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Abstract 

This study examines nationalistic motivations behind Russian violence against 

Ukrainian cultural heritage. This is done investigating specifically the case of the 

Russification policies conducted during the Russian occupation of Galicia during the First 

World War. Concluding Russian nationalistic ideology to be the major factor behind the 

Russification, this study further contributes to the academic literature in a number of ways. Its 

main contribution lies in identifying the Russification of the specific case of Galicia to 

constitute violence against cultural heritage. Moreover, the study contributes to the research 

field by applying previously lacking theoretical frameworks and definitions, including of 

violence and nationalism, as well as defining and including language as an integral aspect of 

cultural heritage. 

More specifically, the study found Russian nationalism to contain a perception of a 

nationalistic imagined community, of which parts of Galicia and its Ruthenian population 

formed an essential part. This perception constituted a sort of utopian idea, which was deemed 

to be under threat from Ukrainian culture and movements. In this context violence was 

justified to realise and defend this nationalistic idea and carried symbolic meaning as a way to 

fulfil a deterministic belief in the gathering of Russian lands.  

Through this study, I have, moreover, not only contributed to the field studying 

violence against cultural heritage, as well as more understanding to the case of the Galician 

occupation. This study has also historicised the former field, adding to the understanding of it 

as a historical phenomenon, as well as showing a historical continuity of specifically Russian 

violence against Ukrainian cultural heritage, which continues today in the full-scale Ukraine 

War. 

 

Keywords: Cultural heritage, violence against cultural heritage, Galicia, First World War, 

Russia, Ukraine, Russian nationalism, violence, nationalism, Russification 
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Note on translation, transliteration and names 

All translations from Russian to English in this thesis are made personally by me. 

Furthermore, all romanisation of Russian to Latin characters are done through the 

BGN/PCGN romanisation system for Russian. Exclusions in the romanisation are made when 

a name already has an accepted standard in English, such as Nicholas II, instead of Nikolay II. 

The names of places and people discussed and mentioned in this study can, however, 

vary in both spelling and form, depending on the language. L’viv (Ukrainian), for example 

can also be known as L’vov (Russian), Lwów (Polish) and Lemberg (German). As another 

example, one of the people discussed in this study is Dimitriy Vergun, whom in Ukrainian 

would be called Dmytro. For the sake of this study, I will use place names according to where 

they are situated geographically today. L’viv is therefore called just that, being today a 

Ukrainian city. Regarding names of people, I will use the name of the language they were 

most aligned with. Vergun, for example, was a Russophile, and will thus be called Dmitriy. 
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Introduction 

In this study, I will investigate nationalistic motivations behind violence against cultural 

heritage. Exploring how ideas and worldviews imbedded in nationalism makes cultural 

heritage a target for violence, I will investigate the case of the Russification policies 

conducted in Galicia during the Great War. Beginning in 1914 when Russia occupied Galicia, 

the Russification policies were aimed at the local East Slavic population. The Russification 

policies were primarily aimed at various expressions of a Ukrainian national identity in 

opposition to Russian nationalism. 

In this study, I understand cultural heritage as certain forms of cultural property both 

tangible (e.g. buildings, monuments, artifacts) and intangible (e.g. religion, language, 

symbolism), that are connected to identity and community, thus creating meaning.1 An 

understanding of violence will be based on the writings of Anton Blok, in which he views 

violence as something that is never ‘senseless’ or ‘meaningless’; it always has a symbolically 

or culturally charged meaning.2 This will be complemented by Hannah Arendt’s definition of 

violence as something instrumental, as the means to an end.3 In this sense, my understanding 

of violence for this study is more nuanced than in the traditional sense. Not only physically 

harmful and destructive acts are violent, but also suppressing and inhibiting actions against 

others.  

The phenomenon of violence against cultural heritage is widespread, including in a 

historical sense. During the ongoing full-scale war between Ukraine and Russia for example, 

the invading party has continually perpetrated attacks against Ukrainian cultural sites and 

objects. The intentional targeting of cultural heritage has nonetheless been a feature of war for 

millennia before this. The phenomenon of Russian actors targeting Ukrainian culture is, more 

specifically, also a historical trend of which I purpose to show a historical continuity dating 

back to at least the time of 1914.  

The study of this phenomenon is rather established, amounting to a generally good 

academic understanding of some of the reasons behind such violence, as well as the 

consequences it has. However, through my research into the field I have identified a number 

of shortcomings and gaps in the research that I wish to bring to light. 

 
1 Legnér Mattias, ”Kulturarvsbruk i väpnade konflikter”, Historisk Tidskrift, (2016, 136(4), p. 658 – 672), p. 659 
2 Blok Anton, Honour and Violence, (Polity Press, 2001), p. 9 
3 Arendt Hannah, On Violence, (Harcourt Publishers, 1970), p. 46, 51 
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Research problem and purpose 

Firstly, the research field pertaining to violence against cultural heritage during times of war is 

largely grounded in more contemporary cases. Secondly, the historical literature regarding the 

specific case is absent of any deeper analysis into violence against cultural heritage. I argue 

that perpetrating violence against another’s cultural heritage is a historical phenomenon, one 

that needs to be studied historically. Hence, my aim partly consists of trying to mend this 

‘disconnect’ and build upon existing research on violence against cultural heritage by 

investigating a historical case. This will both show the historicity of the phenomenon and 

provide academia in general with a deeper understanding. 

Another major issue is of a more methodological nature. Whilst research in other 

fields examining different types of violence contain perpetrator-based methodology,4 this 

perspective is sorely lacking in research regarding cultural heritage. A good number of 

scholars aim to determine various causes behind such violence, but there is a great lack of 

focus on what the perpetrators themselves say. Hence, I aim in this study to “flip the script”; 

instead of analysing how the victims of violence, the Ukrainian movement and its Ukrainian 

adherents, understood violence perpetrated against them, the investigation focuses on the 

motivations behind violence as understood by the perpetrators. Therefore, we will be able to 

understand violence against cultural heritage as a meaningful and symbolic action from the 

perpetrators’ and instigators’ point of view. This will, furthermore, be done through a 

hermeneutical focus, where the intentions and contexts of the perpetrators will be central. 

Another research gap I have identified is the lack of theoretical grounding in much of 

the historical research on the occupation of Galicia. Whilst the more empirically based 

research on the subjects do grant us with a good understanding of the events, it nonetheless 

ought to be complemented by a theoretical lens. This is also somewhat true for the research on 

violence against cultural heritage, wherefore this study will fill research gaps by including a 

theoretical definition and understanding of ‘violence’, as well as theoretical presumption of 

language as an integral part of cultural heritage. These two aspects constitute two final, but 

rather glaring, gaps in the existent literature. The previous research on violence against 

cultural heritage is absent from the perspective of the essential relationship between culture, 

identity and language. Moreover, looking at the destruction and targeting of various cultural 

 
4 See for example Duclos Nathalie, “Joining the Kosovo Liberation Army: A continuist, process-based analysis”, 

Violence: An International Journal, (2020, 1(1), 21–39); Hedlund Anna, Hutu Rebels: Exile Warriors in the 

Eastern Congo, (University of Pennsylvania Press, 2020); Savelyeva Natalia & Erpyleva Svetlana, ”Why Fight? 

The Combatant Careers of the Anti-Kyiv Fighters in the Donbas War”, Sociological Forum, (2023, 38(4), 1149 – 

1571) 
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property and heritage, the research on the subject fails to define violence, the act itself that is 

conducted against the cultural heritage.  

To summarise the research problem, I have identified four main research gaps: a 

scarcity of historicity in research on violence against cultural heritage; a lack of perpetrator-

based perspectives; a deficiency of theoretical grounding in the research on the occupation of 

Galicia; the absence of theoretical definitions of violence and understanding of language as a 

part of cultural heritage. 

The purpose of my study, then, is to investigate underlying nationalistic ideas and 

views behind Russian violence against Ukrainian cultural heritage. This will be done by 

specifically analysing the case of East Galicia, i.e. the Russian occupation and Russification 

attempts of this region, mainly in 1914 to 1915. My study therefore aims to deepen our 

understanding of both violence against cultural heritage and the chosen case. I will, moreover, 

base my analysis on the point of view of the perpetrators. By focusing on the actors actually 

conducting the violence, our understanding of the reasonings and motivations behind it will 

increase.  

The study will be conducted through a theoretical framework intended to provide the 

study with the necessary tools to investigate what others have not. This framework will be 

built on the foundation of existing theory on nationalism, cultural heritage and violence. 

Furthermore, this study is conducted with the perspective that the Russification in Galicia 

explicitly constituted Russian violence against Ukrainian cultural heritage. This will be shown 

throughout the study, in large part through the theoretical framework. Also, whilst it is not 

necessarily part of the study’s purpose and research questions, the study’s findings and 

conclusion will clearly show this fact. In order to fulfil the study aims, the following research 

questions will be discussed and answered throughout the study: 

- What were the underlying context and motives for Russification in East Galicia? 

- Why was Russification deemed necessary? 

- How was violence against Ukrainian cultural heritage justified? 

Historical Background 

This chapter of the study will provide the study’s historical background and context. As such, 

it will deal mostly with the occupation of Galicia and the Russification policies. It will also 

briefly describe the nature of Russian nationalism at the time of the outbreak of the world war, 

specifically regarding its relation to the question of Ukraine. 
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Nationalistic context 

By the beginning of the 20th century, the land of what is now Ukraine was deeply important to 

Russian nationalism. Historiographically, Russians viewed the Medieval Kingdom of Kyiv to 

be the origins of the Russian state. Hence, Kyiv was regarded as the “cradle of Russian 

glory”, and any land once belonging to this realm was considered to be inherently Russian.5 

Moreover, around this time, Russian national consciousness, characterised by ethno-

nationalism, had grown as an ideology in Russia and was now a feature in the Russian 

government.6  A part of this nationalism was the idea of the tripartite Russian nation, where all 

Orthodox Eastern Slavs were considered Russian. Ukrainians were thus a Russian tribe – 

there existed nothing separately Ukrainian.7 

The same was true for the language, considered to be but a dialect, or even a corrupt 

version of Russian.8 Any deviation from this nationalistic view was deemed dangerous and 

the Russian government implemented restrictions against the Ukrainian language throughout 

the latter 19th century, and expressions of a separate Ukrainian identity could lead to 

repression.9 The claim on Ukraine and Kyiv was, ergo, extremely important to this 

nationalistic sense of Russian identity, that now had taken root in much of its upper levels of 

society. 

 
5 Finkel Eugene, Intent to Destroy: Russia’s Two-Hundred-Year Quest to Dominate Ukraine, (Basic Books, 

2024), p. 36 – 37  
6 Andriewsky Olga, The Russian-Ukrainian Discourse and the Failure of the “Little Russian Solution,” 1782 – 

1917, In Kappeler Andreas, Kohut Zenon E., Sysyn Frank E. & Hagen Mark von (editors), Culture, Nation and 

Identity: The Ukrainian-Russian Encounter, 1600 – 1945, (Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies Press, 2003, 

182 – 214), p. 208 – 209; Bakhturina A Yu, Politika Rossiyskoy Imperii v Vostochnoy Galitsii v gody Pervoy 

Mirovoy Voyny, (Moscow: AIRO-XX, 2000), p. 93; Bushkovitch Paul, What is Russia? Russian National Identity 

and the State, 1500 – 1917, In Kappeler Andreas, Kohut Zenon E., Sysyn Frank E. & Hagen Mark von (editors), 

Culture, Nation and Identity: The Ukrainian-Russian Encounter, 1600 – 1945, (Canadian Institute of Ukrainian 

Studies Press, 2003, 144 – 161), p. 157; Kappeler Andreas, ‘Mazepintsy’, ‘Malorossy’, ‘Khokly’: Ukrainians in 

the Ethnic Hierarchy of the Russian Empire, In Kappeler Andreas, Kohut Zenon E., Sysyn Frank E. & Hagen 

Mark von (editors), Culture, Nation and Identity: The Ukrainian-Russian Encounter, 1600 – 1945, (Canadian 

Institute of Ukrainian Studies Press, 2003, 162 – 181), p. 169, 172 – 175 
7 Andriewsky, 2003, p. 213; Finkel, 2024 p. 40; Kappeler, 2003, p. 172 – 173, 177; Miller Alexei, The Ukrainian 

Question: The Russian Empire and Nationalism, (Central European University Press, 2003), p. 26; Worobec 

Christine D., Conceptual Observations on the Russian and Ukrainian Peasantries, In Kappeler Andreas, Kohut 

Zenon E., Sysyn Frank E. & Hagen Mark von (editors), Culture, Nation and Identity: The Ukrainian-Russian 

Encounter, 1600 – 1945, (Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies Press, 2003, 256 – 276),  p. 260 
8 Bushkovitch, 2003, p. 156; Kappeler, 2003, p. 172 – 175;Worobec, 2003, p. 260 
9 Andriewsky, 2003, p. 208 – 213; Finkel, 2024, p. 41 – 42, 46 – 47; Miller, 2003, p. 27 – 28; Miller Alexei, The 

Romanov Empire and Nationalism: Essays in the Methodology of Historical Research (English ed.), (Central 

European University Press, 2008), p. 76  
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Occupations of Galicia and L’viv 

With these views in mind, the question of Galicia, specifically East Galicia, was very relevant 

at the outbreak of the Great War. In 1914 the Crownland of Galicia was an Austro-Hungarian 

province. It was inhabited by a diverse demography, where Ruthenians/Ukrainians10 

constituted the majority of the agrarian population and the general majority of specifically 

eastern Galicia (where L’viv, the provincial capital was situated), consisting of around 60% in 

1910.11 In L’viv, the population in 1914 was about 18% Greek-Catholic (with a majority of 

two-thirds being Ruthenian).12 

Luckily for Russia, their army relished in success in the war’s beginning, capturing 

L’viv on the 3rd of September (21st of August Old Style)13, and soon controlling most of 

Galicia. A military general governorship of Galicia was quickly established and was headed 

by Georgiy Bobrinskiy. East Galicia was de facto incorporated into the Empire. 

