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ABOUT THE ORGANIZATION (OSCE)

The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, also known asthe Hel Sinki process, tracesits
origintothesigning of theHelsinki Final ActinFinland on August 1, 1975, by theleadersof 33 European
countries, theUnited Statesand Canada. Sincethen, itsmembership hasexpanded to 55, reflecting the breskup
of the Soviet Union, Czechodovakia, and Yugodavia (TheFedera Republic of Yugodavia, Serbiaand Mon-
tenegro, hasbeen suspended Snce 1992, leaving thenumber of countriesfully participating a 54.) Asof January
1, 1995, theforma nameof theHelsinki processwas changed to the Organi zation for Security and Cooperation
inEurope (OSCE).

TheOSCEisengagedin dandard sttinginfid dsincduding military security, economicand environmental
cooperation, and human rightsand humanitarian concerns. In addition, it undertakesavariety of preventive
diplomecy initiaivesdesgned to prevent, manageand resolveconflict withinand among the participating States.

TheOSCE hasitsmain officein Vienna, Austria, whereweekly meetingsof permanent representativesare
held. Inaddition, gpecidized seminarsand mestingsareconvened invariousl ocationsand periodic consultations
among Senior Officids, Ministersand Headsof Stateor Government areheld.

ABOUT THE COMMISSION (CSCE)

The Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), adso known as the Helsinki
Commission, isaU.S. Government agency created in 1976 to monitor and encourage compliance with
the agreements of the OSCE.

The Commission consistsof ninemembersfromthe U.S. House of Representatives, nine members
from the U.S. Senate, and one member each from the Departments of State, Defense and Commerce.
The positions of Chair and Co-Chair are shared by the House and Senate and rotate every two years,
when anew Congress convenes. A professional staff assists the Commissionersin their work.

To fulfill its mandate, the Commission gathers and disseminates information on Helsinki-rel ated
topics both to the U.S. Congress and the public by convening hearings, issuing reports reflecting the
views of the Commission and/or its staff, and providing information about the activities of the Helsinki
process and events in OSCE participating States.

At the same time, the Commission contributes its views to the general formulation of U.S. policy
on the OSCE and takes part in its execution, including through Member and staff participation on U.S.
Delegations to OSCE meetings as well as on certain OSCE bodies. Members of the Commission have
regular contact with parliamentarians, government officials, representatives of non-governmenta orga-
nizations, and private individuals from OSCE participating States.



THEDECEMBER 1, 1991 REFERENDUM/PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION INUKRAINE

SUMMARY

Inanhistoricreferendum/presidentia e ectionon December 1, 1991, resdentsof Ukraineoverwhem-
ingly voted for independence and chose L eonid Kravchuk, the chairman of therepublic's Supreme
Soviet, aspresident. Hundreds of foreign observersand correspondentswatched as 84 percent of
eigiblevoterswent tothepolls. Over 90 percent of participants, including many non-Ukrainians, cast
bdlotsfor independence.

Former Communigt Party gpparatchik Kravchuk handily wonthepresidency onthefirg round, garner-
ing about 60 percent of the votes. Among the candidates he defeated weretwowel | kownand widely
admired former dissidentsand political prisonerswho had served many yearsin Soviet prisonsfor
advocating Ukrainianindependence.

Theoutcomeof thereferendum, whileexpected, wasneverthe essmomentous.

Ukraine' semergenceasan independent state ended any prospectsof salvaging afederated or even
confederated USSR. Theresultsof thevoting provided thedirect impetusfor the December 8 agree-
ment among the presidentsof Russia, Ukraineand B arusto creastethe Commonwed th of Indepen-
dent States asthe successor entity to the Soviet Union, whichthey formally declared dead.
Theriseof Ukraine—alarge state with 52 million people, ahighly developedindustria base, rich
agricultura cgpabilities, and, not least, nuclear wegponsonitsterritory—a so dtered thegeo- palitica
map of Europe. Western cgpita's, observing thequickly unfolding eventsandtheir ramifications, mede
determined effortsto sop referringtothenew republicintheir midst as“the’” Ukraine, whilepondering
howitsmilitary plansand potentia affect security arrangementsthat gopeared s mpler and sefer withthe
Cold Wer over.

Giventheimportanceof Ukraing sreferendumand presidentid dection, aswell astherepublic’'ssize
andregiond differences, theHelsinki Commission sent three staffersto observethevoting.

Ukraine sparliament had previoudy conveyed formd invitationsto the Commission, which selected
threedistinct citiesasrepresentative sitesto monitor the voting, gaugethe popular mood and gain
different pergpectivesonthepalitica implications: Kiev, thecgpitd, incentra Ukraine; Lviv, theregiond
capital of Western Ukraine, reputedly themost highly nationdist areaof therepublic; and Donetsk, in
Eagtern Ukraine, wherethe populationisheavily Russan or Russified. Unfortunatdly, logistical and
trangportation breskdownsin the decaying Soviet Unionfoiled plansto reach Donetsk, and Commis-
sondaff indead traveed tothecity of Kaniv (asmdl city ontheDniproriver). Thefollowingreportis
based on g&ff observationsover saverd days, and issupplemented by many conversationswith voters
and officias, aswell asUkrainian and central Soviet newspaper andtelevison coverage.

BACKGROUND

OnAugust 24,1991, shortly following thefalled coup-attempt in Moscow, Ukraine's Supreme Council

(parliament) voted to declare Ukraine sindependence. Thedeclaration stated that henceforth, only the Condti-
tution, laws, resolutionsand other legidativeactsof Ukrainearevdid onitsterritory, and caled for areferendum
on December 1to* support the Act declaring independence.” Well before August, the Ukrainian parliament,
under pressurefrom thedemocrati c opposition, wasmoving toward democrétic, peaceful salf-determination.
Under glasnost and perestroika, Ukrainiansbegantoincreasingly assart their cultural and politica identity, spurred
by the Popular Movement of Ukraine, Rukh, and other groupsfavoring Ukrainianindependence. InMarch
1990, Ukrainehdditsfirst multi-candidated ectionsfor parliament, inwhich someone-third of thenew deputies



weremembersof thedemocratic oppogtion. Thesedeputieswereingrumentd in setting theagendaand encour-
aging movestowardsgreater salf- determination, including lawsgiving therepublic control over itsownre-
SOUrCes.

Such pressurewas especialy stronginwestern Ukraine, which cameunder Soviet control only after
World Wear || and wherenationdist sentiment ran highest. Infact, theDecember 1 referendum wasnot thefirst
recent plebiscite onindependence on Ukrainian territory: votersin thewestern Ukraine had displayed their
support for independenceduring Mikhail Gorbachev’sMarch 1991 referendum onmaintainingthe USSR asa
federation. TheLviv regiona council and two other western oblasts, aready controlled by non- communist
forces, authorized aquestion on Ukrainianindependence asan addition to Gorbachev’ sreferendum question
andtothequestion gpproved by Ukraine slegidature soliciting support for Ukraing sJuly 1990 declaration of
soveraegnty. SnceMarch 1991, however, theaccd erating disntegration of the USSR and central Soviet indtitu-
tions, the spread of Ukrainian nationd feding far beyond western regions, and thefalled August putsch made
possi ble—and necessary—arepublic- widereferendum onindependence.

