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War as the Collapse of
Civilization;

Can There Be Happiness after
War?

Participants: Anne Applebaum (digital), Slavenka Drakulich (digital), Vakhtang Kebuladze,
Maksym Yakovliev and Tetiana Oharkova (chair)

Tetiana Oharkova: Good afternoon, we're happy to see everybody again. We're
continuing our Book Forum work with this panel, called ‘War as the Collapse of
Civilisation: Can There Be Happiness after War?’

I'd like to introduce our participants: Vakhtang Kebuladze, a Ukrainian philoso-
pher, translator, writer, and friend; Maksym Yakovliev, my close colleague, head
of the Department for International Affairs at Kyiv-Mohyla Academy and author
of abook about conspiracytheories.|fyouhaventreadit,Iwould advise youtodo
so.And online we have Anne Applebaum, a historian, writer and journalist. Also
on Zoom, we have Slavenka Drakulich, who many of us know: a Croatian writer
who’s had many books translated into Ukrainian.

We're speaking about a very important topic: war as a collapse of civilisation.
That's a big question mark:is war just a challenge for civilisation or an absolute
collapse of it? The answer is far from clear. I'll start with a story | heard several
days ago that really struck me.

Atthe Ukrainian Crisis Media Centre, we were watching adocumentary about our
current war of Russia against Ukraine. Present with us were the heroes of that
documentary, the characters depictedinit. The film hasn't hadits publicrelease
yet, but I'll tell you briefly: it's about an actor from one of the Kyiv theatres who
volunteeredtogotowar.He was defending Ukraine in the Kyivregion, then later
went to Bakhmut and the south of Ukraine. At one point in the documentary, his
battalion commander was given the opportunity to speak. What he said really
struck me. He said, ‘On the Ukrainian side, we have an army of people who were
civilians two years ago, or months ago. And what you can't understand com-
pletely, because you're still a civilian, is that the way a person passes from the
civilian state to being military is by becoming capable of killing the enemy, of

killing people.The paththat personhastogooninordertogetbacktothe normal
state again is much, much longer’

That made me thinkthat we'reinthe position of having no choice but to sacrifice
our humanity. Alarge number of Ukrainians need to learntokillin order, perhaps,
for our civilisation to continue to exist. That priceis avery high one to pay. Thisis
the metaphor we need: we're forcedto lose our humanityin orderto be victorious

My first questionistothe philosopher Vakhtang Kebuladze, about theideaof the
collapse of civilisation and war as a collapse of civilisation, or as achallenge toit,
in the context of our war. | know you have many thoughts on this, and have been
speaking for many years about Russia as a‘shadow civilisation’. There have been
many wars in the centuries of human history. What are your thoughts about war
and civilisation?

Vakhtang Kebuladze: Thank you very much. Thank you to the Forum for the
invitation to participate in this discussion and the following ones. I'll start by
reflecting on and reacting to what you've just said, because it resonated in my
heart.The experience of war and of murderingisindeed a truly awful one.| have
two thoughts about it.

At the beginning of the full-scale invasion, | was thinking about what the di-
fference was between us and our enemies. The vast majority, the sociological
majority (at least | feel thisto be the case, but we can discussiit), most Ukrainian
men and women, do not want war. Despite that, theyre ready to participateinit,
actively or passively; as military, as volunteers, because they seeitasbeing about
the protection of our way of being and our existence. The majority of Russians,
on the other hand, do want the war, but they don’t want to participate in it. They
want to kill us using somebody else’s hands.

That’s one opinion. The second is about this experience of inhumanity. | think
thisis much more complicated. | have a quotation here from Yuri Andrukhovych,
from a text that's not about the war, but about Maidan, but which | believe suits
the situation of this war very well. It was one of the first texts about Maidan, and
maybe one of the best that has been published in English. In the United States
it was called Love and Hatred in Kiev. In Ukrainian it was called Kyiv sl'ozyhinly,
or Kyiv, the Tear-Causing, in reference to the fact that special security forces
used tear gas on us. But we were crying not only because of the tear gas, but
also because of the losses we had to suffer at Maidan. And now that continues
on amuch bigger scale.
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A key phrase of Yuri's is when he writes, ‘It is not immoral to hate murderers’,
referringtothe people who shot atthe peaceful protesters. We can continue this
thought and ask, is it immoral to kill murderers? Is it immoral to kill enemies
of humanity? | don't have an answer to that question, but | don't believe that our
heroes, who are defending Ukraine and the whole of civilised humanity against
Russian evil, are having aninhuman, immoral experience. They're having some
other completely different kind of experience. I'm afraid of that experience, but
at the same time | understand it to be one of the most important experiences a
human being can go through in his life.

Coming back to our topic of war and civilisation, because we agreed we'd speak
about happiness and luck afterwards, and first about war. To consider the two
key words: war and civilisation. As a translator and a philosopher, | like to work
in the ‘Begriffsgeschichte’, which means the history of terms. So I'd like to give
akind of introduction here to these two words. They're very understandable for
us, but are not actually that simple.

I'll start with civilisation. We often compare civilisation with barbarism: civi-
lisation is something developed, high, cultural; while barbarism is something
destructive, underdeveloped, bad and so on. Using the term ‘civilisation’ in this
broad sense, talking about human civilisation in general, we're changing the
primary sense of this word. And I'd love to refer to an idea you might already
have heard about from me: theideathatthere’s only onecivilisationinthe entire
world. You can callit European, transatlantic, western, whatever you like. And |
have no doubt that we, the Ukrainian political nation, belong to this civilisation.

One consequence of the ‘poly-civilisational” approach, which appeared at the
beginning of the 20th century in the works of Toynbee and Spengler, has been a
mistake inunderstanding,inthe sense of abeliefthatthere’s notonly one Euro-
pean civilisation, but many different civilisations. It didn’t start with Toynbee and
Spengler; it started with Columbus, with Marco Polo, when Europeans started
finding out about other forms of human existence. Spengler and Toynbee, in a
critique of Eurocentrism, started calling these forms of human existence civi-
lisations too. And that's a mistake, because the word ‘civilisation” comes from
the word ‘civitas’, meaning city. The centre of a civilisation has to be a free city.
First it was the medieval cities, Italian and German cities, and the German, or
‘Magdeburgian’ rights system that existed for them. And the ‘far historian’ [I've
put this in inverted commas as the meaning is not clear in English, and the in-
terpreterisclearlyunsure of the intended meaning while translating it literally]
symbol of that city was a Greek polis. It is something similar to the Chinese or
Aztec empires, but it isn't the same. That doesn’t mean it's worse, just that it's
something different.

What has been the benefit of the European civilisation up until now? I'll make a
strong assertion, which might be criticised later. | believe thatin human history,
there’s never been another form of civilian organisation that could be scaled up
for the whole of humanity. Our European projectis global. We Europeans propose
something everybodycanlivein.The Arabian ‘Ummah’doesn’t acknowledge the
existence of the non-Muslim world. The Chinese heavenly empireis only for the
Chinese or for the people who were under them. Only the European civilisation
offers auniversal mode of human existence. And | would love humanity to exist
inthat form.

Does Russia belong to that civilisation? My answer is no. It was never part of it
and, I'm afraid, willnever become part of it. This is a very difficult topic, especially
whenwe'retalking to our western colleagues, who see Russians as equal, as the
same as us, who think they've just made a mistake or something. But | believe
that Russians organically do not belongto our civilisation, because they've never
had anything like these free cities, thereis no grounding for fundamental values
like dignity and freedom. Remember that we called our revolution the Revolution
of Dignity, and our main slogan was ‘freedomis our religion’. These fundamental
values that arise from common life in a free city are unknown for the Russians.
Forthemtheyare foreign andthreatening.Intheir strong hierarchical structure,
withonly one verticalline of power, freedomis destruction.ldon’t think that when
Russians use the term freedom, they understand the same things we do. That's
why Russia is not part of our civilisation. But it's not a different civilisation or an
anti-civilisation; it's a shadow of civilisation, because it copies the forms of our
civilisation in a shadowy, black, dark way.

We can reconsider the concept of civilisational collapse and ask, will this war
lead to the collapse of our civilisation? In doing that, we need to understand and
to communicate to others that we're not speaking about Ukraine. Yes, Ukraine
is suffering - our nearest and dearest are dying in this war, our cities are being
destroyed by the Russianinvasion.But what we're speaking aboutis the survival
of our civilisation, maybe human civilisation or, let's say, European or western
civilisation. If we lose, how can we continue to live in this civilisation? It's not a
question of whether one country or the other wins. It's not about territory. It's
not about where the Russian or Ukrainian armies stand. It's about whether our
European, western way of being is strong enough to continue to exist. | think, in
this sense, that this war does threaten our civilisation. If we have time, | could
talk more about this war. If not, I'll stop here in response to what you've said.
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Tetiana Oharkova: We'll have time to return to you and give you the chance to
speakin more detail about the war. I'd like to turn to Anne Applebaum, because
I have the feeling you've said something important about the current risks and
the war happeningin our geographical part of the world. It seems thatnot onlyto
Vakhtang, but to many Ukrainians, not onlyinside Ukraine - thisis also athought
we're trying to spread beyond our country - that this war Russia has started
against Ukraine is not just a war for more territory, to annexe several more re-
gions, even though that’s also taking place. It's a war that threatens European
civilisation as it currently stands. Anne, you're a historian, you know a lot about
the horrific histories of all the continents. Does it seemtoyou, inthe west, either
in Europe or in the United States, that there is any feeling, now we're entering
the 19th or 20th month of the war, that this war poses an existential threat to the
whole of western civilisation?

Anne Applebaum: Thankyou so much.I'msorrynottobethereinperson, butI'm
happy to be joining you from Warsaw, not too far away. We have a big election
here soon, so I'm unable to come to Ukraine this week. Let me begin by saying
thatyou'reright.Idoverymuch believe that this waris a war about fundamental
values. | believe that Putin began the war, partly for the imperial reasons he’s
described, his desire to conquer more territory, and partly as a kind of revenge
forthe loss ofthe Soviet Union. That was the greatest tragedy of his lifetime. He's
written about how, as a KGB officer in East Germany, he watched the collapse
of the Berlin Wall and experienced it as a tragedy. Most of the rest of the world
was celebrating, but he saw it as a disaster, for himself and for his friends in the
Stasi.Buthealsolaunchedthe war preciselyin ordertoundermine a set ofideas:
ideas of the rule of law, the ideas reflected in the UN Convention on genocide,
the ideas of human rights, the idea that borders, especially in Europe after the
Second World War, cannot be changed by force, that we've all agreed that this
kind of war over territory leads to nothing. He saw all of those rules, that whole
body of thought, humanrights law, international law, international organisations,
the United Nations, as a threat to the kind of power he holds in Russia. He's an
absolute ruler who runs a kleptocracy that lives off the state, not a country of
rule of law, but so-called rule ‘by law.’ That means the law is what the person
in charge saysitis. There's no such thing as a neutral constitution, there are no
neutrallaws, thereare noneutral courts, there are noneutralinstitutions.There’s
only power, pure power and nothing else. And all of these other things, these
ideas about institutions, rules, laws, international relations, these are a threat
to his kind of power. | think that the moment he first really understood this was
in 2014, at the time of the Maidan, when he saw Ukrainians carrying European
flags, using slogans about corruption and rule of law, and saw that this language
motivated people to come and to stay on the Maidan for many weeks, and that
eventually these ideas were strong enough to push and frighten Yanukovych,

Top: Vakhtang Kebuladze
Bottom (from left to right): On screen: Anne Applebaum.
On stage: Tetiana Oharkova, Maksym Yakovliev and Vakhtang Kebuladze:
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who was a figure very similar to Putin, a kind of acolyte or pupil of Putin, out of
the country. Putin understood then that that was the kind of demonstration and
the kind of argument he was afraid of. In other words, a democratic, European
Ukraine threatens him personally.

So this is a war against Ukraine as a nation, it's a war for empire, but it's also
a war against that body of rules and ideas. And | think actually the people who
understandthisbestare notnecessarily peoplein Western Europe and the United
States, about which more in a moment. The people who understand it best are
Venezuelans, Iranians, Zimbabweans. I've had conversations with people over
the last several months where they say, ‘We see the Ukrainians are fighting for
us. Iranian dissidents have said to me, ‘We think it's very important that Ukraine
wins this war because it will be a lesson that these ideas, and the unity of the
democracies that support them, are stronger than the ideas of autocracy.' The
Iranianregimeis far away and has a differentideology and so on. But it would be
challenged by a Ukrainianvictory because that would show that the ideas of law,
democracy and freedom have the potential to be more powerful, even militarily,
thantheideas of autocracy and dictatorship. Iranian dissidents understand this,
the Venezuelan opposition understands this. | was with Venezuelan opposition
members in Washington just a few weeks after the war began and they all said,
‘Thisis our war.”Again, Venezuelais far away, it's not a traditional ally of Ukraine
inany way, but the Venezuelan opposition leaders want Ukraine to win because,
again, they understand that it would be a victory for the values they're fighting
for athome as well.

So I think that is a correct characterisation of the war, and | also think it's very
important to speak about the war in this way, to explain to people around the
world that this is what it's about. President Zelensky does this very well but, of
course, there are counter voices. Having said that, here’s my warning. Before
joining you, | looked up a quotation from the Polish poet Czeslaw Milosz, who
won the Nobel Prize many years ago. He once wrote about the difference in un-
derstanding that he encountered after the Second World War between Poles
andforeigners, westerners, Americansin particular. He wasinthe US very soon
afterthe war, infact. And he noted the difference between how peoplein Central
Europe had experienced the war under occupation, the violence and so on, and
how Americans saw it. He wrote, ‘In normaltimes, ifaman had stumbled upon a
corpseinthe street, he would've called the police. A crowd would've gathered and
much talkand comment would have ensued.’I'm quoting Milosz. ‘Now he knows
he must avoid the dark body lying in the gutter and he must refrain from asking
unnecessary questions.’What he meant wasthatmurderbecame ordinaryduring
wartime, and was evenregarded as legitimate ifit was carried out on behalf of the
resistance.Inthe name of patriotism, young boys from law-abiding, middle-class

families became what would have been considered criminals before the war,
people for whomthekilling of amanrepresents no moral problem.Theft became
ordinary, falsehood and fabrication became ordinary. Allkinds of behaviours that
you would not engage in during normal times became legitimate because they
were part of fighting the war.

So, again, this is from Milosz, people learn to sleep through sounds that would
once haveroused the whole neighbourhood. You know thisin Ukraine, you know
the sound of gunfire, the sound of bombs. Normally this would be an alarm, but
you learn to accept it and live with it. And for all of these reasons, Milosz wro-
te, this is a quote from him again: ‘The man of the east cannot take Americans
seriously.” Because they haven't gone through these experiences, they don't
seem to understand what they mean. And this is the moment where | want to
warn you. We began this conversation with talk about what people have to do
duringwartimeinordertoreturntothecivilisationthey wantto have. Andthere’s
now going to be a gap between what Ukrainians have experienced over the last
year and a half and what Americans and Germans, and even Poles, frankly, and
Slovaks, and Romanians have experienced. You're living through amoment now
in which people are fighting a war. They're killing people. They're doing things
that would not normally be done in peacetime. They've had to get used to things
that would not be accepted in peacetime. And you will now have to explain that
to Americans and other foreigners: what the difference is, how you live through
that change. Of course you also have to think, after the waris over, how toreturn
to the peacetime norms in which murder is abnormal and you would never do
it. And so, on the one hand, yes, | agree it's a war for and about a universal set
of ideas, and ideas that are common to all of democratic civilisation, and also
common to opposition movements and dissent movements, evenin autocracies.
Onthe other hand, your experienceis now going to be so particular and specific
that explaining that and transmitting this idea to western audiences is going to
become more difficult.

I don't want to give you advice. I'm not a font of all knowledge but, keeping these
two things in your mind at the same time, that you need to speak to a common
audience,

in the name of a common civilisation, and at the same time explain what you've
lived through to people who won't understand it, is going to be very difficult.
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Tetiana Oharkova: Thank you very much, Ms. Applebaum, for those remarks,
for your observations about what's happening here, what the risks are of the
experience of the war that we're all having, but especially the people who are
on the front lines, who are perhaps even this minute going into a battle, while
we're sitting here safely discussing. The question to you, Maksym, is our central
question of civilisation and war, collapse or challenge. And also the question:is
the opposition we have strong enough to provide not just an abstract respon-
se, but a forceful response to the aggressor who doesn’t understandideas and
cannot be convinced, but needs only a strong, powerful response? If the world
is strong enough to give that response, could that lead not to a collapse but to a
strengthening of civilisation?

Maksym Yakovliev: Thank you to the Forum for the invitation. I'd like to reflect
on what Vakhtang said. I'd also like to talk about the concept of categories and
‘Begriffsgeschichte’,and I've been thinking about the Cambridge School of Total
History, which could help us to speak about the context, how thisis happening.I'll
start with the German word ‘begreifen’, that's at the centre of the term ‘Begriff’,
which means term’.In several Slavic languages, ‘understanding’ has ameaning
that's like ‘covering’. But as we arein mediares, within what's happeningtousin
this war, we're not able to understand everything or cover everything. But there
are severalthings we can say aboutdemocracy and about civilisationalterms. It’s
really not fairto saythat all civilisations are equal. They're different alternatives.
We, as political scientists, discuss whether BRICS offers an alternative to the
transatlantic, western world. And when we speak about alternatives, we get
mixed up. We forget about the important aspect that what we call civilisation is
based on the understanding we have, and we see the rest as alternatives that
offer a very limited world, where there is no place for the majority, despite the
factthattheyare part of the same civilisation we're part of. | have two comments
on this.