Upon capturing L’viv and the province, the Russian regime switched the time to St. 

Petersburg-time, introduced the Julian calendar and instituted Russian as the official language. 

The judicial system was also Russified.14 The Russian language was also implemented in 

schools, as well as Russian history, geography and literature. Through these measures and 

others, the implementation of ‘Russianness’ was part of the occupation policy.  

Another aspect of the Russification was the active attacks against Ukrainian culture. 

The Ukrainian language was specifically targeted through restrictions. The publication of 

newspapers in the Ukrainian language was prohibited. Newspapers in general were forbidden 

from using the term ruskiy (Ruthenian) to refer to Galician Ukrainians and had to use the term 

rossiyskiy (Russian). Ukrainian bookstores were also closed down and any book published in 

Russian or Ukrainian outside of Russia had to be removed and became forbidden to sell.15 

 
10 “Ruthenian was the official term used to refer to the Ukrainian-speaking population of the Habsburg Empire. 

Ruthenian is a translation of the terms rusyn (nomen: the Ruthenian) and rus’kyj (adjective: Ruthenian). In the 

1890s the Ruthenian national movement started to use the term Ukrainian, initially in the composite form 

“Ruthenian-Ukrainian” and later as a stand-alone term. The new name emphasized the commonality of the 

Ruthenians with the Ukrainian-speaking population in the western provinces of the Russian Empire.” (Mick 

Christoph, Lemberg, Lwów, L’viv, 1914 – 1947: Violence and Ethnicity in a Contested City, (Purdue University 

Press, 2016), p. 11). In this study, I will use the term ‘Ruthenian’, unless the context demands otherwise. 

Moreover, quotations will obviously use the term used by the cited party. 
11 Mick, 2016, p. 11 
12 Ibid., p. 1, 5 
13 During the Great War the Russian Empire still used the Julian calendar (the old style), instead of the Gregorian 

calendar used by the majority of Europe. 
14 Bakhturina, 2000, p. 59, 84; Finkel, 2024, p. 61 – 62, 68 – 70; Mick, 2016, p. 27, 29; Hagen Mark von, War in 

a European Borderland: Occupation Plans in Galicia and Ukraine, 1914-1918, (University of Washington 

Press, 2007), p. 19 – 21, 23, 25 – 26, 32 – 33 
15 Bakhturina, 2000, p. 95 – 96; Finkel, 2024 p. 70; Mick, 2016, p. 36  
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Ukrainian journalists and artists were arrested or exiled deep into Russia, and 

thousands of Ukrainian political, religious and cultural leaders experienced the same fate. On 

a more institutional level Ukrainian libraries, cooperatives and institutions were also closed 

down.16 The Russian occupation regime also had the aim of Russification through religion. 

They wished to convert the Ruthenian Greek-Catholics, or Uniates, to the Russian Orthodox 

faith, and would also replace local clergy with Orthodox clergy. Uniate clergies, including the 

Metropolite Andrei Sheptits’kyi, were arrested, with many being deported to interior Russia.17  

During the summer of 1915 the Russians lost control of Galicia, which was 

reconquered by the Central Powers. They would occupy parts of it again, however, due to the 

success of the Brusilov offensive in June 1916.18 Due to various backlash and problems 

experienced during the first occupation, the Russians tried to tone down nationalistic 

expressions and Russification policies. The nationalistic sentiments and ideals were, 

nonetheless, a feature of the occupation.19 Parts of Galicia were continuously controlled by 

Russia through the revolutions of 1917 until it later was occupied by Germany in 1918.20 

The Ukrainian point of view 

Ruthenians considering themselves to be Ukrainians and who were a part of the Ukrainian 

movement viewed the occupation and its policies as an attack on the Ukrainian nation. The 

religious policies were also viewed as an explicit attack.21 In the wake of the Brusilov 

offensive, some Ukrainian politicians pleaded with Russian authorities to be more liberal in 

their approach to the Ukrainian question. However, soon after the invasion, another group of 

Ukrainians would denounce Russia for its behaviour in the second occupation, accusing them 

of fighting a battle with the Ukrainian movement.22 

Accordingly, it is important to note that the Russification in Galicia differed from 

other Russification undertaken by the Empire. Russian opposition to Ukrainian nationalism 

was a struggle directly linked to Russian identity, whilst Russification in other areas, not 

viewed as Russian, were more a means to imperial unity and control of politically nationalist 

 
16 Finkel, 2024, p. 70; Mick, 2016, p. 30, 45 – 46; von Hagen, 2007, p. 33 
17 Bakhturina, 2000, p. 142 – 181; Finkel, 2024, p. 71 – 73; Mick, 2016, p. 47; von Hagen, 2007, p. 39, 41 
18 von Hagen, 2007, p. 72 
19 Ibid., p. 72 – 79  
20 Ibid., p. 79 – 87  
21 Ibid., p. 45, 56 
22 Ibid., p. 72 
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sentiments. There thus existed a difference between Russification in “truly Russian lands” 

and, say, Finland or the Baltics.23  

Previous research 

This chapter will detail and discuss existent research on the study’s subjects. It will begin with 

an overview of research pertaining to violence against cultural heritage during war, including 

a discussion on the research of language as an essential aspect of cultural heritage. I will then 

discuss the literature specifically dealing with the occupation of L’viv and Galicia during the 

Great War.  

Cultural Heritage during War 

The researchers of this field, in broad consensus, generally attribute violence against cultural 

heritage to intentional designs with symbolic motivations. Robert Bevan argues that 

destruction of specifically architecture in war has always been synonymous with the 

destruction of cultural artefacts.24 Architecture in this case thus gains a totemic quality; “…it 

represents to its enemies the presence of a community marked for erasure.”25 Hence, the 

destruction is done with the goal of ethnic cleansing, genocide or the rewriting of history: 

“History was not being made as much as revised”.26 The active and intentional destruction 

signifies the erasure of memories, history and identity. He calls this enforced forgetting.27  

One can, moreover, view the violence against cultural heritage as attacks against the 

local population explicitly.28 This is put forward by Helga Turku, who identifies attacks on 

cultural property not simply as attacks on the physical representation of the culture itself, but 

attacks on people, identities, nations and states.29 She also describes it as a threat to collective 

memories and cultural identities.30 

A consensus in the research seems to be the link between destroying cultural objects 

with the targeting of national groups, nations and states. Benjamin Isakhan identifies the 

 
23 Miller, 2003, p. 29; Kappeler, p. 176 – 177  
24 Bevan Robert, The Destruction of Memory: Architecture at War, (Reaktion Books Ltd, 2006), p. 7 – 8  
25 Ibid., p. 8 
26 Ibid., p. 32 
27 Ibid., p. 8 
28 Ibid., p. 12 – 13  
29 Turku Helga, The Destruction of Cultural Property as a Weapon of War: ISIS in Syria and Iraq, (Palgrave 

Macmillan, 2018), p. 4 
30 Ibid., p. 10 – 12  
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destruction of religious sites with the erasure of heritage and attacking symbols of state.31 

Galen Tsongas identifies the destruction of cultural artifacts (specifically iconoclasm in his 

study) with utopian visions and the desire to fulfil them. The utopian vision is, according to 

him, an essential part of the causality of cultural destruction.32 When a utopian vision is 

actively trying to be asserted, any sort of cultural heritage in opposition to this is destroyed.33 

Furthermore, the destruction then extends to the power structures and identities represented in 

these objects.34  

Much of the previous research, then, seems to view violence against cultural heritage 

as a sort of conflict between opposing identities, or the erasure of an undesirable identity. This 

is one of the reasons why I believe, in the context of this present study, that nationalism is an 

appropriate lens through which to investigate the phenomenon. Whilst not in a majority, some 

research also focuses more specifically on nationalism, such as Sigrid van der Auwera’s.35 She 

concludes that contemporary wars have a strong connection to the intentional destruction of 

cultural property and links this consequently to nationalism and identity-based factors.36 To 

expand, she discusses the link between identity and cultural property; since an understanding 

of the past helps to place oneself in the present, the “imagined past” is essential for national 

movements and identity.37 Cultural property tied to the identity of the ‘other’ is then targeted 

in order to directly affect them.38 The destruction is furthermore linked to territorialisation, 

where people and thus violence naturally become connected to a historicised homeland.39 

Finding other research to be only grounded in specific cases, Johan Brosché et al 

aimed to develop a common conceptual framework.40 They thus developed a typology, “the 

four clusters of motivation”, which are direct conflict goals, military-strategic considerations, 

reasons of signalling commitment and economic.41 The authors’ finds are interesting in that 

they might constitute a theoretical framework in case studies and propose other reasonings 

 
31 Isakhan Benjamin, “How to Interpret ISIS’s Heritage Destruction”, (Current History, 117(803), 2018, 344-

349), p. 346 
32 Tsongas Galen, “Iconoclasm: ISIS and Cultural Destruction”, (Global Societies Journal, 6(1), 2018, 14 – 28), 

p. 15 
33 Ibid., p. 15, 21 
34 Ibid., p. 22 
35 Auwera Sigrid van der, “Contemporary Conflict, Nationalism and the Destruction of Cultural Property during 

Armed Conflict: A Theoretical Framework”, (Journal of Conflict Archaeology, 7(1), 2012, 49 – 65)   
36 Ibid., p. 53 
37 Ibid., p. 54 – 55  
38 Ibid., p. 56  
39 Ibid., p. 57       
40 40 Brosché Johan, Legnér Mattias, Kreutz Joakim & Ijla Akram, ”Heritage under attack: motives for targeting 

cultural property during armed conflict, (International Journal of Heritage Sites, 23(3), 2017, 248 – 260), p. 249 
41 Brosché et al., 2017, p. 256 



9 

 

besides the existent focus on identity. Nonetheless, I find their conclusions too focused on 

material culture. 

Indeed, the repeated focus on tangible culture (i.e. the scarcity of focus on intangible 

culture) is something I find to be a deficit of the research field. For example, as argued by 

Dacia Viejo-Rose and Marie Louise Stig Sørensen, without fully comprehending the 

intangible dimensions of physical heritage sites, as well as the material manifestations of the 

intangible, the relation between cultural property and war will not be understood.42 For more 

than often, cultural property, or heritage, is targeted because of the values attached to it – the 

values are intangible, but without the tangible and physical forms it cannot be targeted.43 This 

is unfulfilling, as I believe this research gap leaves many questions and aspects unexplored, 

which in turn stuns our understanding. Specifically, I wish to give more attention to the 

problem of language and other forms of violence.  

Moreover, the research, though containing many interesting results and nuanced 

theories still seems to lack an important aspect. Notwithstanding that the aim of the afore-

described research is to understand specifically why a perpetrator would commit violence 

against cultural heritage, the research is mostly deductive. None of the research here covered 

explicitly aims to base their investigation or analysis on the specific point of view of the 

perpetrators.  

Language as an integral and significant part of Cultural Heritage 

As I have already stated, the aspect of language is quite absent within research on attacks on 

cultural heritage. However, by referring to other research, we can clearly determine that 

language indeed does equal to cultural heritage, and that it is something concluded by other 

scholars.  

Ricks Smeets, for example, regards language as a “vehicle”, and thus part, of 

intangible cultural heritage.44 He further stresses the crucial role that language plays in 

identity.45 He argues that this is partly due to the fact that it is the medium of communication 

and co-operation within communities, as well as the medium through which intangible culture 

 
42 Viejo-Rose Dacia & Stig Sørensen Marie Louise, Cultural Heritage and Armed Conflict: New Questions for 

an Old Relationship, in Waterton Emma & Watson Steve (editors), The Palgrave Handbook of Contemporary 

Heritage Research, (Palgrave Macmillan UK, 2015, 281 – 296), p. 293  
43 Ibid.  
44 Smeets Rieks, ”Language as a Vehicle of the Intangible Cultural Heritage”, (Museum International, 56(1 – 2). 

2004, 156 – 165), p. 156 
45 Ibid., p. 157 
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is generationally transmitted.46 Regarding this, Smeets is in agreement with other scholars, 

such as Bruno de Witte. As written by him, language is not exclusively a medium of 

communication as it “…also expresses the speaker’s cultural identity, as well as the cultural 

heritage developed by all previous users of that language.”47  

Consequently, language is not just in itself a part of cultural heritage but also a 

medium through which other aspects of intangible culture can be expressed.48 Furthermore, as 

expressed by D. Isamutdinova, language is also grounded in the culture: “Language is closely 

intertwined with culture because it is based on culture, develops within it, and expresses it in 

communication”.49 Furthermore, language and culture function as “”intergenerational” 

translation, the transmission of patterns, behaviors [sic], values, ideas. Culture and language 

are indispensable ‘carriers of tradition’.”50 

As the research here has shown, the intangible aspect of language is integral to 

cultural heritage. It has been shown to not only be a part of it, but indeed essential as a vessel 

through which it transmits through generations. Because of this, as well as the lack of this 

aspect in other research, as described in the previous subchapter, I will include language as an 

integral part of cultural heritage in this study.  

Research on the occupation of L’viv and Galicia 

This overview contains literature in both English and Russian. They are all included as they 

all together create a picture of the research available in the general academic sphere. Some 

English-language and Russian studies also interconnect with each other, containing cross-

references to each other. However, despite this the two “fields” are generally isolated from 

each other. Thus the ‘Western-Russian-divide’ in this subchapter. It is moreover, from reading 

the various authors, rather clear that they also differ in historiographical tradition. 51 To begin, 

 
46 Ibid., p. 161 
47 Witte Bruno de, Language as Cultural Heritage, in Francioni Francesco & Vrdoljak Ana Filipa (ed.), The 

Oxford Handbook of International Cultural Heritage Law, (Oxford University Press, 2020, 371 – 378), p. 371, 

my emphasis  
48 Ibid. 
49 Isamutdinova D., ”Language as a Cultural Heritage”, (Ekonomika i sotsium, 119(1), 2024, 175 – 179), p. 175 
50 Ibid., p. 176 
51 Regarding some Russian literature there is a factor that I deem important to mention. Some of the Russian 

studies included contain problematic elements that I have noticed during my research. Interestingly, they are of a 

somewhat nationalistic nature and exhibit a somewhat misrepresentative pro-Russian historiography. This 

includes, for example, overemphasizing war crimes against Ruthenians and Russophiles and scarcely mentioning 

Russian war crimes. This does of not wholly preclude the inclusion of these studies. They still contain interesting 

insights and still form a part of the academic dialogue on the subject. It is, however, an important aspect to keep 

in mind.    
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I will give a research overview of some Western research, including a Ukrainian author. I will 

then describe research originating from Russian authors. 