After the August Declaration of Independence, Ukrainequickly passed lawson the cregtion of itsown
army, ondisbanding the K GB and creatingaNationa Security Service, on cregting satefrontiers, onandaiond
guard, customs, andforeigninvestment. Meanwhile, republicleadersrefused to sgnany politica uniontreety:
Supreme Council Chairman Leonid Kravchuk ins sted that Ukrainewould not enter discussionsprior tothe
December 1 referendum about futurepalitica arrangements, including theNovember 14 agreement betweenthe
center and seven republicson anew Uniontreety that created aconfederated Union of Sovereign States. And
only rductantly did Ukraine, on November 6, initid an agreement on anow-defunct economic community with
eight former Soviet republics

Ukrainedso becamemoreactiveintheinternationd arena. After August 1991, the Ukrainiangovernment
expanded effortsto seek both bilateral and multilatera recognition, and Signed severd consular agreementswith
itsneighbors. Ukrainehasattempted to maintain re aionswith Russawhileat thesametime pursuingitsown
prerogatives. In August, Russaand Ukraineagreed to respect each other’ sright to independenceand territoria
integrity; in October, they reiterated their shared support of aready-agreed nuclear and conventiona arms
control treeties. Meanwhile, Leonid Kravchuk traveled tothe United States, Canadaand Francefor discussions
onthehead- of-gateleve about Ukraine simpending independence.

On baththedomegticandinternationd fronts, therefore, Ukraine prepared thegroundwork to support the
widdly anticipated votefor independence on December 1. Theseeffortsproceeded intheface of dark warnings
by Mikhail Gorbachev, by thecentra Soviet mediaand, to someextent, Russian mediaabout thedifficultiesand
dangersUkrainianindependencewould poseto Ukrainiansthemsel ves, totheir neighborsand tointernationa
gability. Many Ukranianslater told Helsinki Commiss on aff thet such attemptstointimidatethem only meade
them moredetermined to seetheir causethroughtotheend.

REFERENDUM PROCEDURES

The December 1 balot on Ukrainian independence asked citizens. “ Do you support the declaration of
Ukrainianindependence?’ Theresponseswere “ Yes, | endorseit” or “No, | donot endorseit.” Voterswereto
crossout theresponsethat they did not want, leaving theresponsethey preferred. Balotswith both answersor
neither onecrossed out wereinvaid. At lesst fifty percent of Ukraing s37 millionvotershad to participatefor the
resultstobebinding.



PROCEDURES

Thedection proceduresweregoverned by aduly 1991 Resolution of the Ukrainian Supreme Council thet
regul ated the d ection proceduresand gppointed the Centra Electora Commissionto organizeand overseethe
elections. TheCommissonformed 27 dectord digtricts—oneeachinthe Crimea, theoblastsof Ukraine, and
thecitiesof Kiev and Sevastopol. Politica parties, associ ationsand movements submitted applicationsto the
Commissontoobtaintheright tonominateapresidential candidate, The Commission a so gpproved thecandi-
dates ligsof dgnaturesand registered the candidatesthemsdves, aswe| astheir authorized representatives (up
to 30) by October 31, 1991.

Thenamesof al registered candidateswere onthebalot issued to voters, whowereto crossout al but
thenameof the candidatethey supported. If no namesor morethan onenamewasl eft uncrossed out, theballot
wascongderedinvdid. Towinthedection, apresdentia candidatehad toreceiveover fifty percent of thevote
cadt. If no candidatereceived amgority, thetwo top vote-getterswould meet inarunoff on December 15.

Inorder to beregistered asacandidate, anindividual had to obtain 100,000 signatures before October
31,1991. Over ninety peopledeclared themsa vespresidential candidates, but only sevenindividuashad col-
| ected the necessary 100,000 signatures by the October 31 deadline. They included aformer high-ranking
Communist Party functionary, twoformer politica prisoners, aminister, adirector of acooperative, and two
scientists. Four of the candidatescamefrom thedemocratic oppositionintheUkrainian parliament. All seven
favored anindependent Ukraineand urged apostivevotein thereferendum.

CANDIDATES
Leonid Kravchuk—Chairman, Ukrainian Supreme Soviet (Parliament) and formerly second secretary
of theUkrainian Communist Party Centra Committeein chargeof ideol ogy.

\Wached av Chor novil—Member of Ukrainian parliament; Chairman, Lviv regiona (oblast) council;
endorsed by Rukh; former political prisoner and Ukrainian Helsinki Monitor; former journdis.

Levko Lukianenko—Member of Ukrainian parliament; Chairman, Ukrainian Republican Party; former
politica prisoner and Helsinki Monitor; juridt.

I hor Yukhnovskiy—Chairman, December 1, KarodnaRada(democratic oppositionfactionin Ukrai-
nianparliament); head, parliamentary commisson oneducation; scientis.

\olodymyr Gryniov—Vice Chairman, Ukrainian parliament; chairman, Party for the Democratic Re-
birth of Ukraine; mathemati csprofessor; ethnic RussanfromKharkiv.

Leopold Taburiansky—Chairman of Dnipropetrovsk- based cooperative Olymp and leader of the
Peopl€ sParty of Ukraine.

Oleksander Tkachenko—AgricultureMinister of Ukraine. Tkachenko withdrew hiscandidacy afew
daysbeforethedection.



The candidateswereentitled to receive 75,000 rubles each from the parliament for their campaigns.
Donationsfor each campai gn werenot to exceed 150,000 rublesfrom outsidethe parliament, so no candidate
could spend morethan 225,000 rubles.

TheCandidates Platforms. Thecandidates platformsagreed on most key issues, reflecting theinflu-
enceof thedemocratic movement Rukh, aswell asof the Rukh-affiliated Ukrainian Republicanand Ukrainian
Democratic parties. All candidates supported i ndependence and the consolidation of Ukrainian statehood,
building ademocratic statebased onruleof law and repect for humanrightsand liberties, especidly of nationd
minorities, which conditute nearly one-quarter of Ukraing spopul aion. Thecandidatesa so agreed ondevel op-
ing amarket-oriented economy, athough there were differences among them asto the pace and scope of
economicreforms. Whilerg ecting any kind of control by thecenter, they recognized that maintaining someties,
especidly economicties, withtheother republicsof theformer Soviet Unionwasnecessary.