I'll start with democracy. | write about this in my book about it - thank you for
mentioning it. In popular culture, I've always disliked the popular Hollywood
movie theme in which there’s a school, someone’s bullying other students, and
somebody else, like anerd wearing glasses, starts fighting back. And everybody
says, ‘How could you? The two students are standing in the head teacher’s office
and everybody's saying, ‘How could you have doneit? You shouldn’t have done it.
You should have found another way."We're being told something like that now, for
example with the Vatican story about the Ukrainian woman who had to carry a
cross witha Russian woman. We're being told we need to sitdown with Russians
inthe same forum and talk about how Putin is bad and not everything is simple,
blah, blah, blah. But we need to understand that the part of the world that has
lived for a long time without wars, that has felt safe, has created this culture in

which a confrontational response is not understandable, or understandable
only in the sense of starting a dialogue. Like the people in Germany who are
against delivering weapons to Ukraine, who say, provide them with chairs so the
Ukrainians and Russians can sitinacircle and talk, help them in a different way.

So we need to think about democracy in a different way. This is something I've
discussed with my colleagues, how we use the word ‘democratic’. | remember
an advertisement in late 90s and early 2000s in Ukrainian restaurants and ca-
fes, that said, ‘We have democratic prices’. It was referring to affordability and
cheapness. And, as a political scientist and specialist in international affairs, |
understand that democracy is complicated and expensive, that it needs clarifi-
cation, in the form of education, and support for institutions to make sure they
work. That's why | would agree with this idea of collapse, because sometimes
duringwartimeit's easyjustto close things up, to make them simpler. And that’s
the threat, the pressure: let's make it simpler. Let’s just find a shorter way. And
that provokes resistance. Which leads us to the question you've asked about.
How can democracies understand that they need to have their own teeth, they
needto bite back, they need to be able to fight. That when you're bullied, and not
only bullied, but when they try to kill you, you need to fight back and not propose
a peaceful solution.

To close my remarks about how we understand civilisation, it's not just this co-
llapseinthe sense of this temptation to make it simpler:I'd alsoinclude a different
meaning of civilisation. When you speak polysemantically, and when you come
to my favourite topic, the architecture of international organisations, if not a co-
llapse, thenwhat we're seeingis acrisis. The majority of organisations that were
created to support the order after the Second World War do not serve current
needs. Maybe even by the end of the Cold War, they should’'ve been reformed,
or something else should’'ve been done. And we understand that some of the
institutions that exist now, if they haven't collapsed, are just sitting and watching.
Sowe'reinacrisisthat needs asolution. Democracies needtorethinktheirrole.
We definitely shouldn't include inequality among the alternatives we choose
from.There'sadeeperneedtoreconsider what's needed to maintain democracy,
whichis complicated, but also how to protect democracy. That's a stimulus that’s
coming form Ukraine, from what we're doing and how we're fighting. Different
ways of thinking about it.
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Tetiana Oharkova: Thank you, Maksym. I'd like to bring in another speaker who's
withus online: Slavenka Drakulich. We're very pleased to see you, Ms Drakulich.
We're familiar with your books, which have been published in Ukrainian. We know
a little about your geography in the context of countries that are well aware of
what war is, not in an abstract way, and of how war can dramatically change
society. Notlong ago, | had the opportunity to talk to some Croats. | was struck by
their memory of the war, which for many people present here in Lviv is distant,
because we're talking about the 90s; we have a lot of young people around us here
who may not evenremember those events.I'minterested to hearyourresponse
to our question, and here perhaps we can also move to the second part of our
discussion, about the possibility of returning to some sort of normal.I'm not going
totalkto this audience about reconciliation, because we're absolutely not at the
moment for that in our society: we're still in a hot phase of a war that’s not even
closetofinishing, and nobody knows how it will end. We often refer to ‘victory’, or
to‘Ukraine’svictory’, but that's still quite along way away, and possibly quite a lot
more blood will have to be spilled before it happens. But | was struck by how alive
the warin Croatia was inthe memory of those people, even though it was a long
time ago. Can we talk about any sort of normal, any sort of happiness after war?

Slavenka Drakulich: Thank you very much for your question and thank you for
inviting me to be part of this conference. | have to say I'd rather speak about the
second part, about establishing normality, than the first part. I'm very grateful
tothe previous speakers, who spoke atahigh level and using, I'd say, dangerous
phrases like ‘the end of civilisation’, and ‘learning to kill'. To me, as a writer, it fri-
ghtensme when people use phrases like that. ‘The end of civilisation’, or ‘learning
tokill' are not such abstract concepts.

What nobody mentioned, and which | think is important to mention when we're
speaking about Killing, is that killing is the first taboo in every culture. People
have to learn how to kill. That’s what propaganda, before and during the war, is
intended to do; to persuade you that you have an enemy, and that thisiswhoiitis.
Propagandaisalsoneeded whenyou experience aggression and occupation, as
we did in Croatia; Croatia was also attacked. In that respect, we're pretty much
in the same position, and | understand you very well. On the other hand, I'd like
to emphasise that I'm speaking from a different position; that of a small, unim-
portant country that experienced war.| hear that, for Ukrainians, Ukraineis a big
country and the war thatis goingon now is a big war. Our countryis smalland our
war was always considered to be some fire onthe periphery of Europe - nobody
paid much attention to it; it was considered no danger and wasn't considered to
threaten civilisation or values. So it was a different kind of war, but it was still a
war, in which hundreds of thousands people perished and were killed.

Top: Maksym Yakovliev
Bottom: Slavenka Drakulich (on screen)
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To speak about the future, | think I'd say that we've already seen a bit of what will
be amongst the first things to appear in what we might call a normal situation.
First of all, you have the material reconstruction of the country: the buildings,
the infrastructure. You also have to reconstruct government, that is, the type
of government that you want to have, that you want to preserve. In this case, it’s
democracy, as was also the case in Croatia.

Afterthat, you have to mend society, which willhave many wounds. It's almost as
ifit's been torn apart, piece by piece, and now it’s as if you're making a quilt - you
have to put all the small pieces together. Something else you mentioned is the
memory of the people. At the psychological level, that also somehow has to be
understood and mended. The humanbeing, with all ofits wounds and memories,
hasto mend. The difference between memory and history at this pointis some-
thing that has to be established, and there may be a gap. These possible gaps
have already been mentioned. One gap is between those who are now fighting
the war in Ukraine, in this case, and those in the rest of the Europe. There may
be some in Europe who still remember the Second World War. While the gene-
rationthat experienced the war is still alive, that warisremembered. There are
still some older people who remember the Second World War, but in general,
younger people who didn’t experience the war won't understand you in the way
youd like them to. People who participated in war directly, like my father in the
Second World War, or my daughter’s friends who participatedin our last war, don't
talk about the war. They don't speak to people who weren't in the same position,
because they can't talk about it. That's one thing.

The other gap is evident in what you said; that there’'s a gap between the people
who are onthefrontline right now and us, sitting here comfortably, talking about
the war. That will be the first division in society after the war.

You have to mend death. And death is very difficult to mend. There will be the
people who've been through the war: veterans, victims of war, raped women,
refugees. These people will experience the warin avery personal and possibly
tragicway.Thenthere arethe people who were sittingathome.There’s absolutely
nobody who’s untouched by this: even if you sat at home in Lvivand were never
onthe frontline and never had a son fighting there, you'll still be marked for life
by the war.

So,interms of the peace which willcome, hopefully sooner rather than later, I'm
not thinking about values and civilisation. As a writer, 'm much more interested
in society, psychology, and in particular memory. The gap between memory and
history. Those areas are my, | wouldn't say expertise, but my interest, because
I've been observing them for years. You're absolutely right in saying that, after
many years, there’s still a very vivid remembrance of war. A whole generation

of people has grown up, they already have children, and they still have such a
vivid memory. My generation has a very strong memory of that war. Which is
not necessarily the official memory, that is, the history, of that war. There’'s still
a big gap there.

You also mentioned reconciliation. It's useful to mention reconciliation, and it's
also useful that you remind us that talking about reconciliation is not an issue
right now because it's not the moment for it yet. But it will be an issue, and one
of the mostimmediate problems afterwards. You'll have to continue to live with
a Russian minority who will still be there, as we continue to live with a Serbian
minority who didn’t leave. Many Serbs left, many were refugees, but there were,
and still are, people living here who we have to live alongside. We have to live
with what, perhaps not them personally, but what we could call their people,
have done to us. This is another one of the gaps. So, reconciliation, yes, but that
is for a later date. There will be the question of an international tribunal. How
much does that contribute to reconciliation? What do you actually do with your
own war criminals? Do you put them on trial? There are many, many questions
that come after a war. That’s the only thing | can speak about. | can't engage in
political, semi-political, or geopolitical analysis or, much less, philosophical
analysis of this war. But | can say that I'm frightened when you use phrases like
‘the end of civilisation’. That means this war is so big, Ukraine is so big, that if you
lose, civilisation is lost. | find that idea frightening.

Tetiana Oharkova: Thank you very much, Ms Drakulich, for your ideas. | feel a
strong resonance with what you said about the gap, between history and me-
mory. Just yesterday | spoke with a French man called Edouard Mayo. He's - what
should | callhim? - an activist and businessman, | suppose, who's very involved
with helping Ukraine. He started the initiative Stand with Ukraine, in which the
mayor’s officesin various French cities help Ukraine with specific problems, on
and offthe contact line.l asked him yesterday whether there was any correlation
between particular regions in his country and a quicker or slower response to
the needs, be they for generators, humanitarian aid, or whatever. Not military
needs. He said, You're not going to believe it, but yes.’ He told me the eastern
regions of his country, those that were more affected by war, even by the First
World War, that remembered the trenches, and the furrowed brow of the earth
more than a hundred years ago, still retained the memory of what war is. They
had a sensitivity to the problems of others, eventhough it's not a matter of those
people remembering anything personally; this is family memory. But they res-
ponded much faster than people from other regions. This specific example was
very interesting for me.
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You and | don’t know what history will be like, what will be written later about
this war, and we know very well that history is written by the victors. So far, no
one has won this war.We candream and hope and do our best to achieve victory
for the civilised world against this sort of unprovoked, unjust aggression. But,
again,we areinthe middle of this history, it's historyin the making, literally being
made right now. We can’'t know what that sort of history will be like. At the same
time, memory is something we already have, in this hot phase since the start of
the full-scale invasion. We're now in the 19th month of the war, but this war has
actually been going on for 10 years, perhaps much longer.

Vakhtang, I'llturn backto you now. First of all, you wanted to add something about
the war. Secondly, this possibility of how to continue being after the unthinkable,
afterthistrauma, this loss that can'tbe made good. For many of our compatriots,
things have happened that can't be set right: you can’t undo the loss of a loved
one, you can’t regain your health once you've lost it. We know the losses we've
already faced. From your perspective as a philosopher, how can we be with this
unthinkable, tragic collapse, this abyss of experience that is war?

Vakhtang Kebuladze: Firstly, I'd like to respond briefly to what I've heard, and
that will partly bring me on to my next thought. We've heard these words from
our colleagues that I really value, that support us greatly. But the first thing that
made me pause was this: it wasn't Putin who started this war. | think that's a
dangerous idea. Putin didn’t start this war. Russians started this war. That's
something we have to be clear about. If Putin goes, that’s not going to solve the
problem. It's a Russian war. Putin, as I've repeated this many times, is not some
kind of demon thrown in from the cosmos. He's a product of the Russian way
of life, a response to the demands of the deep state or the deep people. Russia
doesn't have adeep state, butitdoeshave adeep people, and Putinisaresponse
to a particular demand.

Secondly, we have to understand something that we don’t understand at the
moment: that, for Russians, not only for Putin, but for Russians, thisis an organic
mode of existence, because violence is a key aspect of their social being. For us
it's trauma, horror. We ask them, ‘How can you live after war? As Adorno said,
‘How is poetry possible after Auschwitz? Because, to us, waris adisasteranda
nightmare. For most Russians, and for Putin, whoisaresponse to ademand, this
isthe high point of their lives. I'm certain that Putinis enjoying the extent to which
he’'s regainedinfluence inthe world. Everybody’s talking about him; evenlam. |
don't want to talk about Putin, | don’t even want to think about Putin, but | have to.

So this is a war of the Russians against us and against all the people who are
part of civilised humanity. That's why, unfortunately, we have to be clear about

what our victory will mean. If Russia remains in the form in which it now exists,
and we're talking about, let’s say, a Russia next to us, and a Russian minority in
Ukraine, that's not our victory. That's a temporary suspension of a particular
phase of a war that will continue in future generations, because the aim of the
Russians is to physically destroy us. If they can’t destroy us physically, then to
turnusinto people like them, in a kind of master-slave relationship. Our victory
isnotthe destruction of Russians, it's the transformation of the Russians, making
them different, making it so that their way of life no longer pertainsin this world.
We're not facing the question of what we do with the Russian minority in Ukraine.
Ifthere are people with a Russianidentity in Ukraine after the war, that means we
haven'twon. It meansthe warisongoingin some other format. That's something
our colleagues often don't understand, even those who are on our side.

So, the question arises: what does after the war mean? I don't know. | have no
answer.Whatdoes ourvictory mean? Simplythatthe Ukrainianarmyhasreached
the1991borders? Doyouthinkthatif our armyreachesthe1991borders the Rus-
sians will stop killing us? They're throwing missiles at us, we're gettingbombed
here in Lviv, thousands of kilometres away from Moscow or from the border.
Unfortunately, that would not be a final victory. An ultimate victory would be the
destruction of the Russian empire, but the destruction of the Russian empire is
the destruction of Russian identity. Because - | will risk this somewhat parado-
xical statement - Russia, in the modern sense of the world, as a political nation,
does not exist. There is no political nation of Russians. They created an empire,
but they didn't create a political nation. If we take away the empire, it's not clear
what will remain. That's not really our problem, but it will become our problem:
the fact that the Russians can no longer be imperial will be a problem for us.

Look at the chief elements of Russian discourse, even amongst Russian libe-
rals.They're primarily concerned with how people will treat them after the war,
not with the fact that they're killing us. So | don't feel a sense of guilt towards
Russians. Yes, they're suffering, too, because their motherland is being humi-
liated, looks awful. But they're just as awful, they're complicit in this awfulness,
because rather than wanting to atone, all they think about is the future, about
a happy life in the future after they've killed millions of Ukrainians. Thank God,
it's not actually millions yet, but, if this carries on, it could be. So, is happiness
possible afterwards? It's nota question of happiness, it's aquestion of afterwards.
A question of post-war. What does it mean to be post-war? | think it was Anne
Applebaum who said we'll all be living with this, we have to make peace with
the fact that psychologically and mentally we’ll all carry the trauma of the war,
allthe citizens of Ukraine, regardless of whether we participated in combat, or
volunteered, or lost someone. Everyone’s lost someone at this point.| dont know
asingle personwhohasn’tlostafriend, someone nearanddear, inthis war. This
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trauma is something we have to live with. And it’s a terrible trauma. But what
does it mean to be after that? What does it mean to be done with that? And what
does happiness mean?

Tomove onto an approachtotheidea of happiness: what's the difference
between happiness and pleasure? What is eudaimonism as opposed to hedo-
nism? | can satisfy myselfall alone. | can take care of all of my physical, even my
intellectual needs, without appealing to other people. Civilisation gives me the
tools to do that. But I cannot be happy on my own, only in conjunction with other
free and dignified and happy people, unless I'm some sort of pervert sadist who
enjoys the suffering of others, but that can hardly be called happiness.

Now the big problem arises for us. How do we, in that future world, co-exist with
the kinds of other people who call themselves Russian? How can we be happy
with them together in one world? To me, that's a problem that can’t be solved,
because being together with miserable people (because theyare people, they're
enemies but they're people; unlike them, we're not dehumanising the enemy),
how can we

be happy alongside this massive number of people controlled by a group of
criminals, which is the constant form of existence of the Russian State? It's a
question without an answer for me. The only thing | really don’t want, which is
something that many of us do want, is to go back to normality, to business as
usual. A friend wrote to me from Germany, I so want to go back to Ukraine’. He
has a young daughter. And | said, ‘Do you understand that you don't just want to
come back to a space? You want to come back to a time, you want to come back
to asituation before all of this. But that's not possible. And it's dangerous.’ | don't
want to go backto 2013. Who, here, wants to go back to 2013, when next to us we
had this Russian evil that at any moment might blow and might encroach? i don't
want to go back to the normality that led to this abnormality of war.

We might've been happy in that normality because we were naive, because we
closed our eyes to the real danger of Russia. A return would not be a return to
happiness, but a return to misery, which is why we cant bring back the normal
that

once existed. We have to create the conditions for a new normal, in which there
will be no room for Russian imperial identity. Russians have to transform and
become something else. Having destroyed their empire, they have to turn into
different kinds of people, so that theyre no longer a threat to themselves or to
others.

Tetiana Oharkova: Thank you, Vakhtang. That brings me to a question | want to
address to Anne Applebaum. Vakhtang has given us this vision of the future. I'm
stillinterested in how this situation is seen by our partners in the west. To what
extent is there this understanding of the fact that we can’t go back - not only
Ukrainians, but also the rest of the world - to some kind of imaginary point where
everythingwas good, the democratic world was stable. Because historyis back.
This very difficult, very dramatic kind of historyis back. It requires an effort from
each of us, and the changes will come, and they will not always be pleasant. To
what extentis this mindset already there amongst you, the people who are trying
to conceive, not only of the present but also of the future?