Western Research 

Whilst most of the Western research links the occupation to nationalistic ideas, the 

majority excludes the mention of a historical continuity of the Russians’ attitude and 

behaviour towards Ukraine. Only Eugene Finkel distinctly connects the Russian occupation 

with a historical continuity of Russian claims over Ukraine. He also concretely connects the 

occupation to Russian nationalism and its determination to therefore destroy Ukrainian 

culture.52  

He is somewhat in agreement with this study’s claims, in that he views the 

occupation’s Russification policies as attempts of attacking Ukrainian culture and replacing it 

with Russian; he states for example that “Russian authorities made no secret of the new ethnic 

and political hierarchy they planned to introduce.”53 However, despite Finkel’s approach of 

historical continuity, this still leaves the research gap proposed above regarding a deeper 

theoretical analysis. Whilst he in many cases mentions attacks against Ukrainian culture,54 he 

still fails to concretely connect with available research on violence against cultural heritage. 

That is partly why I choose such an approach for my specific case. 

Whilst recognising the nationalistic character of the occupation, the previous research 

in general is more focused on empirics and describing events, rather than explaining them. 

Another scholar, Christoph Mick, whilst revealing that the occupational regime made it clear 

that L’viv, always having been part of ‘original Russia’, was to be made a part of the Russian 

Empire, mostly shows this through the actions of the Russians, rather than the underlying 

motivations and reasonings.55 Mick thus actually makes it clear that Russians indeed had 

nationalistic ideas and motives behind the occupation and its policies.56 However, like Finkel, 

Mick does not incorporate theory and discussions on cultural heritage and violence against it. 

Mick’s account of the occupation, whilst empirically being very enlightening, still leaves a 

research gap open regarding a deeper understanding of how nationalism and identity give 

 
52 Finkel, 2024, p. 54 
53 Finkel, 2024, p. 62, my emphasis 
54 Finkel’s book focuses on a two-centuries long Russian attempt at dominating Ukraine, featuring many 

episodes in history of such examples. 
55 Mick, 2016, p. 27 – 34 
56 Ibid., p. 27, 29, 45 – 57; He writes, as an example, that Russian governmental actors viewed the Greek-

Catholic Uniate Church “…primarily as a stronghold of Ukrainian nationalism standing in the way of a 

Russification of the conquered territories” (my emphasis)  
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purpose and meaning to violent Russification. This is why I aim to complement these studies; 

the what and even how is well researched, but the why is not as developed. 

This trend continues with Mark von Hagen, a scholar who has designated much focus 

on the occupation of Galicia. He portrays a relation of the Great War and the occupation of 

Galicia with ethnicity and ethnic relations.57 von Hagen is also able to rather clearly connect 

the occupation policies to nationalistic trends and a certain anti-Ukrainian historiography, 

identifying the paramount aim of the occupation to unify ‘Galician Rus’ with the Empire.58 He 

describes how Galicia was integrated into the Russian Empire’s administrative framework as 

well as how the occupying regime targeted the Ukrainian language.59 He also details how the 

policies regarding religion were especially alienating toward Ukrainians and showed a lack of 

unity between ministers and policy makers on the top and the occupiers actually directing 

policy on the ground.60 He therefore, whilst still providing excellent empirics, also touches 

upon the nationalistic reasonings behind the occupation, but does not delve into them deeper.  

Where von Hagen’s research is lacking is again in defining and identifying violence 

against cultural heritage as inherently symbolic in its context. We are still left with a research 

gap of thoroughly investigating Russian views through a nationality-based framework.  

Russian research 

Whilst usually having a different purpose to their research, the Russian scholars still recognise 

the occupation in the same way as in the West, describing it similarly. Iulia Zherdava et al. 

observe the existence of an effort and intention from the side of the Russian Empire to 

influence the nationalistic movements occurring in Galicia before the war, aiming to give it a 

Russophile orientation. They mean that this was in order to make a prospected integration of 

the province into the Russian Empire easier.61 This is an important point as it implies an 

already existing desire and premeditation, adding context to the research. Zherdava et al. 

additionally make a point of the fact that, upon conquest of the region, the integration was 

desired to be immediate, notwithstanding the still ongoing war.62 The nationalistic motivations 

and nature of the case is thus touched upon, if not fully developed. This is a trend throughout 

the majority of the Russian research as well. 

 
57 Hagen Mark von, The Great War and the Mobilization of Ethnicity in the Russian Empire, in Rubin, Barnet R. 

& Snyder Jack, Post-Soviet Political Order: Conflict and State-Building, (Routledge, 1998, 32 – 53) 
58 von Hagen, 1998, p. 37, 41; von Hagen, 2007, p. 20, 32 – 33  
59 von Hagen 2007, p. 24 – 28  
60 von Hagen 2007, p. 37 – 42 
61 Zherdeva Yulia A., Sumburova Elena I. & Cherkasova Margarita V., “Perception of Russian Politics in Galicia 

in Diaries and Memoirs of World War I Participants”, (Nauchnyy dialog, 8, 2021, 307 – 322, in Russ.), p. 309 
62 Ibid. 
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D. Stogov, for example, conducted a study on the views of the Russian right-wing-

conservative press during the beginning stages of the first world war. Accordingly, he does 

provide some insight into some of the nationalistic views that pervaded parts of Russian 

society. Amongst other things, he recounts how a trend among the press was to historically 

connect the region of Galicia to the Kyivan Rus’ and that some papers by these means 

legitimised and encouraged the ‘retaking’ of these lands.63 Besides this, Stogov also describes 

how practically all the press under his research spread the idea of a pan-Russian nation that 

included Galicia.64 Indeed, its capture was seen as a historical justice, and a completion of the 

prolonged process of reunion of Russian lands under the Tsar.65 Consequently, the occupied 

territory was viewed as a part of the Empire, and the task of bringing the Ruthenians and the 

rest of the Russian people together was viewed as necessary.66 The nationalism thus comes up 

quite clearly in the research, despite not being completely analysed on its own as a focal 

factor. 

Another author, V. Savchenko, explains that despite Russian soldiers in Galicia being 

directed to treat the local population humanely, this did not extend to Ukrainian political 

movements. Instead, a specific section of the order, labelled The Ukrainian Separatist 

Movement (Ukrainskoe separatistskoe dvizhenie), marked this ‘movement’ as artificially 

created by the Austrians in order to combat Russianness.67 Savchenko hence also create a link 

in his text between the actions and policies of Russia with nationalistic trends. In accordance 

with other authors, Savchenko also relates how the region was viewed as Russian, and that it 

was natural that it should be within the Russian Empire’s border.68 The facts of nationalism 

are thus, again mentioned. A theoretical analysis is nonetheless lacking, wherefore this study 

aims to complement this. 

One of the most detailed and exhaustive studies done on the Russian occupation of 

Galicia is done by Aleksandra Bakhturina. Whilst being in accordance with the other authors 

of larger studies, Bakhturina not only enhances the field with her detail and specific focus on 

concretely the Russian occupation of Galicia beginning in 1914. Her findings also disclaim 

and counter claims from other Russian authors. Savchenko, for example, gives the impression 

that the religious aspects of Russification (the assimilation of Greek-Catholic Uniates into the 

 
63 Stogov D. I., ”Russkaya Pravokonservativnaya Periodicheskaya pPchat’ Nachal’nogo Etapa Pervoy Mirovoy 

Voyny o Rusinakh”, (Rusin, 69, 2022, 130 – 145), p. 133 – 134  
64 Ibid., p. 134 
65 Ibid. 
66 Ibid., p. 142 
67 Savchenko V. N., ”Vostochnaya Galitsia v 1914 – 1915 godakh (Natsional’na-politicheskaya Situatsiya i 

Politika Rossiyskoy Administratsiy)”, (Otechestvennaya Istoriya, 5, 2002, 76 – 89), p. 77 
68 Ibid., p. 79 
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Russian Orthodox faith) were successful, referring to “voluntary mass conversions”.69 

According to Bakhturina, however, that is simply not true.70 

Bakhturina, for our purposes, also dedicates attention to the question of Russian 

nationalists and their views and influence on Russian politics in Galicia. She discusses and 

explains the views and actions of key figures such as Count Vladimir Bobrinskiy (relative to 

General-Governor Bobrinskiy), who was of the opinion that the Russian movement in Galicia 

and Bukovina was essential to Russian self-defence, partly in order to inhibit ‘Ukrainization’ 

of “our Little Russia”.71  She moreover describes the formation of the Galician-Russian 

Benevolent Society (GRBS from here on), and explains their role in how matters would 

eventually progress in Galicia.72  

Bakhturina very clearly makes a correlation between nationalistic movements in high 

Russian society with the Russification policies in Galicia. She describes how figures involved 

in nationalistic and Russophile circles and the GRBS influenced decision making in the 

occupation regime.73 However, despite her clearly showing how Russification was backed by 

Russian nationalistic tendencies, she does not fully expand on any analysis of this. 

Bakhturina’s discussions and descriptions are very ‘matter-of-factly’, leaving much potential 

analytical understanding on the table. So, whilst her work greatly adds to our knowledge of 

events as they unfolded, the lack of theory nevertheless equals to a lack of deeper 

comprehension of the phenomena in question.  

Research on the occupation – concluding thoughts 

Both the Western and Russian research from this overview leaves us with the same 

conclusion. The research on the occupation and the Russification policies have done much 

work on the what and how of the case but leaves much to be desired on the why. We have also 

seen a difference between the research between the two fields. The western research, in 

general, seem to favour focusing on the occupation and Russification at large, having no 

problem as well in mentioning Russian deeds negatively (whilst still refraining from a 

normative tone – with the exception of Finkel). The Russian research is more nuanced in this 

regard. Some research, like Stogov and Savchenko, barely give any negative connotations 

regarding the Russian side, whilst others will be more problematising. The discussions of 

 
69 Savchenko, 2002, p. 80 
70 Bakhturina, 200, p. 175, 180 – 181  
71 Ibid., p. 41 – 42  
72 Ibid., p. 42 
73 Ibid., p. 93 
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nationalism and its motivations are there but are surface-level. There are no major theoretical 

definitions or discussions contributing to a more comprehensive understanding of the case and 

phenomenon. This is the research gap where I aim to contribute. 

Theoretical Frameworks 

Due to the study’s various theoretical aspects, my aim here is to as orderly as possible provide 

the theoretical definitions and frameworks that this study implements. The major theoretical 

definitions of this study are the nation, cultural heritage and violence. In this chapter I will 

therefore present theoretical frameworks regarding all these, as well as necessary 

complements. Regarding cultural heritage, for example, I include theory explaining the 

importance of language. Concerning theory on why violence is perpetrated against cultural 

heritage I also include the theory of utopias put forward by Galen Tsongas, as described in the 

previous chapter.   

Centring the framework on nationalism, cultural heritage and its destruction during 

war, language (as cultural heritage) and violence, the various theories will first be explained 

and then ‘puzzled’ together in an operationalisation, so as not be too disordered. Theory on 

nationalism will be based on Anderson’s Imagined Communities. I will then build upon this 

foundation with theory on violence, based mainly on Anton Blok and complemented by 

Hannah Arendt. The framework will then discuss cultural heritage, which will be 

complemented by some works that discuss language as an important part of cultural heritage. 

Nationalism  

Defining the nation 

Anderson opines that nationalism should not be regarded as an ideology ‘with a big N’, but 

rather in the same sphere as kinship and religion. He therefore defines the nation specifically 

as “…an imagined political community – and imagined as both inherently limited and 

sovereign.”74 By imagined Anderson means that the community of the nation is envisioned 

and thus created in the minds of its members.75 This does not in any way take away from its 

actuality. It simply points to its nature as a social construct. Still, the nation is limited, due to 

 
74 Anderson Benedict, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism, (Verso, 

2016), p. 5 – 6  
75 Ibid. 
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its finite borders, across which there lie other nations.76 The nation is considered sovereign, as 

the sovereign state, nationally united, was becoming the legitimising feature of a state.77 

Lastly, the nation is imagined as specifically a community due to its being perceived as a 

horizontal comradeship and fraternity.78 Relating this though process to the historical 

background, we can understand that the perceived Russianness of Galicia equalled a desire to 

incorporate it into the Russian Empire, so as to not have the community be divided. 

Anderson views nationalism as a social and political frame of reference. Nationalism 

thus replaced previous frames of reference (‘the religious community’ and ‘the dynastic 

ream’) through a gradual process.79 In the case of Russia, this can be related to the growing 

prevalence of nationalistic thought within the government and high society. Nationalism is 

also defined by the European view of time as circular and simultaneous being replaced by a 

more linear, homogenous time, more strictly measured through clock and calendar. This also 

included the idea of the nation “moving steadily down (or up) history”, suggesting a sort of 

deterministic view.80  

This process gave ground to the emergence of what Anderson terms print languages. 

