost control of himself when some OUN members decided to
testify in Polish.23 Bandera also “became mad” and had to take a tranquilizer to calm
down, when he learned that Hryhorii Matseiko, before leaving for Warsaw to assassi-
nate Pieracki, had left a note for his relatives, informing them that he was going on a
trip from which he would not return.2+

Bandera’s physical attributes were scarcely charismatic. However this did not deter
the Ukrainian “charismatic community” from assigning charisma to him as early as the
1930s. His skills as an orator, his unpredictable temper, his fanatical determination
and devotion to the “holy nationalist matter” no doubt contributed to the process of
charismatization. Lev Shankovs’kyi remembered Bandera as a “student and dogged

19 For physiognomy and problems with knees, see Stepan Mudryk-Mechnyk Spohad pro Stepana
Banderu (Lviv: Halyts’ka Vydavnycha Spilka, 1999), 27; Posivnych, Providnyk OUN, 13. For left-
handedness, see “Chief of Base, Munich to Chief, Sr., 12 November 1959,” NARA, RG 263, E ZZ-18,
Stepan Bandera Name File, 2, 2v. For teeth, see Bogdan Cybulski, “Stepan Bandera w wiezieniach II
Rzeczypospolitej i proby uwolnienia go przez OUN,” Acta Universitatis Wratislaviensis 1033 (1989):
78. For Bandera’s height, see “Record of Bandera’s post-mortem examination, 16 October 1959,”
Bayerisches Hauptstaatsarchiv (BayHStA), Landeskriminalamt 272. For height, teeth and eyes, see
“Dovidka pro utrymannia Stepana Bandery v Stanislavivs’kii tiurmi, 22-28.12.1928,” in Zhyttia i
diial’nist’, ed. Posivnych, 2011, 264. The alias baba and Bandera’s broad beam were reported to me by
Irena Kozak in an interview on 16 February 2008 in Munich. For walking through Lviv dressed as a
woman, see Roman Rudnyts’kyi, “Tak hartuvavsia Vin,” The Way to Victory, 7 January 1960, 3.

20 Mel’nyk, Stepan Bandera, 128.

21 Rebet, Svitla i tini OUN, 59.

22 Mel'nyk, Stepan Bandera, 126.

23 See chapter 3 below.

24 Interrogation of Bohdan Pidhainyi, 27 December 1934, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, ed. 77, 63—64;
“Proces o zamordowanie ... Grzegorza Maciejko,” Gazeta Polska, 31 December 1935, 8.
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Fig. 6. 1929. Members of the Plast troop Chervona kalyna. Bandera third to the right.
Poltava, Zhyttia Stepana Bandery, 15.

nationalist” who, “already in the beginning of his young years, his formative years,
which he devoted totally to the matter, presented all the character traits that raised
him to the post of the leader of Ukrainian nationalism.”?5 Prison chaplain Osyp
Kladochnyi, who confessed Bandera during his imprisonment, characterized Bandera
as the Ubermensch, or the Ukrainian superhuman. He wrote, “From him [Bandera]
radiated the strength of willpower and the determination to get his own way. If there
is an Ubermensch [superhuman] then he was actually such a rare type of man—
Ubermensch, and he was the man who placed Ukraine above all.”26 Looking back on
Bandera, Hryhor Mel'nyk commented:

We, his closest comrades-in-arms, had much more opportunity to feel the great-
ness of an extraordinary personality—our Leader [Providnyk]—and to be proud
of him. For us it was the model of a certain pattern of people with great character,
of people who decided the historical deeds of their nations. Such people have
already appeared in previous epochs of our history, in critical moments for the
existence of the nation. In our times [they] were—Banderas, Kolodzins’kyis,
Shukhevychs, Hasyns, Kossaks, Hrytsais, and many others. Using their brilliant
model, exemplary character, braveness, persistence, agility, and sacrifice of their
entire lives, they brought up whole generations of fighters, who went with and
behind them to fight for their nation and, if it was necessary, accepted pain and
sorrow for Ukraine’s liberty and for her honor and glory.2”

25 “Lyst Leva Shankovs’koho do Oracha [Iaroslava Stets’ka] vid 2.11.1959 r.,” quoted in Posivnych,
Providnyk OUN, 18.

26 Petro Shkarbiuk, Vynohradnyk Hospodnii: Istoriia zhyttia o. d-ra Iosypa Kladochnoho (Lviv: Insty-
tut ukrainoznastva im. I. Krypiakevycha PAN, 1995), 69, quoted in Posivnych, Providnyk OUN, 40.

27 Mel'nyk, Stepan Bandera, 133.
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Career in the OUN

After joining the OUN in 1929 Bandera rapidly rose through the ranks. This hap-
pened partly because of his organizational and conspiratorial abilities and partly
because of the change of generations in the OUN. His friendship with those members
of the OVKUH and SUNM who were rising in the ranks of the OUN, in particular
Okhrymovych, helped Bandera on the road to promotion. In 1930 Bandera headed
the section of the propaganda apparatus of the homeland executive of the OUN that
was responsible for the distribution of illegal publications in eastern Galicia. In 1931
he took over a section that imported them from abroad, mainly from Czechoslovakia
and Gdansk. In the same year he became director of the propaganda apparatus of the
homeland executive. This position was proposed to him by Okhrymovych, head of
the homeland executive and his schoolmate from Stryi. Okhrymovych died in 1931
after his release from prison where, according to the OUN, he was tortured. Okhry-
movych’s successor, Ivan Habrusevych, fled from Poland to Germany because the
police were looking for him. Habrusevych proposed to nominate Bandera as his
successor but the latter could not accept the position because he was in prison from
the end of March until June 1932. After his release, however, Bandera became deputy
leader of the homeland executive. From January 1933 he was de facto leader of the
homeland executive, although he was not officially appointed to this position until a
conference in Berlin from 3 to 6 June 1933. Bandera succeeded Bohdan Kordiuk,
who had to give up his post because he was responsible for the failure of the post-
office robbery in Horodok Iahailons’kyi on 30 November 1932, as the result of which
Bilas and Danylyshyn were executed.28

Inthe act of indictment presented in the Warsaw trial after Pieracki’s assassination,
the prosecutor Zelefiski wrote that, according to OUN member Roman Myhal’,
Bandera became the leader of the homeland executive through a coup. He radicalized
the OUN and changed its attitude to terror, making the UVO a superfluous organiza-
tion that soon disappeared. He also removed many people from leading positions
and demanded from local branches of the OUN that they submit to him the names of
people who were capable of carrying out terrorist acts.29 According to Iaroslav Maka-
rushka, training in the OUN changed after Bandera became the leader of the homel-
and executive; every person who joined the OUN was obliged to attend military, ideo-
logical, and conspiracy courses. OUN members who had attended military courses in
Gdansk (Danzig) and Berlin passed on their knowledge to other members during
military courses in eastern Galicia.3°

According to Zeleriski and the OUN member Pidhainyi, Bandera received an order
from the leadership in exile to organize new “combat deeds,” which might have in-
cluded the assassinations of Pieracki, Babii, and others. When Bandera organized these
“combat deeds” he assumed that the Polish authorities would respond by opening
concentration camps for Ukrainians. In order to avoid mass arrests, the homeland

28 Interrogation of Stepan Bandera, 27 September 1934, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, ed. 76, 36; Ianiv,
“Zustrich z polk. Ievhenom,” 459, 461; Wysocki, Organizacja, 247-49; Bandera, Moi zhyttiepysni dani,
6; Mirchuk, Stepan Bandera, 22; Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 81, 97; Mirchuk, Narys istorii OUN, 248—

49.
29 Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 81-82.
30 Interrogation of Iaroslav Makarushka, 21 January 1935, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, ed. 76, 142.
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executive planned to send the Ukrainian youth into the forests, where they would or-
ganize a partisan movement and conduct an uprising or revolution.3! During an
investigation, Makarushka also stated that in February 1934 the homeland executive
considered ordering Ukrainians who had been spotted by the Polish intelligence ser-
vice, or who might be sent to concentration camps because of terrorist activities, to hide
in the forests and organize a partisan movement or “green cadres” that would fight
against the Polish state.32 According to Pidhainyi, Bandera argued that it was “better
to die from a bullet than behind wires in a concentration camp.”33

The OUN became more radical and more “effective” after Bandera took over the
leading posts. After he became the propaganda director of the homeland executive,
the number and size of mass propaganda campaigns grew and the number of terror-
ist acts increased. However, these increases can be explained only to some extent by
Bandera’s determination, leadership abilities, and strength of character. Additional
factors to be considered are the role of other fanatical nationalists from the Bandera
generation, and Bandera’s formal subordination to the leadership in exile.34

Because of the limitations of documentary evidence, and the fact that the OUN used
conspiratorial methods, not every killing ordered by Bandera and not every detail
concerning Bandera’s role in the assassinations can be clarified. Nevertheless, it is
known that Bandera himself chose assassins from among potential candidates, car-
ried out the detailed preparations for some assassinations, and occasionally decided
who would be assassinated.35 There is documentary evidence that Bandera induced
Matseiko to kill Pieracki, and Lemyk to kill the Soviet consul, and that Bandera
ordered the killing of Bachyns’kyi and Ivan Babii. It was also Bandera who gave or-
ders to prepare the assassinations of editor Antin Krushel'nyts’kyi; Henryk J6zewski;
the inspector of the prison guards in Lviv, Wladyslaw Kossobudzki; the education
welfare officer Stanistaw Gadomski; and a pupil of the seventh grade of the Ukrai-
nian high school, Korolyshyn—although none of these was carried out, due to organi-
zational problems.3¢ Bandera also ordered that Stakhiv, editor of the Ukrainian
newspapers Pratsia and Rada, be beaten. When this plan did not work, he ordered
that a bomb be left in the newspapers’ editorial offices.3” In addition Bandera gave
poison to OUN members who were to carry out assassinations and instructed them
to kill themselves if they were arrested.3® When OUN members who were ordered to

31 Zelenhski, Akt oskarzenia, 32; Interrogation of Bohdan Pidhainyi, 27 December 1934, TsDIAL, f. 371,
op. 1, spr. 8, ed. 77, 60.

32 Interrogation of Iaroslav Makarushka, 21 January 1935, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, ed. 76, 141—-42;
Mirchuk, Narys istorii OUN, 252; Zeleniski, Akt oskarzenia, 80.

33 Interrogation of Bohdan Pidhainyi, 27 December 1934, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, ed. 77, 60.

34 “Rozprava za ... Prokurator pro roliu Bandery,” Dilo, 2 January 1935, 3.

35 According to a survey carried out by Bandera, 75 percent of OUN members who were questioned were
ready to conduct an act of assassination. Cf. Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 84. For Bandera’s agency in the
homeland executive in terms of terrorist acts and assassinations, see: “Proces o zamordowanie ...
Ustr6j O.U.N.,” Gazeta Polska, 4 December 1935, 6. For Bandera’s obligations and responsibilities
toward the leadership in exile, see “Sprawozdanie stenograficzne procesu Bandery,” TsDIAL, f. 371,
op. 1, spr. 8, ed. 75, 96.

36 “Wyrok,” TsDIAL, f. 205, spr. 3125, 60; Interrogation of Bohdan Pidhainyi, 29 December 1934,
TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, ed. 77, 76.

37 Interrogation of Bohdan Pidhainyi, 28 December 1934, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, ed. 77, 69-70;
Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 2, 83—91.

38 Interrogation of Bohdan Pidhainyi, 28 December 1934, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, ed. 77, 72;
Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 89.
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kill other Ukrainians, including OUN members, expressed their objections, Bandera
insisted that these murders should be carried out because he believed that the Ukrai-
nians to be assassinated were “traitors” or “informers.”39

When analyzing Bandera’s role, we should keep in mind, however, that he acted
within the framework of an organization and that his conduct was therefore influ-
enced both by his superiors and by other members. In his speech on 26 June 1936 at
the trial in Lviv, Bandera clarified that he personally, without consulting other
authorities, ordered the killing of Pieracki, Jozewski, and Kossobudzki. He stated
however that decisions to kill Ukrainians were made by the “revolutionary tri-
bunal.”#° According to OUN member Maliutsa, Konovalets’ was concerned about
“some of the methods” used by the homeland executive, although we do not know
whether he was referring to the assassinations of Polish politicians or to Ukrainians
accused of “betrayal.”# Prosecutor Zelehski, who investigated Pieracki’s assassina-
tion, came to the conclusion that it had been “decided and organized” by the leader-
ship in exile, to improve the financial situation of the organization.42 As a source for
this information, Zelenski quoted a document from the Senyk archives, which did not
survive the Second World War.43 Zelehski’s deduction might have been motivated,
wholly or in part, by the wish to capture Konovalets’ and other OUN leaders living
outside Poland, which the Polish authorities could not achieve without the help of
other states. However, a more plausible theory would be that Pieracki’s assassination
was planned by both the homeland executive and the leadership in exile, and that
Bandera’s and also Lebed’s roles in this deed were significant.44

Because the OUN was already composed of many extreme elements when Bandera
became the leader of the homeland executive, there might have been a reciprocal
process of radicalization between Bandera and such zealous nationalists as Shukhe-
vych, Lenkavs’kyi, Lebed’, and Stets’ko, who all came into the homeland executive at
about the same time as Bandera and had been with him in the OVKUH and the
SUNM. Spectacular murders or bank robberies had taken place before Bandera be-
came the head of the homeland executive. In August 1931 for example, Bilas and
Danylyshyn killed Tadeusz Holéwko. In March 1932 Shukhevych’s brother-in-law,
Berezyns’kyi, killed the Ukrainian policeman Czechowski.45

When Bandera was variously its propaganda director (1931—1933) and its leader
(1933—1934), the homeland executive conducted a range of propaganda campaigns and
terrorist acts. Shortly after he became the leader of the homeland executive, the Bulle-
tin of the Homeland Executive of the OUN in the Western Ukrainian Territories
claimed: “Terror acts against the most prominent representatives of the occupying

39 Interrogation of Bohdan Pidhainyi, 28 December 1934, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, ed. 77, 72. On
Bachyns’yki, see Interrogation of Roman Myhal’, 21 December 1934, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, ed.
76, 274-75, 283-84, 287-88.