Anne Applebaum: It's a good question. | can’t give you a clear answer, because
the answer would vary from country to country, and even from personto person.
Ithinkthe understanding that, as long as this kind of Russia exists, and | want to
return to that in a second, that Europe is now perpetually threatened, is some-
thing some people have understood and some people have not understood. In
Germany, it's almost as if there’s a huge aircraft carrier and it's slowly moving;
you can hear the

German debate shifting as people begintounderstand that the world they lived in
before this war is over. That was a world in which Germany was a country su-
rrounded by peaceful neighbours on all sides, didn't have any kind of military or
security threat that was real, was able to do business with Russia, with China,
all over the world without it having any political significance. There are people
who understandthat worldis over, others who are still nostalgic forit. And some
peoplereallyresenttheideathatthatthere willhave tobe achange, that defence
budgets will have to look different, that a certain kind of German business is no
longer possible.

I'm picking on Germany for no particular reason. | could say the same thing about
France, or even about Poland or the United States. For Europeans and for Ame-
ricans to say to themselves, ‘Right, we now have a permanent problem, as long
as this regime exists, and it requires a change in the nature of our security and
it means we need to bring our economies on to a war footing and produce far
more ammunition than we ever did, far many more weapons than we did. We
need to shift part of our budgets to the production of weaponsin order to defend
Ukraine and defend ourselves..” We're coming close to that realisation, but it has
avery high price. Instead of welfare payments, instead of health care, instead of
culture, instead of things that people would rather spend money on, we'll have
to spend money on defence and self-defence. Some people have come to that
realisation and some have not.
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On the subject of Russia, | want to say something nuanced, and I'll try to say it
carefully.|dothink Russia can change and can be different. You can write a history
of Russia, going back to the Decemberists and moving through tothe present,in
which you find a long story of people who've wanted Russia to be different. You
can talk about the 1960s, when you had the Russian dissident movement, which
essentially invented the modern human rights movement. You can talk about
other movementsrightuptothe present.ldon’t believe that all Russian liberals
are Russianimperialists.|thinkyou've heard achangeinthe conversationamong
Russian liberals, evenin the last year and a half, but | think even before that
you could find Russian liberals who understood that the empire was damaging.
And it's my hope that eventually one of the things that happens in Russia is that
there will begin to be political change. | dont care who's the leader of Russia
or what the nature of the political system is, but | hope that eventually Russia
comes to understand that this war was a mistake and that it's destroying their
own country, and that in order to rebuild a better and more prosperous Russia,
theyneedtoremovetheirtroopsfromUkraine. That'sthe moment whenthe war’s
really over. It's not over when there’s a ceasefire, or the day we stop fighting.
It's over when there’s this kind of change in Russia. It's the kind of change you
hadin France in 1962, when the French decided that Algeria was no longer part
of France, they were not going to be a colonial power there anymore, and they
went home. Atthattime, it was an enormous political crisis, there was amurder
attempt on Charles de Gaulle, there was a kind of constitutional crisis in France
connectedtothischange, butthere was achange. And we have to worktowards
achieving that kind of change in Russia too. Change is possible; countries do
become different. | think Ukraine is a very different country from the one it was
20 years ago. That happened because people in Ukraine wanted the country to
change. And there are some people who want Russia to change too. It's a very
small number; many of them are not in Russia right now, but working to support
them and to support their arguments is something | think the Ukrainians could
usefully do. I'll finish there.
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Tetiana Oharkova: Thank you, Anne. Maybe there really will be changes. | have
some fears, and | believe many have these fears, that the changes will happen,
but that we won't live to see them You remember how it happened after the Se-
cond World War? We don't remember it, but we read it in books. How much time
has been needed in order to understand the mistakes, to ask for forgiveness,
to change. This took place, but it didn't happen in an instant. It needed a lot of
time: not a month, not ayear, but much longer. Just yesterday, there was a story
about the Maidan cases, saying that the investigation has been completed. Ten
years have passed and only now itis coming to an end. Tenyearsis a shorttime

inone sense, butit's alsoincredibly long. | fear there will be changes, mental or
geographicalchanges, with today’s enemy. Maybe there’s an alternative, maybe
they willbecome different, but | fear that we won't see it. Maybe our children will,
or maybe our grandchildren, or maybe it will never happen. Thank you, Anne.

Maksym, about the possibility of existence after war, the idea that it's not about
happiness, but about whether this after war will take place. We're speaking in a
very hypothetical way; nobody can be sure what willhappentomorrow, how it will
end and whenit willend. But still, your vision of the future:is there achance we’ll
seethereturnof normality? It's the wrong word, maybe. Something that would be
just? An understanding of justice, the end of this chaos, of this unjustified war?

Maksym Yakovliev: | will start with a game of words. | have some experience of
translating books from English, Swedish and German. | always pay attention to
the factthatphrasesinonelanguage don't meanthe sameinthe otherlanguage.
The English ‘are you happy? means something like satisfaction, maybe. Are we
satisfied by freeingsome territories? There are more questions. How do we work
with those who collaborated? I'm sure that satisfaction will come, after a lot of
effort that needs to be put in after the war.

Thank you, Vakhtang, for speaking about the future of Russia. | want to say two
things here. | have an experiment | like to do abroad, especially when meeting
somebody from western Europe, or an American professor of Russian studies.
I look into their eyes and just start naming the nations that have been enslaved
by the Russians.You can start with Buryatians, Yakutians, and so on. Because of
the idea that what happens in Russia is limited to what's portrayed by Dostoye-
vskyand alltherest.|'vetriedto observe these national minorities in Russia, but
they're in their homes, they're on their territory. There's a very black joke - you
know that jokes and humour are things that allow us to keep fightingand believe
inourvictoryandbelieve that we'llbe happy one day. | had a course in qualitative
methodology and | suggested that my students collect memes and jokes about
how we're fighting. And the joke is that the first five republics that leave Russia
and declare independence will receive a five percent discount on paying repa-
rations to Ukraine. One of my students suggested that, in 20 or 30 years time,
Sakha-Yakutia might send an ambassador to Kiyv asking for forgiveness as an
independent state. Maybe we could think about that.

That looks more realistic to me than talking to the deeply sick people who are
imperialists, who are not a political nation, who have invented this Uvaroviantriad
about self-governance, which doesn’t existin the form of any political theory.For
us to be satisfied with the result of the war, much more would have to happen
than our army’s reach, our borders. We'd need to convince the entire world of
what Russia actuallyis, its treatment of other people. My father always says the
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hardest thing is proving that you're not a rhinoceros, because Russia is saying
blah, blah, blah, whateveritis theyre saying.

| liked Anne’s image of the aircraft carrier moving very slowly. | believe that for
this enlightenment, you can't just read Tolstoy or Dostoyevsky; you have to un-
derstandthat Russiais avastterritory,akind of nation that has a lot ofimperialist
thinking, and a lot of enslaved nations belonging to it. Another student of mine
showed me ajoke by a stand-up comedian, who's not ethnically a Russian, maybe
he's Tajikian or something. He said something like, ‘Il was walking through St.
Petersburg and somebody said to me, “You're Russian, you have to go and fight.”
It's the first time in 20 years that I've heard that, all of a sudden, I'm Russian and
notsome kind of black man.’If we're ever going to have afeeling of justice, to feel
safe withthe neighbour we're going to have, we have averylong wayto go tofight
back our territories and then to convince everybody of it.
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Tetiana Oharkova: A few minutes to Slavenka. Maybe you want to comment on
some of the ideas you've heard? We’'ll give you a few moments and then we’ll
move on to questions.

Slavenka Drakulich: | have three very brief comments. What stuck with me was
the statementthatifthere’'s a Russian minority after the war, living with us, that's
notavictory.lthink what you explained later onand what you meantis thatthese
Russians livingamong you have to change, to become Russians who are longer
animperialforce.Butinterms ofthose people who are livingin Ukraine and who
are ethnically Russians, if you really mean that you can'’t live withthem, because
that wouldn't be a victory, if you literally mean that, which | don’t think you do,
that's a big problem for me. | don't think you can make such a statement, even if
it's meant as symbolism of some kind.

The second comment is about what Anne Applebaum said about Russia, that
there's also a different Russia, different people. There are very few of them, but
the factthatshe'sthe only one who mentioned that there are different Russians,
thatthere could be different Russians, that they're not all the same....that, to me,
means a lot. | know how difficult it is to say such a thing in this situation, but
it's very important to keep in mind that there are such people, and we shouldn't
demonise them. Perhaps only she could say it. | had the same experience in
our war, that only foreigners could say some things that the wider public in my
country didn't want to hear.

My last comment is in response to what you said about it being very difficult to
speak aboutthe future,and that we can’'t venture into that because thisis not the
time for it. We already are speaking about the future, in the sense that next year
there will be elections in America and there’s the possibility that Trump could
win or, at least, that the Republicans could win. That will influence the outcome
of the war in Ukraine immensely. And it will influence the European situation
immensely. And what we're experiencing in Europe now, | hope you've all noti-
ced, or maybe you haven'’, is thatthere’s achange in attitude towards the warin
Ukraine; there’s been change before and now divisions are getting even bigger,
between east and west, between eastern Europe and western Europe. You've
seenthe elections last weekin Slovakia. You know what Fico has said. You know
what Orban is saying and doing. There’s not only that, there are also many signs
that right-wing parties are getting stronger in the European Union. That might
influence the future too.It's not only right-wing parties, ordinary people are also
changing their minds and their attitudes. That's all | have to say. Thank you.
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Tetiana Oharkova: Thankyouvery much, Slavenka, for your remarks. We have five
minutes left for questions.'llask our speakerstorespond as briefly as possible.

Yana Brenza: Thank you very much. My name is Yana Brenza, I'm a journalist. I'd
would like to ask a question to Slavenka. | like your books very much. Reading
one of them, | experienced something like a cold shower when you said that a
Ukrainian mother who'd losta sonin the war and a Russian mother were having
the same experience. For me, the Ukrainian mother who lost her sonin the war
didn't have a choice. Her son did something he couldn’t have done in a different
way, because he didn't have a choice. The Russian mother and son had choice:
they could have changed it, they could have not started the war. Yes, the end
effect is the same, the mother lost the son, but the Russians could’ve not come.
Do they have a similar experience? If we say that it's common experience, don't
we destroy the border between good and evil? Thank you.

Slavenka Drakulich: Thank you very much for your question. | think perhaps you
misunderstood what | wrote a little. | didn't try to make the experience equal.
It's not equal from the point of view of how they lost their sons, but the fact that
they've both lost their sons. That's the key in that particular story. Also, | don't
agree with you that the mother of a young Russian man who was accused of a
war crime could influence his attitude, his deeds or his decisionto gotothe army.
| wouldn't put blame on the mother. In that story, the accent is on mother losing
son.That's what, in that sense, might put them in the same position.
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Questioner: Could you please name the dissidents you think we need to support?
lusedto live abroad, | had Russian friends. None of them even asked me if | was
alive whenthis war started. I tried listening to their liberals. Their first comments
and lectures were not about how to raise a political nation, how to fight this, or
avoidthis, or tryto change something. Their first comments were about the need
toacceptthatthere’s no guilt for the whole nation. Their second comments were
about how to prepare for repressions: not about how to fight, but about how to
prepare to give up. So, personally, I've never really supposed there were true
Russiandissidents. To both of our foreign commentators, I'd like to say that | think
you don't really understand that there’s such thing as a Russian ethnicity. Many
Ukrainians in Ukraine can claim Russian ethnicity - we have Russian grandfa-
thers, great-grandfathers, mothers, fathers, etcetera - butaperson whoclaims
theyre Russian these days, | think is a bit sick in their mind, because they're
specifically associating themselves with Russia as a country as it is currently
now, not with Russian ethnicity.

A last comment about Ms Applebaum saying that Russians can change. True,
anybody canchange, but we forget that after the Second World War, Germany was
changed, not because it wanted to change, but because it was forced to change.
We do not planto occupy Russia. We do not planto forcethemto change. So, yes,
change is possible but, for now, and | think many people will support me here,
| see no move towards them trying to change anything in their minds. All the
dissidents that you mentioned, you forgot to mention that a huge percentage of
them are not of Russian ethnicity. They're Ukrainian, Kazakh, they're from other
nationalities in the Soviet empire who wanted to break free.

Anne Applebaum:First ofall, 've spent more than adecade explainingtowestern
audiences that Russian-speaking Ukrainians are Ukrainians. So, don't lecture
me about that. | fully understand that Russian can be your first language, you can
have grandparents who were bornin Russiaand you canchoose to be Ukrainian
andyoureborninUkraine andyou are a citizen of Ukraine. And | believe strongly
that Ukraine is a nation built on ideas rather than on ethnicity. I've been writing
that and saying that for a long time.

Secondly, presumably your Russian friends are different from my Russian
friends, and we're not going to have a battle about whose friends did what. Some
of mine are working on behalf of Ukraine and are interested in ending the war as
soon as possible and in ending Russianimperialism as well. In terms of naming
dissidents, I'd prefer to mention the ones who don’t have names, and those are
the ones who've organised this underground railroad inside Russiato help Ukra-
inians escape. So for the Ukrainians who've been expelled from Mariupolor from
otheroccupiedterritories, who've ended up sometimesin distant parts of Russia,

there'sasecretorganisationthat helpsthem escape the country and get backto
Ukraine.ldo know who some of them are, but I can'ttellyou theirnames, because
what they're doing is so dangerous that if they're caught, they'll be arrested and
| don’t want them to be arrested, because | want them to continue to help this
process. So, | prefer that we stick to the realm of ideas. There can be an idea of
a different Russia, which is a nation based on the kinds of values you've come to
acceptinUkraine.lrefuse toacceptthatanybodyinherits evil with their mother’s
milk, or some formula like that. And | think it's really important for Ukrainians
to remember that; that you can be from Russia and you can still have different
ideas about what your country should be.
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Tetiana Oharkova: Thank you very much, Anne, for your response. Thanks to
everybody for the discussion. Thank you to our speakers, both those present
here on stage and those who were with us through Zoom conference. We wish
you all a pleasant continuation of your discussions in the events to come. Have
a nice day and take care.
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Marshall Plan for Ukraine:
What Future Awaits the World
after the Ukrainian Victory

Participants:Timothy Garton Ash, Emma Graham-Harrison, Oleksandra Matviichuk (digital),
Sevgil Musaeva, Oleksandr Sushko and Kristina Berdinskikh (chair)

Kristina Berdinskikh: A word of welcome to the audience. My name is Kristina
Berdinskikh, and I'll be moderating the event today, in which we’'ll be discussing
apotential Marshall Plan for Ukraine. We'll be talking about the future. But before
lintroduce our speakers, | thinkit'simportant that we mark what happened just
an hour ago in Hroza, in the Kharkiv Oblast, in the Kharkiv region. There was a
Russian strike. There are only 300 people in this village, 50 of whom died today.
So every sixth resident of the village. It's a massive tragedy, both for this small
village and for all of Ukraine. | think this is very telling of the reality in which
Ukraine now lives. We're in Lviv discussing our plans for the future. At the same
time, people are dying. Thisis a daily reality, and | think it should be the backdrop
to our discussion. How do we reconcile these realities? And how do we continue
thinking about Ukraine’s future?

I'm proud to introduce our speakers. We have with us: Oleksandr Sushko, exe-
cutive director of the International Renaissance Foundation; Timothy Garton
Ash, a British historian, journalist and writer. I'm also happy to welcome Sevgil
Musaeva, Editor-in-chief of the online newspaper Ukrainska Pravda; Emma Gra-
ham-Harrison, a British journalist who writes for The Guardian, and Oleksandra
Matviichuk, who'll join us online, an advocate, human rights activist and head of
the Centre for Civil Liberties.

I'd like to start today’s discussion with a first question to Timothy Garton Ash. If
we'retalking about aMarshall Plan, I'd like to recallthe original Marshall Plan that
was putin place after the Second World War, long after the war was over. We're
talking about a Marshall Plan for Ukraine now, even as the war is ongoing. The
waris notover.We dont know whenit willend, how it will end, in what conditions
it willend. Does it matter that we talk about this now, and if so, why?
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Timothy Garton Ash: It's great to be herein Lvivagain.| want to start by recalling
whenlwaslasthere,in December of last year.| had an unforgettable conversa-
tion with a guy called Yevhen Hulevych, a cultural critic and editor, whose name
many of you will know. He volunteered to serve, was wounded in 2022, went
backtothe front,and when | talked to him, in early December, he was just about
to go backtothe front again.'ve never forgotten our conversation. At one point,
he said, ‘| really hope I'll live to see what our country’s like after this war.” And,
as many of you know, he didn't. He was killed near Bakhmut on the last day of
last year, and actually yesterday | went to lay flowers on his grave at the Field
of Mars at the Military Cemetery, and | was quite shocked to see how many new
graves there were since last year. So that's what's at stake. The question s, can
we re-construct a country and a Europe that's worthy of that sacrifice?

Our panel optimistically had arubricthat said ‘after victory’. But first we've got to
gettothatvictory,we'restillalong wayfromit,and obviously there are problems
on the ground. But one of the biggest problems is the country that gave us the
Marshall Plan, the United States. The speaker of the US Congress has just been
ejected, partly because he wanted to get some funding through for Ukraine. The
other day, | was sitting in a hotel in Washington, watching Fox News, which is a
goodideafromtimetotime, painfulthoughitis.They were talking about Al,and a
so-called‘comedian’said, ‘'So Joe Biden asks Chat GPT, the Al platform, “How do |
screw the American middle class?” and the answer comes back, “send $75 billion
to Ukraine.” That's what you're up against. You're up against a real groundswell
of feeling in the US, which is saying, ‘Why are we sending all this money to this
faraway country of which we know little? Which is why | actually don't think we
should talk about a Marshall Plan.

First of all, as a historian, | have to tell you that the history of the last 50 years
is littered with the graves of Marshall Plans that never happened. ‘Let’s have a
Marshall Planfor Eastern Europe after1989.' Didnt happen.‘Let’'s have a Marshall
Plan for the former Yugoslavia after 1995." Didn't happen. ‘Let’s have a Marshall
Plan for the Middle East after the IragWar.' Didn't happen. ‘Let’s have a Marshall
Planfor Africa.’ Didn’t happen. So even just calling itaMarshallPlanis not agood
omen. Secondly, Marshall was an American. That kind of suggests this is going
to demand a lot of money from the US. And the USis not in the mood to give a lot
more money. What you need from the US is military support.