By this Anderson means a language mechanically produced through an ‘assembly’ of related 

vernaculars (e.g. dialects).81 This, in turn, led to the development of languages-of-power, 

which were administrative languages of a higher status than other dialects. Examples include 

High German and the King’s English.82 Print languages are essential to Anderson’s theory, as 

they in various ways laid the foundation for national consciousness. Anderson continues by 

describing how language eventually developed to be considered the personal property of 

specific groups – national groups.83 Ultimately, around the mid-19th century vernaculars were 

used by dynasties as languages-of-state and monarchies began to veer towards national 

identification, such as, for our purposes, the Russian Romanovs beginning to identify as Great 

Russian.84  

 
76 Anderson, 2016, p. 7 
77 Ibid., p. 7 
78 Ibid. 
79 Ibid., p. 12 – 15,19 – 22, 36 – 43, 46 
80 Ibid., p. 22 – 26, 36 
81 Ibid., p. 44 
82 Ibid., p. 45 
83 Ibid., p. 84 
84 Ibid., p. 85 
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Official nationalism 

Very relevant to this study is what Anderson describes as ‘official nationalisms’85 of which he 

describes the Russian as well as Tsarist Russification policies as an example.86 Anderson 

defines ‘official nationalism’ as the “willed merger of nation and dynastic empire”.87 This 

definition will be used in this study. As already hinted at, (Russian) official nationalism is 

shown in practical terms through Russification measures throughout the empire, of 

“combining naturalization [sic] with retention of dynastic power… stretching the short, tight, 

skin of the nation over the gigantic body of the empire.”88 Russification, then, is not simply a 

dynastic policy, but also included the mobilisation of Great Russian nationalism within the 

government.89 

A definition of violence 

Writing about violence, Blok states that it is rarely “’meaningless’ or ‘senseless’… [this 

assumption] is a misnomer, produced by divorcing violence from its context…”.90 Instead, 

violence always makes sense from the point of view of the perpetrators. Blok suggests that 

violence instead be understood as “a historically developed cultural form of meaningful 

action”.91 Violence is constituted by symbolic meaning and is expressive.92 In other words, 

notwithstanding that violence may be practised to attain certain ends, it is still impossible to 

fully comprehend it from solely this angle.93 Violence can, for example, be connected to the 

transitioning of boundaries (such as life and death), ritual and the purification from 

“pollution”.94  

When analysing violence, we need to identify and decipher the statements that it 

makes in its perpetration.95 Again, one of the most important points than Blok repeatedly 

makes is the importance of context to understand violence. Context, time and place, the nature 

of events, specificity and circumstantiality are essential to grasp the meaning behind violence. 

Without this, our potential of comprehension and discernment will be genuinely frustrated.96 

 
85 A term that he himself borrows from another scholar, Seton-Watson – see Anderson, 2016, p. 86 
86 Anderson, 2016, p. 86 
87 Ibid., p. 86 
88 Ibid., p. 86 – 88  
89 Ibid., p. 88 
90 Blok, 2001, p. 9, my emphasis 
91 Ibid., p. 104, 113 
92 Ibid., p. 107 – 108  
93 Ibid. 
94 Ibid., p. 110 
95 Ibid., p. 111 
96 Ibid., p. 109, 104 – 105  
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For our purposes we already have a context – Russian nationalism and its view on Ukraine, 

and the Great War. It was in this context that violence was perpetrated, and it was through this 

context that it was understood and interpreted. The general context of nationalism and cultural 

heritage gives substance to the violence (or rather, the understanding of it). 

Whilst Blok gives us a great theoretical foundation for violence, it still does not 

concretely define what it is more practically. Such an understanding is essential for this study 

to show that the Russification can be seen as violence, which is why I will complement with 

Arendt’s understanding of violence. She defines violence by its instrumental character, being 

the means to an end.97 Arendt also claims that violence “always stands in need of guidance 

and justification through the end it pursues”,98 which further validates the use of this theory in 

this study, considering that it is the motivations behind violence being investigated. Through 

this lens, Russification policies used to fulfil nationalistic aims can be viewed as a sort of 

violence. We can therefore identify acts of violence in more instances than intentional 

physical harm to another. We can, for example, identify it in arrests and deportations, and 

even more ‘abstract’ actions, such as banning publications in Ukrainian.   

Cultural Heritage 

Throughout the literature the definition for cultural heritage varies, and the definitions tend to 

focus on different aspects of culture. The term itself can vary, but in this study, I will use the 

term cultural heritage. The study’s definition will be based on Mattias Legnér, who 

distinguishes between cultural property and heritage. Cultural property pertains to physical 

objects that can be tied to ownership and jurisdiction, such as art, architectural sites and 

artifacts and certain buildings.99 Cultural heritage is defined as cultural property that is 

connected to a communion, a cultural identity, and which therefore creates meaning for 

individuals and groups.100 Complementary, I also view cultural heritage as partly a continuous 

process of meaning-making and interpretation of the past.101 In this study, much focus will lie 

on the intangible aspects of cultural heritage, especially language, as well as religion. But the 

intangible aspects of it means more than just more recognisable phenomenon like language 

and religion. It also includes “…emotional evocations, meanings, symbols and interpretations, 

 
97 Arendt, 1970, p. 46, 51 
98 Ibid., p. 51 
99 Legnér, 2016, p. 659 
100 Ibid. 
101 Viejo-Rose & Stig Sørensen, 2015, p. 286, 290 
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all of which are intangible.”102 Moreover, the definition of cultural heritage for this study 

understands it, per Viejo-Rose and Stig Sørensen, to be “…an assemblage of material and 

immaterial, of intellectual, emotional and moral values that together result in what we 

recognize as cultural heritage…”103  

Language as cultural heritage 

As determined through the overview above, language is an essential part of cultural heritage. 

It is both important as cultural heritage as well as for the cultural heritage in general; language 

constitutes an essential aspect of identity as well as the medium through which it is expressed 

and generationally transmitted. Within this study this will be a critical assumption and part of 

the theoretical framework. Within the framework, I also include the notion that language, as 

stated by Isamutdinova, is a “[carrier] of tradition” and that it “…preservers and enriches 

collective memory…”.104 It is also seen as “an integral part of culture, the primary tool, and 

method of its appropriation.”105 

Due to these definitions on cultural heritage, we can include more intangible aspects 

of Ukrainian culture into that which was directly targeted by the occupation policies: the 

Ukrainian language, religion and other intangible aspects, like history and literature, through 

the arrests and deportations of Ukrainian intelligentsia.  

A theory on Utopia  

In order to better understand how Russian nationalism motivated violence in the form of 

Russification the theoretical framework will also borrow from Tsongas’ theory on utopias. As 

shortly described in ‘previous research’, Tsongas relates acts of iconoclasm to the desire to 

fulfil a utopian vision. He argues that iconoclasm, which is a form of violence, will appear 

once three criteria are met: firstly, a group needs to adhere to a utopian ideology and secondly 

“engage in actions to assert their supremacy of identity by violently seeking to establish a 

unified ideal community.”106 Lastly, there need to exist objects, spaces and sites that signify 

opposing meanings, or practices that counter the utopian vision.107 Tsongas thus argues that 

 
102Viejo-Rose & Stig Sørensen, 2015, p. 293 
103 Ibid., p. 293 
104 Isamutdinova, 2024, p. 176 
105 Ibid. 
106 Tsongas, 2018, p. 15, my emphasis  
107 Ibid., my emphasis 
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groups with utopian ideologies will use iconoclasm to destroy antithetical meaning structures 

in physical manifestations of this.108 

Now, Tsongas’ and my research differ somewhat in field and approach. He focuses 

specifically on iconoclasm, which is somewhat different to this study. This means, for 

example, that he solely focuses on material and tangible aspects of cultured. Furthermore, 

nationalism does not play a role in his study. Nonetheless, iconoclasm is violence, and the 

general theory should be applicable to other forms of violence as long as the criteria are met, 

wherefore the central idea of the theory can be borrowed and applied here. 

Operationalisation  

Having now given an overview of various theories, sometimes in a somewhat synoptical 

nature, I believe it fruitful to specifically lay down the key points of theory as it will pertain to 

this study. In other words, I will now concretely roll out my theoretical framework, or an 

operationalisation, founded on the work of others. 

Now, regarding how specifically Anderson’s imagined communities will more 

concretely function as a theoretical foundation, the following terms will constitute key parts 

of my theoretical framework: the nation, alternatively as imagined community, defined as 

described above, including its characteristics as imagined, limited, sovereign and as 

community; language(s)-of-power (alternatively print-language), defined as an administrative 

and literary language regarded as above, more hierarchical and more ‘correct’ than vernacular 

dialects regarded as related to the language-of-power;109 official nationalism, as previously 

defined. 

Thus, we can apply the idea of a utopian vision in a nationalistic sentiment. The 

nationalistic utopia, or the utopia of the nation, can preferably be described by implementing 

language from Anderson. Hence, we can imagine the boundaries of the utopia to be within the 

imagined community and the utopian vision to be saturated by national(istic) coherence; it 

involves having the whole nation united within one state. In this way, the cultural heritage of 

an opposing national identity within the utopia’s boundaries would constitute an obstacle or 

threat. It is thus, furthermore, related to Anderson’s ‘official nationalism’, only somehow 

inverted. Instead of ‘forcing’ the nation unto a state, the utopia entails gathering the nation 

into one state. This imagined community of Russians, the tripartite model of a unified Russian 

nation might then be imagined as a sort of utopia. The evolution of nationalism according to 

 
108 Tsongas, 2018, p. 21 
109 Anderson, 2016, p. 44 – 45  
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Anderson aligns with the evolution of Russian nationalism, as official nationalism parallels 

the growing Russian nationalism of the 19th century. The historical restrictions on Ukrainian 

literature ties in with the idea of a print-language or language-of-power and we can see how 

the view of Ukrainians as “Little Russians” can be an effect of an imagined community. 

With the help of this theoretical aspect, we can better perceive how Russian and 

Moscophile actors view and understand themselves nationally as well as their relationship to 

Ukrainians/Ukrainophiles. This will then lay the grounds for applying the utopia-theory to 

explain the russification policies. In short, Anderson’s theory helps us determine the utopia, 

and Tsongas’ theory then continues by explaining motive behind violence against cultural 

heritage through the utopia. This operationalisation will thus, in contrast to Tsongas’ original 

theory, include intangible culture as part of the obstacles to the utopia. 

The theoretical premise that acts of violence are consequences of trying to create or 

maintain a utopia is further complemented by Blok’s definition of violence. The view of 

violence as meaningful and identity-based ties in with the idea of a nationality-based utopia 

motivating violence. The violence is a means to an end, an instrument, per Arendt’s definition, 

but more than that, being still explicitly tied to the context in which it is perpetrated. This 

includes the previous experiences of the perpetrators and their already existing intellectual 

paradigms. Utilising Arendt’s definition, we can also analyse how violence was justified in 

relation to the dangers they identified towards their nationalistic aims: “Violence is 

justifiable… No one question the use of violence in self-defence, because the danger is not 

only clear but also present, and the end justifying the means is immediate.”110 For our 

purposes, we can thus presume that the Russian actors, whose voices I will analyse, did not 

walk into L’viv blindly, unexpectedly ‘discovering’ Ukrainian activism and instigating 

Russification in sudden self-defence of their imagined community. It was already seen as a 

threat, and ‘defending’ Russia, or the utopia, against it was a justification. 

What I now have described is what will constitute the theoretical framework of this 

study. The framework is constructed with the intent of adapting theory as well as possible 

with the research aim and questions. This study is thus ‘theory-consuming’; the crux of this 

study lies on investigating the phenomenon and the case. It is what Blok describes as 

‘abduction’, which “makes its start from the facts… [without] any particular theory in view, 

though it is motivated by the feeling that a theory is needed… Abduction seeks a theory…”111 

 
110 Arendt, 1970, p. 52, my emphasis. 
111 Peirce Charles Sanders, The Essential Peirce: selected philosophical writings, (Houser, Kloesel & Peirce 

Edition Project, Eds.), (Indiana University Press, 1998), p. 106, quoted in Blok, 2001, p. 11 
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 The strength of this operationalisation is that it will help us grasp Russian 

nationalism; it provides a frame for operationalising it and providing the study with the tools 

to ‘transform’ it into a more concrete object to study. The strength of complementing with the 

utopia-theory is that it allows us to expand on the role of the imagined community without 

altering it in any way. A weakness of this operationalisation, though, is that it does not allow 

us to understand Russification outside the bounds of nationalism. Hence, the framework 

cannot analyse the sort of Russification conducted in places viewed as ‘non-Russian’, like 

Poland and Armenia.112 It is more particular in its application. This specific operationalisation 

will thus be limited in that it cannot include non-nationalist aspects of the occupation at large, 

such as perhaps other theory might. A consequence of the present theory on violence is that it 

does not really allow for any analysis regarding the consequences of violence outside of the 

perpetrators’ desired intentions. This includes the physical consequences of the violence and 

the experience of the victims. However, considering the study’s intentional focus on the 

perpetrators, and the flexibility allowed by the violence-framework, its strength cover up for 

its weaknesses. In continuing this study, I will now move on to the section on methodology. 

Methodology  

In this chapter I will disclose the methodological aspects of this study. I will explain how my 

methodological approach is characterised by a hermeneutical stance and anthropological 

methodology. The hermeneutical framework I utilise in this study is based on Gilje’s work on 

hermeneutics as a method in the field of history, which includes Weber’s methodological 

concepts and thoughts from Quentin Skinner.113 The anthropological thoughts emanate from 

Blok. Within his work, Gilje discusses the general nature of hermeneutics, including 

prescribing his own methodological approach, as well as thoroughly discussing and 

explaining the concepts of key hermeneutical scholars, for example Weber. 

The hermeneutical approach is appropriate for this study as it focuses on gaining 

understanding related to intention from the author of a source, whilst also always bearing in 

mind contemporaneous context. The anthropological methodology borrowed from Blok acts 

as an appropriate complement to this, as it also heavily emphasises context and intention. 

After describing this methodological approach, I will conclude the chapter with a section 

 
112 In Miller, 2003, p. 29, he specifically criticises Anderson for applying his nationalistic framework and official 

nationalism to unsuitable cases. 
113 Gilje Nils, Hermeneutik som metod: En historisk introduktion, (Daidalos AB, 2020) 
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regarding my primary sources. To begin with, however, I will begin with a discussion 

concerning my epistemological stance in this study. 