40 “Sprawozdanie stenograficzne,” 26 June 1936, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, od. 75, 175-76.

41 “Proces. Maluca potepia dzialalnos¢ O.U.N.,” Gazeta Polska, 4 December 1935, 6; “Nespodivanyi
vystup Maliutsy. Trynatsiatyi den’ rozpravy,” Novyi chas, 5 December 1935, 4.

42 Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 96—100. See also “Proces o zamordowanie §. p. ministra Br. Pierackiego,”
Gazeta Polska, 20 November 1935, 8; “Khto dav nakaz vykonaty atentat?,” Dilo, 18 January 1936, 3—
4; “Przedsiebiorstwo ludzkiej rzezni. Dno Ohydy,” Gazeta Polska, 3 January 1936, 7.

43 For the Senyk archives see page 131.

44 For Bandera’s role in other assassinations, see “Sprawozdanie stenograficzne procesu Bandery,”
TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, ed. 75, 171-72, 175.

45 Golczewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 565.
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power are the typical actions that hold [ideological] impact and political-propagan-
dist capital. ... They steer the attention of the masses to the direct fight that brings
closer the moment of the final uprising.”4¢

The first propaganda operation by which the homeland executive succeeded in
attracting the attention of the masses was the mourning for Bilas and Danylyshyn in
late December 1932 and early 1933. At this time, Bandera occupied the position of
propaganda director of the homeland executive; informally, he was also the head of
the homeland executive after Kordiuk left eastern Galicia in January. As propaganda
director, Bandera knew how to transform his dead fellows into powerful symbols, in
order to propagate feelings of revenge and to strengthen the collective unity of
Ukrainians. The rite of transforming dead nationalists into heroes and martyrs had
existed before Bandera became the director of propaganda. Bandera’s main contri-
bution to this campaign, as well as to those that followed, was that he understood
how to popularize the death of Bilas and Danylyshyn among the “Ukrainian masses”
by means of the OUN propaganda apparatus.4”

Another activity that took on a mass character while Bandera was leading the
homeland executive was the raising of mourning mounds for fallen soldiers. This oper-
ation, in which the homeland executive tried to involve the “village masses,” took place
in autumn 1933 and spring 1934.48 The commemoration of fallen soldiers had occurred
before Banderaled the OUN, but only at actual burial sites. Under Bandera’s leadership
the homeland executive motivated the “Ukrainian masses” to build symbolic mounds
even in places where no fallen soldiers were buried. Ukrainians were thereby able to
commemorate their fallen soldiers in every place.49

A mound was usually built by villagers and sanctified by a priest. If the Polish au-
thorities did not destroy it, the mound could later be used to conduct commemorative
services for fallen Ukrainian soldiers or for organizing political demonstrations on 1
November, Pentecost, and other feast days. Such commemorations frequently began
with a panakhyda. The Polish authorities tended to destroy the mounds as symbols of
Ukrainian nationalism and as insubordination to the Polish state. Ukrainian villagers,
armed mainly with hoes and pitchforks, would therefore protect the mounds. This
caused casualties on both sides. During one of these ceremonies, in Trostianets’ be-
tween 6 and 8 June 1934, the ringing of church bells informed the villagers that the
police were coming. A thousand or more people assembled to protect the mound
from the armed policemen. “This is Ukrainian soil!” the villagers shouted.s°

After the police had demolished a mound, the local people would often rebuild it.
The repetitive and widespread demolishing and rebuilding of burial mounds led to
many clashes and to casualties on both sides. In autumn 1933 and spring 1934 the OUN
stirred up the “Ukrainian masses” and coordinated the actions of building the
mounds. The conflict surrounding them resembled a civil war in some regions of

46 Quoted in Mirchuk, Narys istorii OUN, 250.

47 Wysocki, Organizacja, 243; Mirchuk, Stepan Bandera, 21—22.
48 “Komunikat Nr. 7,” AAN, MSZ syg. 5316, 65.

49 Mirchuk, Narys istorii OUN, 251.

50 “Komunikat Nr. 7,” AAN, MSZ syg. 5316, 77.
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eastern Galicia. In revenge, Ukrainians sometimes took the initiative and demolished
the tombs and graves of Polish soldiers and policemen.5!

Another propaganda operation organized in the summer of 1933, when Bandera
was leading the homeland executive, used an anti-alcohol campaign by the organiza-
tion Vidrodzhennia. The OUN provided the anti-alcohol campaign with an ideologi-
cal dimension that it originally did not possess.52 The aim was to mobilize Ukrainians
not to buy spirits and tobacco, because they were produced by the Polish state. Accord-
ing to the OUN’s logic, the Poles suppressed Ukrainians by maintaining a monopoly on
spirits and tobacco. During this operation, OUN activists urged Ukrainians to publicly
pledge that they would not drink alcohol or smoke cigarettes. Drinkers who could not
resist buying alcohol were beaten up. Taverns were demolished, especially those owned
by Jews, and antisemitic boycotts took place.53

The next mass action of the homeland executive, conducted simultaneously with
the anti-alcohol campaign, was directed against the Polish school system. The OUN
tried to convince Ukrainian pupils to refuse to use the Polish language during lectures,
to destroy such signs of the Polish state as the Polish emblem or the portraits of
Polish kings in schools, to smash windowpanes in school buildings, to destroy school
library books that praised Poland, and to march through the village, chanting such
slogans as “Away with Polish teachers!” (Het’ z uchyteliamy-liakhamy!) When the
teacher came into the classroom in the morning, a representative of the class was to
deliver a speech, informing the teacher that “in the Ukrainian territories Ukrainian
pupils should be taught by a Ukrainian teacher in the Ukrainian language about
Ukraine.” The other pupils would duly applaud. For the sake of this campaign the
OUN produced 92,000 leaflets and 9,000 booklets and distributed them in the
schools. An attempt by OUN member Severyn Mada to murder the education welfare
officer Gadomski, on Bandera’s order, was also a part of the anti-school campaign.54

Acts of opposition to the Polish schools took place more frequently after the reform
of education in 1924, but like the building of mounds, they did not occur on a mass scale
until June 1933.55 It is important to bear in mind that Bandera and other members of
the homeland executive had already learned, in their high-school days in the 1920s,
how to remove the Polish emblem during a school assembly and how to interrupt a
patriotic school celebration by throwing a bomb containing irritant gas.s¢ Organizing
the mass anti-school operation with a strong political character in the summer of 1933,
they drew on their school experience and their activities in the OVKUH and SUNM.

On 22 October 1933 in another famous operation coordinated by Bandera with a
strong propagandist background, OUN member Mykola Lemyk tried to kill the Soviet
consul in Lviv. The act was organized as a protest against the famine in the Soviet

51 For demolition and rebuilding of grave mounds, see “Komunikat Nr. 7,” AAN, MSZ, syg. 5316, 63—71;
Wrysocki, Organizacja, 237—39. For demolition of tombs of Polish soldiers and policemen, see Red-
lich, Together and Apart, 57.

52 Mirchuk, Stepan Bandera, 22.

53 “Het’ z liats’kymy monopoliiamy!” Surma 67, No. 5 (1933): 5; Bandera, Moi zhyttiepysni dani, 6-7;
Mirchuk, Narys istorii OUN, 257—-58; Golczewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 633—34. For the pledge
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54 Mirchuk, Narys istorii OUN, 254—56; “Komunikat Nr. 7,” AAN, MSZ, syg. 5316, 56; Zelenski, Akt
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Ukraine. According to Pidhainyi, the OUN attempted this because it wanted to outpace
the UNDO, which was planning a legal protest against the famine.5? Bandera’s role in
the action was significant. He chose the assassin, explained to him the nature of the
assignment, gave him a gun, and even gave him money in advance to buy new shoes and
clothing for the trial that would follow the assassination. At the consulate, Lemyk con-
fused the consul with Aleksei Mailov, the secretary of the consulate who received him,
and whom Lemyk shot dead. After killing Mailov, Lemyk tried to escape and, in the
process, wounded the custodian Jan Dzugai.58

The murder of the secretary of the consulate was enough for the OUN to celebrate a
moral victory and for Lemyk to receive a life sentence.59 Although the Polish authorities
did not allow the trial to be turned into an anti-Soviet demonstration, the OUN used
both the killing and the trial for propaganda purposes. Bandera had met with
Konovalets’ several times in 1933, and it might have been Konovalets’ who urged him to
organize this operation. According to his sister Volodymyra, Bandera was also
motivated by relatives who had escaped from the famine to Staryi Uhryniv.t0 In
another anti-Soviet operation, a bomb was left in the editorial office of the
newspaper Pratsia on 12 May 1934 by Kateryna Zaryts’ka, not only because of the
communist profile of the newspaper but also as a protest against the famine in Soviet
Ukraine.6

Worldview

Matters that could have cast a poor light on Stepan Bandera seem to have been “for-
gotten” or never written down by his comrades-in-arms and admirers, and some rele-
vant documents may have been purged or hidden. This conduct seems to be related to
the larger process of collective amnesia concerning the darker side of the OUN and
UPA on the part of veterans of this movement. In order to make some observations
about Bandera’s personality and his worldview, we need to analyze the groups,
institutions, and ideologies that shaped him in his formative years, and to describe
the ideological atmosphere of Bandera’s youth.

As previously mentioned, Bandera grew up in a religious and patriotic family. His
worldview and interests were first molded by his father, Andrii Bandera, a Greek Catho-
lic priest who tried to combine the ideology of Ukrainian nationalism with the Greek
Catholic religion.t2 OUN member Lev Shankovs’kyi characterized Andrii as the “true
revolutionary who passed to his Son [sic] his entire passionate love to the Ukrainian
nation and the question of its liberation.”s3 After the primary school in Staryi Uhryniv
was closed in 1914, Andrii provided Stepan with a primary education.54 Religion was
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58 Ibid., 83.
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for Stepan an important value but, unlike for his father, it was not more important
than nationalism. During his student years, when Stepan once visited the family at
Christmas, his father became angry with him because Stepan’s friends came up to
him in church and he left the service before it had ended. In reaction to his father’s
fury, Bandera answered: “First the nation, and then God!”%5 Nevertheless, the nation
and God were blurred in Bandera’s mind. Looking back in 1954, Bandera wrote about
nationalism and religion:

Without a doubt, the Ukrainian nationalist liberating-revolutionary movement, as
directed and formed by the OUN, is a Christian movement. Its deepest roots are
Christian and not merely not contradictory to Christianity. In terms of worldview,
Ukrainian nationalism considers spirituality and the worldview of the Ukrainian
nation as its springs. And this spirituality and worldview are very Christian as they
were shaped under the thousand-year-long influence of the Christian religion.6¢

The element of religion was integrated into the political activities that Bandera
organized together with his father, and later in the SUNM with other young Galician
Ukrainians. Similarly, some events that Bandera coordinated, while he was propa-
ganda director in the homeland executive, combined nationalism with religion. Priests
were involved in ceremonies organized by the SUNM, and later by the homeland execu-
tive of the OUN. During the commemorations on the burial mounds for the fallen
soldiers, priests were expected to conduct a panakhyda and to provide the ceremony
with an aura of holiness. They were thereby involved in the process of sanctifying the
ideological motives of the organizers. As already explained, after the execution of Bilas
and Danylyshyn, Bandera’s propaganda apparatus organized numerous services for
these two executed young revolutionaries. The OUN needed the Greek Catholic
Church in order to transform the dead nationalists into heroes and martyrs.