Togobacktoyour question, one of theideas of the Marshall Plan was essentially
to catalyse cooperation between European countries. It was one of the first steps
towards the European Union, if you like. Now we have a European Union. Andit’s
very rich. It's an economy of comparable size. So, in my view, what we need is
not a Marshall Plan led by the US, but a Euro plan, led by the EU. That would also

signal to the US, to the people who watch Fox News, that Ukraine is in Europe.
Europeis goingtotakethe lion’s share of the burden of supporting Ukraine. But
we need you to win this war.

Alast point, before we gointo the conversation: this plan would be very different
from the Marshall Plan. What we need is something that starts right now, even
during the war, with reconstruction, even while the destructionis still going on,
andthat putsthattogether with reform of the Ukrainian state, which probablyisn't
going fast enough andisinextricably intertwined with reconstruction. And - I'm
going to make thisathird‘R’, soit'sthree ‘R’'s - reaching your proper placeinthe
European Union.Sothe accession process, domesticreformand reconstruction
have to go together. And Europe has to take the lead, not the United States. It's
goingtobethe Europe plan.Then maybe we'llend up with the Ukraine and Europe
plan, which would be worthy of the memory of very brave people like Yevgen
Hulevich.

Kristina Berdinskikh: In that case, | have a follow-up question to do with Euro-
pe specifically. We've seen the results, for instance, of the election in Slovakia,
wherethere’s a party that says, ‘We shouldn’t support Ukraine, we shouldn't fund
Ukraine, we should give neither military nor financial support.” And we're already
hearing voices in Europe saying that Ukraine is a very costly affair. Before we
get any sort of plan, European or American, these voices may grow. How do we
explain? How do we maintain? How do we balance? How do we explainto Europe
and the world that support of Ukraine is in their interests? Can we keep that
support until a planis put in place?

Timothy Garton Ash: | really thinkthe US is amuch more serious problem at the
moment than Europe. Most of the major European countries, including my own,
the UK, but also Germany - and this wasn’t so evident a year ago - really are
signed up to this. In Slovakia, yes, the result was shocking. Robert Fico is not
just pro-Russian, but pro-Putin. He said a few months ago that in 2014, Ukrainian
Nazis andfascists had been attacking Russiansin Donbas. That's revolting stuff,
and he’llnow have a seat atthe EU’s decision-making table, next to Viktor Orban.
Soitisaproblem,butit'sarelatively small problem.Interms of European leaders
andthe EU leadership, Josep Borrell just brought all the EU foreign ministersto
Kyiv, for example. That means something.

But, of course, there's also the scale of the funding needed. To give you an exam-
ple, the EU is now asking for another billion euros, specifically for support for
Ukraine, and that's controversial, because it's a big ask. What we need is for
major EU leaders - not just Ursulavon der Leyenand Josep Borrelland Charles
Michel, but also Olaf Scholzand Emmanuel Macron and Giorgia Meloniand Pedro
Sanchezand others - going out there, making the big speechesto their own public
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opinion, explaining why this is so important, and putting it in a historical frame.
And that historical frame is: if we succeed in this - and by the way, it's not just
Ukraine, it'salso Moldova, Georgia, the western Balkans - we'll take another big
step forward towards the ‘Euro-Poland Free’, and we’ll have, for the first time
ever,apost-imperial Europe.Thatisto say, a Europe which has empires neither
overseas, which we had since the 15th century, nor on-land, because the Russian
Empire is the last major European empire. That's a speech I'd like to see Olaf
Scholz making to the German public and Macron making to the French public,
and unfortunately they're not making those speeches at the moment.

Kristina Berdinskikh: I'd just like to turn to the audience here and say that none
of us on the panel are economists. We're talking about a Marshall Plan, but |
think there are very important conditions governing how these Marshall Plans
might be implemented. Sevgil, your publication recently published a letter that
American officials had sent to the Ukrainian authorities, enumerating a list of
recommended reforms - what the Ukrainian authorities are supposed to do to
ensure further support, including further financial aid from the United States. In
your opinion, Sevgil, to what extent will all of our future economic plans depend
on this? How much will this be demanded from us by our partners, and to what
extent will our authorities listen? Because as a journalist, | know that when we
askfor weapons, we expectthe whole world to help us, but whenthe world asks
ustoimplement reforms, we say, ‘We're anindependent state, whatever reforms
we wanttoimplement, we'lldo that ourselves.’ That's how it often works. In your
opinion, to what extent will the Ukrainian authorities listen? How de rigeur will
these requirements be, or willthey be more like recommendations? And what will
be the most significant actions we have to take to maintain this level of support
from the world?

Sevgil Musaeva: Thank you, Kristina. That's a big list of questions. I'd like to start
by saying that, first of all, we do need reform. We're the ones who needit, prima-
rily, because our country has lost over 20 years in which we had the possibility
for change. I'm starting that calculation from the Ukraine with Kuchma and the
Ukraine without Kuchma in the early 2000s. Then we moved into the Orange
Revolution, then the Revolution of Dignity. And now, as the political commentator
at Ukrainska Pravda said, this war is our third and most important Maidan.

None of the things in that letter are a surprise to the Ukrainian side. All of them
have been voiced before. They're there in the demands of the international mo-
netaryfunds;they’ve beenvoiced by civil society. The Ukrainian authorities have
already committed to them. However, we've been very slow to do our homework.
And | think the contribution of Ukrainian journalists in this context was to tell
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the truth. The truth about the crimes of the Russians and also sometimes the
very unpleasant truth of our own problems, of corruption. Unfortunately, this
phenomenon exists, evenin the midst of this existential battle for survival.Is that
truth-telling easy to do? No. It's very hard to do. It's very unpleasant. Nobody in
our team enjoys it or derives any moral satisfaction from it, but we understand
that without these investigations, we’'ll never get positive change.

Interms of whether our authorities will listen, | think they'llhave to listen. They're
under pressure not only from our western partners, but also from Ukrainian civil
society. The demand for justice is there, it's sky high, and it needs to be satisfied.
We're seeing this almost every day. There’s growing controversy in our society.
The unity that was previously our tool of victory is now turning into displeasure
and discontent. We're seeing rallies in bigtowns whenever the municipal autho-
rities fail to send money for arms and the front. So society sees itself as having
aroleinthis process. Again, I'm not an economist, but | think the contribution of
journaliststothis story andto a potential Marshall Plan willbe to do what we can
to overcome corruption. So we’'ll continue that struggle. But | think that unless
we attend to all of the requirements being made, it won't be possible.

What's the point of a Marshall Plan, if we're quite honest? It's not just about bri-
dges. Certainly it is about infrastructure and bridges and concrete. Unless we
rebuild the infrastructure here, in war conditions, we simply won't be able to
return our women and children to the country, because we're out of schools and
hospitals, and that matters. It's important that we rebuild now, which is why it's
importantto show evidence of reform here and now, so asnotto lose the support
of our partners. ButaMarshallPlanis also about building aset of rules; perhaps
even civilisational rules, rules of the game, legality, the rule of law. Because in
the end, what is this war about, and what is victory about? It's about making a
contribution to other countries with other very aggressive neighbours. If we put
Russiainits place, that's about the law and legality.

So Ukraine has to become the kind of country that demonstrates this democratic
transformation and this legality from the inside. The Ukrainians who've left for
Europe canand could just stay there, where there are civilisational rulesin place.
Then there wouldn’t be enough people here to rebuild the country. So of course
I'minfavour of rebuilding bridges and buildings, but also of building bridges with
Europe and cutting ties with Russia. These connections continue the process of
de-communisation. For a section of our society that’s still an open question, a
misunderstanding.

We talk alot about the authorities, but society also hasto change. You can’t have
agapwithsocietywhen part of it has sacrificedits life for the possibility of chan-

ge. When someone can pay $5,000 to the Odessa draft officer who then buys a
villa and leaves the country, while someone else is serving in Bakhmut without
rotation. They're fighting for 18 months while another part of society is hanging
out at clubs under curfew, violating public peace. So there are a lot of questions
for society.

It's about political leadership. | really think that if we have the political will in
place, we'll see these changes soon. Unfortunately, the window of opportunity
is not that wide. We're entering several election cycles, and questions about
Ukraine will be heard louder and louder. If we're to move forward, to address all
these questions, and to pull the rug out from under the feet of this Russia that
will definitely be fomenting this questioning in other countries, we have to do
our level best to change here and now. And a plan, whether it's for 3 months, 6
months or 12 months, is something we need. It's something Ukraine needs and
our society needs.

FNERAAALL Y'Y
AA Vv AA
AAL Ak AdA
AAAA - YYY  AAAA
G WS

AAA

12

A A

13

AAA

Kristina Berdinskikh: | have another question. It turns out | have two questions
foreveryone.Thisisn'taboutaninternational aspect of the matter, but aninternal
aspect. | recently read a publication on social media by a Ukrainian serviceman
who said, ‘It'stime to stop spending more money on these constant reconstruc-
tion conferences. We're in the trenches. All is not well. We haven't won the war
yet. And it's very likely that | or my brothers and sisters in arms will not live to
seevictory.’ Do you thinkit's timely to talk about reconstruction?

Sevgil Musaeva: | think actually even the letter you refer to was misread. It was
also an early, early version from the sources. As someone said, it's also about
military aid, but military aid can’t be equalled to reform, because we're talking
about a country’s survival and the possibility of continuing its life. The partners
are entirely with us. They supportus andthey will support us, because again, this
is about survival. As for the reconstruction conferences, | think this dialogue is
necessary.Again, becauseto meitmattersthat Ukrainiansreturntotheir country
afterthevictory. Many people will not return. What's going to happen with internal
demand? If there’s nointernal demand, what's going to happen to the economy?
In terms of exports, we need to think about what Ukrainian exports are going
to be. We really need a significant chunk of Ukrainians to return. And for them
to return, we need to think about infrastructure. When one in 10 schools in the
country have been destroyed, that's going to be a serious problem for women
with children who've got accustomed to the conditions in Europe. There simply
won't be any reason for them to return. The same thing with hospitals. So | think
those processes havetocarryoninparallel.In military terms, we've now started
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thinking more strategically, thinking that the war will not end tomorrow. We're
thinking about producing our ownweapons, bringing ininvestment for weapons
productioninthe country. But we also have to think about rebuilding schools and
putting proper bomb shelters in those schools. Many initiatives of this sort are
already underway now. But again, it all depends on transparency and fair play,
on observing the rules of the game, which also need to be implemented here
and now.
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Kristina Berdinskikh: Oleksandr, you're the only person on this non-econo-
mic panel who I'll ask about the economy. On September 14th, President Biden
appointed a US special representative for Ukraine’s economic recovery, Penny
Pritzker. So we even have a US official now, working on helping us to recover. |
read Ms. Pritzker’s interview in European Pravda. She mentions the sectors of
the economy that she believes are most promising, in which foreign investors
could start investing now. She mentioned green energy, as well as agriculture.
Inyour opinion, which sectors of the economy will become our points of growth
once the situation is more stabilised? And what would this depend on?

Oleksandr Sushko: I'm answering also not as an economist, but | can certainly
seethelogic of democratic political systems and leaders appointing and creating
specific institutions to manage future or current reconstruction aid to Ukrai-
ne. Not just the United States, but also France, Germany and a number of other
countries have either already appointed or are considering candidates. It's not
just about appointing a person either. It's essentially about creating a separate
institution that will formulate policy on this question. Policy is a matter of criteria
and of frameworks that setthe tone for performing activities. You mentioned that
Ms. Pritzker, who hasjust started her workin thisrole, is already talking not only
about how America will allocate money, but also about opportunities for private
investors. An effective political role for aMarshall Plan would not to simply be to
pour money into particular areas or projects, but to create the conditions for a
powerful push for our economy. And not just the economy as such, but productive
forces that could enable Ukraine to get back onits feet after this great war.

Soldothinkthere willbe investors, who'llbe doing their own evaluations about
the particular market prospects of a given sector. Much ink has been spilled
about both the Ukrainian IT sector and the Ukrainian agricultural sector: though
completely differentin nature, both seem very promising for Ukraine. We're tal-
king about capital constructiontoo, and all of thisis united by the factor of human
capital. Sevgilreferredin part to this.

I'lljust add that I think any mature aid to Ukrainian renovation and reconstruction
willbe oriented towards social capital, towards recreating or creating capacities
for Ukrainian society to progress using its own momentum. This is about who's
moving it and what direction they’re moving it in, and also about who this is for.
Rebuilding a school, for example, if we're not sure there will be teachers and
pupilsinthatvillage, would just be a waste, but we're not just taking into account
how many people are there now. We have to think about the kinds of policies that
would help rebuild the socialresources of the territories that have been affected
by the war both directly and indirectly.

How can we overcome the problem of depopulation that is perhaps the number
one consequence of this war? There are different evaluations of how many peo-
ple Ukraine will lose in the best and worst case scenarios, but in any case it's a
lot of people. In addition to losses in terms of people moving abroad, there will
be significant losses regionally when the proportions of various employable
resources - labour resources, human resources - really changes. This will
significantly affect the economic and social map of Ukraine. We'll really see a
different Ukraine fromthe point of view of distribution of people and thus of their
creative, social energies. Obviously the major objective andtask hereistotryto
ensure we have powerful, qualified, competent experts who can provide some
kind of prognostic value, so we cantry to see now where we would stand should
everything continue asitis continuing. We're already seeing some trends and we
have to systematise them.

That's still not enough on its own, though. We also need to take the next step,
which is to produce policies aimed at forestalling the worst possible predicted
outcomes that are already fairly visible, and that can be affected if we mobilise
the appropriateresources.Thisis exactly where international aid canreally be of
direct help. We're talking about qualified knowledge, about working with people.
Instead of the individual projects that have already started all over the country, a
holistic, systemic policy of reconstruction. We're not seeing holistic criteria for
selectingthe projectsthatare prioritised and on what basis they are prioritised.

Sol'd like both the American special representative and our other international
partnerstofocusonthis, not justto dictate alist of benchmarks or reform condi-
tionstobe met. Butthat's not enough.lagree that our candidacy for the EU gives
us a clear picture of how the country is expected to change. There’s not a lot of
room for fantasy here, frankly. Obviously rule of law and two sectoral policiesin
various areas. That'sthe path that'sbased on known criteria. But what's unknown
is the consequences of the war. Nobody in the world has enough expertise in
the question of what do you do in these situations in order to minimise adverse
consequences for the country and society. That's where | see the Uber-task, for
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the intellectual community to get together and really help Ukraine to see the
light at the end of the tunnel and plan the use of the limited resources that we
will have at our disposal.

Kristina Berdinskikh: Thank you. One more question, a basic one. The security
factor will probably be one of the most important influences on our economic
development. Even while the war continues, we can see life returningtoregions
-the Lvivregion, for example - where there was destruction. It's restructuring,
recovering, butlspoketoanentrepreneurinTernopilwho'd had a smallfurniture
production businessinthe Kharkivregion.He'd resettled. The province where he
used to work has already been liberated, and he told me he was ready to return
home, but he said, ‘I'll return to my business only when Ukraine has become
part of NATO. I've survived once, but no security guarantees are enough for me
to feel sure my business will survive in the future.’ So we have several possible
scenarios. One is that the war will continue at the same pace for the next few
years and then end. How can we develop our security according to the different
possible scenarios of how the war will develop?

Oleksandr Sushko: There’s a full spectrum of varying forecasts, but they're on-
ly forecasts, visions. If we begin any discussion by saying we don't know how
this war will end, it just prevents any possibility of getting a strong picture of
the situation. Several things are very concrete. One is the understanding that
without NATO membership, any talk of a positive future for Ukraine is in vain. |
believe more and more stakeholders and players are beginning to understand
that: Ukraine nowadays is united on this aspect; all the political and intellectual
elitesunderstandit. In that sense we've had a breakthrough. We've been seeing
over the last few weeks and months that Ukraine has a strong perspective. But
it's not that simple: everybody understands that NATO membership can only
happen after the end of the war, that Russia doesn’t want it, and that Russia can
endlessly prolong this wariftheyunderstandthatit’s atoolto stop Ukraine from
joining NATO. That's one dilemma. Asecond dilemmaiis the question we're often
asked: will Ukraine be trading NATO membership in the context of possible di-
plomatic negotiations? Our NATO partners need to understand that this decision
can’'t become part of political trade, and that our possible membership can't be
traded either. Soit's not so simple. On the one hand, everyone understands that
it's much cheaper for Ukraine and for the world to provide security for Ukraine,
not just by investing billions year after year in weapons, but also by guaranteeing
the fifth article. On the other hand, | just came back from the Warsaw Security
Forum, where thistopicwas discussedinavery professional way, but I didn't feel
there was full understanding of how hard it will be. Maybe I'll participate in the
Washington Summit too, butin generalldon’t get a sense of security. Some fear
that Putin will escalate to nuclear war, others are afraid that Ukraine will trade

its status for something in the talks with Russia in order to stop the war. There
are others who perhaps don't believe NATO is an important strategic perspec-
tive. They have different feelings about transatlantic unity, and not everybody
is so optimistic on this question. So we face certain hurdles, but we have made
progress.We can see that membership of NATO will solve the biggest problems,
but we still need to put in a lot of effort to persuade our western partners that
there’s no alternative to this path.