Candidatesdiffered onwhether Ukraineshould beafederd republic, with Kravchuk envisoning Ukraine
as 12 self-governing economic zones and not asafederative-land system, asmost of the other candidates
favored. Most candidates appeared to favor the notion of someregiona self-ruleand of national-cultura au-
tonomy for nationa minorities.

Kravchukand hisRivals. Ingenerd, Ukraine spresidentia e ectionwasasecondary concernfor the
electorate, which concentrated itseffortsand hopes on hol ding an overwhel mingly successful independence
referendum. Neverthel ess, votershad clear preferencesinacontest which centered not on programsbut onthe
candidates personditiesand pagts. For many people, thedecison ultimately camedown to onequestion: would
the Communist Party career of Leonid Kravchuk outweigh hispolitical experienceand reputation asaclever,
pragmatic tectician—fegturing atransformeation from Communist Party ideol ogueto Ukrainian nationdis—and
cause hisdefest at the hands of the splintered but non-communist, democratic opposition that had fought the
communistsfor years, even at thecost of prison and exile? AsVyachedav Chornovil put it when asked what
diginguishedhisplatformfrom Kravchuk's, “ dmog nothing, exoept thet my programis30yearsoldand Kravchuk's
isthreemonthsold.”

But even supportersof other candidates acknowledged to Helsinki Commission saff that Kravchuk isa
gifted politician who seemed to many votersthe best choicein acomplex transition period for Ukraine. His
postionascharman of therepublic’ sparliament dlowed himtotrave aoroad and meat foreignleaders, indluding
President Bush, and his association with western heads of state raised his stock. On the other hand, even
Chornovil’ sstaunchest adherentsconceded that their candidate, whilerecognized asan effectiveleader of Lviv
oblagt, isanemoationd and sometimesimpulsveindividud, which certainly strengthened him during hisyearsof
dissdencebut which may have seemed lessthan presidentia . Andfindly, theinability of non-communist forces
to consolidate and offer the votersone candidate against Kravchuk undoubtedly contributed to hisvictory.
Chornovil conjectured that thes ght of asplintered opposition made K ravchuk ssemmore® stabl€’ tovoters.
ThePresdentid Campaign

Ukrainehasmadenotablestridesintheconduct of campaignssincetheMarch 1990 el ections. All candi-
dateshad accessto resourcesand to the media— newspapers, radio and republicantelevision. Indeed, the
Ukrainian mediafocused agreat dedl of attention onthe candidatesand their platforms.



Representativesof Rukh expressed mixed fedingsover candidates accesstotherepublic-widemedia,
dlegingthat Kravchuk received consderably moreexposurethan any of the other candidates. (Accordingto
onestudy, Kravchuk and AgricultureMinister Tkachenko received 63 percent of themediacoveragefurnished
tod| thecandidates, with theremainder going totheother five—al of whomweremembersof thedemocratic
oppasition.) But Rukh spokesmenweregenerdly pleased withtheNovember 29 roundtableof thesix remaining
candidatesonrepublic-wideteevison.

All candidates, especidly theleading contenders, traveled around Ukraine promoting their respective
candidacies. But Kravchuk benefited greatly from thenatura advantagesof incumbency, which afforded him
congtant mediaexposure, andwhichdlowed himtotravel dl over Ukraineinhisownarplaneinstead of relying
onAeroflot, and explaiting theinfrastructureavailableto the chairman of therepublic’ sparliament. Atthesame
time, VWachedav Chornovil, Kravchuk’sstrongest riva, d so made use of the advantagesof being Rukh'scan-
didate, dthough hisresourcesweredwarfed by Kravchuk’s. Chornovil, who staged aparticularly activecam-
paign, traveled widdy outsde hispower baseinwestern Ukraine. In addition to promoting hisown candidecy,
heviewed hiscampagnasavehideinfurthering theided sof Ukrainian democraticindependence, especidly in
areaswherethey werenot firmly rooted. Chornovil dsohoped, asan RFE/RL analyst put it, to* set therecord
straight about the supposed radicd *Western Ukrainian’ nationalism that the Communist presshad portrayed
himasrepresenting.”

The Campaign for the Referendum. Rukh was especialy active on the referendum question, with
10,000- 20,000 activigts, mostly fromwestern Ukraine, traveling to the eastern and southernregionsto advo-
cateindependenceonagrass-rootslevd, including thedistribution of millionsof legflets. They werejoined by
severa dozen Ukrainian- Americansand Canadians. Rukh observerscharacterized the campaignto Helsinki
Commissondaff aslargdy freeandfair, dthoughthey notedirregul aritiesin placessuch asCrimeaand Mykaolalv,
wheresome pro- independenceliteraturewas not permitted and where Rukh activistswerereportedly refused
entry. They noted that many of the old apparatchiksweretill in place, obstructing the campaign effortsby
democrdicactivigds. Therewasd so agitation againgt independence, epeciadly fromfledgling“ interfronts’ which
cdledfor secessonfrom Ukrainein saverd regionsineastern and southern Ukraine. Rukh officdscdamedthat
theseefforts, led by aportion of theRussanintdligentsia, found minima support among ethnic Russans. Onthe
other hand, aUkrainian parliamentary committeereportedly ordered collectivesto hold meetingsand endorse
thereferendum. (NOTE: Try toconfirmthidl)

Rukh representativesexpressed particul ar sati faction with mediaexposureon thequestion of thereferen-
dum onindependence. Indeed, prior to and ontheeveof thedection, republicantdevisonandradiodevoted a
substantia amount of timeto stressing thecritica importance of apositivevoteonindependence (and pointing
out M oscow’ seconomic exploitation of Ukraine). Not surprisingly, the Ukrainian parliament, which had passed
the August 24 independence declaration, was unabashed initssupport for thereferendum. HolosUkrainy
reported on November 28 that an apped of the Presidium of the Parliament was sent to those oblastswitha
largenumber of undecided votersurging citizensto votefor independence.

Military Participationin\bting. All resdentsof Ukraineover 18 yearsold could vote. The€electorate
asoincluded Soviet military forcesstationed in Ukraine, about whom the Presidium of Ukraine sSupreme
Soviet issued aresolutionin November permitting themto voteon December 1. Soldiers, irrespectiveof whether
they wereof Ukrainianorigin, from Ukraineor other republics, did not haveto vote but werefreeto participate.



Thedecisontogrant dl soldiersthevotewasnot asrisky asmight appear, giventhelarge proportion of
Ukrainiansinthe Soviet Army in Ukraine, and disenfranchising them could have been even morerisky. As
Chornovil notedinaDecember Linterview with Vlysokii Zamok, aRussian-language newspaper of theLviv
Oblast council, Ukrainian|eaderspursued acareful policy of not dienating soldiers. “\We cut short attemptsto
declarethearmy an occupation army and frequently spokeabout [our] desireto strengthen socia guarantees
and do something practicd [for thearmy].”