An epistemological discussion 

Max Weber was generally in favour of methodological individualism, where the individual 

stands in the centre of understanding.114 This study will have a somewhat individualistic 

approach, seeing as much of the empirics expresses individual opinion. This is appropriate 

due to this study’s focus on the perpetrators’ point of view. It is important to note, however, 

that this emphasis on understanding and explaining does not equal to defending violence 

against cultural heritage. 

However, epistemologically speaking, I wish to reject a detaching dichotomy between 

individualism and structuralism. I regard them not as mutually exclusive. Rather, they 

complement each other. I agree, for example, with Blok’s epistemological expression, that 

whilst society, culture and history are created by people, which conveys agency, they are still 

“creatures and products of their own time. What makes them both agent and product are the 

unintended conditions and consequences of intended interactions.”115 So whilst I advocate for 

‘epistemological agency’, I still agree with Blok that we cannot explain the world by 

assuming people act fully autonomous from culture, society and history.116 In this study I 

therefore promote a middle ground.  

Hence, this study is conducted under the presumption that whilst the primary sources 

will contain opinions and attitudes expressed by certain individual actors and authors, they are 

still acting within a certain social structure. In this case, that would be the nationalistic 

structures of the Russian Empire and the war, as well as the general attitude toward Ukraine, 

as already discussed. Importantly, their actions continue to develop the already existing 

nationalistic structures that they originally were influenced by.  

This study is furthermore grounded on the rejection of yet another excluding 

dichotomy, this time supported by Weber. Weber rejected the, at his time, prevailing scientific 

dichotomy of Verstehen contra Erklären (understanding and explaining). I agree with this 

position, which maintain that in order to truly understand a social phenomenon, both aspects 

 
114 Gilje, 2020, p. 160 
115 Blok, 2001, p. 1 
116 Ibid., p. 5 
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are required; we need to understand individuals, motives et cetera in order to then explain 

their actions.117    

Hermeneutics as a methodological approach 

As written in the introduction, the empirical basis for this study is the attitudes and opinions 

of certain Russian actors. These attitudes and opinions are found in text, either as written by 

the actor himself or as transcribed by a third party. Very generally speaking, the hermeneutic 

approach will thus be to strive for an understanding of meaning and coherence within the texts 

in such a way as to uncover how the expressed attitudes and opinions could act as frameworks 

and preconditions for action (violence, policies of Russification).118 

 A key concept of specifically my hermeneutical framework will be hermeneutical 

intentionalism. This is defined as striving to understand the intentions expressed by and 

through the different sources. A comprehension of the intentions will then lead to 

understanding actions and expressions of actions.119 Intentions can thus be understood as 

overarching ‘projects’ that will tell us something about actors’ goals and ambitions.120 The 

goal of the analysis is thus to uncover the meanings and intentions contained within the source 

material through the lens of the theoretical framework.121  

Another important principle based on the work of Weber that this analysis will lean on 

is the principle of subjectivity. This basically entails that in order to understand a phenomenon 

or actions we have to bear in mind and comprehend the views and interpretations of the actors 

themselves.122 It constitutes a subjective understanding of a situation, including the 

experiences and understanding that the actors in question have. Only then do intentions and 

meanings become clear.123 

Primary Sources and research design 

For primary sources, I have chosen various types of documents and literature. This includes 

diaries and memoirs, published books and pamphlets as well as official Russian documents 

and newspapers. They are relevant and chosen as source material because of what they 

contain and express. They all convey Russian nationalistic thought and ideology, and thus 

 
117 Gilje, 2020, p. 28 – 29, 137, 142, 146, 166 
118 Ibid., p. 11 – 12  
119 Ibid., s. 18 
120 Ibid., p. 273 
121 Ibid., p. 274 
122 Ibid., p. 140 
123 Ibid., p. 140 – 142  
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intention. The sources are also chosen based on the author itself. They include books and 

memoirs written by Russian key actors of the occupation and Russification. 

Hence, I have chosen the source material because of what they say and express about 

Galicia, its Ruthenian population and Russia’s relation to these, as well as about the Ukrainian 

movement. I am not investigating the how or what, but the why. The historical accuracy of 

what some materials express is therefore not of concern. The source material reflects both an 

individualistic methodology as well as a structuralist – the middle ground discussed above. 

Individualistic due to the relation to individual influential actors and the effect of their 

opinions. Structuralist due to the nationalistic context in which they are a product, and which 

to which they contribute. This is also reflected in the source material; memoirs might be 

deemed more ‘individualistic’, whilst newspapers and official brochures capture a wider 

structure. 

The choice of primary sources is also grounded in two arguments made by Blok. 

Firstly, that violence always makes sense from the point of view from the perpetrator.124 Thus, 

we focus on specific views of the Russian perpetrators, found in their own writings, instead of 

basing our conclusions on theoretical deductions. Secondly, Blok opines that whilst 

individuals make choices, these are never fully autonomous from context. Moreover, these 

intended actions are made in unintended conditions and have unintended consequences.125. 

For this study, it therefore makes sense to not focus on the specific designs and plans of 

Russification and its policies. Instead, I will investigate the contextual and underlaying 

motives and ideologies, based on Russian nationalism, and show how this is the driving 

catalyst behind this case of violence against cultural heritage.  

Research design 

The study will be abductive, meaning that the theory exists as a tool to help us explain. The 

investigation will, moreover, be systematic in nature and design. By this I mean that whilst 

analysing, I look for themes and patterns relating to the aim of the study, as well as the 

operationalisation. The coding of the analysis is then not something that necessarily was 

designed beforehand. Instead, the ‘coding’ consists of an analytical reading through the lens of 

the theoretical framework. Whilst I did base some of my themes on the background of the 

case and the theory, the patterns and themes were discovered and put together incrementally 

throughout the empirical investigation – it was a process. 

 
124 Blok, 2001, p. 9 
125 Ibid., p. 1 – 3  
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I look for any mention of Galicia, language, Ukraine and Ukrainians (including “Little 

Russians” or any other terms), nationalism, the Russian nation and so on. I try to analyse the 

sort of rhetoric used and how matters are framed. In short, I look for the intention behind the 

texts. By this I not only mean ‘actual’ intentions (i.e. “we will do this or that”), but also 

Russian desires and ambitions that are expressed. If the source material, as an example, 

expresses that Galicia is an inherently Russian land, where the people are suffering under 

foreign yoke and long to return to ‘Mother Russia’, this could be interpreted as expressing a 

desire of irredentism and Russification. 

I also search for language that is especially colourful, seem symbolic or is concretely 

violent. I look for how the framing of nationalistic ideas could justify violence and act as 

something that would give meaning to the violence that was the Russification policies. 

The advantage of the hermeneutic qualitative analysis put forward as method for this 

study lies partly in its adaptability. This certain approach allows the source material to be what 

guides the analysis and the results. It is also very suitable for the study’s purpose, as its net is 

able to catch the perpetrators’ motivations though a variety of factors, such as context, 

intention, paradigm etcetera. Of course, other methods might also have been utilised. Instead 

of finding themes of motivations based on worldview, a sort of discourse analysis might have 

had more strength in analysing the themes in specifically the language of the Russian actors 

and how the language normalised violence, for example. 

Problems in the source selection 

Unfortunately, I have been unable to access all of the various primary sources that I originally 

wished for. I know of many suitable materials that could have contributed in a good way to 

this study. The reason for their inaccessibility is their location in Russian archives.126 A valid 

question to ask then, is how I found my source material. 

The absolute majority of the primary source material was discovered through previous 

research; their bibliographies contain many suitable sources. I was then able to access my 

primary sources through the internet, such as finding them archived as a PDF. The majority of 

the sources, however, were found on official Russian archive sites, such as the Library of the 

Russian Geographical Society and the site of the Presidential Library, and other archive sites, 

like Militera (Милитера), an online archive of military literature.127    

 
126 There exist a number of reasons why archival research in the Russian Federation is out of the question for this 

study. The war between Russia and Ukraine and the political situation in Europe is a major reason, due to me 

having Ukrainian family.  
127 Biblioteka Russkogo geograficheskogo obshchestva 

https://elib.rgo.ru/


27 

 

However, despite these difficulties and limitations, I reason that the amount of source 

material that I have gathered is adequate. The argument for this is that my analysis has 

reached empirical saturation. I can reliably conclude this as I, before exhausting my sources, 

had already begun to notice a pattern of continuity in the themes of the sources. Thus, more 

sources would not equal to new themes. An example of this is how some of the sources would 

continuously reference the same material, such as certain nationalistic proclamations. So, 

whilst further source material of course might complement the research and provide more 

angles and interesting details, it is not necessary. The overlaying and general results will not 

suffer, and the research questions can still be answered. 

Another criticism one might put forward against my selection of primary sources 

concerns confirmation bias. Would the study not simply confirm its own predisposition of 

viewing nationalism as the motivation behind Russification by only using sources containing 

nationalistic rhetoric? Though a valid point worth addressing, it is not the case. The choice of 

putting nationalism in the forefront of the study is in large part based on the previous research, 

which, as discussed, already mentions nationalism as an important factor. This study therefore 

applies nationalism in order to develop this. The literature was then chosen due to their 

context, being relevant to the case at hand. As will be shown, all the sources are somehow tied 

specifically to the occupation of Galicia, and most discuss other things than only nationalistic 

ideas. 

List of primary sources 

The diaries and memoirs used as primary sources are Moi Vospominaniya (My 

‘remembrances’/memories) written by Aleksey Brusilov, general of the Russian 8th Army, 

which played a major role in the capture of Galicia and L’viv. Brusilov played a major role in 

shaping the initial policies of the occupation;128 250 Dney v Tsarskoy Stavke (25 sept. 1915 – 

2 iyuliya 1916) (250 Days in the Imperial Stavka [Headquarters]), an autobiographical work 

by Mikhail Lemke, who worked within the imperial headquarters through the war and thus 

had contacts with leading military commanders; Put’ Moyey Zhizni (My Life’s Path), the 

personal memoirs of Archbishop/Metropolite Yevlogiy, who was a leading actor (and one of 

the more extreme) working for religious conversion during the occupation.  

The various contemporaneous publications include Sovremennaya Galichina 

(Contemporary Galicia/Galichina), a brochure the Russian military administration gave out to 

 
Prezidentskaya biblioteka  

Miltera - Voyennaya literatura   
128 von Hagen, 2007, p. 19 

https://www.prlib.ru/
https://militera.lib.ru/
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officers acting in Galicia in order to acquaint them with the region;129 Russkiy Narodnyy Sovet 

Prikarpatskoy Rusi (The Russian People’s Council of the Pre-Carpathian Rus’), written by 

Vladimir Dudykevych, leading figure of the Russophiles in Galicia, containing the 

regulations/statute of the Russian People’s Organisation in L’viv;130 Chto Takoe Galitsia? 

(What is Galicia?) by Dmitriy Vergun. He was a Russian nationalistic activist from Galicia 

and was at one point chairman of the GRBS.131  

Furthermore, an official document written by General Governor Georgiy Bobrinskiy 

will be used as a source. Otchёt Vremennogo General-Gubernatora Galitsiy po Upravleniyu 

Kraem za Vremya c 1-go Sentyabrya 1914 goda po 1-e iyulya 1915 goda (Report of the 

Temporary General Governate of Galicia on the Management of the Region from the Time of 

1st September 1914 to 1st July 1915). This was a document published in 1916, after the first 

Russian retreat from Galicia, detailing the occupation and the lessons learned from the it. 

My final source is the newspaper Armeyskiy Vestnik (The Army Herald/Courier), 

which, during the war, was published from the headquarters of the Russian South-Western 

front. Whilst majorly giving updates from the frontlines and on politics, it contains many 

articles referring to Galicia, written in a nationalistic narrative. For my research I made an 

overview of 141 issues of the paper. I began with its first issue, at the start of the Great War 

and concluded with the 141st issue, published 9th July 1915. This date was chosen, as by the 

beginning of July, the first Russian occupation was over. It is a suitable limit, as the first 

occupation was the major stage for the Russification attempts. Out of the 141 issues, I chose 

25 for analysis, as these contained relevant articles. 

Some of the various sources also contain copies of other materials that in their own 

right could be deemed as sources. These include telegraphs, military orders, as well as 

declarations by various Russophile groups, such as the Carpathia-Russian Liberation 

Committee (Karpato-Russkago Osvoboditel’nago Komiteta – KROK). 

Empirical Investigation 

To begin with, I will describe the findings on Russian nationalism and attitudes pertaining to 

East Galicia and its East Slavic population. This will provide us with an understanding of how 

 
129 Zherdeva et.al., 2021, p. 313 
130 Bakhturina, 2000, p. 10, 18, 43 
131 Metropolite Yevlogiy (Georgiyevskiy), Put’ Moyey Zhizni, (Izdatel’ctvo Sretenskogo Monastyrya, 1947), 

PDF-file, p. 166 

https://bookcase.church.ua  

https://bookcase.church.ua/files/2014/07/%D0%95%D0%B2%D0%BB%D0%BE%D0%B3%D0%B8%D0%B9-%D0%93%D0%B5%D0%BE%D1%80%D0%B3%D0%B8%D0%B5%D0%B2%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B8%D0%B9.-%D0%9F%D1%83%D1%82%D1%8C-%D0%BC%D0%BE%D0%B5%D0%B9-%D0%B6%D0%B8%D0%B7%D0%BD%D0%B8.pdf
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a Russian utopia is constituted, which will then enable an analysis of how Ukrainian culture 

could be seen as a threat towards this. This second part will explain the Russian nationalistic 

view of the Ukrainian movement, including why and how it is a threat to their utopia.  