Kristina Berdinskikh: I'll now pass the mic to Oleksandra Matvichuk, who'll be
connecting with us online. Oleksandra, since your centre received the Nobel
Peace Prize, you've become one of our main voices abroad, explaining to the world
what’'s happeningin Ukraine. Despite being a lawyer, concerned with protecting
the law, you've asked the world to give Ukraine weapons. I'm going to ask you
about the economic aspect, though. Something I'm witnessing at the moment -
whichis notbeing expressedin public, butthere are private rumours aboutit - is
that some people thinkit might be betterto freeze the conflict, to help Ukraine to
develop parts ofitsterritories while other parts remain occupied; that maybeit's
time to start negotiations with Russia. This view is mostly backed by economic
argumentsthat such acourse would be better for Ukraine. How do you explainto
the world that peace on Russian conditions is not something that will contribute
to the development of Ukraine or the world?

Oleksandra Matviichuk: What | keep saying is that what Ukrainians want most
of all is peace, but there will be no peace if a country that's been invading just
stopsfighting. That's not peace, it's occupation, and occupationis just a different
phase of war. As a person who’s been documenting war crimes for years, | can
tell you that means torture, it means rape. Occupationis the forced deportation
of Ukrainian people, it's destroying their identity, it's filtration camps and mass
graves. When we talk about peace, we're talking about the possibility for people
of living without the fear of violence, and with future prospects. That's the peace
we're fighting for. That's why the calls to Ukraine to satisfy the imperial ambitions
of Russiaare not just a mistake, they'reimmoral. We have noright to leave people
in the occupied territories, because those people are under threat of death or
torture.

Another point is that we talk about recovery during the war, and we don’t know
if we'reinthe middle of it, close to the end of it, or just at the beginning. | believe
we need to explainto ourinternational partners that we need recovery now. We
needtoplandevelopment strategies andimplement these strategies atthe local
level right now. We need support with investment right now. We need to look
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for opportunities to stop being dependent oninternational aid, and to be stable.
Russia is preparing for a long-lasting war. Look at the Russian budgets being
developed now, tobeimplemented nextyear.We need toincrease our economic
stability. Our slogan should be ‘recovery now’. Not after the war ends and Ukraine
has won, but now. We need support and financing for that.

Finally, I'd like to say that there are possibilities for us not to be dependent on
westerntaxpayers'money:1.5trillionroubles of Russian state assets are frozen
in western accounts. That could be used for the recovery of Ukraine right away.
Having said that, | need to state that this recovery, this building, should not just
berecoveringandrenewingthingsthatwere destroyed, but should also be used
as an opportunity for modernisation. It might be better not to renew or recover
some of the things to the state they were in before the war. So we need not just
recovery, but recovery and modernisation.

Kristina Berdinskikh: During the 18 months you've been speakingintheinterna-
tionalarena, doyou get the feeling there's a weariness with the war in Ukraine?
Whenlgoabroad, | often hear people saying Ukrainians are too emotional, they're
traumatised by the war, and all they do is make demands. | sometimes get the
feelingthat Ukrainianargumentsare not being listened to very attentively. What's
your understanding of that?

Oleksandra Matviichuk: | believe we need to understand very clearly what we're
dealing with:ifitis weariness, there would be certain steps we could take. What's
neededis anunderstandingthat Ukraine needs arapid victory. We're still some-
times at the level of ‘let’s help Ukraine not to lose’, but there’s a big difference
betweenthatand’let’'s help Ukraine to win'. We can measure this difference prac-
tically in the types of weapons, the speed of decisions, the level of sanctions. If
the international community is tired with this situation, it needs to switch to the
level of ‘let’s help Ukraine to have a rapid, fast victory and put an end to this.' But
there’'s something else we have to deal with, namely fear. Fear of taking forceful
measures, because if Ukraine is to win, that means Russia has to lose. What
happens when Russialoses? What happens when a country of 140 million people
that has nuclear weapons loses? That's stopping international politicians from
taking certain measures. | don't believe we're dealing with weariness, but with
a lack of political leadership and historical responsibility.

Kristina Berdinskikh: Thank you, Oleksandra, for joining us in this discussion.
Emmaisajournalistwho's written about manywars andvisited several countries
after the warsthere ended. I'd like to ask you, Emma, what you see as the biggest
risks for Ukraine at the stage we're at now, and what awaits us in the future.

Emma Graham-Harrison: 'm honoured to be on this panel with people who ob-
viously understand Ukraine so much better than me. Just an outside perspective:
we were talking about this before the panel and Kristina asked me to read a bit
of apoem - we are at a literary festival, after all - by the Polish Nobel Laureate,
Wislawa Szymborska, called ‘The End and the Beginning'. It sums up the most
obvious but also the most difficult thing about trying to do reconstruction work,
rebuilding -whether that's now, while the war’s stillgoing onin parts of Ukraine,
or afterwards - and that’s that it's slow and it's boring. And people aren't that
interestedinit, generally. There's a dark fascination with war that keeps people
looking, though maybe less now than they were at the beginning of this war.
Wislawa Szymborska knew the conflicts that Timothy writes about historica-
lly. I wont read the whole poem - | recommend it to everybody - but she says,
‘After every war, someone has to clean up. Things won't straighten themselves
out. Someone has to push the rubble to the side of the road so the corpse-filled
wagons can pass. Someone has to get mired in scum and ashes, sofa springs,
splintered glass and bloody rags. Someone has to drag in a girder to prop up a
wall. Someone has to glaze a window, rehang a door. Photogenic it's not, and it
takes years. All the cameras have left for another war.’| think that's going to be
one of Ukraine’s problems. You were talking about weariness. We've seen that in
the press coverage internationally, although I thinkit's still very strong. My own
paperis still very committed. But it is, overall, less than it was at the start of the
full-scale invasion. And hopefully when victory comes, it will drop off further.

So | think the reconstruction of Ukraine, and the reform that you were talking
about as part of that, is key to keeping the rest of the world engaged. I've had
questions from people about the recent firings over corruption. They've said,
‘Doesthat meanthings are falling apart? My personalview is that actually that's
pressure from reformers who are fighting a war not just against Russia, but
also for the Ukraine they want. So | think that’s one thing Ukraine needs, and
Ukrainians need to think about going forward.
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From righ to left: Oleksandra Matviichuk (on screen), Kristina Berdinskikh, Oleksandr
Sushko Sevgil Musaeva, Timothy Garton Ash and and Emma Graham-Harrison.
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The other thing | want to mentionis that we talk a lot about physical reconstruc-
tionand physical rebuilding, but maybe something that people are more aware of
now than they were inthe 1940s is the mental reconstruction of a country that’s
already deeply traumatised, and is going to be even more traumatised before
this war ends. The last time | was in Kyiv, | met a young Ukrainian poet who was
readingthebookThe Great Warand Modern Memory, about theimpact of the First
World War. And he said, ‘I'm reading it because | look at the number of friends
I've lost, just the number of brilliant people that have been lost to Ukrainian so-
ciety...” (coming back to the points people were making earlier) ‘...and I'm trying
to understand how another society dealt with that trauma and recovered from
it.” I've heard similar things from a lot of Ukrainians. So | think when people are
talking and thinking about reconstruction, they should also be thinking about
how you support people through their trauma. It's something Ukraine actually
knows a bit about after 2014; the trauma of the veterans and residents of the
Donbas who were affected by the war in those years. | think trauma should be
part of any discussion.

Finally, something | think often gets forgotten. Again, it's a relatively modern
understanding. That's environmental reconstruction.|thinkthere’sawhole panel
about this for people who are interested in it. But the environmental impacts
of this war are devastating, on a country that was already dealing with a lot of
pollution - obviously with the aftermath of Chernobyl, but with other types of
industrial pollution too. | think that part of reconstruction is going to be really
important for Ukraine as well.

Kristina Berdinskikh: Thank you very much. | have another question to all the
speakers. Oleksandra mentioned an important topic, that the world is helping
us to not lose the war but isn't rushing to help us win the war. One of the most
important factors keeping our partners back is fear of what could happen with
Russia after losing this war. We all expected that after the west introduced strict
sanctions against Russia, when everything was restricted, that it would have
some economicinfluence on Russia. But we can see that the Russian so-called
‘defence budget’ for next year hasincreased by 70%. Instead of having less money
for war, they have more money to spend on war. My question is, what are your
realistic expectations? Oleksandra has said we can’t put ourselvesin the frame
because we can never know when or how the war will end. But canyou give your
personal realistic prognoses of what will happen to Russia and the Russian
economy?

SevgilMusaeva: The only thingI'd liketo add hereis on the question of sanctions.
The sanctions are not enough. Russia has learned how to get around sanctions.
I've just opened a report I've been sent by my foreign friends that proves that
dozens of companies, including American companies, are continuing to deliver
western components to the Russian military complex.In 2023, whichis not over
yet, in these figures for trade, which are just what journalists have found, the
amount was 250 million dollars. So we know sanctions are not enough. Russiais
circumventing these sanctions through Georgia and the grey import of compo-
nents.Thisreport mentions componentsusedin helicopters, drones, parts that
can be used in rockets and missiles. Everything that’s going to fly into Ukraine
tomorrow. We have a dilemma here, in that the west is not strengthening the
sanctions, we're not getting the fifth sanction package. At the same time, we're
spending lots of money on our military complex. It is understandable, but both
need to be donein parallel, because in order to shut down one drone, a Shahed
drone, which costs 36,000 dollars, we need a rocket or a missile that costs one
million dollars. So that’s the price our western partners are paying too.

Sointerms of the short-term perspective, we need to do everything possible to
sanctionthese companies. We have groups working on this, talking to the gover-
nments of other countries. Russia has got used to this situation and has managed
to rebuild its economy. They've learned from their experience with drones. All
the militaries say that Ukraine had the technological lead at the beginning of
the war, but we're now losing this advance. We have a more complicated task:
we're fighting for the ability to import components for drones, while Russia is
accessingthemfrom every marketinthe world. Sothe west must strengthen the
sanctions, and Ukraine must do everything possible to produce and develop its
own weapons. We can win with only our ownweapons.Theywon't give us ATACMS
missiles, but they gave us Storm Shadow. That helped us to attack the Black Sea
Fleetin Sevastopol. But we're also using Ukrainian Neptune rockets, which are
quite effective. The more Ukrainian weapons we have, the better Ukraine will be
prepared for a long-lasting war.

Kristina Berdinskikh: Timothy, you wanted to add something.

Timothy Garton Ash: Yes, to pick up on what you said about Russia being able to
access all the markets in the world, this is one of the biggest problems we've
had, even though the west imposed some of the toughest sanctions ever. And
let'sbe clear aboutthat, they were quite extraordinary. The problemis that when
we stopped buying oil from Russia, India bought the oil we weren't buying, and
Chinais supplying many of the things we're not supplying. South Africa is quite
happytodonavalmanoeuvres with Chinaand Russia, asis Brazilunder President
Lula, and so on.
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The global paradox of this war is that, on the one hand, it's restored the unity of
the west quite amazingly. Suddenly, Europe and the United States are absolutely
united in support and readiness. We have a common enemy in Vladimir Putin,
which was anideathat was disappearing. Onthe other hand, it's arevelation for
us to face the fact that we're now in a post-western world: a world in which the
west can't set the agenda of world politics. We slam our biggest sanctions ever
on Russia, and it doesn’t work, because there’s China and India and Turkey and
Brazil and South Africa. | think that's animportantdimensionto bearinmind.The
unity of the west, but a post-western world.

The answer, of course, is that we just have to try harder. We just have to impose
tougher and tougher sanctions. | do want to say that the proper conclusion from
everythingwe’'ve been sayingis that we just have to stay the course and give more
support to Ukraine, both militarily and economically. Wladimir Klischko, who
knows a thing or two about boxing, said it's like a heavyweight boxing match. If
you haven't got a knockout blow in round two, and unfortunately we haven't got
a knockout blow in round two, you have to be ready to stick with it through the
following rounds. That's what we've got to be ready to do.

Oleksandr Sushko: We can also note here that Russia has been much stronger
atcounteracting sanctions than we thought it would be at the beginning. We have
to take that into account. It shouldn't be a shock to us. The numbers that have
beenannounced showinganincreaseinthe Russian military budgetdon't mean
there will be an expansion of the Russian economy. They're just re-allocating
their budget, giving a larger proportion to the military. On the other hand - the
figures are not hidden - we can see that they're spending a lot of their golden
reserves, which they call the National Wellbeing Fund. | believe they've already
spent 40% of it. And it's hard to imagine what they'd do without it. They're stable,
but not for long. The other thing is that we have quite a disproportion here. We
can’'t compare our economic potential with theirs. That's why we're dependent
on the assistance from western partners.

The Russians understand their own weaknesses. Theyreally know how to learn.
Theyrenotidiotsinthe sense of expertiseinadministration or managingfinancial
resources. But the mostimportant resource they have is not material or finan-
cial - it'sin the matrix of their national behaviour. They can withstand economic
losses without losing their pride. This is not something new; it was described in
books 100 years ago. We just need to understandit, to rememberit, and to make
it part of our readiness for playing the long game.

Emma Graham-Harrison: Very briefly, slightly picking up on Timothy’s point.
When people talk about Russia’s support from the non-western world, in the

west there’s a failure to understand that. We're often very quick to criticise it
without understanding whereitcomes fromideologically, whichis that thisis an
anti-imperialist war. While we criticise those who oppose it, we're sometimes
unwilling to look at our own imperialist past. The fact is that those historic ties
to Russia come from a time when many of those countries were fighting their
own anti-imperial war against European countries or US influence, and found
help from the Soviet Union, for allits obvious many terrible crimes. Those were
organisations like the ANC in South Africa or leftists in Latin America when the
US was pursuing very brutal policies there. | think we need to keep in mind the
historicalroots ofthose links. If we leap to condemn them, people can point at the
record of the UK and the US in Iraq, for instance - that unjustified, ungrounded
invasion which led to so many civilian deaths - and the state of Iraq today. The
legacy of that war is so damaging. | think it's important to understand. You don't
have to endorse it, but to understand where that support for Russia is coming
fromandrecogniseit. [f wedontdo moreinterms of looking at our own imperial
legacy, it's easy for our supportfor an anti-imperial war to look like hypocrisy. So
that would be my perspective as a Brit, something I think s left out of discussions
about Russia’s allies.

Kristina Berdinskikh: Before we move to questions, I'd like to just wrap up our
discussion with a brief summary. I'll repeat that 'm very happy we've had these
panellists, who've been able to provide a realistic, almost dispassionate pers-
pective onthe future.Theyunderstand that we could face many different kinds of
scenarios and challenges. I'd still like to put on rose-tinted spectacles now for a
moment though, and extend what Sevgil said, about our future as we would like to
seeit, what we're fighting for today, including on the front lines. | was pleasantly
struck by the story of an event that took place about a month, maybe six weeks
ago. | was upset to find out that Ukrainian deputies during the war were trying
to avoid declaring their incomes, in spite of all this pressure. And Oleksandr
Yabchanka, aserviceman, three times wounded at Bakhmut, registered adirect
democracy petition, which got the most votes in the shortest time and was su-
pported by agreatnumber of people, sothe authorities wererequiredtorespond.
Had they not responded, it would have looked very bad. Just for my part, I'd like
to add that this sense of justice, of responsibility, the understanding of the price
that's being paid and has been paid for our future should remain and should not
be lost. Now it's your turn. | see a lot of hands.

Oleh Hrynchuck: Good evening. My name is Oleh Hrynchuck. I'm the editor of
Universal Journal. It seems to me that the subject you touched on, the Marshall
Plan for Ukraine, belongs to metaphysics. We really do need reform. We know
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from history that during a war is a great time to implement reform. But who's
supposed to implement those reforms? | don’t envy the team who'll be charged
withthat. We'llhave ahundred people comingto watchit, internationalobservers.
The peopleimplementing thisreform could be people who areinvolvedinbribery.
We need to change the system. It's been three decades, but the system is still
there, that old post-Soviet system, with some superficial, cosmetic changes,
perhaps. This is not bringing us any closer to victory. We often talk about about
areload or areset of the state. | think we are confusing ourselves with IT peo-
ple. Resetting a computer or restarting a computer is turning it off and on. The
system s still there. The state has to be reconstituted. The questionis, how can
we reconstitute the state?

Questioner: | want to make a slightly more optimistic point on the economy. We
should remember, first of all, that the Russian economy is only about the same
size as Spain’s. It is not an economic superpower. Its economy is the size of a
single medium-sized European country.The second thingis thatthe oil price cap
only came into full force in February this year. Sanctions take time to work, and
actually, since that time, oil revenues going to Russia have fallen dramatically.
While Indiais buying some oil, it does so at a large discount and because of that,
is havingto resort to using aged tankers which they self-insure, so the costs of
transportation have gone up as well. The hydrocarbon exports and also all the
gas exports to the EU have collapsed completely. So the hydrocarbon export
income going to Russia has collapsed dramatically since the new war began.
Added to that, Russia is now obviously spending a lot more money on its own
army and weapons. So at some point, the rest of the budget will get squeezed
andthat willfeed into reduced public sector salaries, benefits, pensions, etc. We
know from past experience that what really hits Russians, what gets them out
ontothe streetstoprotest,is notforeign policy,it's not suppression of humanor
democraticrights, it's their pocketbooks. The biggest demonstrations in recent
years have been about pensions and road taxes. At some point, Putin will either
have enormous inflation, which hits people in a different way, or he’ll have to
cut spending. That's going to have an effect on Russia’s internal politics. It may
not topple him, but it will force him, one hopes, to moderate. I'd be interested in
people’s responses to that, but my main question to all the panellists is, what
influence do they think China willhave? s China pressuringMoscow arealhope?

