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ABSTRACT 

The paper seeks to present a balanced, well documented and nuanced discussion 
covering the full range of positions of the Ukrainian left and activities in relation to 
the Maidan and Anti-Maidan movements and the war. It covers all the major groups 
and parties who at least identify with the socialist and/or anarchist tradition: from 
‘old left’ parties originating from the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) to 
‘new left’ organisations, unions and informal initiatives that did not have any relation 
whatsoever to the CPSU. The paper gives a brief overview of the most important (and 
often still unresolved) questions about major political events in Ukraine starting from 
2013. Then it describes and explains the positions and political activities of the various 
Ukrainian organisations on the left towards the Maidan uprising, the Anti-Maidan 
movement and the war in eastern Ukraine. The paper attempts to answer the 
following questions. How did different left wing organisations try to intervene in the 
Maidan and Anti-Maidan movements and how successful were their interventions? 
To what extent were they able to defend the left agenda against liberals and (both 
Ukrainian and Russian) nationalists? To what extent did they rather follow the agenda 
of their political opponents? What were the differences not only between the 
different left wing organisations but also between groups in Kiev and in the provinces? 
What was the real scale of repression by the new government and by the far right 
against various left wing organisations? To what extent did the repression specifically 
against the left or rather against separatist forces challenge the state’s integrity? 
What are the current prospects and opportunities for left wing politics now in Ukraine 
both in the parliamentary and extra-parliamentary spheres? Are there any prospects 
for a ‘left turn’ in the separatist republics? What political lessons should the European 
and the international left draw from the political events in the Ukraine and what were 
their results for the local left? 
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INTRODUCTION 

Ukraine’s Maidan protests, the Anti-Maidan counter-mobilisation and the 
subsequent civil war in eastern Ukraine posed very difficult questions for both the 
Ukrainian and international left wing movement. As with other major mobilisations in 
eastern Europe (in Russia in 2011-12, Romania in 2012 and Bulgaria in 2013) in recent 
times and previously in some Middle East countries during the ‘Arab spring’, left wing 
forces were not able to gain political hegemony as a result of the mass mobilisations. 
At the same time, even when successful, these mobilisations were sometimes able to 
remove incumbent governments but only to replace them with traditional opposition 
elites that were as distant from the masses as the governments that they had 
overthrown. Some observers have made naïve attempts to put the Ukrainian Maidan 
protests into the same category as the Occupy, Indignados or popular anti-austerity 
movements based on superficial similarities in the protest tactics of occupying major 
city squares. However, the differences in ideology, social base and political 
representation between the Maidan protests and the other movements are also 
striking. The Maidan and Anti-Maidan movements were both highly complex 
phenomena where there was no clear position that the left could obviously 
sympathise with by aligning with this or that competing nationalism or rival 
imperialist power. To various extents both movements combined progressive and 
reactionary elements that in both cases in the end appeared to be dominant. 

It was therefore no surprise that the left’s positions towards these events and 
attempts at active intervention or criticism were complicated and ambiguous 
although they were also highly charged and impassioned due to the intensity and 
violence of the events. Deep splits in the Ukrainian left in relation to Maidan and the 
civil war exacerbated this problem. Both the pro-Maidan and anti-Maidan part of the 
Ukrainian left were actively promoting very contradictory messages for the 
international left and making serious accusations against each other. At the same 
time, repression against at least some parts of the Ukrainian left (the Communist 
Party of Ukraine and the ‘Borotba’ organisation) created a pressing need for the 
international left to decide whether and how to support them, which led to highly 
emotional discussions.  

This paper seeks to present a balanced, well documented and nuanced discussion 
covering the full range of positions of the Ukrainian left and activities in relation to 
the Maidan and Anti-Maidan movements and the war. It will use a very broad 
definition of the left, including all the major groups and parties who at least identify 
with the socialist and/or anarchist tradition: from ‘old left’ parties originating from 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) to ‘new left’ organisations, unions 
and informal initiatives that did not have any relation whatsoever to the CPSU. This 
spectrum is so wide that the extremes of it in either direction could perceive each 
other as not being part of the same movement at all, especially after the events in 
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Maidan. However, it does not yet mean that everyone, including their right wing 
enemies, will take such a nuanced approach.  

The paper starts with a brief overview of the most important (and often still 
unresolved) questions about major political events in Ukraine starting from 2013. This 
is important as a benchmark for leftist positions. Then I seek to answer the following 
questions. What were the positions of the various Ukrainian organisations on the left 
towards the Maidan uprising, the Anti-Maidan movement and the war in eastern 
Ukraine and why precisely did they take them? How did different left wing 
organisations try to intervene in the Maidan and Anti-Maidan movements and how 
successful were their interventions? To what extent were they able to defend the left 
agenda against liberals and (both Ukrainian and Russian) nationalists? To what extent 
did they rather follow the agenda of their political opponents? What were the 
differences not only between the different left wing organisations but also between 
groups in Kiev and in the provinces? The political circumstances in the Kiev movement 
and to the east or to the west of the country were quite different, which could 
possibly have allowed more room for a more successful left wing organisation to 
intervene in some cities. What was the real scale of repression by the new 
government and by the far right against various left wing organisations? To what 
extent did the repression specifically against the left or rather against separatist 
forces challenge the state’s integrity? What are the current prospects and 
opportunities for left wing politics now in Ukraine both in the parliamentary and 
extra-parliamentary spheres? Are there any prospects for a ‘left turn’ in the separatist 
republics? What political lessons should the European and the international left draw 
from the political events in the Ukraine and what were their results for the local left?  

The sources for this research are documents, articles and statements from left wing  
publications and social networks public accounts; video records from the events; 
discussions in mailing lists and social networks; systematic protest and repression 
event data collected by the Centre for Social and Labour Research (CSLR) as part of 
the of the Ukrainian Protest and Coercion Data (UPCD) project. Leftist intellectual 
Commons: journal of social criticism issue on left perspectives on Maidan published 
in early 2015 (in Ukrainian) provided especially valuable sources for this analysis. 

 

WHAT HAPPENED IN UKRAINE? 

There is no room here to present a comprehensive analysis of the highly complex 
events leading up to and following the Maidan protests. However, some points must 
be taken in order to provide a basic benchmark to assess the various left wing 
positions and actions during the events. It is even more important as the events were 
highly misrepresented by the media of conflicting parties (Ukrainian, Russian and 
Western parties) and became important elements in the information war waged 
together with the real war in 2014 and 2015. 
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The Maidan protests were provoked by the U-turn by Ukraine’s President Viktor 
Yanukovych when he decided to suspend the EU’s association agreement with 
Ukraine, which included an agreement on a deep and comprehensive free trade zone. 
It would be safe to say that many protesters did not have a realistic assessment of a 
free trade zone and its consequences for the Ukrainian economy. As a leftist 
economist, Oleksandr Kravchuk concludes:  

Ukraine is not ready for the full liberalisation of the internal market for EU goods 
because the majority of Ukrainian industries are not competitive in comparison 
to European ones. It threatens to reduce the production and export of Ukrainian 
goods, with a corresponding closure of enterprises, especially in the long 
term. [1] 

It was particularly dangerous because the most advanced Ukrainian industries worked 
for Russian and former Soviet countries. A free trade zone with the EU would probably 
lead to the de-industrialisation of Ukraine unless it was combined with big 
investments from western corporations, who would obviously be interested in 
political security and control in return for their investments. All this would be 
combined with an economic shock for the majority of Ukrainians, especially for the 
highly urbanised and industrialised eastern regions. The Prime Minister, Mykola 
Azarov, justified the suspension by referring to concerns about the consequences in 
terms of austerity of the IMF credit requirements accompanying the one billion euro 
credit, which would not be enough to cover the economic consequences of the losses 
in Russian market. At the same time, Russia was deliberately trying to prevent Ukraine 
from integrating with Europe by defending its economic, political and military 
interests, which could easily be perceived through the lens of Russia’s oppression of 
Ukrainians in the past. As a result, right from the very start, the Maidan protests were 
fuelled not only by European illusions and hopes for a fundamental improvement in 
the Ukrainian state, economy and society but also by anti-Russian nationalism. 

However, there were also other causes. The level of support for Yanukovych at the 
end of 2013 was not strong and the polls projected that he would definitely lose to 
any opposition candidate in the presidential elections scheduled for February 2015 
except for the leader of the far right Svoboda party Oleh Tiahnybok. CSLR systematic 
protest events data showed that the number of social-economic protests was on the 
rise in Ukraine, beating the previous year’s record. Yanukovych’s slogan about ‘living 
improvement already now’ (pokrashchennia) combined with his ostensibly luxury 
lifestyle and corruption became a subject of widespread sarcastic comments by the 
population. Yanukovych had particularly weak support in the western and central 
regions, where the majority of people voted for his opponents in the 2004 and 2010 
presidential elections. Many on the left usually perceived this regional political split 
as something detrimental to developing class consciousness and moving the  
attention of the oppressed from economic exploitation to cultural wars around 
history, memory, religion, geopolitical choice, identity etc. However, at the same time 
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it allowed for the quick politicisation of even local or group-specific socio-economic 
grievances when, in roughly half of the country, the president and the government 
had very little support by default1. At the same time dissatisfaction from at least part 
of Ukrainian big business (the ‘oligarchs’) with an increasing monopolisation of power 
by the Yanukovych group (referred to as ‘the Family’) were definitely an important 
factor of support for Maidan, especially from the opposition parties. In 2010 
Yanukovych reversed the political compromise after the Orange revolution of 2004, 
which established the parliamentary-presidential republic and re-installed the 
constitution of 1996, giving more powers to the president. Later he followed this up 
with selective persecution of the opposition leaders, including Yulia Tymoshenko. The 
US and EU elites openly supported the Maidan protests and indeed financed 
‘democracy promotion’ in Ukraine for many years. However, its scale and 
consequences should not be exaggerated. They were rather exploited in the EU’s and 
US’s interests than directly manipulated from abroad. 

Maidan was definitely not the peaceful protest as it was for a long time described in 
the sympathetic western press. It escalated to levels of violence that are 
unprecedented in contemporary Ukrainian history. However, the major turning 
points in terms of the radicalisation of the protest were clearly responses to police 
violence and governmental repression. The brutal dispersal of the first Maidan camp 
turned the protest into rebellion together with occupations of governmental 
buildings. The package of laws passed on 16 January 2014 by the pro-government 
majority that broke parliamentary procedures, but which did not impose a dictatorial 
regime as Maidan supporters claimed, nevertheless, systematically limited freedom 
of peaceful assembly and freedom of speech, thereby impeding future political 
activity by any opposition movement. It provoked a new phase of Maidan’s 
radicalization, involving mass street violence in Kiev’s city centre. The government 
side also systematically used paid thugs (so called titushki) to intimidate, abduct and 
beat the Maidan protesters. However, many cases of violence during the Maidan 
events are still unresolved. There is evidence that at least in some cases elements of 
the opposition might have strategically staged abductions previously ascribed to 
government agents [2]. At the time of writing, the most systematic study of the 
‘snipers’ massacre’ on 20 February is the one by the University of Ottawa researcher 
Ivan Katchanovski [3]. He concludes that at least some of the Maidan protesters might 
have been killed in the false flag operation by elements of the opposition camp to 
provoke further escalation of violence and prevent a compromise with Yanukovych. 
In the same time the official Ukrainian investigation of the events is often perceived 
as unsatisfactory and was heavily criticised by the International Advisory Panel of the 
Council of Europe [4]. 

                                                                 
1 As in the case of national protests against tax increases for the self-employed and petty entrepreneurs in 2010 or a 
year later the even more specific protests of Chernobyl liquidators or Soviet Afghanistan war veterans against cancelling 
the state guarantee for their increased pensions. 
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Maidan was obviously not just a phenomenon in Kiev however. At the same time it 
was not a fully national rebellion uniting all the people against the government. 
According to CSLR, only 13% of Maidan protests took place in Kiev while two thirds of 
the Maidan protests took place in other western and central Ukrainian regions [5]. 
There were indeed pro-Maidan protests in southern and eastern Ukrainian regions as 
well but they were much smaller in size, mobilising only radical minorities and they 
were unable to win majority support in their localities.  

There were different reasons for the lack of support for the Maidan cause in the 
southern and eastern regions. Some of them due to material interests such as that a 
free trade zone with the EU could put the jobs in eastern Ukrainian industries working 
for the Russian market at risk. Some of them were of a cultural nature, coinciding with 
the weakness of Ukrainian national identity, language, historical, church and other 
cleavages in Ukraine. One reason was, however, an active and very visible 
participation in Maidan by the far right Ukrainian radical nationalists primarily from 
the Svoboda (‘freedom’ in Ukrainian) party and the Right Sector. Their role was 
heavily exaggerated by Russian media and Anti-Maidan forces. However, systematic 
protest events’ data shows that they were indeed the most active and visible 
collective agents in the Maidan protests, particularly in violent events [6]. The liberal 
wing of Maidan did not make any serious effort to break with the far right, mostly 
trying to downplay and silence their participation for strategic reasons.  

In sum, Maidan combined just social grievances against the corrupt Yanukovych rule 
together with European illusions and anti-Russian nationalism. Economic and 
historical factors determined a significant regional unevenness of support for Maidan. 
However, the protest violence and strong far right presence also precluded Maidan 
from becoming a truly fully national revolt against the government. It only made it 
easier to instrumentalise Maidan in the struggle between competing blocks of 
Ukrainian political and business elites as well as in competition between EU, US and 
Russian economic and political interests.  

On 18 February 2014, mass violence between Maidan protesters and law 
enforcement in Kiev broke out again after a short truce, resulting, a few days later, in 
Yanukovych fleeing from Kiev and a change of government. There were many 
controversies and debates, in particular about the process of changing the 
government and the nature of the new government. 

Was it an ‘illegitimate coup d’état’? Yanukovych's authority had already been 
effectively dismantled in western regions in the evening of 18 February when 
protesters in many cities attacked law enforcement offices and military zones, 
capturing arms, some of which were used in Kiev in the following days. The 
parliament’s decision to depose Yanukovych was definitely in breach of the 
Constitution. At the same time, the opposition leaders were obviously hesitant to take 
power and were trying to negotiate with Yanukovych, accepting the deal signed on 
21 February with the support of European foreign ministers which would leave 
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Yanukovych as president until December 2014. The protest crowd was more radical 
than the opposition leaders, demanding Yanukovych's immediate resignation. Even if 
Katchanovski’s hypothesis is confirmed, it does not reject the reality of the mass 
uprising which was only exploited by some forces interested in violent change of 
power.  

What was the nature of the post-Maidan government? Was it a ‘fascist junta’ as it 
was often called by Russian propaganda, but also by many leftists joining the Anti-
Maidan movement? Members of the far-right Svoboda party took up several positions 
in the new government, including as one of the deputy prime ministers and the 
prosecutor-general. Several more top officials in the post-Maidan government, 
including the national security and defence secretary and the minister of education, 
had a far-right political background. However, whether they were really able to 
impose their ideology on the government was quite questionable. In the presidential 
(May 2014) and parliamentary (October 2014) elections, the far-right candidates and 
parties got low results and did not get into the next session of the parliament or into 
the new government formed in December 2014. It was not a fascist government, 
something which was later recognised even by some separatist leaders [7]. 

This should not lead us to conclude that the whole issue of the far-right threat during 
and after Maidan was invented by the hostile Russian media. The far right definitely 
increased their influence and resources, gaining arms, forming military groups, 
getting positions in law enforcement, meeting with a mixture of tolerance, a lack of 
awareness of the danger they posed, and attempts by the authorities to integrate far-
right volunteers into the regular army and police structures. Moreover, as the war in 
Donbass proceeded, the whole political mainstream in Ukraine was moving to the 
right, becoming if not fascist then certainly strongly nationalist and intolerant of 
anything that might be connected to the separatist cause. According to the CSLR 
protest and repression data, the level of state repression of protests in August-
December 2014 and April-June 2015 was even higher than during the Yanukovych 
regime; moreover, repression increased, not only against pro-separatist and political 
protests but even against non-politicised socio-economic protests as well [8]. The 
post-Maidan Ukrainian government united neoliberals and nationalists, combining 
neoliberal reforms and austerity, anti-communism and Ukrainian nationalist cultural 
politics and political repression against the opposition. 

Anti-Maidan, which during the Maidan protests was mainly organised in a top-down 
manner by the Party of Regions to simulate mass support for Yanukovych and also to 
intimidate Maidan protesters, suddenly acquired a powerful grassroots dynamic in 
regions in south-eastern Ukraine in late February. It was indeed a mass movement 
involving thousands of protesters. They usually demanded referenda to be held on 
the self-determination of Ukrainian regions, sometimes implying the federalisation of 
Ukraine, sometimes implying breaking away from Ukraine and establishing 
independent states or joining Russia, following the Crimean scenario. Protesters were 
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motivated by fears of the threat of the far right and discrimination against the Russian 
language, and by an aversion to Ukrainian nationalism that they feared would be 
imposed on the predominantly Russian-speaking south-eastern provinces. These 
fears were aggravated by hysterical propaganda in Russian mass media. However, as 
with Maidan, behind somewhat irrational fears lay completely rational social 
grievances [9]: the consequences of the European association agreement that would 
be harmful for Russian-market oriented heavy industry in Eastern regions, 
disappointment in the Ukrainian state for allowing industry and infrastructure to 
degrade for more than 20 years without investments in development, hopes for 
higher wages and pensions in Russia, etc. However, it is imprudent to say that Anti-
Maidan had a more ‘proletarian’ social base, which some of its leftist supporters 
ascribed to it, or on the contrary that it was a hodgepodge of Russian agents, 
‘lumpens’, criminals and former law enforcement, as opponents preferred to think. 
In fact there is even less systematic evidence of the social profile of participants in the 
Anti-Maidan movement than there is of Maidan supporters2. The political structure 
of Anti-Maidan was different. At least in the beginning, in late February and March 
2014, it was more decentralised and lacked any strong political force or control, 
allowing weak Russian nationalist and left organisations to play a more important role 
in the protests than they were allowed to in the case of Maidan. 

On 6 April, Anti-Maidan protesters started their uprising, occupying state buildings in 
Donetsk, Lugansk and Kharkov and proclaiming soverеign ‘people’s republics’. In 
Kharkov, the separatist initiative was short-lived and was precluded in the next few 
days. In Donetsk and Lugansk, law enforcement, disoriented after Maidan, was unable 
to respond effectively; instead, some members were starting to join the separatist 
militia. On 12 April 2014, the armed insurrection started, initiated in the town of 
Slavyansk in Donetsk province by an armed group under Igor Strelkov (Girkin), a 
former Russian security service officer and monarchist activist. He was followed by a 
number of other Russian volunteers – often driven by a nationalist idea of the ‘Russian 
world’ uniting all Russian-speaking populations around the Russian state, sometimes 
with monarchist (the resurrection of the Russian Empire) and far-right interpretations 
– who, during the early stages, played leading roles in the emerging Donetsk and 
Lugansk People’s Republics. This all raised questions about whether the ‘civil war’ 
concept is applicable to the military conflict in Ukraine and whether it is not just 
Russian propaganda to cover Russian military intervention. The annexation of Crimea 
was definitely a Russian special operation, acknowledged as such by Putin in a recent 
propaganda movie Crimea. Way back home [10], though even it involved grassroots 
mobilisation among Crimean Russians organised in self-defence militia against 
Ukrainian nationalists [9, pp. 59-62]. At the same time, the annexation of Crimea 
provided a rallying point, an aspiration and a scenario to separatists in other regions. 
It would be impossible for Strelkov’s armed group to cross the Russian border without 
at least the knowledge of the Russian government, even if it was not being directly 
                                                                 
2 For the survey results conducted among participants of the Kiev Maidan camp and rallies see [299]. 
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orchestrated by the Russian special forces. Later, Russia supported the rebels with 
weapons and money that also came from Russian nationalist private initiatives. When 
Ukrainian forces were threatening to rout the separatist militia in the middle of 
August, it is widely recognised (by pro-separatist sources, too) that regular units of 
the Russian army intervened directly and helped to defeat the Ukrainian forces [11, 
pp. 242-247].  

The question about civil war is even more pertinent as the military conflict was not 
strongly aligned along ethnic and language faultlines in Ukraine: Russian-speakers 
have been fighting en masse on both sides of the front line. Furthermore, the war in 
Ukraine has not so far provoked anything approaching ethnic cleansing or genocidal 
actions. The tragedy on 2 May in Odessa, where more than 40 Anti-Maidan activists 
died when the Trade Union House was set on fire by pro-Ukrainian activists, became 
mythologised in separatist propaganda as the ‘Odessa Khatyn’3. The International 
Advisory Panel of the Council of Europe strongly criticized Ukrainian official 
investigation of the events for its suspiciously slow pace, unequal treatment of pro-
Ukrainian and Anti-Maidan activists, ignoring shooting by pro-Ukrainian side and 
falsifying evidence by the head of Odessa police [12]. Some people in Ukrainian 
government, including the top police officials, might have planned to use far right 
activists, football ultras and Maidan Self-Defence militia to suppress separatist 
movement in Odessa and did not interfere when pro-Ukrainian militants attacked the 
Trade Union House with Molotov cocktails. However, the scale of the deaths was 
more an unintended consequence of non-interrupted armed clashes between pro-
Ukrainian and Anti-Maidan supporters than it was part of a conscious plan to commit 
mass murder.  

Nevertheless, there were economic and cultural grievances in south-eastern Ukraine, 
interests of the local elites combined with a lack of legitimacy of the new Ukrainian 
government, disorientation and sometimes sabotage of the law-enforcement in those 
regions for almost two months [13] that might have produced a separatist 
insurrection even without support from the Russian government. However, it would 
hardly be able to resist the Ukrainian army for such a long time without Russian 
support. At the same time, the Ukrainian government has received Western support 
in the form of non-lethal and lethal weapons from NATO countries, military training, 
and loans from international financial institutions. 

What is emerging after the relative stabilisation of the frontline and the centralisation 
of power in Donetsk and Lugansk following agreements in Minsk in September 2014 
and February 2015 are two client states: one in the main part of Ukraine controlled 
by the government in Kiev, and the Donetsk and Lugansk People’s Republics (DPR and 
LPR) controlling lesser areas of Donetsk and Lugansk provinces and several million 
residents, with a high proportion of older people who had less opportunity to leave 
their homes for Ukraine or Russia. There are many important differences between 

                                                                 
3 Khatyn was a village in Belarus burned down with all its residents by the Nazis in 1943. 
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Ukraine and the DPR/LPR but they are often quantitative, not qualitative. Both are 
economically dependent on either US, EU and international financial institutions 
(Ukraine) or Russia (DPR/LPR), though the level of economic sustainability is obviously 
greater in Ukraine. Both parts coordinate crucial changes in the government with 
their foreign patrons, though Russia's control over DPR/LPR authorities is significantly 
tighter, making them not merely client but puppet states. Both regimes use political 
repression and censorship and limit civic rights, though opportunities for opposition 
politics in Ukraine still exist, while any opposition public politics in the DPR/LPR is 
effectively non-existent. Both Ukraine and the DPR/LPR promote nationalist cultural 
politics (in Donbass, it is based on the new ‘Novorossiya’4 identity and the concept of 
the ‘Russian world’); although in Ukraine overtly conservative and reactionary 
initiatives are somewhat better controlled by liberal civil society that appeals to 
‘European values’. 

Whatever the original plans and aspirations of the different parties to the conflict, the 
result is that Ukraine is an impoverished country with minimal wage rate at the level 
of sub-Saharan Africa, with a highly educated population that will be desperate for 
jobs once Soviet old industry has been outcompeted in the free-trade zone with the 
EU, and with a servile government dependent on Western support. If two conditions 
are met – 1) the military conflict is stopped or at least essentially frozen, and 2) 
transparent rules of doing business are imposed on Ukrainian oligarchs, deprived of 
selective preferences from the state – Ukraine would be a good new country for 
investment opportunities for global capital. Meanwhile, the military and economic 
interests of the Russian state and Russian business aspire to, as they believe, their 
rightful place in a ‘multipolar’ world divided between the great powers into spheres 
of influence, a world in which smaller nations will not have a voice to decide their 
fate. Besides the conflict of rival imperialisms, this is a clash of competing and 
mutually-reinforcing Ukrainian and Russian nationalisms. Both sides of the war exploit 
the rhetoric of national liberation. For Ukrainian nationalists, this is a struggle against 
their historical oppressor who rejects the sovereignty of the Ukrainian nation. For the 
opposing side, this is a struggle to defend the Russian-speaking population from the 
perceived discrimination and even ‘genocidal’ threat from Ukrainian ‘fascists’. 
However, in Ukraine there is no clear oppressor nation and oppressed nation. If the 
Ukrainian language dominated the state sphere, then in the market, Russian-language 
cultural products were predominant. And there were also social grievances that were 
common to people in western and eastern Ukraine: solving the problem of corruption 
permeating the whole of society, unemployment, low living standards, and 
deteriorating infrastructure and educational and healthcare institutions. The Maidan 
and Anti-Maidan movements channelled social grievances into a confrontation 
between competing Ukrainian and Russian nationalisms exploited by rival imperialist 
                                                                 
4 Novorossiya is a historical name for the territories to the north of the Black Sea in the Russian Empire. In pro-Russian 
separatist movement Novorossiya became an important geographical imaginary denoting separatist-controlled areas 
and legitimating claims for secession from Ukraine of all its southern and eastern provinces (so called ‘Greater 
Novorossiya’). Though only a minority of local population expressed support for Novorossiyan identity [300]. 
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blocs. Precisely at the moment when a progressive social agenda was more necessary 
than ever before for the unity of the country, there was no powerful political force to 
articulate it clearly in opposition to both nationalist and imperialist camps and to unite 
progressive elements in both movements. This paper attempts to explain why this 
happened. 

 

THE UKRAINIAN LEFT BEFORE MAIDAN 

In a comparative context, the Ukrainian left movement was (and still is ever more) 
weak. However, as in many other countries it is very diverse in its origins, organisation 
structure, ideologies and strategies. This chapter does not aim to provide an 
exhaustive overview of post-Soviet Ukrainian left history but will serve as a necessary 
way to map the movement up until late 2013 when the Maidan protests started. It is 
worth discussing the Ukrainian left as two main types: 1) the ‘old left’ political parties 
in almost all cases originating from the Communist Party of the Soviet Union or its 
post-Soviet successors; 2) the ‘new left’ political organisations and initiatives, leftist 
politicised unions, intellectual and cultural initiatives which did not have or had clearly 
broken connections to the CPSU-successor parties and are always very critical 
towards them. I will end the chapter with a systematic analysis of the old and new left 
participation in Ukrainian protest events before Maidan, completing the mapping of 
Ukrainian left. 

OLD LEFT: THE COMMUNISTS AND MINOR POLITICAL PARTIES 

By the late 2013 the Communist Party of Ukraine (CPU) (http://www.kpu.ua/) 
remained the only at least declaratively left party in the parliament. The CPU was 
reestablished in 1993 after being banned in September 1991 following the failed 
attempt at a coup-d’état in the USSR in August 1991. Before 2002 the CPU was the 
most popular party in the country and was, at the peak of its support, able to win 
24.7% of the vote in the 1998 parliamentary elections for its party list and 39 MPs 
winning elections in single-member districts, thus giving the Communist 
parliamentary group 123 MPs overall or 27.3% of the seats5. In 1999, the Communist 
leader Petro Symonenko secured 37.8% of the vote in the second round of the 
presidential elections [14, pp. 11-12].  

In the 1990s and even later the CPU played an important role in blocking at least some 
neoliberal legislation in the parliament. The former CPU-affiliated organization called 
the All-Ukrainian Union of Workers concentrated the most radical wing of the party 
and attempted to link the party to labour struggles. However, the end of the strong 
1990s electoral results created an illusion that electoral victory and arriving in power 
in a parliamentary way was possible. The party was increasingly prioritising 

                                                                 
5  The Ukrainian election system has changed several times during its history. In 1998 (and now) the Ukrainian 
parliamentary elections were organised according to a “mixed” system when a half of the 450 seats in the parliament 
were elected on a proportional basis and another half was elected in territorial single-member districts. 

http://www.kpu.ua/
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parliamentary politics over extra-parliamentary mobilisations. The parliamentary 
group concentrated the overwhelming influence within the party while increasingly 
becoming a normal part of the bourgeois elite both via corruption of the party leaders 
and by selling top places in the party electoral list to business people for their financial 
support in electoral campaigns. Since 1993 and up to this moment Petro Symonenko 
has been the permanent leader of the CPU despite constant talks in the party about 
the need to rejuvenate the leadership. 

In 2002 the CPU lost, for the first time, first place in the elections to the national-
democratic bloc of the future President, Viktor Yushchenko, Our Ukraine, winning 
only 14% of the seats in the parliament. In the 2006 and 2007 parliamentary elections 
the CPU won only 3.6% and 5.4% of the vote in the proportional voting system while 
support for the Communist leader Petro Symonenko went down to 5% in 2005 and 
3.5% in the 2010 presidential elections. It is noteworthy that the majority of the 
former Communist electorate switched to the Party of Regions [14, p. 22] – a political 
representation of several oligarchic groups and later the parliamentary backbone of 
President Viktor Yanukovych.  

Why did it happen? The academic discussions about the Ukrainian and wider post-
socialist eastern European left were pre-dominantly focused on the question of 
whether the Communist-successor parties were reforming themselves into right-wing 
social-democrats (like Polish, Romanian or Bulgarian former ruling parties did) or 
whether they were remaining orthodox Marxist-Leninists [15, p. 256]. It was obvious 
that there was the third way of national-patriotic evolution transforming loyalty to 
the Soviet experience into a conservative project. Social conservatism in the post-
Soviet situation means reactive defending of the remnants of Soviet social security 
against neoliberal reforms while being unable to propose and lead a pro-active 
struggle for socialist transformation. However, it often went together with cultural 
conservatism in gender relations, sexuality and attempts at reconciliation with the 
Eastern Orthodox Church (of the Moscow not Kiev patriarchate, which is important), 
while Soviet patriotism evolved into nostalgia for a strong state and Russian 
nationalism up to aligning with the politics of Putin’s contemporary Russia. The 
Communist Party of the Russian Federation went the furthest this way but the 
Ukrainian Communist party went in that way as well, although to a lesser extent. 
However, in regionally split Ukraine, such a position means clearly aligning the party 
with the eastern Ukrainian electorate involving themselves in national, language, 
historical and even church cultural wars [16, pp. 35-36] at the expense of a consistent 
position on social-economic issues. Even at the peak of their electoral support, the 
CPU electorate was concentrated in the eastern and southern Ukrainian regions. For 
example, in 1998 the CPU won 40% in eastern Ukrainian provinces, 34.1% in southern 
ones, 23.4% in the centre and only 9.3% in the west [14, p. 20]. The same regional 
pattern skewed to southern and eastern provinces remained in the further elections 
where the Party of Regions created its stronghold based on patronage networks and 
media resources. Instead of opposing the Party of Regions the CPU got objectively 
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aligned with it against the ‘orange’ oligarchic parties of Viktor Yushchenko and Yulia 
Tymoshenko to such an extent as to formally join the governing coalitions with the 
Party of Regions as a minority partner in 2006 and 2010.  

The last pre-Maidan parliamentary election results seemingly marked a downward 
trend for the CPU. The party won 13.2% in the proportional vote but won no single-
member district MP. The electoral success was limited to south-eastern Ukrainian 
regions and was probably connected to dissatisfaction with the Viktor Yanukovych 
government’s neoliberal measures. The CPU went for these elections with a stronger 
social-economic agenda than usual but failed to win much beyond the former Party 
of Regions’ electorate. Despite the fact that no formal coalition was required under 
the then working Constitution, the CPU was again perceived as a part of the governing 
coalition, with the Party of Regions supporting them on a number of important votes. 

Other left-wing parties had already been out of the parliament for years by the end 
of 2013. Among them, the Socialist Party of Ukraine (SPU) and the Progressive 
Socialist Party of Ukraine (PSPU) are the most important to mention. The SPU 
(http://spu.in.ua) was founded in 1991, absorbing members of the banned 
Communist Party of Ukraine and later losing many of them when the CPU was 
restored in 1993. The loss of the more orthodox Communist members at the same 
time gave the SPU a chance to reform.  However, the SPU leadership was orienting 
towards the Socialist International parties rather than progressive radical left parties. 
In 2004, the SPU managed to become a consultative member of the Socialist 
International, losing this position in 2011. The SPU had never had a big parliamentary 
group. The highest support it obtained was 8.6% in 1998 (in a bloc with the Peasant 
Party of Ukraine) and 34 MPs. Unlike the CPU, which polled most in the eastern and 
southern regions, the SPU stronghold was in the rural areas of the central Ukrainian 
provinces. However, Oleksandr Moroz was able to be elected twice as the 
parliament’s speaker, serving in 1994-98 and in 2006-2007. Moroz’s personal rating 
was higher than the party’s and he secured 13.1% and 11.3% of the vote in the 
presidential elections in 1994 and 1999, coming third both times. Unlike the 
Communists, the SPU consistently participated in opposition movements against 
President Leonid Kuchma together with the nationalists and liberals. In 2000-2001 the 
SPU was one of the initiators and the backbones of the opposition ‘Ukraine without 
Kuchma’ campaign and later supported the Orange revolution in 2004 against 
elections stolen by Viktor Yanukovych. However, after the parliamentary elections in 
2006 when the SPU won 5.7% of the vote, it preferred a coalition with the Party of 
Regions and CPU against the expectations of its electorate. It appeared to be a 
disastrous move, kicking the SPU out of the parliament in the next elections in 2007 
and effectively destroying the party base. In 2011, the SPU, on the one side, and some 
earlier splits from the party, on the other, initiated two separate unification left-of-
centre projects but both of them failed miserably in the 2012 parliamentary elections. 
The SPU won only 0.5% for their party list, the United Left and Peasants formed from 

http://spu.in.ua/
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the SPU earlier splinter parties was not able to form a party list at all, competed only 
in 24 single-member districts and won none. 

The Progressive Socialist Party of Ukraine (PSPU, http://vitrenko.org/) was a bright 
and populist phenomenon in the 1990s. It split in 1996 from the SPU on orthodox 
grounds, appealing to the true tradition of Lenin. Some commentators even 
mistakenly called it a ‘Trotskyist’ party. In the 1998 parliamentary elections it was able 
to enter the parliament with 4% for the party list and three MPs won in single-
member districts. In 1999 the PSPU leader Natalia Vitrenko won 11% of the vote in 
the presidential elections, coming fourth behind Petro Symonenko (CPU) and 
Oleksandr Moroz (SPU). Ukrainian sociologist Valeriy Khmelko concluded that the 
PSPU electorate in the 1990s was ‘left-of-centre’ [17]. However, while the SPU was 
indeed showing some movement to the left-of-centre reformed social-democratic 
party, the PSPU went the other way, moving to a much more radical Russian 
nationalist and conservative position than the Communists. Natalia Vitrenko fully 
embraced the rhetoric of ‘civilisational conflict’, openly prioritizing the defence of 
‘Eastern Slavic Orthodox civilisation’ against western imperialism and a pro-Russian 
geopolitical choice over class conflict. In the 2002 parliamentary elections the PSPU 
won 3.2% of the vote, which was not enough to enter parliament, later marginalising 
and decreasing their electoral support in the forthcoming elections even more. In the 
2012 elections the PSPU was not even able to form a party list for the elections. 

By the time the Maidan protests started in late 2013, the ‘old left’ political parties had 
already been stagnating in the crisis for years. Changing themselves in a social-
democratic or Russian nationalist way, they were not able to gain political success. 
They discredited themselves via coalitions with oligarchic parties and integration with 
the political and economic elite. At the same time the critical currents were not able 
to revive these parties on socialist grounds, particularly because of the weakness of 
the anti-neoliberal grassroots mobilisation in Ukraine. A number of microscopic 
Stalinist orthodox parties6 that came mostly from the CPSU organisation and tradition 
were able only to criticise the CPU without any real audience. A review of the left 
parties prepared in 2013 summarised the internal problems of the ‘old left’: 

Regardless of the ideological discourse they chose for external representation, 
the vices distinctive to the middle rank Soviet party nomenclature (and it is 
precisely in this milieu that major leaders of the above mentioned parties have 
their origins) are reflected in these parties. The domination of the leadership 
inside the parties; fear of self-organising methods and approaches; lack of work 
in the broad popular masses, above all, among youth; conservative 
traditionalist values and directions to some extent covered with pseudo-Marxist 
rhetoric and Soviet patriotic mental constructs; domination of the older 
generation (mostly retired) inside the parties are not even the full list of post-

                                                                 
6 Like the Ukrainian branch of the All-Union Communist Party of Bolsheviks, the Communist Marxist-Leninist Party of 
Ukraine, the Communist Part of Workers and Peasants, the Union of Communists of Ukraine, Workers Party of Ukraine 
(Marxist-Leninist) [18, pp. 125-26].  

http://vitrenko.org/
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Soviet Ukrainian left immanent features seriously hindering this segment of 
Ukrainian left politics to get its public representation in the wider popular 
masses and get at this stage into real ‘big politics’. [18, pp. 132-133] 

NEW LEFT ORGANISATIONS, UNIONS, INITIATIVES 

Besides the ‘old left’ political parties, a ‘new left’ movement has been emerging in 
Ukraine, beginning with the anarchist groups in the late 1980 during the perestroika 
mobilisations. The new left organisations and groups did not have any organised 
connection to the CPSU or were clearly breaking from the CPSU-successor parties like 
the CPU. At least before the Maidan protests it was possible to speak about some 
shared identity for a diverse movement although this identity was quite shallow and 
negative in nature. The new left could be defined as being in opposition to the ‘old 
left’, which was criticised for bureaucratisation and deviations from socialist ideas and 
practices. Nevertheless, there was a continuum from young pro-Soviet Communists 
to social democratic left liberals regularly participating in the same political actions 
and having discussions together with each other at the same conferences. However, 
they shared only a simple understanding of the need for some new left forces and 
criticism of the old left, which was usually not regarded as part of the same left 
movement at all.  

In any case this identity of the ‘new left’ or ‘true left’ in opposition to the ‘not left at 
all’ political parties covered a very diverse movement. It included political 
organisations, even proto-political parties, independent labour and student unions, 
informal networks, NGOs, intellectual and cultural initiatives. The overall number of 
new left activists all over Ukraine barely exceeded 1,000 people. There is no sense in 
describing all the new left initiatives as many of them were too fragile and could not 
survive even for a few years, leaving no significant mark on history. They are much 
less known to the Ukrainian public compared to the old left parties. However, they 
were important in certain protest campaigns, organising independent unions and 
intellectual activity. It will therefore still be useful to map the most important and 
successful initiatives as they existed before the Maidan protests started. 

Among the political new left organisations, the most well known and controversial 
was the Borotba Union (meaning ‘struggle’ in Ukrainian, http://borotba.su/). It 
emerged from the split of the Organisation of Marxists (OM) – a major new left 
initiative in the late 2000s that aimed to unite all the revolutionary Marxists in Ukraine 
despite their attitudes towards the Soviet Union. The OM brought together the radical 
wing of CPU-affiliated organisations like the All-Ukrainian Union of Workers and 
Komsomol, which had left them after the CPU supported Yanukovych in the Orange 
revolution, Trotskyists leaving behind the practice of sectarian ‘internationals’ and 
some left wing communists. However, that initiative ultimately failed not only as it 
was unable to transcend the political differences between various trends in Marxism 
but also facilitating deep distrust between its former members. At the end of 2010 
the OM initiated the creation of a ‘left political subject’, reacting to the dynamic 

http://borotba.su/
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development and successes of the far right Svoboda party but provoking only the 
dynamics of a dirty split within the organisation. The post-CPU wing of the OM 
together with the Youth against Capitalism group that left the CPU youth organisation 
later formed the core of Borotba in 2011. The post-Trotskyist wing together with left-
liberal intellectuals formed the Left Opposition organization. The left wing 
communists formed a small group called ‘Against the Current’. 

Borotba called itself a Marxist-Leninist organisation [19], although obviously it did not 
want to mimic the old left but rather start a modern progressive radical left political 
party. Borotba organised an antifascist campaign in 2012, attempting to gain 
attention in a confrontation with Svoboda. They also participated in a number of local 
social-economic campaigns, for example in support of employees of the bankrupted 
airline company Aerosvit. The most active groups aside from in Kiev were in Odessa 
and Kharkov. In 2012 two members of Borotba, Serhii Kyrychuk and Oleksii Albu (who 
was the CPU member of the Odessa regional council but left the party in 2011), 
balloted in the parliamentary elections in single-member districts, however, getting 
miserable results – 1.3% for Kyrychuk and 0.8% for Albu. Borotba members, including 
a well known leftist journalist called Andriy Manchuk, were the core of the editorial 
board for the Liva (meaning ‘the left’) web-magazine (http://liva.com.ua), one of the 
most popular Ukrainian left wing websites. 