Defining a utopia – Russian-Galician Nationalism 

From reading the primary sources, it quickly becomes obvious that Russian nationalists 

viewed the Ruthenian population as Russians; throughout the sources, they are constantly 

referred to as “russkiy”.132 If not plainly referred to as “Russian”, they are nonetheless 

referred to as a similar ‘variant’, such as “Galicia-Russian” (Galitsko-russkiye).133 One 

newspaper article compared them to the “Little Russians” in the Russian Empire and mention 

that, despite some regional language differences, the “Great Russian” and the Galician would 

quickly understand each other.134 This is similar to how Governor Bobrinskiy described them 

as belonging to the “Little Russian branch of the Russian nation/people”.135 Indeed, the source 

material even expresses a rejection of terms others than or related to russkiy. The term 

Ruthenian is seen as made up by the Austrian authorities to separate the Galician Russians 

from the Russians in Russia, thus combatting Russian nationalism.136 

Moreover, there are definite reasonings behind this verdict of the population as 

Russian. The factors making Ruthenians Russian are language, religion, culture and history. 

The clearest example of this sort of thinking comes from Vergun, who lists a number of 

criterions for determining Russian nationality. Three of these criterions are relevant to this 

study: an Orthodox confession; Eastern rites in the Greek-Uniate Church; the Russian dialect 

among locals that are officially listed as members of the Roman-Catholic Church.137 

We can then already see how the theoretical framework applies. Through a variety of 

factors, the East Slavic population of Galicia are in a sense imagined to be part of the Russian 

nationalistic community. It is a label imagined and enforced externally. The results will now 

be further shown and discussed in the following pages, following a systematic arrangement, 

where I describe patterns and themes identified in the source material. 

 
132 E.g. Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914 n. 28, p. 2; Dudykevych, Russkiy Narodnyy Sovet” Prikarpatskoy Rusi, (Lvov, 

1915), p. 5; Lemke M. K., 250 Dney v Tsarskoy Stavke, (Gosudarstvennoe Izdatel’stvo, 1920), p. 200; Vergun 

Dmitriy, Chto takoe Galitsiya?, (Pg., 1915), p. 10 – 11   
133 Yevlogiy, 1947, p. 166 – 167  
134 Armeyskiy Vesntik, 1914, n. 18, p. 4 
135 Bobrinskiy Georgiy, Otchёt Vremennogo General-Gubernatora Galitsiy po Upravleniyu Kraem za Vremya c 

1-go Sentyabrya 1914 goda po 1-e iyulya 1915 goda, (Kyiv, 1916), p. 2 
136 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 18, p. 1; 1914, n. 30, p. 2 
137 Vergun, 1915, p. 11  
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Russian cradle  

The land of Eastern Galicia is deemed inherently Russian and is also a major feature in the 

nationalistic discourse.138 The lands and cities are, as an example, described as the 

“patrimonies” and “inheritances” and lands of medieval Rus’ rulers, especially Vladimir the 

Great.139 The Russian connection to the land is historiographically justified in the source 

material through historical descriptions of the lands being conquered and ruled by these 

various Rus’ rulers during the Middle Ages.140 The lands of Galicia are not only deemed to be 

historically Russian, but even mentioned to be a “cradle of the great Russian people”.141 This 

sentiment is expressed well through a decree by General Brusilov to his army on the 7th of 

August 1914:  

…we are entering Galicia, which, albeit now constituting a part of Austria-Hungary, is a 

primordially Russian land, mainly populated by a Russian people, for whose liberation this 

war is being waged.142 

Speaking of the land of Galicia in such a way, binding nationalistic sentiments not 

only to people, but to a physical space, can be related to Anderson’s framework. It accentuates 

the limited aspect of the imagined community. Placing the Russian nation within a defined 

geographical space helps to concretise the nation, i.e. the imagined community. Vergun did 

this, when he listed his criterions for being Russian, by continuing to describe in geographical 

detail the “western border of the Russian tribe”, using geographical features and naming 

specific rivers and mountains to paint the limit of the nation.143 Doing this not only more 

clearly defines the nation. It also creates a clearer contrast between Russians and others, 

making it easier and more meaningful to portray others as enemies. In continuing this 

investigation this will be noticeable regarding the Austrians and especially the Ukrainian 

movement.  

 
138 I use the term ‘discourse’ synonymously with ‘rhetoric’ or ‘language’. It is not applied here as a theoretical 

term.  
139 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 10, p. 3; Dudykevych, 1915, p. 48, 55; Sovremennaya Galichina: 

Etnograficheskoye i Kulturno-politicheskoye Sostoyaniye eya v Svyazi s Natsional’no-obshchestvennymi 

Nastroyeniyami, (Without a place: The field printing house of the Headquarters of the Commander-in-Chief of 

the armies of the South-Western Front, 1914), p. 5; Vergun, 1915, p. 19; Yevlogiy, 1947, p. 176 
140 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 7, p.1; 1914, n. 11, p. 2; Vergun, 1915, p. 19 – 20  
141 Dudykevych, p. 26 
142 Lemke, 1920, p. 199  
143 Vergun, 1915, p. 13 
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Six centuries of separation and oppression  

Six hundred years our Galician Rus’ moaned under foreign yoke! 

Six hundred years the great-suffering people of Russian Galich moaned under ferocious 

slavery! 

Six hundred years flowed the hot tears of the sons of Galichina! 

Six hundred years the Russian blood of our people and all of Great Rus’ flowed to the joy of 

our enemies. 

Six hundred years you… laboured in the sweat of your brow, not for yourself and your little 

ones, but for those who fettered you in heavy chains and held you captive. 

The quote above is from a proclamation published for the “Russian” population of 

Galicia by KROK.144 The trope of the six-hundred-year captivity, or six-centuries-long 

separation, is very common throughout the sources. As aforementioned, the land of Eastern 

Galicia is ‘proved’ to be Russian due to the area being historically conquered and ruled by 

Rus’ princes. The sources additionally discuss the time afterwards, after it was conquered by 

Poland-Lithuania.145 

This period is sometimes mentioned as corrupting, mainly in terms of religion – 

Roman Catholicism – and language – the Russian being somewhat Polonised.146 The sources 

also describe the “Russian” population to have been oppressed under the rule of others, 

especially the Habsburgs, who are especially demonised.147 They were oppressed 

economically, culturally and politically – they suffered and could not reach emancipation 

under the Habsburgs, who continuously favoured other ethnic groups before them. Some 

sources express them to be “surrounded” by other people, foreigners and strangers, that have 

been placed there by the Austrian authorities.148 These aspects are, however, interestingly 

appropriated as a sort of sign of the strength of the ‘Russian soul’, because despite these trials, 

the Galician Russians are described as having withstood the corruption and suffering and 

remained true to the Russian spirit and soul, clinging to their language and customs, as well as 

parts of Orthodoxy, as well as they could – they always felt as if they were a part of Russia 

 
144 Dudykevych, 1915, p. 43 – 44; Sovremennaya Galichina, 1914, p. 11 – 12 
145 For example, Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 23, p. 2 – 3; Vergun, 1915, p. 19 – 20    
146 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 26, p. 4; 1914, n. 37, p. 2 
147 For example, Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 4, p. 1 
148 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 4, p. 1; 1914, n. 7, p. 1; Dudykevych, 1915, p. 7 – 8, 28; Sovremennaya 

Galichina, 1914, p. 5; Vergun, 1915, p. 14  
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and always defended the Russian way of life, fighting for the cultural and national unity of the 

Russian people.149  

The actual political separation of Galicia from Russian is also explained away as 

something that should not or did not have to occur, particularly regarding Galicia being given 

to Austria at the partition of Poland. Galician Rus’ is depicted to have fallen away from the 

“united Rus’” due to “accidental historical conditions”.150 Archbishop Yevlogiy, in his 

memoirs, expressed that Galicia was separated from Russia only because of “unfortunate 

political circumstances”. Despite this, he continues, they dreamed of liberation from the 

foreign Austri-Hungarian yoke and reunite with their old Mother Russia.”151      

Despite this ‘mistake’, Russia never forgot about Galicia. Many Russian rulers from 

Catherine II all thought of Galicia and sometimes wished to “gather” it.152 Tsar Nicholas II is 

even supposed to, during a visit in L’viv (before the war), have denoted the Galician land to 

his host and said, “Here we have as of yet un-gathered Russian land!” (“Vot eshchё ne 

sobrannyy russkiy kray”).153 Hence, violence against Ukrainian cultural heritage becomes 

meaningful in the context that Russian rulers long have wished to ‘gather’ Galicia and thus 

also Russify it. The violence can then be justified by the rhetoric of liberation and 

determinism. 

Religious and historical determinism – the return of the Prodigal Son 

The theme of the “return” of East Galicia to the Russian state is permeated in the sources with 

a sense of destiny and determinism. A part of the discourse was the wish for Russia, or 

specifically the Tsar, to “complete the holy historical mission of gathering the Russian 

Land”.154 After the capture of Galicia, moreover, the Galician “Russians” were celebrated as 

having not merely remained true to the “Russian spirit”, but as having remained true until 

reunion, or “liberation”: “…for six centuries [of estrangement] from our shared Mother 

Russia, this people preserved the property of their forefathers and saved the Russian 

character… until the dawn of the present liberation.”155 

Armeyskiy Vestnik often propagated this idea. In its very first publication, on the front 

page, it included a proclamation from the Russian Commander in Chief, where the Russian 

 
149 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 7, p.1; 1914, n. 26, p. 3; 1914, n. 33, p. 2; Dudykevych, 1915, p. 27, 56; Vergun, 

1915, p. 19 – 20  
150 Lemke, 1920, p. 202 
151 Yevlogiy, 1947, p. 166 
152 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 37, p. 3 
153 Vergun, 1915, p. 32, my emphasis 
154 Dudykevych, 1915, p. 47 
155 Vergun, 1915, p. 15, my emphases   
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army’s “liberation” of Galicia is described as the judgement of God (sud Bozhiy).156 Another 

edition contains the speech of a Bishop Trifon, who described the “return” of Galicia as an 

answer to prayer, painting a picture of God aiding Russia in this.157  As a result of the capture 

of Galicia, it is furthermore expressed in more than one source that the “gathering of Rus’” is 

finalised, and that even a chapter of Russian history is completed by Tsar Nicholas II.158 

Galician Rus’ is ”liberated” and invited into the bosom of Mother Russia, now described as 

being “unified”, “undivided”, “indivisible”, or no longer “under the yoke” (pod”yaremnyy).159 

During Nicholas II’s visit to L’viv in 1915, Yevlogiy thus spoke: 

Your Imperial Highness, You are first to step on this ancient Russian land, the patrimony of 

ancient Russian princes… From this yoked, great-suffering Rus’, from where was heard 

century-long sighs and moans, are now carried to You rapturous hosanna.160 

This deterministic language is not surprising and is something we can determine to be 

an inherent ingredient of the nationalistic language. It perfectly underscores the new model of 

linear, homogenous and deterministic time in Anderson’s imagined community. The 

nationalistic tone of a determined outcome thus justifies violence based on a desired outcome 

in the future. The rhetoric surrounding this “reunification” of Galicia with Russia depicts a 

picture of the Biblical Prodigal Son, returning after years of separation in an alien surrounding 

to his father, or in this case mother – Mother Russia –, who has always been ready to welcome 

him back with open arms.  

Faith 

The orthodox faith is, in the sources, treated both as the means to an end, an end in itself, and 

as a designator of Russianness. For many actors, the conversion of Galicians to Orthodoxy 

was essential for their merger with the rest of Russia.161 The Orthodox faith is expressed as 

one of the factors showing why the East Slavic Galicians belong to the Russian people, as 

well as being one of the Russian characteristics for which they suffered and endured for 

“more than four centuries”.162 The orthodox faith emphasises the limited aspect of the 

imagined community. The nation needs to have a limit to constitute a community and needs to 

 
156 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 1, p. 1 
157 Ibid., 1914, n. 20, p. 2 
158 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 10, p. 3; 1914, n. 28, p. 2; Dudykevych, 1915, p. 55 
159 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 1, p. 1; 1914, n. 10, s. 3; 1914, n. 18, p. 3; 1915, n. 104, p. 2 – 3; 1915, n. 110, p. 

1; Dudykevych, 1915, p. 58 
160 Yevlogiy, 1947, p. 176 
161 Bobrinskiy, 1916, p. 42 
162 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 7, p. 1; Dudykevych, 1915, p. 44; Vergun, 1915, p. 11  
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exist in contrast to other nations and communities. The orthodox faith is especially suited for 

this in the Galician context as it puts “true believers” in contrast to those of the Ruthenians 

who align with the Uniate Church, as well as others, such as the Catholic Poles and the Jews. 

Language  

Anderson’s idea of languages-of-power is very relevant to Russian-Galician nationalism. The 

Russian language is very important, both in terms of definition of Russianness and 

justification, as well as in Russification itself. As Bobrinskiy wrote, for example: “I made it 

known…that I regard eastern Galicia and Lemkovshina to be native Russian regions…in 

these I will institute…the Russian language, law and order.”163 We know as well, from the 

background provided by previous research, that language policies was a foremost feature of 

the Russification.  