Timothy Garton Ash: That's something I've followed quite closely. And don't kid
yourselves that China’s going to be some benign intermediary at any point be-
tweenthe west and Russia. XiJinping's father was the Chinese Communist Party
member responsible for relations with Russia. Xi Jinping grew up with great

admirationforthe Soviet Union. He constantly cites Russian literature. | remem-
ber a senior Chinese advisor telling me seven years ago that Xi Jinping really
admired Putin. The last time Xi Jinping and Putin met, an open mic picked them up
speaking astheywere parting. Xi Jinping said, ‘Changes are happening not seen
inahundred years.' That's a phrase he uses oftenin China. He added, ‘And we're
making these changes; you and me’. Putin and Xi Jinping. In addition to which, to
have the west and Russia beating the hell out of each other is fine for China. So
dont have any illusions that youre going to get significant intermediation from
China. The one piece of good news, | think, is they really don’t want Russia to go
nuclear, because they do actually want to keep the taboo on the use of nuclear
weapons. And theydon't wantthe war to destroythe world economy. But beyond
that, Chinais not going to be helpful to Ukraine in getting to victory.

Emma Graham-Harrison:I'lljust jumpin very quickly. | worked as a journalistin
China for 10 years, and I'm a Mandarin speaker, so I've also been following very
closely. It's morethan just current politics. Xi's world view is actually quite similar
to Putin’'s. He specifically described the collapse of the Soviet Union as happening
because there was nobody man enough to stopit. Acritique of Gorbachev that’s
veryreminiscent of the ‘macho’world view.Veryrecently, he described the part-
nership with Russia as‘no limits’. If you look at the geopolitics of a world in which
Chinawantsto challenge the US, it doesn’t have other allies who are significant
players onthe world stage. It has accommodations. But India, one possibility, is
too close, there are too many problems between them. A country like Pakistan,
also aclose ally, is not a major player - it'sin too much of a mess, politically and
economically. Xi's first state visit after Covid, after his years of isolation, was to
Moscow. China is happy to see a battered Russia, but it doesn’t want it to be de-
feated.The thing youdidn't mentionisthat China also has ademocratic neighbour
thatit considers part of its own country, and it's watching this war very closely to
see how the west responds. It's already apparently been studying the impact of
Russian sanctions and making changes toits own systemin response to those.
Xihas said that the Chinese authorities consider Taiwan a rightful part of China.
Inthatregardtoo, Chinahas more skinin this game than just what happens here.
It's about its own imperial and territorial ambitions as well.

Questioner: We've been talking about reconstruction reforms, and often they're
seen as somehow outside orin contrastto military victoryand victory generally.
Tomymind, reforms are part of victory. Reconstructionis part of victory. | wanted
toaskthe panelwhichreformsandreconstructionstheythinkare most essential
for Ukraine’s victory. Or which ones do they think the government thinks are
the most essential? The most obvious ones might be reform of the Ministry of
Defence, maybe reform of the electricity grid to make it less centralised. I'd love
toseethat connectionin Ukraine, and, for the historians among you: historically,
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whendoreforms andvictory come together? Onthe question of the prioritisation
of reconstruction, l actually think the Ukrainian governmentis doing veryinteres-
tingthings.The dream.gov.uasite has developed areallyinteresting prioritisation
methodology that everybody can look at. I think there are huge advancesin that,
but I'd love to hear from you what you think.

Kristina Berdinskikh: Sevgil, why don't you start with you, as a Ukrainian jour-
nalist?

Sevgil Musaeva: | think it's anti-corruption reform and court reform. Especially
the courts.

Oleksandr Sushko: Yes, continuing the anti-corruption reform. Even the na-
rratives we have in our society have evolved from simple juxtapositions. We
have this very popular narrative of how not to lose the peace. Not just how to
win the war, but how not to lose the peace. People talk about that a lot. There is
arisk. These processes are interconnected, and we're fighting for a difference
in quality, a state of a different quality. The war has prompted a whole number
of transformational processes, and we hope that in all of its tragedies, the war
will help us create more significant ways of stopping degradation, backsliding,
populism, corruption, cronyism and vested interests. All of the things that make
life here unattractive for Ukraine’s citizens. This is exactly where | see an opti-
mistic synergy of the power that emanates from our defence, from our struggle
against the aggressor, and the power that pulls us towards better institutions,
towards a better state and a better quality of interaction amongst citizens and
between citizens and the state. | noticed this progress particularly in the fact
that during the war the citizens have started perceiving this state as their own.
‘This is ours.” That's something | used to dream about, and it’s partially coming
true. At unprecedented levels today, compared to during any previous periods,
the citizens really perceive this state as their own. That's a great change. | think
that that will lead to other more stable, more far-reaching changes in terms of
the quality of the state that we're forming.
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ChristinaLamb:| have ashort question. ChristinaLamb, from The Sunday Times.
Youretalking alot about reform and allthe things that need to be done. But surely
there’s a rather urgent question in that President Zelensky's term is due to end
next spring. Does the panelthink there should be new elections, or what should
happen?

Kristina Berdinskikh: I'll just answer as a Ukrainian journalist. | believe that hol-
ding elections now in these conditions would be practically impossible. | come
from Kherson Oblast. There are tons of families in Kherson who are afraid to
leave their houses, togointothe street.l cantimagine a situationin which people
might reach a polling station. And taking away the right to vote from a city the
size of Kherson, that's not a free and fair election. | think it would be impossible
tohold afree andfair electionthat guarantees the competition of the participants
inthe election process and atthe same time guarantee the security of the voters.
I think that's not possible in these conditions.

Sevgil Musaeva: Three reasons why elections are not possible. We can’t ensure
security. This will definitely split society, because for instance the military will be
forcedto leave. How do you ensure the voting of the military during an election?
Securityis anissue, because the Russians could simply launch some MiGs and
flyaround Ukraine bombing. We've seen Russia do that before. The third factor, |
think, is very important, and few people discuss it, and that’s what sort of signal
we're sending to the residents of the recently occupied territories which have
already been written down in the constitution of Russia. We're telling them, ‘I'm
sorry, we're not going to liberate you. We're basically back to normal now. Our
political life is continuing as normal. We don't really care what's happening with
you.' That's inadmissible, it's a crime. So how do we proceed? Because we see
thatthe signals are there. Western partners are sending us letters and societyis
saying the presidentis responsible for corruption. So we need to do something,
respond somehow. | guessthisis aquestionforthe cabinet of ministers;it's about
the agenda they put in place. Perhaps it is about a reloading of the government.

Kristina Berdinskikh: We're very sorrybut we don't have any more time. This event
took place aspartofthe Lvivinternational Book Forum, indigital partnership with
the Hay Festivaland with the support of USAID and the Open Society Foundation.
Thankyou very much for your attention. And thank you to the panellists for their
profound and interesting insights.
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Existential Resilience:

How Global Historical Changes
Affect Who We Are

Participants: Elif Batuman, Kateryna Kalytko, Taras Prokhasko, David Toscana (digital), Iryna
Tsilyk and Sasha Dovzhuk (chair)

Sasha Dovzhuk: Good afternoon. I'm Sasha Dovzhuk. I'm the Curator of Special
Projects at the Ukrainian Institute in London, and I'm very happyto be here today.
Thiseventis part ofthe Book Forum, with the partnership of Hay Festival and the
supportof USAID and the Open Society Foundation, which we're very grateful for.

The topic of today’'s meetingis existential stability, how global historical changes
influence us. I'll give a short introduction. Thinking about the title of this event,
what is existential stability? Very often, when we communicate about the situa-
tion Ukraine is currently in, especially to our western partners, we use terms
like ‘existential war’. What does this mean? It is definitely the fight by Ukraine
against this genocidal attack by Russia. | believe that the fact we're here today,
that we have the possibility to speak about books, to think about books, litera-
ture, culture, and that allthat can happen during a genocidal attack by Russiaon
Ukraine, isone of the paradoxes of life today. We woke up today and read about the
attack by Russia on Kharkiv, in which people were wounded and two people were
killed; we read the news about yesterday’s attack on the village Hrozha in the
Kharkiv region, in which people were killed. Russia is destroying the Ukrainian
environment, Ukrainian schools, hospitals and libraries. It’s trying to destroy
us. At the same time, what we see when we talk about existential stability or
existential war, isthat we're fighting not only against Russia’s attacks on Ukraine,
butagainst Russia’s attacks on society. It's history,in which a comparatively small
country is fighting against a fascist dictatorship armed with the red button for
nuclear weapons.

When we look at this existential resistance by Ukraine, our existential stability
and our fight, it's something that sets up a division, not only between us Ukrai-
nians, but also between the values of the democratic world, like pluralism and
freedom, andthis dark cave. From what I've said, we already have some cultural
frames within which we can conceptualise this war. It's the story of an outsider
fighting against amonster, the story of David and Goliath. We've been compared
with that story multiple times already. With today’s panel participants, I'd like to

Elif Batuman
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talkaboutthat, aboutthese framesthatare beingimposed onus, how helpfulthey
areforus, howthey might help us explain ourresistance to outsiders, whattraps
mightbeincludedinthose narratives, builtinto the terms we use to describe the
situation.

I'd like to introduce those I've been honoured to talk with today. We have Iryna
Tsilyk, a Ukrainian film director, writer of eight books, director of the film The
EarthisBlue asanOrange, thatreceived the Sundance awardin 2020, and of the
film Me and Felix, based on the novel by her husband, Artem Chekh. Since the
start of the full-scale war, Irynahas been one of the authors who’s communicated
a lot via international platforms and media.

Kateryna Kalytko is a Ukrainian poet, translator, writer and member of Ukrai-
nian PEN. Since the beginning of the full-scale invasion, she’s been active as a
volunteer. She was the winner of the 2023 Shevchenko Award for her book The
Order of the Silent. That's a book that helped me this year.

Elif Batuman is a journalist, essayist, novelist, and writer, who's written three
books and writes for The New Yorker. We know ELlif as the author of a very im-
portant essay about re-reading Russian classical literature during Russia’s
invasion of Ukraine.

Taras Prokhaskois a Ukrainian writer, essayist and radio presenter, the author of
multiple books, including one of my favourite Ukrainian novels, Neprosti.l apolo-
giseforaddingmypersonalcomments here, butit'sabookthat reallytouched me.

Ibelieve DavidToscanais ableto join ustoo,viaZoom.He's aMexican essay wri-
ter.Hisnovels have beentranslatedinto15 languages and he'sreceived several
awards. His latest book, The Weight of Living on Earth, received the prestigious
award of best novel publishedin Spanishin the lasttwo years. He lives between
Mexico, Spain and Poland. It's an experience that's known to many of us these
days, and we're glad to have David with us.

| willrepeat my question. It concerned how the cultural patterns and narratives
that are spread through mass culture might help us to communicate our expe-
riences during these times. | would like to address it to Iryna first.

IrynaTsilyk: Good afternoon. First of all, | must apologise: | feel quite strange, so
if | faint or something, it will only mean my physical body hasn’'t made it through
the meeting! But you asked about these patterns. | was thinking about different
analogies and | stopped myself, because | was feeling akind of resistance. | don't
wantto look at parallels, eventhough|findit understandable that we're doing so.

Becauseindoingthiswe'rereminding ourselves thatthis has happened already
and will happen again, that it's not unique, neither the war nor our resistance. |
believe that looking for these parallels is a sort of attempt to calm ourselves
down or to mask things, and now is a time when we should call things by their
realnames.Because we don'thave David and Goliath here, or Trojans, or Achilles,
or Hector. We have a progressive and constant genocide of Ukrainian people by
Russia. We have daily torture and war crimes, executions, shots that take the
lives of people who've goneto afuneral,andsoon. Andlbelieveit'stime to speak
openly and directly about that, and to call things by their real names every day.

Maybe I'm even objecting to myself here, because during the first years of the
war | did the opposite. | did experience the need to look for those parallels. |
wanted to lean on something, to find some confirmation that we weren't alone,
that the experience of others could help us somehow, or explain some things.
I tried to look with completely new eyes through the books I'd read about other
wars: Syria, Chechnya, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan. And | remember that when |
was reading military poetry, 100 or more years old, | tried to find rhymes, plots
that felt close. | translated Auden, who | like very much, and | found motifs that
resonated with me. During this tragic war, but before the full scale invasion, |
was working on the translation of a poem called ‘O What Is That Sound’. Maybe
you know it. The whole poem is a dialogue between a man and a woman, like a
refrain; she hears first, then sees, the enemy army soldiers approaching and
she’s asking her husband allthe time what the soundis, why they're approaching,
and he’s trying to calm her down, saying it's not a big deal, they're just soldiers,
andsoon.And atthe climax of the poem, he leaves and she remainsinthe house
alone, and the last partis very scary: the lock is broken, the door is forced open.
‘Their boots are heavy on the floor

andtheir eyes are burning.’ That's how the poem ends, but we know what happe-
nedto her, we know it exactly. And this is happening to us today: again and again
our doors are being kicked open by the heavy boots of the Russians.

We knew it, we read about it, we tried to lean on the experiences of the world,
the huge resources of the arts - literature, cinema, visual arts - but, | dont know
aboutyou, but for me artdoesn’'t helpany more.|see the parallels, buttheydon't
calm me down. Maybe the only thing it gives me isthe knowledge that every war
ends; even the Hundred Years War ended, but we also know, thanks to famous
plots and our favourite books, that criminals don't always get punished. That
thought never leaves me.
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SashaDovzhuk:Thankyoulryna.Indeed, | wanted to hear more about the narra-
tive traps that we can fall into through our attempts to explain our experience
in the way that it is understandable to the rest of the world, while all the time
what we're feelingis this presence of horror around us. | want to readdress this
question to Kateryna, to hear what you think is helpful, and what is dangerous.

Kateryna Kalytko: Good afternoon dear colleagues. | would like to support and
add to what Iryna said. The attempt to look for analogies in world literature, in
the experiences of other countries, is a kind of childish attempt to grab on to
somebody else’s experience, somebody who survived through this, to show
you that you can live with it and make something from it. For me the territory |
was trying to explore was Balkan literature, Bosnian literature. Yesterday we
had a pre-recorded communication with Ozren Kebo, a Bosnian writer, and he
mentioned one very important thing. | don't fully understand it, but | trust this
person because he survived the siege of Sarajevo from day one to the last day,
through all the darkest experiences of bombardment, siege, having no water
or food or basic hygiene, of snipers shooting at civilians, coming for a weekend
safaritoshoot at people.ltranslated hisbook, Sarajevo, a Beginner’s Guide. You
canbuyitdownstairs and adonation willgo to the Ukrainian army. 'm not saying
thatto promote myself:it'sa message | wanted to transmit through the Forum.It's
a scary, self-parodying, wonderful book. It tells us that after a horrific war you
canstillremainahuman.It's what Iryna said, that every war ends one day and the
restoration of ourinner humanityis possible. What | asked Ozren was whether, in
the 30-plusyears sincethe war ended, there hasbeen justice for the victims and
judgement of the perpetrators, those who tortured them, and he said no, there
is no justice in our idealistic understanding of it. The Hague Tribunal did some
work, but that didn't change the horrific past, and nobody feels better because
of it. But he also said that he believesin the justice of literature and the arts, and
in the large number of very simple, powerful Bosnian books appearing in the
decade after the end of the war, and being made into films. For example, Angelina
Jolie has been making a film about the Bosnian war, and there have been other
Hollywood projects. It's not anything like satisfaction, but when the world finally
starts seeing you and listening to you, even if you had to sacrifice thousands of
your own people for it, maybe that's something, a moment in which you can set
downthis experience for somebodywho canuseitinthe future.Therealworldis
scary. The military, the experience of war, is something that somebody will need.
| wrote in the introduction to Sarajevo, a Beginner’s Guide that the book works
like an oxygen mask. It offers rules to survive in ascaryreality - whenyou can't
breathe, you can take some of the rules and use them.

That's an example of cultural parallels with a history that’s close to us, but | do
believeit's atrap, because when you try to explain things through some famous

analogy, you put your historyinto a frame and you make it convenient for some-
body who wants it to be convenient, and the scary truth is much more than that;
itgoes waybeyond the frames of the stories of David and Goliath, or Frodo, who's
carrying the ring to Mordor to destroy it. It's much scarier than all of that.

When we were talking about symbols, or something like containers from world
mythology that we might use to explain Ukrainian history, | was thinking about
a Roman goddess, Dea Tacita. She was raped by Mercury and gave birth to two
godswho were protectors ofthe home and well-being. From a history of violence,
there's ahistory of living. The days when the goddess used to be celebrated were
in February, when the major Ukrainian war started. And this story about a numb,
silent goddess, who gets raped but gives birth not to a monster but something
warmer and brighter, could be one form you could use to describe what's ha-
ppening to Ukraine now. In the middle of Europe there’s a big, strong country
- smallerthan Russia, who attacked us, but stilla vast countryinterms of its size
and population, bigger than many other European countries, a country with its
own history of statehood - that was occupied for years by the Soviet Union, but
it didn't appear after the collapse of Soviet Union, it wasn't created by any of the
Soviet leaders. It's a country with a century-long literary and cultural tradition.
I'm trying to say that the country is not an outsider, a small entity fighting a big
entity; it's the goddess who was made to keep quiet.

We can leave aside the parallels with world culture and propose our own ex-
planations using examples that are widely known in European culture, to show
that Ukraine has it all. It's been taken away and we’'ve been told to keep quiet
about that, but we have artists, thinkers, great warriors, writers. They're here
but we were not allowed to speak about them because of the colonial, chauvi-
nistic, imperial politics we suffered from. What is most important is the strong,
energeticterritory of the Ukrainian language, which has held the idea of Ukraine
and Ukrainian identity through the periods where we didn't have our own state.
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SashaDovzhuk: Thank you Kateryna. That's something to talk about and to think
about, there are a lot of metaphors and symbols that might guide us in this con-
versationin the future.l'd like to turn to Elif. We're trying to understand, from the
inside, how to communicate this experience. Coming from the outside, is it hel-
pful for youto rely on cultural narratives, cultural patterns? Is there something
symbolic in this story of resistance for you?