By the late 2013 Borotba had already provoked many controversies in the new left. It 
is important to stick to the major lines of criticism as they became the points of attack 
against Borotba during the Anti-Maidan protests and were purposefully circulated to 
the western public by sectarian anarchists [20, 21]. The primary reason was their party 
ambitions, which were rejected by anarchists and which particularly led to suspicions 
that Borotba was taking advantage of united left actions for self-promotion. In wide 
left wing coalitions this kind of accusation is very typical against party-like, ‘vertical’, 
‘authoritarian’ organisations from more network-like, ‘horizontal’, ‘libertarian’ 
initiatives. Although some misunderstanding was quite possible and there was 
accidental evidence that at least some Borotba members were quite cynical about 
exploiting united left actions, the conflict between a party-oriented organisation 
interested in publicity and anarchist networks that were uninterested and simply 
incapable of strategic media-promotion was barely avoidable. Other typical attacks 
against Borotba accused it of Stalinism, which for the sectarian left often means just 
a defence of the Soviet Union in contrast to more critical approaches to the socialist 
elements in the USSR, notwithstanding a position on Stalin’s policies and thoughts 
specifically. One of the Borotba leaders and ideologues, Viktor Shapinov, was known 
for his background in ‘Stalinist’ organisations but also for an article entitled ‘There is 
no more Stalinism and Trotskyism, there is revolutionary Marxism and reformism’. He 
argued that, with the collapse of the USSR, the divisions in the left movement based 
on the different positions towards the Soviet Union are no longer politically relevant, 
thus trying not to defend but to transcend a Stalinist position [22]. It would be most 
correct to call Borotba not ‘Stalinist’ but rather ‘tolerant to Stalinism’. Beyond 

http://liva.com.ua/
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sectarian criticism, the thing that had real negative consequences was that the people 
coming from CPU or CPU-affiliated organisations sometimes brought with them 
residuals of old left political practices together with conservative attitudes – tolerated 
and even flourishing in the old left but intolerable by the new left. Borotba proclaimed 
that they stood for the principle of gender equality among others [23]. However, 
there was evidence of accidental sexist deeds and statements by its members [20]. 
The case most emphasised for discrediting Borotba abroad was about some of its 
leadership (later on holding the leading positions in Borotba) from the Left 
International Forum (VIF) foundation getting a grant of approximately $30,000 for the 
existing Organization of Marxists without properly informing other members of the 
organisation. There was no evidence of corruption or personal appropriation of the 
grant money and the VIF auditors did not push the formal charges for improper use 
of the grant. However, the case showed a lack of internal democracy and 
transparency within the organisation. In combination with evidence of Viktor 
Shapinov’s work for Putin’s United Russia party campaign, it formed a reason for later 
suspicions (though without convincing evidence) that he or a narrow circle of the 
leadership may exploit Borotba in Russian-funded political projects.  

Another major mobilising structure for the new left was the Direct Action 
(http://direct-action.org.ua/) student union. Ideological anarchists appealing to 
predecessor student union in the 1990s of the same name founded Direct Action in 
2008. Direct Action was a legally registered union although in reality it worked as a 
grassroots student syndicalist organisation based on ‘horizontal coordination 
principles’, leaderlessness, aspiring for consensus decision-making and replacement 
of the bureaucratic administrative apparatus in education with student-lecturers’ 
self-government. It criticised the commercialising and marketisation of education, 
stood for the social rights of the students, stood against authoritarian tendencies in 
education and stood for libertarian pedagogy. Although in any official descriptive 
texts about Direct Action it was never directly called ‘a left-wing organisation’, its 
analysis and criticism was substantively left-libertarian, at least frequently appealing 
to the 1960s and contemporary student protests in the EU and in the US, informing 
about cooperation with other overtly leftist (even by name) organisations, banning 
membership of the union for people with ‘racist, Nazi, sexist views or believing in any 
other chauvinist doctrine’ and also distancing itself from any political party, 
commercial enterprise or university administration. As for almost every other new 
left initiative, the strongest Direct Action activist group was based in Kiev but also had 
active cells in Kharkov, Khmelnytskyi and other Ukrainian cities. In some moments 
Direct Action was virtually the only force in the Ukrainian student movement. For 
example, in 2010 it led a mobilisation of over 10,000 students in 14 Ukrainian cities 
against the introduction of paid-for services in universities. However, the union did 
not focus exclusively on higher education problems. It participated in mobilisations in 
defence of labour interests, gender equality and civic rights serving as a network for 
mobilisation around broad left-liberal issues. By the end of 2013, Direct Action was in 

http://direct-action.org.ua/
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obvious crisis, exhausted in cooperation with national liberals in higher education 
campaigns, tired from conflicts between sectarian left groups exploiting the union 
mobilization and failing to solve the problem of generation change when the former 
leaders were becoming older and more distanced from the students’ problems. 

Autonomous Workers’ Union (AWU) (http://avtonomia.net/ and the http://nihilist.li 
website close to them) hoped to be an ‘adult’ organisation for the former student 
activists although effectively had become rather an anarchist sect piggybacking on the 
success of Direct Action. The AWU aspired to be a revolutionary syndicalist initiative. 
However, in no enterprise was it able to recruit at least three people to register a 
union cell formally [24]. Overall, it was more successful in promoting a radical liberal 
agenda within the left than in labour struggles and in self-education than in 
mobilisation or organising. Aside from Kiev, another active AWU group was in 
Kharkov. The AWU was the primary instigator of the above-mentioned attacks on 
Borotba and against almost every other initiative from the new left.  

The Left Opposition organisation (LO) (http://gaslo.info) was somehow in between 
post-CPU and the liberal new left. It emerged from the post-Trotskyist wing of the 
Organisation of Marxists but also invited young left-liberal intellectuals from the 
National University of Kyiv-Mohyla Academy (KMA)7 to join it. The most active LO 
group besides Kiev was in Odessa. Among other new left activities, this initiative was 
probably the most successful in making connections with the biggest independent 
labour union confederation – the Confederation of Free Trade Unions of Ukraine 
(CFTU) – as it was at the same time sensitive to non-class issues. However, by late 
2013 this attempt for a ‘wide’ or ‘open’ left initiative was rather stagnating and losing 
activists. 

The Defense of Labour independent union (http://tradeunion.org.ua) did not openly 
position itself on the left. However, it did have new left origins and undoubtedly a 
leftist leadership. The union’s leader is Oleh Vernyk, who used to be a Trotskyist 
activist since the 1990s. Defense of Labour mobilised supermarket employees, small 
market vendors, construction and port workers. Unlike other new left initiatives 
Defense of Labour activity was not so predominantly concentrated in Kiev with, 
perhaps, even stronger cells in Odessa, Lviv and Dnepropetrovsk. In 2013 the union 
closely cooperated with left wing nationalists from the Autonomous Resistance 
(http://opir.info/) movement (AR). This fact produced many controversies among the 
left as the AR had origins in the neo-Nazi movement. However, they were quite a mass 
phenomenon and, by 2013, they had indeed gone a long way to the left although 
perhaps retaining some residuals of their far right origins, particularly, some 
conservative attitudes in gender issues. The article entitled ‘Our evolution and our 
tradition’ by their leader Yevhen Herasymenko is an amazing piece of writing, arguing 

                                                                 
7 Kyiv-Mohyla Academy is an elite university with an open pro-nationalist mission and origins. Paradoxically, it allowed 
several major new left intellectual and cultural initiatives like Visual Culture Research Centre (http://vcrc.org.ua/en), 
Commons: Journal of Social Criticism (http://commons.com.ua), the Centre for Society Research (http://cedos.org.ua) 
to develop – the last two were not institutionally connected to the KMA but had grown in the same milieu.  

http://avtonomia.net/
http://nihilist.li/
http://gaslo.info/
http://tradeunion.org.ua/
http://opir.info/
http://vcrc.org.ua/en
http://commons.com.ua/
http://cedos.org.ua/
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for a genuine anti-authoritarian form of socialism with quotations from Goebbels, 
Mussolini and Ukrainian integral nationalists along with Marxist, anarchist and 
Ukrainian socialist authors [25]. 

To complete the mapping of Ukrainian new left before Maidan it is worth mentioning 
subcultural antifascists, who are not very different from the western European 
analogues despite the fact that they are much weaker than neo-Nazis in Ukraine and 
the Revolutionary Confederation of Anarcho-Syndicalists (RCAS). RCAS used to be a 
relatively big organisation centred in Donetsk with a lot of experience of participation 
in mass miners’ strikes. Unlike subcultural anarchists and the liberal left, it 
emphasised the need for disciplined organisation and was somewhat suspicious 
about postmodern left wing issues. In response it was criticised for authoritarianism 
and conservatism. In 2011-12 RCAS experienced a devastating split and was quite 
passive by the time Maidan started. 

OLD LEFT AND NEW LEFT IN THE UKRAINIAN PROTESTS BEFORE MAIDAN 

The Centre for Social and Labour Research Ukrainian Protest and Coercion Data8 can 
help us depict the participation in the protests of the old and new left before the 
Maidan protests started. The following data cover the pre-Maidan period from 1 
January 2011 until 20 November 2013. Some of the following comparisons of 
distributions with the Ukrainian far right will be very indicative in underlining the left’s 
strengths and weaknesses. 

In the UPCD all the reported participants in the events are coded. It is therefore 
possible to check how often the old left and the new left participated in Ukrainian 
protest events. In general the protests with the participation of the left did not 
account for a big share of the Ukrainian protests overall. For almost three years only 
597 old left participants and 218 new left participants were reported. Together this 
was only 9% out of more than 9,300 protest events during this period. For 

                                                                 
8 Wherever I refer to the protest event data I use an original data set collected under my supervision by the Centre for 
Social and Labour Research team, which is an independent non-commercial centre for research into social problems 
and collective protests based in Kiev. The data collection started in September 2009 and is still going on. The result is a 
systematic database of all protest events (regardless of issues or number of protesters) and reactions to them taking 
place on the territory of Ukraine since October 2009 based on monitoring of the news lines of almost 200 (as of now) 
web media covering all the provinces (oblasts) in Ukraine as well as major national media and activist websites 
representing all sectors of social-political activity. The events had been coded manually and, since April 2013, semi-
automatically, improving the quality of coding. The databases and codebooks with details on methodology and the 
sample of sources can be accessed from the CSLR website (http://cslr.org.ua). At the time of writing, the CSLR database 
contains over 30,000 events covering the period from October 2009 until April 2014 and from August 2014 onwards. 
This includes around 6,000 protest events during the Maidan period from 21 November 2013 until 21 February 2014. 
The huge number of reports about the post-Maidan events of May to July 2014 are being checked now. In other words, 
the database covers all reported protest events, repressive and concessionary reactions during the whole period of 
Viktor Yanukovych’s presidency through his ouster in the popular uprising. The protest event in our definition must 
comply with four criteria: 1) political or social demands or criticism are present; 2) it involves public action (not limited 
to verbal protests such as petitions); 3) it is made by a group of people or one person outside central government; 4) 
the locality where the event took place is known and the date of event is at least approximately known (up to a month). 
In case of complex events, each reported action was coded separately. For example, a fight after a demonstration or a 
picket during a strike are coded separately as two events in each case. Events lasting more than one day are coded as 
one event. 

http://cslr.org.ua/
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comparative purposes, the Ukrainian ultranationalist far right was twice as active and 
reported in 1,859 protest events (20% of the total).  

The CPU was the most active in the old left protests (it participated in 509 protest 
events out of 597 while the PSPU (74 protest events) and SPU (24) were a long way 
behind. The new left protest field was, however, more diverse and did not have an 
overly dominant protest organisation. Borotba was the most active organisation in 
the pre-Maidan period (it participated in 98 protest events out of 218) followed by 
the independent student union Direct Action (60 protest events) and the independent 
labour union Defense of Labour (often together with Autonomous Resistance) (46). 
Other political organisations like the Autonomous Workers’ Union or Left Opposition 
participated in two to three dozen events as well.  

Figure 1 depicts the monthly number of protests with the left’s participation. The 
curves are very uneven, meaning that the left protest activity was not stable. There 
are also evident peaks in May and November almost every year, corresponding to the 
Labour Day and Russian October Revolution anniversaries – holidays celebrated by 
the left with rallies and marches being more of a tradition than a strategic struggle. 
However, there were other big campaigns as well, such as CPU rallies against pension 
reform and increasing prices for public utilities in 2011 or the Direct Action campaign 
against the law on higher education at the beginning of the same year. There was also 
some increase in the number of left protests in 2013. The CPU opposed the then pro-
European politics of the Yanukovych government and protested against plans for IMF 
credit while it later mobilised people to support a customs union with Russia against 
the European Union association agreement. The new left in 2013 was more active in 
local labour struggles against unpaid wages or employment fraud. 
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Figure 1. Monthly number of protest events with 'old left' and 
'new left' participation before (Euro)Maidan 

Old left New left

Source: Centre for Social and Labour Research
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The old left was able to mobilise not only more frequently but also in bigger numbers 
(Table 1). Only in two cases did the new left participate in protests with over 1,000 
participants (both times in labour protests in 2011). The old left participated and 
organised at least 55 bigger protests.  

Table 1. The reported number of participants in left protests,  
2011-2013 (before 20 November 2013) 

 Old left New left Ukrainian far right Total 

<10 27 28 144 1,087 

<100 267 122 738 3,501 
<1,000 138 26 320 1,394 

<10,000 53 2 63 263 
<100,000 2 0 8 21 

Unknown 110 40 586 3,075 
Total 597 218 1,859 9,341 

Source: Centre for Social and Labour Research. 

What were the issues of protests with old left and new left participation? Overall the 
majority of Ukrainian protests before Maidan raised socio-economic issues9 (Table 2). 
Despite the major social problem orientation that could be expected from any leftist 
force, the old left raised socio-economic issues only slightly more frequently than the 
average and very rarely protested because of civic rights’ violations. It is not possible 
to say that the old left ignored socio-economic struggles but a much higher emphasis 
on ideological conflicts and ‘cultural wars’ around historical, language, geopolitical, 
and religious questions is also significant. By comparison, even Ukrainian far right 
nationalists participated in ideological protests relatively less frequently than the old 
left. They also devoted relatively less attention to socio-economic problems but at the 
same time much more frequently participated in the protests around political 
struggles and civic rights.  

The issues for the protests with the participation of the new left were very different. 
70% of them raised socio-economic issues and the new left protested about the 
violation of civic rights more frequently than the average. The new left protested 
slightly less frequently than on average about ideological conflicts (and mostly these 
were antifascist protests) and much less frequently participated in political struggles, 
reflecting their lack of representation at the political party level. 

 

                                                                 
9 Issues’ classification: Political – protests against or in support of concrete politicians/political parties or government as 
a whole together with electoral protests; Ideological – historical and ideological issues in the majority of cases connected 
to the regional divide in Ukraine: Ukrainian and Russian nationalisms, anti-Communism, issues related to WWII, Russia’s 
Black Sea Fleet base in Sevastopol, conflicts around the split of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church etc; Social and economic 
– among the most frequent: urban development and construction projects, labour rights (particularly, wage arrears), 
environment, state public services (public utilities, transportation, healthcare etc.), and many other; Civic rights – 
defence of civil liberties (particularly freedom of speech), protests against police abuse, officials’ illegal actions and 
corruption. Since 2011, up to three issues were coded for each event, so the sum of the shares is over 100%. 
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Table 2. Issues of protest events with left participation,  
2011-2013 (before November 20, 2013) 

 Old left New left Ukrainian far right Total 
Socio-economic 54% 70% 26% 52% 

Ideological 56% 23% 47% 24% 
Political 34% 17% 40% 29% 

Civic rights 5% 32% 28% 21% 

N 597 218 1,859 9,341 
Source: Centre for Social and Labour Research. 
Note: up to three issues were coded for each event, so the sum of the percentages is over 100 per 
cent. 

The left protests were less violent and confrontational than on average, which was 
normal in Ukraine before Maidan for protests with the participation of identified 
political actors (Table 3)10. One of the reasons for this fact is that in violent events the 
participants often prefer to avoid publicity and are not reported in the media, which 
are the data source for UPCD. Even considering this fact the Ukrainian far right were 
much more ready for violence than the left even before the Maidan protests. 

Table 3. Tactics of protest events with left participation,  
2011-2013 (before 20 November 2013) 

 Old left New left Ukrainian far right Total 
Conventional 91% 86% 81% 75% 

Confrontational 6% 13% 11% 17% 

Violent 3% 1% 8% 8% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

N 597 218 1,859 9,341 
Source: Centre for Social and Labour Research. 

Table 4 shows statistics for how often some structural groups, organisational forms 
and ideologies were reported participating in protests together with the old left and 
the new left. The indices for political parties, NGOs and trade unions indicate, first of 
all, the dominant form of the organisation of the old left and the new left. For the old 
left this is the party while little cooperation with the unions and NGOs (more precisely, 
the same as the average) must be noted. The major mobilising structures for the new 
left were the student and labour unions (mostly Direct Action and Defense of Labour) 
and the registered formal civic organisations (coded as NGOs) such as Borotba. The 
old left cooperated quite substantially with Russian nationalists but also cooperated 

                                                                 
10 By the tactics the protests in UPCD project are usually divided into three categories: 
conventional – well-known and commonly accepted forms of protest that do not impose direct pressure on the protest 
targets, such as pickets, rallies, demonstrations, performances, etc.; 
confrontational – protest actions involving direct pressure on the goals of a protest (‘direct action’) but not yet causing 
any direct damage for people or property, such as blocking roads, strikes, hunger strikes, etc.; 
violent – protest actions with causing (or threat of causing) of direct damage to people or property, such as beating or 
vandalism. 
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with the Ukrainian far right as well (including Svoboda party) in a small number of 
mostly local socio-economic protests. The new left were not reported in any protest 
action together with Russian nationalists and only accidentally (in three events) 
cooperated with Ukrainian far right. In only five cases was the new left reported at 
the same protest events together with the old left, reflecting the big political distance 
between both wings of the Ukrainian left. 

The data on the reported participation of some major structural groups (such as 
workers, students and small business etc.) are also very indicative about the 
involvement of the left in particular socio-economic struggles. Thus, for example, the 
old left was not really very active in labour, student, small business or neighborhood 
protests (participating less than on average). However, they were quite interested in 
supporting the protests of pensioners, Chernobyl disaster liquidators, WWII and 
Soviet Afghanistan war veterans, i.e. state dependent groups receiving social 
payments. By comparison, the new left attempted to participate in workers’ and, 
especially, students’ struggles but almost ignored very significant fully national 
mobilisations of small business, Chernobyl liquidators and Afghanistan war veterans 
in 2010-11. 

Table 4. Some reported participants of the protests together with the new left,  
2011-2013 (before 20 November 2013) 

 
Old 
left 

New 
left 

Ukrainian far 
right 

Total 

Party/politician/local authorities 95% 2% 80% 35% 
NGO 21% 39% 26% 22% 

Trade union 4% 55% 1% 4% 

Russian nationalists 8% 0% 0% 2% 
Ukrainian far right 3% 1% 100% 20% 

Workers 5% 13% 1% 7% 
Students 1% 24% 3% 4% 

Small business 1% 1% 2% 5% 
Pensioners 6% 0% 1% 2% 

Neighborhood 3% 7% 6% 13% 

Chernobyl liquidators 3% 0% 1% 3% 
Veterans 6% 0% 1% 2% 

N 597 218 1,859 9,341 
Source: Ukrainian Protest and Coercion Data, Centre for Social and Labour Research. 
Note: All reported participants in the events are coded separately; this is why the sum of 
percentages is more than 100%. 

The regional distribution is set out in Table 5. As expected, the old left was stronger 
in protests in the southern and eastern regions where they had more electoral 
support but also in the central Ukrainian provinces as well while their participation 



 

26 
 

was far below the average in Kiev and western Ukraine11. At the same time, the new 
left protest activity was strongly skewed to Kiev city, reflecting the fact that the new 
left groups generally had much weaker levels of mobilisation in the Ukrainian 
provinces. Other cities with at least ten new left protests in almost three years were 
(in descending order): Odessa, Kharkov, and Lviv. By contrast, the Ukrainian far right 
was more active in western and central regions, including Kiev city. 

Table 5. Regional distribution of the left protests, 2011-2013  
(before 20 November 2013) 

 Old left New left Ukrainian far right Total 

Centre 24% 11% 24% 19% 
Crimea 6% 5% 1% 6% 

Donbass 17% 4% 5% 9% 

East 19% 9% 13% 11% 
Kiev 5% 47% 19% 17% 

South 22% 16% 10% 15% 
West 6% 10% 27% 22% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
N 597 218 1,859 9,323 

Source: Centre for Social and Labour Research. 
Note: The ‘nationwide’ events (i.e. those that were impossible to locate in a particular settlement) 
are not included in the regional distribution. 

By the time the protests started in the late 2013 the left was much weaker in terms 
of protest mobilisation compared to the far right. The leadership of the parliamentary 
old left joined the bourgeois elite. The Communist party was perceived as a part of 
the governing coalition together with the oligarchic Party of Regions and it was 
aligned with the pro-Russian position in the ‘cultural wars’ tearing Ukraine apart. The 
CPU was conservative, old and stagnating as a party structure. It was not strong in 
terms of socio-economic mobilisations, mainly reactively defending attacks on the 
remnants of state socialist security, and was weak in terms of cooperation with the 
unions and in supporting workers’ struggles. At the same time the new left was even 
weaker. While young and open to grassroots’ organisation, it did not have any political 
representation. It was too concentrated in the capital and virtually non-existent 
publicly in many Ukrainian cities. Moreover, while it was weak the new left was deeply 
divided by internal conflicts between liberal and libertarian left and post-CPU Marxist-
Leninists over issues of party politics and conservative/libertarian values. All of this is 

                                                                 
11 The regions of Ukraine are defined as follows: 
Centre: Zhytomyrska, Kyivska, Chernihivska, Sumska, Vinnytska, Cherkaska, Kirovohradska, Poltavska oblasts; 
Crimea: Autonomous Republic of Crimea and the city of Sevastopol; 
Donbass: Donetska, Luhanska; 
East: Kharkivska,, Dnipropetrovska, Zaporizka oblasts; 
Kiev: the city of Kiev; 
South: Odeska, Mykolaivska, Khersonska oblasts; 
West: Volynska, Rivnenska, Lvivska, Ternopilska, Ivano-Frankivska, Chernivetska, Zakarpatska oblasts. 
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important to understand what happened with the left during and after the Maidan 
protests. 

 

THE UKRAINIAN LEFT WITHIN AND OUTSIDE THE MAIDAN PROTESTS 

The following chapter is divided between an analysis of positions, participation and 
its political results of the nominally pro-Maidan and anti-Maidan left in the period 
between the start of the Maidan protests and 21 February 2014 when President 
Yanukovych left Kiev. The division between the pro-Maidan and anti-Maidan left is 
necessarily conventional. The pro-Maidan left camp was very diverse, including, on 
the one side, a marginal United Left and Peasants party (ULP) fully supporting the 
Maidan protests from their very start and, on the other side, more sceptical left wing 
activists aligning with Maidan only after the threat of systemic repression against 
political freedoms under the January 16 laws had emerged. The anti-Maidan left camp 
was no less diverse, including the PSPU and the CPU quite openly siding with the 
Yanukovych government during the conflict. However, it also includes Borotba, which 
at that stage was trying to find a ‘third way’ between the government and the Maidan 
movement. 

Considering the new left and old left distinction, major new left groups, except for 
Borotba, eventually supported Maidan in this or that way. However, at the beginning 
even within Borotba there was a discussion as to whether to participate in the 
protests or not. It lost political relevance for Borotba when they concluded that the 
right-wing opposition parties took dominant positions in the protest after the first few 
days. On the other hand, from the old left parties only United Left and Peasants and, 
more ambiguously, the SPU supported the Maidan protests.  

THE ANTI-MAIDAN LEFT DURING THE MAIDAN PROTESTS 

It is worth starting with the anti-Maidan left to understand the obstacles for the left 
in supporting Maidan, undoubtedly a mass anti-government movement. 

The Communist party strongly opposed an EU association agreement with Ukraine. 
They developed quite a strong economic critique of the agreement and of the 
European Union in general. They referred to the structure of Ukrainian exports to the 
EU – mainly goods with low-added value (agriculture and metallurgy products 
accounted for more than half of Ukrainian exports to the EU in 2013) in contrast to 
Ukrainian exports to Russia where the share of more complex mechanical engineering 
products was much higher (more than 30% in 2013). Without a drastic increase in 
labour productivity and mass investment in the modernisation of Ukrainian industry, 
it would not have been competitive against European corporations in the deep and 
comprehensive free trade zone. Besides, it would have been required to spend 
resources on accommodating to EU standards, at the same time losing markets in the 
countries of the customs union. Among other things, it would have meant a de-
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industrialisation of Ukraine, an increase in unemployment and less state budget 
income, making it even less possible to invest in the modernization of the economy. 
In the end, it would have meant the integration of Ukraine as a primarily raw material 
supplying peripheral economy. In an extensive article written by the CPU leader Petro 
Symonenko [26], European integration is analysed as a class project of Ukrainian 
oligarchs who made their wealth primarily from raw materials exports and as a project 
detrimental to every other class in Ukrainian society. An established consensus 
between two opposing major political camps in 2013 (both the ruling Party of Regions 
and the right wing opposition) around backing an EU association agreement 
supported this point of view. However, it was not easy to explain why, later, the 
government suddenly decided to suspend signing the agreement, ignoring Russia’s 
direct and indirect pressure in 2013. In fact, the CPU never hid the fact that they 
supported integration into a Russian Customs Union without construing it as another 
neoliberal project in favour of the Russian oligarchic ruling class and also not being in 
the best interests of Ukrainian workers. Despite a ‘pragmatic’ economic analysis and 
the fact that the CPU was trying to frame their criticism against euro-idiotic optimism 
and the hysteria of ‘civilizational choice’, nevertheless, in speeches and articles they 
exploited the rhetoric of ‘brotherly Eastern Slavic people’ presupposing a ‘natural’ 
choice in favour of integration with Russia, all of which was determined by cultural 
proximity. Georgiy Kriuchkov, one of the most authoritative CPU speakers, exploited 
the same rhetoric and described European integration as conflicting with the values 
of the majority of Ukrainians in a talk at the conference entitled ‘Eastern Orthodox 
Slavic values as the fundament for Ukraine’s civilizational choice’: 

Western European civilisation also has many positive features including those 
matching values of the Eastern Slavic civilisation. At the same time, we cannot 
disregard at least that it is founded on EXTREME INDIVIDUALISM, liberalist (sic) 
theories of economic and social life organisation. And hypertrophied liberties 
are more and more transformed not just into permissiveness but into aggressive 
enforcing that is unacceptable for the Eastern Slavic civilization, as well as for 
millions of people in European countries, ‘liberal’ (‘free’) relation to family 
problems, marriage, which in the recent years is reflected in legislation allowing 
same-sex marriages, tolerant behavior to homosexuals (‘gays’) (sic!) and 
lesbians. All this are imposed on our society and set as almost indispensable 
requirements for signing the [EU] association agreement. [27] 

In fact, the EU association agreement did not require same-sex marriages. It is 
particularly telling that Communist leaders and intellectuals were following this 
typical conservative criticism, later exploited by Russian propaganda and the far right 
part of Anti-Maidan. 

In anticipation of the Vilnius summit where the Ukrainian delegation was supposed 
to sign the EU association agreement, the CPU organised a campaign for a referendum 
on the external integration choice for Ukraine, appealing to the fact that European 
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integration was an elite project and the Ukrainian people had in fact never had a 
democratic vote on it [28]. The question of the referendum was about joining the 
customs union with Russia, Belarus, and Kazakhstan, which, according to the 2013 
opinion polls, did have some chance of success12. The campaign met resistance from 
the courts and from the Central Electoral Commission that was supposed to register 
the initiative. On 19 November, Petro Symonenko claimed in the parliament that they 
had collected the necessary three million signatures [29] although there was criticism 
that, even in the event of the referendum’s success, it would hardly have legally 
binding consequences [30]. 

When the Maidan protests started, the CPU position was surprisingly not so hostile. 
In December 2013 Symonenko was writing about a number of just social grievances 
(corruption, wage arrears, unemployment, price increase etc.) that were bringing 
people onto the streets [31] and later, in February 2014, he analysed it as a result of 
the Ukrainian oligarchic capitalism crisis, even claiming that ‘the protest that splashed 
to the streets in winter 2014 essentially had a socialist agenda because it was possible 
to solve all those urgent problems only within socialist revolution frames’ [32]. 
However, the right-wing opposition striving for power immediately exploited these 
just grievances. One of the most frequent Communist labels for the events was the 
‘struggle between oligarchic clans’. However, later developments proved that among 
competing ‘oligarchic clans’ one (pro-governmental) was better for the Communists 
than another. The dismantling of Lenin’s monument in Kiev on 8 December 2013, 
support for Maidan from EU and US top officials, the growing visibility of far right 
forces in the protests – all these exacerbated the negative attitude against Maidan 
from the CPU. On 19 December 2013, the CPU parliamentary group withdrew its 
support from the resolution against the government. As a result, without the 
Communist votes it was not able to gain majority support in the parliament. They 
stated that ‘we cannot and will not vote with vandals, nationalists, neo-fascists, 
oligarchs that work for the US and western interests and rise to power in order to 
establish in the county a fascist regime’ [33]. On 16 January 2014, the CPU 
parliamentary group made the most obvious step in support of the government 
against the Maidan protesters, unanimously voting for the package of repressive laws. 
The CPU submitted two from ten laws in the package, i.e. those establishing criminal 
responsibility for vandalism against memorials to the heroes of the Great Patriotic 
War [against Nazi Germany] and for the propaganda of fascism. However, the 
Communists also fully supported and justified later all other laws limiting political 
freedoms, presenting them as just a response to ‘expansion of the US capital’ and 
‘escalation of the conflict’ [34] although, by 16 January 2014, the Maidan protests 
were in fact at a strategic dead-end and precisely these very laws pushed Maidan 
towards radicalisation. Despite rhetoric about competing oligarchic clans, the CPU 
blamed the opposition and the western countries much more heavily than the 

                                                                 
12  In November 2013, both integration projects (EU and Russian) would gain the support of around 40% of the 
population, according to a poll by the Kiev International Institute of Sociology [283]. 
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government for the escalation of the conflict despite the fact that violence from the 
protesters usually only followed police repression. Petro Symonenko’s positions 
which he expressed in January and in February 2014 would probably be even closer 
to the hardline position of the pro-government camp than to those parts of the Party 
of Regions who were looking for some compromise with the protesters. As the 
violence continued and extended the CPU warned against the division of the country, 
the threat of civil war, the establishment of a fascist dictatorship and Ukraine’s loss 
of sovereignty [35]. In February 2014, they proposed federalisation of the country 
plus a number of other constitutional changes which, however, would barely be 
supported at that moment either by the government or by the opposition. By voting 
for the 16 January repressive laws the CPU took part of the guilt for fomenting the 
civil war and by the end of Maidan proved incapable of forming any significant 
mobilisation behind their anti-crisis course of action. 

The Progressive Socialist Party of Ukraine’s position was essentially the same. 
However, as usual, it used only stronger and more clamorous language. Almost from 
the very start of the protests, the PSPU described it as a US-backed Nazi coup in 
support of the ‘eurocolonisation’ of Ukraine [36, 37] with even more ‘civilisational’ 
aspects going as far as to speak about the conflict between ‘militant Greek Catholics’ 
and the eastern Orthodox majority [38] and siding closer to the hardliners of the pro-
governmental camp. 

On the contrary, Borotba was trying to stand apart from the CPU and, obviously, from 
the PSPU. They shared with them a large amount of economic criticism of the 
European integration prospects for Ukraine [39] but, at the same time, they did not 
support integration into the customs union with Russia. Although the criticism of the 
Customs Union was much less elabourated than the criticism of the EU, it was 
perceived as a ‘similar neoliberal institution’ [40] containing all the problems of the 
EU in its embryonic form. Borotba leader Serhii Kyrychuk wrote that the customs 
union with Russia would not give Ukraine an opportunity for equitable and mutually 
beneficial integration as long as there was a high level of competition between 
Ukrainian and Russian industries and mistrust between political leadership [39].  

As expected, Borotba did not support Maidan, stating that ‘the true revolution will 
put social demands forward’, not geopolitical ones, and in the beginning perceiving it 
as a new and even worse edition of the Orange revolution of 2004, mainly agreeing 
with the CPU that people were just allowed to be manipulated by the ‘oligarchic clans’ 
[40]. However, Borotba never exploited any ‘civilisational’ or conservative rhetoric 
against Maidan. They clearly condemned the repressive laws of 16 January, even 
calling to the international left to stop any cooperation with the ‘extreme 
conservative’ CPU which voted for them [41]. After Maidan’s radicalisation, unlike the 
CPU they did not support the government as a ‘lesser evil’. Nevertheless they warned 
that ‘Maidan’s victory will lead not to an extension of democracy but to the 
establishment of a regime more authoritarian and repressive than even Yanukovych’s 
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regime’ and ‘despite mass participation and support from a significant part of ‘civil 
society”, it will mean a right-wing, reactionary turn in Ukrainian politics’ [40].  

However, in the end Borotba was not able to form any ‘third camp’ that would be 
critical both to the government and to the right-wing opposition. Their campaigns 
against the threat of the civil war and against intrusion of foreign countries into 
Ukrainian affairs [42] remained only a short series of small and symbolic actions13 
completely on the margins of Ukrainian political life. 

Preliminary analysis of the CSLR protest event data during Maidan period is also very 
interesting in this respect14. Overall, apart from more than 3,000 pro-Maidan protests 
in the period between 21 November 2013 and 20 February 2014 (i.e. before the 
Maidan victory) UPCD contains reports about at least 316 Anti-Maidan mobilisations. 
It is widely believed that those protests had a strong vertical component, i.e. many of 
the rallies and protest camps were organised from above and paid by the ruling Party 
of Regions. However, the leftist Anti-Maidan movement was quite autonomous and 
usually self-organised. In 46 (15%) Anti-Maidan protests during this period (i.e. with 
an agenda against European integration, against Maidan and its actions), participation 
of leftists was reported. So the left was a minor but significant party of the Anti-
Maidan movement. The participation of the CPU was reported in 31 cases and of the 
PSPU in 10, and in six of the minor organisations including Borotba. However, in only 
six of 46 cases did the left participate together with the Party of Regions. 

The leftist Anti-Maidan movement was usually completely peaceful and legal and was 
going on in the form of conventional small-size rallies. In only four protest events did 
they use confrontational or violent tactics compared to 82 Anti-Maidan protest 
events with confrontational and violent tactics in general. In only two events a leftist 
Anti-Maidan participation of over 1,000 people was reported and these were events 
together with the Party of Regions. The leftist Anti-Maidan was heavily skewed to the 
eastern and southern regions even compared to Anti-Maidan in general: only 17% 
(eight cases) of these protests happened in other regions, among them only one in 
Kiev and none in western regions (compared to 26% or 81 cases for Anti-Maidan in 
general). The highest number of left wing Anti-Maidan events was reported in 
Lugansk (8) and Odessa (5). 

Despite the participation of left wing parties in these protests only in three cases were 
some concrete socio-economic demands or criticism reported. During the first week 
of the Maidan protests, the leftist Anti-Maidan movement was criticising European 
association and demanding to join the customs union with Russia. The government 

                                                                 
13 Only 4 protest events with participation of Borotba were reported in UPCD during Maidan period. 
14 For analysis of the CSLR protest event data in this paper I treat multi-day rallies, pickets, marches, motorcades during 
Maidan and Anti-Maidan protests as single events. It would be more correct to analyze them as multiple events for each 
day the protestors gathered to make contentious claims. Such recoding of Maidan and Anti-Maidan protest event data 
is proceeding in the time of writing. However, it would not change the results of the analysis in any substantive way. For 
example, the recoding adds only eight protest events with the left participation during Maidan period and only a couple 
of dozen left protests after 21 February 2014. 
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was the target of these protests. Some of these protests had homophobic demands, 
particularly, against the imagined ‘threat’ of same-sex marriages allegedly coming 
together with European integration. In addition, during some of these protests 
protesters already started to raise the Russian flag and, in 17 cases overall, the anti-
Maidan leftists participated together with Russian nationalist organisations. When 
Lenin’s monument in Kiev was dismantled and, especially when the Maidan protests 
radicalised, the target of leftist Anti-Maidan demands switched from the government 
to Maidan protesters.  

Overall, not feeling that it wanted to support the Maidan protests because of the 
European integration agenda and strong right-wing positions there, the CPU even 
helped to fuel their radicalisation and the division of the country by siding with the 
government and supporting an attempt at systemic limitations on political freedoms. 
At the same time, the left wing Anti-Maidan protests during that period remained 
quite a marginal phenomenon without a significant political impact. A qualitatively 
different dynamic started on 21 February 2014 when Yanukovych left Kiev and the 
focus of the Maidan protesters moved to the south-eastern regions, particularly with 
attacks against Soviet monuments.  

WHY DID OTHER LEFT-WING GROUPS JOIN THE MAIDAN PROTESTS? 

As mentioned before, many of the new left eventually supported the Maidan 
protests. Why?  

Some of the new left simply shared at least some pro-European dreams. This was 
especially visible in discussions about gender issues and minority rights when, from 
the left liberal feminist perspective, the EU was obviously presenting a better 
alternative than Russia’s conservative legislation. The EU was perceived as a locus for 
liberal values exemplified by a naïve slogan that the ‘EU is equal rights for every 
person’15. The left liberal inability to grasp the centrality of class analysis and politics 
in favor of various non-class issues easily allowed the EU’s limited progressive 
achievements to overshadow the wider picture. The overall imperialist and neoliberal 
nature of this project, their potential consequences for the Ukrainian economy and 
the working classes were quite often not understood at all or perceived as something 
of secondary importance when it seemed possible to articulate at least some 
progressive values in the generally conservative Ukrainian society.  

The most extreme flavour of a naïve pro-European position did not even come from 
the new left but from the United Left and Peasants party, which unequivocally 
supported the Maidan protests from their very beginnings and kept one tent in the 
protesters’ camp in Kiev, as they claim, for ‘all 97 days of bitter confrontation’ [43], 
where a few people were supposedly doing some agitation-type activities. As 
mentioned before, the ULP was formed from small splinter parties from the SPU (the 
                                                                 
15Photo on the “Self-organization and social-economic protest at #EuroMaidan” Facebook page, 27 November 2014: 
https://www.facebook.com/leftmaidan/photos/a.332391760235909.1073741832.331218437019908/3323917769025
74/?type=1&theater. 

https://www.facebook.com/leftmaidan/photos/a.332391760235909.1073741832.331218437019908/332391776902574/?type=1&theater
https://www.facebook.com/leftmaidan/photos/a.332391760235909.1073741832.331218437019908/332391776902574/?type=1&theater
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Justice party led by Stanislav Nikolaienko first of all) and joined by other no less 
marginal organisations. The ULP fully supported an EU association agreement with 
Ukraine, even including the deep and comprehensive free trade zone. Although the 
statement from the ULP mentioned some crisis tendencies in the EU, they were 
nevertheless adamant that it does not have such a ‘wild social polarisation, oligarchic 
dictatorship; it prioritises the middle class and working people. Quality education, 
healthcare, social security are available for the majority of people’ [44]. Beyond this 
rosy picture, any discussion for the concrete consequences of the concrete 
agreements for Ukraine was absent. In the later statements the ULP slightly criticised 
Maidan for putting too much focus on European integration and for its lack of a socio-
economic programme, instead proposing a programme combining liberal 
(decentralisation, fight with corruption, civic control over officials) and mild socio-
democratic policies (state control over natural monopolies, progressive taxation, 
social security and increase of wages and pensions) [45]. 

Other pro-Maidan left activists were trying to be more critical towards the EU 
although not necessarily less naïve in the result. For example, a leaflet distributed by 
the left activists for the protesters in the early days of Maidan tried to bring more 
substance to the protest’s vague demands. For example, it said that the EU 
association agreement would probably be beneficial only for big business. Instead it 
was more important to demand decisive political, social and economic changes: 
democratisation, justice, prevention of police abuse, good wages, free quality 
education and health care, little corruption, environmentally sustainable 
development, comfortable and accessible transport infrastructure, a world without 
borders, tolerance to everyone etc. In sum, it was a classical statement ‘for everything 
good and against everything bad’. The leaflet appealed to everyone’s participation, 
which could, in the end, build a ‘true Europe’ while the EU association was just the 
first step [46]. At the same time, the pro-Maidan left Facebook public page entitled 
‘Self-organization and social-economic protest at #EuroMaidan’ also published a 
number of materials criticising the European integration results, particularly in the 
Balkans and other eastern European countries. They also tried to connect the ideas 
of the Occupy movement and of European anti-austerity protests16 with the Maidan 
struggles but without much success. Striking features of Euromaidan were that there 
was a much stronger identification with the European elite, while there were no 
serious initiatives to build bridges with European popular movements and the weak 
new left could hardly change the nature of the Maidan movement by making it closer 
to their ideological preferences.   