As a boy, Bandera was also influenced by the First World War, the subsequent
Polish-Ukrainian war, and especially by the attempts to establish a Ukrainian state. The
Austrian-Russian front divided Staryi Uhryniv for two weeks, as a result of which the
Bandera house was partially destroyed. In 1936 Bandera stated that although he was
only eight years old at that time, he understood that Ukrainians were on both sides of
the front and had to fight against each other.6” He also saw his father take an active part
in the struggle for a Ukrainian state and was aware of his father’s attempt to assert the
power of the ZUNR in the Kalush region in 1918 with the help of armed Ukrainians
who even stayed for some time in the family’s backyard, before they left for Kalush.t8
In his short autobiography of 1959, Bandera recalled that he was especially influ-
enced by the “celebrations and the spirituality due to the merging of the ZUNR with
the UNR into one state in January 1919,” which in fact was only a symbolic act with-
out any political impact.59 As the Polish army expelled the Ukrainian army into the
east, Bandera’s father left Kalush with the army for several months. After his return,
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Andrii Bandera’s accounts of the war also made a powerful impact on young
Stepan.7°

In his youth Bandera accepted only radical parties, respected only radical national-
ists, and rejected all streams that were leftist, democratic, or moderately national. Hry-
hor Mel'nyk reported on Bandera’s contempt for the national-democratic UNDO and
on his antisemitic perception of this party. Around 1924, according to Mel’nyk, when
Bandera was only about sixteen, he viewed the UNDO as a party “with Jews” or “Grim-
bavm’s party.” It was a party to be combated because it worked against Ukrainian radi-
cal nationalism, which was for Bandera the only legitimate political movement. The
term “Grimbavm’s party” was derived from the Jewish politician Izaak Griinbaum who,
in 1922, founded the Bloc of National Minorities (Blok Mniejszo$ci Narodowych, Blok
fon Nashonal Minorities, Blok Natsional'nykh Menshyn, or Block der Nationalen
Minderheiten, BMN), a political party representing a coalition of various ethnic mi-
norities living in the Second Polish Republic. The UNDO joined the BMN in 1927.7

Bandera’s bias in favor of nationalism and the “traditional antisemitism” came from
his environment, his family, and the tension inherent in Polish-Ukrainian relations
during his formative years. Bandera seems to have perceived the world in bipolar or
black-and-white nationalist categories as early as his high school years. His fascination
with fascism as a set of ideas began either when he was in high school, joined the
OVKUH, and studied Dontsov; or during his student years when he joined the OUN.
Dontsov, and OUN ideologists such as Onats’kyi, familiarized the young Ukrainian
nationalists in eastern Galicia with the concept of the leader, the party, and the
masses. These ideologists inspired the Bandera generation to admire Mussolini and
Hitler and to hate communism, Marxism, Jews, and democracy.”>

Strongly identifying himself with the nationalist interpretation of the history of
the Ukrainian people, Bandera no doubt understood himself in his high school years
to be a member of a nation that had been occupied, exploited, and oppressed for centu-
ries, mainly by Jews, Poles, and Russians. Dontsov portrayed Russians and the Soviet
Union as the main enemies of Ukraine. Bandera had almost no contact with Russian
and other Soviet citizens, whom the Ukrainian nationalists frequently called “Musco-
vites.” He knew them only as an abstract, demonized enemy. We cannot tell whether, in
his youth, Bandera knew how different, especially in terms of culture and mentality,
eastern Ukrainians were from Galician Ukrainians.

Other important enemies of the young Stepan Bandera were the Jews. Ukrainian
nationalism based its attitude toward Jews on two streams. The first one was tradi-
tional Ukrainian antisemitism, which regarded Jews as agents of the Poles and as the
exploiters of Ukrainians. According to this notion, Jews exploited Ukrainian peasants
economically, addicted them to alcohol, and supported Polish and Russian rule in
Ukraine. Traditional Ukrainian antisemitism manifested itself in such poems as Taras
Shevchenko’s “Haidamaky,” in which Jews are the agents of Polish landowners, and the
brigands who kill Jews are Ukrainian national heroes.”s
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Modern racial antisemitism was the second stream of antisemitism on which Ukrai-
nian nationalism was based. According to this kind of antisemitism, race and not reli-
gion is the main identifying mark of the Jews. The racial component, for example in
Martynets’s brochure The Jewish Problem in Ukraine, entered Ukrainian nationalism
in the 1930s.74 Dontsov and the OUN periodicals Surma and Rozbudova natsii also
propagated the racial kind of antisemitism. In addition, Dontsov frequently linked
Jews with Russian imperialism and communism. In so doing, he spread the stereotype
of “Jewish Bolshevism” according to which Jews were pillars of the Soviet system. After
the OUN-B split from the OUN in 1940 the young nationalists who were organized
around Bandera demonstrated that they had internalized Dontsov’s concept of anti-
semitism. In the booklet “Resolutions of the Second Great Assembly of the OUN,” they
repeated Dontsov’s remarks about Jews as pillars of the Soviet Union, almost
verbatim.7s

Deeply embedded in Ukrainian nationalism, both types of antisemitism must have
reached Bandera’s consciousness in his youth. Either in his high school years in the
1920s or in his student life in the first half of the 1930s, the ideology of Ukrainian na-
tionalism made Bandera aware of the “Jewish problem” in Ukraine, the different and
alien nature of the Jewish race, and the intrinsic link between Jews and communism.
After the Second World War and the Holocaust, both Bandera and his admirers were
embarrassed by the vehement antisemitic component of their interwar political views
and denied it systematically.

The two main OUN journals, Surma and Rozbudova natsii, also significantly influ-
enced Bandera. Surma began appearing in 1927 in Berlin. In 1928 it moved to Kovno
where it was printed by the Lithuanian government press. From 1928 Rozbudova
natsii was published in Prague. Surma was smuggled to Poland from Gdansk by train,
or from Berlin and Prague through the Polish-Czechoslovakian border. Both ceased to
appear after the assassination of Pieracki in June 1934. The chief editor of Rozbudova
natsii, Martynets’, stated that this paper was an “ideological-programmatic laboratory
of the PUN.” Articles for Rozbudova natsii were discussed intensively before they were
published. After publication they became doctrines that all OUN members were
expected to accept.”

As a high-ranking OUN member, Bandera must have read every issue of Surma
and Rozbudova natsii, but it is not known whether he published his articles in these
journals or in other journals that appeared clandestinely in Galicia, including Biuleten’
KE OUN na ZUZ, Iunatstvo, and Tunak. In order to avoid repercussions, OUN mem-
bers who lived in Poland published articles anonymously. Because Surma and Rozbu-
dova natsii were printed abroad, and the articles in them were usually written by older
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nationalists, it is more likely that Bandera published articles only in journals that
appeared in Galicia.”8

In particular Surma and Rozbudova natsii followed the trend of the European rad-
ical right and fascist movements. These periodicals frequently published articles prop-
agating antisemitism, fascism, and the cult of war. They also justified ethnic and
political violence, and terror conducted in the name of the nation. Other motifs ap-
pearing in these journals were the heroism of the Ukrainian nation, and the vicious-
ness, immorality, and insidiousness of Ukraine’s “occupiers” and “enemies.”

In an article in Rozbudova Natsii about the Jews and Ukrainians, Iurii Mylianych
wrote that “in the Ukrainian territories live more than two million Jews who are an
alien and many of them even a hostile element of the Ukrainian national organism.”
Mylianych defined this as a problem and complained that Ukrainian politicians were
not preparing to deal with it. He insisted that this problem “must be solved,” and clari-
fied that the Jews were, in addition to the “occupiers,” a further enemy of Ukrainians.
According to Mylianych, the Ukrainian Jew always supported aggressors against
Ukraine, whether such aggressors were Poles, Russians, Germans, or Bolsheviks.”

Surma and Rozbudova natsii familiarized Bandera not only with the current debate
about Jews and antisemitism but also about fascism. Articles published in these two
journals make it clear that, in the late 1920s and early 1930s, the OUN was already
adopting many patterns typical of fascist and far-right movements, although not all
contributors to the OUN journals were certain whether Ukrainians could and should
became fascists. The more cautious attitude to fascism was represented by authors like
Oleksandr Mytsiuk, who emphasized the traditional elements of Ukrainian national-
ism and the aspirations of the Ukrainian nationalists for autonomy and claimed that
there could not be a Ukrainian fascism because Ukrainians did not have a state in which
they could practice it. Mytsiuk also argued that fascism was an Italian phenomenon
that could exist only there.8°

Ievhen Onats’kyi, the OUN representative in Rome and a significant contributor to
the OUN journals, developed a more open and more affirmative attitude to fascism. In
his first articles about fascism in Rozbudova natsii he argued, similarly to Mytsiuk, that
Italian Fascism and Ukrainian nationalism had their radical nationalist nature in
common but that they were not the same, because Italian Fascism had a state in which it
could exist and the Ukrainian nationalist movement did not. He stated that “fascismis a
nationalism of a nation state.” He therefore argued that the Ukrainian nationalists
needed to establish a state in order to become fascists.

Some months later however, having further contemplated the nature of fascism, in
the article “We and Fascism” Onats’kyi changed his understanding of the relationship
between fascism and Ukrainian nationalism. He ceased to emphasize that fascism was
a political system that could only exist in a state and pointed out the unifying and revo-
lutionary features of fascism. He also drew a parallel between Italy and Ukraine,
implying that a country in crisis needed a group of brave and powerful men, like the
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fascists in Italy who could conduct a revolution in order to overcome the crisis and
make the country great and powerful like Italy:

Fascism—means first of all unity. This is its first and main meaning and it is indi-
cated by the etymology of the word “fascism,” which is derived from “fascio”—
bundle, bunch.

At this point in time, when a country descended into chaos, when political and
national enmity began reaching its peak, when all acquainted with the Russian and
Ukrainian revolution became frightened due to the inevitable catastrophe ... at
exactly that time a group of people emerged and called for unity in order to rebuild
the “Great Italy.”s2

In this article Onats’kyi implied that fascism is not specifically Italian, although it

first appeared in Italy. He argued that it was rather a group of people who, at the right
time, did the right thing in Italy. According to him a similar fascist revolution, which he
understood as the rebuilding of the great past, could equally have happened else-
where.83

In addition to familiarizing Ukrainian youth with fascism, Onats’kyi also ac-

quainted them with the Fiihrerprinzip and the role of a leader in the history of a nation.
He explained the role of the fascist leader, using the example of Mussolini:

Fascism is Mussolini. Nowhere else among the idealistic movement is the anthro-
pomorphic necessity as essential as in fascism. Everything of it is almost the result
of the personal activity of Benito Mussolini. Only due to him did fascism become its
particular shape. The fascists of the first times consisted first of all of diverse polit-
ical remainders, defectors from diverse parties and organizations, and of people
who never belonged to a political party. It was necessary to unite and inspire them
with one idea and one will.

Mussolini was in the beginning the dictator of a small bunch of his political
friends and supporters, then of the party and then of the whole of Italy.84

Onats’kyi described the leader also in a more abstract way. This allowed Ukrai-

nians to better comprehend that the leader of a fascist nation can exist not only in Italy
but actually everywhere and especially in “countries in crisis” that are likely to undergo
arevolution:

82

83
84

He appeared when the political and social chaos of the country indeed needed a
strong man, a dictator. Italy’s luck was that it found her dictator in the right mo-
ment. It was not only luck but also merit. Two necessary preconditions are essential
to have aleader like Mussolini emerging ... : 1) that a person, who the country needs,
is called in the right moment, and 2) that the country is morally able to give birth
to such a person. ...

The national dictator is truly the representative of energy and the lively vitality of
the nation. The crisis helps him to emerge and to present his potentials and his
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strengths but he makes himself noticeable only because the society and the very
nation strive after order and life.

The man of dictatorship, the man of the crisis is first of all determined by cha-
racter, will, and nothing else than character singles him out from ordinary ambi-
tious men. Like an ambitious man without the necessary intellect so an intelligent
person without a strong character will not elevate to the role of leader [providnyk].

He realizes very soon that his own interests and the nation’s interests melt to-
gether and become one. He cannot compromise them [the nation’s interests] in any
way. Therefore the nation looks to him with trust and hope. He loves favorites.
Further, he loves the brave and it does not matter to him whether somebody breaks
thelaw or not. A dictator becomes a hero, an object of cult and emulation.85

Toward the end of his article about fascism, Onats’kyi came to the conclusion:

We, the representatives of a hitherto defeated nation, see in fascism, in particular in
its first stateless phase—another example to follow—the example of idealism. And
we cannot be content with the enforced ‘fate’ [of not being independent] and need to
overcome it. And we will overcome!86

In terms of the name of the movement, Onats’kyi argued that Ukrainians would
not steal the name of “fascism” from the Italians and that it would be “Ukrainian
nationalism” that would unite Ukrainians and fulfill functions similar to those of
fascism in Italy. Thus, like Dontsov, Onats’kyi did not insist on using the term “fasc-
ism.” Instead he argued that “Ukrainian nationalism” is a form of fascism consisting
of people without a state.8” He also warned Ukrainians to be careful about presenting
themselves and acting as fascists. In a brief to Iaroslav Pelenskyi from 20 January
1930 he stated that “we sympathize with the fascist ideology and share in many
points its sociopolitical program” but we should not insist to be fascist because we
would thereby “arm against us everyone and everything.”88

Similarly to Dontsov, Onats’kyi believed that Ukrainian nationalism, like Italian
Fascism, depended on youth.89 And like Dontsov, he expressed the wish for a “new
man,” a feature typical not only of fascism but also of other totalitarian movements and
ideologies in the first half of the twentieth century. One of the main tasks of the OUN
was to erase from the Ukrainian population the mentality of “slaves” or “subjects” of
other states, and to foster a new “heroic” mentality. This process would transform
Ukrainians into heroic and fearless “Ukrainian masses” that the OUN could lead into
the fight against their enemies. For Onats’kyi, fascism was therefore both a tool for
obtaining a state, and a political system that the OUN would establish in the state.o°
Antisemitism for Onats’kyi was an integral part of fascism, as he justified Italian
antisemitic legislation in 1938.9

85 Ibid., 399—400.

86 Ibid., 401.

87 Ibid., 401.

88 Tevhen Onmats’kyi, U vichnomu misti: Zapysky ukrains’koho zhurnalista rik 1930 (Buenos Aires:
Vydavnytstvo Mykoly Denysiuka, 1954), 43—44.