OBSERVERS

Therewereover 60 officid observersfromthe United States, Canada, western Europe, severd republics
of theformer Soviet Union, neighboring Satesin eastern Europe, aswell asade egetion of sevenmembersof the
European Parliament. Officid observersfromthe United Statesincluded threeHelsinki Commission daffers,
two Senate Foreign Rel ations Committee staffers, and officialsfrom theU.S. ConsulateinKiev, theU.S.
Embassy in M oscow and the Department of Defense. Therewerea so dozensof non-governmenta observers
who received accreditation asinternationd observers, including representatives of Ukrainian-Americanand
Ukrainian-Canadian organizations, aswell asmembersof non-governmenta organizations, suchasHarvard
Univergty’sProject on Economic Reformin Ukraine. Inaddition, hundredsof reportersconverged on Ukraine
to observeand report onthevoting.

Theregulationspermitted candidates, their authorized representatives, Ukrainian deputies, journdists, and
representativesof work collectives, politica partiesand socid movementsto monitor thevating and votecount.
According to Rukh representatives, some 20,000 Ukrainiansfromwestern Ukrainetraveled to eestern Ukraine
to obsarvethedections.

THEVOTE

Voter turnout was heavy (84 percent), reflecting the historicimportanceand theemotion of theevent. The
amaosphereinthepolling gationswasfestive, especidly inwestern UkraineandinKiev, yet not excessively so.
Somevoterswaitedinlinesprior totheopening of thepolls, eager to cast their balotsfor a“freeUkraine.”

Popular focuswaslargdly onthereferendum asopposed tothe presidentia eections.
Virtudly every voter withwhom Commiss on saff met dlaimedto have backed independence.

Voting procedures gppeared to be cons stent and the voting processsmooth and, for themost part, well-
run. Balot boxeswere seded. Most polling stations had representativesfrom various politica organizations.
\otersentered the polling station and received theball ots after they showed thelr internd passportsand signeda
printedlist of citizenswhowereregistered onthevating lists. They would then enter thevoting booth, wherethey
would mark their ball ots, then exit the booth and deposit their bal otsinto onebox or two separate boxes (one
for thereferendumball ot and onefor thepresidentia dection). Polling Sationsa so had additiond, smaller ballot
boxesfor dectionofficias(at least two) totakearound to theres dencesof vaterstooill or infirmtocometothe

pallingdation.

Internationa observers, including Commiss on representatives, concluded that voting proceduresby and
largemeasured up to democratic sandardsand that thefreeand fair voterefl ected the popul ar will.



Representatives of the European Parliament, in asubsequent press conference, asserted that thevote
reflected thetrue spirit of Ukraineand that all democracies should respect thisexpression of thewill of the

people.

Therewere someirregularities, to be sure, though observersconcluded that thesewere generally a
function of old, bad habitsand an occasionally lax attitude on the part of election officia srather than any
madidousintent to defraud. Violationswitnessed by Commisson gaff who obsarved votingintheKiev and Lviv
regionsand Kaniv (theburia place of Ukraine sgreatest poet, Taras Shevchenko) appeared neither orches-
trated nor sgnificant to the outcome. Suchirregularitiesincluded: peoplein voting boothsaccompanied by
others, mostly spouses, and peoplevoting for others—again, usudly spouses—upon presenting thegpouse's
internal passports. Onafew occasonsinsmall villages, peoplereceived balotswithout being asked to show
passports, although observersweretold that there was no need to prove identification aseveryonein the
community knew eech other. OneU.S. monitor in Lviv observed adefiniteviol ation, whenamember of apolling
dation counting the e ection balotscameupon aball ot with two names| eft blank—and which thereforeshould
havebeeninvaid—instead crossed out one candidate' snameand | eft Chronovil's.

When confronted, thevote counter said shewas surethat such had been thevoter’ sintention.

Unpleasantincidents. Accordingto officialsof theLviv oblast council, some Rukh observerssent to
eastern and southern regionswere not allowed to monitor the voting, and there were some cases of Rukh
observersbeing beaten. Ternopil Vecherniy (December 4) reported that membersof Pamyat (aRussan anti-
Semitic organization) and other groups cameto Kharkiv before December 1, hampered thedistribution of
materialssupporting Chornovil and called for aboycott of thevoting. According to the same source, some
peopledidtributing materid sabout Chornovil wereatackedin Kharkiv.

Ukrainianteevisonadsoreported oneection night thet explos vesand grenadeswereuncoveredinaKiev
Synagogue, inan gpparent attempt toworsen Ukrainian-Jewishrelationsand paint Ukrainiansasanti-Semitesin
western public opinion. Ukrainiantd evison dso displayed anti-independencel esfl etsthat had been ditributed
inKiev, withaM oscow phonenumber gppended for further information. L ocal sourcesdescribed boththese
incidentsashblatant provocationshoping to play oninter-ethnic anxieties.

THE COUNT AND RESULTS

Theloca votecountscommenced following the8 p.m. closing of thepalls. Ballotswere counted at each
polling sation and theresultspassed on to thetwenty-seven district commissions. Theserespectivecommissons
prepared protocol sand sent them to the Central Electord CommissioninKiev for thefind taly.

OnDecember 4, the Centra Electord Commisson released thefina resultsof thereferendumand pres-
dentia eection. Support for Ukrainian independence exceeded eventhemost optimistic poll projectionsand
expectationsby Ukrainian nationdists, with eventhemore Russified east and south voting overwhe mingly for
independence. Of the84.1 percent of thedigiblevoters—some 32 million people—votinginthereferendum,
fully 90.32 percent supported the August 24 decl aration of independence. Thevoteagaingt independencewas
7.6 percent, and 2.1 percent of thebdlotscast wereinvaid. All inal, over three- quartersof dl digiblevotersin
Ukrainechoseindependence.



Every oblastin Ukraine, including Crimes, voted for independence. Support ranged fromover 95 percent
inwestern Ukraineand the Kiev regionto 54 percent in Crimea, where ethnic Russiansform asubstantial
mgjority of thepopulation. Sgnificantly, inindudtridized but Russified eestern oblastssuch asDonetsk, Kharkiv,
Luhansk, Dnipropetrovsk and Zaporizhye, aswdll asinthesouthern Black Seaoblastsof Odessa, Mykolaiv
and K herson, thevotefor independence exceeded 80 percent in each oblast.

Two-thirdsof theestimated 1 - 1.5 million Soviet military personne stationed on Ukrainianterritory
backed independence.