Other pro-Maidan positions were also contradictory. The Left Opposition supported 
the political part of the EU association agreement, saying that ‘it will facilitate the 

                                                                 
16 As an example check the picture from French protests against the pension age increase, “Self-organization and social-
economic protest at #EuroMaidan” Facebook-page, November 25, 2014: 
https://www.facebook.com/leftmaidan/timeline/story?ut=43&wstart=1357027200&wend=1388563199&hash=-
7930549229942595711&pagefilter=3. 

https://www.facebook.com/leftmaidan/timeline/story?ut=43&wstart=1357027200&wend=1388563199&hash=-7930549229942595711&pagefilter=3
https://www.facebook.com/leftmaidan/timeline/story?ut=43&wstart=1357027200&wend=1388563199&hash=-7930549229942595711&pagefilter=3
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extension of democracy, an increase in the transparency of the authorities, just courts 
and will limit corruption’. However, they clearly opposed the deep and 
comprehensive free trade zone, calling it ‘integration of our oligarchs into the EU’s 
economic system’, which will only increase the peripheral and neocolonial situation 
of the Ukrainian economy (as well as the Russian Customs Union) [47]. Likewise, the 
Socialist Party of Ukraine supported the political part of the agreement but demanded 
more negotiation on the ‘trade-economic’ component17. The position seemed to be 
smart but the problem was to what extent it was realistic or was it wishful thinking 
without any prospects not only of being accepted by the EU but even of winning the 
hearts of the Maidan protesters.  

These contradictions, vagueness and inconsistency led anti-Maidan sceptics, from 
Borotba first of all, to interpret the moves of the pro-Maidan left as nothing more 
than ‘Euro-lefty opportunism’ [48] or inability to break with middle class ideologies 
and prejudices, forcing the left to go with the stream of the people around and trying 
to accommodate to their European illusions [49]. This kind of criticism only 
antagonised relations of the new left with Borotba. However, it was quite evident 
that, besides the substantive reasons for supporting the Maidan protests, (either 
connected to limited EU advantages in comparison with the Russian Customs Union 
or supporting the protest against police violence) there were clearly other 
motivations as well. For example, there was a rather emotional than political 
attraction to ‘spontaneous anarchism’ and self-organisation of ‘the biggest and the 
most radical social protest in post-Soviet Ukraine’ [50] with a strong (although not 
overwhelming) grassroots component [51, pp. 126-128]. There was also a ‘populist’ 
motivation for some of the left ‘to be with the people’ while trying to articulate some 
of their ideas in an attractive way during the mass protest: the pink flag with EU stars 
symbolising ‘Socialist Europe’18 used by the left opposition activists at the beginning 
of the protests could probably serve as the best symbol for this strategy. The crucial 
problem and the tragedy of the situation were that they apparently did not have other 
options given their existing resources and circumstances. Several left authors [52, 51] 
reflecting on the new left participation in Maidan write about the basic dilemma for 
the left: either participate in this protest, despite all its problems, alien agenda and 

                                                                 
17 Though the SPU generally stuck to their long-term demand ‘to build Europe in Ukraine’, meaning that it is not by 
joining either the EU or the Russian customs union as such that will improve the lives of Ukrainians but substantive 
changes in the political system [278]. After the first dispersal of the protest camp in Kiev on 30 November and street 
fights and capturing state buildings on the next day, the SPU condemned violence in politics, blaming ‘extremist forces’ 
from both sides of the conflict and warning against division of the country and the possibility of a Balkan or Middle East 
type of conflict in Ukraine. While blaming both sides – the government and the opposition – the SPU quite early in 
December 2013 demanded the reinstatement of the Constitution of 2004, more powers for the parliament, the 
resignation of the government and new elections to the parliament [279]. However, local organisation cells showed a 
wide range of positions: from full support of the Maidan movement in Sumy [280] to mostly condemning far right 
Maidan radicals in Kirovohrad [281]. 
18 http://gaslo.info/wp-content/uploads/2013/11/majdan1.jpg. In Ukrainian language it is possible to make the same 
abbreviation for EU and ‘Socialist Europe’: ЄС = «Європейський Союз» = «Європа Соціалістична». 

http://gaslo.info/wp-content/uploads/2013/11/majdan1.jpg
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hostile attitude towards the left, or stay on the margins of one of the most important 
political events in the country and lose an opportunity to gain valuable experience.  

After repressive laws had been passed on 16 January, the change of the Maidan 
agenda became clear: from EU integration to a protest against police violence, 
government and systemic assault on political freedoms afterwards. As a Left 
Opposition activist stated, ‘January 16 was the point of no return’, writing about the 
regime and comparing Yanukovych to Pinochet [53]. However, it was not an obvious 
choice for the pro-Maidan left. For example, the ULP and the SPU warned against a 
potential civil war and distanced themselves from ‘irresponsible’, ‘extremist’ actions 
from both sides although they did not withdraw support from Maidan but started to 
sound quite similar to the Communist party [54, 55]. However, for many from the new 
left groups it was a decisive point to support the movement, including its violent part. 
Some anarchists and subcultural antifascists even agreed on a temporary ‘truce’ with 
the far right, joining them in mass fights with the riot police [56, p. 94]. The Direct 
Action student union called on people to join all forms of protest, including ‘active 
resistance’ [57]. The anarchist Autonomous Workers’ Union in Kiev, which was 
previously very critical towards Maidan, started to support the protest against the 
police violence [58] in sharp contrast to their previous statements emphasising strong 
far right participation and even framing the events as a conflict between two types of 
fascism [59]19.  

HOW DID THE LEFT TAKE PART IN THE MAIDAN PROTESTS? 

The left’s participation in the Maidan protests took various forms: taking part in 
peaceful protests, violent actions, agitating, organising educational and cultural 
activities, strikes and occupations and supporting media and humanitarian initiatives. 
However, there were two major weaknesses of the left’s participation in Maidan. 

First, the left’s activism was often sporadic and chaotic, without coordination 
between the different groups, sometimes even taking the form of just individual 
participation in the Maidan events (especially at the beginning of the protest) [51, p. 
128]. As Zakhar Popovych (LO) said in an interview:  

…when all the different left groups seeing the mass nature of the movement 
started attempts to intervene there, all those attempts were too scattered – in 
different places, at different times – so it was impossible to reach any critical 
mass to make a really significant impact like the rightists were able to do, 
unfortunately. [60, p. 106] 

Usually there was no permanent area of sustained everyday leftist presence in the 
Maidan camps. For some groups the whole participation took the form of ‘Sunday 
agitation’, i.e. people coming to the biggest rallies at the weekends in small groups 
with leaflets [51, p. 129]. One reason for this was the general weakness of the new 

                                                                 
19 However, they clearly distanced themselves from the ‘senseless’ street violence that only helped the government, 
as they stated [58]. 
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left groups in terms of resources. The lack of a strong organisational structure and 
their internal divisions made it harder to mobilise a critical mass of people in the right 
place at the right time. Another reason was the attacks on the left activists, not 
allowing them to create a point of permanent agitation. In Kiev the left were attacked 
several times at the very beginning of the Maidan protests while trying to reframe 
‘European values’ in a social and feminist way and being quickly identified by the far 
right. When, on 4 December 2013, Denis Levin, then an organiser in the Confederation 
of Free Trade Unions of Ukraine and a Borotba activist, attempted to establish the 
union’s tent and start social agitation with two other activists from the CFTU, they 
were attacked as ‘Communists’ and titushki by a crowd from Maidan [61]. There were 
individual attacks not only in the beginning but in the later phases of the protest as 
well.  

However, these attacks did not stop the left’s activity in Maidan. The new left were 
able to participate in feminist initiatives such as the Second Half of Maidan or 
Women’s Company (Zhinocha sotnia), which were trying to emphasise the gender 
equality dimension of Europe or to delve into the reproduction of sexist divisions of 
labour in the Maidan camp, by organising educational and cultural events in a so 
called Open University. They also organised and supported humanitarian initiatives 
like the Hospital Guards, which prevented arrests in the hospitals of the protesters 
injured in the street violence. However, the left’s participation in these kinds of 
activities was possible precisely because it was not perceived as the left’s political 
activity at all. The women’s initiatives hardly moved beyond the liberal feminist 
agenda. When the left was trying to intervene with more social demands, they usually 
strategically presented themselves as just ‘social activists’ 20 . The humanitarian 
initiatives or participation in the violent actions together with the right wing activists 
precluded open left political subjectivity by definition. When the anarchists 
participating in the Kiev Maidan camp attempted to institutionalise themselves within 
the Maidan Self-Defense21 and tried to form their own unit, called the Black Company 
(Chorna sotnia), they were forced to leave the camp by outnumbering extreme right-
wingers close to the Svoboda party, who did not allow them to form any unit with an 
open ‘anti-Ukrainian’ identity.  

From all the left groups in Kiev, the Left Opposition attempted the most grounded 
political intervention into Maidan. They prepared a ten-point political programme 
[62], trying to adapt classical left demands (nationalisation, workers’ control, 
progressive taxation, stopping capital flight to offshore locations, ‘social lustration’ – 
banning rich people from holding public office, stopping cooperation with 
international financial institutions etc.) to Ukrainian context and political language. 

                                                                 
20 The name of the major public page for coordination of the new left at Maidan reflects this tendency: “Self-organization 
and social-economic protest at #EuroMaidan”. 
21 A paramilitary structure created by the protesters in response to the police violence. It is telling that the head of 
Maidan Self-Defence was Andrii Parubii, one of the first founders of the far right Social-National Party of Ukraine, later 
rebranded as the famous Svoboda, and the leader of its youth wing the Patriot of Ukraine. Maidan Self-Defence was 
structured into sotni, a historical Ukrainian name for a company (as a military unit). 
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However, due to organisational weakness, they were able to propagate the 
programme only during irregular talks and in irregularly distributed leaflets. 

Participation in the student movement during Maidan, which became a subject of 
pride for Kiev’s new left, appeared to be the same kind of self-censored ‘social 
activism’ without political results in the final instance. Starting from late November 
2013, Direct Action union activists participated in the student marches and rallies, 
trying to sow some seeds of socio-economic agenda into the infertile soil of mostly 
neoliberal-nationalist Kiev student milieus and predictably without much success [63, 
p. 146]. The student mobilisations continued in a failed attempt at an occupation 
strike in one of the elite universities (KMA) after the repressive laws of 16 January, 
where the left had previously had relatively a stronger position and at least were not 
seen negatively. It could have become an alternative centre for the struggle against 
Yanukovych. However, the majority of the students who identified with the main 
Maidan movement and who feared for their careers as the state could close the 
university, did not support the strike. The strike initiative turned into a regular student 
assembly in one of the buildings in Kiev city centre occupied by Maidan protesters. 
The assembly was a format appropriated from western progressive movements. 
However, the contents of the coordination in the assembly were not left wing political 
actions but mobilisations with a typical pro-Maidan agenda. It all ended in the 
occupation of the Ministry of Education in the final days of the Maidan protests. The 
latter occupation was the culmination of Kiev left wing activism in Maidan when the 
student protesters forced the new Minister of Education Serhiy Kvit (with a far right 
political background) to discuss the terms for leaving the occupied building. However, 
even in this comfortable niche for leftist participation in the protests, they ultimately 
failed to go further than subjects such as the (neo)liberal agenda of university 
autonomy, transparency and fighting corruption and failed to institutionalise the 
student assembly as a permanent point for critical control over education policies [63, 
pp. 150-152].  

In other Ukrainian regions, opportunities for left wing participation in local ‘maidans’ 
were not always exactly like in Kiev. Two cases, in particular, stand out. In Kharkov, 
where the far right was relatively weak and split, the local anarchists (AWU) were able 
to organise a more sustained level of agitation activity among students and some 
neighbourhoods, focusing on social problems and anti-authoritarian ideas. They 
gradually won some respect and recognition from the liberal Maidan majority. 
Kharkov was the only city where the left (anarchists) were included in the 
coordination council of the local ‘maidan’ [64]. In Lviv the left nationalists from the 
Autonomous Resistance played an even more visible role in the local ‘maidan’. In 
western Ukrainian cities and provinces the political conjuncture for Maidan was quite 
specific as the local authorities were controlled by the opposition parties. In Lviv, 
particularly, the far right Svoboda was a de facto ruling party. The AR there was 
already a relatively strong movement which was sometimes able to mobilise several 
hundred people. It actively participated in local social protests and got into an open 
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confrontation with Svoboda even before Maidan started. The AR’s main line of action 
was to radicalise the protests, to call for the true revolution bringing fundamental 
changes to the social and political structures and to not allow Maidan just to change 
the ruling parties [65]. They called for people not to trust the political opposition and 
Svoboda in particular as they would necessarily betray the protesters. On 24 January 
the AR led the occupation of the regional state administration building, demanding 
the resignations of the head of the Lviv province administration from the pro-
Yanukovych Party of Regions [66]22. Later, the Autonomous Resistance might have 
played a crucial role in initiating the so-called Night of Rage in Lviv on 18 February 
after riot police started their final attempt to destroy the Maidan camp in Kiev city 
centre [67]. During the Night of Rage, crowds attacked and pillaged the prosecutor’s 
office, the security service’s office, the police department and the military, where 
they also captured large amounts of arms (in the following days supposedly used by 
the protesters in Kiev against riot police). Similar attacks took place in a number of 
other western Ukrainian cities. As the criminal cases relating to the Night of Rage 
events are still open (even under the post-Maidan government) and the AR was 
accused of capturing and not returning the weapons, they are not inclined to disclose 
details about their role in the events [68].  

Thus both Kharkov anarchists and Lviv left wing nationalists played a relatively more 
important role in the Maidan mobilisations in their localities. However, in both cases 
not only did local political conjunctures facilitate better results but also the AR and 
Kharkov AWU avoided associating themselves with the left. The AR usually called 
themselves ‘nationalists’ or ‘populists’ (narodniki) and, in the Kharkov case, ‘social 
activists’ or ‘anarchists’ [51, p. 129], which was more tolerable precisely because the 
anarchism itself in Ukraine ‘might seem to be compatible with nationalist and liberal 
perspectives and is not perceived as a “left” ideology’ [52, p. 48].  

RESULTS AND ALTERNATIVES 

Overall, the political impact of the Ukrainian left on the Maidan protests was close to 
zero. There is no evidence that the left changed the course of major events, making 
them in any significant way closer to social revolution with a progressive agenda 
instead of a regionally skewed popular rebellion bringing a neoliberal-nationalist 
government to power. There is no evidence of their propaganda activities having any 
significant impact on support for socialist demands. The participation of the new left 
in the Maidan protests was almost invisible for the media. According to CSLR 
Ukrainian Protest and Coercion Data, between 21 November 2013 and 20 February 
2014, the left participation was reported in only 20 events (19 with the new left and 
one protest with SPU participation) out of more than 3,000 Maidan protests overall, 
i.e. in less than 1% (compared with 25% of Maidan protests with reported far right 
participation). 

                                                                 
22 The opposition parties did not support this occupation calling them provocateurs and the AR left the building after 
“Svoboda” members of local council failed to evict them. 
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Did the left at least improve their own positions and resources as a result of 
participation in the Maidan protests? In Kiev the left opposition activists attempted 
to participate in the city elections in May 2014, using an innovative procedure of liquid 
democracy. However, they failed miserably, securing only several hundred votes for 
each candidate. Taras Salamanyuk, who conducted research among the regional left 
in the Maidan and Anti-Maidan protests, writes about an ‘infrastructure leap’. The 
regional left groups who took part in the Maidan protests, especially the most 
successful among them like Lviv left nationalists and Kharkov anarchists, gained 
valuable experience, some finances from donations to the protest camps, important 
connections with liberal and other activist groups and increased their recognition 
among the public and in the media media [51, p. 131]. However, the relative scale of 
the ‘leap’ should be taken into account as well. Considering that the left had a very 
marginal position before Maidan, it was not so impressive to become at least 
something. Salamanyuk notes that they became recognisable as regional-level 
opposition at best while at the same time they were barely able to sustain their results 
when Maidan turned into a patriotic mobilisation after the annexation of Crimea and 
the war in Donbass began. ‘We are at the same spot as we were before’, replied an 
activist from Lviv Autonomous Resistance when commenting on their results in the 
three months after Maidan [51, p. 133].  

Perhaps, the most obvious result was the experience, even if ultimately unsuccessful, 
of participation in a mass movement and a strong motivation among the left to reflect 
on unsatisfactory results and to reconsider inadequate political practices in a different 
post-Maidan context. Zakhar Popovych called a move from different left groups to 
finally form a new left political party ‘a post-Maidan effect’ [60, p. 107]. An anarchist 
blogger Alexander Volodarsky recognises that small pickets of 20-100 people that the 
new left were able to organise before and which sometimes had some impact are not 
perceived as anything important at all after Maidan, so anarchists have to seriously 
reconsider their strategy and tactics [69]. 

The weak performance by the left in Maidan was a combined result of very different 
factors. As mentioned before, the new left had very weak levels of resources (e.g. in 
terms of activists, media, infrastructure etc.) when the Maidan protests started and 
these were incomparable to the mobilisation resources of their right-wing 
competitors. Moreover, the capacity of the new left for united action and to merge 
scarce resources was undermined by splits and animosity. At the same time, the CPU, 
the strongest left wing party in Ukraine with parliamentary representation at that 
moment, which could mobilise much bigger resources supported the government de 
facto. This was a logical result of their long-term degradation into a bourgeois party 
with Russian nationalist and conservative elements in terms of their ideology. 
However, it was also the nature of the Maidan movement itself, its ideology, its mass 
base and the nature of the most organised participants which channelled the social 
grievances of Ukrainians into a confrontation between Yanukovych and the 
opposition, between Ukrainian and Russian nationalism and into a geopolitical choice 
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between competing imperialist blocs. Was there an alternative? If only Ukraine had 
had a very different Maidan or a very different left wing movement. Some pro-Maidan 
left wing bodies regretted that no ‘Left Sector’ emerged in the Kiev Maidan camp that 
was able to unite disjointed left wing groups into an effective coalition as the 
previously quite marginal far right groups and organisations were able to unite into 
the famous Right Sector [52, p. 49]. If we look at the regional cases where the left was 
more efficient, we can speculate that the potential ‘Left Sector’ would probably have 
gained much more visibility but it would probably not have changed the course of 
events. The Right Sector proposed a new violent strategy (or rather tactics) when 
Maidan was stagnating in the dead end of senseless Sunday rallies in mid-January. As 
CSLR data shows, the left was incomparably weaker in terms of violence. They could 
probably have attempted a political strikes’ strategy instead. However, for this 
strategy to have been efficient, the left would have needed strong connections with 
workers’ collectives, which they had not had. The new left had relatively strong 
positions only within Kiev’s elite students, who were conformist and infected by the 
neoliberal European dream. 

There were also immediate negative consequences of participation in Maidan for the 
pro-Maidan left, which might have been even stronger and might have a more long-
term nature than any positive results. Participation in a questionable movement 
without real capacity to turn it into the left direction from the very start posed 
questions about compromises with hostile forces and a hostile agenda and also 
questions about at which point it would be necessary to break with them. If the pro-
Maidan left had a clear vision of an independent socialist strategy, it would be much 
easier to make specific decisions reacting to complex developments. However, for the 
new left, especially in a disorganised milieu outside ideological groups, lack of clear 
strategic understanding was precisely one of the biggest problems. That is why many 
of them were quite susceptible to follow the logic of the Maidan movement even 
when this logic was leading not in the direction of political and social revolution but 
in the direction of patriotic mobilisation. Of course, Russian intervention added a lot 
to this evolution and was a frequent refrain in leftist discussions about the 
degradation of the grassroots progressive elements of Maidan. However, the 
question was not only whom to blame but also what to do and whether it was not 
already the right time to make a decisive break with the movement rather than 
continue justifying its more and more questionable developments.  

The attitudes towards the new government exemplified this tendency in particular. 
In discussions in sceptical anti-Maidan circles, the pro-Maidan left felt it necessary to 
justify that the new government was not really as right wing as sceptics and especially 
the Russian media stated. Usually it was not a question for them that the new 
government was neoliberal and/or oligarchic but, at the same time, they did not 
perceive it as a ‘fascist junta’ (as many Anti-Maidan supporters and separatists called 
it). In the spring of 2014 this label was obviously out of touch with reality. However, 
attempts to defend the Ukrainian government as a more democratic and progressive 
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state against Russia in the context of the annexation of Crimea or against emerging 
separatist republics in Donbass were indeed problematic. It was particularly tempting 
to stay attached to the new government as some people at least close to the left took 
a couple of government positions. Inna Sovsun, a liberal expert on higher education, 
who previously cooperated with the new left in urban protests and in the student 
movement, was assigned as the first deputy of the Minister of Education Serhiy Kvit. 
Her brother Nazariy Sovsun worked in the Ministry of Culture’s press service. In her 
reflection on the student assembly during Maidan (where she was one of the 
coordinators), Nina Khodorivska, assumes in a quite naïve way that the student 
assembly had performed its function and is not necessary any more while the new 
Ministry of Education leadership will continue with the education reforms in the 
interests of the students [70, pp. 140-143]. In reality, the post-Maidan Ministry of 
Education is proceeding with quick neoliberal reforms and revising those few 
progressive elements which the new law on higher education (the focus of student 
struggles in 2011-12) contained [71] without even any weak resistance from the 
disoriented student left. 

It seems to be true that the Ukrainian left faced a dilemma between taking part in the 
Maidan protests and staying out of the major political events in the country (like the 
anti-Maidan left). However, the choice for the participation option carried with it the 
risk of losing its independent socialist position and becoming just a ‘left wing’ for 
Ukrainian liberals and nationalists. At the same time, the earlier divisions have 
deepened and any chances for united left wing political action between the pro- and 
anti-Maidan left have faded. The lack of a clear independent strategy, a postmodern 
incapacity for consistent class analysis and class politics and an emotional rather than 
political participation in the Maidan protests as voluntary supporters of the liberal-
nationalist agenda, had an impact on the left. This has made it harder for the left to 
resist polarisation between competing nationalist and imperialist camps.  

 

ANTI-MAIDAN PROTESTS 

The Anti-Maidan movement acquired a completely different, grassroots dynamic in 
late February 2014, in contrast to the mostly top-down Anti-Maidan organised by the 
Party of Regions. The movement challenged the new post-Maidan neoliberal-
nationalist government, voicing not only the demands of pro-Russian nationalism but 
also some social grievances. In relation to Anti-Maidan, too, the left were split, but 
the discussions were even tougher, turning into factual attacks and mutual 
denunciations. Generally, the pattern of support or aversion to Anti-Maidan mirrored 
Maidan loyalties. Nevertheless, not everything was so predictable and some of the 
former Maidan left could express sympathy with some elements of the Anti-Maidan 
movement, while different organisations and parties from the anti-Maidan left camp 
also adopted significantly different positions and strategies in relation to the protests. 
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Yet attempts to turn the Anti-Maidan movement towards the left, or at least to bring 
about important political achievements for the left, were ultimately a failure. 

PRO-MAIDAN LEFT AND ANTI-MAIDAN 

Positions towards the Anti-Maidan movement were obviously related to assessments 
of the results of Maidan and of the post-Maidan government. The United Left and 
Peasants party (in April 2014 they decided to revert to the older name of ‘Justice’ 
party) was the most supportive from among the left. It recommended voting for Petro 
Poroshenko at the presidential elections [72] and abstained from traditional May Day 
rallies in order not to rock the boat during ‘a difficult political situation in the country’ 
[73]. Though even they extensively criticised the new government from a social-
democratic point of view and pointed to the unsatisfactory socio-economic situation 
as the root cause of the separatist revolt [73]. However, initially, most of the pro-
Maidan left organisations did not have particularly high hopes for the ‘revolution’. 
Rather, they understood that the overthrow of Yanukovych itself had not changed 
either the political or the social system. ‘The true revolution has only begun’ was a 
common refrain in some leftist texts in late February 2014 [74, 75]. Alternatively, 
Maidan at least provided opportunities for ‘true democratisation’ [76]. Essentially, 
the pro-Maidan left hoped for a development of the progressive elements in the 
Maidan movement that would bring anti-oligarchic demands and calls for social 
justice and democratisation to the forefront. When that did not happen, it was very 
tempting to primarily blame the Russian intervention that precluded, or at least 
delayed and distorted, progressive developments, rather than blaming inherent 
aspects of the Maidan movement itself. 

Some among the pro-Maidan left attempted to rationalise these attitudes, theorising 
Maidan as a ‘bourgeois revolution’ [77, 78, 79]. As the story went, the Maidan 
prevented power being monopolised by Yanukovych's ‘Family’ clan, restored 
bourgeois political pluralism and was supposed to decrease the ‘corruption rent’ that 
the bureaucracy extracted from the Ukrainian economy. In this framework, even a 
conflict between one of the richest oligarchs, Igor Kolomoisky, and the slightly less 
rich oligarch Petro Poroshenko, the new Ukrainian president, was interpreted as a 
struggle between ‘counter-revolutionary’ and ‘revolutionary’ camps rather than a 
conflict between competing oligarchic groups not fundamentally different from each 
other [79]. The anarchists from the Autonomous Workers’ Union were the main 
promoters of this theorisation; however, it seems they were just framing a much 
wider range of feelings in semi-Marxist terminology. A large part of the pro-Maidan 
liberal and libertarian left hoped for the ‘modernisation’ of Ukrainian society. Despite 
their radical and anti-capitalist identity they would implicitly support changes towards 
transparent state institutions, the rule of law, decreased corruption, a civic rather 
than ethnic nation, tolerance in relation to minorities – everything that the post-
Soviet transformation had promised but failed to bring to Ukraine – and shared this 
‘European ideology’ with Ukrainian national-liberals. 
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From this perspective, the Anti-Maidan protests were obviously perceived as a 
‘reactionary mutiny’, an integral part of a Russian ‘counter-revolutionary’ 
intervention. The pro-Maidan left usually did not go so far as to reject any grassroots 
component behind the ‘Russian spring’ and to reduce it completely to a Russian 
special operation. However, they were explicitly unsympathetic to it. Partially, they 
repeated the commonplaces of pro-Ukrainian liberal criticism depicting Anti-Maidan 
as heavily manipulated by Russia and the former Donbass elite from the Party of 
Regions. They emphasised the participation of paid provocateurs, later on Russian 
nationalist volunteers, special agents and military men. As a Kharkov anarchist from 
the AWU stated, ‘ “people’s republics’ are just a formal fiction intended to 
symbolically and legally legitimise the Russian army's intervention in Ukraine’ [80]. 
Frequently-appearing Russian flags and appeals to Russia during Anti-Maidan rallies 
were also met with irritation. For the pro-Maidan left it was especially worrisome to 
see the strong participation of the former police and military officers in emerging DPR 
and LPR state structures and militias, which allowed them to call separatist republics 
real ‘juntas’ in response to the ‘fascist junta’ cliché from the opponents of the Kiev 
government [81]. One anonymous Donetsk anarchist called the events in Donbass ‘a 
bandit-cop coup d’état wrapped in a “popular” cover’ [82]. Popular Anti-Maidan 
slogans in support of Berkut – the infamous riot police under Yanukovych, guilty of 
mass violence against Maidan protesters – was interpreted by some among the pro-
Maidan left as definitive proof of the inherently ‘authoritarian’ nature of the 
movement, though Anti-Maidan supporters themselves saw Berkut officers as heroes 
who resisted the Maidan ‘fascists’ – a much worse evil from their perspective [83]. 
The Russian nationalist far right in leading positions within the movement, bringing a 
conservative agenda to bear [84], was a sign that the left could not support the Anti-
Maidan movement. If the anti-Maidan left sometimes emphasised the class 
dimension of the protests, pointing to their social base in the most industrial regions 
of Ukraine and probably the high participation of workers, some among the pro-
Maidan left mirrored such appeals, emphasising the participation of criminals and 
‘lumpens’, coming very close to a social racism shared with many Ukrainian liberals 
against Anti-Maidan [85].  

Many of these points about Anti-Maidan were indeed correct. However, many of 
them were correct about the Maidan protests as well, which this part of the left, 
nevertheless, eventually supported. However, the peripherisation and increased 
dependency of the Ukrainian economy in the course of European integration was 
perfectly predictable, as was neoliberal austerity. It was also predictable that the 
opposition oligarchic parties would exploit the Maidan protests to seize power after 
Yanukovych. The Ukrainian far right was strongly present at Maidan, playing a far 
more important role than liberal supporters were usually ready to admit, gaining 
visibility and acquiring more resources. Political support from Western countries (in 
their own interests) was important for the change of power. The social base for 
Maidan gathered various social groups defined more regionally than along class lines. 
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One could find many ‘lumpens’ and ‘criminals’ on the Maidan Square; it was actually 
one of the pretexts for dispersing the Maidan protest camp in Kiev in August 2014. 
And if former law enforcement and military personnel as well as international 
volunteers were not present in such high numbers as in the Donbass militia groups, 
the real question was whether the left could support Ukrainian law-enforcement, 
army and volunteer battalions in their Anti-Terrorist Operation against the separatist 
rebels starting from April 2014. Anti-Maidan protests with their Russian nationalist 
and separatist dimension were indeed ‘rocking the boat’ of the new and still weak 
post-Maidan government, lacking legitimacy among a large part of the population and 
challenged by a powerful neighbour, and it obviously shared responsibility for the 
following civil war. However, the Maidan protests with their Ukrainian nationalist 
dimension and violence, strongly skewed in terms of their social base towards 
Western provinces, added to the fragility of the Ukrainian state and the regional split. 
Nevertheless, they were supported by its liberal-left wing for the higher goals of anti-
police resistance and progressive ‘European values’. What followed was typical 
doublethink, a ‘this-is-a-completely-different-thing!’ way of argumentation in relation 
to Anti-Maidan, which did not deserve any even critical support from the pro-Maidan 
left.  

This does not mean that one should consider Anti-Maidan as just a mirror image of 
Maidan, only with a mechanical substitution of its components: for example, Russia 
for Europe and Russian far-right nationalists for Ukrainian far-right nationalists. 
However, one could expect from the left to at least show awareness of complex 
mixtures of reactionary and progressive elements in both movements. Instead, a large 
part of the pro-Maidan left rejected any progressive elements within Anti-Maidan, 
denying any just reasons to protest against the new neoliberal-nationalist 
government and the danger of the Ukrainian far right. Even socio-economic 
grievances, that Anti-Maidan activists raised more openly than Maidan protesters 
(anticipating the economic problems of European association and a break with Russia, 
the deterioration of industry, infrastructure, education and healthcare) [9, pp. 94-95], 
were usually disregarded by the pro-Maidan left as allegedly having nothing to 
solidarise with.  

AWU activists emerged as the strongest voice on the left of what one could call ‘anti-
Anti-Maidan’. For example, anarchist blogger Alexander Volodarsky (permanently 
resident in Germany but publicly working in the Russian-language media-sphere) 
mocked separatist criticism of oligarchs, demands for nationalisation of industries and 
a declarative ban on labour exploitation in documents produced by the short-lived 
Kharkov People’s Republic as not radical and anti-capitalist enough, comparing them 
with the NSDAP programme [86]. Needless to say, he had never employed this kind 
of ultra-radical criticism against the even less salient social demands of Maidan. 
Instead, he was counterposing Maidan and Anti-Maidan in a typically orientalist way: 
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If the majority of Maidan protesters had spontaneous aspirations for freedom, 
mistrust of politicians, a kind of unreflected ‘raw’ anarchism, in Anti-Maidan all 
social protest potential flowed into a reactionary channel – the slaves 
demanded a harder lash and shackles.  

At least Maidan naively desired a European carrot. Anti-Maidan hysterically 
demands a Eurasian stick. [87] 

Some known AWU activists were openly and consciously repeating popular 
dehumanising hate speech clichés against Anti-Maidan supporters (kolorady or 
vatniki23). However, for some others among the pro-Maidan left, it went beyond just 
implicit cultural elitism and social racism towards elements of Anti-Maidan termed 
‘lumpens’, ‘gangsters’ and ‘declassed’ [81]. For example, Serhii Kutnii from the AWU 
justified the massacre of Odessa Anti-Maidan protesters on May 2 as a necessary 
sacrifice to prevent more bloodshed such as in Donbass, thus consciously legitimating 
the preventive mass murder of Anti-Maidan activists [88]. This was only one example 
of the most extreme and openly expressed chauvinist statements but many among 
the pro-Maidan left at least initially supported the Anti-Terrorist Operation started by 
the Kiev government against separatist rebels, and they initially criticised it merely for 
its inefficiency, not for its nature as a repressive operation to suppress revolt against 
the new government [89, 90, 91]. 

Why did it happen that the left objectively sided with the new Ukrainian neoliberal-
nationalist government against the separatist rebels and chose its ‘own’ camp in the 
nationalist and imperialist conflict? Some causes were specific to the political 
conjuncture and dynamics in Ukraine in spring of 2014, but some reflect a much 
deeper crisis of the international left.  

Starting with the more specific reasons, the new left groups comprising the core of 
the pro-Maidan left did not have strong organisations in almost all major centres of 
Anti-Maidan mobilisation. Unlike in Kiev, which was the unchallenged centre of the 
new left, as explained in previous chapters, their activity in south-eastern Ukrainian 
provinces, especially in Donbass, was far more minor. The Revolutionary 
Confederation of Anarcho-Syndicalists in Donetsk, once important and relatively 
strong in the 1990s, had already disintegrated by the start of Maidan [92]. For many 
pro-Maidan left groups there was simply no capacity for effective organisational 
participation in Anti-Maidan protests. The only exception was the Kharkov AWU 
which, however, had already been strongly involved in the Maidan protests and 
continued participating there after the overthrow of Yanukovych. Besides, a quickly 

                                                                 
23 Kolorady means Colorado beetles, insects that eat potatoes and tomatoes, of which almost every Ukrainian is aware. 
They typically have black and orange stripes on their back, similar to the St. George's ribbon used as a symbol of victory 
in the Great Patriotic War waged by the Soviet Union against Nazi Germany and later used as an “antifascist” symbol by 
pro-Russian separatists. Comparing separatist supporters with these parasitic insects was a way to dehumanise the 
enemy and legitimate mass violence, analogous to hate speech involving “cockroaches” used during the Rwandan 
genocide in 1994. Vatnik means a quilted jacket that was stereotypically worn by Soviet workers, peasants, soldiers, 
prisoners and is a pejorative term for a person with a “Soviet”, “reactionary”, anti-liberal and rigid “mentality”. 
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developing confrontation between Maidan and Anti-Maidan protesters made any 
sympathies for Anti-Maidan not only politically but also emotionally very difficult. For 
example, Kharkov anarchists were beaten by Anti-Maidan protesters together with 
other Maidan supporters in a few episodes of violence [93].  

The enmity towards Anti-Maidan was also at least partially connected to the material 
interests of many of the new left themselves, determined by their socio-economic 
status. For creative workers (over-represented among the new left), frequently NGO 
employees working on grant projects supported by Western foundations, a switch of 
their cities to Russian or pro-Russian separatist control could almost certainly mean 
losing their jobs, the end of their usual lifestyle and limits on freedom of expression. 
These fears were not groundless. On May 17, 2014 a Crimean antifascist, Alexander 
Kolchenko, was arrested by the Russian Federal Security Service (FSB) as part of a 
group accused of membership in the Right Sector and of preparing terrorist attacks. 
A possible reason was his participation in the protests against the Russian annexation 
of Crimea [94]. In August 2014 Kolchenko and a movie director, Oleg Sentsov, were 
sentenced to 10 and 20 years of imprisonment respectively – an outrageously severe 
punishment considering the lack of evidence. Solidarity with Kolchenko became one 
of the most important campaigns for the pro-Maidan new left, usually accompanied 
by total silence about the left victims of political repression in Ukraine [95]. Too many 
of the pro-Maidan left expressed no solidarity with economic grievances, with Anti-
Maidan protesters' fears of the far-right threat, and hopes for higher wages and 
pensions in Russia, which were obviously important for the working classes. Even 
cautious support for Anti-Maidan would also mean a critical break with the dominant 
neoliberal-nationalist ideology in Kiev and other western-central provinces in an 
atmosphere of patriotic hysteria after the snipers' massacre of Maidan protesters on 
February 20 and the annexation of Crimea. The break would not necessarily mean 
formal repression but would almost certainly lead to informal pressure and ostracism 
in job- or education-related, activist and friendship networks. It would simply require 
more courage and commitment, which the pro-Maidan left appeared not to have. 

Finally, there were ideological reasons that have wider significance outside Ukraine. 
They are connected with post-Soviet vulgar Marxism, usually ignorant about many 
important developments in 20th century Western Marxist thought. They are also 
connected with the anti-communism of the libertarian and liberal left, especially 
intense during patriotic hysteria in a post-Soviet society where the mistakes and 
crimes of the Soviet government had direct influence on people’s lives and memories. 
The last but not least important source comes from postmodernist attacks on class-
centric politics, degrading the left into a radical liberal wing of Western imperialism 
and neoliberalism. I will discuss these sources in more detail in the next chapter, as 
the major texts making these ideological presuppositions explicit appeared mainly 
after the end of the Anti-Maidan mobilisation and in the context of the full-scale war 
in Donbass. 
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However, some of the pro-Maidan left tried to resist a one-sided alignment with the 
Maidan camp. That part of the pro-Maidan left which had participated in Maidan 
protests more from populist motives (not to ignore the mass movement) while 
understanding the limits of Maidan were also trying to support at least some of the 
progressive elements of the Anti-Maidan movement as well. As Zakhar Popovych, a 
Left Opposition activist, said: 

The Left Opposition’s position was that we must not fully take the side of either 
Maidan, or Anti-Maidan. Instead, we had to look for ways to establish solidarity 
and interaction between left libertarian components that Anti-Maidan, to some 
extent, had as well. In my opinion, Anti-Maidan had them much less [than 
Maidan] but it did have some and we made such attempts. [60, p. 111] 

The LO even investigated the possibility of political intervention in the Anti-Maidan 
protests, including in Slavyansk, where the armed revolt started. As Nina Potarska said 
in her interview, the 10-point programme of radical socio-economic reforms that they 
wrote for Maidan protesters [62] was greeted ‘everywhere’: 

In the East people support all the points except dissolving Berkut [the riot 
police], as they perceived them as defenders from the ‘fascist junta’. However, 
these very people speaking about the same problems everywhere are now 
putting on different ribbons and starting to kill each other [96].  

This position later made it easier to take an anti-war stance and to try to articulate an 
independent class politics. Nevertheless, the attempts to find common ground with 
Anti-Maidan by some groups from the pro-Maidan left did not have practical 
consequences, most probably because of their organisational weakness. Ignoring the 
Anti-Maidan movement for various reasons, the pro-Maidan left simultaneously 
remained very marginal in the protest activity during that period, generally meeting 
the same fate as Borotba during Maidan. In some cities, most importantly in Kharkov, 
the left continued to participate in the Maidan movement while it was gradually 
waning away or transforming into purely patriotic pro-Ukrainian mobilisations and 
leading to no significant political achievements for the left, as explained in the 
previous chapter. Overall, there are only six records of pro-Maidan left participation 
in CSLR protest event data from the end of Maidan until the end of April 2014, which 
in almost all cases refer to local socio-economic protests. There were also 20 protests 
with the participation of the left-nationalist Autonomous Resistance mostly about 
local social problems and against corrupt officials of the Yanukovych regime. 
Concentration on local campaigns against wage arrears, sometimes even working 
with new, allegedly more progressive officials, or leaving active politics altogether, 
were different ways for the left to bury their heads in the sand while the country was 
descending into civil war. 
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WHY DID THE LEFT SUPPORT ANTI-MAIDAN? 

Quite expectedly, all major anti-Maidan left organisations refused to accept what 
happened during the last days of Maidan after February 18 and were definitively 
opposed to the post-Maidan government. Nevertheless, there were some important 
variations.  

For example, the PSPU leaders considered Maidan a ‘Nazi coup d’état’ from the very 
beginning and already in December 2013 were warning – as it later seemed, partially 
prophetically, partially hysterically – about the ‘destruction of the country, ethnic 
cleansing, and physical violence against political opponents’ [97]. By the time the 
Maidan protests culminated, they were obviously only more convinced they had been 
right: that what was happening was a ‘neo-Nazi coup d'état’ establishing ‘a Nazi 
dictatorship’. The PSPU blamed the bloodshed in Kiev city centre only on Maidan 
militants, ‘terrorists’, their organisers and EU and US leaders, but did not say a single 
critical word against the Yanukovych government or the riot police [98].  