89 Ievhen Onats’kyi, “Lysty z Italii I. Deshcho pro fashyzm,” Rozbudova natsii 1 (1928): 96.

90 QOnats’kyi, “Fashyzm i my (Spryvodu statti prof. Mytsiuka),” Rozbudova natsii 12 (1929): 387, 401.

91 Martynowych, Sympathy for the Devil, 191.
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Onats’kyi’s articles evaluating and popularizing fascism, and his polemics with
Mytsiuk, appeared in the late 1920s and early 1930s. In the late 1930s skepticism re-
lating to fascism as a non-genuine Ukrainian phenomenon disappeared in Ukrainian
nationalist circles almost completely. At that time the majority of Ukrainian national-
ists did not consider Ukrainian nationalism and fascism to be mutually exclusive and
did not object to being identified as members of a fascist movement. In 1938 another
OUN ideologist, Iaroslav Orshan, wrote: “Fascism, National Socialism, Ukrainian
nationalism, etc., are different national expressions of the same spirit.”92

As already outlined in chapter 1, other ideologists of Ukrainian nationalism includ-
ing Dontsov and Stsibors’kyi developed a similar understanding of fascism to
Onats’kyi’s. On the one hand, they understood Ukrainian nationalism as a form of
fascism, and on the other hand they emphasized the uniqueness of Ukrainian nation-
alism and argued that it was politically more convenient for the Ukrainian nationalists
not to present themselves as fascists. Stsibors’kyi wrote about the complicated relation-
ship between fascism, nationalism, and nation:

Fascism concentrates all its idealism and voluntarism on one center: the very
nation. The nation is its greatest value to which everything else is subordinated.
Counter to democracy, which has the tendency to regard the nation as a mechanical
set of a certain number of individuals, bound together first of all by real interests,
fascism regards the nation as the highest historical, spiritual, traditional and real
community, within which occur the processes of existence and creativity of entire
generations—the dead, living, and so far unborn—all are bound together
inseparably.93

Two other important ideological notions, which, in addition to nationalism and
fascism, formed the young Bandera, were racism and eugenics. As already men-
tioned, racism as a component of nationalism was present in Mikhnovys'kyi’s
writing. According to Mirchuk, Bandera was fascinated by Mikhnovs’kyi’s ideas and
studied them during his time at high school.94 In the early 1940s he even made them the
ideological foundation of the OUN.9% Dontsov, Martynets’, and Rudnyts’kyi also spread
racist ideas and popularized eugenics in Ukraine. Their thinking was influenced by the
European and global discourses about racism and eugenics. In Ukrainian nationalism,
racism and eugenics appeared in the context of purifying the Ukrainian nation, culture,
and language of foreign—in particular, Polish, Russian and Jewish—influences, in
order to obtain a pure Ukrainian “race.” This kind of racism was typical of radical right
movements rooted in nations that for centuries were provinces of foreign empires, or
were substantially influenced by other cultures. Ukraine and Croatia were two exam-
ples of such nations.%

92 Iaroslav Orshan, Doba natsionalizmu (Paris, 1938), 29.

93 Stsibors’kyi, Natsiokratiia, 50—51.

94 Mirchuk, Stepan Bandera, 14, 18.

95 “Postanovy II. Velykoho Zboru Orhanizatsii Ukrains’kykh Natsionalistiv,” TsDAHO f. 1, op. 23, spr.
0926, 182.

96 For Rudnyts’kyi and racism in the Ukrainian national discourse, see page 84 et seq. For the Ustasa,
see Goran Miljan, Fascist Thought in Twentieth Century Europe: Case Study of Ante Paveli¢, MA
thesis, Central European University, 2009, 37-38.
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The terrorist acts that the homeland executive conducted in 1933 and 1934, when
Bandera was successively its propaganda director, deputy leader, and leader, confirm
thathe and other OUN members internalized far-right nationalist ethics and also Dont-
sov’s concept of amorality. As explained in chapter 1, the homeland executive used
terror for propaganda purposes and also as a tool for the preparation of the “national
revolution.” The purpose of the revolution was to take over power with the help of the
masses and to establish a dictatorial state. This resembled the use of terror in other
fascist movements, including the German National Socialists, Italian Fascists, and the
Croatian Ustasa. The main difference between the OUN and the Ustasa on the one
hand, and the fascist movements within nation states including Italy and Germany on
the other hand, was that the former needed first to establish a state, and the latter
could directly take over power from existing governments.

Bandera spent the last five years before the Second World War in prison, where he
was to some extent detached from official OUN discourses. Nevertheless, this period
was very important in the development of his worldview and self-awareness. At this
time, Bandera began to shape his own policies while representing the OUN at the trials
in Warsaw and Lviv. The performance of fascist rituals by Bandera and other defen-
dants during the trials suggests that Bandera’s self-awareness, as the Providnyk of a
movement that planned to establish a state with a fascist dictatorship, was already
formed at that time.9” While in prison after the trial, Bandera was able to read books
and subscribe to Ukrainian and other newspapers and periodicals. He was therefore
not entirely isolated from Ukrainian and European political discourses during this
period. After his escape from prison in September 1939, he felt secure in his position as
the Providnyk of the young Ukrainian revolutionary nationalists and aspired to be-
come the leader of the entire OUN.98

Other ideas that influenced young Bandera and should be briefly discussed here
were the concepts of “permanent revolution” and “national revolution.” The term “per-
manent revolution” can be traced back to Karl Marx, but it was popularized by Leon
Trotsky, who saw revolution as a political and social process of transforming society.9?
In the context of Ukrainian nationalism, “permanent revolution” retained the notion of
permanent revolutionary transformation but anticipated very different results from
those foreseen by Marx and Trotsky. It was based on the conviction that the Ukrainian
nation would die if it did not succeed in getting rid of “occupiers” and “enemies” and in
establishing its own state. The “permanent revolution” was intended to prepare the
“Ukrainian masses” for a revolutionary act—the “national revolution”—during which
the nationalists would take power, establish a dictatorial state, and expel or annihilate
ethnic enemies and political opponents. For this purpose the OUN tried to re-educate
Ukrainians, to change them from people with “souls of slaves to people with souls of
masters, and from people with souls of defenders to people with souls of aggressors.”100
The OUN also tried to establish a dense network of members in every city, town, and
village in the “Ukrainian ethnic territory.” This required the involvement of Ukrainian

97 For fascist rituals during the trials, see chapter 3 below.

98 See chapter 3 below.

99 Leon Trotsky, The Permanent Revolution, and Results and Prospects (New York, Merit Publishers,
1969).

1o “Rolia boievoho instynktu u vyzvol'nykh zmahanniakh,” Surma 69, No. 7 (1933): 1.
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youth in the “national liberation struggle.” The UVO and OUN did this by infiltrating
such youth groups as the scouting organization Plast and other youth organizations. o

The OUN believed that, among the Ukrainian movements, parties, and organiza-
tions, only the OUN could conduct the revolution and thereby prevent the nation from
dying. Other Ukrainian movements, according to the OUN, were not only incapable of
conducting the revolution but were also foes of the movement, and thus opponents of
the revolution. They were a target of the OUN’s revolutionary terror, especially if they
cooperated in any manner with the “occupiers.” In practice, however, the OUN consi-
dered cooperation with some other Ukrainian parties, in order to get more support
from the population during the revolution. Because the success of the “national revolu-
tion” was, in the understanding of the OUN, a matter of life or death for the entire
nation, they considered it proper to use any means, including war and ethnic and
political violence. 02

Bandera internalized the concepts of “permanent revolution” and “national revo-
lution” at the latest in the 1930s and gave special attention to the latter. This is clear
from the conduct of the homeland executive in 1933-1934 with Bandera as its Pro-
vidnyk and from the actions in the summer of 1941 when the OUN organized the
“Ukrainian National Revolution.”03 Furthermore, the texts written by Bandera after
the Second World War confirm that he preferred the concept of “national revolu-
tion,” apparently because it was more radical than “permanent revolution.” After the
Second World War, Bandera would adapt this concept to the climate of the Cold War
and use it to organize a revolution against the Soviet Union. Important in Bandera’s
understanding of the revolution were the masses and, in terms of 1941, the fascist
leader (Providnyk or Vozhd’), whose role Bandera was expected to play.1o4

Related to the concept of the “national revolution” was Bandera’s interest in nine-
teenth- and twentieth-century secret organizations. As a boy, according to his sister
Volodymyra, Bandera was more interested in secret organizations, revolutionaries,
and terrorists than he was in warfare or weapons. He read about and was fascinated by
the nineteenth-century Russian nihilists and the more contemporary Bolsheviks.
According to Volodymyra, Lenin was Stepan’s favorite revolutionary. Under the influ-
ence of Dontsov, Bandera’s fascination with Lenin was later transformed into a hatred
of Bolshevism. His interest in the revolutionaries was apparently evoked by his father
Andrii who, according to Bandera’s sister, told his children stories about Petliura,
Skoropads’kyi, and Trotskii.1os

Like many other OUN activists of his generation, Bandera was also greatly influ-
enced by Polish national culture and by Joézef Pilsudski’s authoritarian regime.

101 “Proces o zamordowanie ... Plast i Luch,” Gazeta Polska, 17 December 1935, 6.

102 For a detailed characterization of the concept of “national revolution,” see for example Mykola Stsi-
bors’kyi, “Peredposylka natsional’noi revoliutsii,” Rozbudova natsii 54—55, No. 7-8 (1932): 161-69.
For the concept of “permanent revolution,” see “Permanentna revoliutsiia,” Surma 37, No. 10 (1930):
4—7. For Trotsky, see Leon Trotsky, The Permanent Revolution, and Results and Prospects (New
York, Merit Publishers, 1969).

103 For the “Ukrainian National Revolution” in summer 1941, see chapter 4, and Rossolinski-Liebe,
““Ukrainian National Revolution,” 83—114.

104 For Bandera’s understanding of revolution after the Second World War, see chapter 7 below, and
Stepan Bandera, “Do zasad nashoi vyzvol'noi polityky,” in Perspektyvy, ed. Ivanyshyn, 51-52. For
Bandera’s understanding of the masses, see Stepan Bandera, “Znachennia shyrokykh mas ta ikh
okhoplennia,” in Perspektyvy, ed. Ivanyshyn, 14.
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Although the OUN combated the Polish state as an “occupier,” the Bandera generation
was not only fluent in Polish and familiar with Polish culture but also learned from
Polish history how a nation can achieve statehood. Thus Bandera both admired and
hated eighteenth-century insurgents such as Tadeusz KosSciuszko and twentieth-
century revolutionaries such as Jo6zef Pilsudski. Volodymyr Ianiv, an OUN activist with
a realm of experience similar to that of Bandera, wrote about his experiences with
Polish teachers:

Of course, these Polish patriots tried to teach their [Ukrainian] pupils the Polish
history and culture in the best light, but something unbelievable happened here:
they became the best teachers of Ukrainian patriotism. As they talked with
enthusiasm about the Polish uprisings or about the main poets, we automatically
transferred it to the Ukrainian circumstances.10¢

Although Dontsov familiarized this generation with the cults of other charismatic
leaders, most young Galician Ukrainians never directly experienced them. Pilsudski,
on the other hand, was present in almost every sphere of life. He was on every second
page in the newspapers. His portraits hung in every room of official buildings, for
example in the classrooms of the high school that Bandera attended. Pilsudski’s visits
to other countries, his political speeches, and his health were the subject of daily
talks and radio broadcasts.07 Like some other OUN members, Bandera might even
have read Pilsudski’s diaries and admired his national revolutionary activities, much
as he admired Lenin and other revolutionaries.°8 Simultaneously, Bandera probably
hated Pilsudski as the leader of the nation that “occupied” Ukraine. The interwar
period was full of diverse cults of charismatic authoritarian, fascist, and military
leaders. The young Ukrainian revolutionary nationalists did not resist the temptation
to invent their own.

106 Taniv, Zustrich z polk. Ievhenom, 430. Emphasis in the original.

107 For the omnipresence of Pilsudski in everyday life in the Second Polish Republic, see Janis Augsberger,
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tische Mythen im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert in Mittel- und Osteuropa, ed. Heidi Hein-Kircher and Hans
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Conclusion

Stepan Bandera was raised by a Greek Catholic priest who struggled for a Ukrainian
state, and who inspired his son to continue the fight. For Stepan, unlike his father, na-
tionalism was more important than religion. In his high school years Bandera read such
nationalist and racist writers as Mikhnovs’kyi and Dontsov. In 1928 he began to study
in Lviv but on account of his political and terrorist activities never completed his stu-
dies. He rapidly rose through the ranks of the OUN, and in June 1933 became the
official leader of the homeland executive of the OUN. As the head of the propaganda
apparatus, Bandera had already demonstrated himself to be a talented organizer and a
very dedicated nationalist. The policies of the homeland executive radicalized during
his leadership; more and more people, amongst them Ukrainians and OUN members
accused of betrayal, were executed, frequently on Bandera’s initiative.