Elif Batuman: Thank you very much, I'm so happy and honoured to be here. My
thinking hasalreadybeenexpandedbythe answersof the previoustwo speakers.
My thoughts about narratives and storytelling as an outsider are that of cour-
se they're useful and necessary: it's how the human brain works when you see
something you're unfamiliar with. You make a comparison, you say, ‘This is the
this of this,” but | agree that it's quite childish and there’s something a little bit
insulting init, that you can't see what's actually happening, you have to compare
it to something that's more famous. | definitely hear what you both said about
the solidarity and comfort that comes, as someone who's undergoing atrauma,
from reading accounts of previous victims and knowing that it happened before
and that it ends, but | guess that one thing I've been thinking about a lotin terms
of my own work is how | wish | could be more free from narratives that frame
how | see reality. Because often narratives are written not by the victims but by
the perpetrators;that's how historytends to work, and narratives are never free
of ideology. One of the traps that's been alluded to is that narratives can end up
being depoliticisingin away, because you have a story andit's complete and you
think, ‘OK, it's gonnago like this,Idon't have to do anything, or, ‘Thisis how things
happen, thisisthe way ofthe world."We do need those kind of heuristics as people,
to think. But we also want the future to be different from the past, so if we rely
too much on stories and pre-existing narratives we foreclose the possibilities of
the future.lnow thinkit'stooidealistic to think we can ever be completely free of
narratives, but 'mveryinterestedin thinking and learning more about different
interventions we can make to expand narratives and create new possibilities.
I'm excited to learn about that here too, so thank you.
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Sasha Dovzhuk: Thank you. Taras Prokhasko, are cultural parallels important
for you? Are they something to lean on? Is it something that maybe levels out
our experience today?

Taras Prokhasko: Yes, for me it is important to have the cultural parallels, and
| believe we can find parts of this declarative stability in them, because cultu-
re is something that foresees the understanding, development, evolution of
everything. My cultural parallels lean more towards archaic times. | think it's

important to understand the fact that this war is not a modern war, despite the
existence of nuclear weapons androckets and missiles.The mostimportantthing
we need to explain to people from the modern conditional west, or the modern
conditional world, is that it's a very archaic war in its motivation, in the way it's
led, inthe rules that are being used forit.

Before the war |l was veryimpressed by this bastard Surkov. He wrote an essay
that people made fun of, because it was a kind of mixture of physics and philosophy
and geopolitics, but he said averyimportant thing about the existential necessity
of Russia, or the Russian world. He explained that Russia cannot exist without
throwing out chaostotherest of the world, because its existential mechanisms
work only through the creation of chaos, through destroying and through ex-
panding chaos further and further. It's possible that that's why Russia is so big,
becauseitneededto exportthisruinationto otherterritories. We remember how
the lands that were conquered by the Russians fellinto decay and ruination. |'ve
been wondering what our fatal existential need is. Our existentialism is about
not becoming Russians. The only thing that's expected from usis to refuse from
within ourselves; and this ‘ourselves’ is maybe our greatest stability, and has
been for decades, maybe even centuries. It consists in the fact of making our
Ukrainian choice, not refusing it, not forgetting about it.

Ifyoulookfor parallels, thenyes, we're suffering froma genocide now, they areki-
lling Ukrainians just because theyre Ukrainians, butit’s not like the situation with
the Jews whentheywere detecting Jews anthropologically - it wasn't about what
you thought but whether you anthropologically fit their description of Jew. This
issomething different, something that could be comparedto the religious world
warsinpre-modern Europe, whenit wasn’tabout nation, language or history, but
identity. If | feel I'm a Catholic, or a Huguenot, or a Protestant, or something else,
and then there’s this massacre against the other people, the branding of each
other as unfit that allowed you, archaically, just to destroy each other, because
the others were not people; it's not that they're dangerous enemies, they're just
not needed, they're humantrash andit’'s better to send them straight to the final
judgment. And in the Russian narrative about Ukraine, these elements are very
very obvious, very easy to see. Many ethnic Ukrainians, or people with Ukrainian
history, can avoid the genocide by just saying, I'm not Ukrainian, I'm for Russia.’
That's why it seems to me that our main stability has to be in this retention of
our own choice, our own will. What results from that is martyrdom, hard work,
suffering. The main thing is to keep to our own ideas.

67



SashaDovzhuk:Thankyou.That'striggered two thoughts for me: firstly, the idea
of identity as a choice that we need to protect; and secondly, the imperialism
that you described. David, I'd like to address you now, thank you for joining us.
I'd like to ask you the same question: while you're outside now, not inside of this
experience, do you lean for some cultural frames in understanding this war? |
understand that you're not a complete outsider to this war, but, what helps you
understand it? What helps you share your knowledge about it with the world?

David Toscana: Well, first of all...

SashaDovzhuk:It's a pity, butthe connectionis verybad. Ifwe canimproveit, I'llbe
informed and we'll returnto David. So, | have a question that's maybe a little banal,
but it's rare that | have such fantastic people on stage with me. I'd love to hear
more about your work. Despite this horrific war, you're still in your professions,
engagingin creativity. Iryna looks very scepticalto me, but she’'saperson who's
producing films, writing, communicating, and getting acknowledgement around
the world, whichis veryimportant for us as a society, and for which we're grateful
toyou.I'd love to hear how this experience influences the way you're telling your
stories, your own creations, your creativity.

IrynaTsilyk: Maybe I'min a negative mood today, butIthinklunderstood recently
that there are three reactions to stress - beat it, stop and run. I'm the kind of
person who just stalls, in all senses of the word. I've had opportunities to be
convinced of that at maybe the most traumatic periods in my life: the Revolution
of Dignity,the day when people were shotinthe streets, and the beginning of the
full-scale warin Ukraine. | started tobe numb, to observe without understanding
when|saw my colleagues running or fighting back. They really did take up wea-
ponsor cameras, they shot unique shots, they wrote extremely powerful poems,
they expressedthe here and now, asituation whichisveryhardto express, while
Iturnedintoarockldidn'tknow whatto do.That's why | was smirking sceptically.
Because, first of all, I'm a film director, and a screenwriter, and my profession
needs long-term planning. | need to build strategies years ahead, to sell those
strategies. It's a kind of schizophrenia when you participate in pitching and you
need to sell the skin of a bear that’s still living, a bear that at least you need to
know how to hunt. You need to find a suitable bear. | wasn't thinking about the
same bear that you were.

I'm now working on a screenplay that’s going to be a new experience for me:it's
ananimated documentary. It's very tricky territory to make this sort of film - you
need about fourto five years, soit's along distance run, so to speak. Yetwe don't
know what willhappentousinfouryears, whowe’llbe,and how to put the accents
onthosereflections. | preparedthefirstdraft of the screenplay, thenlhadavery

Taras Prokhasko
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particular experienceinthe life of my family. | forgot to mention that the film has
averyintimate scenario. It's about my family, my friends, our bubble, which was
affected on so many levels. And | wanted to speak about theseinvisible changes,
so | wrote this first version of the screenplay, then May happened, which was a
time when my husband lived through a very specific existential experience. He
almostdied, but he survived andit changed himalot, and it changed me a lot. | had
no connection with him for five days and during that time | accepted a thought |
shouldn’t have accepted. After that I needed to rewrite the screenplay. Sol don't
know how to put periodsinto statements of this kind, how to put the right accents
onsomethingwereinthe process of. We'reinside it,and our horizon of planning
is maybe three or four steps ahead and theniit’s all fog.

I may even be contradicting myself, because | said | don't want to draw parallels,
butinfact|wasre-reading myfavourite Apollinaire text quite recently,and | was
struck by how he was describing the future. | feltit very strongly, because people
like usarethe people who should be using ourtoolsto somehow recognise what's
happening to us, and we should be offering the concept of the future, not just
talking about the past, but also offering something, a direction we could move
in. So | thought about Apollinaire and how he writes about the future. In one of
his poems he writes about a vision. He sees two planes over Paris, one red, the
other black.One ofthemisthe future, andit’s attacking the other plane, his youth.
It's a very understandable image for me, a future that attacks the past. In other
verses of his, he writes about himself and his peers being suspendedin a space
without time, writing letters and drinking champagne and not knowing who's
going to come back from the fighting. | should note that Apollinaire himself was
sobadly woundedthat he didn’t actually recover completely fromthatinjury,and
he died at the age of 38. But in the poem he wrote about his experience on the
frontline, he writes that we look at abee and we can't see the future. That's what
I'mfeelingright now.lcansee abeeinfrontof me, butlcan’t see any further than
that. Even poetry, which could give me some tools, isn't coming to me very often.

There’s another tool | discovered for myself, which is writing essays. That’s at
least something at this stage. And now I'd like to pass the microphone to Kateryna
because | think she’s the person who actually uses this tool to its fullest right
now. I'm fascinated by the poetry you're writing right now, in which you describe
everything that's happening to us at the moment.

Kateryna Kalytko: Thank you, | really appreciate these words coming from you,
because you're one of the people who construct my world, and whose presence
in my life | value a lot. | have a very weird story to tell:it's also about the absence
of the future, but also at the same time about the very evil concreteness of this
future. | remember March, just after the beginning of the full-scale invasion,
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when, like most of us, | was frozen and | thought it would last forever. | thought
what can literature do, why would people need poetryin a horrific world like this,
and that | could definitely not think of it as my job or my duty; there would be other
duties at such atime. Sometimes|eventhoughtthat mightbe arelief, tojustbea
working ant, just like everybody else, with very specificthings to do. On the other
hand, poetry has always been my tool for recognising and understanding the
world, one of my senses, you could say. And avery strange thing happened to me.
I've talked about itina number of interviews, so I'm sorry if you've already heard
itsomewhere else, but I find itimportant to mentionit. Iwasn't forcingit, lwasn't
doing anything, but verses and poems started coming to me. I've always resisted
the common idea that somebody is dictating something to the poet, that it's like
aray of light from heaven, instructing the poet to sit down and write something.
No, this is actually a person with their lived experience and their desires and
things like that - that's what makes each poet's voice recognisable. But at some
point these texts started happening to me, soto speak. | was there but not there
atthe sametime.I'm an agnostic, so | don't say that there are no higher powers,
nothing like serendipity, but | was trying to explain what was happening to me
and | thought of it as the power of the element of language. Language is bigger
than us, and there are these historical turning points when it's not us speaking
the language, but language using us to express meanings.

The first poems | wrote after the full-scale invasion were rhyming verses; they
had the rhythm and logic of rhyming, though you'd think that military and war-
time poetry would be very different. | thought this could also be connected with
something primitive, archaic, something like shamanism or witchcraft. On the
other hand, there's the marching rhythm that's a military thing, where you have
to straighten your backand move together with the crowd, inthe direction where
you're being carried by the stream.

I find it difficult towork with longer forms - I'm not sure I'd be able to write anovel
at the moment, especially one related to today's reality. In September, | went
on aresidency and worked on a collection of essays, but that's an intermediate
form; those are smaller texts. They're poetic to a certain degree, but they also
have a degree of fact. This is what Iryna also mentioned, about our generation
breaking down, about the people who constitute my world, the generation of
people aged from 30 to 50, those who are most active at this moment and most
involved in this war. I'm not being ageist, I'm just using the sociological facts. Of
course there are younger and older people doing a lot. I'm just talking about my
personal bubbleinin this case.

Sothese arethe only experiences we'll be able to talk about persuasivelyin the
next few decades. | remember the first moment of relief, if | can call it that. In

the first weeks, we were all lost, and we started doing things: some of us went
into the army, some started volunteering, some started helping the internally
displaced people. It was like an ant house where you don't know what's going to
happentoyounext, youdon't have anytomorrow. By the end of March, I'd started
tofeel better.ltold myself, Thisis your biography, thisis your future, you will live
through this war and its consequences. And the same will happen to the people
close toyou.This is the context in which you have to live. All you can dois to live
day by day. Be honest with yourself and make ethical choices that you won't be
ashamed of later.

I'd like to finish with what is a kind of mystery to me: what supports us, what
is this idea of Ukraine that we can't really formulate? Poetry has the benefit of
using private, intimate things to reach aninternational audience and achieve an
immediate reactionto what's happeningin Ukraine. It can actually trigger certain
personalemotionsin peopleinfar awaylands. But can we actually formulate this
idea of whatkeepsusallin Ukraine and makes us all sacrifice our lives to protect
this border of ours? What is it? Maybe this will sound too grand, but it's like the
first Christians going into the arena to face the lions. It's the feeling of freedom
that accompanies you, that prevents you from becoming bowed and breaking
down.ldon't have aspecificanswer to how we can explain this to non-Ukrainian
people, but maybe it's part of my job to find the right words to expressiit.
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Sasha Dovzhuk: Thank you. I'd like to comment on what you both mentioned,
and | think that will actually foreground this question of what experiences our
generation hastoshare.Thatisthe dissolution of the empire:two revolutions, the
creationofindependence andthe war.Tocome back to the idea of communication
to the outside world, where life is more predictable, you can also put a kind of a
tick - I cantalk about this experience and know that nothing radical willhappento
me tomorrow. Also, about thisidea of language which leads us, actually helps us
to build the bridge. Elif, I've been talking about language and how much it helps us
tounderstand and articulate this experience,and how muchitis a definitive part
of what we're experiencing. Through your lens as a student of Russian culture,
how has this narrative been helpful or ruinousinyour experience? Whendid the
change happened or not happen for you?

Elif Batuman: | was very lucky to come to Ukraine for the first time in 2019. That
trip, and the conversations | had about Russian literature then, did a lot to ex-
pand and destabilise the way | thought about those books. But | think actually
the biggest jar to my world view came after the full-scale invasion. | started
reading speeches by Putin and | recognised something in them. I'm American, |
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was bornin New York, but my parents are from Turkey, they're both scientists,
doctors.They came to the United States after medical school. Thisis hard for me
to talk about, it feels blasphemous to me to be on a stage saying this, but what |
recognised in Putin’s speeches was a lot of the same rhetoric as Turkish natio-
nalism, and its justification for the treatment of the Kurdish and Armenian and
Greek populations in Turkey. That feels like a very painful thing to say, because
the storyinTurkeyisthatifithadn'tbeen for Ataturk and the Kemalist revolution,
there would be nomodernTurkey.The Ottoman Empire was destroyed after World
War |, when England and France won.There was going to be nothing and Ataturk
created the country. But the rhetoric that | recognised was something I'd heard
frommy parents; | thinkit alsojustified their decisionto move to the United States.
At the time, they didn't think they were leaving Turkey for good, but they did, and
they had this idea that it was time to be universal, to stop being provincial and
thinking in these small nationalistic terms, time to embrace the cosmopolitan,
western, scientific, positivistic truth. | think my parents felt that they'd become
scientists and sort of transcended the realm of the particular, that they could
come to America and be scientists there and nothing would be lost by that.

AndwhenlthinkbacktohowIgotinterestedin Russian literature, froman early
age | wanted to be a writer, and of course my favourite class in school was the
literature class, whichinthe USwas Englishand American literature. | didn't feel
a strong connection to American literature, or to the way it was taught, which
wasinthe waythat all national literatures are taught: ‘Thisis our pastand thisis
our history and thisis who we are.” My father's a Marxist and a leftist and | felt a
certainamount of distance fromthe Americanempire. Russian literature seemed
very interesting, and | also thought, I'm not going to be so provincial as to study
only American literature because | happen to be in America. I'm going to look
at the whole world and choose what I'm interested in, and what I'm interested
inis Russian literature.’| thought of that as being a kind of free and unconstrai-
ned choice. | thought that what | was doing was choosing the universal over the
particular in some way.

Anditwasreallyacombinationofthetripto Ukraine and many changesinthe way
I'd been thinking. I'd gone through a sort of a feminist and political revolution in
my own thought. | hadn't thought of myself as a conservative person, butI'mvery
much a product of the 1990s in the US, which was a kind of a conservative time,
even though we don't like to think of it that way. It was a time when the left was
conservative, when we thought it was the end of history, democracy had won, it
wastimetojustsitbackand watch freedomtake overthe world. And that turned
out to be so totally wrong. So | was just embracing a political consciousness
for the first time, a feminist consciousness, a queer consciousness, political
lesbianism, in my late 30s. I'd been going through all these big changes and it

was making me look at my favourite novels, which were a lot of the Russian
novels, like Anna Karenina, and | was looking at those books and seeing scripts
for oppression and domination, and justifications for the world order being the
way thatitis.

I was just thinking about what you said about Ukraine not becoming Russia, and
it was making me think about how Turkey defending itself against this imperial
incursion, also prolonged, led to it expanding its own imperial sphere. | started
to think of the world as being divided between places that invade and impo-
se and places that are invaded and imposed upon, and the master narratives
of universalism being written by the invading places. | started reading more
post-colonial theory and seeing how deep this actually goes - it's the bedrock
of westernthought, of what | think of as being truly universal, Descartes, ‘| think
therefore | am.’ There's been so much research now showing that Descartes
was able to think, to say, I'm my mind, I'm not my body, I'min this..’, because he
was living in Amsterdam at a time when the Netherlands was controlling so
much of the trade with the new world, which theyd inherited from Spain, and so
much of the slave trade, and they were investedin being a place that was outside
of history, but of course the colonies were places that were inside history, and
inside the particular. So, just even saying the universal and the particular was
always so fraught, and that sent me on a journey of revisiting my own choices
and my identity and my values. It's a process that's still going on now. It's been
really big, so thank you.
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SashaDovzhuk:Taras, coming backto the question of how we've changed the way
wetalk about our experience during the full-scale invasion, how has itimpacted
your way of telling stories?