The CPU, however, blamed both sides of the confrontation for the ‘fratricidal 
bloodshed’: ‘those who for 22 years of the rule of the oligarchic clans brought the 
people to the edge of their patience, and those who deliberately lead people today 
to their death’ [99]. On February 22, the CPU parliamentary group voted together with 
pro-Maidan parties on crucial decisions to depose Viktor Yanukovych as the president 
and to restore the Constitution of 2004, changing the balance of power in favour of 
the parliament24 [100]. The next day, Petro Symonenko appealed to party members 
with an assessment of the current political situation, calling Maidan a coup d’état 
exploiting people’s just grievances. According to Symonenko, it united various 
political forces, including the far right, with the support of the West, in order to lead 
Ukraine to dependency on Western institutions, the impoverishment of the 
population, anti-communist hysteria, together with repression and ‘physical terror’ 
against communists [101]. This assessment of the consequences of Maidan was quite 
exact, though not exhaustive. It is only after the Russian annexation of Crimea started 
that one could read anything resembling the ‘fascist junta’ clichés in official CPU 
documents and CPU leaders’ statements [102]. It is possible that during the first week 
the CPU was disoriented by events and undecided about its position and strategy 
towards the new government. The change of rhetoric might have reflected growing 
repression against the CPU, including decisions to ban its activity in a number of 
western Ukrainian regions, the attack on the central CPU office in Kiev by the far right, 
mass attacks against Soviet monuments, and a draft decree suggested to the 
parliament to cancel the registration of the Communist Party [103]. However, it also 
strongly resembled the main motif of Russian propaganda about a ‘fascist coup’ in 
Ukraine that was used to legitimate the annexation of Crimea. In any event, the 

                                                                 
24 However, the votes of those CPU MPs did not play a crucial role and the decisions would have been supported even 
if the CPU had voted against them, as by that moment a large number of Party of Regions MPs had joined the opposition 
camp.  
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concept of the ‘national-fascist regime’ was strongly present in CPU rhetoric from 
March. In a speech to the 48th CPU congress on March 25, Symonenko gave an 
extended definition of the ‘national-fascist regime’ as reflecting the interests of the 
most reactionary and aggressive groups of the Ukrainian bourgeoisie, taking explicitly 
dictatorial forms, based on extreme nationalism and anti-communism, looking for a 
base among the petty bourgeoisie, covering itself with pseudosocialist rhetoric and, 
finally, subjugating Ukraine to the West [104]. It explicitly put the Ukrainian regime in 
the same category as Hitler’s Germany, while the title of the talk, ‘Arise, great 
country!’ (‘Vstavai, strana ogromnaia!’), quoted a popular song from the Great 
Patriotic War with the Nazis. The party statement adopted at the same congress said 
that the most reactionary, right-wing nationalist, pro-Western forces exploited the 
just grievances against Viktor Yanukovych and established ‘a regime of a cruel, 
terrorist dictatorship of the neo-Nazi type’ [105]. 

Analysis of the results of Maidan in terms of a ‘coup’ bringing to power a ‘fascist’ or 
even ‘Nazi’ ‘junta’ in Ukraine was not only an inaccurate depiction of reality, exploiting 
very loose historical analogies with the 1930s, exaggerating the extreme right-wing 
nature of the regime, wildly inflating the term ‘fascism’, and neglecting the overtly 
neoliberal rather than social-populist agenda of the Ukrainian government and the 
fact that Hitler waged wars in the imperialist interests of Germany, not to subjugate 
it to England, France or the US. At that specific moment, this analysis also had obvious 
political implications that were harmful for peace and socialist politics in Ukraine. If 
taken seriously, this presented the struggle between competing nationalisms and 
imperialisms within Maidan and Anti-Maidan in black and white terms, while in reality 
both movements were complex mixes of progressive and reactionary elements. The 
rhetoric of an ‘anti-fascist’ struggle against the ‘fascist’ junta justified not only a strong 
position in support of Anti-Maidan but also an armed struggle against the new 
government, whatever dubious allies (both domestic and foreign) that might have 
involved.  

Indeed, the CPU and the PSPU presented the Anti-Maidan movement without any 
complexity, never mentioning the strong participation of Russian nationalists. In 
contrast to the previous CPU analysis of Maidan as a struggle between competing 
oligarchic clans, they never applied this analysis to the Anti-Maidan protests. They 
never mentioned any possibility that the former Party of Regions elites might have 
exploited them in order to win some concessions from the new post-Maidan 
government. It is particularly telling that their understanding of the issues of the Anti-
Maidan movement was limited to the issues of federalisation or autonomy for south-
eastern Ukrainian regions and Russian language rights, without any emphasis on or 
even mention of the socio-economic grievances behind these protests. For example, 
this is how Symonenko described Anti-Maidan demands in his appeal on May Day: 

We will support the just demands of the citizens of Ukraine from the east and 
the south: on local referenda, on the status of the Russian language as the 
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second state language, on federalisation as the foundation to extend the rights 
of territorial communities, on the necessity of organising an all-Ukrainian 
referendum on joining the Customs Union [with Russia] and others [106]. 

The PSPU was predictably even more nationalist in their rhetoric, often becoming 
completely hysterical in their statements. For example, they seriously spoke of the 
genocide of ethnic Russians or even of the entire Russian-speaking population in 
Ukraine (roughly half of the country) that the Ukrainian ‘neo-Nazi government’ 
planned to eliminate with nuclear weapons (renounced by Ukraine since 1996) [107]. 

Neither the PSPU, nor the CPU central leadership ever criticised Russian government 
actions or mentioned the presence of Russian forces in Crimea or Russian support for 
the separatist revolt in Donbass. They expressed full understanding of the Crimean 
referendum to join Russia as self-defence against the ‘neo-Nazi ideology and coup 
d’état’, as is proclaimed in the statement of the Front of People’s Resistance to 
Eurocolonisation organised by the PSPU with marginal Stalinist and Russian 
nationalist parties and organisations [108]. Georgiy Kriuchkov from the CPU Central 
Committee expressed essentially the same position in solidarity with the will of the 
Crimean people ‘unambiguously expressed in the great excitement’ about the 
referendum [109]. Petro Symonenko, though more careful, blamed exclusively 
Ukrainian nationalism and the ‘irresponsible policies of the national-fascist regime’ 
for the loss of Crimea [104].  

However, despite very strong rhetoric against the new government, the CPU and the 
PSPU leadership showed no signs of real radicalism. While strongly criticising the 
Ukrainian regime as ‘national-fascist’ and comparing it with Nazi Germany, the CPU 
decided to participate in the presidential elections. It is possible that they hoped to 
acquire a significant part of the former Viktor Yanukovych electorate in the south-
eastern provinces. However, in the end a larger proportion of these people did not 
participate in the elections at all (consciously abstaining or being unable to participate 
in Crimea and the separatist-controlled areas) instead of supporting various ‘south-
eastern’ candidates. Petro Symonenko withdrew from the elections only in the middle 
of May, referring to requests from local CPU cells and saying that it was impossible to 
have free and fair elections in a country torn apart by military conflict, while attacks 
against CPU members and agitators were also increasing [110]25. Both the CPU and 
even the PSPU leadership consistently avoided giving open support to the separatist 
Donetsk and Lugansk ‘people’s republics’ and to their referenda for independence 
from Ukraine in May, resisting sympathies from the rank-and-file membership, 
especially in eastern and southern regions, while many local CPU and PSPU activists 
in Donbass were actually helping separatist militias and referenda. In the spring of 
2014 the CPU published a couple of carefully written statements confirming that it 
respected Ukrainian territorial integrity and did not participate in public disorder or 

                                                                 
25 Nevertheless, Petro Symonenko withdrew too late from the elections, so his name was still on the ballots and he still 
got 1.51 per cent of votes.  
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unlawful activities [111, 112]. Even if a ‘national-fascist’ regime had been established 
in Ukraine, the CPU leadership, well integrated into the Ukrainian elite for many years, 
was obviously not ready to lead the ‘anti-fascist’ resistance which would imply serious 
risks for them and their property. The PSPU leadership together with their Front of 
People’s Resistance to Eurocolonisation, meanwhile, were writing feverish appeals to 
the United Nations, the European Union and the USA to intervene against the 
Ukrainian government to stop ‘neo-Nazi repressions and pogroms’ [113]; to Russia, 
China, and India to deploy peace-keeping forces [114]; and even to the former 
president, Yanukovych, as if he had any legitimacy and power in Ukraine [115]. 

Borotba took a significantly different position regarding the Anti-Maidan protests. 
Paradoxically, it was both more attentive to internal differences within Anti-Maidan 
but also more ready to support it openly, including its separatist developments. In the 
last days of the Maidan revolt, like the CPU, Borotba tried to distance itself from both 
sides of the violence, calling on people not to die in the ‘oligarchic wars’ [116]. 
However, as early as 25 February, Borotba announced the foundation of the Centre 
of Anti-Fascist Resistance calling for protest mobilisations and propaganda against the 
new government and the Ukrainian far right, but also for membership in ‘self-
defence’ structures [117]. Like the CPU, Borotba authors often used terms like 
‘fascism’ to refer to the post-Maidan government, or they at least warned of such a 
threat [118]. The term ‘junta’ probably appeared even more frequently in Borotba 
statements. They justified it as a ‘popular term’ among Anti-Maidan protesters that 
well described Ukrainian reality and did not simply come from Russian propaganda 
[119, p. 121]. However, Borotba had a more sophisticated understanding of fascism 
than frantic comparisons with Nazi Germany by the CPU and the PSPU. It usually 
compared the Ukrainian post-Maidan regime with pro-American dictatorships in the 
Third World that enforced harsh neoliberal policies by means of military and para-
military terror [120]. 

Unlike the CPU and the PSPU, that were limiting Anti-Maidan and the subsequent 
separatist revolt to a self-determination agenda among the Russian-speaking 
population, Borotba emphasised a strong ‘anti-capitalist’ wing in the Anti-Maidan 
protests [121]. One should not take the term ‘anti-capitalist’ at face value, as there 
were hardly any anti-capitalists in Anti-Maidan except Borotba themselves and some 
even more marginal radical left activists. Rather, it reflected a wish to articulate 
protesters' anti-oligarchic sentiments and socio-economic grievances more clearly, 
but also to legitimate Anti-Maidan for an international left-wing audience. One should 
understand the frequent appeals to participation of the working class in the same way 
[119, p. 117, 122, 123], though it seems that Borotba had never presented Anti-
Maidan as a ‘genuine workers revolution’ as, for example, Boris Kagarlitsky had done 
[124]. In reality, both anti-capitalist and working class identities described the Anti-
Maidan protests much less accurately than the identity based on the ‘Soviet people’ 
or ‘Soviet patriots’, or ‘Soviet conservatives’, which Borotba activists frequently 
mentioned themselves [119, p. 116, 122, 125]. The ‘Soviet people’ was a political 
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nation-project supposed to transcend Russian, Ukrainian and other nationalities of 
the USSR and this identity was still much stronger in Donbass than in other Ukrainian 
regions and was clearly different from a narrow ethnic Russian or Russian-speaking 
identity that Russian nationalists were trying to appeal to. In any case, a more 
sophisticated analysis of Anti-Maidan by Borotba indeed contained criticism against 
its Russian nationalist wing, completely absent in the rhetoric of the CPU and PSPU 
leadership. Borotba repeatedly stated that they opposed any type of nationalism – 
Russian and Ukrainian – and that the influence of Russian nationalism in Anti-Maidan 
was harmful for the movement [118, 126, 127]. Borotba also clearly stated that they 
opposed any intrusion of foreign powers, including Russia, into the Ukrainian conflict, 
though they were taking an ‘understanding’ position towards the Crimean 
referendum as well as blaming primarily Ukrainian nationalists and the Kiev 
government for the loss of Crimea [128, 127]. 

Nevertheless, Borotba criticism of Russian nationalism was not consistent. Mirroring 
(left-)liberal supporters of Maidan, they often downplayed Russian nationalist 
participation in Anti-Maidan protests, sometimes exaggerating the influence of the 
‘anti-capitalist’ wing [129]. For example, in an interview published as late as 12 May, 
i.e. long after Russian nationalist militias had taken the initiative in the Donbass revolt 
and even after referenda on separation from Ukraine had taken place in Donetsk and 
Lugansk, Borotba leader Serhiy Kyrychuk said: 

Russian nationalists indeed participated in these [Anti-Maidan] protests but 
there were only a few of them. Moreover, the difference between nationalist 
participation in the protests in the south-east and in Maidan was that the 
nationalists had never been able to impose their agenda either in Kharkov, or in 
Odessa, or even in Donbass. [121] 

As the pro-Maidan left had never broken with Ukrainian nationalists during Maidan, 
Borotba had never broken with Russian nationalists. Even worse, when responding to 
accusations from their side they confirmed that  

Borotba stands for the unity of protest forces. We are confronting the junta 
supported by the richest oligarchs in the country and Western imperialism. In 
this confrontation the unity and cooperation of all organisations and all protest 
leaders are extremely important [130]. 

Unlike the CPU and PSPU leadership, Borotba spoke more openly in defence of the 
Donetsk and Lugansk People’s Republics. Probably only part of the organisation fully 
supported separatist entities despite the previous demands made by Borotba for 
federalisation without breaking away from Ukraine [126]. However, even in the 
organisation’s statements, the separatist republics were openly defended as ‘the will 
of the people of the south-eastern provinces’ [130]. They did not have illusions about 
the socialist nature of the emerging states; nevertheless, they believed that ‘founding 
people’s republics “from below”, the experience of mass antifascist, anti-imperialist 
and anti-oligarchic struggle will undoubtedly move not only Ukraine’s south-east but 
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the whole post-Soviet space “to the left” ’ [131]. They hoped that the very logic of 
their struggle would objectively move the separatist republics into the anticapitalist 
camp – a hope that is still proving to be futile [132].  

There is no question why this part of the left supported Anti-Maidan mobilisations. 
One does not need conspiracy theories about Russian money, which are quite popular 
among Ukrainian liberals and some of the pro-Maidan left. Anti-Maidan was not a 
proletarian anti-capitalist movement, but the threat was real. Even if the assessment 
of the post-Maidan regime as national-fascist was wrong, it was still openly anti-
communist and indulging anti-communist violence from far-right groups. The Anti-
Maidan movement, besides any probable Russian and Party of Regions impact, had a 
strong grassroots component and presented a good opportunity for left political 
intervention because it lacked anti-communist attitudes (unlike Maidan) and strong 
political leadership before the start of the armed revolt. Recall also the hopes of the 
pro-Maidan left for the modernisation of Ukrainian society. The ‘Soviet patriotism’ to 
which Borotba activists appealed could be seen as defending another modernisation 
project – the Soviet one – against the fascist, imperialist and neoliberal threat of de-
modernisation. The problem was obviously that this modernisation project was 
turned backwards and was essentially conservative, not providing a model for societal 
development. 

In sum, there were plenty of political and ideological reasons to support and join Anti-
Maidan, which were at least as understandable and rational as those which motivated 
the pro-Maidan left to support the opposing movement. The real problem was explicit 
blindness to, or at least downplaying or justification of, Russian nationalism in the 
movement and Russian government interest in initiating and sustaining the conflict. 

One of the lines of left-wing criticism of the Soviet Union pointed out that when hopes 
for world revolution waned in the 1920s, the Soviet Communists increasingly tied the 
interests of the revolution and the world proletariat to the interests of the Soviet state 
competing in global politics with other states, primarily with the USA after the Second 
World War. Communism became almost indistinguishable from Soviet patriotism. At 
the same time, the Soviet Union itself was gradually becoming less and less a symbol 
for revolutionaries from other countries, both because of internal problems with 
slowing economic development and a lack of political freedom and because of 
dubious external actions like suppressing the Prague Spring in 1968. However, the 
crucial break happened after the collapse of the USSR and when new post-Soviet 
Russian capitalism, not progressive but regressive for Russian society, was emerging. 
It tried to benefit from the legacy of Soviet global power, striving to retain its sphere 
of influence in the post-Soviet neighbourhood, while at the same time aspiring to an 
equal place among imperialist powers. At this point many Soviet/pro-Soviet 
communists appeared attached to defending the interests of the Russian state which 
had radically changed its class nature since Soviet times. In Ukraine, for example, the 
old left had to shift to a purely conservative and nationalist rhetoric of ‘civilisational 
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proximity’ implying an almost naturally determined close alliance between the 
Ukrainian and Russian ‘fraternal nations’. It also meant deafness to the Ukrainian 
national question, an inability to recognise real problems that Russian historical 
domination had produced and that some Soviet policies like ‘Russification’ had 
continued, and usually very hostile attitudes to even moderate expressions of 
Ukrainian nationalism. A specific kind of ‘anti-imperialism’ became more common 
among the Western left, directed primarily against US dominance and seemingly 
sympathetic to tactical alliances with anti-American politicians, ignoring their 
reactionary policies. In the next chapter I will return to this problem in more detail, 
showing how this type of ‘anti-imperialism’ was pushing some of the Ukrainian left to 
openly support the separatist DPR/LPR while at the same time sharing some 
astonishingly common features with the opposing justification of the progressiveness 
of the Ukrainian side in the war. In both cases the problem was the oblivion to class 
analysis and class politics, allowing the left to degrade either into a conservative wing 
of emerging Russian imperialism or into a liberal wing of the imperialism of Western 
powers. 

HOW DID THE LEFT TAKE PART IN THE ANTI-MAIDAN PROTESTS? 

The left Anti-Maidan was a much more significant phenomenon than the left Maidan. 
As mentioned before, according to preliminary CSLR protest event data, left 
participation in Maidan was reported in only 20 protest events, less than one per cent 
of all Maidan protests. On the contrary, left participation in Anti-Maidan was reported 
in at least 172 protests, i.e. 19% of 887 Anti-Maidan protests during the period 
between 21 February (the day when Yanukovych left Kiev) and 30 April 201426.  

Among left Anti-Maidan protests, the CPU was reported in 119 events, Borotba in 41 
events, and the PSPU in 30 events. Almost all reported protest activity of these 
organisations during the period before the end of April was connected to Anti-
Maidan. However, the left was not the most active and visible political group in Anti-
Maidan, as the participation of various Russian nationalist groups and organisations 
was still much higher – they were reported in almost half (47%) of Anti-Maidan 
protests.  

                                                                 
26 CSLR team is still checking the data between May and July 2014, so they are not included here. Defining Anti-Maidan 
is a separate and difficult methodological question, considering the diversity of the demands usually associated with 
the movement and the interpenetration of Anti-Maidan protests with repressions against Maidan and with the Russian 
special operation to annex Crimea. For the present purposes, it is enough to say that specific protest events were 
included in the Anti-Maidan category following a combination of criteria involving identity, issues, and targets excluding 
repressive actions against Maidan supporters by the state and law-enforcement personnel and excluding events with 
reported participation of Russian “little green men”. 
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Figure 2 depicts changes in the reported participation of the major Anti-Maidan 
political forces (including data for Anti-Maidan mobilisations before the overthrow of 
Yanukovych). The peak of leftist Anti-Maidan visibility was in late February, during the 
week immediately after Yanukovych fled from Kiev. At that moment, the attention of 
Maidan activists switched to south-eastern Ukrainian regions with the aim of 
expanding Maidan there and deposing local authorities from the pro-Yanukovych 
Party of Regions. They also frequently attacked Lenin monuments that were still 
standing in many south-eastern cities and towns from the time of the USSR, unlike in 
western Ukraine. Leftist (mostly CPU) participation in late February was the most 
visible, precisely in terms of mobilisations in defence of Soviet monuments in different 
cities. Later, the visibility of the left in Anti-Maidan protests gradually declined, 
especially after the armed separatist insurrection started in April 2014.  

Here it is important to understand precisely what the figures derived from the protest 
event data mean. This is participation in protest events as reported by Ukrainian 
media. It does not mean that the left did not participate in the other 81% of Anti-
Maidan protests. Their participation might have gone unnoticed or unrecognised by 
the media; they may be covered by some general description like ‘Anti-Maidan 
activists’, ‘pro-Russian protesters’, ‘separatists’, etc.; the media could also 
deliberately misrepresent participants (especially as Anti-Maidan was a very sensitive 
topic in the information war with Russia). Some agents could also strategically hide 
their identity, for example during violent or other illegal events that might lead to a 
clampdown. 

In general, journalists easily recognise the old, familiar parties like the CPU and PSPU; 
it might have been a different story for the younger and smaller Borotba. However, 
left participation in Anti-Maidan (as in Maidan as well) could be wider than 
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mentioned. Besides, the figures do not account for the diversity of forms of 
participation: from appearing as a small group with party symbols on the margins of 
a mass rally to organising and leading demonstrations. Nevertheless, despite all biases 
related to media reporting, the real participation parameters of the protest groups 
determine the visibility rate as well. The more leading positions the group has in the 
protest, the more organised it is, the more numerically dominant, the more involved 
in sensational (for example, violent) activities attracting media attention, etc., the 
more visible it will be to the media. 

Compared to Maidan, the left in the Anti-Maidan protests was more significant, not 
only in terms of the number of protests in which it participated and its visibility to the 
media but also in its qualitatively different role and influence and the nature of its 
participation. As Taras Salamanyuk noted in his analysis of the left in regional Maidan 
and Anti-Maidan protests, ‘contrary to the left in Maidan, Borotba demands were 
indeed taken more seriously because of its prominent position in the Kharkov Maidan. 
It was not a sporadic distribution of leaflets or organising an agitation group, but 
purposeful and regular propaganda of left messages from the stage’ [51, p. 130]. 
Borotba reported some dozens of thousands of leaflets distributed, regularly sending 
thousands of text messages calling on recipients to join the rallies and providing the 
car serving as the stage for the rallies [133]. The Borotba office in Kharkov was used 
to coordinate Anti-Maidan rallies [119, p. 117]. In Odessa, the local Anti-Maidan 
protesters nominated Oleksii Albu from Borotba as a candidate for city mayor [134] 
(he later withdrew his nomination after the 2 May tragedy [135]). Even if they were 
far from winning hegemony within Anti-Maidan, the left was among the key 
organisers of rallies, at least in several important cities, and definitely had more 
opportunities to compete for leadership than did the left in the Maidan protests.  

This was possible not primarily because of the stronger predisposition of the mass of 
Anti-Maidan supporters to anticapitalist ideas (there is still no systematic analysis of 
the Anti-Maidan social base and attitudes, although activists would certainly speak of 
the predominance of workers or at least of ‘Soviet people’ [119, pp. 116-117]). There 
was not a pro-left disposition but rather a lack of anti-communist attitudes, and 
political competitors with the left were weak. Unlike the case of Maidan, where three 
major opposition parties were unchallenged political representatives of the 
movement, within the Anti-Maidan demonstrations, the Party of Regions had almost 
fully curtailed its public presence by the end of March, as seen in Figure 227. Russian 
nationalists, though even more active and visible at Anti-Maidan protest events than 
the left, initially came to Anti-Maidan in an even weaker and more marginal state, as 
a diverse array of small political organisations and parties not at all comparable to the 

                                                                 
27 This does not mean that the Party of Regions and its local officials did not play any covert role in instigating and 
escalating Anti-Maidan protests, though there is still no credible systematic and well-founded analysis of this. The best 
journalistic accounts suggest that even its covert role may be greatly exaggerated by Maidan supporters [286]. 
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strength of the Ukrainian nationalist far right or even to the CPU28. It was precisely 
probable external support from Russia, inspiration from the annexation of Crimea, 
which provided a blueprint and a hope, and Igor Strelkov’s armed insurrection 
initiative in Slavyansk in April 2014 that made them the leaders of the protests. 
Summing up, even weak and little-known left organisations with low nationwide 
support like Borotba had much less competition in Anti-Maidan. Besides, the Anti-
Maidan CPU, PSPU, and Borotba themselves were among the strongest organisations 
among the left in general – at least, stronger than any average new left pro-Maidan 
initiative. 

But where exactly did the left have the strongest position? According to CSLR data, 
the centres of the left Anti-Maidan were in Kharkov (left participation reported in 46 
protests, 46% of Anti-Maidan protests in the city), Nikolayev (30; 42%), 
Dnepropetrovsk (17; 61%), and Odessa (14; 19%). However, the biggest number of 
Anti-Maidan protests took place in Donetsk, where leftist participation was reported 
in only nine cases. In Lugansk, the left was reported in only five Anti-Maidan protests.  

 

Figure 3 summarises the participation of the left and Russian nationalists in Anti-
Maidan protests across the Ukrainian regions. In Donbass – the epicentre of the 
armed separatist rebellion – the left was much less visible. The same is true for the 
Crimean ‘Russian Spring’ where the left was only marginally reported. Nevertheless, 
in the southern and eastern provinces, except Donbass and Crimea, the left was 
almost as visible or even more visible than Russian nationalists in Anti-Maidan 
protests. However, these were the regions where the new Ukrainian government was 
able to consolidate its control in April and May and suppress the local Anti-Maidans, 
                                                                 
28 According to CSLR protest event data, Russian nationalist participation was mentioned in only 2% of Ukrainian protest 
events before Anti-Maidan started, compared to 20% where the Ukrainian far right was mentioned before Maidan 
started. 
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which could not expand the armed insurrection in Donbass. Therefore, the stronger 
position of the left in mass rallies in Kharkov or in Odessa was not very significant in 
the completely different dynamic compared to the separatist insurrection, supported 
by Russia and requiring skills and resources different to mass protest campaigns. 

Collecting data on left participation in overtly separatist activities is a difficult task in 
the context of Ukrainian law-enforcement crackdowns. After the start of the war both 
pro-Ukrainian and pro-separatist online personal databases appeared, collecting 
information on the combatants and public supporters of the opposing side (with the 
obvious aim of providing information for subsequent repression or even lynching). 
Searching pro-Ukrainian databases for any information connected to members of left-
wing parties and organisations may give some information on the left which, in 
different ways, supported separatist activities. The problems with these databases 
are that they are obviously incomplete; statements about illegal activities are not 
always supported with evidence; the information may be included precisely in order 
to slander a certain person or to discredit a certain organisation. It is obvious that 
people who hope to pursue any public activity on Ukrainian territory would deny any 
such allegations.  

Nevertheless, searching the most publicised online database on separatists and their 
supporters29  for members of the CPU, PSPU, and Borotba, I found more than 50 
people from Donetsk and Lugansk provinces mentioned in relation to separatist 
activities or with openly pro-separatist positions. Only those cases are included here 
where at least some evidence (such as documents, links to media stories, pictures, 
screenshots from online discussions, etc.) or detailed descriptions of activities are 
available. Almost all of them were members or elected officials from the CPU, with 
only a few people from the PSPU and Borotba. Of course, the data is in no way 
representative. However, it shows that at least some leaders of local CPU cells, 
members of the province- and city-level councils elected from the CPU, and rank-and-
file activists were directly involved in organising referenda on separation from 
Ukraine in May 2015 or in organising financial or medical support for the separatist 
militia. Some are claimed to be directly involved in capturing state buildings and/or 
joining the militia. A number of former CPU members of local councils became 
members of the parliaments of the ‘people’s republics’ – Lugansk and Donetsk 
People’s Councils – or took official positions in the emerging separatist governments. 
The most well-known was Boris Litvinov, formerly the leader of the Donetsk city 
district CPU cell and member of the city council, who became the author of the 
Declaration of Independence of the Donetsk People’s Republic, the administrator of 
the DPR Council of Ministers and then the speaker of the People’s Council (which 
changed in November 2014 after the first DPR elections).  

                                                                 
29 https://psb4ukr.org/, called “Peacekeeper” and supported by MP Anton Herashchenko, known for his repressive 
legislative initiatives and scandalous statements. 

https://psb4ukr.org/
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It is important to understand that by the start of Anti-Maidan, the CPU was the second 
most popular party in all south-eastern Ukrainian provinces after the Party of Regions. 
In the parliamentary elections of 2012, it ranged from 18.9% of votes in Donetsk 
province to 29.5% in Sevastopol city30. The CPU had their party groups in many local 
councils, from village to provincial level, with local control of power in some places. 
The CPU leadership did not risk turning this reserve of power into full support of the 
separatist revolt, which remained largely the initiative of individual local officials and 
party cells rather than a coordinated strategy. The CPU leadership clearly kept its 
distance from the initiatives of Donbass communists and excluded those public 
figures who became part of the separatist movement from the party. When, in 
Lugansk, the whole CPU group in the provincial council decided to join the separatist 
parliament, Petro Symonenko – frightened by the obvious pro-separatist public action 
of high-ranking CPU officials – could only make pathetic excuses that this was merely 
the ‘private opinion’ of the group’s leader [136]. 

In general, Anti-Maidan tactic was very radical: 47% of all Anti-Maidan protest events 
were either confrontational or violent. The level of confrontation and violence was 
higher than in Maidan protests (37%). However, from the tactical point of view, the 
left was not a radical but a moderate wing of Anti-Maidan. Only 19% of all Anti-
Maidan protests with left participation were confrontational or violent. In absolute 
numbers, these came to 33 events, just 8% of all confrontational and violent events 
in Anti-Maidan. Only 12 of these events were specifically violent in a strict 
understanding of the term, i.e. implying direct damage to people or property. In 
comparison, Russian nationalists participated in Anti-Maidan confrontations and 
violence six times more often (in almost half of all Anti-Maidan confrontations and 
violence). Almost all left confrontations and violence happened before the middle of 
March. Many of these events were related to defending Lenin monuments and 
confrontations with pro-Maidan/pro-Ukrainian supporters during mass 
demonstrations. It also means that when violence reached a high level of intensity in 
the middle of April, the participation of the left became almost invisible. It proves 
again that the left was largely irrelevant in the separatist revolt.  

Instead the main strategy for the anti-Maidan left was participation in and 
organisation of peaceful rallies and marches 31 . As was mentioned before, only 

                                                                 
30 Official results of the parliamentary elections of 2012 in the multi-member district accessed via the Central Election 
Commission page on 19 August 2015 (http://www.cvk.gov.ua/pls/vnd2012/WP320?PT001F01=900&pPlace=4). 
31 The participation of some Borotba activists in notorious episodes of Anti-Maidan violence became an occasion for a 
campaign of dissociation and condemnation against them by the pro-Maidan new left. On 1 March 2014 a huge crowd 
of Anti-Maidan protesters broke into the local administration building, occupied by Maidan activists, beating and 
publicly humiliating them. Afterwards, the leader of Borotba in Kharkov, Denis Zaitsev, proudly spoke about the 
participation of a Borotba ‘battle group’ which had brought the Right Sector to its knees, liberating Kharkov from ‘fascist’ 
[287]. Obviously, the pro-Maidan occupiers included not just Right Sector militants but also liberal activists as well, 
including a poet, Serhiy Zhadan, who occasionally cooperated with new left. The new left responded with a statement 
that they worked hard to distribute among the international left, reiterating the ‘non-transparent financing’ of Borotba, 
its occasional cooperation with Russian nationalists, one-sided position against Maidan and manipulation of ‘anti-fascist’ 
rhetoric [288]. Borotba in response condemned the violence on 1 March, both Ukrainian and Russian nationalism and 
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Borotba tried to articulate an anti-capitalist agenda in the protests, though even they 
were usually adapting the Anti-Maidan discourse, unsystematically adding socio-
economic issues to the typical demands for referenda, self-government, the Russian 
language, etc., and often resorting to Soviet patriotism as a ‘tool’ to criticise 
‘neoliberal reforms and the general post-Soviet collapse of the economy, social 
sphere, marketisation which so strongly affect Soviet workers’ [119, p. 121]. Though, 
the political impact of these propaganda activities was minor. The greatest 
achievement mentioned by Anti-Maidan left supporters was anti-oligarch criticism 
(present in the rhetoric of almost any political force in Ukraine), the priority given to 
collective forms of property and the ‘ban’ on the ‘exploitation of human labour’ in the 
declaration of the short-lived Kharkov People’s Republic (a mere rhetorical move, 
obviously meaningless under capitalism) [137], or sporadic calls for nationalisation 
from separatist leaders attempting to put pressure on Ukrainian oligarchs with 
property in Donetsk and Lugansk provinces. According to CSLR data, the media 
reported socio-economic issues besides the general Anti-Maidan agenda in only 13 
Anti-Maidan protests; in only two of these events was left participation mentioned. 
As mentioned before, ordinary Anti-Maidan protesters spoke in interviews about 
socio-economic grievances more openly than Maidan protesters [9, pp. 94-95]. The 
Ukrainian media could simply be inattentive to socio-economic demands, focusing on 
the more sensationalist separatist, pro-Russian agenda. However, the problem was 
precisely a clear and visible articulation of progressive socio-economic demands 
preventing the hegemony of Russian nationalism in Anti-Maidan. The left failed to 
solve this problem. 

CSLR data provides a quantitative measure of how often the left was mentioned in 
the same protest events together with Russian nationalists: in at least 110 protest 
events, almost two thirds (64%) of all Anti-Maidan protest events with reported left 
participation. This means that the left appeared together with Russian nationalists 
more often than trying to organise independently. Of course, coming together to the 

                                                                 
Russian intervention in Crimea, and emphasised their respect of the right to peaceful protest [289, 290]. In a separate 
statement published only in English for an international audience, but not in Ukrainian or Russian, they dissociated 
themselves from the pro-Maidan left ‘backing nationalist, clerical and anti-semitic protests in Euromaidan’ [291]. This 
marked the end of the former unity of the new left movement. Later on, AWU anarchists took the leading role in 
publishing more anti-Borotba statements and ‘revealing’ articles; the longest and the most typical of them was entitled 
‘From petty criminals to murderers’ [20]. These kind of materials were built on amalgams of true facts about misdeeds 
of individual Borotba members, unsupported generalisations, rumours, speculation, and interpreting mistakes as 
‘criminal’ intent. For example, Oleksii Albu was accused of being personally responsible for the deaths of the victims of 
the massacre in Odessa on 2 May because he led Anti-Maidan supporters to the Trade Union building which was then 
set on fire by pro-Ukrainian activists – a typical example of victim-blaming, as Albu was captured and injured himself 
that evening. The articles were written using intensely hateful rhetoric and signed with nicknames avoiding any 
responsibility for the statements (though the authors from the AWU are well-known among the Ukrainian left, 
particularly the Germany-based Alexander Volodarsky). The materials were translated into English and other foreign 
languages: when Borotba effectively stopped any public activity in Ukraine, the only audience for critical articles was 
the international left in solidarity with the organisation being repressed. Though Borotba claimed that the articles from 
the AWU were used in the security service files against arrested Borotba activists, they never provided any evidence or 
details of this. In general, this shows the degradation of the most extreme sections of the pro-Maidan new left into 
willing witch-hunters against the ‘wrong’ left, in favour of the new political regime. 
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same mass meetings did not necessarily mean more substantial and strategic 
cooperation. Nevertheless, even Borotba activists, the most critical of Russian 
nationalism among the anti-Maidan left, did not shy away from closer cooperation. 
For example, Oleksii Albu, together with Russian far-right nationalists, participated in 
the defence of the Odessa province state administration from ‘Nazi’ Maidan 
supporters on January 24 [138]. Later some Borotba activists including Andriy 
Brazhevskiy, murdered on May 2, joined the so-called People’s Squad of Odessa 
(Narodnaia druzhyna Odessy) where the pro-Russian far right was very active [139]. 
After the tragedy on May 2, Oleksii Albu, as an active participant in the events and 
one of Odessa's Anti-Maidan leaders, escaped to Crimea where he created the 
Committee for the Liberation of Odessa together with Oleksandr Vasilyev from the 
Russian nationalist Motherland (Rodina) party and Dmitriy Odinov, the founder of the 
pro-Russian far-right Slavic Unity organisation and an organiser of regular ‘Russian 
marches’ in Odessa [140]. In Kharkov a couple of activists from Borotba participated 
in establishing a very short-lived ‘sovereign’ Kharkov People’s Republic, claiming to 
add some of the above-mentioned rhetorical left principles to its declaration, while 
calling on the Russian government to maintain order during the independence 
referendum [141, 142]. Later, Borotba activist Denis Levin called the initiative to 
establish the Kharkov People’s Republic a ‘provocation’ to push Anti-Maidan in a 
separatist direction [119, p. 119]. Nevertheless, as early as 3 March, in Odessa, Oleksii 
Albu himself brought to the provincial council a proposal for a referendum on 
establishing an Odessa autonomous republic within Ukraine (supported by 14 of 53 
council members) [143]. 

Could the left not cooperate with Russian nationalists? The left did indeed have more 
opportunities and resources to fight for hegemony in the Anti-Maidan mass protests 
than the left had in Maidan, and was trying to exploit them. In the process they 
obviously had to co-exist with Russian nationalists in the same coalition. It was a 
different situation for a much more marginal pro-Maidan left which almost never 
even came close to leadership in the movement.  

The separatist armed insurrection changed things drastically. The left was incapable 
of leading it – some were not ready to break with their political and economic assets 
in Ukraine (like the CPU leadership), some were just too small (like Borotba) – nor had 
experienced or prepared for armed struggle. Even if they had, they would hardly be 
allowed to occupy an independent and uncompromised position by the emerging 
warlords and their handlers from a Russian government gradually taking the 
insurrection and ‘people’s republics’ under their control. 

At the same time, the anti-Maidan left did not break with the dynamics of separatist 
armed rebellion in order to try to save the Anti-Maidan mass mobilisations, in Odessa 
or Kharkov at least, from suicidal alignment with the DPR and LPR initiatives. Instead 
some openly, if critically, supported them (Borotba), some tried to integrate into DPR 
and LPR structures and separatist militia in secondary and tertiary positions (parts of 
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the Donetsk and Lugansk CPU and PSPU and some Borotba activists), and some tried 
to take a position of neither open support nor open dissent (the CPU leadership). All 
of these routes became dead ends for international class politics and the perspectives 
for the anti-Maidan left in Ukraine.  

RESULTS AND ALTERNATIVES 

Summing up, the left was much more visible and active in Anti-Maidan than in Maidan 
protests; however, their impact on the overall development of the movement, 
especially after the armed insurrection started, was still essentially insignificant. Anti-
Maidan did not turn into the ‘workers' revolution’ that some leftists hurried to term 
it; it did not even articulate a clearly progressive agenda for social change. Though 
driven by many socio-economic grievances against the post-Maidan neoliberal-
nationalist government, Anti-Maidan developed only a nationalist, not a social 
alternative, with the initial support of and subject to increasing control by the Russian 
government, and with extremely limited political opportunities for independent left 
politics in the emerging ‘people’s republics’. 

The impact on the anti-Maidan left itself was largely negative. While a relatively small 
and young Borotba organisation significantly increased its visibility in Ukraine, this 
visibility was strongly associated with the separatist movement among the 
mainstream Ukrainian public, thus providing more reasons for repression of activists, 
forcing the organisation to stop any public activity in Ukraine and go ‘underground’, 
while a number of leaders and key activists had to emigrate. 

The CPU leadership's contradictory position of extreme criticism of the new Ukrainian 
government along with refusal to truly support the insurrection backfired on the 
party. They lost members in Crimea and Donbass (and generally lost some of the 
provinces that were most supportive of the CPU in Ukraine) while at the same time 
only strengthening their public image as a pro-Russian party, guilty not only of 
supporting Viktor Yanukovych at the most critical moments but also of supporting the 
separatists and the foreign aggressor. Despite all the obvious anti-communist 
ideological elements of the repression against the CPU, their conduct during the 
winter and spring of 2014 was also a factor in legitimating repression of the party in 
the eyes of the Ukrainian public. 

After the annexation of the peninsula, Crimean communists joined the Communist 
Party of the Russian Federation or other minor Russian communist parties. Donbass 
communists who had fully supported the separatist revolt appeared mainly in 
secondary positions within the structure of the ‘people’s republics’ emerging on the 
small territories, ravaged by war, with a collapsing economy and with an elderly 
population that could not leave either for ‘mainland’ Ukraine or for Russia.  

After the start of the armed insurrection, the left did not have much choice. They 
could fully support it and align with it. The CPU had political positions, a significant 
level of support in Donbass and considerable resources to provide in support of the 
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rebels. However, the CPU leadership was incapable of a serious anti-state endeavour 
that would be too risky to a comfortable life and property. Besides, the typical elderly 
profile of CPU activists was hardly suitable for armed struggle.   

Another option for the anti-Maidan left was to clearly distance itself from the 
separatists and from any Russian connections while trying to unite progressive 
elements of Maidan and Anti-Maidan on the basis of clearly articulated socio-
economic grievances and an agenda of radical social change in Ukraine, not breaking 
away from it. This option was precluded by the long ideological degradation of pro-
Soviet communists, unable to express clear opposition to the Russian state and 
Russian nationalism, and by a strong prejudice against even moderate expressions of 
Ukrainian nationalism. 

In the end, like the pro-Maidan left but for somewhat different reasons, the anti-
Maidan left also became voluntary supporters of another right-wing movement 
without real opportunities to promote independent class politics, continuing their 
degradation into the left wing of Russian nationalists and the imperialism of Russian 
government. 

 

THE UKRAINIAN LEFT AND THE WAR 

As the Ukrainian government started the so-called Anti-Terrorist Operation against 
separatist rebels on 14 April 2014, which developed in May into a full-scale war with 
the use of heavy weaponry and air forces, members of the Ukrainian left had to decide 
on their position towards the military conflict and their possible politics. At least in 
terms of their declarations, most of the Ukrainian left was trying to take an anti-war 
position. However, they were quite different in terms of who they blamed for the 
start of the war and who they sympathised with. There were also those who openly 
supported either the Ukrainian or the separatist side, positions which hardened due 
to later developments. There were also left combatants on both sides, although many 
more on the side of the separatists than vice versa. This chapter will explain the 
various positions of the Ukrainian left on the war and its anti-war and pro-war 
activities, and will assess their impact.  