Leonid Kravchuk handily won the presidency, with 61.59 percent of thevote. Theresultsdemonstrated
that Kravchuk had convinced thed ectorateof hisailities, if not necessarily thesincerity of histransformetion.
Kravchuk gained mgoritiesinal but four of thetwenty-fiveoblagts. Therunner-up, Vyachedav Chornovil, was
adistant second, winning 23.27 percent of thevote. In Lviv, wherehewasthe popul ar son and favorite, many
expected asecond round run-off € ection between Kravchuk and Chornovil but Kravchuk’ smargin of victory
surprised observersand dashed any such hopes.

Not surprisingly, given Chornovil’ sreputation asalifel ong fighter for Ukrainianindependenceand his
power basein Lviv oblast, hiscampaign was most successful in thethreewestern oblasts of L viv, Ivano-
Frankivsk, and Ternopil, where heeasily won mgorities. Chornovil wasfoll owed by Levko L ukianenko (4.5
percent), whose strongest support wasa soinwestern Ukraine; Volodymyr Gryniov (4.7 percent), whosebest
showingwasintheeastern oblastsof Donetsk and hisnative K harkiv; Ihor Yukhnovsky (1.74 percent); and
Leopold Taburiansky (0.57 percent). Thetotd votefor candidatesfrom thedemocratic opposition of Ukraing's
parliament—Chornovil, Lukianenko, Gryniov and Yukhnovsky—amounted to one-third of thetota votescadt.

Themood of the popul acefollowing both on e ection day and following theresultscan best becharacter-
ized asoneof quiet pride.

Commission gaff gpoketo voterswho had spent yearsin Siberiaand who wept asthey described their
happinessa havinglivedto seetheday andtheir grief over family and friendswho did not. \Votersrecognized thet
they havefindly redlized their age- old dream of independence, and that they achieved thisthrough democratic,
peaceful means. At the sametime, they appreciatethedifficultiesthat lieahead, especidly intheeconomic
sphere, and appear toredizethat formidabletaskslieahead in building ontheruinsof thediscredited empireaa
fully democratic satebased ontheruleof law.

POLITICAL IMPLICATIONSOF UKRAINE’'SREFERENDUM/ELECTION

Onitsmost basicleve, Ukraine sindependencerepresentsthetriumph of apeopl€e snationd conscious-
nessand thefulfilment of hopesnurtured for centuries, despite denationdizing and sometimesmurderouscam-
paignsby Russian and Soviet |eadersdetermined to keep therich Ukraineunder Russian control. At thesame
time, Ukraine sdetermined but peaceful path toindependencethusfar fostersoptimismabout itsfutureprogress
towardsdemocracy, afreemarket systlem and not leest, western political recognition and economicinvestment.

Cong deringthenightmare scenariossomewestern anaystsand high-ranking officid shad projected about
thecritica importanceof Ukraineinthebreskup of the Soviet Union, therepublic’ semergenceintotheinterna-
tional community hasbeenremarkably orderly. Neverthel ess, Ukrainefacesmany challengesonthepathto



democracy, stability, freemarketsand good rel ationswith itsneighbors. For theWest, the presenceof alarge
new atein Europewithitsown security agendaand foreign policy prioritiesraisesmany pressing questionsand
issues

UKRAINIAN INDEPENDENCE AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY

Undoubtedly, the Number One question on the minds of western governments concernsthenuclear
weaponson Ukraine sterritory. After aseriesof occasionally contradictory signalsfrom Ukraineabout the
republic’sintentionswith repect to nuclear wegpons, Leonid Kravchuk assured U.S. Secretary of State James
Baker on December 18 that Ukrainewould be nuclear-free, and herequested U.S. assistancein dismantling
drategic andtactica nuclear weapons.

Western countries, especidly the United States, had loudly urged that theformer Soviet republicswith
nuclear weaponsdevel op aunified command and control system, pending thefindization of inter-republic or
internationd arrangementsto dismantlethewegpons. Ukraine sleaders, who badly need and want recognition
and economicexpertiseand ass sancefromwestern Sates, would certainly liketo beaccommodating (though
someUkraniansmay figurethat theWest islikdier to begenerousand atentivetowardsanudear Ukraine, and
otherscontend that Ukrainemight want to retain someof itsnuclear forcesif Russa—acenturies-oldriva and
inUkrainian eyes, animperidist-minded oppressor—kegpsitsnuc ear wegpons).

Baker later said that Kravchuk’spledgewasreassuring. But if the other nuclear-armed former Soviet
republicsmaintainther forces, Ukrainemight betempted not to disarm. Yet Russia, theonly possiblethreet to
Ukraine, would beextremdy loathto give upitsnuclear wegponsand Satusasamilitary superpower, especidly
condderingitslong border with Chinaanditsproblematic re ationswithitsAsian neighbor. Theawful logic of
nuclear deterrence, which many credit for having kept the peace during the Cold War between East and West,
may seem equally persuasiveto newly independent republics surrounded by potential aggressors. Perhaps
Ukrainewill movequickly, with U.S. assstance, to dismantl e strategi c weapons but will make destruction of
tactica wegponsasecondary priority over thenext few years.

Similar dilemmas could surround the conventiond aspectsof military security inthenew Europe. The
Warsaw Pact which negotiated the CFE treaty nolonger exigts, but western CSCE statesing st onthecontinuing
vaidity of theagreement, eventhoughthecentral Soviet governmentisfor dl practica purposes—and soon,
perhaps, officialy—defunct. But Ukraine, which haspledged adherencetothetreaty’ sprovison’sonreductions
inforces, will havetowork out withitsneighborshow to dividethesecuts.

Thiscould complicate Ukraine sstated intention of creatingitsown military force; Ukrainian leaders
origindly spokeof anarmy of upto450,000—which, whileasgnificant dropfromthecurrent levelsof Soviet
forcesintherepublic, neverthe essevoked expressonsof darm fromfrightened western Sates, and Ukrainian
projectionsonthesizeof their army haverecently dropped subgtantialy.

Security arrangementsthat dispe American and European concernsabout nuclear proliferation, yet sttisfy
newly independent republics seeking insurance policiesin atough neighborhood will taketop priority onthe
agendaof western sates. Much good will ondl sdeswill beneededinupcoming negotiations, conddering that
the prospectsfor recreating aunified military command of forcesfromdl former Soviet republicsarequestion-
able



UKRAINE'SRELATIONSWITH ITSNEIGHBORS

Wegterning senceon Ukrainian adherenceto human rightscommitmentsstemsnot only from positionsof
principlebut fromtheca culationthat if Russansin Ukraineare content, Ukrainian-Russanreationswill blos-
som, thusensuring stability. Theserdationshit areef inlate August, when aRuss an government spokesman
publicly spokeof possbleRussanterritorid clamsagainst Ukraine (and other independence-bound republics
with large concentrationsof Russans). Ensuing discuss onsof nightmarish border disputesbetween nuclear-
armed former Soviet republicsand quick express onsof western concern brought Russianand Ukrainianlead-
erstothenegotiatingtable.