Bandera’s worldview can be reconstructed from the books and papers that he
read, the groups and organizations to which he belonged, the acts which he con-
ducted, and the speeches which he delivered. This analysis shows that Bandera must
have internalized the ideology of the OUN, and of Dontsov and other contemporary
fascist and far-right thinkers. Bandera’s worldview was shaped by numerous far-
right values and concepts including ultranationalism, fascism, racism, and antisemi-
tism; by fascination with violence; by the belief that only war could establish a
Ukrainian state; and by hostility to democracy, communism, and socialism. Like
other young Ukrainian nationalists he combined extremism with religion and used
religion to sacralize politics and violence.






Chapter 3

PIERACKT’S ASSASSINATION
AND THE WARSAW AND LVIV TRIALS

Pieracki’s Assassination

On the morning of 15 June 1934, Polish Interior Minister Bronislaw Pieracki said
goodbye to German Propaganda Minister Joseph Goebbels, who continued his
official visit to Poland by flying from Warsaw to Cracow. Pieracki then returned to his
office in the Ministry of Interior Affairs at 69 Nowy Swiat Street. After work, he left
for the Klub Towarzyski, a restaurant and meeting place for politicians, located at 3
Foksal Street. The minister arrived at Foksal Street at about 3:40 p.m. and told his
chauffeur to return at 5:30 p.m. Pieracki started walking toward the restaurant with-
out his bodyguards. At this point, Hryhorii Matseiko, a twenty-one-year-old OUN
member, began to approach him, shaking a parcel wrapped in paper from the Gajew-
ski confectionery. The parcel contained a makeshift bomb that Matseiko was trying
to detonate. The bomb, however, did not explode. Its activation required a vigorous
push on the detonator, a T-shaped metal piston, which was designed to crush a glass
tube containing nitric acid. If Matseiko had pushed a little harder, the tube would
have broken and detonated the bomb, killing the government minister and his assail-
ant. Once Matseiko realized that he could not blow up both the minister and himself,
he pulled a gun from his coat and ran toward Pieracki, who had already passed him
and was in the entrance of the restaurant. Catching up with him, Matseiko shot twice
at the back of Pieracki’s head. When the minister sank to the ground, Matseiko fired
a third shot but missed. The young assassin fled the scene, firing several times at his
pursuers, and wounding a policeman in the hand.!

After escaping from the scene of the crime, Matseiko disposed of the murder wea-
pon. He did not return to the hostel, where he had been living under the name of
Wlodzimierz Olszanski. Instead, he went to Lublin, where he stayed for a few days with
a Ukrainian student by the name of Iakiv Chornii. Matseiko then travelled to Lviv and
went into hiding, assisted by three OUN members: Ivan Maliutsa, Roman Myhal’, and
Ievhen Kachmars’kyi. On 5 August, armed with a gun and supplied with money,
Matseiko crossed into Czechoslovakia with the help of Kateryna Zaryts’ka and other
OUN members, and later travelled on a Lithuanian passport to Argentina, where he
lived under the name Petro Knysh. He married a Ukrainian woman in Argentina but

1 Zelenhski, Akt oskarzenia, 5, 9; Zelefski, Zabéjstwo ministra, 4-7, 63; “Zamordowanie ministra spraw
wewnetrznych Bronistawa Pierackiego. Przebieg zamachu,” Gazeta Polska, 16 June 1934, 2; “Polska w
zalobie. Skrytobdjstwo na ul. Foksal,” Ilustrowany Express Poranny, 18 June 1934, 1; “Min. Goebbels
w grodzie podwawelskim,” Ilustrowany Kuryer Codzienny, 17 June 1934, 1.
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could not get used to the climate; he turned to drink, suffered from mental problems,
and died in 1966.2

How Matseiko had come to join the OUN was somewhat fortuitous. On 19 Novem-
ber 1931, as he was walking along a street in Lviv, where he had moved from the small
town of Shchyrets (Szczerzec) two years before, he heard a shot and then a crowd calling
out “Catch the murderer,” pointing at a man who was running toward Matseiko. Mat-
seiko caught him. It was subsequently revealed that the fugitive was Ivan Mytsyk, an
OUN member, who, a few minutes earlier, had killed a Ukrainian high school student,
Ievhen Bereznyts’kyi. In order to atone for catching Mystyk, Matseiko decided to join
the OUN. Before the attack on Pieracki, the homeland executive had commissioned
Matseiko to kill other people, but he had not succeeded in doing so. Pieracki was his
first victim.3

Pieracki was a Polish patriot who had engaged in the struggle for a Polish state dur-
ing and after the First World War. Since 22 June 1931, he had been the interior minister
of the Second Republic. As a politician Pieracki was loyal to Pilsudski and the Sanacja
government.4 He was opposed to every kind of extremism that threatened the Polish
state. Gazeta Polska and politicians from the Sanacja depicted Pieracki as a Polish
patriot who, like Tadeusz Holéwko and Henryk J6zewski, espoused Polish-Ukrainian
reconciliation.s A more critical and open-minded observer than the Sanacja politicians
and the journalists from Gazeta Polska, the writer Maria Dabrowska characterized
Pieracki differently:

Now Pieracki has been killed. He was a repulsive figure, clerical and overly pious ... a
social parasite—I know about him because St. [Stanistaw Stempowski, Dabrowska’s
life partner] had troubles with him that outraged him. The government is now
making him into a great national hero: It has ordered a week of mourning for the
officials and is writing panegyrics. Bishop Gawlina delivered an odious speech at the
funeral. I put it into [my] “museum of dirtiness.”®

Dabrowska’s waspishly presented dislike for Pieracki might not have been unjus-
tified, although it was certainly influenced by the problematic relations between her
life partner and Pieracki, and by the lavish religious-nationalist commemorations of
Pieracki after his death.

The OUN chose to kill Pieracki because he was a well-known Polish politician and
because he could be blamed for the pacification of Ukrainian villages in the autumn of
1930. In October 1934, the OUN announced in its bulletin: “On 15 June in Warsaw, a
UVO fighter assassinated one of the hangmen of the Ukrainian nation. The UVO fighter
killed Bronistaw Pieracki, interior minister of the government occupying the western
Ukrainian land.”” The place of the assassination was especially significant. Pieracki was
killed not in the south-eastern territories of the Second Republic, which the OUN

2 For Matseiko’s escape and subsequent life, see Zelehski, Zabojstwo ministra Pierackiego, 21—22,
100-101; Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 10—12, 21—22, 36—38.
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“Proces,” Gazeta Polska, 18 December 1935, 6.
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Biuleten’ KE OUN na ZUZ, 4-7 (1934), quoted in “Wyrok,” TsDIAL, {. 205, spr. 3125, 12—13. See also
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understood as “the western Ukrainian land” and which he visited shortly prior to his
assassination (between 3 and 9 June 1934), but in the center of Warsaw, the capital of
Poland.8

In the first moments after the crime, the police did not suspect the OUN, to which
Matseiko belonged, and at whose behest he had killed the minister, but the Polish
National Radical Camp (Obdz Narodowo-Radykalny, ONR). The ONR was also a
threat to the government and was more active in Warsaw than were Ukrainian natio-
nalists. In the first instance, the police arrested more ONR than OUN members. The
escaping Matseiko, however, left behind important evidence, namely the parcel that
contained the undetonated bomb. He also left his hat, and his coat in which the police
found a blue-and-yellow ribbon, the colors of the Ukrainian flag. This evidence indi-
cated that the assassin might be Ukrainian, unless it was a non-Ukrainian who had left
it deliberately in order to steer the investigation in the wrong direction.

Bandera was arrested a day prior to the assassination. He was apprehended to-
gether with twenty other young OUN members, at about 5:30 a.m. on 14 June 1934, in
the student residence in Lviv. When arresting Bandera, the police did not know that
they had apprehended the head of the homeland executive of the OUN.9 During the
same night, the police also arrested Karpynets’ and discovered a chemical laboratory in
his apartment at Rynek Debnicki 13, in Cracow. On 17 June 1934, the police took the
bomb left at the crime scene in Warsaw to Karpynets’ laboratory where they found
materials employed in its manufacture.° This discovery convinced the police of the
identity of those responsible for Pieracki’s assassination and caused further mass
arrests of Ukrainian nationalists. In June 1934 a total of about 800 OUN members
were apprehended in different Polish towns and cities; the majority on 14, 17, and 18
June.nt

In the longer term, the OUN provoked mass arrests by the increase of propaganda
and terrorist acts in 1933-1934, when Bandera took over the leadership of the
homeland executive. The arrests were also the result of longer observation and infil-
tration conducted by the investigation department in Cracow, which was interested
mainly in the illegal transportation of OUN propaganda and explosive materials from
Czechoslovakia through the Czech-Polish town of TéSin (Cieszyn). The arrests occurred
independently of the assassination, at least until 17 June, when the police established
that the bomb left at the crime scene was prepared by the OUN. However, the OUN’s
decision to assassinate Pieracki on 15 June did not occur independently of the arrests.
The assassination was rescheduled for 15 June because the police had begun arresting

8 For Pieracki’s visit to south-east Poland between 3 and 9 June 1934 see “Komunikat Nr. 7,” AAN,
MSZ, syg. 5316, 88; Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 102. Independent of the fact that the OUN made
Pieracki responsible for the pacification in 1930, he might have been in charge of this action. It was,
however, ordered by Pilsudski himself. Thus, in addition to Pieracki many other people were involved
in preparing and carrying out this action. Cf. Bruder, “Den ukrainischen Staat, 102; Chojnowski,
Koncepcje polityki, 158.

9 “Komunikat Nr. 7,” AAN, MSZ, syg. 5316, 83.

10 For the arrest of Karpynets’ on 14 June 1934 in Cracow, see “Komunikat Nr. 7,” AAN, MSZ, syg. 5316, 84.
For the arrests of OUN members, see “Komunikat Nr. 7,” AAN, MSZ, syg. 5316, 80—87; “Po zamordowa-
niu ministra spraw wewnetrznych Bronislawa Pierackiego,” Gazeta Polska, 17 June 1934, 8; Polit,
Miejsce odosobnienia, 115. For the visit to the laboratory on 17 June, see Zelefiski, Zabdjstwo ministra
Pierackiego, 7. In the indictment Zelefiski wrote that it was only on 20 June that the police technicians
proved that the bomb was produced in Karpynets’laboratory. Cf. Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 38.

1 “Komunikat Nr. 7,” AAN, MSZ, syg. 5316, 40, 84.
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OUN members on 14 June in Lviv and Cracow, having discovered, during the night of
13—14 June, the laboratory in which the bomb had been prepared.'2 Although the police
already knew on 17 June who was behind Pieracki’s assassination, it was only on 10 July
that they announced it. This delay—in conjunction with propagandistic and ideological
mourning campaigns with a strong patriotic background for the assassinated interior
minister—provoked the media to extensive speculation that stoked public anger
against the unknown assassin.s

The Ideological Dimension of Pieracki’s Assassination

The first stage of the political cult of Stepan Bandera came about as a result of the politi-
cally and ideologically steered emotions released by Pieracki’s assassination and by the
two great trials against members of the OUN, from 18 November 1935 to 13 January
1936 in Warsaw, and from 25 May to 27 June 1936 in Lviv. Immediately after the as-
sassination, the Polish media, especially that connected to the Sanacja movement,
portrayed Pieracki as a martyr and hero and tried to set up a political myth around him.
Although this effort was unsuccessful, the Polish propaganda apparatus stirred up
collective anger, which struck against the OUN, once the authorities had announced
who, in the capital of Poland, had killed a Polish minister and fighter for Polish inde-
pendence.

On 15 June 1934, the evening newspapers were already portraying the death of
Pieracki as a national tragedy. Gazeta Polska, a semi-official paper of the leading
parliamentary group Sanacja, was at the head of the campaign. On 16 June, in the
center of the front page, the newspaper printed a photograph of Pieracki looking
sadly and seriously into the eyes of the readers. A dark frame made the photograph
look like a huge obituary notice. Above it, a massive headline reported the “assassi-
nation of the interior minister yesterday at about 3.15 p.m.” A second headline inf-
ormed readers about the place of the assassination and reported Pieracki’s death as
having occurred at 5:05 p.m., in the hospital. It further informed readers that the killer
had not yet been caught.4 The text below Pieracki’s photograph raised anger against
the unknown group that was responsible for the crime. After “finding out where the
roots of this crime are ... this sick part of the social organism should be burned away
with a white iron,” the newspaper declared. “The time of non-responsibility in Polish
history is over. The criminal is responsible for both the physical crime and the political
one.” The article argued that Pieracki did not die for nothing, but sacrificed his life for
the glory of Poland. It also implied that the minister was killed by an enemy who was
cowardly and cunning enough to murder him from behind, and not in front of his eyes
as an enemy on a battlefield would.s

12 For the observation and infiltration of the OUN by the Polish authorities, see Zelenski, Zabojstwo
ministra Pierackiego, 11. For bringing forward the day of assassination, see Zeleniski, Zabéjstwo mini-
stra Pierackiego, 23—24; Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 38. For the arrests on 14 June in Lviv and Cracow,
see Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 9—10, 65. For the discovery of the laboratory during the night of 13—14
June, see “Zbrodnia nie ujdzie bezkarnie. Wywiad u p. Ministra Sprawiedliwos$ci,” Gazeta Polska, 10
July 1934, 1.