In the sources, the Russian language becomes a sort of key identifier of Russian 

identity in the Galician population. Descriptions of local use of the Russian language – 

sometimes either the “Little Russian” dialect or the “pure” Russian language – is used to 

affirm that Galicia’s Ruthenian population indeed is Russian, and that it stayed Russian during 

foreign rule.164 In a newspaper article from about a month after the occupation of L’viv 

(published 18th of September), the Russian language was described as the “mouthpiece” of the 

Russian spirit – the new emergence and prevalence of the Russian language on the streets of 

L’viv was seen as a symbolic and nationalistic victory.165  

The importance placed on language is further shown in the occupation regime’s 

determination to implement the Russian language in the Galician education system. This has 

been illustrated in the background and previous research but is also described by General-

Governor Bobrinskiy in his account of the occupation. He wrote that it was conditional for 

schools to teach Russian at least five hours per week.166 I believe this to clearly portray the 

framework of an imagined community; by aiming to standardise education in Galicia to be 

linguistically homogenous with the Russian Empire, the authorities attempted to concretely 

institute the nationalistic community through a language-of-power. Bobrinskiy continued, 

expressing that a goal of the school-question was the “spiritual convergence of the Galician 

people with the Russian.”167 The aspect of language and education was thus important in also 

 
163 Bobrinskiy, 1916, p. 3 – 4, my emphasis  
164 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914 n. 18, p.1; 1914, n. 26, p. 3; Lemke, 1915, p. 200; Vergun, 1915, p. 11 
165 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 18, p. 1 
166 Bobrinskiy, 1916, p. 32 
167 Ibid., p. 33 
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sustaining the idea of a Russian imagined community. This also relates to official-nationality, 

where the occupation regime tries to merge the imperial border with the imagined community 

through language as an indicator of identity. As an aspect of this also was to push away 

anything harmful to Russian governmental interests,168 it ties into the idea of the nation being 

sovereign. Nationalistic ideas are related directly to governmental interests as well as unity 

within the Empire.  

Conclusion of subchapter – an imagined community 

The purpose of this subchapter has been to paint a picture of the Russian nationalistic idea 

about East Galicia and its Ruthenian population. I have described how the Ruthenian 

population was literally viewed as being Russian (or at least a branch of the Russian people) 

due to their language, their faith and the history of the land. This also fits into a wider 

narrative of separation and suffering under foreign yoke, and a deterministic faith in a reunion 

and return of Galicia to the “bosom of Mother Russia”. The 1914 victories of the Russian 

army and the occupation of Galicia and L’viv was seen as a fulfilment of this, and was met 

with much joy, expressed for example personally by the Tsar in his diary169 and publicly in 

newspapers.170   

The imagined community of the Russian nation including Galicia was obvious and 

self-evident to a lot of Russian actors. Military commanders, such as generals Ivanov and 

Brusilov both expected the Ruthenians to be on their side and support them, welcoming them 

into Galicia, and Archbishop Yevlogiy expressed a sort of unconscious assumption that the 

Ruthenians wished to be part of Russia.171  

This is all important, for this is what can be said to constitute a Russian utopia. 

Thanks to this, we can now analyse, in accordance with Tsongas’ theory, specifically how the 

Ukrainian movement was seen as a threat. This will then highlight how these nationalistic 

ideas motivated violence towards Ukrainian cultural heritage. 

 
168 Bobrinskiy, 2016, p. 32 
169 K. F. Shatsillo (ed.), Dnevniki Imperatora Nikolaya II, (Orbita, 1991), p. 477 – 478, 482: Regarding the 

German declaration of war, the Tsar gives it but one sentence in his diary and then continues to write that he had 

lunch. When he learns of Austria’s declaration, he affords it slightly more attention, mentioning how it clarifies 

the ongoing situation. However, when describing learning about L’viv’s capture, he describes it as the most 

joyful of news and praises God. He then returns to it at the end of the day’s entry and mentions his unimaginable 

happiness brought by the victory and his joy at the success the ‘dear’ army. As the diary entries of the Tsar in 

general are of a very short and nonspecific in nature, I believe this highlights the significance of the capture of 

L’viv. 
170 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 10, p. 3 – Red Rus’ is another historical name for Galicia 
171 Brusilov A. A., Moi Vospominaniya, (Voennoye izdatel’stvo narodnogo komissariata oborony Soyuza SSR, 

1941), p. 94; Lemke, 1920, p. 201; Yevlogiy, 1947, p. 176 
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Utopia threatened – reasonings of violence 

The ‘threat’ and ‘problem’ of the Ukrainian national movement, or “Ukrainism”, as often 

written in the sources, was a big concern, occupying much space in all the different sorts of 

sources. The sources will not only mention “Ukrainism” as a problem, but at times thoroughly 

describe it and discuss how to handle it. Important to note is that the Ukrainian movement was 

not understood as an external phenomenon or problem, but as an internal Russian deviation. It 

thus acted not in just political opposition to Russia, but also in ideological and nationalistic 

opposition within the same geographical space, or limit. 

“Ukrainism” was seen as a “political movement, renouncing the unity of the Russian 

nation”. Furthermore, its goal was described as the “union of the whole Little Russian branch 

of this people into an autonomous, ‘independent’ Ukraine, under the head of Austria-Hungary. 

This movement… supposedly used the full support of the Austrian government and the 

political circles of the Polish society”.172 It was also described in Russkiy Narodnyy Sovet as 

an “anti-Russian party” created among Russian (thus marking it as internal deviation) 

intelligentsia in Austria-Hungary, that rejected that they belonged to the Russian people and 

was hostile towards it.173   

The phrase, “renouncing the unity” is in itself very telling, showing how the Ukrainian 

movement was seen as harmful to the Russian utopia that was described in the previous 

chapter. As now will be shown, the Ukrainian national idea was regarded as fabricated and as 

tied to Austria-Hungary, who at this time was a war-time enemy. This is what will be 

described and expanded upon in this chapter, tying the empirics with the theoretical 

framework, especially that of utopias. 

Mazepists! Traitors! 

The Ukrainian movement was not seen as a unique and intrinsic nationalism, but as inherently 

Russian in nature, the difference being that they rejected the notion of Ruthenians and “Little 

Russians” being part of the Russian tribe. They rejected their place in the Russian imagined 

community and their “Russian origin”, wherefore they were traitorous.174 The Ukrainian 

movement – often being described with citation marks around the word ‘Ukrainian’ or being 

 
172 Bobrinskiy, 1916, p. 2 
173 Dudykevych, 1915, p. 29 
174 Sovremennaya Galichina, 1914, p. 19 
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denoted as “the so called ‘Ukrainophile’”– was also seen as separatism, and even as unnatural 

and illogical.175  

Indeed, it was even considered to be artificial and man-made, made by either Austria 

and/or the Polish.176 The following statute from the Russian People’s Council is a colourful 

example: 

“VII. The People’s Assembly determine that the artificial formation of the new people is an 

innovation, not only unnatural, but also anticultural and immoral, and the politics, having 

given itself the goal to create a new people – ‘Ukrainaian’, out of a part of the Russian 

people, will stay unsuccessful…”177 

The notion of ‘Ukrainians’ are therefore seen as a new, artificially created people. 

Yevlogiy definitely shared this view, stating that even the name “Ukraine” was created, as 

well as the “artificially put together special ‘Galician’ language, consisting of a mixture of the 

Litte Russian speech with Polish, i.e. a distortion of the real Little Russian dialect.”178 The 

notion that the Ukrainian language is made up is also found in the Armeyskiy Vestnik, where it 

stated to contain a mixture of Russian, Polish, Czech, German and Latin elements.179 

The Ukrainian movement is also constantly labelled as ‘Mazepists’ throughout some 

of the primary sources.180 This term is derived from Ivan Mazepa, a Cossack Hetman who 

allied with Swedish King Charles XII and was present with him at the battle of Poltava in 

1709. Being called a Mazepist is thus synonymous with being labelled a traitor to Russia.181  

We can understand the Ukrainian movement being viewed this way because of the 

simple but meaningful fact that they are considered to renounce “Russian unity”. They are 

therefore rejecting the Russian imagined community. A grounded and influential Ukrainian 

movement would then not only be an abstract ideological opposition to the Russian imagined 

community but constitute a concrete threat to this. Thus, the Ukrainian movement is also 

contesting the Russian Utopia. According to the utopia theory, this should then constitute a 

reason for violence against expressions of this, namely Ukrainian cultural heritage. 

 
175 Dudykevych, 1915, p. 29; Lemke, 1920, p. 201; Vergun, 1915, p. 13; Yevlogiy, 1947, p. 167 
176 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 7, p. 3; 1914, n. 23, p. 3; Sovremennaya Galichina, 1914, p. 19 – 20; Vergun, 

1915, p. 13 – 14   
177 Dudykevych, 1915, p. 30 
178 Yevlogiy, 1947, p. 166 
179 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 18, p. 1 
180 Bobrinskiy, 1916, p. 2; Brusilov, 1941, p. 94; Lemke, 1920, p. 201; Sovremennaya Galichina, 1914, p. 19 
181 See for example, Kappeler, 2003, p. 163  
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A Conspiracy Unmasked 

The Ukrainian movement’s nature as an opposing nationalistic idea was not the only reason 

for its perceived threat. It was deemed to be directly dangerous to Russian nationalistic and 

political interests in a way that was aggravated by the war at hand. It was not simply an 

Austrian invention, as mentioned. It was even seen as a weapon aimed towards Russia. It was 

seen as part of a conspiracy to internally splinter the Russian nation. 

“The Ukrainophiles” were described as being a resource for Austria to “tear away 

‘Ukraine’, to accede to ‘Galicia’”, or to create a “Ukraine” by tearing away “Little Russia” 

from “Great Russia” (the language and use of terms might vary, but the message is 

consistent).182 They are also described as being a tool of anti-Russian and anti-Slavic politics 

– Austria-Hungary aims to create a new people in Russian territory over which they then will 

rule.183 The Ukrainians, supported by Berlin, are also spreading hate against Russia.184 This 

aspect of the Russian discourse is interesting, not least due to the context of the Great War, 

where Russia was portraying itself as a defender of Slavdom in general (e.g. defending Serbia 

against Austria-Hungary).185 The fact is that the Germanic Central Powers indeed discussed 

plans concerning the creation of a Ukraine and did lend some support to Ukrainian 

activists.186 The message expressed in the Russian sources, nonetheless, feels exaggerated, 

adding drama and intently painting the picture of a sort of conspiracy.  

“Ukrainism” was regarded as an Austrian ‘means to an end’ in order to destroy the 

Russian people within Austria-Hungary.187 Russkiy Narodnyy Sovet was very explicit with this 

sort of rhetoric and described that Ukrainians had denounced “their own Russian people” 

within Austria-Hungary’s borders, aiming to turn the authorities against them in order to 

destroy “Russian thought, Russian life, the Russian movement and the Russian name…”.188 

All of this was possible, however, only on the ruins of Russia. The blow, delivered by both the 

Germanic empires onto Russia, was aimed not only at her political and governmental power, 

but also against her cultural, national existence… to dismember the Russian national 

organism, disunite Rus’ as a people…189   

 
182 Sovremennaya Galichina, 1914, p. 6, 19 – 20; Yevlogiy, 1947, p. 166 
183 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 23, p. 3; Dudykevych, 1915, p. 30, 38  
184 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n.7, p. 3; Sovremennaya Galichina, 1914, p. 20 
185 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 1, p. 1; von Hagen, 2007, p. 19 – 20  
186 See von Hagen, 2007, Chapter 3: The Ukrainian Adventure of the Central Powers, p. 54 – 71  
187 Dudykevych, 1915, p. 29 
188 Ibid., p. 30 – 31, my emphasis 
189 Ibid., p. 38 
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Austria was also accused of making Ukrainians their “standard bearers” and that the 

Ukrainians themselves are spreading the message that it is the Habsburgs that are the heirs of 

Vladimir the Great and other Rus’ rulers.190 This was understood to not simply be a struggle 

against Russia and its government, but against Rus’ itself and the Russian nation.191 

If we view these accusations through the lens of the theoretical framework, we are 

able to understand the severity of them. Some of the alleged aims of the Ukrainians were in 

direct contradiction and opposition to the Russian imagined community. For example, naming 

the Habsburgs as the heirs of Vladimir the Great acted in tangible opposition to Galicia being 

a patrimony and inheritance belonging to the Russian people, as was discussed previously. 

The sort of discourse of hostility we have seen here uses strong language, such as 

“dismembering” and speaks of the concrete destruction of Russia. 

If we consider the Russian utopia previously portrayed, we can understand how it 

could have been understood to be under serious threat. It is then no wonder that violence 

might be considered necessary to clear away obstacles and threats. Viewing this through our 

operationalisation of violence, the perceived hostility of the Ukrainian movement and its 

Germanic backers is a meaningful context, giving violence against Ukrainian cultural heritage 

a clear symbolic purpose of national struggle and defence, and thus clear meaning. Violence 

against cultural heritage becomes an instrument of protection or purification, justified in the 

maintenance of the Russian utopia.   

Mazepist lies 

The view of “Ukrainism” as unnatural and illogical also spills over into explaining its growth. 

Besides blaming Vienna and Berlin, its growth and possible adherence is blamed on lies. In 

Sovremennaya Galichina, the brochure given to military personnel, it is stated that all the 

masses of the peasants that are under Ukrainian influence, are so because of deceit.192 Verily, 

they are described as being “grossly deluded by their power-loving intelligentsia”.193   

Religious authorities (i.e. non-orthodox) were also blamed as a corrupting force. In a 

historical context, local conversions to Roman Catholicism and the spread of the Polish 

language were the fault of propaganda from Catholic priests.194 The local Uniate clergy was 

also, at the time of the war, seen as a corrupting and harmful influence. This is part of the 

 
190 Dudykevych, 1915, p. 39 – note also that throughout these pages the words ‘Ukrainians’ is constantly written 

within citation marks. 
191 Ibid., 39 – 40  
192 Sovremennaya Galichina, 1914, p. 21, 24 
193 Ibid., p. 24 
194 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 26, p. 4 
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reasoning General Brusilov gave in his memoirs when retelling how he first warned and then 

arrested the Uniate Metropolite Sheptytsky: “Uniate metropolitan bishop Count Sheptytsky, a 

manifest enemy of Russia, who since long perpetually has agitated against us…he again 

began to stir trouble and conduct preachings in church that were clearly hostile to us.”195 

To battle we go – only in blood there is victory! 

In this last subchapter of the empirical investigation, I will describe and analyse how the 

sources describe their own nationalistic struggle in a more ‘imperative’ nature. Having now 

described and analysed how the Russian imagined community and utopia was constituted in 

the sources, and how the Ukrainian movement was described as a hostile national opponent, it 

is now fitting to investigate how the Russian discourse went concerning their own, active role 

in this affair. Whilst these sources do not discuss the Russification policies themselves (except 

General Governor Bobrinskiy), what now will follow is still an extremely relevant part of the 

motivational context behind violence against Ukrainian culture. The language of struggle in 

the sources can at times be quite colourful: 

With the enemies of the holy homeland… / …With treason, falsehood and evil – To battle we 

go! 