ANTI-WAR POSITIONS AND ACTIVITIES 

Officially, the leadership of the old left CPU and PSPU was against the war; however, 
they blamed the ‘fratricidal war’ only on the post-Maidan Ukrainian government and 
the United States standing behind it. The story told by their statements and texts was 
quite simple: the government of oligarchs and neo-Nazis came to power with the 
support of the US and EU and started a war against the dissenting population that did 
not accept Maidan and had rebelled against the fascist threat for the sake of self-
determination. For Ukrainian oligarchs, the war was an attempt to divert attention 
from their enrichment and the social problems caused by neoliberal policies. 
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Ukrainian far-right nationalists wanted to homogenise Ukraine in line with 
‘Banderovite’ ideology. For the EU, it was a continuation of the colonisation of a 
peripheral country while at the same time destroying the remnants of Soviet industry. 
For the US it was a move to subjugate a Russian government challenging American 
global hegemony.  

As usual, the rhetoric of the PSPU was only more hysterical and condemnatory of 
Ukrainian and Western governments, while the CPU was slightly more moderate and 
responsible. The PSPU was ranting furiously: for example, it called the decision to 
implement an economic blockade of the separatist areas ‘a politics of genocide 
transforming Lugansk and Donetsk provinces into a Euro-concentration camp for the 
physical extermination of Donbass residents who did not support the Banderisation 
process’ [144]. Though even CPU leader Petro Symonenko incidentally used the 
rhetoric of ‘genocide’:  

In Ukraine not just a war is going on. In Ukraine a genocide of people by the 
ruling regime is going on. A genocide initiated by the oligarchs and international 
capital in the fight for power, property and world markets. [145] 

With all the partial truths contained in this critique of the new Ukrainian government's 
policies, the major flaw was obvious to everyone, and probably to the party leadership 
themselves – this ‘anti-war’ position was extremely one-sided. I failed to find one 
single critical statement from the CPU or PSPU leadership against the Russian 
government concerning the war. Likewise, they never mentioned war atrocities 
caused by the separatists, instead focusing on the crimes of Ukrainian forces. This 
statement by Petro Symonenko is illuminating:  

Besides, the authorities and bourgeois mass media were able to inculcate in 
citizens’ minds the certainty that the culprits for initiating and fuelling the war 
in eastern Ukraine are Putin, Russia, the Party of Regions together with the 
Communists supporting the ‘aggressor’ [146] 

Needless to say, he does not even mention that, at least to some extent, such a 
statement was true to reality and was not just an example of Russophobia. 
Nevertheless, the CPU manifesto before the October 2014 parliamentary elections 
mentioned that Ukraine was becoming ‘a pawn in the foreign geopolitical game 
between the USA, Europe and Russia’ [147], at least somewhat critically mentioning 
Russian involvement. 

The peace proposals based on this analysis were also simple. They can be boiled down 
to: immediate armistice; disbanding unofficial armed groups; direct negotiations 
between all conflicting parties (including the Ukrainian government and separatists); 
sometimes a desire for the participation of trade unions and civil society organisations 
in the negotiations was mentioned [148]; financial and political decentralisation that 
might include a federal structure for Ukraine, together with other demands usually 
stated by Russia including official status for the Russian language and neutral status 
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for Ukraine [147]. The PSPU would add one more very specific demand of deploying 
peace-keeping forces with Russia's participation to prevent the ‘ethnic cleansing’ of 
south-eastern Ukrainian regions [149], which would essentially mean legalising 
Russian support of the separatists.  

At the same time both the CPU and PSPU leadership were very explicit that they did 
not support the DPR/LPR projects [150, 151]; the CPU consistently underlined that 
they supported Ukraine’s federalisation only with ‘firm constitutional guarantees of 
the integrity of the country’ [151]. Nevertheless, true sympathies sometimes 
manifested themselves. The CPU, for some reason, published a translation from the 
Morning Star paper on ‘Building solidarity with the antifascist resistance in Ukraine’ 
(which could not be anything but the separatist movement) [152, 153]. And the PSPU 
leader Natalia Vitrenko was very critical of the first Minsk agreement in September 
2014 that stopped the rout of Ukrainian forces after Russian army units covertly 
intervened to prevent the defeat of the separatists. She regretted that the rebels had 
been ‘artificially’ stopped, preventing them from taking control of the whole territory 
of Donetsk and Lugansk provinces and suggesting that the negotiators in Minsk had 
been bribed by Ukrainian oligarchs [154]. 

The pro-Maidan new left was not as openly one-sided. Although in April one could 
frequently find discussions on ‘is there an alternative to the ATO?’ among some left-
liberal and left-libertarian activists, positing that the ATO was not ideal but that there 
was no alternative, organisational statements after collective discussions were critical 
to both sides of the war. Especially after the May 2 tragedy in Odessa, the general 
theme was that the left (anarchists) must support neither side in this conflict on the 
verge of civil war. Nevertheless, blame for the conflict was assigned primarily to Anti-
Maidan and the emerging separatist ‘people’s republics’. In the AWU statement, they 
were presented as a ‘criminal-fascist junta’, as if the Kiev government was more 
progressive and almost stood above the conflict of Ukrainian and Russian fascists. 
They recognised the threat of the Ukrainian far right but emphasised that it was 
exaggerated, unlike the far-right threat from Russian nationalists. As usual, they 
showed no sympathies for eastern Ukraine's social grievances and legitimate reasons 
to revolt against a neoliberal-nationalist government [81]. The Left Oposition used 
even stronger words, stressing that Anti-Maidan demonstrations were much smaller 
than and incomparable to Maidan protests, and even descended into socially racist 
rhetoric when describing Anti-Maidan supporters: ‘mostly local lumpen-criminal 
groups and older people, crazy for Soviet nostalgia, support the “Slavyansk junta” ’ 
[155].  

The best-known attempt to voice a consistent anti-war position from the new left was 
the famous Minsk statement [156]. In June 2014, activists from several Ukrainian, 
Russian, and Belarusian left organisations and initiatives gathered near Minsk and 
after two days of discussion were able to pass a common statement against the war. 
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From Ukraine, participants from the left-wing journal Commons (including the author 
of this paper) and close to Borotba web-magazine Liva attended. 

The Minsk statement said that stopping the civil war in Ukraine was the most urgent 
task for the left. It blamed Russia, the EU and the US for exploiting this conflict in their 
own interests. The statement took a stand against political repression and mass 
violence on both sides of the conflict and in Russian-controlled Crimea as well. The 
participants in the meeting called for a mass and influential anti-war movement that 
would make the following demands: 

 We demand the government of Ukraine to immediately end the "Anti-Terrorist 
Operation’, to withdraw troops from the territory of Donetsk and Lugansk 
regions, and to conclude a truce with the militias of the Donetsk People’s 
Republic and Lugansk People’s Republic. 

 We demand that all parties to the conflict sign a peace agreement for the 
complete cessation of hostilities, the release of all political prisoners and 
prisoners of war, and the disbanding of armed groups. 

 We urge the Ukrainian government to dissolve the armed forces consisting of 
involuntarily mobilised soldiers, whose families are now organising protests in 
various regions of Ukraine. 

 We demand that Russia, the EU and the US completely stop interfering in the 
Ukrainian conflict and do not support the participants. 

 We demand an end to chauvinist campaigns in the Ukrainian and Russian mass 
media, whose use of hate speech has made them some of the main instigators 
of the war. 

 We demand the adoption of a new constitution for Ukraine, elections to the 
authorities of Donetsk and Lugansk regions, and a real right to self-
determination and self-government for Donbass and all regions of Ukraine. 
[156] 

More than a hundred left-wing activists expressed support for the statement online. 
However, it immediately attracted harsh criticism from both pro-Ukrainian and pro-
separatist sides. The critics were eager to identify implicit support either of the ‘fascist 
junta’ or of Putin and his ‘terrorists’, in the process demonstrating for the most part 
not the real deficiencies of the statement but their own pro-Ukrainian or pro-Russian 
positions. Sometimes they used virtually identical arguments, for example by saying 
that the Minsk statement ‘equated unequal sides’. They disagreed merely over which 
particular side was more powerful and bore greater responsibility for the war [157].  

Nevertheless, the three most important new left organisations in Ukraine and Russia 
– the Russian Social Movement, the Left Opposition and Borotba expressed explicit 
solidarity with the statement, though with significant reservations. For example, LO 
criticised the demand to withdraw Ukrainian troops to the borders of Donetsk and 
Lugansk provinces leaving for the DPR and LPR to occupy a region the majority of 
whose population may not have supported the separatist cause [158]. Borotba, 
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meanwhile, provided a criticial commentary that was longer than the statement itself, 
effectively contradicting its anti-war and anti-chauvinist position. As expected, they 
said that fascist features of the ‘Kiev junta regime’ did not allow the left to stay 
neutral; and that the Minsk statement demands surrender of Donbass militia. More 
revealingly, they felt that the statement was too ‘unfair’ to Russia: 

In fact, there is almost no support from Russia, except for private initiatives. 
Recent actions of the Russian authorities say more about a willingness to 
surrender the rebels of Donbass, as soon as they throw up some offers such as 
"partial payment for gas.’ Here, Kagarlitskiy, is probably closer to the truth, 
when he said that if Russia was truly a democratic regime, the Russian tanks 
would already be near Kiev. The Russian regime should be criticized not for 
intervention but for non-interference, bordering on the actual betrayal, which is 
accompanied by deafening patriotic and anti-fascist propaganda. [159]. 

The anarchists from AWU severely criticized the Minsk statement as being implicitly 
pro-Putin [160]); nevertheless, it prompted them to prepare their own statement 
[161] which also attracted quite a large number of signatures, mostly from anarchist 
and left-liberal camps. The AWU statement itself was an example of abstract criticism 
and a lack of any real political thinking. They were against the ‘warring right-wing 
juntas’ of DPR and LPR, and against the Ukrainian government; they were ‘equally 
alien both to the concept of a united Ukraine and to ideas of “federalisation” or 
creation of a new state’; they were against fascists on both sides of the front line, 
though they specifically emphasised only fascists on the pro-Russian side; they were 
against lies and propaganda from all sides but also ‘against war incitement under the 
guise of pacifism’. As is usually the case with anarchists, the positive part of the 
statement coming after the ‘against everything bad’ position was very weak.  They 
proposed support for humanitarian initiatives to help internally-displaced people 
from the war-torn regions; support for workers' initiatives to fight for their labour 
rights (specifically emphasising the fact that labour activists are more in danger now 
in DPR/LPR territories than in the territories of Ukraine that are under Kiev 
government control, completely ignoring the issue of repression of  left-wing activists 
in Ukraine); and ending with the clichéd formula: ‘Only a strong labour movement 
that realises its interests will be able to establish peace in Ukraine’ effectively 
postponing the anti-war agenda until some very distant point in the future, 
considering the weakness of the Ukrainian labour movement.  

The biggest problem with all these statements was that, for the most part, their 
proposals are still no more than words on websites that have yet to be converted into 
practical politics. Neither a massive and powerful anti-war movement, nor the 
network of support for repressed left-wing activists in Ukraine promised by the Minsk 
statement, have emerged so far. Likewise the left did not initiate either the serious 
humanitarian initiatives or the systematic support for labour activists promised by the 
anarchist statement. 
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According to CSLR data for August-December 2014 only 243 protest events with any 
kind of criticism of the Ukrainian war policy or Ukrainian army were reported. This 
amounted to just over 7% of all protest events for the period, while the number of 
patriotic events campaigning for Ukrainian unity and against Russian intervention was 
3-4 times higher. In plurality of the events (114) protesters criticized the army's 
various social problems of–poor supplies, lack of equipment, inequality in drafting 
(‘why do oligarchs not send their kids to the ATO?’). 92 protests were directed against 
the draft and these were usually the protests of the relatives of the mobilized soldiers. 
The majority of the protest events concerning the war that have occurred in Ukraine 
so far were not protests against the unjust war as such. This is also the case for the 
even rarer ‘anti-war’ protests on DPR/LPR territories, which demanded the removal 
of the separatists' heavy weaponry from residential areas. These protests were 
motivated by a ‘not in my backyard’ logic as the Ukrainian army was returning fire, in 
the process causing unintended damage to buildings and infrastructure. Only 72 
protests (out of 3,411 in total for the period) carried an explicitly anti-war message. 
And even these anti-war protests were not a coordinated campaign but rather local 
mobilisation of dispersed initiatives. Only 21 of these protests had more than one 
hundred participants according to media reports.  

However, even in these rare anti-war protests the presence of the left was marginal. 
Participation of the left was reported in only seven events reported, almost always by 
the CPU and never by the new left. On the one hand, it would be naïve to expect a 
powerful anti-war movement to rise up at the same time that strong patriotic 
mobilisation is taking place in Ukraine. The anti-war actions organised by the left 
themselves would be inevitably very marginal and very probably repressed. For 
example, on September 27 in Kharkov the police stopped and arrested organisers of 
the CPU ‘Peace march’ [162]. At the same time, it was also clear that more could be 
done beyond statements and online anti-war agitation. It seems that no left-wing 
initiative has endeavoured to work systematically with the anti-draft protests in order 
to build links with aggrieved relatives, who have the potential to form a prospective 
group that could criticise the government and its policies. The CPU and Borotba were 
under repression but the new left was simply putting its head into the sand of social 
problems. 

Humanitarian initiatives from the left were also very marginal compared to many 
initiatives organized by volunteers or by liberal, Western-funded NGOs. The most 
important and systematically operative initiative of this kind organised by the left was 
an anarchist squat called ‘Avtonomiya’ in Kharkov, founded in June 2014 and still in 
operation despite attacks from the far right and the police and considerable pressure 
from the authorities [163, 164]. For the Ukrainian anarchist movement it was an 
achievement to organise and sustain a true squat with free markets, a video club, 
discussions etc., making it a fully-developed social centre. However, the living space 
in the squat can house only around 15 people simultaneously [164] making it a drop 
in the ocean of over a million internally-displaced people in Ukraine. 
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The CPU, along with the parliamentary representatives they had before losing the 
elections in autumn 2014, obviously had more opportunities. They voted against the 
decision to start mobilising the army in July 2014, though the decision was, 
nevertheless, approved by the pro-government majority in the parliament [165]. The 
CPU leader Petro Symonenko was trying to promote his peace plan internationally, 
travelling to the Council of Europe's Parliamentary Assembly and visiting Belarusian 
president Alexander Lukashenko, who became an important mediator in peace talks 
between Ukraine and Russia [166, 167]. However, there is no evidence of any practical 
consequences as a result of this activity, despite repeated claims from Symonenko 
that everyone is quoting his peace plan, including the Ukrainian government. In 
March 2015, when discussions concerning the decentralisation of Ukraine’s political 
system came to the parliament, the CPU suggested their own quite reasonable plan 
for decentralisation as ‘the last chance to keep Ukraine united’. In contrast to the 
Ukrainian president’s plan to decentralise power, which implied increasing the 
president’s control over local authorities via the new institution of centrally-assigned 
prefects with wide powers, the CPU proposed comprehensive political, economic and 
cultural decentralisation [168]. Nevertheless, the CPU typically failed or even did not 
attempt to mobilise serious support behind their calls for a truly national discussion 
on the political system in Ukraine [169] and as usual it remained an empty gesture. 

LEFT CHOOSING SIDES 

It is tempting to call the following positions ‘pro-war’. However, it would be more 
correct to describe them as the left clearly choosing a side in this war: either pro-
Ukrainian, or pro-separatist/pro-Russian. Often the ‘side-choosing’ left presented the 
war as defensive from their ‘own’ side's point of view, so at least on the surface they 
were interested not in the escalation of the conflict but in defending the ‘better’ side 
from a greater evil. Nevertheless, some opinions were voiced that explicitly called for 
a more offensive position to be taken. For example, for the ‘pro-Ukrainian’ left, victory 
in the war could be seen as a way to continue the ‘revolution’ in Ukraine and to spread 
it as far as Russia with the aim of destroying the ‘evil empire’. For the ‘pro-separatist’ 
left, the offensive position might mean establishing a so-called ‘Greater Novorossiya’ 
capturing all south-eastern Ukrainian regions beyond Donbass or even reconstituting 
the whole of Ukraine, thus providing more chances for socialist policies compared to 
their bleak perspectives in the small territories under separatist control in parts of 
Donetsk and Lugansk provinces. In some cases one’s ‘own’ side in the conflict was 
presented not so much as better than the other but rather as much less bad compared 
to the greater evil. That is why instead of ‘pro-Ukrainian’ or ‘pro-separatist’ positions 
it would sometimes be more accurate to call them ‘anti-Russian’ or ‘anti-Ukrainian’ 
respectively. 

There were a couple of turning points which helped these positions to crystallise. For 
the ‘pro-separatist’ left, the Odessa tragedy on 2 Mayand especially the cruel reaction 
of the pro-Ukrainian public played a critical role in mobilising people against the 
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‘fascist’ threat to the Donbass population. On the other hand, one of the crucial 
moments for the ‘pro-Ukrainian’ left was the direct involvement of Russian regular 
units at the end of August in preventing the separatist defeat and pushing them not 
to consider the conflict as a civil war any more, but rather to agree with patriotic 
members of the public that it was now a war between Ukraine's post-revolutionary 
government and Putin’s Russia. However, these events only made the positions more 
entrenched and there was increased support for them in all the various left-wing 
groups in Ukraine. 

The ‘pro-Ukrainian’ left-wing positions existed in at least three different forms and 
came from different sources: social-democratic, nationalist and radical liberal. 

The marginal Justice party (the former United Left and Peasants) was the best 
example of those left-wing groups who aspired to build a ‘true European social 
democracy’ in Ukraine trying to distance themselves as much as possible from the 
pro-Russian and Soviet nostalgic position of the CPU in order to become more 
acceptable to the national-liberal public. In the context of general patriotic fervour 
this path led them occasionally to sound even more Catholic than the Pope. For 
example, at the party congress in August 2014 the leader Stanislav Nikolayenko said 
that the Justice party stood strongly in favour of a unified Ukraine; the state needed 
to mobilise all possible resources to overcome the military conflict in Eastern Ukraine, 
fighting Russian aggression for Ukrainian sovereignty; it must proceed quickly with 
reforms relying on ‘international financial-economic help’ and the ‘political solidarity 
of the West’. A member of the party’s political executive committee, Oleksandr 
Baranivsky, said that there were no other left-of-centre parties in Ukraine with a firm 
patriotic position. He supported pro-European aspirations and condemned Russian 
military aggression [170]. The party even helped to collect money for the Ukrainian 
military in the Anti-Terrorist Operation [171] – a quite common volunteer practice in 
2014 for the national-liberal public when the deficiency of state support for the army 
and lack of necessary equipment became apparent. In the October 2014 elections 
programme, the Justice party called the conflict ‘a fratricidal war’, however, a 
significant portion of the population in south-eastern regions were ‘zombified’ by 
Russian propaganda. In order to win this ‘fratricidal war’ the party promised measures 
to strengthen the Ukrainian military together with ‘information sovereignty and 
information security’ (effectively meaning political censorship in mass media) [172]. 
Effectively the Justice party supported all the Ukrainian government's key positions 
except for the neoliberal policies but this did not help them to become an accepted 
‘pro-Ukrainian’ left. 

The logic of the Autonomous Resistance was clearly nationalist. It was a ‘Ukrainian-
Russian war’, a continuation and consequence of historical oppression of the 
Ukrainian nation by the Russian nation. In their statement published in March 2015 
[173], they described the war as a just, defensive war on the part of the oppressed 
Ukrainian nation against the oppressor. They drew parallels between the local 
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Donbass population supporting separatists and Russian ‘colonisation’ of Donbass 
territories, repeating the nationalist myth about allegedly massive migration by 
Russian peasants after the Great Famine of 1932-33 in Ukraine (Holodomor)32 to the 
in Eastern Ukraine formerly populated by Ukrainians [174]. In reality the level of 
migration of Russian peasants to Donbass in 1933 and 1934 did not exceed even 
20,000 people [175]. For AR there was no significant civil war element to the conflict. 
‘This is as bad a joke as when one talks about the national “rights and freedoms” of 
the British in Ireland, whites in South Africa, Jews in Palestine, Spanish in the Basque 
Country and Catalonia, Turks in Kurdistan etc.’ [176]. In other texts they compared 
the separatist ‘people's republics’ in Donbass with Rhodesia – the unrecognised state 
created by white colonisers to prevent Zimbabwe’s liberation [177]. Russians were 
the dominant nation in the Soviet Union and remained the ruling elite in south-
eastern regions after Ukraine achieved independence [178]. From this perspective a 
‘neutral’ anti-war position against both Ukrainian and Russian nationalisms was only 
a demagogy to legitimise passive support of the strongest oppressor nation [179]. In 
one of the articles published by the AR main website this position was stated as clearly 
as possible: the problem with the ‘people’s republics’ was not their reactionary 
policies emphasised by the liberal and libertarian pro-Maidan left but the fact that 
they were Russian:  

Russians are an imperial, oppressor, coloniser nation. Ukrainians are colonised 
by them, they are an oppressed nation. ‘Novorossiya’ by its own existence 
wages war to continue dominance of Russians over Ukrainians, to continue 
oppression of Ukrainians. Therefore, any Russian republics in Ukraine do not 
have a right to exist regardless of their social-political ‘progressiveness’, and 
Ukrainians have a right to fight against these Russian republics. [180] 

At the same time and in contrast to the Justice party, the AR position was clearly 
distinct and very critical of the government’s policies. They recognised the possibility 
that instead of Russian imperialism Ukraine might be subjugated to Western 
imperialism; however, they perceived Russian imperialism as more dangerous at that 
moment, and also dangerous to the very existence of the Ukrainian nation. The 
problem for Ukraine was precisely the absence of truly social-political revolution in 
Ukraine after Maidan. The Ukrainian bourgeoisie was not able to defend Ukrainian 
interests and will always compromise them in order to agree with the Russian 
‘colonising bourgeoisie’. Social revolution needs to stop neoliberal reforms and 
restrictions on civic rights, and solve the problem with army supplies [173]. AR 
criticised the first Minsk agreement as a compromise with the ‘colonisers’ and 
suggested that the best solution would be to form a people’s guerrilla army to fight 
imperialists [181]. Later they specified that maintaining the front line against the 
‘occupants’ was important; therefore, social-revolutionary activism in Ukraine and 

                                                                 
32 Holodomor is often interpreted in Ukrainian nationalist historiography as an ethnic genocide of Ukrainians by the 
Communists. 
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fighting at the front were both necessary [173]. Indeed some AR activists have actually 
joined Ukrainian volunteer battalions. 

A less exotic source of left-wing support for Ukraine in the war came from degradation 
of the postmodern liberal and libertarian left into radical liberalism servile to Western 
imperialism. This position was best exemplified by an anarchist  web-site called 
'Nihilist' close to the Autonomous Workers Union. Unlike the left-wing nationalists, 
Nihilist's implicit support for Ukraine was not based on the question of historical 
oppression of Ukrainians but specifically on the relative progressiveness of Ukraine in 
this conflict. AWU activists Volodymyr Zadyraka and Alexander Volodarsky stated this 
position more explicitly. Maidan was a bourgeois revolution challenging corrupt 
bureaucracy. It did not accomplish its tasks because of the counter-revolutionary 
intervention from Russia. In Donbass the ‘counter-revolution’ took the form of a 
‘clerical-conservative’ reaction. The ideology of the DPR/LPR is allegedly a Russian 
form of ‘totalitarian nationalism’, ‘fascism under an antifascist cover’, while Putin’s 
regime in Russia is only a ‘less terrorist form of the same fascist political ideal’. 
Nihilist’s analysis here was reminiscnent of hysterical texts by the PSPU from the 
opposing side. On the other hand, Ukrainian fascists were weaker and took only 
secondary positions in the Ukrainian government. They were allegedly participating 
in the process of new civic nation–building and so not as dangerous as Russian 
‘imperial’ nationalism. What implications did it have for supporting the war? Zadyraka 
said that in the conflict between capitalism and fascism it would be strange for an 
anarchist to support capitalism. Intead, he would not denounce either deserters from 
the army, or those who joined the Ukrainian army and explicitly recalled the difficult 
choice for anarchists during WWII – joininig or not the armies of the bourgeois nations 
in the fight against the Nazis [182].  

Nevertheless, Nihilist chose their side, and it was very clear which side this was. While 
systematically posting hypercritical articles denouncing Borotba and other ‘leftist 
friends of Novorossiya’ full of manipulations and ad hominem arguments, they also 
published a sympathetic interview with an anonymous ‘Marxist’ who voluntarily 
joined the Ukrainian military [183]. At the same time they criticised the anti-war 
movement as ‘incompetent’, ‘hypocritical’ and ‘simply stupid’, that unites the left and 
the right [184]. While it is true that the Ukrainian far right did not obtain power after 
Maidan, Nihilist consistently downplayed the censorship and political repression of 
the new Ukrainian government, in no way comparing it with ‘fascist’ Russia. Russia 
itself was not glued together by anything except for the repressive authoritarian state, 
Alexander Volodarsky said, and was destined to collapse and fall apart when Putin’s 
regime fell, which should be celebrated by the left [185]. This was written in the 
context of Ukraine suppressing the armed uprising, while calls for federalisation were 
treated with great suspicion as a pro-Russian agenda. Obviously Nihilist's authors 
usually rejected the very existence of a civil war component in the conflict despite the 
fact that in February and spring 2014 they warned of the coming civil war at least 
twice [81, 58]. Now all the blame for the start of the war and its continuation was laid 
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on Yanukovych and Russia [186]. Instead, they were uncritically reproducing the 
liberal intellectuals' myth about the birth of the new political nation in Ukraine when 
ethnic origins or language allegedly became unimportant as long as one supported 
the results of Maidan [187]. At the same time they never mentioned the fact that 
many rebels in Donbass were motivated by similar myths about another ‘political 
nation’ – the Soviet people – and even the ‘Russian world’ idea was also sometimes 
interpreted in a political rather than an ethnic way [188]. Would it be rather a clash 
of nationalisms than a counter-revolution against a revolution? 

Nihilist's authors sounded much more servile to the government and dominant 
national-liberal ideology than even nationalists from the Autonomous Resistance who 
despite support for Ukraine in this war, did not perceive it as any kind of revolution, 
and were explicitly critical of the government’s neoliberal social policies and attacks 
on political freedoms. Instead, for Nihilist the conflict between one of the richest 
oligarchs in Ukraine, Ihor Kolomoyskyi and the somewhat poorer oligarch Petro 
Poroshenko, the Ukrainian president, was still a struggle between counter-
revolutionary and revolutionary tendencies [79]. At one point, they were even hoping 
to ride the wave of liberal criticism of corruption and bureaucracy, and were 
essentially proposing to radicalise neoliberal reforms, arguing for radical cuts to the 
state apparatus without challenging capitalism first [189]. Like the Justice party, 
Nihilist and AWU could sometimes sound even more Catholic than the Pope.  

The sources of this position are various. This is a version of vulgar Marxism that comes 
from ignorance of major advances in Marxist theory in the XXth century, allowing for 
an uncritical application of linear templates about bourgeois revolutions, not 
inquiring whether the interests of the bourgeoisie are still progressive in the XXIst 
century and whether it is still the vanguard of social progress. They also do not reflect 
upon the very uneven distribution of the global capitalist class concentrated in the 
core countries of the global capitalist system. In this situation even if the ‘revolution’ 
serves the bourgeoisie it means that it serves primarily the interests of global capital 
but not the interests of the majority of the Ukrainian population. Another source is 
sectarian left-wing anti-communism, which is very hostile to the defence of Soviet 
achievements, treating them as a concession to Stalinism and completely denying any 
positive and progressive meaning in Soviet symbolism and nostalgia in the separatist 
movement. A final source was the postmodernist attack on the class-centric politics 
of the left that prioritised symbolic emancipation of the minorities while reconciling 
with the fundamental political-economic institutions of global capitalism. If the 
agenda of bourgeois revolutions is still progressive, capitalism is not the main enemy 
of the left and the liberals are very natural strategic allies against conservative 
reactionaries. The masses rebelling against the liberal agenda – not only because of 
its cultural but also economic consequences – were often met with an explicitly elitist 
attitude: ‘The people [in Donbass] are not enemies but they do bear moral 
responsibility for the desire to bring back the good old [Soviet] days. The rabble is the 
pillar for conservatism’, AWU activist Volodymyr Zadyraka said. The problem of 
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Western imperialism subjugation of Ukraine was mocked as nothing more than a 
dangerous conspiracy theory serving Russian propaganda interests and bringing 
together pro-Russian far right and the ‘authoritarian’ left on the platform of ‘anti-
imperialism’ – the word became literally a curse among many left-libertarian activists. 
In the agenda-setting article with its telling title ‘Cosmopolitanism against the Russian 
World’ [190] Alexander Volodarsky celebrated the new world of progressive 
globalisation opposed by the fundamentally conservative Russian nationalist project. 
The new stateless world of global corporations and transnational institutions like the 
EU was not perceived to be without its problems, but it was only by building one, 
according to Volodarsky, that a truly worldwide revolution could happen and that 
Ukraine could have an opportunity to join this brave new global world. Needless to 
say, the author completely ignored the questions of uneven development of the 
capitalist world-system, the extremely uneven strength of different states, uneven 
distribution of the leading corporations and of the capitalist class across the globe. 
The argument recalls the theory of ‘ultraimperialism’ by Karl Kautsky or ‘Empire’ by 
Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, popular a decade ago, that allegedly replaced 
competing imperialist blocs. One of the minor but sad consequences of Maidan was 
that it resurrected theories among the left that had been criticised and dismissed 
many years previously.  

Despite signing the Minsk anti-war statement together with the Russian, Ukrainian, 
and Belarusian left (though with considerable criticism) and plenty of anti-war 
rhetoric and some public actions [191, 192, 193, 194], in a number of organisational 
statements and articles, the political sympathies of Borotba were equally clear. 
Among the significant organised left-wing groups in Ukraine only Borotba expressed 
open if critical support for the DPR/LPR. Borotba supported the DPR and LPR from the 
very beginning [131], though immediately on the same day they published another 
statement ‘[a]gainst the conservative turn in the Donetsk People’s Republic’ [195] 
criticising the introduction of the state religion (Eastern Orthodox Church of the 
Moscow Patriarchate, removed from the final version of the text) and equality of all 
forms of property in the constitutional project of the DPR. Borotba has been 
continuing the same political line up to the present day: criticising minor (or 
presented as ‘minor’) deficiencies of the DPR and LPR but generally calling for 
resistance against Ukrainian ‘fascist’ and oligarch regimes supported by imperialism 
(understood almost exlusively as US imperialism). The aim of this ‘resistance’ as 
Borotba presented it was, nevertheless, not separatist states covering small 
territories but the transformation of the whole of Ukraine based on more democratic 
and social principles [196, 197]. They emphasised the ‘class’ dimension of the conflict: 
Maidan was allegedly a bloc of the largest oligarchs, petty bourgeois and declassed 
elements while the ‘resistance movement in the South-East’ was presented as ‘more 
proletarian in its class composition’ [198]. The Ukrainian conflict, moreover, is a part 
of the global class struggle against (American) imperialism. Borotba called for a 
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‘united front against fascism and imperialism -- from Lugansk and Donetsk to Istanbul 
and Kobáne!’ [199].  

The deteriorating social-economic situation in Ukraine, neoliberal policies, political 
repression, the dependency of the new government on the United States and 
international financial institutions, the far right threat, atrocities caused by the 
Ukrainian army and volunteer battalions during the war in Donbas – all were targets 
of sharp and systematic criticism, while quite similar or sometimes even worse 
problems in the DPR/LPR were downplayed, silenced, justified or legitimated. A good 
example is an agenda-setting article by Viktor Shapinov, the ideological leader of 
Borotba, ‘Marxism and the war in Donbass’ [200] where he for the first time tries to 
argue systematically for support of the DPR/LPR and against the ‘Marxist pacifism’ 
that blames both camps equally. The typical left-wing attacks against the new 
Ukrainian government were compared with the allegedly superior and more 
progressive politics of DPR/LPR. However, Shapinov’s arguments were extremely 
weak and demagogical. He appeals to the ‘antifascism’ and ‘internationalism’ of 
Donbass rebels when it is obvious that ‘antifascist’ rhetoric was directed against 
Ukrainian nationalism (sometimes even of moderate kind) but not against Russian far 
right nationalism. ‘Anti-oligarchic’ rhetoric is an empty signifier in Ukraine exploited 
by almost any Ukrainian party and politician including by the oligarch Petro 
Poroshenko himself who argued for the ‘deoligarchisation’ of Ukrainian politics [201]. 
Finally, ‘anti-neoliberal policies’ meant only ‘tentative steps’ to nationalise some retail 
chains and mines in Donbass owned by pro-Ukrainian oligarchs or simply left by their 
owners. However, it is not surprising for small emerging states in a military conflict to 
introduce some form of redistributive system to sustain the suffering population and 
to take some assets under state control. It does not yet mean that a strategic anti-
neoliberal policy has been put in place. Nor does it mean that nationalisation and 
redistributive policies will be sustained when the immediate military threat is gone or 
the economy is stabilised. Most importantly, one can ask whether the Russian 
government upon which the DPR and LPR are fully dependent, both in the military 
and economic spheres, will allow and economically support any truly progressive 
regime on its borders, when Russian social-economic policies are themselves 
neoliberal. In the summer of 2014 Shapinov predicted that ‘the very logic of the 
struggle pushes the leaders of the DPR and LPR toward anti-oligarchic, if not anti-
capitalist, politics’ [202]. During the following year of struggles, this prediction was 
not fulfilled. At the end of the article Shapinov recognises that, 

Of course, this policy is not socialist. But it leaves room for the left, the 
communists, to participate in such a movement under their own banner, with 
their own ideas and slogans, without abandoning their own views and 
program. [200] 

He was right that the openly pro-separatist left would indeed have problems 
regarding political activity on the territory controlled by the Ukrainian government. 
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However, this does not yet mean that no other left-wing movement can have 
activities ‘under their own banner, with their own ideas and slogans, without 
abandoning their own view and program’. This assessment strongly recalls the pro-
Maidan new left projecting their own problems onto the whole population when 
supporting Ukraine, and being afraid of Russia or separatists taking control of the 
territories. It might indeed have meant repression against the left but the majority of 
the population would care more about security, jobs, wages and prices and not about 
formal control of the state. The ‘progressiveness’ of the fighting side was partially 
dependent on the simple question of where this or that particular left-wing group 
would be more comfortable in continuing with their own political activities. 

Another thing that surprisingly unites the pro-separatist and pro-Ukrainian left is in 
essence a very similar idea about the current global order. For Shapinov this is the 
hierarchical imperialist system led by the US. It is not a competition of rival 
imperialisms such as that which existed before WWI, but rather the system as a whole 
falling to pieces because some capitalist groups (states or transnational formations) 
are trying to revise it while others are trying to preserve the status quo. In this 
situation progressive movements apparently benefit from the assistance of anti-
American rivals, in the same way that Irish republicans during WWI agreed to help 
from the Germans – a fact that does not deny left-wing support of the Easter Rising 
in 1916. The same applies to external support of Spanish republicans during the civil 
war and of Rojava Kurds now. So, why is Donbass different? 

Without going into excessive detail over why the DPR and LPR are indeed 
fundamentally different from these iconic left-wing examples (at the level of 
dependency on external powers at least), what is important here is to underline the 
fact that the current situation concerning American hegemony is not something 
unique. As a well-respected world-system analysis in the social sciences shows, there 
were at least two examples of hegemony in the capitalist world-system: the British 
Empire in the XIX century and the Netherlands in the XVII century [203]. WWI and 
WWII began at a time when British hegemony was crumbling and was being 
challenged by other imperialist states. However, unlike a century ago when strong 
social-democratic and workers' movement could play an independent role in world 
events, nowadays a much weaker and more disorganised left would rather become a 
puppet in the hands of anti-American rivals than be able to exploit them in their own 
interest and retain independence as Irish republicans did. Now, would it strengthen 
or weaken the socialist movement if it became a minor ally, if not a mere puppet, of 
a stronger but fundamentally adversary force from the EU, US or Russia? Would it be 
more helpful at this time of imperialist rivalry to articulate class antagonism and build 
politics in opposition to both (and other) competing camps? 

UKRAINIAN LEFT-WING COMBATANTS IN THE WAR 

The question of whether combatants actually took part in fighting on either the 
Ukrainian or separatist sides is quite different from the question of whether or not to 
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support this or that side of the war in statements on the Internet. In fact, none of 
above-mentioned left-wing groups in Ukraine joined fighting units as a collective. This 
in itself is a telling fact, showing that the ‘pro-war’ left was hardly less impotent than 
the anti-war left. It seems that whether or not to join armed units was mostly an 
individual decision, supported by informal networks of friendship rather than by 
activist organisations. 

Pro-Ukrainian left-wing combatants were extremely rare. Estimates of ‘fewer than 50 
men’ made by Maksym Osadchuk, the most well-known combatant among them from 
Aidar battalion, are probably an exaggeration or based on too broad a definition of 
the left [204]. The left did not form any distinct union within pro-Ukrainian forces, 
unlike the far right which formed a number of volunteer battalions and other armed 
groups directly affiliated with far-right political organisations (such as the Social-
National Assembly’s Azov regiment, Svoboda’s Sich battalion, the Right Sector’s 
Ukrainian Volunteer Corps and others). On the contrary, the left were dispersed 
among different units – volunteer battalions, the army, the National Guard – including 
even those that were dominated by the far right and had an open neo-Nazi identity 
such as the infamous Azov [205]. Paradoxically, it seems that most of these left-wing 
combatants came from subcultural antifascist/football ultras networks. Kiev's Arsenal 
football team supporters were particularly important. They had long been known for 
their antifascist position (very unpopular among Ukrainian ultras). However, they 
supported Maidan and occasionally cooperated with the far right in street actions 
(see the chapter on Ukrainian left in Maidan protests). Joining ATO forces was 
something of a logical step for activists with a stronger commitment to street fights 
than to any coherent ideology. In comments and interviews they mention different 
justifications for direct cooperation with the far right, for example, ‘we forgot our 
conflicts in the face of aggressor and occupant’ [206], ‘the far right do not have their 
own agenda in this war’ [205], ‘the ultraright, like the left, are in the minority. The 
majority are generally democratic or moderately patriotic people’ [204].  

Almost all pro-Ukrainian left-wing combatants saw the war in Donbass as only the 
start; they hoped to continue the ‘revolution’ later on in Kiev and probably help to 
export it to Russia. However, without any organised power beyond a very loose 
network of support pretentiously called the Black Guard of Ukraine (following the 
name of a historical Makhnovite armed group), they will not make any substantial 
impact on the direction of this ‘revolution’ (which will probably be even more right-
wing than Maidan) just as they failed to have an impact during Maidan or the ATO. 
Meanwhile, some of the left-wing combatants were showing obvious signs of moving 
to the right themselves. In an interview one of the Arsenal ultras fighting with 
Ukrainian forces still called himself an antifascist and antiracist but no longer 
identified as left-wing, adding that in ‘fascist Italy there were some sympathetic 
things… Strong vertical power, elimination of pro-Soviet opposition, positive changes 
in the economy’ [207].  
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The left is represented in far greater numbers on the separatist side. Combatants 
issue from various sources such as local CPU cells in the Donetsk and Lugansk 
provinces and, particularly, its youth organisation Komsomol; volunteers from Russian 
left-wing organisations; and a number of leftist activists from Western Europe and 
other foreign countries. Moreover, some non-partisan combatants, who for the most 
part had not participated in politics before joining Anti-Maidan protests or separatist 
militia, identify themselves with communism or socialism. Aside from purely 
numerical superiority over pro-Ukrainian left-wing combatants, it was even more 
important for the pro-separatist left to form an armed organised unit with a clear left-
wing identity – the Volunteer Communist Detachment (VCD) within the Prizrak 
(meaning ‘ghost’) brigade. 

The Prizrak brigade, famous among the ‘anti-imperialist’ left, was created by the rebel 
commander Aleksey Mozgovoy and was mostly based in the town of Alchevsk in the 
Lugansk province. It would be wrong to call Mozgovoy himself an ideological leftist. 
Despite obtaining an iconic status within some parts of the left and even being 
compared to Che Guevara following his murder on 23 May 2015, Mozgovoy would 
hardly have agreed that he was left-wing. He often called himself a monarchist and 
reproached Bolsheviks for destroying the Russian Empire. Nevertheless, he indeed 
possessed certain progressive ideas regarding popular democracy with a strong 
egalitarian component – the so-called ‘people’s state’. He strongly criticised separatist 
authorities for reproducing old Ukrainian or Russian structures, betraying the 
aspirations of the Donbass people for radical change. He often emphasised the fact 
that it was the Ukraininan government that was the enemy and not its people, and 
participated in several attempts to start a dialogue with Tetyana Montyan, a well-
known Ukrainian opposition lawyer, and even with Ukrainian military officers, calling 
on them to fight together against the oligarchs in Kiev. At the same time his 
nationalist, conservative and sexist ideas were also evident, particularly in a well-
publicised case of the ‘people’s court’ deciding on the fate of two rapists by a majority 
vote of a random crowd in a room [208]. To sum up, Mozgovoy was a populist and, 
like any populist, could easily go both to the left and to the right depending on the 
general direction of political developments, changes in the social base of his 
movement and other external factors. His Communist supporter and deputy 
commander Aleksey Markov was very clear about the difference between VCD 
ideology and Mozgovoy’s:  

Is it possible to talk about any ideological affinity between the [Volunteer] 
Communist Detachment and the brigade’s commander Aleksey Mozgovoy?  