OnAugust 29, Ukraineand Russiasigned an agreement pledging cooperation, repecting each other’s
rightsto Sateindependenceand each other’ sterritorid integrity. On October 29, thesetwo largest former Soviet
republicssgned aprotocol inwhich Russ ablessed Ukraing sdrivefor independencein exchangefor guarantees
of therightsof thelargeRuss anminority in Ukraine. Both datesa soraiterated thair intention to push for speedy
ratification of the START treaty and the CFE agreement on conventiona forcesin Europebut ingsted ondirect
participationintheenactment of thesetalks At present, therefore, despiteunsettling disparitiesinofficid Russan
and Ukrainian statementsover Ukraing swillingnessto participatein aunified military structure, relationsbe-
tweenthesetwo giantsareat least Sable. Russaand Belarus, of course, joined Ukrainein creating acommon-
wed th shortly following theindependencevote.

Poland, Hungary, Czechod ovakia, Romania, and theformer Soviet republicsof Belarusand Moldova
could dsoraisequestionsabout Ukraineg sborders. To date, only Mol dovahasdone so, contesting theincorpo-
rationinto Ukraineof northern Bukovinaand southern Bessarabiaafter the 1939 Mol otov-Ribbentrop Pact.
Theother countriesin question gpparently haveconduded, after talkswith Ukrainian representatives, that raisng
border clamsisaPandora sBox not worth opening.

Infact, Poland and Hungary vied with each other to bethefirat to recognize Ukraineefter thereferendum,
followed by Ukraine sother neighbors. Romania, however, did sowith reservetionslinkedto ambitionsonthe
territoriesmentioned above.

Thus, thecountriesof theregionwere content towatch andwait asalargeand powerful neighbor isborn,
whiletrying to prevent areas of disagreement from coming tothefore. They have a so expressedinterestin
bringing Ukraineunder thecommitmentsof multilatera forasuch asthe Conferenceon Security and Coopera
tionin Europe (CSCE) assoon aspossible.

UKRAINE AND THE WEST

Western countries, for themost part, took alessforthcoming approach. Compounding their concerns
about regiond ingtability and the nucl ear wegponsin Ukra netargeting the United Statesand Western Europe
wasan apparent nogagiafor aunitary, if reformed, sateon theterritory of theformer Soviet Union, controlled
by aknown quantity “withwhomwecan do business,” asMargaret Thatcher once described Gorbachev. A
rather active Ukrainianforeign policy prior to thereferendum attempted to dlay someof theseconcernsand
underscore Ukraing' scommitmentsto becoming anucl ear- free, non-threatening internationa partner which
respected humanrights, particularly therightsof nationa minorities.
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Theconduct of thereferendum definitely bol sered Ukraing sstandingintheinternationd arenaand srength-
ened therepublic’ scasefor recognition. Western observersaccepted thet alargemgority of residentsof Ukraine
of dl ethnicgroupshad voted fredy and fairly for independence. For western governments, therefore, reserve
toward Ukrainecould nolonger bejustified on groundsof lessthan democratic practicesor portentousinter-
ethnicdivisons.

Consequently, western satesgreeted pogitively theresultsof thereferendum; President Bush cdlled Presi-
dent Kravchuk to congratul ate him and the White Housewe comed “ thisexpression of democracy whichisa
tributeto thespirit of the Ukrainian people.” Canada, withitslarge Ukrainian popul aion, wastheonly Western
country immediatdly to recognize Ukraine. The European Community welcomed “thedemocratic manner in
whichtheUKrainian peopleded ared their wish for their republicto atainfull sovereignty,” but went ontodiscuss
Ukrainian obligationsrather than makeany mention of recognitioninitssatement.

DOMESTICPOLITICSIN UKRAINE

Kravchuk, Parliament and Society: Supportersof other candidatesviewed Kravchuk’ svictory asno
tragedy, primarily becausethey were more concerned about the outcome of theindependencereferendum but
a sobecausethey understood that K ravchuk will beunder congtant survelllanceand pressurefrom hisdefegted
opponentsto pursuean undeviating coursetowardsindependence. Conceivably, infact, Kravchuk might fed
constrained to beless open to compromi seson thisfront than other candidateswith more solidly nationalist
credentias. Of greater concernto thosewho did not back Kravchuk wasthe possibility that withhimat thehelm,
Ukrainemight not proceed with the necessary speed towardsredl economicreform.

For thisreason, many in the democratic opposition urgequick parliamentary eectionsto replacethe
deputieselected inMarch 1990.

AsRukhactivist and Ukrainian deputy VIadimir Yavorivsky told Vysokii Zamok on December 3, how
could oneexpect acriticaly important land reformtoissuefrom aSupreme Soviet, one-third of whosemembers
arecharmen of kolkhozes? Chornovil, who noted concernsthat Kravchuk’ svictory could animate conserva
tivesintherepublic’sparliament, went even further inthe same newspaper by calling for discussion of the
Supreme Soviet’simmediatedissol ution and thedection of professond legidators.

Opinion among Ukrainian andystswho spoketo Helsinki Commiss on staff wasdivided about the pros-
pectsfor quick parliamentary dections. Somespecul ated that Kravchuk might instead prefer toleavetheparlia
ment doneandingd| reformersintheexecutivebranch of government, especidly thecabinet of minisers Inany
case, many peopl einterviewed took asomewhat cynica gpproachtotheir new president and hispolicy options,
arguingthat insuch difficult, trangtiond times, it wasbetter tohaveac ever operator ashead of sate, whilehis
more principled opponentskept acareful eyeon hisactions— or non- actions.

Ontheother hand, onereasonfor Kravchuk’slargemargin of victory may havebeen popular perceptions
that hewould proceed morecautioudy with painful economic reformsthan hisopponents. Thenext few months
will reved whether themgjority of Ukraine sresidentssupport theradical economic reformsdemanded by
Chornovil and others. If S0, new e ectionsmay a so be necessary tolower level soviets, where, according to
Yavorivsky, many former Communist Party bosseshave established new foothol ds, or remained entrenched.
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UkraingsMilitary Forces Soon fter thebirth of Commonwed th of Independent States, L eonid Kravchuk
named himsdlf commander in chief of the Soviet army stationed in Ukraine, and the Supreme Council gpproved
aproposd toformaUkrainianarmy out of theseforces.

Theseactionsplacein seriousdoubt Boris Yeltsn'sassertionsthat Ukrainefindsacceptableaunified
military sructurefor the Commonwedth.