…To battle we go, enemies! / Let that one fall, let that one die, / This we know: there is no 

struggle without sacrifice, / Only in blood there is victory… 

…And we swear to give up our lives / For holy Rus’, our mother, / For our people and our 

fathers’ home. 

The quote is part of a poem written by a member of KROK, included in Russkiy 

Narodnyy Sovet.196 The poem is significant not only because it was decided to be included in 

the source, but also because of the language it uses and the message it conveys. Whilst 

prioritising nationalistic victory over individual lives it contributes to a normalisation of 

violence in the achievement of nationalistic goals. It gives purpose and meaning to violence, 

as well as justifying it for a future cause. 

The Russian people were also elsewhere, encouraged to turn their “swords” against 

the enemy and in two other sources the words of General Governor Bobrinskiy were cited, 

where he described the Russian army as cleansing the region from enslavers.197 The Russian 

 
195 Brusilov, 1941, p. 84 
196 Dudykevych, 1915, p. 50 – 51  
197 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 1, p. 1; 1914, n. 18, p. 3; Dudykevych, 1915, p. 58; Lemke, 1920, p. 15 
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army was also described in another source as the “Russian weapon of liberation”, as well as 

an army carrying “the light of freedom and truth”.198 

The rhetoric of struggle was also fraught with a notion of sacrifice. Besides the poem, 

the Galician people were also described as having sacrificed on the altar of the Russian 

Fatherland.199 Russia was, moreover, described as being forced to take up arms to occupy the 

Galician lands.200 This sort of wording paints the role of the Russians in a positive and 

normative light, whilst also indicating that, whatever actions the Russians take, the struggle is 

not their fault and that their actions are justifiable, being consequences of the Ukrainian 

movement and their ‘Germanic supporters’ – on the sins of others, so to say. As written in 

Sovremennaya Galichina: “maybe…[the Ukrainian intelligentsia], not looking at their lust for 

power, will make us forget the past, and we will not have to fall back on the employment of 

severe martial law”.201 

The Russians are portraying themselves as the ones not at fault, justified in taking 

potentially violent action, just as they were ‘forced’ to take up arms. This is perfectly 

highlighted by Arendt’s specific example of self-defence being the perfect justification for 

violence.202 In this subchapter we have also thus seen a sort of ‘fulfilment’ of the utopia-

theory, where the threat against the utopia was deemed dangerous enough that violence was 

warranted. The violence was additionally portrayed as ‘cleansing’ and ‘liberating’. It is thus, 

in according to our theoretical framework, both meaningful and justified. It is permeated 

within a specific context of nationalistic struggle and survival, as well as of the fulfilment of 

destiny. 

Conclusion of empirical investigation 

Having now portrayed an overview of the study’s empirical findings, the study will now move 

over into a chapter of analytical discussion. The present chapter will therefore not be 

concluded with a summery of the empirical findings, as this will be given as part of the 

following chapter. The following chapter will also constitute a more detailed, complete and 

final theoretical analysis, from which we will be able to draw conclusions relating to the 

purpose of the study, set out in the introduction and give answers to the research questions. 

 
198 Dudykevych, 1915, p. 46, 49 
199 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 19, p. 4 
200 Armeyskiy Vestnik, 1914, n. 33, p. 2 
201 Sovremmenaya Galichina, 1914, p. 24 
202 Arendt, 1970, p. 52 
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Discussion – theoretical analysis and conclusions 

Analytical discussion and results 

Per the theory and operationalisation on utopias, three criteria were needed. Firstly, a group 

needs to adhere to a utopian ideology. This I have shown to be the case. In the empirical 

investigation we have seen how a Russian utopia existed through the lens of an imagined 

community. It was thus a utopia based on nationalism, where Russians imagined a Russian 

world, or Rus’, to which Galicia and its Ruthenian population belonged. Symptoms of this 

belonging, according to this image, was partly the language and faith of the Ruthenians and 

the history of Galicia. 

Secondly, the group adhering to the utopia must “engage in actions to assert their 

supremacy of identity by violently seeking to establish a unified ideal community.”203 This 

was fulfilled through the Great War, the occupation of Galicia and the desire to at once 

incorporate it de facto into the Russian Empire. The desire of this has also been shown 

throughout the empirics. The sources often mentioned a “gathering of Rus’” and expressed a 

yearning to ‘reunite’ Galicia with the rest of Russia. Lastly, there needs to exist obstacles to 

this utopia, namely culture, tangible or intangible, that signify opposing meanings and 

somehow oppose the utopian vision. This obstacle was, according to the Russian sources, 

evidently the Ukrainian movement. In the investigation we have seen a ‘dualistic’ portrayal of 

this evident threat. “Ukrainism” was viewed in itself as a threat to Russian nationalistic 

coherence, being understood as a ‘splinter’ Russian national movement that rejected the 

fundamental unitary message of the Russian utopia. It was labelled as corrupting and 

unnatural; it was something that fooled the masses and lead them away from the strait and 

narrow path of ‘Russianness’. 

Beside this, the Ukrainian movement was also seen as partner, collaborator and 

instrument of Russia’s war-time enemies. The Ukrainian movement was then not only an 

internal nationalistic obstacle, but now also related to external, geopolitical threats. As was 

discussed in the previous chapter, the Ukrainophiles is seen as a Germanic weapon, a means 

to the end of tearing away large parts of Russian territory – territory viewed as inherently 

Russian. 

All three criterion being fulfilled, we can conclude that the Russification policies in 

Galicia, constituting violence against Ukrainian cultural heritage, was motivated by 

 
203 Tsongas, 2018, p. 15 
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nationalistic ideology. More specifically, the Ukrainian movement constituted an obstacle 

both to the intangible idea of the Russian utopia (the imagined community) as well as to the 

actual tangible attempts to establish the utopia in the context of the Great War. The Russian 

historiographical and nationalistic views on Ukraine, the imagined community and the utopia 

all in itself also constituted a context in which violence was perpetrated. Utilising Weber’s 

principle of subjectivity, we understand the violence, and the intentions behind it, having 

scanned the subjective understanding of Russians. 

Based on Blok’s understanding of violence and context, we can see that the Russian 

actors began the Russification process with a couple of things in mind. Firstly, they entered 

with the ‘baggage’ of the previous half-century-or-so’s restrictions against Ukrainian culture, 

memories of Ukrainian activism and the implications that had on their worldview. Secondly, 

the Russian actors would enter within the context of their own historiographical view of 

Russia, and the part Ukraine played in this. They would see ‘Ukraine’ as simply a variation of 

something Russian. This union would be natural and obvious to them. In this context, the 

russification policies (i.e. violence against cultural heritage) carried meaning and became a 

symbolically and nationally charged, purposeful, course of action in the attempt to establish 

and uphold the Russian utopia, which was central to their identity. 

The violence was perpetrated as the means (Russification) to and end (to rid an 

obstacle (“Ukrainism”) and was justified by this, per Arendt’s theory. Applying Anderson’s 

theory of official nationalism, the Russians tried to merger Russia’s political borders with the 

imagined community. Since cultural heritage also constitute a continuous process of meaning-

making and interpretation of the past, the violence can also be understood as a means to 

‘rewrite’ history, enforcing Russian historiography, as Ukrainian historiography was 

destroyed. This is why violence was perpetrated against Ukrainian cultural heritage in the 

form of Russification, as well as how the Russification itself constituted violence against 

cultural heritage. 

Study aim and research questions 

The purpose of the study has been to investigate underlying ideological and nationalistic ideas 

motivating Russian violence against Ukrainian cultural heritage. This has been done and 

shown in detail in the empirical investigation and preceding analytical discussion. The study’s 

aim was also complemented by three research questions, to which I here intend to give 

answers to. Now, the answers to the questions are already implicitly answered throughout the 
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investigation and analysis. Nonetheless, considering repetition is the mother of learning, I 

believe it appropriate and clarifying to briefly formulate the answers concretely. 

What were the underlying context and motives for Russification in East Galicia? 

The underlying context for the Russification in eastern Galicia was the idea of a Russian 

nationalistic imagined community, of which East Galicia and its East Slavic population was 

considered a part. This constituted a Russian nationalistic utopia, which Russia aimed to 

establish within the context of the Great War and Russia’s antagonistic relationship with 

Austria-Hungary and Germany. Another part of the context was the Ukrainian national 

movement in Galicia, which was deemed to be dangerous to the Russian utopia. The motives 

for Russification was hence to fully establish and enforce the utopia through the lens of the 

imagined community.  

Why was Russification deemed necessary? 

Russification was deemed to be necessary due to the threat felt from the Ukrainian movement 

and how it was feared to be used by Austria-Hungary and Germany. It was necessary in order 

to protect the utopia and the reality of the imagined community. The perceived threat was 

moreover seen to threaten even the Russian people and nation itself, as well as large parts of 

Russian territory. Russification was therefore necessary to protect the sovereignty of the 

nation and to fulfil the deterministic “gathering of Rus’ lands”.  

How was violence against Ukrainian cultural heritage justified? 

Justifications legitimise based on future outcomes.204 The violence was thus justified by the 

fulfilment and defence of the Russian utopia, which more concretely consisted of the 

‘gathering of Russian lands’. This also meant a fulfilment of what we operationalised as 

official nationality, where the borders of the Russian Empire were to be expanded to cover the 

whole nation, or imagined community.  

Relevance and relation to previous research 

Violence against cultural heritage 

The main contribution of this study has been to understand violence against cultural heritage 

through the lens of the actual perpetrators, as well as expanding the ‘case file’ of the field 

historically. Furthermore, whilst other studies have deepened our understanding of the 

 
204 Arendt, 1970, p. 50 
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destruction of tangible culture, this study has contributed with the addition of the destruction 

of intangible culture, especially language.  

This study has also complemented previous research by theoretical contributions. A 

major contribution has been to explicitly define and understand violence through a theoretical 

framework. Though not at all being a deductive study, our theoretical framework has also in 

its use given further validity to Tsongas’ theory on utopias, if only in a somewhat refurbished 

manner. Moreover, the study agrees with much of the previous research in viewing violence 

against cultural heritage as an intentional design with symbolic motivations, as well as a sort 

of conflict between opposing identities.  

Moreover, a major part of this study has been nationalism. The findings of this study 

can thus be compared to van der Auwera’s work; we both have found nationalism to be a 

driving factor in violence against cultural heritage. Her reasonings regarding territorialisation 

are also comparable, considering the importance the physical land of Galicia played in my 

results. My findings are also relatable to the connection she describes between culture and 

identity, as the “imagined past” hinges on cultural heritage.205 However, this study provides a 

unique contribution, as it applies nationalism in a detailed investigation of a case of violence 

against cultural heritage, wherefore our understanding of its catalysing nature has grown.  

On the occupation and Russification 

The contribution of this study is in its specific focus and relevant findings. Previous research 

on Russia’s occupation of Galicia and L’viv has already done excellent work on the empirical 

aspects of the case. My findings – the detailed description of how nationalism motivated 

violence against Ukrainian cultural heritage – complement the previous research by focusing 

specifically on the nationalism of the perpetrators and how that motivated Russification. One 

might say that by having focused on a ‘smaller’, more detailed aspect, I have been able to 

contribute to a deeper understanding of the broader phenomenon. Yet, the biggest contribution 

of my study to this specific field is the identification of the Russification policies as 

specifically constituting violence against cultural heritage.  

An aspect this study, however, has not been able to capture is the broader implications 

of Russian nationalism in the war, as well as the geostrategic implications of the occupation. 

This study has been very focused on specifically Galicia, whilst another focus might have 

been able to investigate the more general consequences of Russian nationalism on other 

aspects of the Great War or other regions claimed by the Russian imagined community. 

 
205 van der Auwera, 2012, p. 54 – 55   
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Future research 

There are a few different ways in which future study could further complement the two 

research fields. Regarding violence against cultural heritage, more historical case studies 

should of course be done; can we expand the various motivations of perpetrators, or will we 

find that nationalism has played a role in more such cases? Specifically testing the theories 

used in this study to examine their validity would also be appropriate. Various comparative 

case studies could also bear fruit. One major example would be to compare this case with how 

Russia is currently attacking Ukrainian cultural heritage in the ongoing war.  

Regarding the case of the occupation, studies could be conducted on how the world at 

large, specifically the other major actors of the war, viewed the Russian occupation. Various 

comparative studies of Russian occupations would also be interesting. For example, 

comparing the occupation of Galicia with the 18th century occupation and colonisation of the 

Black Sea coast and Crimea 

Conclusion 

In this study I set out to investigate violence against cultural Ukrainian heritage during the 

Russian occupation of Galicia during the First World War. Its focus can be said to have been 

dual, consisting of one phenomenon and one case, both merged together for this specific 

investigation. Having investigated nationalism as a motivator for this violence, I have 

complemented the research fields by showing how nationalistic frameworks – in this case 

through the lens of the imagined community – can lead to violence as a justified instrument to 

eliminate threats and opposition to one’s own nationalistic ideals. This has both provided 

deeper understanding of the Russification policies in Galicia as well as adding to the literature 

specifically identifying nationalism as a reason behind violence against cultural heritage. 

Moreover, through this study I have shown how the Russification policies of the occupation 

constitute violence against cultural heritage, thus providing a fresh contribution to the field. 

In this study I have also shown a historical continuity of Russian violence against 

Ukrainian cultural heritage, which is now being continued in the full-scale invasion, begun in 

2022. This has also in general shown a more historical nature of perpetrating violence against 

cultural heritage, an aspect at times lacking in other literature. It thus seems that the Russian 

nationalistic ideas concerning Ukraine still remain, and that the Russian imagined community 

somehow is till be present as a nationalistic ideology. 
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