13 “Zbrodnia nie ujdzie bezkarnie. Wywiad u p. Ministra Sprawiedliwo$ci,” Gazeta Polska, 10 July 1934, 1.

14 Gazeta Polska, 16 June 1934, 1.

5 Ibid., 1.
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The second page of the issue of the Gazeta Polska for 16 June 1934 informed readers
about the details of the crime, Pieracki’s death in hospital, the unsuccessful pursuit of
the assassin, and the impact of the crime on society. According to this report, the news
about Pieracki’s assassination had spread as fast as lightning throughout the city and
had caused genuine sorrow everywhere. As a sign of mourning, cinemas, restaurants,
and taverns were closed. On the sidewalks, people read the special evening editions of
the newspapers, which kept them informed about the crime and provoked discussion.
Flags were hung on many public and private buildings. The Legion of the Young
(Legion Mlodych), a youth organization associated with the Sanacja movement,
marched from the hospital where Pieracki had died, to the Belweder, the palace where
Marshal Pilsudski lived. During the procession, fights with the Polish fascist organiza-
tion ONR occurred. Similar emotional reactions and manifestations of sorrow emerged
in Lviv, Cracow, Lublin, £.6dZ, Vilna, Bialystok, and Torun. Gazeta Polska reported that
such capitals as Paris, London, and Bucharest had expressed condolences, and feelings
of disgust for the unknown murderer.

The crime took on the shape of a national tragedy. Pro-government media used the
ceremonies of mourning, grief, and anger to elaborate a collective desire for revenge
and justice. On the next day, 17 June 1934, Gazeta Polska devoted the entire front page
to turning Pieracki into a martyr and hero. This time too, the first page bore a black
frame that made it look like an obituary, but no photograph of Pieracki appeared in the
frame. Instead, the name Bronistaw Pieracki was printed in large letters with a cross
above it, and the letters S and P, the abbreviation for “Of holy memory.” Below, in
smaller but large enough letters, Pieracki’s titles, posts, honors, and medals, such as
“Interior Minister,” “Delegate of Sejm,” and “Holder of the Virtuti Militari Medal,” were
listed. One of these honors was “Brigadier General,” a military rank with which Marshal
Pilsudski had honored Pieracki, the day after his death. Below this enumeration, the
readers were informed that Pieracki had fallen while “standing on guard,” and that the
mourning service would take place on Monday, 18 June at the Church of the Holy Cross.
After the service the coffin would be taken to the main railway station, whence it would
be transported to Nowy Sgcz, the city where Pieracki’s family lived.?”

On the second page, Gazeta Polska reported a special mourning gathering of the
council of ministers at 10:00 a.m. on the day after the assassination, during which
Prime Minister Leon Kozlowski announced that the “punishing hand” should catch not
only the direct, but also the indirect perpetrators of the crime. The government stated
that, until the day of the funeral, flags would be hung at half-mast, and that black rib-
bons would be affixed to them at all public buildings. The president of Warsaw—equiv-
alent to mayor—Marian Zyndram-Ko$cialkowski appealed to Varsovians to decorate
all private houses with flags. Government offices were obliged to mourn for eight days.
The Ministry of Interior Affairs and its branch offices would mourn for twenty-eight
days. The appeal requested the cancellation of ceremonies and festivities during the

16 “Zamordowanie ministra spraw wewnetrznych Bronislawa Pierackiego,” Gazeta Polska, 16 June 1934,
2. For the mourning ceremonies in Cracow, see Ilustrowany Kuryer Codzienny, 19 June 1934, 1. For the
mourning ceremonies in Lviv, see “Manifestacja zalobna we Lwowie,” Ilustrowany Kuryer Codzienny,
19 June 1934, 2.

17 Gazeta Polska, 17 June 1934, 1. For honoring Pieracki with the rank of brigadier general, see “Po
zamordowaniu ministra spaw wewnetrznych Bronistawa Pierackiego,” Gazeta Polska, 17 June 1934, 2.
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mourning period, and obliged all officials to wear mourning ribbons. In all towns and
cities in Poland, as well as in all places outside Poland where Poles were living, mourn-
ing services were to be held. On the day of the funeral, all performances in theatres and
cinemas were cancelled. Polish radio was required to broadcast special programs.:8

Condolences from such prominent persons as Primate August Hlond, ambassadors
of numerous countries to Warsaw, and organizations such as workers’ associations
were published on the second page. A personal decision of Marshal Pilsudski to organ-
ize a military-style funeral was announced, as was a huge mourning march, which
began the same day at 12:00 on Marshal Pilsudski Square, and was attended by
100,000 people. Gazeta Polska also announced that Pieracki’s mother had fainted
when she heard on the radio about the death of her son. The Ministry of Internal Affairs
offered a reward of 100,000 zlotys to the person who helped catch the killer.? On the
third page, Gazeta Polska published an article entitled “A Soldier’s Death.” It depicted
Pieracki as a very respected and patriotic Pole, a faithful servant of the Polish state, as
well as a representative of his generation, who, during and after the First World War,
fought for Polish independence and who was engaged after the war in rebuilding the
state. Pieracki’s assassination was presented as a blow against all patriotic Poles and
was used to evoke a desire for revenge.2° This was strengthened by the observation that
the bullet that hit Pieracki during the struggle for independence in 1915 had not
prevented him from serving the state, but an assassin’s bullet had. The political group
that fired the bullet therefore had to be smashed.2!

The day after his assassination, the street in which Pieracki was killed was renamed
Bronistaw Pieracki Street. Military, social, and workers’ associations and organiza-
tions, as well as leading politicians, came to the ceremony. The renaming ceremony was
conducted by the president of Warsaw, Zyndram-Ko$ciatkowski, who stressed the
tragedy of the loss with the words: “The minister of the Polish Republic, the colonel of
the Polish Army, the soldier of Marshal Pilsudski was murdered! God was desecrated
through the killing of a man, the fatherland was desecrated through the killing of a
minister of the Republic”22 The speaker further indicated that the street should be
renamed, in order to commemorate the efforts that Pieracki had invested in the father-
land, and “to remember that everyone should live and work hard ... according to the
order of the Leader of the Nation (Wé6dz Narodu) [J6zef Pilsudski] to elaborate a Pol-
and as He [the Leader of the Nation] wants to see, and for which we, His soldiers,
fought.”23 Zyndram-Ko$cialtkowski depicted Pieracki as a faithful servant of the state, in
which everything happens for the glory of the leader, and always as the leader wishes.
He also indicated that the loss of Pieracki harmed the whole of society, because it

8 “Po zamordowaniu ministra spaw wewnetrznych Bronistawa Pierackiego,” Gazeta Polska, 17 June
1934, 2, 4. For the special mourning gathering of the council of ministers, see also “Zalobne posiedze-
nie Rady Ministréow,” Ilustrowany Kuryer Codzienny, 18 June 1934, 2; Ilustrowany Express Po-
ranny, 18 June 1934, 1.

19 “Po zamordowaniu ministra spaw wewnetrznych Bronistawa Pierackiego,” Gazeta Polska, 17 June
1934, 2, 4; “Manifestacja zalobna na pl. Jézefa Pilsudskiego,” Gazeta Polska, 18 June 1934, 1.
20 “Zolnierska $mier¢,” Gazeta Polska, 17 June 1934, 3.

21 Pieracki was wounded during the battle in Jastkéw between 31 July and 3 September 1915. For the
instrumentalization of this fact, see “Szlusuj,” Gazeta Polska, 18 June 1934, 1.

22 “Po zamordowaniu ministra spaw wewnetrznych Bronislawa Pierackiego. Stolica w holdzie,” Gazeta
Polska, 17 June 1934, 4, 8.

23 Ibid,, 8.
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harmed the leader. Other Polish cities followed this example and renamed streets after
Pieracki. The municipal council of Chrzan6éw decided to do so on 18 July 1934, and the
one in Kowel followed suit on 20 July.24

Pieracki’s assassination was also used to legitimize the establishment of the pre-
viously mentioned first Polish detention camp in Bereza Kartuska and to repudiate
the Little Treaty of Versailles. Both the detention camp and the repudiation of the
treaty had been planned for some time, but were carried out only after the assassina-
tion.25 Gazeta Polska and Ilustrowany Kuryer Codzienny depicted the creation of
the camp as a necessary response to the assassination.2¢

On 18 June 1934, next to a number of other condolences from various organiza-
tions and offices, Gazeta Polska published the first condolences from Ukrainian
associations in Volhynia.?” It reported that a large demonstration had taken place on
17 June 1934 in Lviv, and that in all other cities of the Lviv, Ternopil’, and Stanyslaviv
voievodeships—all three mainly inhabited by Ukrainians—mourning ceremonies
took place, and resolutions condemning the assassin were passed.2® On the front
page of their 17 June issue, Ilustrowany Kuryer Codzienny printed a long article
titled “Bloody Hands ...” The article was a response to the discovery of the OUN
laboratory in Cracow and to the mass arrests of OUN members on 14 June. The
author of the article exposed the violent and criminal nature of the OUN, condemned
the Greek Catholic Church for sanctifying the OUN, and called on the church to dis-
tance itself from the OUN. The writer did not state that the OUN had committed the
crime against Pieracki, but he described the OUN as a terrorist and criminal
organization that might have carried it out.2?

On 18 June 1934, Pieracki’s corpse was transported from Warsaw to Nowy Sacz, a
small city in Malopolska (Little Poland) where Pieracki’s family lived and where he
was to be buried on 19 June. For this journey a special “mourning train” (pociqgg
zatobny) was prepared. It consisted of a carriage with Pieracki’s body inside, another
carriage which was full of wreaths, and eight carriages for relatives, government
members, and representatives of various organizations and government bodies.
Before the train departed, Prime Minister Kozlowski delivered a speech in which he
stressed that the murder of Pieracki “defamed the honor of our country, it insulted
our instinct of justice and public morality.”3°

24 “Ul. Pierackiego w Chrzanowie,” Gazeta Polska, 19 June 1934, 4; “Ulica B. Pierackiego w Kowlu,”
Gazeta Polska, 21 June 1934, 2.

25 The detention camp was established on 17 June 1934 by a decree of Ignacy Moscicki, the president of
the Second Republic. Cf. Polit, Miejsce odosobnienia, 31. For Pilsudski’s approval of the estab-
lishment of the camp, see Polit, Miejsce odosobnienia, 37. For regulations concerning incarceration,
see Polit, Miejsce odosobnienia, 40. Ukrainians made up a significant number of the prisoners at Be-
reza Kartuska. On 17 September 1939 there were 7,000 prisoners in the camp, of whom 4,500 were
Ukrainians. Cf. Polit, Miejsce odosobnienia, 120. For the repudiation of the treaty, see Korzec, Polen
und der Minderheitenvertrag, 523, 540—41.

26 “Obozy izolacyjne,” Gazeta Polska, 18 June 1934, 1; “Nowy okres w polskiej polityce wewnetrznej,”
Tlustrowany Kuryer Codzienny, 21 czerwca 1934, 1-2.

27 “Kondolencje reprezentacji ukrainskiej,” Gazeta Polska, 18 June 1934, 2.

28 “Wielka manifestacja we Lwowie,” Gazeta Polska, 18 June 1934, 2.

29 Ilustrowany Kuryer Codzienny, 17 czerwca 1934, 1.

30 “Zolnierz i maz stanu. Przemoéwienie pana premiera L. Koztowskiego,” Gazeta Polska, 19 June 1934, 1.
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The “mourning train” left Warsaw at 1:00 p.m. On the way to Nowy Sacz, it paused
for ten to thirty minutes in each of the seven main cities, allowing their delegations and
the crowds who came to see the train to pay homage to the dead minister. So many
wreaths were brought to the train on the way to Nowy Sacz that a second carriage had to
be added for wreaths. Where the train did not stop, it was greeted with the ringing of
church bells and was pelted with flowers. Airplanes escorted the train for a time. In
Tarnéw, crowds with torches gathered on both sides of the train, and peasant girls
genuflected and prayed with outstretched hands.3!