AssumingaUkrainianarmy isestablished, therepublicwill haveto decidemany difficultissues howlarge
itwill be, how much of thenew republic’ sbudget to dlocatefor military expenses, whether thearmy will be
composed only of resi dents—or maybeonly citizens—aof Ukraine, whether soldierswill bedrafteesor volun-
teers, how much to pay them, whether soldiersmay serve outside of Ukraine, and whether the creation of a
Ukrainianarmy rulesout Ukrainian participationin Commonwee th military forces(if they areformed). Another
important priority will involve proceeding with conversonto civilian purposesof thelargemilitary- industria
complexinUkraine,

Fndly, whilediscussionintheWest of Ukraing sarmy hasfocused on numbersanditspossbleintegration
into aunified commmand with other republics of the Commonwed th, independent Ukrainewill dso haveto
deveopitsownmilitary doctrine.

Economic Refornt Ukraineisrichin resourcesand hastremendouseconomic potentia , but therepublic's
economy hasbeen devastated by decadesof Soviet centraization and mismanagement. Anurgent priority issue
for Ukrainearemarket reformsand privatization of theeconomy. InaNovember 30 interview with \Vysokii
Zamok, Leonid Kravchuk’ seconomicadvisor explained that Ukrainewould pursueareforminwhichal forms
of property—state, private, cooperative—arejuridicaly equd.

Hesaid themarket woul d determine prices, except on certain consumer goods, which the statewould
continueto subsidizefor atrangtion period of onetothreeyears.

Every citizen of Ukraine, he continued, would receiveashareof property, worth about 4,300 rubles, and
all other state property would be sold. Asfor aseparate currency, despite optimistic projections about the
introduction of thehrivnaby 1992, heforecast that Ukrainewould haveamonetary unit of itsownfairly soonbut
would not haveaconvertiblecurrency for severa years. Findly, hepromised very favorable circumstancesfor
investors, both nativeandforeign.

Anather key reformwill involveprivatizationintheagricultura sector.

Breaking up collectivefarmshasthusfar been hindered by severd factors, including the continued influ-
enceof entrenched kolkhoz chairmenwho impede effortsby individua farmersto privatize, and thelack of
gopropriatefarmtechnology.

Giventhedoselinksbetween Ukraineand therest of theformer USSR, therepublic will haveto cometo
termswith other former republics, perhaps concluding an economic treaty. Onelikely consequencewill be
continued problemswith energy, given Ukraine spromiseto dismantlenuclear power plants (another legacy of
Chernobyl) aswel| asitsdependenceon Russianfuel.
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Previousexperiencehasshownthat socid problemsand tendonsareaggravated by thestransmearketizing
asocidig economy.

Ukraine sleaderswill havetotry to minimizetheeffectson society, especidly for peopleonlow or fized
incomes, of ending subs diesand diminating unproductiveand unprofitableenterprises.

Inter-ethnic Relations: Thesurprisingly high pro- independencevoteintheeastern, Russanized regions
of Ukraineandthesupport of many other non-Ukrainiansfor indegpendenced layed fearsabout the possibility of
inter-ethnic divisonsand grife, which have sofar not been aseriousissuein Ukraine (asopposed to many other
former Soviet republics). Ukraine sdemocratic opposition movement hasbeen scrupuloudy careful ininter-
ethnicissues, and theresultsof the December 1 voting among non-Ukrainiansweretheir reward. The pro-
independencevoteamong non-Ukrainianswasa so to someextent certainly dueto generdized disgust withthe
Soviet Unionand awidespread feding thet life, induding possibilitiesof nationd sdf-expresson, could hardly be
worseinanindependent Ukraine. Ontheother hand, Russiansin Ukrainecould not havehd ped knowing thet if
they did not votefor independence, Ukrainiansmight havehd dit againgt them, which could haveheightened the
chancesof Russan-Ukrainian confrontation.

A criticdl variablein thisddicate equation will be how newly independent Ukrainetreats questions of
language. The Ukrainian press, including theofficia paper of theL viv Oblast Council and PravdaUkraing, the
successor tothe Communist Party organ, printed | ettersfrom non-Ukrai nianswho voiced support for Ukrainian
independence but urged ad ow, circumspect gpproachto alinguistic reformthat eschewed eventhegppearance
of compulsion. A representativeof thePolish nationd culturd society added that nationa minoritieswould be
greatly reassured by the passage of alaw guaranteeing their rights (Ukrain€' s Supreme Soviet hasyet to pass
suchlegidation).

A complicating factor isthat centuriesof Russianization have produced many Ukrainians especidly inthe
republic’ seagternregions, who damRussan astheir nativelanguageor whoknow Ukrainianbedly if atdl. The
leadersof thenewly independent republicwill thereforehaveto put nation-building, aswel asstate-building, on
their agenda, and thismay cause problemswith non-Ukrainiansif pursued too vigoroudy and quickly, especiadly
inthegphereaf language.

Based on satementsand actionsto date, however, Ukraine sleadersunderstand well thedelicacy and
sgnificanceof ethnic paliticsand they havethewoeful exampleof other former Soviet republics, not to spesk of
Yugodavia, asanegativemodd. On November 1, Ukraing sparliament issued aded aration guaranteeing equd
political, economic, socid and culturd rightstodl individua sand nationditiesin Ukraine. Thededarationaso
promised coequd statuswith Ukrainiantolanguagesof nationditiesresiding compectly inparticular regions, as
well asguaranteaingtherightsof nationditiestousethear languagesinal agpectsof socid life. Thisdedarationof
principleswill probably find expressoninafuturelaw onnationa minoritiesand strict implementation of such
legidationwill goalongway towardsreassuring Russaand the West, aswd| asnationd minoritiesin Ukraine.

Inter-confessond Conflict: If inter-ethnicrdationshavesofar failed to cause seriousproblemsin Ukraine,
inter-denominationa confrontationshavebeen asourceof concern about futuredomestictranquility. Thereare
few degp divisonsover doctrineand faithamong Ukraine sthreelargest Christian denominations—the Ukra-
nian Cathalic, Ukrainian Autocepha ous Orthodox and the Ukrainian Orthodox (formerly, Russian Orthodox)
church—and dl cameout in support of independence. But thesethree churcheshave beenlocked in conflict
over turf and property clams, asformerly nationdized property isreturned to believers. Thetensonsbetween
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thetwoindigenous Ukrainian churches (Catholic and A utocepha ous Orthodox), on the onehand, and the
Ukrainian (formerly, Russian) Orthodox Church, onthe other hand, have been exacerbated by the perception
that thelatter isredly aninstrument of M oscow and the Russian Orthodox Church.

Itisundear how rdlationsamong thesecompeting organizationswill devel op. Thebuilding of new churches
may reducethe acuteness of battlesover property, whiletherole of the Ukrainian Catholic and Ukrainian
Autocephd ousOrthodox Churchesastherepositoriesof Ukrainian nationa feding could ebb asother inditu-
tionsand thestateincreasingly takeonthisrole. Conversdy, though, thegrowing concentration of churcheson
purely denominationd matterscoul d aggravateexigting tend onsand grievancesinan amosphereof competition
for members, againgt abackground of friction between the Catholic and Orthodox churches. Orthodox bishops
recently refusedto attend aVati can assembly that discussed evangdizing theformerly communist countriesof
Europe, complaining about Catholicinvasion of Orthodox “territory.”