No. The brigade’s commander Mozgovoy openly calls himself a monarchist. 
Though he said many times that he would be ready to be a communist or 
whatever if only it would help to liberate Novorossiya and build a state here for 
the people. [209] 
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In April 2015 the Prizrak brigade became part of the People’s Militia of the LPR under 
the central operational command [210]. Before his murder Mozgovoy was 
intensifying his criticism of LPR authorities, probably as a response to repression, 
killing and stricter control over independent rebel commanders in the process of 
building centralised armed forces in the DPR/LPR.  At the beginning of May 2015 
Mozgovoy went into direct conflict with them, giving permission for the international 
Antifascist festival of leftist Novorossiya supporters to be organised in Alchevsk. These 
supporters were coming from abroad and the festival had previously been banned by 
authorities in Lugansk [211]. 

The Prizrak brigade itself was definitely the most progressive unit among the 
separatist armed units but also reflected the above-mentioned populist mixture 
uniting communists, monarchists, Russian nationalist Cossaks and Russian pagans. In 
March 2015 even a group of Russian neo-Nazis called ‘Rusich’ was allowed to join 
Prizrak for a short time. The new commander of the brigade, Yuriy Shevchenko, who 
took command after Mozgovoy’s murder, continues this line. In an interview he said 
that Prizrak’s ideology was ‘uniting’ (obiediniaiushchaia). It united different people 
with different political views to fight injustice. He was clearly speaking against ethnic 
interpretations of the ‘Russian world’ and pointing out that fighting for a ‘pure Russian 
world’ might lead to fascism. He respects communists, but also Stalin and Putin, as 
state-builders (gosudarstvenniki). Shevchenko would support a sensible idea coming 
from any political position – communist or monarchist – and was against ideological 
dogmatism [212]. A video with new recruits to Prizrak published in July 2015 is a very 
good illustration of this mixture: among three new recruits one clearly identified with 
the ‘left-wing ideas in the social sphere’ of Mozgovoy and aspired to a socialist state, 
another was aspiring to the greatness of the Russian Empire, while a third was simply 
attracted by that fact that people in Prizrak fought ‘for an idea’ (za ideiu) and not for 
money [213]. Therefore, Prizrak was indeed the unit that was most tolerant towards 
the left among separatist forces and it attracted many leftists from Ukraine, Russia 
and other foreign countries. However, at the same time it was equally open to Russian 
nationalists even of a far-right persuasion, who consciously united people with quite 
different ideologies on a social populist platform.  

Still, there is evidence that the left was increasing its influence within Prizrak. The 
Volunteer Communist Detachment (VCD) was formed in autumn 2014 by two Russian 
Communists: Aleksey Markov, a former member of the Communist Party of Russian 
Federation (CPRF), and Pyotr Biryukov, not a member of any party but identifying as 
a communist. The VCD played an important role in taking Debaltsevo town in 
February; they believe it was one of the factors that allowed Mozgovoy to retain the 
brigade as a separate unit during the centralisation of the armed forces in the 
DPR/LPR [214]. Since then, the VCD as a subunit and its commanders have become 
increasingly visible. Biryukov and Markov were appointed as deputy commanders of 
the brigade and after the death of Mozgovoy gave press-conferences and recorded 
video appeals as among the most senior members of the brigade, together with the 
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new commander Yuriy Shevchenko [215, 216]. In winter 2015 during the Debaltsevo 
campaign membership of the VCD was around 120 people and later it has decreased 
during the truce to 60 people. Aside from military tasks VCD has also organised 
political education in the brigade on history and political economy. The unit claimed 
to be among the most disciplined in the brigade, and has taken on the re-education 
of soldiers from other brigades following minor misconducts [209]. In the recent 
interviews Aleksey Markov described the VCD not as a distinct detachment any more 
but as a ‘knightly order’ of the most committed people within the whole Prizrak 
uniting most of the brigade’s higher command and many subunits commanders [217, 
218]. 

In parallel, Prizrak established the military-political department in the brigade 
following the institution of commissars or politruks in the Soviet army. Former 
members of the CPU and Borotba joined the political department and it appears that 
the left is clearly dominating there. It seems that the Communists have a determining 
influence on the propaganda materials of the Prizrak. The ideological principles of the 
Prizrak brigade, formulated in the summer of 2015 after Mozgovoy’s murder, were 
full of progressive messages about democracy, against oligarchs, and in favour of 
labour, a just society, friendship between people and freedom of conscience. They 
were obviously strongly influenced by the Communist wing of the brigade. 

Opinions, religious beliefs and political beliefs are the private affair of each 
member of the team. However, they must unite around the fundamental 
principles of the people's ideology -- anti-fascism, anti-oligarchism and 
democracy. Any hateful ideology (right-wing radicalism, neo-Nazism, neo-
fascism, racism) is alien and hostile to any brigade fighter. [188] 

At the same time they emphasised the fact that Prizrak associates itself with the so-
called ‘Russian world’ which, however, was defined not ethnically but politically: 

[The Russian world] brings together different cultures, nationalities and 
linguistic characteristics, but has a common mentality hostile to fascism, 
Nazism and racism, and has its own domestic and psychological characteristics 
that have always helped us to defend our homeland and beat the enemy in the 
most difficult times. The Russian world is a worldview and attitude, the spirit of 
its carriers. Novorossiya is the front line of the Russian world. [188] 

However, the extent of communism in the VCD should not be exaggerated. One could 
see Soviet symbolic in almost every video from the VCD but there is barely any 
mention of Marxism. ‘Antifascism’ was the primary motivation to fight for the 
separatists – an over-exaggerated perception of a ‘genocidal’ threat coming from the 
post-Maidan government and Ukrainian far right to Russians, Russian-speakers or 
those who did not accept Maidan [209, 219, 220]. For many people the turning point 
was the 2 May tragedy in Odessa and especially the cynical and gloating reaction of 
the pro-Ukrainian public [221]. Despite the name of the detachment, ideological 
commitment to left-wing ideas was not necessary. As Aleksey Markov said, among 
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the first members of the VCD there were people from monarchist organisations and 
later these were joined by nationalists and Russian pagans [209]. The change of 
rhetoric in the VCD's recruitment material is telling. In the first online announcement 
they were calling for recruits with ‘left-wing, socialist views’ to ‘liberate Novorossiya 
from Ukro-fascist aggression’ [222]. A couple of weeks later they corrected this too-
obvious (though popular among separatists) anti-Ukrainian rhetoric equating 
Ukrainian nationalism with fascism and called instead for the liberation of 
Novorossiya and the Ukrainian people from ‘Banderovite fascism’ [223]. Later still 
they were no longer appealing to ‘left-wing, socialist views’ but using much more 
general patriotic phrases calling for people to fight against oligarchs, for a just society, 
for the country’s pride and to defend their people [224]. The VCD might be made 
more attractive by their greater discipline and general ideological commitment than 
by anything specifically communist compared to the more centralised but also more 
corrupt emerging armies of the DPR and LPR, inviting many mercenaries [209]. The 
ideological rhetoric of the VCD is communism based on the Soviet 'Great Patriotic War 
against the Nazis' narrative, devoid of Marxism and class struggle. As far as they are 
concerned, the conflict in Ukraine is a national-liberation struggle for the new state 
of Novorossiya where class struggle and socialism were postponed until some distant 
future. The head of Prizrak's political department, a former Borotba activist called 
Yevgeniy Vallenberg, could not say it more clearly during the international Antifascist 
forum: ‘This is not a social revolution’ but ‘a national-liberation war of the Donbass 
peoples, greater Novorossiya peoples and those in Ukraine who disagree with 
principles of political intolerance’ [225]. The first task was to build the new states and 
defend them against the threat from Ukraine; any political splits in Novorossiya 
should be avoided [226]. Markov agrees that at the moment there is no politics in 
‘people’s republics’ and this may change only when the external threat is liquidated 
[227]. This primarily patriotic and anti-class struggle position of the VCD and leading 
Prizrak communists brings them closer not to the pro-Ukrainian left nationalists 
Autonomous Resistance, but rather to those liberal (ex-)left-wing groups who are 
cooperating with the post-Maidan government, trying to optimise neoliberal reforms 
and resist the most obvious conservative initiatives, but also postponing the class 
agenda until some indefinite point in the future. Now Prizrak communists sound even 
less critical and more loyal to the DPR/LPR authorities than Mozgovoy was before his 
murder (for example, he gave a speech on May Day in Alchevsk emphasising that the 
war is going on not just against fascism but for labour rights, social rights and people’s 
power at the grassroots level [228]). Indeed, one may speculate that Mozgovoy’s 
murder might have been one of the reasons for this increase in outspoken loyalty. 
The new Prizrak command called on its followers not to speculate over whom to 
blame for the murder, and stuck to the main official version that it was carried out by 
Ukrainian diversionists [216], despite the fact that there were many reasons to 
assume after similar attacks and instances of repression on the part of other 
independent rebel commanders that someone from the separatist side might have 
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been involved in the murder, at least by providing information on Mozgovoy’s route 
to Ukrainian forces [229]. 

Even if we consider these loyalist statements as just a trick to avoid repression and 
cover up a much deeper and truly socialist agenda, the chances that Prizrak will 
become the vanguard of the movement for social transformation and not just for the 
creation of small Russian-dependent states are very low. Prizrak membership is 
estimated at between 600 and three or four thousand according to different 
sources33. The lower numbers, 600-700 people, were recently put forward by Markov 
[230]. Estimations about the total number of Novorossiya armed forces are usually 
around the 40-50 thousand mark. One of the main points Prizrak emphasises is its 
volunteer nature, contrary to most other separatist detachments where combatants 
receive a wage [209] (especially after the process of centralised military structure 
building in the DPR and LPR was ended). In July 2015 Markov revealed that they 
receive maintanence from the LPR for only 270 people, which is then distributed 
equally among all Prizrak soldiers in addition with humanitarian help from the CPRF 
and other Russian private initiatives [227]. However, volunteers may be an advantage 
but also a deficiency: during the truce in Donbass and after Russia intervened into 
Syrian war the supply of volunteers has shrunk [231]. 

Any isolated revolt or even overly-independent actions by Prizrak will be easily 
suppressed. Prizrak will strongly oppose and will probably continue the doomed 
armed struggle against attempts to re-integrate Donbass into Ukraine at it is 
presupposed by Minsk agreements without a radical change of regime in Ukraine for 
pro-Russian government. In the case of Ukrainian regime collapse, the defeat of 
Ukrainian armed forces and new possibilities for creating the ‘Greater Novorossiya’ 
or even ‘liberating’ Kiev and Lviv as separatist rebels had often hoped, any deepening 
of the ‘revolution’ will also depend on overcoming the Russian government’s tight 
control over it. If Putin falls while the Ukrainian regime remains stable, many 
separatist combatants, especially Russian volunteers, will be torn between the 
necessity to maintain the front line in Ukraine and the desire to join the fight in Russia. 
In case of freezing the conflict and maintaining quasi-indepent DPR/LPR Prizrak may 
try to establish a peaceful social-populist movement, though it will be a typical red 
and brown coalition of communists with Russian nationalists. It will also critically 
depend on the degree of the liberalization in DPR/LPR as Prizrak predictably will be 
seen as dangerous radicals. In the current stalemate situation and top-level 
negotiations between the Great Powers, Prizrak can only play the role of attracting 
left-wing activists to volunteer on the side of Russian imperialist interests. Any more 
radical aspirations have chances to become reality only if the Russian regime 
collapses. 

                                                                 
33 The wide range also reflects the high turnover of volunteers, occurrences during active military operations and 
dropping off of numbers in quieter times. 
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If only one word is used to describe Ukrainian left-wing activities in relation to the 
war, that word must be ‘impotence’ – the impotence of virtually every possible 
position in this situation: anti-war, pro-Ukrainian, pro-separatist, anti-Ukrainian, anti-
Russian. Instances of repression in Ukraine and the non-democratic regime in 
DPR/LPR only partially explain the lack of any significant anti-war activities on the part 
of the left. The left-wing combatants who joined either the Ukrainian or the separatist 
side have virtually no political perspectives to radicalise their respective ‘revolutions’ 
in a socialist way, even if we close our eyes to their primarily nationalist rather than 
class-based agenda. Even if major political turmoils occur in either Ukraine or Russia, 
the weak left minority will be outcompeted in the leadership race by stronger 
nationalist forces. Online left-wing cheerleaders for this or that side play their own 
dubious role. An independent socialist position against competing imperialisms needs 
to be defended against both the ‘red and brown’ tendency of Soviet and pro-Soviet 
communists to turn it into a conservative wing of Russian imperialism and the parallel 
‘black and brown’ tendency of the postmodern liberal and libertarian left to turn it 
into a liberal wing of US and EU imperialisms. 

 

CURRENT PROSPECTS OF THE UKRAINIAN LEFT 

The Ukrainian left now is even more defeated, even weaker and more divided than 
they were before Maidan. The recent electoral results of the old left-wing parties 
were disastrous. At the presidential elections in May 2014 Petro Symonenko won 
1.5% of the vote - the lowest result in his electoral history. As mentioned before, he 
withdrew his candidacy (though later than he was required to withdraw by electoral 
procedures) complaining about the escalation of violence in Donbass and Odessa and 
attacks against CPU MPs and activists in the parliament and on the streets [110]. He 
would not have had many chances even if he had not withdrawn, and the main reason 
for the lowest-ever result was the loss of parts of Donbass and Crimea where CPU had 
traditionally had strong support. Nevertheless, it was also clear that even in the 
context of severely negative attitudes towards the post-Maidan government in South-
Eastern provinces, citizens there would rather abstain from voting than support the 
parties of the old regime [232]. 

Other left-wing parties did not even ballot their candidates. The United Left and 
Peasants supported Petro Poroshenko who won the elections [233]; the Socialist 
party supported Olha Bohomolets – one of the pro-Maidan politicians positioning 
herself as an ‘independent’, not an ‘oligarchic’ candidate – who got only 1.9% of the 
votes. The PSPU considered the elections a ‘US special operation to legitimise their 
puppets’ and did not recognise it [234], although they have also not had enough 
resources to participate in national elections since 2007. 

Before the parliamentary elections in October 2014, the parliament increased the 
participation fees for the parties, essentially giving preference to stronger parties with 
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oligarchs' support. Justice, the former United Left and Peasants party, was able to 
participate only in single-member districts [235]. The SPU was disorganised with 
internal conflicts. The PSPU obviously did not recognise elections as it believed they 
legitimised ‘coup-d’etats’, civil war, repression etc [236]. The CPU participated and for 
the first time in their history did not get into the parliament with 3.9% of the votes, 
below the 5% threshold. The absolute number of votes was also the lowest ever – 612 
000. No left-wing candidates managed to win elections in the single-member district 
either. For the first time in the history of Ukraine as an independent nation, no even 
nominally left-wing party is in parliament, not even a single left-wing MP. 

Of course, increased instances of repression also have to do with the marginalisation 
of the Ukrainian left. In the year after the Maidan protests began, the left was 
attacked and repressed more frequently than during the three years before Maidan. 
Figure 4 shows the monthly figures for repressive actions on the part of the state 
against left-wing parties and organisations including (an almost equal number of) 
violent and confrontational actions on the part of non-state actors34. Most frequently 
these were physical attacks against communist activists, agitators for the party, and 
attacks on CPU offices. The state authorities and law-enforcement most frequently 
employed arrests or detainment and bans on organising peaceful assemblies. At least 
50 left-wing activists were arrested or detained after the start of Maidan and around 
30 were injured according to media reports. At least two left-wing activists – Andriy 
Brazhevsky from Borotba and Vadim Papura from CPU youth organisation – died on 
2 May in Odessa. Note that the CSLR data are based on Ukrainian media reports and 
do not cover the whole 2014 at the time of writing, so the scale of repressions in 
reality may be significantly higher. Petro Symonenko reported about 400 criminal 
cases opening against CPU members [237].  

 

                                                                 
34 This violence is directly specifically against left-wing organisations, so, for example, the large number of attacks 
against Lenin’s monuments and other Soviet symbols is not included here. 
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Figure 4. Monthly number of repressive actions and violent or 
confrontational protest events against the left on the territory 

controlled by Ukrainian government
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A notorious case of repression against the left continuing at the time of writing is the 
trial of Alexander Bondarchuk, the former CPU MP and the leader of the All-Ukrainian 
Union of Workers (once the most radical wing of the CPU). In 2014 he joined 
Vitrenko’s hysterical Front of People’s Resistance to Eurocolonisation. In March 2014 
he was charged in publishing separatist calls in the small Working Class newspaper he 
edited, however, no independent expertise proved that the articles contained 
anything illegal. Another case continuing for more than a year is the trial of two 
communists Sergey Tkachenko and Denis Timofeyev from Dneprodzerzhinsk, 
Dnepropetrovsk province. They are charged in encroachment on the territorial 
integrity of Ukraine, storing explosives and separatist publications. The defence 
believes that the Security Service of Ukraine falsified the evidence during the search.  

The target of these increased instances of repression and attacks against the left was 
predominantly the CPU. Their activists, agitators, and offices were the target of 122 
crackdowns and attacks out of 169 in total. Repression and attacks were also directed 
against other old left-wing parties and Borotba.  

However, the scale of the repressive actions, confrontation and violence has 
increased overall, not just against the left. For example, according to CSLR data the 
number of negative reactions against the protests was 18 per 100 protests in 2013 
before Maidan started, 34 per 100 protests in August-December 2014, and 57 per 100 
protests in April-June 2015 [8]. Most often the Ukrainian government targeted pro-
separatist activity. Former members of Yanukovych’s Party of Regions and especially 
former officials under Yanukovych rule have also been targets of crackdowns and 
attacks. The increased scale of repression against the CPU must be seen in this 
context, considering the CPU's effective support of Yanukovych during the Maidan 
protests and the later involvement of many CPU members and officials in separatist 
activities despite statements by the CPU leadership. Moreover, the pro-Maidan new 
left was subjected to far fewer instances of repression and attacks after the start of 
Maidan than the CPU. There were several attacks on new left activists by the far rights 
and crackdowns following social-economic protests, but these were occurring even 
before Maidan; the scale of repression has so far not increased. 

Nevertheless, aside from the anti-separatists, there is a clear anti-communist 
component in crackdowns on the part of the post-Maidan government. Despite 
decisions made by local authorities in February 2014, the government did not ban the 
Party of Regions nationally; neither did it ban its successor party, the Opposition Bloc. 
Meanwhile, proposals to ban the CPU or communist ideology in general had been 
appearing since the first days of the Maidan victory. The CPU group were attacked in 
the parliament, then removed from the parliamentary session, then disbanded in July 
2014. In the same month, the Ministry of Justice initiated a legal process to ban the 
CPU for supporting separatist activities. The trial was proceeding very slowly; in 
February 2015 all ten of the judges involved in the case refused to continue because 
of pressure from the prosecutor general's office [238]. Finally, in April 2015 the 
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parliament passed a law condemning the communist and Nazi regimes, banning their 
propaganda and symbolism along with three others ‘decommunisation’ laws. There 
has been plenty of criticism against these laws from academic historians [239], 
international organisations, and human rights groups [240, 241] focusing on the 
effects on historiography, freedom of speech, and the absurd renaming of thousands 
of geographical objects in Ukraine. Specifically for the left, the law would require the 
CPU to change its name, symbols, rhetoric, party programme, and party newspaper 
titles, in order to retain its formal status as a political party. Although some pro-
Maidan left-wing figures were trying to justify this law as if it concerned only 
‘Stalinists’, in fact it bans the whole Bolshevik tradition, for example, outlawing 
positive mentions about establishing Soviet power in Ukraine starting from 1917. The 
laws will be widely used for selective political repression and not just in order to 
protect the feelings of the victims of Stalinism. For example, in September 2015 the 
Ministry of Justice warned a very small coach-party called Socialist Ukraine that their 
logo in the form of a stylised red star contained elements of totalitarian regime 
symbolism [242]. In the case of the new left, even if the state is not interested in 
persecuting marginal groups, the far right will be eager to create legal problems for 
them.  

Loss of support, marginalisation and repression intensified internal conflicts within 
left-wing parties. Their illicit practice of inviting business people to join the party, 
essentially selling MPs' places in return for financial and other support, backfired now, 
when electoral prospects were bleak and even worse crackdowns were occurring. 
Those who saw party politics as mostly a continuation of their business started to 
leave the party. In late spring and summer 2014 a dozen MPs left CPU parliamentary 
group including Oksana Kaletnik, the richest woman in the parliament [243, p. 55]. 
Her cousin Igor Kaletnik, suspected of financing the party, was excluded from the CPU 
Central Committee. Some of the former communist MPs quickly joined a newly-
formed faction ‘For peace and stability’ which was believed to have the financial 
backing of the Yanukovych  ‘Family’ along with former Party of Regions members 
[244]. These exits were quickly exploited (and it might be equally possible that they 
were part of the plan) as a technical reason to disband the CPU parliamentary group, 
which the parliament’s speaker Turchynov called a ‘historic decision’ and expressed 
the hope that ‘communist factions will never again exist in the Ukrainian parliament’ 
[245].  

The SPU paid an even higher price. Its former sponsor, a businessman called Mykola 
Rudkovsky, took control of the party at the congress in June 2014 despite protests 
from many local organisations. The previous leader of the party, Petro Ustenko, is 
taking legal action against Rudkovsky in court over control of the leadership position 
and the party is fundamentally disorganised. Meanwhile the new left-of-centre party 
Socialists has been set up by Vasyl Tsushko, a former minister in Viktor Yanukovych's 
government [246] and received the support of many former SPU members. 
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These problems naturally led to a drop in party membership. For example, the data 
presented at the CPU congress in December 2014 showed a loss of almost 8,000 party 
members from 112,130 in the beginning of 2014 to 104,490 at the end of the year 
and more than 300 local organisations closed during the same period [247, pp. 191, 
194]. It might not seem a big proportion overall; however, considering that out of 
those 112 000 many could be members only on paper and not active in party life at 
all, the loss of active membership was probably much more significant. The CPU also 
had to shrink its bureaucratic apparatus after loss of resources from the 
parliamentary group. 

Protests on the part of the left also declined significantly. Between August and 
December 2014 in the territory controlled by the Ukrainian government, according to 
preliminary CSLR data, only 56 protest events with left–wing participation were 
reported in the space of five months (see Figure 5). This was in fact lower than the 
number of repressive actions or violent attacks against the left during the same 
period. The old left participated in 31 protest events (of which the CPU took part in 
27). They organised many commemorative events, for example, on the anniversaries 
of the October revolution and certain anti-war, anti-government and social-
economic-related events. The participation of the new left was reported at 25 events. 
These were exclusively protests on social-economic issues and not a single new left 
protest touched upon the war.  

 

At the same time, not a single left-wing protest was reported in the areas under 
separatist control for the same period. Only one event with left-wing participation 
occurred in Russian-controlled Crimea. The Communists of Russia party organised a 
rally demanding that the government investigate the legitimacy of the Soviet Union's 
disruption and support the creation of a Eurasian Union. 
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Figure 5. Monthly number of protests events with left-wing 
participation in territory controlled by the Ukrainian government
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Support for left-wing parties in the polls has also declined. According to the Kiev 
International Institute of Sociology, 2.6% of the respondents would have voted for the 
CPU in March 2015 (compared to the 3.9% of votes that they received in elections in 
October). In July support for the CPU declined to 1.9% in polls for the national 
elections and only 1% in polls for the local elections [248]. 

Calls to change party politics even came from the CPU leadership. Petro Symonenko 
in his talk to the CPU congress in December 2014, recognised deep problems with the 
ideological commitment of party members, the dominant focus on elections, and 
failures in trade-union and civic activities, and called for radicalisation of the party 
politics with the aim of leading the coming protest wave against the policies of the 
post-Maidan government [249]. A few months later he was repeating virtually the 
same things, recognising that the CPU had failed to change it strategy [250]. 
Symonenko repeated essentially the same proposals again in November 2015 after 
the disastrous results of the local elections [251]. While criticising the government as 
a ‘national-fascist’ regime but at the same time being unable to radicalise, the party 
was still not able to implement any substantially different politics other than electoral 
politics. 

Of course, now that the decommunisation laws have been passed, electoral politics 
become more difficult. In July 2015 the Ministry of Justice banned the CPU and two 
marginal communist parties from participating in the upcoming local elections unless 
they changed their names and official symbols, and omitted any propaganda in favour 
of the ‘criminal totalitarian communist regime’ from their party statutes [252].  

It seems that the CPU will change virtually nothing except for the party's media 
names. Following its ban from participation in the the local elections the CPU 
appealed to the European Court of Human Rights and its positive precedents in similar 
cases of anti-communist laws in other Eastern European countries [253]35. In order to 
participate in legal activities, particularly in elections, the CPU and PSPU together with 
three minor parties including the openly Russian nationalist Kiev Rus party, founded 
the Left Opposition36 organisation in June 2015. The Left Opposition mainly reflects 
the rhetoric of the CPU and PSPU, after Maidan only avoiding ‘propaganda in favour 
of the criminal totalitarian regime’. There were some discussions in the party 
following the election failure about the mistakes of joining a coalition with the pro-
Yanukovych Party of Regions and business people being invited to join the party 
whose approach was very different from communist ideology [249, 254].  However, 
Symonenko recently affirmed once more that there was allegedly nothing wrong in 
supporting the repressive laws of 16 January that fuelled the Maidan violence [255]. 
Likewise, there was no change to the essentially pro-Russian position with regard to 

                                                                 
35 On 16 December 2015, Kiev Administrative Court of Appeal confirmed the Ministry of Justice decision and banned 
the Communist party activities. - 13 January 2016. 
36 Not to be confused with the new left group with the same name. 
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the conflict, and the choice of outspoken Russian nationalist allies within the Left 
Opposition coalition is very telling in itself. 

Are there any prospects for internal change within the party? In the CPU, internal 
opposition was voiced by Spiridon Kilinkarov, a popular leader of the Lugansk province 
organization who in 2010 was only 21 votes from winning the mayoral elections in 
Lugansk. Kilinkarov criticized Symonenko for failing as a party leader who took a 
defensive and indecisive position at a difficult time for the party, whose personal 
rating was far below support for the party, who destroyed the strongest local cells for 
disloyalty and did not give enough support to repressed rank-and-file members [256]. 
He perceived the new Left Opposition initiative as an attempt on the part of 
Symonenko to stay afloat in Ukrainian politics while letting the CPU organisations lose 
their official status and die out. Despite many personal attacks and seemingly fair 
appeals to rejuvenate the leadership, Kilinkarov did not put forward any concrete 
proposals for substantial changes in the CPU position and politics.  

The local elections hold in October and November 2015 confirmed the tendencies of 
declining left support. The CPU was not allowed to participate as a party but the CPU 
candidates balloted from a technical party called the New State (Nova derzhava), a 
part of the new Left Opposition coalition. At the time of writing, all over Ukraine, on 
all level of the elections – from village to regional councils – only 182 the New State 
candidates got elected, i.e. 0.11 per cent from the total number of candidates [257], 
receiving all together around 1.3 per cent of the votes [258]. It was a hard blow to the 
party that only a few years ago had been the second popular party in southern and 
eastern Ukraine. For comparison 7,501 CPU candidates together with 216 village, 
towns and city heads got elected at local elections in 2010; it was the fourth result 
among all the parties [259]. Now only in Nikolayev province council it will be possible 
to form a de facto communist group. The new Socialists party, coming from the split 
from the SPU, performed only slightly better getting elected 185 candidates [257] 
compared to 3,046 candidates and 122 heads elected from the SPU in 2010 [259]. 

Even worse, a very large part of the CPU abstained from participating in the elections 
as candidates from the New State. Contrary to the CPU leadership decision the CPU 
organizations decided not to ballot to the regional councils in almost half of the 
provinces; in five (mostly Western) provinces the CPU did not participate in the 
elections on any level. More than two thirds of all dictrict and city CPU organizations 
(441 from 665) did not participate in the elections [257]. In Kherson province the CPU 
organization splitted and balloted in two competing lists from the New State and from 
the marginal left party Left Forces Union led by businessman Vasyl Volga who was 
imprisoned for corruption during Yanukovych rule.  

Poor results only exacerbated the internal conflicts. On 27 November 2015 the CPU 
central committee dismissed Spiridon Kilinkarov from the first secretary position of 
Lugansk province organization and fully disbanded the CPU Lugansk province 
committee [260]. Lugansk city organization did not accept this decision and issued a 
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strong anti-Symonenko statement connecting the future of the CPU with the change 
of the party leader but not proposing any structural or political reform within the 
party [261]. On 9 December 19 communist leaders from Kharkov, Lugansk, 
Zaporozhye, Kherson resigned from the CPU central committee protesting against 
repression of internal dissent and blaming Symonenko for the split and chaotic 
situation inside the party [262]37. 

It seems that the current direction of the old left is ultimately towards political death 
in Ukraine, something that the government’s crackdowns will only help to accelerate. 
The new political projects on the left will obviously appear. At the moment the left-
wing flank in Ukrainian politics is almost empty and this opportunity will inevitably be 
exploited by some of the competing elite groups. Probably the remnants of the dying 
old left parties or their splinter organizations will be involved in these new projects. 
However, it is unlikely that they will become the basis for a genuine left political party 
as a representative of Ukrainian underprivileged classes and progressive movements. 

Although they had no problems with anti-communist hysteria in the separatist 
Donetsk and Lugansk People’s Republics, the communists did not flourish in the non-
democratic puppet-state regimes. In the DPR the former CPU people registered the 
Communist Party of Donetsk People’s Republic (CPDPR) in October 2014 under the 
leadership of Boris Litvinov, the speaker in the DPR parliament at that time and a co-
author of the DPR's declaration of independence. CPDPR (http://kpdnr.ru) became 
the first political party in the emerging state. However, they were not allowed to take 
part in the first elections of the DPR parliament. They were rejected under the pretext 
of a technical problem together with four other political blocs and civic movements. 
Only the Donetsk Republic led by Aleksandr Zakharchenko, the incumbent leader of 
DPR, and the Free Donbass movements were able to compete in the elections, not 
even hiding the fact that the results were tightly controlled [263]38. All candidates 
from the CPDPR were again refused in registration for the the local elections in DPR 
(scheduled for October 2015 but postponed until 2016 in accordance with Minsk 
agreements). A discussion within the party followed that it might be ‘forced’ to go 
into opposition [264]. Nevertheless, very quickly Boris Litvinov stepped back and 
made clear that ‘there is no need to go into deep opposition’ [265]. As he said in an 
earlier interview, ‘we are not in the opposition, we are the vanguard [of the republic]’ 
[266]. The public activity of the party for almost the whole year, according to the 
official web-site [267], consisted exclusively of ritualistic activities on symbolic 
communist dates, subbotniki and the reconstruction of pioneer and Komsomol youth 
organisations. The party clearly exists only to support communist identity but not to 
engage in communist politics. 

                                                                 
37 On 19 December 2015 the CPU central committee excluded Spiridon Kilinkarov and Kherson local communist leaders 
from the party and dissolved nine local party organizations in Kherson province for ‘anti-party’ and disruptive actions. 
– 13 January 2016. 
38 However, the Donetsk Republic included communists into its electoral list. Litvinov together with several other 
communists became members of the DPR parliament. 

http://kpdnr.ru/
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Another organization competing for the remnants of the CPU membership is Donbass 
Union of Left Forces (http://slsdonbass.ru/). The leader is Vladimir Bidevka who was 
the second secretary of the CPU Donetsk province committee, the chief editor of 
Donbass Communist newspaper. In 2012-2014 he was included onto a high position 
in the CPU electoral list and elected to the Ukrainian parliament. The CPU failed to get 
into the parliament after the next elections in October 2014 but in a week Bidevka 
was elected into DPR parliament at the last position in Zakharchenko’s Donetsk 
Republic list [268]. Donbass Union of Left Forces political activity has been almost 
absent so far like of the CPDPR. They are even more loyal to Zakharchenko and 
slanderously attacked those humble talks from CPDPR about going into opposition 
[269, 270]. 

In the Lugansk People’s Republic, on the one hand, the fighting with Ukrainian forces 
was usually less intensive and, on the other hand, rebel commanders like Mozgovoy 
were able to retain for longer their relative autonomy from the emerging state. The 
power of the local leader Igor Plotnitsky was shakier than the DPR’s head 
Zakharchenko allowing slightly more outspoken opposition from the local 
communists. Still, by August 2015 the former CPU united into the Union of 
Communists in Lugansk region39. The Union is allied with the CPDPR of Boris Litvinov 
and both structures are under the patronage of the Communist Party of Russian 
Federation – an important organiser of humanitarian aid to the DPR and LPR [271]. 
The more oppositionist centre of the Lugansk left is organised around the former All-
Ukrainian Union of Workers – once the ‘labour wing’ of the CPU – which is cooperating 
with more radical and Stalinist Russian communist parties, the Western left and the 
Prizrak brigade.  

While many former CPU members integrated into the structures of emerging 
separatist republics (as mentioned before, the whole CPU group in the Lugansk 
province council shifted to the LPR parliament), they are not even close to putting 
systematic pressure on the authorities. The most radical wing of the DPR/LPR left is 
centred around the Prizrak brigade but even they are putting state-building priorities 
higher than the furthering of the ‘people’s revolution’. In the DPR/LPR puppet-states 
under effective martial law, there is no space for independent left-wing politics, and 
only very few on the left there are even able to voice such a need. 

Will a ‘new left’ alternative appear in Ukraine? 

Borotba has gone ‘underground’ in territory under Ukrainian government control and 
does not do anything publicly except for graffiti of dubious propaganda value. Many 
leaders escaped to Crimea, some to Germany, many went to the DPR/LPR and joined 
Prizrak (not only as soldiers, Oleksii Albu is organising supply for the brigade). They 
update their websites less often now, though due to the Western sympathies they 
have garnered since 2014 almost every new publication is immediately translated into 
English. Though having no political perspectives in Ukraine at all unless the political 
                                                                 
39 Not yet a party as law on political parties still do not exist in LPR at the moment of writing. 

http://slsdonbass.ru/
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regime here changes radically, Borotba became probably the most internationally 
well-known Ukrainian left-wing group, substantially influencing how the global left 
sees the events in Ukraine. 

The left-liberal wing of the new left centring mostly around the Visual Culture 
Research Centre has distanced itself from left-wing politics to remain acceptable for 
the national-liberals. At the moment their political horizon is limited to support of 
micro-reforms and optimising neoliberal policies in cooperation with individual 
relatively progressive officials in the post-Maidan government. 

The left-wing nationalists and anarchists are not showing signs of growth. The 
anarchists are proud that contrary to the ‘authoritarian left’ that ‘lies about the fascist 
junta in Ukraine’ they can still organize May Day demonstrations (though with many 
more security precautions than before) but these demonstrations gather the same 
number of people - 150-200 maximum - in Kiev. There are voices calling on anarchists 
to reconsider their strategy of organising small protests around local social-economic 
issues when there are many more urgent issues in the political agenda, and small 
peaceful rallies will not surprise anyone after the Maidan violence [272, 273] but in 
practice they cannot propose anything else other than to continue as the radical wing 
of the national-liberal movement. Some, like notorious Nihilist/AWU blogger 
Alexander Volodarsky, has renounced any left-wing and even anarchist identity at all 
reacting to an insufficiently anti-Russian position of the majority of Western leftists 
[274]. At the same time an implicitly pro-Ukrainian position in the anarchist 
movement is producing a critical response from within. For example, the ‘Black 
Rainbow’ group split from the Autonomous Workers Union, criticising some AWU 
activists for teetering on open xenophobia with claims about the ‘collective 
responsibility’ of the Russian people for the war, and the necessity for Ukraine to fight 
until victory is achieved and destroy the Russian state even with support of NATO 
[275]. In their own collective statement, Black Rainbow criticised the Ukrainian 
government for exploiting the war to justify anti-social measures; the statement 
evidently lacked any rhetoric about the ‘progressiveness’ of Ukraine in the conflict 
[276]. 

The Social Movement party (http://rev.org.ua) might be the most interesting initiative 
coming from the new left, which the author of this paper joined as well. It was 
founded in June 2015 uniting the Left Opposition (not to be confused with the Left 
Opposition of the CPU and PSPU), many left-wing intellectuals with several 
independent labour unions. The idea was to overcome the Maidan/Anti-Maidan split 
and unite workers of the Western and Eastern Ukraine around the struggle for their 
common class interests. A group in the party is working seriously on the creation of a 
scientifically-grounded economic programme for Ukraine’s development as an 
alternative to neoliberal austerity recipes. The party's preliminary agenda-setting 
documents call for an immediate truce, for direct negotiations with participants of 
labour unions and civic associations from both sides and for the involvement of all 

http://rev.org.ua/
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sides in the creation of the new Ukrainian constitution (for example, learning from 
Iceland’s experience). These proposals are necessarily vague but still outline an anti-
war position that argues against aligning with any side of the conflict. In the first 
statement the Social Movement strongly criticised assaults on civic rights and political 
freedoms by the Ukrainian government, not solidarising with the CPU and other 
parties under oppression but defending basic democratic liberties necessary for any 
left-wing activity and labour movement [277]. The main challenge for the party at the 
moment is to collect 10,000 signatures from at least two thirds of Ukrainian provinces 
to get the party formally registered. It remains to be seen whether people with very 
different views on recent political events and all the sensitive issues they produced 
will be able to work together and overcome the Maidan/Anti-Maidan split by 
themselves. At the time of writing activists with pro-Ukrainian pro-Maidan left 
background are more active in the party as they feel more interested in public left-
wing politics in Ukraine. However, it is even more important for the future of the new 
left-wing party to see whether it can propose anything better than the social populist 
anti-oligarchic rhetoric exploited by almost any party in Ukraine and whether it can 
fill in with concrete substance the vague anti-war proposals without shifting to either 
of the conflicting camps but rather forming a visible alternative to both of them. 

What can we expect in the near future? Social grievances against the government's 
policies are growing, together with tiredness of the war. They are still contained by 
patriotic mobilisation and beliefs that hardships are temporary and will be solved 
after appropriate ‘reforms’ are implemented, all of the politicians from Yanukovych's 
regime ‘lustrated’ and the politics ‘de-oligarchised’. However, if mass social protests 
erupt in the near future, they are unlikely to be led by the left but rather by the far 
right or by the oligarchic opposition which might even create some fake ‘pro-
Ukrainian’ left-wing project. Nevertheless, it is still possible to have legal left-wing 
political activity in Ukraine if it is not connected to separatism, Russian politics and 
the former government. Therefore, if it is well-organised and follows an independent 
strategy, the new left does have a chance at least to become a recognisable 
opposition movement in the wave of anti-government mobilisation. 

 

CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS FOR THE INTERNATIONAL LEFT 

Why has no significant alternative emerged in Ukraine, capable of articulating the 
social grievances driving Maidan and Anti-Maidan supporters and common to all 
people in Western and Eastern Ukraine, to prevent them from being pushed towards 
nationalist and imperialist conflict? The new left that supported Maidan was simply 
too weak and disorganised to make any significant impact on the protest and became 
hardly more than voluntary supporters of right-wing leadership. The strongest left-
wing organisations and parties reacting to the anti-communism of Maidan protesters 
took a distanced critical position and most of them effectively supported Yanukovych. 
They had more opportunities to struggle for hegemony in the Anti-Maidan movement 
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when in February and March 2014 it began to mobilise on a large scale and there were 
no strong political competitors. The armed separatist insurrection, started in April by 
Russian nationalists, initiated a completely different dynamic that the left were not 
ready for and in which, like the pro-Maidan left before them, they could not play an 
independent political role. At the same time they were not able to distance 
themselves clearly from the insurrection or from Russian politics and try to bridge the 
more progressive elements of the Anti-Maidan movement with those of the pro-
Maidan movement on a common social-economic platform. The ensuing civil war 
polarised the positions of the Ukrainian left even further and crystallised pro-
Ukrainian and pro-separatist positions, while the anti-war left have remained 
politically impotent. As a result the old left has lost electoral support, membership 
rates, all its MPs, and some of its resources, and has become a target of increased 
state repression and violent attacks from its opponents. It is moving steadily towards 
its own political death as a result of not being able to follow any alternative strategy. 
In the DPR/LPR opposition politics are practically non-existent, while the local left can 
at best only attract Western left-wing sympathies for the Donbass separatist cause.  

Primarily, this is a result of the continuing degradation of the Communist Party of 
Ukraine. Since its origins the party has had the essentially conservative aim of 
restoring the Soviet order. As a result it has not been able to suggest proactive politics 
for progressive social change. Over time the CPU was becoming not just a socially 
conservative party but also politically and culturally conservative, not a class party but 
rather a regional Eastern Ukrainian party without prospects of becoming an all-
national Ukrainian party, staying strangely attached to the legitimation of Russian 
state interests. Whether and when the new left alternative will fill the gap of where 
the Ukrainian left once stood is still a big question that involves overcoming very 
significant organisational and ideological challenges. 