After three and a half days of collective mourning, the funeral itself took on a very
ceremonial shape, as promised by the Wo6dz, Marshal Pilsudski, the most revered
person in the state. Enchanted by nationalism and patriotism, Polish society did not
notice the ideological nature of the process that transformed Pieracki into a hero and
martyr. At the mourning service in Nowy Sacz, Bishop Lisowski delivered a sermon
that made members of the government, and “old, battle-hardened soldiers” who had
fought for the independence of Poland, weep.32 Mounted on a gun carriage, Pieracki’s
coffin was then transported to the cemetery. During the funeral, Stanistaw Car, dep-
uty marshal of the Sejm, like many speakers before him, characterized Pieracki as a
faithful servant of Pilsudski—the “genius and Leader of the Nation”—and expressed
the hope that the hand of justice would finally catch the murderer.33

Newspapers, radio stations, and the educational ministry participated in these po-
litical mourning carnivals. Even if they did not all politicize the mourning rituals as
extensively as Gazeta Polska, the semi-official paper of the Sanacja government, they
did help to initiate the new political myth of the brave Pieracki who fell for his country.
Polish radio (Radjofonja Polska), for example, canceled many scheduled programs in
order to broadcast mourning services from churches in Warsaw and Nowy Sacz, and
speeches from various other ceremonies. It also reported the journey of the “mourning
train” in detail and broadcast programs that discussed the assassination and its reper-
cussions.34 The education minister ordered that every class in every school devote one
hour to a discussion of Pieracki’s passing.35 Gazeta Lwowska transformed the whole
first page of its issue for 19 June into a huge obituary (Fig. 7).3¢

The collective ideological work on the new political myth of Pieracki culminated in a
book entitled Bronistaw Pieracki: Brigadier General, Interior Minister, Deputy of
Sejm, Soldier, Statesman, Human Being, published by the Creative State Propaganda
Institute in late 1934.37 The aim of the publication was to characterize Pieracki as a
faithful servant of his fatherland and “his Leader [Pilsudski], who liberated Poland
from enslavement.” The publication placed Pieracki in the pantheon of Polish heroes,

31 “Po zamordowaniu ministra spaw wewnetrznych Bronistawa Pierackiego. Ceremonial pogrzebowy,”
Gazeta Polska, 17 June 1934, 2; “Na dworcu gtéowym,” Gazeta Polska, 19 June 1934, 2; “W drodze do
Nowego Sacza,” Gazeta Polska, 19 June 1934, 4.

32 “Szloch zahartowanych zomierzy,” Ilustrowany Express Poranny, 21 June 1934, 1.

33 “Pogrzeb $. p. ministra Bronitlawa Pierackiego w Nowym Saczu,” Gazeta Polska, 20 June 1934, 1. For
Pieracki’s corpse transported on a gun carriage, see Ilustrowany Kuryer Codzienny, 21 June 1934, 3.

3¢ “Radjofonja Polska ku czci $. p. Bronistawa Pierackiego,” Gazeta Polska, 25 June 1934, 5.

35 “W szkolach o §. p. min. Pierackim,” Gazeta Polska, 5 July 1934, 2.

36 Gazeta Lwowska, 19 June 1934, 1.

37 Bronistaw Pieracki: General brygady, minister spaw wewnetrznych, poset na Sejm, mqz stanu,
czlowiek (Warsaw: Instytut Propagandy Panstwowo-Tworczej, 1934).
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martyrs, and statesmen.38 For this purpose, the captivating and harrowing informa-
tion about the assassination, the escape of the assassin, the death of Pieracki in hos-
pital, his mother’s fainting on hearing the news, the condolences from around the
world, the mourning ceremonies in all Polish cities, the funeral, and the funeral ora-
tions by various politicians were ordered in a hagiographical narrative.39

The two main Ukrainian newspapers that appeared in the Second Polish Repub-
lic, Dilo and Novyi chas, were much more restrained about the highly stylized
mourning of the Polish interior minister and did not participate in the collective
elaboration of the Pieracki myth. Dilo limited itself to publishing factual information
about the assassination and the mourning ceremonies, together with reports on the
reactions of other newspapers.4° It also published the condolences of the Ukrainian
Parliamentary Representation, and reported the mass arrests of the OUN, which di-
verted the attention of its readers from the mourning ceremonies.4!

At the same time, Dilo kept its readers informed about local trials of OUN mem-
bers. During the mourning period and the following months, three such trials occurred.
They were understood as political and were depicted as such by the press. At a trial in
Ternopil’, four OUN members were prosecuted for killing a policemen and for belong-
ing to the OUN. The article in Dilo on the subject was entitled “Huge Political Trial in
Ternopil’ for Belonging to OUN and Murdering Police Officer.”42 In this trial, two of the
OUN members were sentenced to death, one received a life sentence, and one was
released.43

Novyi chas was even more reluctant than Dilo to comment on Pieracki’s assassi-
nation. On 16 June 1934, the first day after the assassination, Novyi chas preferred to
use the front page for information about one of the local trials of OUN members, rather
than information about the assassination.44 It kept to this policy in the following two
issues, devoting the front and many other pages to reports about trials of OUN mem-
bers in Stanyslaviv and Sambir (Sambér) and omitting any information about Pie-
racki’s death.45s Indeed, Novyi chas did not announce the assassination until 20 June
1934, the day after Pieracki’s funeral, when it started the announcement with the gov-
ernment’s decision to establish a detention camp for people endangering the state.4¢

On 10 July 1934, almost a month after the assassination, Gazeta Polska published
an interview with Justice Minister Czestaw Michalkowski. The minister explained that

38 Bronistaw Pieracki, 9, 97.

39 1bid., 27-109.

40 “Pislia vbyvstva min. Pierats’koho,” Dilo, 17 June 1934, 8; “Pislia vbyvstva min. Pierats’koho,” Dilo, 18
June 1934, 6; “Pislia vbyvstva min. Pierats’koho,” Dilo, 20 June 1934, 3; “Varshavs’kyi zamakh,” Dilo,
21 June 1934, 1, 4; “Varshavs’ki nastroi po krivavim atentati,” Dilo, 24 June 1934, 2.

41 “Pislia vbyvstva min. Pierats’koho,” Dilo, 20 June 1934, 3; “Revizii ta areshtuvannia sered ukraintsiv u
Krakovi,” Dilo, 17 June 1934, 1; “Masovi areshtovannia u L'vovi,” Dilo, 20 June 1934, 4; “Masovi
areshtovannia u Halychyni,” Dilo, 21 June 1934, 1.

42 “Velykyi politychnyi protses u Ternopoli,” Dilo, 20 June 1934, 4.

43 “Prysud u ternopil’s’komu protsesi,” Dilo, 22 June 1934, 3. For a trial in Stanyslaviv, see “Velykyi
politychnyi protses u Stanislavovi,” Dilo, 22 July 1934, 4. For another trial for planning the assassina-
tion of education officer Gadomski, see “Novyi politychnyi protses u L'vovi. Za plianovane vbyvstvo
kuratora Gadoms’koho,” Dilo, 22 June 1934, 6. For the assassination of Ivan Babii, see “Dyrektor Ivan
Babii zastrilenyi,” Dilo, 277 July 1934, 1.

44 “Pered velykym protsesom O.U.N. v Stanislavovi,” “Za prynalezhnist’ do O.U.N.” and “Politychnyi
protses u Ternopoli,” Novyi chas, 16 June 1934, 1, 2.

45 Cf. the two issues of Novyi chas for 17 and 18 June 1934.

46 “Pislia zamakhu,” Novyi chas, 20 June 1934, 1.
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investigators had determined that the OUN had planned and conducted the assassina-
tion, and that three people involved in the assassination had been arrested. The
assassin himself was not arrested. He had escaped from Poland, although the Polish
authorities had tried diligently to capture him. The names of the assassin and the
people under arrest were not revealed.4” But the interview had left no doubt as to which
organization was responsible for the assassination of the exemplary Polish patriot,
statesman, hero, and martyr. Polish society was outraged at that time by the assassina-
tion, and exhausted by the exaggerated and politicized mourning rituals.

After the justice minister’s announcement of the results of the investigation, the
UNDO, in a short resolution released on 13 July 1934 condemned the OUN, its ter-
rorist nature, and its pernicious influence on Ukrainian youth.4® Novyi shliakh, a
Ukrainian newspaper published in Canada, reacted with a condemnation of UNDO
and characterized its leaders as people who “signed a document that means to dec-
lare war on Ukrainian revolutionary nationalism and the OUN.”49

Ukrainian newspapers changed their method of reporting on and judging the
OUN and its terrorist acts only on 25 July 1934 when the OUN killed Ivan Babii, the
director of and a teacher at a Ukrainian high school in Lviv. Before he was shot to
death, Babii had already been beaten up on two occasions by OUN operatives, once
on 11 November and again on 23 November 1932.5° Having killed Babii and realizing
that he could not escape, the young assassin and OUN member Mykhailo Tsar shot
himself in the head and died some hours later in hospital. The assassination of Ivan
Babii provoked a completely different reaction from the editors of Novyi chas, who
had been reluctant a few days earlier to inform their readers about Pieracki’s assassi-
nation but now printed an article entitled “Horrible Assassination” on the front page.
A number of other articles devoted to this topic followed.5

Dilo also reported feverishly about the murder of Babii and the desperate assas-
sin’s suicide.5? The assassination provoked Dilo to take a critical position toward the
OUN and to condemn its politics again. Shortly after the assassination, an anonym-
ous journalist for Dilo pointed out: “This latest murder is the result of a tragic mis-
understanding. Because of a tragic misunderstanding, members of the same nation
kill each other.”s3 On 5 August, ten days after the murder of Babii, Metropolitan
Andrei Sheptyts’kyi, the head of the Greek Catholic Church, also condemned the
deed in Dilo. He called Babii’s assassins “Ukrainian terrorists” and “enemies of the
[Ukrainian] nation.”s4 According to another source, Sheptyts’kyi stated in reaction to
Babii’s assassination: “If you want to treacherously kill all those who oppose your

47 “Zbrodnia nie ujdzie ...” Gazeta Polska, 10 July 1934, 1.

48 Zynovii Knysh, Varshavs’kyi protses OUN: Na pidlozhi pol’s’ko-ukrains’kykh vidnosyn tiiei doby
(Toronto: Sribna Surma, 1986), 285-87.

49 Knysh, Varshavs’kyi protses, 287. .

50 “Wyrok,” TsDIAL, f. 205, spr. 3125, 61.; Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 55.

51 “Zhakhlyvyi atentat,” Novyi chas, 27 July 1934, 1. For other articles see the issues of Novyi chas for 29
and 30 June 1934.

52 “Dyrektor Ivan Babii zastrilenyi” and “Trahedia dyrektora,” Dilo, 27 July 1934, 1; “Pislia trahichnoi
smerty dyr. Ivana Babiia,” Dilo, 28 July 1934, 3—4. Babii was assassinated by OUN member Mykhailo
Tsar. The assassination was prepared by Maliutsa, Pidhainyi, Kachmars’kyi, Myhal’, and others. The
assassination was ordered by Bandera before hisarrest on 14 June. Cf. Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 90—91.

53 “Pislia trahichnoi smerty dyr. Ivana Babiia,” Dilo, 28 July 1934, 4.

54 “Holos Mytropolyta,” Dilo, 5 August 1934, 3.
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work, you will have to kill all teachers and professors who work for the Ukrainian
youth, all fathers and mothers of Ukrainian children.”s5 The assassination of Pier-
acki, on the other hand, had not provoked a similar reaction on the part of Shep-
tyts’kyi.

More than a year later, in the second half of October 1935, the first commemorative
celebration of Pieracki’s death took place in Nowy Sacz. Delegations from various so-
cial, political, and cultural organizations, together with military and police units from
around the country arranged to participate. According to the schedule of events, Pie-
racki’s coffin was carried at 7 p.m. on 19 October from the new cemetery to a chapel in
the old cemetery. On the morning of Sunday 20 October, Franciszek Lisowski, a bishop
from Ternopil’, conducted a memorial service in the chapel. During the service, mem-
bers of Pieracki’s family were accompanied by the First Regiment of the Riflemen from
Podhale, representatives of the Polish government, of organizations from different
parts of Poland, and of the local population. After the memorial service Pieracki’s coffin
was located in a simple military-style mausoleum. The placing of Pieracki’s coffin in the
mausoleum was accompanied by the military song “We, the First Brigade” (My,
Pierwsza Brygada) performed by the riflemen. Following this ceremony, a corner-
stone was set for a future riflemen’s house (dom strzelecki) in Nowy Sacz, which was
named after Pieracki. Bishop Lisowski blessed the cornerstone, and Prime Minister
Marian Zyndram-KoS$cialkowski delivered a speech.5¢ A month later, the long trial of
the OUN members, who had organized Pieracki’s assassination, began.

The First Trial of OUN Members in Warsaw

In a trial lasting from 18 November 1935 to 13 January 1936, twelve OUN members—
Stepan Bandera, Daria Hnatkivs'ka, Iaroslav Karpynets’, Ievhen Kachmarskyi, My-
kola Klymyshyn, Mykola Lebed’, Ivan Maliutsa, Bohdan Pidhainyi, Roman Myhal’,
Iaroslav Rak, Iakiv Chornii, and Kateryna Zaryts’ka—were accused either of organiz-
ing and conducting the assassination of Pieracki, or of helping the assassin to escape.
In addition, all of them were accused of “being active in the OUN, which tried to
separate from the Polish state its south-eastern voivodeships.” Especially the latter
accusation made the trial a political one. The authorities used it to “show justice,” but
they did not intend to stage a show trial. On the one hand, the prosecutors investi-
gated the crime in depth and scrupulously presented their results to the public. On
the other hand, the trial was used to demonstrate how the authorities would proceed
against individuals or groups who attacked or harmed the Polish state, questioned its
existence or tried to separate any of its territory.5

55 Quoted in John-Paul Himka, “Christianity and Radical Nationalism: Metropolitan Andrei Sheptytsky
and the Bandera Movement,” in State Secularism and Live Religion in Soviet Russia and Ukraine,
ed. Catherine Wanner (New York: Oxford University Press, 2012), 97.