Ukraine sleaderswill certainly want to help to reducetens onsamong therepublic’ sreligiousbodies. But
anewly independent and secular sateintent on adhering to ruleof law principleswill haveto becareful notto
interfereindericd disputes

Local Government and Autonomy: If Ukrainian complaintsabout centralized rulefrom Moscow are
now athing of the past, regionsand citiesoutsi dethe capital may soon begin grumbling about centralizedrule
fromKiev. Ukrainiansin Lviv blamed thefailureof therepublic parliamentin Kiev to passalaw on privatization
for theabsenceof privatdy-owned or - run establishmentsin Lviv. When asked why Lviv authoritieshad towait
forlegidaiveinitiativeson economic reformfrom Kiev, they seemed nonpl ussed and uncomprehending.

Theremay indeed begood reasonsfor economic reformto beintroduced uniformly dl over arepublicas
largeasUkraine: for example, freaing priceson goodsin oneregionwould send consumersto areeswherelow
date-subsdized pricesremanedin effect. But therearedifferencesamong Ukraine sregions, bothinobjective
leve of development and popul ar attitudes, and |l egidators might take these differencesinto account when
deliberating economic and adminigrativereforms. Inany case, competing clamsfor jurisdiction betweenre-
giond and locd authoritiesvis-a-visKiev may soon erupt, especidly if the Supreme Council dallieswith eco-
nomic reform, tothegreat displeasure of many inwestern Ukraine. At thesametime, dlowing greater loca
autonomy could al so help resolve problemsthat currently haveaprimarily nationd tinge, suchin Crimeaor
Trans-Carpathia, asVyachedav Chornovil projected to Vysokii Zamok on November 30.

Satisfying Odessa sdesireto becomeafree economic zone could beanother casein point.

Inthisconnection, thereweresevera loca pollson December 1 whichreflected regiond issuesconnected
withthegtatusof nationa minorities. Inthe Transcarpathian regioninwestern Ukraine, which borderson Hun-
gary, Sovakiaand Poland, hasasgnificant Hungarian and other minority populations, and where 92.5 percent
of thosevoting backed Ukrainianindependence, 78 percent a so favored theideaof their oblast becominga
“gpecid sdlf-governing territory” within Ukraine. Radio Liberty reported that over 80 percent of thelargely
ethnic Hungarian Berehovodidtrict voted inaspecia poll to givether locality the statusof agpecid “ nationd
disgtrict.” Andwhilevotersin Chernivtsy oblast backed Ukrainian independence by a92.8 percent margin,
according to Radio Liberty, ethnic Romaniansarereported to haveboycotted thereferendumin severd villages.
Theoblagt isoneof theareasonwhich Romaniahasmadeterritoria clams.
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Perhgpsthemost problemati cissuefrom thestandpoint of maintaining Ukraine sterritorid integrity isthe
Crimeanissue.

Whilethe predominantly Russ an population of Crimeavoted on December 1 tosupport Ukrainianinde-
pendenceby anarrow margin (54 percent), ontheeveof thereferendum the parliament of Crimeapasseda
referendum law which could pavetheway to apossi blevote on secess on from Ukraine. During thelast few
years, therehavebeen variousmovementsin Crimeaadvocating secessonor joining Russia

Crimed scurrent statusissomewhat unclear: inacontroversid referendumin January 1991, anover-
whelming mgority of the Crimean popul ace gpproved aproposd to reestablish aCrimean Autonomous Soviet
Socidig Republic.

Sincethen, Crimeahasbeen anautonomousrepublic, but within Ukraine. Ukrainian officia swill probably
resst any attempt by Crimeato secede, especialy after the pro-independencevote on December 1.

IMPLICATIONSFOR THE UNITED STATES

Beforethereferendum, there had been agrowing momentum for recognition of UkraineintheUnited
Sates A Senateresolutiontothiseffect introduced by Helsinki Commission Co-Chairman DennisDeConcini
passed on Movember 22, and President Bushtold Ukrai nian-Americanleadersthat hewould sdlute Ukrainian
independence and take stepstowards recognition. Washington'sofficial stance hastended to makepalitical
recognition of Ukraineconditiona on satisfactory implementation of armscontrol agreements, debot repayment,
human rightsand economic reform. Theoverwhd mingly pro-independenceresult of thereferendum and the
talksbetween JamesBaker and Leonid Kravchuk in Kiev on December 18 gppear to have eased and speeded
theway to U.S. recognitioninthenear term.

Security thregtstothe United Statesfromtheformer Soviet Union had practicaly disgppeared|ong before
December 1. But Ukraine sindependence shoresup America senhanced security. Anindependent Ukraine
would befor theUnited Statesafriendly country, and perhapsevenandly, inaregion of Europesureto undergo
thedifficult trangtionto democratic, freemarket sysems. Good U.S. rd ationswith Ukraine, alarge, populous
and potentialy progperoustate, would help stabilizetheentireregion. Mutudly beneficid U.S.-Ukrainianties
would also serveasamodd for U.S. relationswith Russa, whereethnic conflictsand economictravail swill
makethetrangtion away from centraized ruleand sociaist economicseven morerocky. Ukraine, for itspart,
will surely hopefor U.S. support in disagreementsthat might arisewith Russia, and perhapsasaba anceto
German economic penetration of theregion.

Atthesametime, al thegtatesintheregionwill probably ook tothe United States—theonly remaining
superpower and thecountry they aremost likely totrust asasource of advice, expertiseandtechnicd assstance
onissuesranging frommilitary security to priceformationtothedeve opment of democraticinditutions, induding
condiitutionsand humanrights. Thelargenumbersof Ukrainiansinthe United States (and Canada) condtitutea
inva uableasset for Ukraine, both asasource of volunteersand advisorsto thefledgling stateand for their
influenceon U.S. (and Canadian) policymakers. Thislatter factor may becomeespecidly important if andwhen
economic ass stanceto Ukraine comes up beforethe Congress.

15



Theestablishment of good U.S. relationswith Ukraineand itsimmediate neighborscould well dso make
the United Statesan arbiter in disputesthat may ariseamong them, particularly relating to minority rights.
Washington'sahility to spesk with credibility toal partieswill beacritica factor inpossblefutureU.S. effortsat
being anhonest broker—alargeresponsibility.

Findly, theemergenceof anindependent Ukrainethrough peaceful and democratic meansisatestament
tova uesthat the United Stateshasa wayspropounded. U.S. recognition of Ukraine, anadditionto thecommu-
nity of democratic, freemarket countries, would signa acoincidence of basic principlesbetween thesetwo
countries, aswell asan acknowledgement of political redlities.
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