Though there are many specific factors that led to the contemporary catastrophe of 
the Ukrainian left, there are also some that have much wider relevance. Discussions 
about Ukrainian events demonstrated very deep problems within the international 
left. The major lesson to be learned from Ukraine’s crisis is how easily the left can be 
overtaken by the dynamics of competing imperialist and nationalist camps precisely 
at the moment when the left-wing alternative to both of them is necessary. At its 
heart it reflects the crisis of class analysis and class politics in the contemporary left. 
‘Anti-imperialists’ completely lose the class dimension of the classical imperialism 
concept and are ready to support dictators without any progressive social agenda 
except that of their challenge to American hegemony. The liberal and libertarian left 
attack class-centric left-wing politics because of other ‘equally important issues’ up to 
the point where those ‘equally important issues’ become effectively the most 
important issues. In the imperialist conflict they are quick to surrender to 
neoliberalism ‘with a human face’ imbued with ‘European values’, with a better 
human rights record and advanced gender equality and ready to disregard the 
political economy dimension. Losing class politics Soviet and pro-Soviet communists 
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and contemporary ‘anti-imperialists’ easily disintegrate into the ‘red and brown’ 
conservative wing of Russian imperialism. Likewise, by ‘overcoming’ the ‘old’, 
‘reductionist’ class perspective, the postmodern libertarian left reduce themselves to 
the ‘black and brown’ radical liberal wing of Western imperialism (as the Ukrainian 
left has proven, ready to support nationalist politics and repressive operations 
sometimes with even more cynical and cruel arguments than the mainstream public). 
‘Red and brown’ and ‘black and brown’ hate each other but they do share many things 
in common, as explained by the ‘brown’ denominator. They share a quite similar 
vision of contemporary global order, only assigning opposing values: the postmodern 
objectively progressive ‘Empire’ overcoming reactionary parochial nation-states vs 
American imperialism where imperialism is only one, not a system of competing 
imperialist blocks, and thus every resistance to American hegemony is progressive. In 
the struggle against a greater reactionary evil, they are ready to approach right-wing 
allies, aligning with liberals against conservatives or vice versa. They are ready to 
disregard the differences between them and their right-wing allies as imagined 
pseudo-problems. ‘Red and brown’ may not see any political problem in gender 
inequality or human rights violations. ‘Black and brown’ similarly deny the importance 
of the loss of national sovereignty and other national problems, sometimes ignoring 
the issue of imperialism completely as a fake problem. Both fail to recognise the 
importance of all these problems, instead giving them a materialist interpretation and 
organically integrating them into anti-capitalist politics. The left needs a fundamental 
reconstruction of its own analysis based on materialist, and particularly class 
concepts, avoiding simply repeating what liberals say about gender and what 
conservatives say about national questions.  

Obviously this is also a result of objective changes in the class structures of 
contemporary societies. A lot of theoretical work needs to be done to integrate 
migrants or various precarious workers into the framework of class analysis. However, 
not only analysis but a reformulation of the practical politics of the left is necessary. 
The left needs independent political organisations with organic links to the class base. 
Despite fashionable anarchist ideas about the effectiveness of network-like, 
completely horizontal movements without clear program, the Ukrainian failure has 
shown that the left is merely disbanded in critical moments. The disorganised left 
appears to be incapable of mobilising the forces needed for a strategic intervention 
in the right place and at the right time. The left also needs a social base in working 
collectives. Despite all the various structural changes, these are the people who can 
effectively stop the economy and are truly dangerous for the ruling class. Ukraine’s 
experience has once more proved that a left-wing movement with its primary social 
base among the students of elite universities is impotent. 

What could the European left do in relation to the conflict in Ukraine? 

1. The left should not support either the Kiev government, or the separatists. 
Neither of them is a more progressive force from the socialist perspective. 
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2. Support anti-war opposition wherever it exists: in Ukraine, Russia, DPR/LPR 
other actors in the conflict. 

3. A principled position against the far right both in pro-Ukrainian and 
separatist/pro-Russian camps is necessary in order to take the issue seriously 
and not be so easily accused of playing into the hands of the Ukrainian or 
separatist camps. 

4. Support initiatives for dialogue and rebuilding Ukraine from the grassroots. Any 
solution to the crisis that ignores Ukraine's internal problems, which were 
exploited to fuel the conflict, will not be sustainable. 

5. Support initiatives to unite workers of Western and Eastern Ukraine based on 
their class interests, against Russian and Ukrainian nationalisms and against 
EU/US and Russian imperialisms. 

6. Mobilise against anti-communist initiatives, violations of human rights and 
repression of the left and independent social activists in Ukraine, Russia, 
DPR/LPR. 

7. Support the cancellation or reduction or of Ukrainian foreign debt. In 2015 it is 
approaching the size of the Ukrainian GDP40. As with Greece, this burden will 
soon block any possibility for development of the Ukrainian economy, 
perpetuating and aggravating social-economic problems with unemployment, 
corruption, degrading public institutions and infrastructure and others that lay 
behind the conflict in Ukraine. 

14 December 2015  

                                                                 
40 See the basic information about Ukrainian debt in English here [298]. 



 

97 
 

REFERENCES 

 

[1] О. Кравчук, ‘Можливі соціально-економічні наслідки євро-інтеграції для України’, 

Спільне: журнал соціальної критики, no. 9, pp. 8-21, 2015. 

[2] С. Поярков, ‘Сергей Поярков: «Автомайдан не верил в похищение Булатова» ’, 21 

November 2014. [Online]. Available: http://reporter.vesti-ukr.com/art/y2014/n41/11132-

sergej-pojarkov-avtomajdan-ne-veril-v-pohiwenie-bulatova.html#.VUoN-PntkSU. 

[Accessed 6 May 2015]. 

[3] I. Katchanovski, ‘The “Snipers’ Massacre” on the Maidan in Ukraine’, 2015. [Online]. 

Available: 

https://www.academia.edu/8776021/The_Snipers_Massacre_on_the_Maidan_in_Ukraine

. [Accessed 6 May 2015]. 

[4] International Advisory Panel, ‘Report of the International Advisory Panel on its review of 

the Maidan investigations’, 2015. 

[5] CSLR, ‘The real face of Maidan: statistics from protests that changed the country’, 9 July 

2014. [Online]. Available: http://cslr.org.ua/en/28-lipnya-2014-the-real-face-of-maidan-

statistics-from-protests-that-changed-the-country/. [Accessed 6 May 2015]. 

[6] V. Ishchenko, ‘Maidan, the Right-Wing and Violence in Protest Events Analysis’, 10 

November 2014. [Online]. Available: http://www.criticatac.ro/lefteast/maidan-the-right-

wing-and-violence-in-protest-events-analysis/. [Accessed 6 May 2015]. 

[7] А. Ходаковский, ‘Мы отдаем себе отчет, что Украина — не фашистское государство”, 

13 June 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.gazeta.ru/politics/2015/06/11_a_6838785.shtml. [Accessed 20 September 

2015]. 

[8] ЦСТД, ‘Яка ймовірність, що ви зазнаєте репресій?’, 26 August 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://cslr.org.ua/yaka-ymovirnist-shho-vi-zaznayete-represiy/. [Accessed 20 September 

2015]. 

[9] PS.Lab, ‘От «революции достоинства» до «русской весны». Механизмы мобилизации, 

идентичности и политическое воображение в украинском конфликте 2013-2014 гг.’, 

PS.Lab: Лаборатория публичной социологии, СПб, 2015. 



 

98 
 

[10] A. Christoforou, ‘New Documentary Shows Kiev Coup through Putin's Eyes’, 16 March 

2015. [Online]. Available: http://russia-insider.com/en/2015/03/15/4505. [Accessed 20 

September 2015]. 

[11] N. Mitrokhin, ‘Infiltration, Instruction, Invasion: Russia's War in the Donbass’, Journal of 

Soviet and Post-Soviet Politics and Society, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 219-249, 2015. 

[12] International Advisory Panel, ‘IAP report on Odessa events’, 4 November 2015. [Online]. 

Available: http://www.coe.int/en/web/portal/international-advisory-panel/-

/asset_publisher/EPeqGGDr0yBr/content/iap-report-on-odessa-

events?inheritRedirect=false&redirect=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.coe.int%2Fru%2Fweb%2Fpo

rtal%2Finternational-advisory-panel%3Fp_p_id%3D101_INST. [Accessed 23 November 

2015]. 

[13] С. Куделя, ‘Донбасский разлом’, Контрапункт, no. 1, 2015. 

[14] О. Гарань and В. Бельмега, ‘Ліві та лівоцентристські партії в Україні’, Фонд ім. Ф. 

Еберта. Представництво в Україні, Київ, 2010. 

[15] D. Hough, ‘Third Ways or New Ways? The Post-Communist Left in Central Europe’, The 

Political Quarterly, vol. 76, no. 2, pp. 253-263, 2005. 

[16] A. Wilson, ‘Reinventing the Ukrainian Left: Assessing Adaptability and Change, 1991-2000’, 

Slavonic and Eastern European Review, vol. 80, no. 1, pp. 21-59, 2002. 

[17] В. Хмелько, ‘Особливості електоратів лівих’, in Українські ліві: між ленінізмом і соціал-

демократією, О. Гарань and О. Майборода, Eds., Київ, KM Academia, 2000. 

[18] В. Коробов, ‘Украина’, in Стратегии левых сил в регионе постсоветской Евразии 

(Россия, Украина, Беларусь, Казахстан, Молдова и Грузия), октябрь 2012 - апрель 

2013 года. Выпуск III, В. Н. Меркушев, Ed., Москва, Евразийская сеть политических 

исследований, 2013, pp. 118-151. 

[19] Боротьба, ‘Програма Об'єднання «Боротьба» ’, 2011. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/programa-obdnannya-borotba.html. [Accessed 6 April 2015]. 

[20] V. Shapkirman and R. Kronshtadtskaya, ‘From petty criminals to murderers: Essay on the 

evolution of Stalinists at the example of «Borotba» ’, 4 September 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://indymedia.co.uk/en/2014/09/517921.html. [Accessed 7 April 2015]. 



 

99 
 

[21] L. Röstlund and E. Putilov, ‘AFTONBLADET AVSLÖJAR: V gav bistånd till pro-ryssar’, 11 

March 2015. [Online]. Available: http://www.aftonbladet.se/nyheter/article20447581.ab. 

[Accessed 7 April 2015]. 

[22] В. Шапинов, ‘Нет больше сталинизма и троцкизма, есть революционный марксизм и 

реформизм’, 6 August 2010. [Online]. Available: 

http://shapinbaum.livejournal.com/121853.html. [Accessed 7 April 2015]. 

[23] Borotba, ‘Ideology’, [Online]. Available: http://www.borotba.su/ideology.html. [Accessed 7 

April 2015]. 

[24] AWU, ‘What ist Autonomous Workers' Union?’, 6 June 2013. [Online]. Available: 

http://avtonomia.net/chto-takoe-avtonomny-j-soyuz-trudyashhihsya/#english. [Accessed 

8 April 2015]. 

[25] Є. Герасименко, ‘Наша еволюція і наша традиція’, 14 October 2013. [Online]. Available: 

http://opir.info/2013/10/14/nasha-evolyutsiya-i-nasha-traditsiya/. [Accessed 8 April 

2015]. 

[26] П. Симоненко, ‘О последствиях выбора Украиной европейского вектора интеграции’, 

10 September 2013. [Online]. Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/60051/petr-simonenko-o-

posledstviyax-vybora-ukrainoj-evropejskogo-vektora-integracii. [Accessed 4 May 2015]. 

[27] Г. Крючков, ‘Отстоять цивилизационный выбор наших народов (Тезисы выступления 

Георгия Крючкова на Международной конференции «Православно-славянские 

ценности – основа цивилизационного выбора Украины» 27 июля 2013 года)’, 29 July 

2013. [Online]. Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/58364/otstoyat-civilizacionnyj-vybor-

nashix-narodov-tezisy-vystupleniya-georgiya-kryuchkova-na-mezhdunarodnoj-konferencii-

pravoslavno-slavyanskie-cennosti-osnova-civilizacionnogo-vybora-ukrainy-2. [Accessed 5 

May 2015]. 

[28] П. Симоненко, ‘Петр Симоненко: Наша сегодняшняя задача - вернуть народу право 

выбора’, 24 September 2013. [Online]. Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/60667/petr-

simonenko-nasha-segodnyashnyaya-zadacha-vernut-narodu-pravo-vybora. [Accessed 5 

May 2015]. 

[29] П. Симоненко, ‘Виступ Петра Симоненка у Верховній Раді України 19 листопада 2013 

року’, 19 November 2013. [Online]. Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/63606/vistup-petra-

simonenka-u-verxovnij-radi-ukraini-19-listopada-2013-roku. [Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[30] Р. Мартин, ‘Референдум про Митний союз. ККД близький до 0’, 13 September 2013. 

[Online]. Available: 



 

100 
 

http://lb.ua/news/2013/09/13/226232_referendum_pro_mitniy_soyuz_kkd.html. 

[Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[31] П. Симоненко, ‘Обращение Петра Симоненко к первым секретарям региональных 

партийных комитетов’, 6 December 2013. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/64566/obrashhenie-petra-simonenko-k-pervym-sekretaryam-

regionalnyx-partijnyx-komitetov. [Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[32] П. Симоненко, ‘Евромайдан: обреченность на поражение’, 5 February 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/67180/evromajdan-obrechennost-na-porazhenie. 

[Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[33] КПУ, ‘Заява фракції Комуністичної партії України у Верховній Раді України’, 19 

December 2013. [Online]. Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/65307/zayava-frakcii-

komunistichnoi-partii-ukraini-u-verxovnij-radi-ukraini. [Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[34] П. Симоненко, ‘Петр Симоненко: К принятию законов 16 января подтолкнула 

эскалация напряженности’, 21 January 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://symonenko.eu/ru/news/66480/petr-symonenko-k-prynjatyju-zakonov-16-janvarja-

podtolknula-eskalatsyja-naprjazhennosty. [Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[35] П. Симоненко, ‘Петр Симоненко о позиции Компартии Украины по вопросу 

возможной федерализации Украины’, 17 February 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://symonenko.eu/ru/news/67698/petr-symonenko-o-pozytsyy-kompartyy-ukrayny-

po-voprosu-vozmozhnoj-federalyzatsyy-ukrayny. [Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[36] ПСПУ, ‘В Украине осуществляется неонацистский путч с целью установления 

диктатуры - Витренко’, 3 December 2013. [Online]. Available: 

http://vitrenko.org/article/18069. [Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[37] Н. Витренко, ‘Нацисты Евромайдана, продающие Украину в рабство Брюсселю и 

Вашингтону, разрушили памятник В.И.Ленина в Киеве. Заявление Председателя ПСПУ 

Наталии Витренко’, 12 December 2013. [Online]. Available: 

http://vitrenko.org/article/18174. [Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[38] Н. Витренко, ‘Воинствующие греко–католики вновь толкают наш народ на 

братоубийственную войну. Заявление Наталии Витренко Председателя Правления 

«Собора православных женщин Украины» ’, 17 January 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://vitrenko.org/article/18548. [Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[39] С. Киричук, ‘Мировой кризис и украинский периферийный капитализм’, 7 November 

2013. [Online]. Available: http://liva.com.ua/crisis-report.html. [Accessed 5 May 2015]. 



 

101 
 

[40] Боротьба, ‘Посмотреть правде в глаза’, 25 November 2013. [Online]. Available: 

http://liva.com.ua/posmotret-pravde-v-glaza.html. [Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[41] Боротьба, ‘Заявление Совета Боротьбы по поводу «законов 16 января» и роли КПУ в в 

их принятии’, 26 January 2014. [Online]. Available: http://borotba.su/zayavlenie-soveta-

borotby-16.html. [Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[42] Боротьба, ‘Украина - не банановая республика’, 4 February 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/ukraina-ne-bananovaya-respublica.html. [Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[43] Об'єднані ліві і селяни, ‘Історія’, [Online]. Available: http://www.livi.org.ua/history/. 

[Accessed 15 April 2015]. 

[44] Об'єднані ліві і селяни, ‘Про ставлення об’єднаних лівих до підписання Угоди про 

асоціацію з Європейським союзом’, 19 September 2013. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.livi.org.ua/2013/09/zayava-pro-asociaciyu/. [Accessed 15 April 2015]. 

[45] Об'єднані ліві і селяни, ‘Майдан потребує ясної програми політичних і соціально-

економічних змін в Україні’, 23 December 2013. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.livi.org.ua/2013/12/zayava-maydan/. [Accessed 15 April 2015]. 

[46] Самоорганізація та соціально-економічний протест на #Євромайдані, ‘Суть нашого 

протесту’, 24 November 2013. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.facebook.com/leftmaidan/photos/a.331251260349959.1073741827.331218

437019908/331258810349204/?type=1. [Accessed 19 April 2015]. 

[47] Ліва опозиція, ‘Гасла моменту: За асоціацію без митних союзів та зон вільної 

торгівлі!’, 24 November 2013. [Online]. Available: http://gaslo.info/?p=4541. [Accessed 19 

April 2015]. 

[48] В. Шапинов, ‘ «Евролевый» оппортунизм’, 27 November 2013. [Online]. Available: 

http://liva.com.ua/opportunyzm-evrolevyh.html. [Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[49] Д. Колесник, ‘Как левые по правым соскучились’, 2 December 2013. [Online]. Available: 

http://liva.com.ua/interests-maidan.html. [Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[50] АСТ-Харьков, ‘Резолюция АСТ-Харьков «Причины народного восстания. Либертарная 

программа социальных преобразований» ’, 26 January 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://avtonomia.net/2014/01/26/rezolyutsiya-ast-har-kov-prichiny-narodnogo-

vosstaniya-libertarnaya-programma-sotsial-ny-h-preobrazovanij/. [Accessed 21 April 

2015]. 



 

102 
 

[51] Т. Саламанюк, ‘Шляхи лівих у пітьмі: між регіональними Майданами та 

Антимайданами’, Спільне: журнал соціальної критики, no. 9, pp. 123-135, 2015. 

[52] О. Вєдров, ‘Солідаризуйся або зникни. Політична суб'єктність на Майдані та 

Антимайдані’, Спільне: журнал соціальної критики, no. 9, pp. 46-50, 2015. 

[53] D. Pilash, ‘Facebook post’, 23 January 2014. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.facebook.com/denis.pilas/posts/619393898109571?fref=nf. [Accessed 19 

April 2015]. 

[54] Об'єднані ліві і селяни, ‘ЗУПИНИТИ КРОВОПРОЛИТТЯ!’, 22 January 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://www.livi.org.ua/2014/01/zupynyty-krovoprolyttya/. [Accessed 15 April 

2015]. 

[55] СПУ, ‘Припинити ескалацію конфлікту, негайно розпочати загальнодержавний 

діалог!’, 22 January 2014. [Online]. Available: http://tovarish.com.ua/?p=1333. [Accessed 

21 April 2015]. 

[56] Т. Безрук, ‘По одну сторону баррикад: наблюдения о радикальных правых и левых на 

киевском Евромайдане’, Форум новейшей восточноевропейской истории и 

культуры, no. 2, pp. 90-95, 2013. 

[57] Пряма дія, ‘Facebook post’, 25 January 2014. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.facebook.com/prjama.dija/posts/708715845827378?fref=nf. [Accessed 21 

April 2015]. 

[58] АСТ-Киев, ‘Заявление АСТ-Киев о текущем моменте политического противостояния’, 

24 January 2014. [Online]. Available: http://avtonomia.net/2014/01/23/zayavlenie-ast-

kiev-o-tekushhem-momente-politicheskogo-protivostoyaniya/. [Accessed 21 April 2015]. 

[59] АСТ, ‘Проти фашизму всіх кольорів!’, 18 January 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://avtonomia.net/2014/01/18/proti-fashizmu-vsih-kol-oriv/. [Accessed 20 April 2015]. 

[60] З. Попович, ‘ “Майдан – це свідоцтво абсолютної організаційної нездатності лівих”. 

Інтерв'ю із Захаром Поповичем’, Спільне: журнал соціальної критики, no. 9, pp. 104-

113, 2015. 

[61] Y. Kravchuk, ‘On those who “sow discord” on Maidan’, 6 December 2013. [Online]. 

Available: http://krytyka.com/ua/community/blogs/pro-tykh-khto-siie-rozbrat-na-

maydani. [Accessed 24 April 2015]. 



 

103 
 

[62] Ліва опозиція, ‘ «План соціальних змін»: 10 пунктів (проект)’, 17 December 2013. 

[Online]. Available: http://gaslo.info/?p=4748. [Accessed 27 April 2015]. 

[63] М. Слуквін, ‘Студентські протести Майдану та участь лівих’, Спільне: журнал 

соціальної критики, no. 9, pp. 144-155, 2015. 

[64] Участник АСТ Харьков, ‘Анархическое движение и Майдан: интервью с участником 

АСТ Харьков’, 25 February 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://nihilist.li/2014/05/12/anarhicheskoe-dvizhenie-i-majdan-interv-yu-s-uchastnikom-

ast-har-kov/. [Accessed 26 April 2015]. 

[65] Автономний опір, ‘Євромайдан: Інтерв'ю з активістами руху’, 4 January 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://opir.info/2014/01/04/yevromaydan-interv-yu-z-aktivistami-ruhu/. 

[Accessed 27 April 2015]. 

[66] Автономний опір, ‘До річниці подій у захопленій Львівській ОДА’, 30 January 2015. 

[Online]. Available: http://opir.info/2015/01/30/do-richnitsi-podiy-u-zahopleniy-lvivskiy-

oda/. [Accessed 27 April 2015]. 

[67] Т. Базюк and Н. Романюк, ‘Ніч гніву: рік по тому’, 18 February 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://zbruc.eu/node/32896. [Accessed 27 April 2015]. 

[68] В. Волин, ‘«Автономний Опір»: «Мы раскрывали народу глаза на сущность вождей 

Майдана» ’, 19 April 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.sensusnovus.ru/interview/2015/04/19/20539.html. [Accessed 27 April 2015]. 

[69] Тов. Шиитман, ‘О Майдане и перспективах анархизма в Украине’, 21 November 2014. 

[Online]. Available: http://nihilist.li/2014/11/21/o-majdane-i-perspektivah-anarhizma-v-

ukraine/. [Accessed 28 April 2015]. 

[70] Н. Ходорівська, ‘Студентська асамблея: десяток маленьких революцій’, Спільне: 

журнал соціальної критики, no. 9, pp. 135-143, 2015. 

[71] В. Мулявка, ‘Наслідки освітніх реформ для учнів сільських шкіл’, 9 February 2015. 

[Online]. Available: http://commons.com.ua/naslidki-osvitnih-reform/. [Accessed 11 

March 2015]. 

[72] Д. Рудень, ‘Станіслав Ніколаєнко: Найголовніше – зберегти Україну і зробити життя 

людей щасливим’, 23 April 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.livi.org.ua/2014/04/interview/. [Accessed 29 June 2015]. 



 

104 
 

[73] Об'єднані ліві та селяни, ‘Об’єднані ліві не беруть участь у травневих демонстраціях’, 

30 April 2014. [Online]. Available: http://www.livi.org.ua/2014/04/travneva-

demonstraciya/. [Accessed 29 June 2015]. 

[74] Ліва опозиція, ‘Від інтервенції Україну врятує солідарність’, 3 March 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://gaslo.info/?p=4990. [Accessed 30 June 2015]. 

[75] Автономний опір, ‘Владу мільйонам, а не мільйонерам. Марш вільних людей у 

Львові’, 26 February 2014. [Online]. Available: http://opir.info/2014/02/26/vladu-

milyonam-a-ne-milyoneram-marsh-vilnih-lyudey-u-lvovi/. [Accessed 30 June 2015]. 

[76] СПУ, ‘Вітчизна в небезпеці! Заява Політради Соціалістичної партії України’, 19 March 

2014. [Online]. Available: http://tovarish.com.ua/?p=1769. [Accessed 30 June 2015]. 

[77] Р. Вексельберг, ‘Буржуазная революция и буржуазная диктатура’, 25 February 2014. 

[Online]. Available: http://www.nihilist.li/2014/02/25/burzhuaznaya-revolyutsiya-i-

burzhuaznaya-diktatura/. [Accessed 30 June 2015]. 

[78] В. Задирака, ‘Исповедь киевского анархиста’, 3 September 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.nihilist.li/2014/09/03/v-zadiraka-ispoved-kievskogo-anarhista/. [Accessed 30 

June 2015]. 

[79] В. Задирака, ‘Контрреволюционер Коломойский и его ручные патриоты’, 23 March 

2015. [Online]. Available: http://www.nihilist.li/2015/03/23/kontrrevolyutsioner-

kolomojskij-i-ego-ruchny-e-patrioty/. [Accessed 30 June 2015]. 

[80] М. Темнокотов, ‘АСТ-Харьков о Майдане и Антимайдане’, 9 April 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://www.nihilist.li/2014/04/09/ast-har-kov-o-majdane-i-antimajdane/. 

[Accessed 1 July 2015]. 

[81] AWU-Kiev, ‘Against the regime in Kiev and junta in the East! AWU-Kiev statement on the 

conflict in Eastern regions’, 13 May 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://avtonomia.net/2014/05/13/protiv-kievskogo-rezhima-i-hunty-na-vostoke-

zayavlenie-ast-kiev-o-protivostoyanii-v-vostochnyh-regionah/. [Accessed 1 July 2015]. 

[82] В. Листьев, ‘Анархист из Донецка: «Заявлять о себе в антимайдановском движении 

как политическая сила мы не хотим» ’, 8 May 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.nihilist.li/2014/05/08/anarhist-iz-donetska-zayavlyat-o-sebe-v-

antimajdanovskom-dvizhenii-kak-politicheskaya-sila-my-ne-hotim/. [Accessed 1 July 2015]. 



 

105 
 

[83] Ю. Дергунов, ‘Тезисы о Донецке’, 20 April 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://commons.com.ua/tezisy-o-donetske/. [Accessed 2 July 2015]. 

[84] Мрачник, ‘Консервативная пропаганда в “народных республиках” или “во всем 

виноваты рептилоиды” ’, 7 June 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.nihilist.li/2014/06/07/konservativnaya-propaganda-v-narodny-h-respublikah-

ili-vo-vsem-vinovaty-reptiloidy/. [Accessed 1 July 2015]. 

[85] K. Gessen, ‘Why not kill them all?’, London Review of Books, vol. 36, no. 17, pp. 18-22, 

2014. 

[86] Шиитман, ‘Иллюзия “социальных лозунгов” ’, 14 April 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.nihilist.li/2014/04/14/illyuziya-sotsial-ny-h-lozungov/. [Accessed 3 July 2015]. 

[87] Шиитман, ‘Почему анархистам не нужна федерализация Украины’, 12 April 2014. 

[Online]. Available: http://www.nihilist.li/2014/04/12/pochemu-anarhistam-ne-nuzhna-

federalizatsiya-ukrainy/. [Accessed 3 July 2015]. 

[88] S. Kutnii, ‘Facebook post’, 3 June 2014. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.facebook.com/sergii.kutnii/posts/839609146068808?hc_location=ufi. 

[Accessed 3 July 2015]. 

[89] Я. Яковенко, ‘Центральная Рада в виде фарса’, 11 June 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://commons.com.ua/tsentralnaya-rada-v-vide-farsa/. [Accessed 3 July 2015]. 

[90] А. Тидва, ‘С небольшим опозданием’, 29 June 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://commons.com.ua/s-nebolshim-opozdaniem/. [Accessed 3 July 2015]. 

[91] S. Kutnii, ‘Facebook post’, 5 May 2014. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.facebook.com/sergii.kutnii/posts/840916939271362. [Accessed 3 July 2015]. 

[92] АДСР, ‘Интервью с анархистами Донецка’, 17 June 2014. [Online]. Available: https://ad-

sr.info/2014/06/17/interv-yu-s-rkas/. [Accessed 3 July 2015]. 

[93] Нигилист, ‘Рассказы трёх очевидцев о нападении пророссийских активистов на 

сторонников Майдана в Харькове 13 апреля’, 15 April 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.nihilist.li/2014/04/22/rasskazy-tryoh-ochevidtsev-o-napadenii-prorossijskih-

aktivistov-na-storonnikov-majdana-v-har-kove-13-aprelya/. [Accessed 3 July 2015]. 

[94] H. Coynash, ‘Russia’s FSB launches first Crimean show trial’, 2 June 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://khpg.org/index.php?id=1401570936. [Accessed 23 July 2015]. 



 

106 
 

[95] Nihilist, ‘Erklärung zu den internationalen Solidaritätstagen für Alexander Koltschenko’, 8 

April 2015. [Online]. Available: http://www.nihilist.li/2015/04/08/zayavlenie-po-

mezhdunarodny-m-dnyam-solidarnosti-s-aleksandrom-kol-chenko-erklarung-zu-den-

internationalen-solidaritatstagen-fur-alexander-koltschenko/. [Accessed 23 July 2015]. 

[96] Н. Потарская, ‘«Люди, говорящие об одинаковых проблемах, надев разные ленточки, 

идут убивать друг друга» ’, 15 May 2014. [Online]. Available: http://openleft.ru/?p=2811. 

[Accessed 5 July 2015]. 

[97] Интерфакс-Украина, ‘В Украине осуществляется неонацистский путч с целью 

установления диктатуры - Витренко’, 3 December 2013. [Online]. Available: 

http://interfax.com.ua/news/press-conference/178965.html. [Accessed 14 July 2015]. 

[98] Н. Витренко, ‘Остановить насилие на Украине можно лишь признав мировым 

сообществом неонацистскую сущность путча’, 18 February 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://vitrenko.org/article/18965. [Accessed 11 July 2015]. 

[99] Президія ЦК КПУ, ‘Заява Президії ЦК Компартії України щодо ситуації в Україні’, 21 

February 2014. [Online]. Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/67887/zayava-prezidii-ck-

kompartii-ukraini-shhodo-situacii-v-ukraini. [Accessed 14 July 2015]. 

[100] П. Симоненко, ‘Право людини вільно вибирати своє майбутнє комуністи 

відстоюватимуть завжди’, 22 February 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/67955/petro-simonenko-pravo-lyudini-vilno-vibirati-svoye-

majbutnye-komunisti-vidstoyuvatimut-zavzhdi. [Accessed 14 July 2015]. 

[101] П. Симоненко, ‘Обращение Первого секретаря ЦК КПУ Петра Симоненко к товарищам 

по партии’, 23 February 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/68015/obrashhenie-pervogo-sekretarya-ck-kpu-petra-simonenko-

k-tovarishham-po-partii. [Accessed 16 July 2015]. 

[102] П. Симоненко, ‘Петро Симоненко: У Криму відбувається мирний протест, істерія в ЗМІ 

не має під собою підстав’, 3 March 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/68509/petro-simonenko-u-krimu-vidbuvayetsya-mirnij-protest-

isteriya-v-zmi-ne-maye-pid-soboyu-pidstav. [Accessed 16 July 2015]. 

[103] КПУ, ‘Законопроект про скасування нормативного акту про реєстрацію Компартії 

України – приклад повної юридичної безграмотності’, 27 February 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/68252/zakonoproekt-pro-skasuvannya-normativnogo-

aktu-pro-reyestraciyu-kompartii-ukraini-priklad-povnoi-yuridichnoi-bezgramotnosti. 

[Accessed 16 July 2015]. 



 

107 
 

[104] П. Симоненко, ‘Вставай, страна огромная!’, 25 March 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/69582/vstavaj-strana-ogromnaya-d-o-k-l-a-d-pervogo-sekretarya-

ck-kpu-p-n-simonenko-47-mu-vneocherednomu-sezdu-kompartii-ukrainy. [Accessed 16 

July 2015]. 

[105] КПУ, ‘Позачергові президентські вибори і позиція Компартії України’, 27 March 2014. 

[Online]. Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/69804/pozachergovi-prezidentski-vibori-i-

poziciya-kompartii-ukraini-p-o-s-t-a-n-o-v-a-pozachergovogo-47-go-zizdu-kompartii-

ukraini. [Accessed 16 July 2015]. 

[106] П. Симоненко, ‘Первомайское обращение Петра Симоненко к трудящимся страны’, 1 

May 2014. [Online]. Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/72322/pervomajskoe-obrashhenie-

petra-simonenko-k-trudyashhimsya-strany. [Accessed 16 July 2015]. 

[107] Н. Витренко, ‘Путчисты, не смейте применять силу против народного восстания, 

против народа!’, 13 April 2014. [Online]. Available: http://vitrenko.org/article/19707. 

[Accessed 16 July 2015]. 

[108] ФНСЕ, ‘Референдум в Крыму спровоцирован неонацистским путчем’, 15 March 2014. 

[Online]. Available: http://vitrenko.org/article/19311. [Accessed 16 July 2015]. 

[109] Г. Крючков, ‘Цинизм и двойные стандарты в политике империалистических 

государств’, 27 March 2014. [Online]. Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/69770/cinizm-i-

dvojnye-standarty-v-politike-imperialisticheskix-gosudarstv-tezisy-vystupleniya-georgiya-

kryuchkova-na-mezhdunarodnoj-konferencii-globalnyj-mir-protiv-globalnogo-

intervencionalizma-i-imper. [Accessed 16 July 2015]. 

[110] П. Симоненко, ‘Обращение кандидата в Президенты Украины П. Н. Симоненко’, 16 

May 2014. [Online]. Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/73935/obrashhenie-kandidata-v-

prezidenty-ukrainy-p-n-simonenko. [Accessed 17 July 2015]. 

[111] Донецкий обком КПУ, ‘Вызовы донецких коммунистов на допрос - грубая попытка 

давления на КПУ’, 3 April 2014. [Online]. Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/70440/vyzovy-

doneckix-kommunistov-na-dopros-grubaya-popytka-davleniya-na-kpu. [Accessed 17 July 

2015]. 

[112] КПУ, ‘Не допустити нового свавілля і беззаконня щодо Комуністичної партії України’, 

20 May 2014. [Online]. Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/74125/ne-dopustiti-novogo-

svavillya-i-bezzakonnya-shhodo-komunistichno%25d1%2597-parti%25d1%2597-

ukra%25d1%2597ni. [Accessed 17 July 2015]. 



 

108 
 

[113] Н. Витренко, ‘Обращение Председателя ПСПУ Наталии Витренко’, 5 April 2014. 

[Online]. Available: http://vitrenko.org/article/19622. [Accessed 18 July 2015]. 

[114] Н. Витренко, ‘Россия, Китай, Индия – спасите наш народ, остановите бойню на 

Украине!’, 2 May 2014. [Online]. Available: http://vitrenko.org/article/19939. [Accessed 

18 July 2015]. 

[115] ФНСЕ, ‘Обращение Фронта Народного Сопротивления Евроколонизации к президенту 

Украины Януковичу’, 6 May 2014. [Online]. Available: http://vitrenko.org/article/19974. 

[Accessed 18 July 2015]. 

[116] Боротьба, ‘Простые люди не должны гибнуть в олигархических войнах!’, 18 February 

2014. [Online]. Available: http://borotba.su/prostye-lyudi-ne-doljny-gibnut-v-

oligarhicheskih-voinah.html. [Accessed 18 July 2015]. 

[117] Боротьба, ‘ «Боротьба» создает центр антифашистского сопротивления’, 25 February 

2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/borotba_sozdaet_czentr_antifashistskogo_soprotivleniya.html. 

[Accessed 18 July 2015]. 

[118] Боротьба, ‘Коммюнике № 1 Объединения Боротьба и Центра антифашистского 

сопротивления’, 25 February 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/kommyunike_n1_obedineniya_borotba_i_czentra_antifashistskogo_sop

rotivleniya_ot_25_fevralya_2014.html. [Accessed 13 July 2015]. 

[119] Д. Левін, ‘ «Антимайдан був продовженням Майдану, але без націоналістичної 

істерії». Інтерв'ю з Денисом Левіним’, Спільне: журнал соціальної критики, no. 9, pp. 

114-122, 2015. 

[120] Боротьба, ‘Украина на пороге фашистской диктатуры’, 26 February 2014. [Online]. 

Available: 

http://borotba.su/kommyunike_n3_obedineniya_borotba_i_czentra_antifashistskogo_sop

rotivleniya.html. [Accessed 25 July 2015]. 

[121] С. Киричук, ‘Террор на Украине стал реальностью’, 12 May 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://svpressa.ru/society/article/87307/. [Accessed 21 July 2015]. 

[122] С. Сергієнко, ‘Протест на південному сході’, 6 June 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://liva.com.ua/south-east.html. [Accessed 25 July 2015]. 



 

109 
 

[123] В. Шапинов, ‘Классовый анализ украинского кризиса’, 10 June 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://liva.com.ua/class-analysis-ukraine.html. [Accessed 25 July 2015]. 

[124] B. Kagarlitsky, ‘From the Maidan to the revolution’, 13 April 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://links.org.au/node/3806. [Accessed 21 July 2015]. 

[125] В. Шапинов, ‘Большинство русских фашистов воюет на стороне Киева’, 21 July 2015. 

[Online]. Available: http://www.ukraina.ru/interview/20150721/1013718013.html. 

[Accessed 25 July 2015]. 

[126] Боротьба, ‘Против войны! За самоопределение’, 2 March 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/protiv_vojnyi_za_samoopredelenie.html. [Accessed 25 July 2015]. 

[127] Боротьба, ‘Официальный комментарий об участии активистов «Боротьбы» в 

освобождении Харьковской облгосадминистрации от боевиков Правого Сектора’, 3 

March 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/oficzialnyij_kommentarij_ob_uchastii_aktivistov_borotbyi_v_osvobozhd

enii_xarkovskoj_oblgosadministraczii_ot_boevikov_pravogo_sektora.html. [Accessed 25 

July 2015]. 

[128] Боротьба, ‘Коммюнике №5 Объединения «Боротьба» и центра антифашистского 

сопротивления’, 1 March 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/kommyunike_n5_obedineniya_borotba_i_czentra_antifashistskogo_sop

rotivleniya.html. [Accessed 25 July 2015]. 

[129] Боротьба, ‘Протесты против киевской хунты будут усиливаться’, 12 March 2014. 

[Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/protestyi_protiv_kievskoj_xuntyi_budut_usilivatsya.html. [Accessed 25 

July 2015]. 

[130] Боротьба, ‘Хунта объявила войну собственному народу’, 15 April 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://borotba.su/xunta_obyavila_vojnu_sobstvennomu_narodu.html. 

[Accessed 25 July 2015]. 

[131] Боротьба, ‘О создании Донецкой и Луганской Народных Республик’, 15 May 2014. 

[Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/o_sozdanii_doneczkoj_i_luganskoj_narodnyix_respublik.html. 

[Accessed 25 July 2015]. 



 

110 
 

[132] В. Шапинов, ‘Социалистический шанс для юго-востока Украины’, 13 May 2014. 

[Online]. Available: http://liva.com.ua/socialist-chance-to-south-east.html. [Accessed 27 

July 2015]. 

[133] Боротьба, ‘Внимание, провокация! Интернет-атака «ботов» киевской хунты против 

«Боротьбы» ’, 21 April 2014. [Online]. Available: http://borotba.su/vnimanie-

_provokacziya_internet-ataka_botov_kievskoj_xuntyi_protiv_borotbyi.html. [Accessed 16 

August 2015]. 

[134] Боротьба, ‘Лидер Одесской «Боротьбы» Алексей Албу выдвинут в мэры Одессы 

местным АнтиМайданом’, 26 April 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/lider_odesskoj_borotbyi_aleksej_albu_vyidvinut_v_meryi_odessyi_mes

tnyim_antimajdanom.html. [Accessed 16 August 2015]. 

[135] А. Албу, ‘Обращение кандидата в мэры Одессы, депутата Одесского областного 

Совета, координатора Объединения «Боротьба» Алексея Албу’, 19 May 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://borotba.su/obrashhenie_kandidata_v_meryi_odessyi-

_deputata_odesskogo_oblastnogo_soveta-

_koordinatora_obedineniya_borotba_alekseya_albu.html. [Accessed 16 August 2015]. 

[136] Д. Казанський, ‘Як КПУ сприяє сепаратизму?’, 3 October 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://tyzhden.ua/Politics/120457. [Accessed 17 September 2015]. 

[137] Боротьба, ‘В Харькове объявлено о создании Народной республики’, 7 April 2014. 

[Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/v_xarkove_obyavleno_o_sozdanii_narodnoj_respubliki.html. [Accessed 

22 August 2015]. 

[138] Думская, ‘В Одессе готовится инсценировка штурма облгосадминистрации?’, 24 

January 2014. [Online]. Available: http://dumskaya.net/news/v-odesse-gotovitsya-

inscenirovka-shturma-oblgosa-032161/. [Accessed 25 August 2015]. 

[139] Боротьба, ‘Андрей Бражевский. Убит неонацистами 2.05.2014’, 3 May 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://borotba.su/andrej_brazhevskij._ubit_neonaczistami_2.05.2014.html. 

[Accessed 22 August 2015]. 

[140] Боротьба, ‘В Крыму объявили о создании Комитета освобождения Одессы’, 22 May 

2014. [Online]. Available: http://borotba.su/news.html?maincontent_start=180. [Accessed 

22 August 2015]. 



 

111 
 

[141] М. Лебідь, ‘Facebook post’, 16 June 2014. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.facebook.com/mike.lebed/posts/10202938969929423. [Accessed 22 August 

2015]. 

[142] А. Албу, ‘Другая Украина’, 17 June 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/aleksej_albu._drugaya_ukraina.html. [Accessed 22 August 2015]. 