56 “Program uroczysto$ci ku czci $. p. min. Bronistawa Pierackiego w Nowym Saczu,” Gazeta Polska, 18
October 1935, 2.

57 Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 2—4. The trial in Warsaw was the only trial dedicated to Pieracki’s
assassination, but it was followed by another massive trial in Lviv from 25 May to 27 June 1936. The
Lviv trial dealt with several other crimes that were committed, in part by the OUN members who had
been on trial in Warsaw, and in part by others. The numerous other OUN members who were arrested
in the summer of 1934 were tried in local courts, if they did not qualify for the Warsaw or Lviv trials.



Chapter 3: Pieracki’s Assassination and the Warsaw and Lviv Trials 129

Fig. 8. OUN leaflet with the defendants from the Warsaw trail.
Poltava, Zhyttia Stepana Bandery, 18.

Before the Warsaw trial began, the twelve OUN members involved in Pieracki’s
assassination had been interrogated for about a year. For the first time since his arrest,
Bandera was interrogated on 16 June 1934. During this interrogation Bandera denied
that he belonged to the OUN. He informed the investigating officer, who wanted to
interrogate him in Polish, that he knew Polish but would only answer in Ukrainian. Due
to the “impossibility to communicate,” the interrogation was postponed until 26
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June.58 On 12 November 1934, Bandera again denied belonging to the OUN. He also
claimed that he did not know Lebed’ and could not recognize him on a photograph. On
16 November 1934, he said that not only did he not belong to the OUN but that he had
nothing in common with it.5 On 10 January 1935, Bandera denied that he had sus-
pected Bachyns’kyi of being an informer, denied that he had ordered his murder, and
denied that he had ordered the disposal of his corpse. He would only confirm that he
knew Bachyns’kyi from the Ukrainian Student House.® During the same interrogation
he denied knowing Lemyk and ordering him to kill the Soviet consul and denied know-
ing Matseiko and ordering him to kill Pieracki.¢! In a similar manner, Bandera denied
several dozen criminal deeds.52

The protocols of the interrogation between 16 June and 26 September 1934 are
missing. According a protocol dated 277 September, Bandera claimed that he was inter-
rogated without interruption from 9 a.m. on 6 August, to 8 p.m. on 11 August. Although
he had already signed a protocol on 7 August at about 8 p.m., the interrogators contin-
ued to interrogate him for four more days. They did not allow him to sleep or even rest,
and they informed him that they would not stop until he gave them further information.
In order to interrupt the interrogation, Bandera informed them on Saturday 11 August
that he would give them further statements on Monday 13 August, and would also pre-
pare a statement about his views on the OUN for the newspapers. He was taken to his
cell, from where he informed other OUN prisoners about the circumstances of the in-
terrogation, shouting through an open window: “[It’s] Bandera! I testified [sic]; the
police keep interrogating without interruption, all day and night, and demand other
statements. I was interrogated from Monday till Saturday, and on Monday they will
interrogate me further.” On Monday 13 August, Bandera told the interrogators that he
would not do as he had promised on Saturday, and that he had only made the promise
in order to interrupt the interrogation and to inform other OUN prisoners about the
conduct of the interrogators.®3 Another OUN prisoner, Klymyshyn, did not mention
such interrogation methods in his memoirs, but, unlike Bandera, he decided from the
very beginning not to make any statement or answer any questions.%4

Several other arrested OUN members, for example Stets’ko and Ianiv, consistently
denied everything, like Bandera. Roman Shukhevych even stated that he “does not
agree with the ideology of the OUN because it does not lead to the aim.”%5 Nevertheless,
the interrogating officers obtained a huge amount of information about the structure of
the OUN and Bandera’s role in the organization from other sources. One of the sources
consisted of the OUN members Ivan Maliutsa, Roman Myhal’, Bohdan Pidhainyi, and

58 Interrogation of Stepan Bandera, 16 June 1934, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, od. 76, 35.

59 Interrogation of Stepan Bandera, 12 November 1934, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, od. 76, 38.

60 Interrogation of Stepan Bandera, 10 January 1935, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, od. 76, 39, 41. For the
suggestion that Bandera ordered the burial of Bachyns’kyi’s corpse, see Interrogation of Bohdan Pid-
hainyi, 28 December 1934, TSDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, od. 77, 67.

61 Interrogation of Stepan Bandera, 10 January 1935, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, od. 76, 46—48.

62 TSDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, od. 76, 33—54.

63 TsDIAL,f. 371, 0p. 1, spr. 8, od. 76, 37, quoted in Zhyttia i diial'nist’, ed. Posivnych, 2011, 281-82. When I
worked in TsDIAL in 2008 the file with Bandera’s interrogation did not contain folio number 37. I dis-
covered it only reading Posivnych’s publication from 2011, in which the document is reprinted.

64 Klymyshyn, V pokhodi, 1.

65 TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, od. 77, 179. For Stets’ko and Ianiv, see Interrogation of Iaroslav Stets’ko,
18 February 1935 and 1 August 1935, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, od. 77, 163—66; Interrogation of
Volodymyr Ianiv, 7 February 1935 and 28 July 1935, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, od. 77, 202—205.
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Ievhen Kachmars'kyi, who began to reveal the secrets of the organization during their
interrogations. ¢

Myhal’ and Maliutsa decided to testify because they had “qualms of conscience”
about their deeds. Both were involved in the murder of Ivan Babii on 25 July 1934, and
Myhal’ was also involved in the murder of OUN member Bachyns’kyi on 31 March 1934.
Both Bachyns’kyi and Babii were killed on Bandera’s order. Babii was accused by Ban-
dera of supporting the Polish authorities and of suppressing Ukrainian nationalism.
Bachyns’kyi was murdered because Bandera suspected him of collaborating with the
Polish intelligence service.®” Myhal’, and Sen’kiv invited Bachyns’kyi, for a drink on 9
May 1934. They felt that they had to get drunk before shooting him, because they had an
amicable relationship with him.68 After murdering Bachyns’kyi, Myhal’ fell into a deep
depression, and the OUN sought to “liquidate” him.®9 Of the four individuals who in-
formed on their comrades, only Pidhainyi later tried to withdraw his testimony on the
grounds that it was made under duress.”°

Another major source of information was the Senyk archives, an important collec-
tion of about 2,500 OUN documents that were confiscated in Prague in 1933 from the
house of OUN member Omelian Senyk. The Czechoslovak intelligence service made
these documents available to the Polish service.” The contents of the Senyk archives
helped the investigators to persuade some of the defendants to testify.”2 Together with
the contents of the Senyk archives, their evidence enabled Prosecutor Zelenski to write
a detailed act of indictment, containing much information about the structure, deeds,
and financing of the OUN.7s In the course of the investigation, Zeleniski prepared
twenty-four volumes of investigation records for the Warsaw trial.74

According to the evidence given during the investigation, Bandera’s role in Pie-
racki’s assassination was significant. He was accused of persuading Matseiko to murder
Pieracki and of providing him with the gun. He was accused of supplying Lebed” with
money, for the purpose of observing Pieracki in Warsaw, and was also accused of other
aspects of the crime.”s According to prosecutor Zelenski, however, it was not Bandera
who made the initial decision to kill Pieracki, but the leadership in exile, or the PUN. In

66 Interrogations of Ievhen Kachmars’kyi TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, od. 76, 77-119; Zelenhski,
Zabdjstwo ministra Pierackiego, 69—70. Ivan Maliutsa was arrested on 10 August 1934, Roman
Myhal’ on 24 September 1934, and Bohdan Pidhainyi on 14 June 1934.

67 Interrogation of Roman Myhal, 21 December 1934, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, od. 76, 277, 279;
Zeleniski, Zabdjstwo ministra Pierackiego, 18—20; Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 2, 87—92.

68 Interrogation of Roman Myhal, 31 December 1935, TsDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, od. 76, 287-88;
Interrogation of Roman Senkiv, 3 January 1935, TSDIAL, f. 371, op. 1, spr. 8, od. 77, 129; “Proces.
Zeznania zabdjcy Baczynskiego. Pytania Myhala,” Gazeta Polska, 12 December 1935, 4.

69 Zelenski, Zabojstwo ministra Pierackiego, 18—20; Zeletiski, Akt oskarzenia, 2, 87-92.

70 Zelenski, Zabdjstwo Ministra Pierackiego, 25—27.

71 The Polish intelligence service received 418 original and 2,055 photographed documents from the
Czechoslovak intelligence service. Cf. Wyrok,” TsDIAL, f. 205, spr. 3125, 14; “Proces o zamordowanie §.
p. ministra Br. Pierackiego,” Gazeta Polska, 20 November 1935, 6; Posivnych, Varshavs’kyi akt, 168—
69.

72 Klymyshyn, V pokhodi, 1:123-25. .

73 For the act of indictment, see Wladystaw Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia.

74 “Proces,” Gazeta Polska, 19 November 1935, 4. During my research I did not find the twenty-four
volumes, which were very likely lost during the Second World War. Klymyshyn mentions “more than
forty-five volumes,” see Klymyshyn, V pokhodi, 1:123.

75 Zelenski, Akt oskarzenia, 2-3.
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particular, it was alleged that Konovalets’, Iaryi, and Senyk had issued the order and
instructed Bandera and other members to organize and carry out the assassination.”®

Stepan Shukhevych and Volodymyr Starosol’s’kyi, two lawyers who had previously
acted for the OUN, were called as witnesses for the prosecution. This made it impossi-
ble for them to act as defending lawyers in this trial, despite the request of the families
of the defendants. The two lawyers were therefore replaced by Volodymyr Horbovyi,
Stanislav Shlapak, Lev Hankevych, and Lev Pavents’kyi, all of them less experienced in
this kind of trial than Shukhevych and Starosol’s’kyi.”” According to Stepan Shukhe-
vych, who had not only defended OUN members at several trials but was also connected
with the OUN through family ties, Konovalets’ intended to admit at the beginning of the
trial that the OUN had killed Pieracki, but Hankevych had changed the meaning of the
message before passing it on to the other three defense lawyers.”8

Just as the OUN regarded assassination as a means of propaganda, so they also used
trials as political stages. A trial was an opportunity to propagate the cause of Ukrainian
nationalism and to draw international attention to the situation of the Ukrainians in
Poland. This frequently came about as the result of an unwritten agreement with ele-
ments of the Ukrainian press, which would depict trials of OUN members as political,
even if they were accused of a robbery or killing a policeman. All trials of OUN members
in the Second Republic were in fact political, because, in addition to the crimes that they
had committed, the defendants were inevitably accused of belonging to the OUN.

The Warsaw trial of the OUN members, like Pieracki’s funeral some months before,
became a political spectacle for the media. Throughout the trial, almost all Polish and
Ukrainian newspapers published detailed reports on the proceedings. Some of them,
for example Express Poranny from Lviv and Ilustrowany Kurier Codzienny from
Cracow, published sensational articles. Polish tabloid newspapers mobilized their
readers’ emotions, publishing front page articles with large headlines such as “Huge
Revelations about Pieracki’s Murders,” “Leaders and Fighters of OUN Paid by Lith-
uania: Unbelievable Revelations at Trial in Warsaw,” or “Amazing Confessions of Wit-
nesses and Devious Strategy of Defense.”79 During the trial, the Ilustrowany Kurier
Codzienny published detailed reports of the crime, and grief-inducing pictures of Pie-
racki’s assassination, of the mourning ceremonies in June 1934, of Pieracki’s body in a
coffin on a catafalque, and of Pieracki’s mausoleum in Nowy Sacz.8°

The main Ukrainian newspaper Dilo published less sensational and more factual
reports from the courtroom. It also printed parts of the indictment, translated into
Ukrainian.8! Novyi chas, another major Ukrainian newspaper, chose a more

76 Ibid., 99; Golczewski, Deutsche und Ukrainer, 697; “Proces o zamordowanie §. p. ministra Br. Pier-
ackiego,” Gazeta Polska, 20 November 1935, 8.

77 Shukhevych, Moie zhyttia, 511—12; “Proces. Bandera,” Gazeta Polska, 3 January 1936, 6.

78 Shukhevych, Moie zhyttia, 515.

79 “Wielkie rewelacje o mordach min. Pierackiego. Pierwszy dzien procesu w Warszawie,” Express
Poranny, 20 November 1935, 1; “Wodzowie i Bojownicy O.U.N. na zoldzie Litwy. Nieslychane rewe-
lacje w procesie warszawskim,” Express Poranny, 21 November 1935, 1; “Rewelacyjne zeznania
$wiadkéw i podstepna taktyka obroany,” Ilustrowany Kurier Codzienny, 14 December 1935, 13.

80 Jlustrowany Kurier Codzienny, 19 November 1935, 1, 16; 20 November 1935, 3, 4.

81 The indictment was published in Ukrainian as “Akt obvynuvachennia,” in Dilo, 19 November 1935, 3—
11; 20 November 1935, 3—6; 21 November 1935, 3—7. Dilo’s reporter complained that it was more
restricted by censorship than Polish newspapers. Cf. “Zahal’ni vrazhinnia nashoho korespondenta,”
Dilo, 20 November 1935, 7.
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sensational path of reporting. It published huge headlines on the first pages, such as
“1