[143] Боротьба, ‘Одесситы штурмовали Одесский областной Совет’, 3 March 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://borotba.su/odessityi_shturmovali_odesskij_oblastnoj_sovet.html. 

[Accessed 22 August 2015]. 

[144] ФНСЕ, ‘Прекратить убийство соотечественников в Донбассе и геноцид на Юго-Востоке 

Украины, введённый Указом президента Украины N875/2014!’, 25 November 2014. 

[Online]. Available: http://vitrenko.org/article/22929. [Accessed 3 September 2015]. 

[145] П. Симоненко, ‘Война должна быть немедленно прекращена, а бандформирования 

разоружены’, 02 June 2014. [Online]. Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/74764/petr-

simonenko-vojna-dolzhna-byt-nemedlenno-prekrashhena-a-bandformirovaniya-

razoruzheny. [Accessed 3 September 2015]. 

[146] П. Симоненко, ‘Доклад Петра Симоненко на объединенном пленуме ЦК и ЦКК 

Компартии Украины 4 апреля 2015 года’, 4 April 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/80838/doklad_petra_symonenko_na_obedynennom_plenume_tsk

_y_tskk_kompartyy_ukrayny_4_aprelja_2015_goda. [Accessed 3 September 2015]. 

[147] КПУ, ‘Передвиборна програма Комуністичної партії України’, 29 August 2014. [Online]. 

Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/78380/peredvyborna_programa_komunistychnoji_partiji_ukrajiny. 

[Accessed 3 September 2015]. 

[148] КПУ, ‘Петр Симоненко обсудил ситуацию в Украине с президентом Парламентской 

Ассамблеи ОБСЕ Иллкой Канерва’, 6 August 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/78108/petr_symonenko_obsudyl_sytuatsyju_v_ukrayne_s_prezyd

entom_parlamentskoj_assambley_obse_yllkoj_kanerva. [Accessed 3 September 2015]. 

[149] Н. Витренко, ‘К миру через демократизацию’, 16 July 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://vitrenko.org/article/20578. [Accessed 3 September 2015]. 

[150] Н. Витренко, ‘Фальшивка украинских хакеров в адрес ДНР и партии Наталии 

Витренко’, 22 October 2014. [Online]. Available: http://vitrenko.org/article/22307. 

[Accessed 3 September 2015]. 



 

112 
 

[151] КПУ, ‘О политической ситуации в стране и позиции Компартии’, 5 July 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/76658/o-politicheskoj-situacii-v-strane-i-pozicii-

kompartii. [Accessed 3 September 2015]. 

[152] D. Ayrton, ‘Building Solidarity With The Anti-Fascist Resistance In Ukraine’, 2 October 2014. 

[Online]. Available: http://www.morningstaronline.co.uk/a-2949-Building-solidarity-with-

the-anti-fascist-resistance-in-Ukraine. [Accessed 3 September 2015]. 

[153] Д. Айртон, ‘Укрепляя солидарность с антифашистским сопротивлением на Украине’, 4 

October 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/78783/morning_star_ukrepljaja_solydarnost_s_antyfashystskym_s

oprotyvlenyem_na_ukrayne. [Accessed 3 September 2015]. 

[154] Pravda.ru, ‘Наталья Витренко: Закон об особом статусе провозглашает Донбасс 

резервацией’, 17 September 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.pravda.ru/news/expert/17-09-2014/1226773-vit-1/. [Accessed 3 September 

2015]. 

[155] Ліва опозиція, ‘За незалежний соціальний рух! За вільну Україну!’, 7 May 2014. 

[Online]. Available: http://gaslo.info/?p=5217. [Accessed 5 July 2015]. 

[156] Counterfire, ‘Stop the war in Ukraine: a statement by the left in Russia, Ukraine and 

Belarus’, 10 June 2014. [Online]. Available: http://www.counterfire.org/news/17268-stop-

the-war-in-ukraine-a-statement-by-the-left-in-russia-ukraine-and-belarus. [Accessed 5 

September 2015]. 

[157] В. Ищенко, ‘Остановить войну в Украине!’, 11 June 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://commons.com.ua/ostanovit-vojnu-v-ukraine/. [Accessed 5 September 2015]. 

[158] Ліва опозиція, ‘Гасла моменту: захист життів, денацифікація, загальний страйк’, 15 

June 2014. [Online]. Available: http://gaslo.info/?p=5303. [Accessed 18 September 2015]. 

[159] Borotba, ‘Borotba's Statement on the Minsk Antiwar Declaration’, 19 June 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://www.marxist.com/ukraine-borotbas-statement-on-minsk-

conference.htm. [Accessed 5 September 2015]. 

[160] Д. Г., ‘Wannabe-циммервальдцы, трагедия и фарс’, 11 June 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.nihilist.li/2014/06/11/wannabe-tsimmerval-dtsy-tragediya-i-fars/. [Accessed 

26 November 2015]. 

[161] AWU, ‘War against war! Statement of leftists and anarchists on the confrontation in 

Ukraine’, 17 June 2014. [Online]. Available: http://avtonomia.net/2014/06/17/vojna-



 

113 
 

vojne-zayavlenie-levyh-i-anarhistov-po-povodu-protivostoyaniya-v-ukraine-2/. [Accessed 5 

September 2015]. 

[162] П. Симоненко, ‘У Харкові протиправно затримано комуністів, учасників «Маршу 

миру» ’, 27 September 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/78695/u_harkovi_protypravno_zatrymano_komunistiv_uchasnykiv

_marsh_myru. [Accessed 5 September 2015]. 

[163] AWU, ‘Nazi and police have attacked the «Autonomia» squat in Kharkiv, Ukraine’, 1 

September 2014. [Online]. Available: http://avtonomia.net/2014/09/01/neonatsisti-ta-

militsiya-atakuvali-harkivskij-sotsialno-kulturnij-tsentr-avtonomiya/. [Accessed 6 

September 2015]. 

[164] А. Соколова, ‘Сквот в Харькове оказался под угрозой сноса’, 21 July 2015. [Online]. 

Available: http://newsroom.kh.ua/news/skvot-v-harkove-okazalsya-pod-ugrozoy-snosa. 

[Accessed 6 September 2015]. 

[165] КПУ, ‘Петр Симоненко: Отказ от мирного пути - это преступление перед народом 

Украины’, 22 July 2014. [Online]. Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/77665/petr-

simonenko-otkaz-ot-mirnogo-puti-eto-prestuplenie-pered-narodom-ukrainy. [Accessed 5 

September 2015]. 

[166] КПУ, ‘Петр Симоненко: Цель моего визита на сессию ПАСЕ - защита территориальной 

целостности Украины’, 26 January 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/79908/petr_symonenko_tsel_moego_vyzyta_na_sessyju_pase__za

schyta_terrytoryalnoj_tselostnosty_ukrayny. [Accessed 6 September 2015]. 

[167] КПУ, ‘Лидер Компартии Украины и Президент Белоруссии провели переговоры в 

Минске’, 8 August 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/78132/lyder_kompartyy_ukrayny_y_prezydent_belorussyy_provel

y_peregovory_v_mynske. [Accessed 6 September 2015]. 

[168] П. Симоненко, ‘Децентрализация – последний шанс сохранить целостность Украины’, 

3 March 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/80383/petr_symonenko_detsentralyzatsyja__poslednyj_shans_soh

ranyt_tselostnost_ukrayny. [Accessed 6 September 2015]. 

[169] П. Симоненко, ‘Україні потрібна загальнонаціональна дискусія з питання 

децентралізації, яка має відбутися не в окремих регіонах, а охопити всю країну і 

суспільство загалом’, 12 March 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/80515/ukrajini_potribna_zagalnonatsionalna_dyskusija_z_pytannja



 

114 
 

_detsentralizatsiji_jaka_maje_vidbutysja_ne_v_okremyh_regionah_a_ohopyty_vsju_krajin

u_i_suspilstvo_zagalom. [Accessed 6 September 2015]. 

[170] Прес-служба партії «Справедливість», ‘Партія «Справедливість» розправляє крила. 

Відбувся IX з’їзд партії’, 16 August 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.livi.org.ua/2014/08/ix-zizd/. [Accessed 6 September 2015]. 

[171] Партія «Справедливість», ‘Партія “Справедливість” продовжує збір коштів на 

допомогу нашим військам в зоні АТО (список благодійників)’, 29 August 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://www.livi.org.ua/2014/08/dopomoga-spravedlivosti/. [Accessed 6 

September 2015]. 

[172] Партія «Справедливість», ‘Передвиборна програма партії «Справедливість» на 

позачергових виборах народних депутатів України 26 жовтня 2014 року’, 13 

September 2014. [Online]. Available: http://www.livi.org.ua/2014/09/chas-

spravedlivosti/#more-11161. [Accessed 6 September 2015]. 

[173] Автономний опір, ‘Заява Автономного Опору з приводу українсько-російської війни’, 

23 March 2015. [Online]. Available: http://opir.info/2015/03/23/zayava-avtonomnogo-

oporu-z-privodu-ukrayinsko-rosiyskoyi-viyni/. [Accessed 6 September 2015]. 

[174] А. Зануда and С. Дорош, ‘Откуда есть пошел Donbass people?’, 20 June 2015. [Online]. 

Available: http://opir.info/2015/06/20/otkuda-est-poshel-donbass-people/. [Accessed 6 

September 2015]. 

[175] Г. Єфіменко, ‘Міф про переселення 1933-1934 років’, 15 August 2015. [Online]. 

Available: http://www.historians.in.ua/index.php/en/dyskusiya/1588-hennadii-yefimenko-

mif-pro-pereselennia-1933-1934-rokiv. [Accessed 6 September 2015]. 

[176] В. Власенко, ‘Повинні ми любити?’, 19 May 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://opir.info/2014/05/19/povinni-mi-lyubiti/. [Accessed 6 September 2015]. 

[177] Автономний опір, ‘Родезія і Новоросія’, 24 February 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://opir.info/2015/02/24/rodeziya-i-novorosiya/. [Accessed 6 September 2015]. 

[178] В. Сенченко, ‘Російська колонізація - це експлуатація’, 11 February 2015. [Online]. 

Available: http://opir.info/2015/02/11/rosiyska-kolonizatsiya-tse-ekspluatatsiya/. 

[Accessed 6 September 2015]. 

[179] Автономний опір, ‘Обережно: російський «інтернаціоналізм»!’, 1 July 2015. [Online]. 

Available: http://opir.info/2015/07/01/oberezhno-rosiyskiy-internatsionalizm/. [Accessed 

6 September 2015]. 



 

115 
 

[180] В. Сенченко, ‘Нам не потрібні виправдання’, 2 February 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://opir.info/2015/02/02/nam-ne-potribni-vipravdannya/. [Accessed 6 September 

2015]. 

[181] Автономний опір, ‘Визволення народу – справа рук самого народу’, 11 September 

2014. [Online]. Available: http://opir.info/2014/09/11/17045/. [Accessed 7 September 

2015]. 

[182] В. Задирака, ‘Исповедь киевского анархиста’, 3 September 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.nihilist.li/2014/09/03/v-zadiraka-ispoved-kievskogo-anarhista/. [Accessed 8 

September 2015]. 

[183] Нигилист, ‘Украинский солдат: «для меня как марксиста выбор между 

белогвардейцами и петлюровцами очевиден» ’, 6 December 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.nihilist.li/2014/12/06/ukrainskij-soldat-dlya-menya-kak-marksista-vy-bor-

mezhdu-belogvardejtsami-i-petlyurovtsami-ocheviden/. [Accessed 8 September 2015]. 

[184] Шиитман, ‘ “Мир – это война”. Критика антивоенного движения’, 16 December 2014. 

[Online]. Available: http://www.nihilist.li/2014/12/16/mir-e-to-vojna-kritika-

antivoennogo-dvizheniya/. [Accessed 8 September 2015]. 

[185] Шиитман, ‘Тезисы о России’, 26 March 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.nihilist.li/2015/03/26/tezisy-o-rossii/. [Accessed 8 September 2015]. 

[186] А. Володарский, ‘О войне и мире в Украине, тезисно’, 21 August 2015. [Online]. 

Available: http://www.shiitman.ninja/2015/08/21/o-vojne-i-mire-v-ukraine-tezisno/. 

[Accessed 8 September 2015]. 

[187] А. Володарский, Д. Мрачник and Д. Горбач, ‘К дискуссии о национализме и 

национальном вопросе’, 4 May 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://avtonomia.net/2015/05/04/k-diskussii-o-natsionalizme-i-natsionalnom-voprose-2/. 

[Accessed 8 September 2015]. 

[188] Prizrak, ‘Ideological principles of the Prizrak (Ghost) Brigade of A.B. Mozgovoi’, 6 July 2015. 

[Online]. Available: http://mozgovoy.info/main/511-ideological-principles-of-the-prizrak-

ghost-brigade-of-ab-mozgovoi.html. [Accessed 12 September 2015]. 

[189] В. З., ‘Ошибки Майдана и левые’, 23 November 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.nihilist.li/2014/11/23/oshibki-majdana-i-levy-e. [Accessed 18 September 

2015]. 



 

116 
 

[190] Шиитман, ‘Космополитизм против Русского Мира’, 23 July 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.nihilist.li/2015/07/23/kosmopolitizm-protiv-russkogo-mira/. [Accessed 9 

September 2015]. 

[191] Боротьба, ‘В Харькове состоялся митинг против АТО и гражданской войны в Украине’, 

2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/v_harkove_sostoyalsya_miting_protiv_ato_i_grazhdanskoj_vojny_v_ukr

aine._foto.html. [Accessed 31 August 2015]. 

[192] Боротьба, ‘Помоги остановить войну’, June 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/pomogi_ostanovit_vojnu.html. [Accessed 31 August 2015]. 

[193] Боротьба, ‘В Днепропетровске прошел митинг против АТО’, 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/v_dnepropetrovske_proshel_miting_protiv_ato._foto.html. [Accessed 

31 August 2015]. 

[194] Боротьба, ‘Не дайте убить нас’, June 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/ne_dajte_ubit_nas.html. [Accessed 31 August 2015]. 

[195] Боротьба, ‘Против консервативного поворота в Донецкой Народной Республике’, 15 

May 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/protiv_konservativnogo_povorota_v_doneczkoj_narodnoj_respublike.h

tml. [Accessed 9 September 2015]. 

[196] A. Albu, ‘The Other Ukraine’, 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/the_other_ukraine._by_alexei_albu-_union_borotba_struggle.html. 

[Accessed 10 September 2015]. 

[197] I. Zelensky, ‘Relations between political parties, or how to ensure peace in Ukraine’, 2015. 

[Online]. Available: http://borotba.su/relations_between_political_parties-

_or_how_to_ensure_peace_in_ukraine.html. [Accessed 10 September 2015]. 

[198] V. Shapinov, ‘A class analysis of the Ukrainian crisis’, 13 June 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/a_class_analysis_of_the_ukrainian_crisis.html. [Accessed 10 September 

2015]. 

[199] Borotba, ‘Borotba in solidarity with the Turkish and Kurdish left’, 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/borotba_in_solidarity_with_the_turkish_and_kurdish_left.html. 

[Accessed 10 September 2014]. 



 

117 
 

[200] V. Shapinov, ‘Marxism and the war in Donbass’, 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/marxism_and_the_war_in_donbass.html. [Accessed 10 September 

2015]. 

[201] O. Oleksiyenko, ‘The Phantom of Deoligarchization’, 23 April 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://ukrainianweek.com/Politics/134955. [Accessed 10 September 2015]. 

[202] V. Shapinov, ‘For a People's Economy’, 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/for_a_peoples_economy.html. [Accessed 10 September 2015]. 

[203] I. Wallerstein, World-Systems Analysis: An Introduction, 4th printing ed., Durham: Duke 

University Press, 2004. 

[204] Я. Яковенко, ‘Крізь слова до змістів: два ангажованих погляди на події 2014-2015 рр. в 

Україні’, 4 March 2015. [Online]. Available: http://commons.com.ua/kriz-slova-do-

zmistiv/. [Accessed 10 September 2015]. 

[205] The Insider, ‘Черные гвардейцы. Как антифа воюет против сепаратистов в Украине’, 8 

August 2014. [Online]. Available: http://theins.ru/obshestvo/1355. [Accessed 10 

September 2015]. 

[206] В. Мальцев, ‘«Черная гвардия» киевских ультрас’, 21 March 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://svpressa.ru/society/article/116289/. [Accessed 10 September 2015]. 

[207] Буквы, ‘Интервью из АТО: ультрас-антифашист «Арсенала» ’, 7 March 2015. [Online]. 

Available: http://bykvu.com/home/bukvy/546.html. [Accessed 10 September 2015]. 

[208] A. Luhn, ‘The People's Court of Eastern Ukraine’, 22 December 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.thenation.com/article/peoples-court-eastern-ukraine/. [Accessed 13 

September 2015]. 

[209] А. Марков, ‘Товарищ «Добрый» ’, May 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://prometej.info/mir/5711-dobrii.html. [Accessed 12 September 2015]. 

[210] Colonel Cassad, ‘Бригада «Призрак» вошла в состав армии ЛНР’, 3 April 2015. [Online]. 

Available: http://colonelcassad.livejournal.com/2123162.html. [Accessed 12 September 

2015]. 

[211] Ю. Георгиев, ‘Греки, итальянцы и испанцы готовы помочь Новороссии’, 13 May 2015. 

[Online]. Available: http://rusplt.ru/policy/greki-italyantsyi-i-ispantsyi-gotovyi-pomoch-

novorossii-16997.html. [Accessed 13 September 2015]. 



 

118 
 

[212] А. Крот, ‘Ю. Шевченко: «Объединяющая философия бригады «Призрак»« ’, 16 July 

2015. [Online]. Available: http://www.vsetut.ru/yu-shevchenko-obedinyayushchaya-

filosofiya-brigady-prizrak. [Accessed 12 September 2015]. 

[213] Призрак, ‘Новобранцы: «Мы хотим служить в «Призраке» ’, 4 July 2015. [Online]. 

Available: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Rd-44gbGAMk. [Accessed 12 September 

2015]. 

[214] ДКО, ‘Пост Вконтакте’, 3 April 2015. [Online]. Available: https://vk.com/wall-

90326151_55. [Accessed 12 September 2015]. 

[215] Призрак, ‘Пресс-конференция командования бригады «Призрак» им. Алексея 

Мозгового’, 24 July 2015. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=968&v=NL6j1yBqPow. [Accessed 12 September 

2015]. 

[216] Призрак, ‘Обращение командования бригады «Призрак» ’, 23 May 2015. [Online]. 

Available: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AlDVCHmH8Ug. [Accessed 12 September 

2015]. 

[217] А. Марков, ‘Украина больна коричневой чумой’, 14 October 2015. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=815&v=Yf1Ltaqhns4. [Accessed 27 November 2015]. 

[218] А. Марков, ‘Разведопрос: ополченец Добрый’, 19 October 2015. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=2903&v=5kg_j7zYV_g. [Accessed 27 November 2015]. 

[219] ДКО «Призрак», ‘Интервью с ополченцем, позывной «ДОДЖ» ’, 12 March 2015. 

[Online]. Available: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RiumPvMaIPo. [Accessed 12 

September 2015]. 

[220] Красное ТВ, ‘Комотряд прибыл на место дислокации’, 11 November 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://www.krasnoetv.ru/node/23867. [Accessed 12 September 2015]. 

[221] В. Петровский, ‘Неопубликованное интервью’, 23 February 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://liva.com.ua/unpublished-interview-Seva-Petrovsky.html. [Accessed 18 September 

2015]. 

[222] ДКО, ‘Пост Вкотанкте’, 1 April 2015. [Online]. Available: https://vk.com/wall-

90326151_51. [Accessed 12 September 2015]. 



 

119 
 

[223] ДКО, ‘Пост Вконтакте’, 17 April 2015. [Online]. Available: https://vk.com/wall-

90326151_157. [Accessed 12 September 2015]. 

[224] ДКО, ‘Призыв к вступлению в Добровольный коммунистический отряд’, 2015. 

[Online]. Available: https://vk.com/page-59006903_49054555. [Accessed 12 September 

2015]. 

[225] Е. Валленберг, ‘Сначала республика’, 16 August 2015. [Online]. Available: 

https://vk.com/wall-90326151_2324. [Accessed 12 September 2015]. 

[226] Красное ТВ, ‘Бригада «Призрак». Позывной «Катран» ’, 25 August 2015. [Online]. 

Available: https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=364&v=AO6R5Uu1Gng. [Accessed 12 

September 2015]. 

[227] Рот Фронт, ‘Алексей Марков о положении дел в бригаде «Призрак» ’, 28 June 2015. 

[Online]. Available: https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=1351&v=kEIpg3K9zpM. [Accessed 

12 September 2015]. 

[228] Красное ТВ, ‘А.Б.Мозговой: «Мы боремся не только с фашизмом...» Выступление на 

митинге 1 Мая в Алчевске’, 2 May 2015. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ArSv98k7ax8. [Accessed 12 September 2015]. 

[229] Colonel Cassad, ‘Убийство Мозгового - Кто и зачем? Часть №2’, 24 May 2015. [Online]. 

Available: http://colonelcassad.livejournal.com/2199171.html. [Accessed 13 September 

2015]. 

[230] А. Шарий, ‘О грязи, Дебальцево, российском интересе’, 7 September 2015. [Online]. 

Available: https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=1015&v=QQGnmKxFSRI. [Accessed 13 

September 2015]. 

[231] Добровольный коммунистический отряд, ‘Новороссии нужны добровольцы’, 23 

October 2015. [Online]. Available: http://vk.com/wall-90326151_3766. [Accessed 28 

November 2015]. 

[232] V. Ishchenko, ‘Ukraine Elections Results’, 27 May 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.transform-network.net/en/blog/blog-2014/news/detail/Blog/-

a5ef8ef968.html. [Accessed 14 September 2015]. 

[233] Об'єднані ліві і селяни, ‘Політвиконком визначився із проведенням Політради та 

участю партії в президентській кампанії’, 10 April 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.livi.org.ua/2014/04/pvk-12/. [Accessed 14 September 2015]. 



 

120 
 

[234] ФНСЕ, ‘Выборы президента неконституционны, недемократичны – это США и ЕС 

легализовали неонацистский путч на Украине’, 26 May 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://vitrenko.org/article/20240. [Accessed 14 September 2015]. 

[235] О. Баранівський, ‘Щодо участі партії у виборах’, 25 September 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.livi.org.ua/2014/09/vybory/#more-11186. [Accessed 25 September 2015]. 

[236] Н. Витренко, ‘Признание парламентских «выборов» на Украине – это легимитизация 

нацизма и милитаризма, это ответственность за будущие катастрофы’, 24 October 

2014. [Online]. Available: http://vitrenko.org/article/22346. [Accessed 14 September 

2015]. 

[237] П. Симоненко, ‘Уничтожение фашизма – первоочередная задача рабочего и 

коммунистического движения’, 5 September 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/82246/unychtozhenye_fashyzma__pervoocherednaja_zadacha_ra

bochego_y_kommunystycheskogo_dvyzhenyja_vystuplenye_petra_symonenko_na_39m_

mezhdunarodnom_festyvale_avante. [Accessed 20 September 2015]. 

[238] КПУ, ‘Прекратить позорный судебный фарс!’, 19 February 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/80207/prekratyt_pozornyj_sudebnyj_fars. [Accessed 21 September 

2015]. 

[239] D. Marples, ‘Open Letter from Scholars and Experts on Ukraine Re. the So-Called «Anti-

Communist Law» ’, April 2015. [Online]. Available: http://krytyka.com/en/articles/open-

letter-scholars-and-experts-ukraine-re-so-called-anti-communist-law. [Accessed 21 

September 2015]. 

[240] OSCE, ‘New laws in Ukraine potential threat to free expression and free media, OSCE 

Representative says’, 18 May 2015. [Online]. Available: http://www.osce.org/fom/158581. 

[Accessed 21 September 2015]. 

[241] H. Coynash, ‘President signs dangerously flawed ‘decommunization’ laws’, 16 May 2015. 

[Online]. Available: http://khpg.org/index.php?id=1431743447. [Accessed 21 September 

2015]. 

[242] В. Гошовський, ‘Мін'юст угледів тоталітаризм у символіці партії «Соціалістична 

Україна» ’, 10 September 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://blog.liga.net/user/goshovsky/article/19225.aspx. [Accessed 21 September 2015]. 

[243] Г. Г. Пономаренко, ‘Отчет Центральной контрольной комиссии Компартии Украины 

49-му съезду Коммунистической партии Украины’, in Сорок девятый съезд 

Коммунистической партии Украины, 27 декабря 2014 г. Стенографический отчет, 



 

121 
 

П. Н. Симоненко, А. И. Мартынюк, Г. К. Крючков, В. Н. Оплачко and В. Ф. Харченко, 

Eds., Киев, ООО «Друкарня «Бізнесполіграф», 2015, pp. 46-56. 

[244] CPU, ‘Обращение участников Пленума ЦК Компартии Украины к коммунистам, 

трудящимся страны’, 7 July 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/76729/obrashhenie-uchastnikov-plenuma-ck-kompartii-ukrainy-k-

kommunistam-trudyashhimsya-strany. [Accessed 14 September 2015]. 

[245] Українська правда, ‘Фракцію Компартії у Верховній Раді розпустили’, 27 July 2014. 

[Online]. Available: http://www.pravda.com.ua/news/2014/07/24/7032822/. [Accessed 14 

September 2015]. 

[246] Корреспондент, ‘Украинские левые ищут новую нишу’, 13 March 2015. [Online]. 

Available: korrespondent.net/ukraine/politics/3490279-korrespondent-ukraynskye-levye-

yschut-novuui-nyshu. [Accessed 18 September 2015]. 

[247] П. Н. Симоненко, А. И. Мартынюк, Г. К. Крючков, В. Н. Оплачко and В. Ф. Харченко, 

Сорок девятый съезд Коммунистической партии Украины, 27 декабря 2014 г. 

Стенографический отчет, Киев: ООО «Друкарня «Бізнесполіграф», 2015. 

[248] КМІС, ‘Соціально-політична ситуація в Україні: липень 2015 року’, 20 July 2015. 

[Online]. Available: http://www.kiis.com.ua/?lang=ukr&cat=reports&id=540&page=1. 

[Accessed 15 September 2015]. 

[249] П. Симоненко, ‘За боевую, сплоченную, авангардную партию (Политический отчет 

Центрального Комитета 49-му съезду Коммунистической партии Украины)’, 29 

December 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/79700/za_boevuju_splochennuju_avangardnuju_partyju_polytych

eskyj_otchet_tsentralnogo_komyteta_49mu_sezdu_kommunystycheskoj_partyy_ukrayny. 

[Accessed 15 September 2015]. 

[250] П. Симоненко, ‘Доклад Петра Симоненко на объединенном пленуме ЦК и ЦКК 

Компартии Украины 4 апреля 2015 года’, 4 April 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/80838/doklad_petra_symonenko_na_obedynennom_plenume_tsk

_y_tskk_kompartyy_ukrayny_4_aprelja_2015_goda. [Accessed 15 September 2015]. 

[251] П. Симоненко, ‘Обстановка в стране после выборов и действия партии’, 16 November 

2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/82781/obstanovka_v_strane_posle_vyborov_y_dejstvyja_partyy_d

oklad_pervogo_sekretarja_tsk_kompartyy_ukrayny_pnsymonenko_na_obedynennom_ple

nume_tsk_y_tskk_kpu_14_nojabrja_2015_goda. [Accessed 29 November 2015]. 



 

122 
 

[252] Дзеркало тижня, ‘У Мін'юсті озвучили вимоги для участі комуністів у місцевих 

виборах’, 11 August 2015. [Online]. Available: http://dt.ua/UKRAINE/u-min-yusti-

ozvuchili-vimogi-dlya-uchasti-komunistiv-u-miscevih-viborah-181403_.html. [Accessed 15 

September 2015]. 

[253] КПУ, ‘КПУ спрямувала до Європейського суду з прав людини позов щодо порушення 

державою Україна основоположних прав і свобод людини’, 30 October 2015. [Online]. 

Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/82647/kpu_sprjamuvala_do_jevropejskogo_sudu_z_prav_ljudyny_

pozov_schodo_porushennja_derzhavoju_ukrajina_osnovopolozhnyh_prav_i_svobod_ljudy

ny. [Accessed 30 November 2015]. 

[254] Г. Крючков, ‘Сохранить партию, укрепить ее единство’, 8 November 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://www.kpu.ua/ru/79254/sohranyt_partyju_ukrepyt_ee_edynstvo. 

[Accessed 15 September 2015]. 

[255] П. Симоненко, ‘Заяви про антиконституційність законів 16 січня не відповідають 

дійсності’, 4 December 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/79495/petro_symonenko_zajavy_pro_antykonstytutsijnist_zakoniv

_16_sichnja_ne_vidpovidajut_dijsnosti. [Accessed 15 September 2015]. 

[256] С. Килинкаров, ‘Facebook post’, 17 June 2015. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.facebook.com/SpiridonKilinkarov/posts/841450042616376:0. [Accessed 15 

September 2015]. 

[257] Центральна виборча комісія, ‘Місцеві вибори. Україна 2015’, 8 December 2015. 

[Online]. Available: 

http://www.cvk.gov.ua/pls/vm2015/PVM005?PT001F01=100&pt00_t001f01=100#. 

[Accessed 8 December 2015]. 

[258] П. Симоненко, ‘Обстановка в стране после выборов и действия партии’, 16 November 

2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/82781/obstanovka_v_strane_posle_vyborov_y_dejstvyja_partyy_d

oklad_pervogo_sekretarja_tsk_kompartyy_ukrayny_pnsymonenko_na_obedynennom_ple

nume_tsk_y_tskk_kpu_14_nojabrja_2015_goda. [Accessed 8 December 2015]. 

[259] Центральна виборча комісія, ‘Результати виборів депутатів місцевих рад’, 30 

November 2015. [Online]. Available: http://www.cvk.gov.ua/pls/vm2010/wp001. 

[Accessed 8 December 2015]. 

[260] КПУ, ‘Информационное сообщение о заседании Президиума ЦК Компартии 

Украины’, 27 November 2015. [Online]. Available: 



 

123 
 

http://kpu.ua/ru/82860/ynformatsyonnoe_soobschenye_o_zasedanyy_prezydyuma_tsk_k

ompartyy_ukrayny. [Accessed 8 December 2015]. 

[261] Луганская городская организация Компартии Украины, ‘Симоненко, хватит 

издеваться над партией!’, 30 November 2015. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.facebook.com/maksym.chalenko/posts/911583805558035. [Accessed 8 

December 2015]. 

[262] С. Килинкаров, ‘Facebook post’, 9 December 2015. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.facebook.com/SpiridonKilinkarov/posts/922127637881949. [Accessed 9 

December 2015]. 

[263] В. Хрипун, ‘ «ДНР» и «ЛНР»: расклад перед выборами’, 31 October 2014. [Online]. 

Available: http://www.theinsider.ua/politics/5453681580372/. [Accessed 16 September 

2015]. 

[264] КПДНР, ‘3 октября 2015 года состоялся очередной Пленум Центрального Комитета 

Компартии Донецкой Народной Республики’, 5 October 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://kpdnr.ru/news/2015-10-05/3-oktyabrya-2015-goda-sostoyalsya-ocherednoy-

plenum-tcentralnogo. [Accessed 11 December 2015]. 

[265] Б. Литвинов, ‘ «Не вижу смысла уходить в глубокую оппозицию» ’, 19 October 2015. 

[Online]. Available: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mSjCv2rIX6Y. [Accessed 11 

December 2015]. 

[266] Красное ТВ, ‘Интервью Б. Литвинова на конференции по созданию 

Коммунистической партии ДНР’, 11 October 2014. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0eNG3bDOqkM. [Accessed 16 September 2015]. 

[267] КПДНР, ‘Акции, мероприятия, события’, 10 December 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://kpdnr.ru/aktcii-meropriyatiya-sobytiya. [Accessed 10 December 2015]. 

[268] Красное ТВ, ‘Список депутатов Народного Совета ДНР созыва 2014 года’, 15 November 

2014. [Online]. Available: http://krasnoetv.ru/node/23890. [Accessed 11 December 2015]. 

[269] В. Бидевка, ‘Экстренное заявление Союза левых сил Донбасса’, 12 October 2015. 

[Online]. Available: http://slsdonbass.ru/index.php/15-main/103-ekstrennoe-zayavlenie-

soyuza-levykh-sil-donbassa. [Accessed 11 December 2015]. 

[270] А. П. Хмелевой, ‘Об экстренном заявлении В.Бидёвки’, 30 October 2015. [Online]. 

Available: http://kpdnr.ru/news/2015-10-30/ob-kstrennom-zayavlenii-v-bidyovki. 

[Accessed 11 December 2015]. 



 

124 
 

[271] Союз коммунистов Луганщины, ‘Информационное сообщение’, 31 August 2015. 

[Online]. Available: https://vk.com/souzkl?w=wall-101306048_4. [Accessed 16 September 

2015]. 

[272] Шиитман, ‘О Майдане и перспективах анархизма в Украине’, 21 November 2014. 

[Online]. Available: http://www.nihilist.li/2014/11/21/o-majdane-i-iperspektivah-

anarhizma-v-ukraine. [Accessed 18 September 2015]. 

[273] Мрачник, ‘Что делать анархистам в Украине?’, 7 December 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://avtonomia.net/2015/12/07/chto-delat-anarhistam-v-ukraine/. [Accessed 11 

December 2015]. 

[274] А. Володарский, ‘Прошу считать меня нигилистом, или почему я больше не «левый» ’, 

25 October 2015. [Online]. Available: http://www.shiitman.ninja/2015/10/25/proshu-

schitat-menya-nigilistom-ili-pochemu-ya-bolshe-ne-levyj/. [Accessed 11 December 2015]. 

[275] Gunner, ‘Facebook post’, 1 September 2014. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.facebook.com/gunner.gunnerov/posts/704039163009229?fref=nf. [Accessed 

10 September 2015]. 

[276] Черная Радуга, ‘Заявление Черной Радуги по поводу ситуации в Украине’, 27 February 

2015. [Online]. Available: http://black-rainbow.org/zayavlenie-chernoy-radugi-po-povodu-

sit/. [Accessed 10 September 2015]. 

[277] Social Movement, ‘Against systemic violations of citizens' rights and assault on political 

freedom in Ukraine!’, August 2015. [Online]. Available: http://rev.org.ua/against-assault-

on-political-freedom. [Accessed 18 September 2015]. 

[278] СПУ, ‘Цивілізаційний вибір — внутрішнє завдання України’, 26 November 2013. 

[Online]. Available: http://tovarish.com.ua/?p=978. [Accessed 20 April 2015]. 

[279] СПУ, ‘Соціалісти пропонують шлях подолання кризи’, 11 December 2013. [Online]. 

Available: http://tovarish.com.ua/?p=1077. [Accessed 20 April 2015]. 

[280] Сумський обком СПУ, ‘Вихід — у зміні системи влади. Заява Сумського обласного 

Комітету Соціалістичної партії України з приводу поточної суспільно-політичної 

ситуації в державі’, 5 February 2014. [Online]. Available: http://tovarish.com.ua/?p=1428. 

[Accessed 20 April 2015]. 



 

125 
 

[281] Кіровоградський обком СПУ, ‘Припинити ескалацію екстремістських дій! Із заяви 

бюро Кіровоградського обласного комітету Соцпартії України’, 5 February 2013. 

[Online]. Available: http://tovarish.com.ua/?p=1410. [Accessed 20 April 2015]. 

[282] З. Попович, ‘Вимагаємо визнання українського тимчасового уряду та якнайшвидших 

виборів до Верховної Ради!’, 12 March 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://commons.com.ua/vimagayemo-viznannya-ukrayinskogo-tim/. [Accessed 3 May 

2015]. 

[283] КМІС, ‘Яким шляхом іти Україні - до якого союзу приєднуватись? (Преференції 

населення за два тижні до Вільнюського саміту)’, 26 November 2013. [Online]. 

Available: http://www.kiis.com.ua/?lang=ukr&cat=reports&id=204&page=1. [Accessed 5 

May 2015]. 

[284] Боротьба, ‘Настоящая революция выдвинет социальные лозунги!’, 5 December 2013. 

[Online]. Available: http://liva.com.ua/nastoyashhaya-revolyucziya-vyidvinet-soczialnyie-

lozungi.html. [Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[285] Боротьба, ‘Новый этап политического противостояния и опасность бессмысленного 

кровопролития’, 27 January 2014. [Online]. Available: http://borotba.su/noviy-etap-

politicheskogo-protivistoyania.html. [Accessed 5 May 2015]. 

[286] И. Гужва, ‘История донецкой бойни’, 17-23 April 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://reporter.vesti-ukr.com/art/y2015/n14/14642-istoriya-doneckoj-

bojni.html#.VTqyKSHtkSV. [Accessed 16 August 2015]. 

[287] Borotba, ‘Communiqué #6 of the union “Borotba” and the Centre of Antifascist 

Resistance’, 1 March 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/communique_6_of_the_union_borotba_and_the_centre_of_antifascist

_resistance.html. [Accessed 25 August 2015]. 

[288] AWU, ‘Statement of left and anarchist organizations about «Borotba» organization’, 3 

March 2014. [Online]. Available: http://avtonomia.net/2014/03/03/statement-left-

anarchist-organizations-borotba-organization/. [Accessed 25 August 2015]. 

[289] Боротьба, ‘Официальный комментарий об участии активистов «Боротьбы» в 

освобождении Харьковской облгосадминистрации от боевиков Правого Сектора’, 3 

March 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/oficzialnyij_kommentarij_ob_uchastii_aktivistov_borotbyi_v_osvobozhd

enii_xarkovskoj_oblgosadministraczii_ot_boevikov_pravogo_sektora.html. [Accessed 25 

August 2015]. 



 

126 
 

[290] Боротьба, ‘Против насилия, за мирный протест’, 1 April 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/protiv_nasiliya-_za_mirnyij_protest.html. [Accessed 25 August 2015]. 

[291] Borotba, ‘Statement of the union ‘Borotba’ over recent smear campaign against anti-

fascists in Ukraine’, 5 March 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/statement_of_the_union_borotba_over_recent_smear_campaign_agai

nst_anti-fascists_in_ukraine.html. [Accessed 25 August 2015]. 

[292] AWU-Kharkov, ‘Statement of the Kharkiv Autonomous Workers Union member about 

creation of social and cultural centre’, 25 June 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://avtonomia.net/2014/06/25/zayavlenie-ast-harkov-o-sozdanii-sotsialno-kulturnogo-

tsentra-statement-kharkiv-autonomous-workers-union-members-creation-social-cultural-

centre/. [Accessed 6 September 2015]. 

[293] A. Albu, ‘On the principles of the new state’, 1 July 2014. [Online]. Available: 

http://borotba.su/on_the_principles_of_the_new_state._by_alexei_albu.html. [Accessed 

10 September 2015]. 

[294] Amnesty International, ‘Ukraine: Abuses and war crimes by the Aidar Volunteer Battalion 

in the north Luhansk region’, Amnesty International, Online, 2014. 

[295] Hromadske International, ‘How Ukrainian Left Activist 'Goes to Fight Russian Imperialism' ’, 

8 January 2015. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5_Shuw_UxpE&index=99&list=PLPnX89fQLdsnTsiDO

pYtxvMJZobCjqBC-. [Accessed 10 September 2015]. 

[296] П. Симоненко, ‘О действиях Компартии Украины в связи со вступлением в силу 

законов о «декоммунизации». Доклад Первого секретаря ЦК П.Н.Симоненко на 

внеочередном Пленуме ЦК Компартии Украины 20 мая 2015 года’, 20 May 2015. 

[Online]. Available: 

http://www.kpu.ua/ru/81473/o_dejstvyjah_kompartyy_ukrayny_v_svjazy_so_vstuplenye

m_v_sylu_zakonov_o_dekommunyzatsyy_doklad_pervogo_sekretarja_tsk_pnsymonenko_

na_vneocherednom_plenume_tsk_kompartyy_ukrayny_20_maja_2015_goda. [Accessed 

15 September 2015]. 

[297] Д. Горбач, Д. Мрачник and А. Володарский, ‘К дискуссии о национализме и 

национальном вопросе’, 6 May 2015. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.nihilist.li/2015/05/06/k-diskussii-o-natsionalizme-i-natsional-nom-voprose/. 

[Accessed 26 November 2015]. 



 

127 
 

[298] CSLR, ‘History of Ukrainian Debt Dependence Formation’, 15 November 2015. [Online]. 

Available: http://cslr.org.ua/en/history-of-ukrainian-debt-dependence-formation-3/. 

[Accessed 12 December 2015]. 

[299] КМІС, ‘Від Майдану-табору до Майдану-Січі: що змінилося?’, 6 February 2014. [Online]. 

Available: 

http://www.kiis.com.ua/?lang=ukr&cat=reports&id=226&page=1&y=2014&m=2. 

[Accessed 12 December 2015]. 

[300] J. O'Loughlin, G. Toal and V. Kolossov, ‘Who Supports 'Novorossiya' in Southeast Ukraine? 

A Separatist Political Imaginary and Ordinary Ukrainians’, Unpublished paper, 2015. 

 