Taras Prokhasko: Well, | was convinced that | had to speak. This idea of retreat,
evenalittle, fromthe necessity of everyday contact, or everyday practice...| never
believed that |, or any one of my colleagues, could be the one and only person
doing something that could transform everything, or stop time, or something
else. But | also understand that without this daily work, we lose our sense of
being among humans. Literature and art are technologically convenient tools,
because you don't need to actually go to specific people and take them by the
handtotellthemthethingstheyneedtohear, orjusttotalktothem.Books,texts,
literature, films, these are a part of our daily bread, and they have to be there
no matter what. A friend of mine once said that there are four important words
in the French language which will suffice to get you anything you need in life. |
don'tremember exactly which words they were - buffet, baiser, bidetand some-
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thing else. But there was also ‘liberty’, so you do need to talk. So | think the most
important mission of literature, culture, and art in general is a kind of support
service to make your path to death, well.. decent. The removal of humiliation on
that pathis abasicneed. So we shouldn't see our mission as anything grand, but
also we shouldn't stop.

When the war broke out, it was a working day for me, a day when | had to send
an article to the news site Zbruch. I'd been postponing writing this article until
the day | actually had to submit it, then in the morning the war broke out. | was
thinking, ‘How am | going to write something? I'm not the leader of the nation;
| can’t write something like, ‘let us all stand together and not give up and not
be afraid,” and, more generally, what's going to happen? We didn't know what
was happening. Something was happening not far from Kyiv. Would we have a
connection? Would we have any electronic media? Would we need books? Would
we stillhave Ukraine? But then | thought - 'm not sure if 'm allowed to say this on
screen, but | thought - well, fuckiit. To keep living, | need to keep doing what I'm
doing.There are things like this daily bread that you have to keep doing until you
can'tany more, and then you see what happens, whether you have a connection
or not, but you have to do your job. One of the problems we've always had has
been disruption in this kind of growth. Some people stop talking, for different
reasons, but you have to keep communicating and speaking to your audience.
And I'm happy | did that, I'm happy we have Zbruch, and all the other electronic
media, and I'm happy that people are carrying on reading and writing. | remind
myself that these are people who can speak.

Sasha Dovzhuk: Thank you very much for your voices and your messages. |
don't want to usurp my place as a moderator, so I'd like to offer the audience the
opportunity to ask questions. Please raise your hands, we have time for one or
two questions.

Anna Prykhodko: Hello I'm Anna Prykhodko, an expert from the Association for
the Reintegration of Crimea. | have one question: how should Ukrainian written
culturefightthe aggressor's narratives about the occupiedterritories, including
the territory of Crimea?

Kateryna Kalytko: This is a question about fighting disinformation and the ag-
gressor's narratives. | would probably look at it from a different perspective.The
aggressor's narratives have beeninour discourses for alongtime, and we've not
been very successful at fighting them because we don't have a single doctrine
with which to do it. What's important in terms of Crimea is to keep talking about

it, including publicly. We have to keep saying that it's part of Ukraine, part of our
current Ukrainian history, and if we have any strategy for the future, considering
the very short horizon of planning we have, we need to include it in this future
of ours.

I'vebeenworkingas ajury member for one of the competitions that demonstrates
the close connections between Ukrainian literature and the literature of the
Crimean Tatars. As a result of this competition, the Old Lions Publishing House
published an anthology that including by texts of people still living in Crimea
and supporting Ukraine, including political prisoners, from among the Crimean
Tatars.These texts are writteninthe CrimeanTartar language and the Ukrainian
language.There'saproject of the Ukrainian Institute called the Crimean Platform,
which also keeps Crimea in focus and keeps reminding the international com-
munity about it. So thisis also part of the Ukrainian narrative about Crimea, and
we're finally starting to see the literature and history of the Crimean Tatars as a
partofthe history of Ukraine. It's clear that Crimeais not only about the Crimean
Tatars, there are many other ethnicities living there, but this is definitely the
territory of the Crimean Tatars, and we still have to discuss their status there.
When we talk about Crimea, we shouldn't say that it's an occupied territory and
it's somewhere else and we'll think about it later. We should keep talking about
it as a part of our joint experience.
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Questioner: Thank you for an interesting discussion. | have a question for Elif
Batuman. | use it as a reference in so many discussions and it kind of fills the
gapsthatlhave. My questionis, oftenwhenltalkto Americans,itfeels asif by su-
pporting Ukraine they're kind of losing their ties to Russian culture, which they've
beenusingforyearsasanintellectual shield. They were kind of expressing their
intellectuality through this reference to Russia. And there's an oppression in-
volvedin supporting Ukraine because they're kind of losing this identity of weird
intellectual. How do we talk to them without making them feel that there's a loss,
anintellectual gap, if they support Ukraine?

Elif Batuman: Thank you so much. That's a wonderful question. | know just what
you mean. | know the peoplein the US who carry around a Dostoevsky tote bag
because it gets them a lot of intellectual ‘cred’. That was partly why | wanted to
write an article in a mainstream publication like The New Yorker. | guess | have
two things to say to that. One is that I think there has been an expanded interest
and a realisation of the gaps in translation and publishing in the US, and | think
we're going to see the benefits of that - not immediately, there's going to be a
certain lag - but after | published that article, | started to get translated Ukrai-

11



18

nian novels. They tended to be from 10 years ago, but they're going to catch up,
translation will catch up, and that's going to be something.

And in the meantime, | think it's the same question as with all of cancel culture,
andthe answeristhat we've accepted a false dichotomy: that if you're pro-Ukra-
inian and anti-Putin, it means you're going to forget everything you ever thought
about Russian literature. To me, it'simportant to think that no one has to neces-
sarily stop reading anything. You just have to keep reading more and thinking
more, understanding more context. If you look at post-colonial critiques of a lot of
classicalnovels, thereasonthose critiques are possible inthe first placeis that
eventhe canonical writers, even Tolstoy or Jane Austen or whichever canonical
writers profited from exploitation andimperialism, wrote about it, were sensitive
to it, felt conflicted about it themselves, and those conflicts are in the text. We
actually weren'treading them carefully enough before, to notice that those things
were there. We weren't reading them looking for the right things. When | went
back and did all of this reading, | saw so much of the critique was already there,
andl'd just missedit. Solthinkit'simportant to clarify that what we're calling for
is not for people to stop consuming certain kinds of literature, but to consume
more broadly and to correct a kind of narrowness that we had before.
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Sasha Dovzhuk: Yes, the gentleman near the pillar.

Questioner:I'm a weird American intellectual who used to be a Russophile. And
I'm sorry, | don't mean to answer a question for you, but it doesn't strike me that
there's alot of critique inTolstoy, or particularly notin Dostoevsky. He was arabid
anti-Semite. He was a canonical imperialist Russian, right?

Elif Batuman: If you look at Dostoevsky's publicistic writing, I think that's true. But
if you look at his novels, or if you look at the story about his image of Russia, it
was based on this traumatic memory he had from childhood, that he reproduced
in Crime and Punishment, which is this image of a man who jumps into a coach
andimmediately starts pounding the driver onthe back of the neckand thedriver
starts beatingthe horse as fast as he can and the whole thing just takes off. And
he's like, That's Russia. That'stheimage onthe seal of Russia. I think what you see
inthatis akind of trauma perpetuatingitself. | sense that as a critique of Russia.

Same Questioner: | think we call it a dark empath. You know, somebody who's
a narcissist, but is able to understand human emotions. Guilty is charged, but
at the same time, | think the best advice we can give to those people is to learn
Ukrainian, to learn other languages from the region.

SashaDovzhuk:Thankyou. Speaking of narrative traps, it'sinterestingto see how
quickly we've started discussing Russian literature and Dostoyevsky. |l encourage
everyone to read Taras Shevchenko and Lesya Ukrainka, who also have a lot of
critique of imperialism.

Elif Batuman: Great idea, great advice. Thank you.

Sasha Dovzhuk: And modern Ukrainian writers and poets, for whose voices
today and for whose messages and work I'm incredibly grateful. Thank you for
your voices, thank you for your words, thank you for continuing to speak and for
your existential resistance and resilience, which helps us all to move forward.
Thankyou all
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The Art of Decolonisation

Participants: Pankaj Mishra (digital), Volodymyr Yermolenko and Sevgil Musaieva (chair)

Sevgil Musaieva: Good evening, dear friends. Welcome to our discussion, whichis
abouthow Russian aggression against Ukraine has changed our understanding
of colonialism and decolonisation. This is a joint event by the Lviv Book Forum
and Ukrainska Pravda. Why did we choose this topic? Because it's important to
understand what's happeninginterms of the decolonisation discourse inside our
country. For many Ukrainians, the moment of understanding of this discourse
was the day of the full-scale invasion,and we need to understand what to do with
the knowledge we're gathering. Secondly, for all of us, this full-scale invasionis
an existential war, a war for the possibility of continued existence for Ukraine,
but different countries have a different view of that, particularly countriesin the
global south.They see thiswar as afight betweenthe westand Russia. We'll have
the possibility today to hear a different point of view, and perhaps the opportunity
to appeal to it. We need to understand how the experience we're building here
and now can be usefulto other countries.Isit at least theoretically possible that
adecolonisation of the Russian population could take place?

It's a pleasure to greet our guests. First, | want to introduce Volodymyr Yermo-
lenko, a well-known philosopher, president of the Ukrainian PEN Club, someone
who | think is known to everyone in this room. He was born in Kyiv, to a family of
Ukrainian philosophers. He graduated from Kyiv-Mohyla Academy. He studied
for his PhD abroad. I'm mentioning this because joining us online is Mr. Pankaj
Mishra, whowasborninindia. He's acolumnist, essayist and thinker, areviewer
for Bloombergandthe author of severalbooks. These include Age of Anger, The
Intellectuals Who Remade Asia and How to Be Modern in India, Pakistan, Tibet
and Beyond.

Unfortunately Bektur Iskander wasn't able be present with us today. He's a
journalist from Kyrgyzstan, one of the founders of the famous Kloop Media. We
would've liked to ask him about the experience of Kyrgyzstan, how they survived
the full-scale invasion and how the war in Ukraine has changed their decoloni-
sation objects.

I'll start with Volodymyr. What do Ukrainians understand about decolonisation?
I was bornin Uzbekistan. When | was two and a half years old, my family moved
to Crimea. This was before the dissolution of the Soviet Union. Two years later,
my parents voted for the independence of Ukraine. For a long time, | grew up in

and was formed by Russian culture and influenced by Russian media. During
my schoolyears, theteacherstold us, ‘There's no difference between Ukrainian
and Russian; you don't need to learn Ukrainian.’ The turning point for me was
when | became aware of the denial of the identity of the Crimean Tatars and the
Ukrainians through abook by lvan Bahrianyy, called The Garden of Gethsemane,
whichlread whenlwas15.1realised | wasliving in a different society, a different
cultural sphere, which was constantly attempting to deny myidentity. It would be
interesting for me to hear about your experience, because you lived and studied
in Kyiv. What decolonisation objects did you have?

Volodymyr Yermolenko: Thank you, Sevgil. 'm very happy to be here at the Lviv
Book Forum. I'll also start with Crimea. My now wife, Tetyana Ogarkova, and |
travelled widelyin Crimea. We walked in the beautifulmountains and we loved to
gofordinner withthe CrimeanTatars. We somehow felt instinctively, intuitively,
that in the establishments run by Crimean Tatars, somebody cared about their
own land. We didn't feel the same thing in the parts of Crimea that other people
were running, be they Russians or Ukrainians with Soviet attitudes.

Ithink thistopic ofimperialismis veryimportant, especially Russianimperialism,
maybe other imperialisms too. In Russian imperialism, there’s no difference
betweenwhatis one’sown and whatis somebody else’s. Allthe land Russia has
is a result of occupation, and it should belong to somebody else. It's important
to speak about what Russian communismiis, in this sense: it's a continuation of
Russian imperialism. Communism, or socialism, has the idea of things being
common, of everything belonging to us as a community, but the so-called ‘homo
Sovieticus'had the feeling that nothing belonged to him. We're seeing a continua-
tion of this here and now, in the modern world, because we don't often have this
understanding of acommon space. What is Ukrainian corruption, for example?
It's when you believe that something common belongs to you and you privatise
it. That corruption is private interest over the common good.

You mentioned Bahrianyy. | remember two episodes from that novel. The first
is the arresting moment when he finds himselfin a single cell and there are 20
plus people in there and they're all naked. What does it mean? That the system
leaves you with no private space. Evenin a single holding cell, you don’t have
personalspace.You're brushing up against other people. Youremember how he
describes that they were sleeping like fir trees, one pressed close to the other,
and when someone died in the cell, the body stayed with them for a whole day
and night. Another episode is before he arrives in the prison, when he’s put in
the freight carrier and delivered to Kharkiv, and the workers enter the train and
understand that they're transporting a prisoner, but they just look away. You
have no private space, you don’'t have time for or the right to your own space or
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your own name. It'simportant to remember those effects of imperialism on our
everyday experiences.

Lifein Kyiv,in my childhood, was mainly Russian speaking. | learned at a Pushkin
school, a Russian language school, and the reinventing and rediscovery of the
Ukrainianin me was veryinteresting.Youfeeland hear all the time that Ukrainian
literatureis second-rate literature, thatit's better to understand Ukrainian lite-
rature through Poltava, by Pushkin, or through Gogol, than through The Garden
of Gethsemane. We can speak later about the fundamental imperialism that’s
presentinthe literature of Gogol and Pushkin.

When we started re-establishing and renewing our Ukrainian identity, the Ru-
bicon for me was the birth of my first daughter. We realised that you can't speak
only Russian with your children. The realisations came gradually, and it's im-
portant to understand that that's how it's happened for many people in Ukraine.
One way | like to formulate itis that the Ukrainian language for many peopleis a
native language, but alearned one. People say, ‘My native language is Ukrainian,
but | still use Russian.’ This step- -by-step development has peaks at times of
revolution, but we need to have some understanding that it's a path.

Our parents’generation came from Ukrainian-speaking societies,and the big gap
forthem was going to university, because just after the Second World War, when
they were born, if you went to university in a big city, there was no educationin
Ukrainian. We're all Ukrainian-speaking, the whole family and extended family,
butitwastransmitted throughthe childrento the parents and grandparents, and
it's about returning to our names, our language, our motifs.

SevgilMusaieva:It's averyinteresting process. | believe that the moment of truth
wasin 2022, the full-scale invasion, when Ukrainians discovered for themselves,
even those Ukrainians who didn’t understand, what it meant to be in Russian
informational space.Thatunderstanding can be quite painful.|know many people
who didn’t understand. For example, one of my friends says to me now, ‘Now |
understand your pain from the occupation of Crimea, after not being abletogo to
Kyivwhen|had afive year old daughter there.' This person switched completely
to Ukrainian, evenindaily life. But the experienceis different for different people,
andthere’s aneedto unify the experience. How much time will Ukrainian society
need to process this trauma of colonisation, and to become decolonised?

Volodymyr Yermolenko: It's hard to say.| believe we should treat this as a time of
discovery, of all the interesting things we have before us: rediscovering our own
language, our own literature, our own culture. | believe this feeling is presentin

Ukrainians today. That's very often an effect of war: it makes us asks us whether
we have a future, whether we have atomorrow.

When we look at how imperialism and imperial discourse works, it's not just
about space, it's also about time. It's common to hear, as in Poltava, by Pushkin,
something to the effect of, ‘You Ukrainians maybe had some kind of past, but you
have no future.’ It is like an amputation of the future. Or, ‘Your past can be des-
cribed,itinvolved some bloody, cruel Cossacks, but your futureisimperial, it will
be different.’ This work with time is veryimportant, and | believe that Ukrainians
have this sense, from the Soviet Union, that you can have past roots, but the
future doesn't belongto you, orto your culture;itbelongs tothe empire.l believe
that's changed completely: we now have the feeling that the future belongsto us.
Russia also presents itself as the power of the future, so maybe we should be
talking about these different concepts of the future. Our understanding and the
understanding in India, in China, in the US, are completely different, and that's
maybe the main question, what the future will look like. But whatever Russia says
aboutitself as a future force, for us Ukrainians, it's obvious that it's a past force,
tryingtoreturnto the past of the Second World War and so on. And | believe that
for Ukrainians, this feeling that the future belongs to us, that we're creating our
future, is adecolonising experience.

Sevgil Musaieva:It's not a coincidence, then, that this year's Book Forumis called
‘Writing the Future’. Before | put a question to Pankaj, | want to ask you one last
thing. We see it as a problem that in some countries of the world, this war is not
seen as awar of decolonisation, but as a fight between the west and Russia. My
explanation for this is that perhaps western European colonialism and Russian
colonialism are different. What is the difference, and what is the peculiarity of
this Ukrainian experience of decolonisation?

Volodymyr Yermolenko: We can't simply say there’s a difference. It's important
tounderstand that Russiais an empire, not a nation state. This is an understan-
ding we rarely see in western or other countries. And if the 20th century was
the great century of de-imperialisation, of the fall of European empires, thento
some extent Russiais the last European empire. There are differences, but the
differences are not to do with whether it's a western or a non-western empire,
but to do with who’s being colonised. Is it people who are geographically and
ethnically andreligiously distantfromyou, or are you colonising people who are
close to you? Russia has experience of both close and distant colonisation. Our
Ukrainian and Russian history is about colonisation of people who were close.
I don’t know if our colleague will agree with this, maybe it is a little bit of a pro-
vocation, but | believe that British colonialism in India was an idea of colonising
somebody far away, and because of that, the structure of the government was
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different. You say to the colonised, You're different, you will never be like me,’
and there’s a hierarchical difference, ‘You will always be beneath me’. | believe
that Russian colonialism against the Crimean Tatarsis very close to this. We can
see it happening with this crazy manipulation of the Islamic topic and so on. But
when we talk about the Ukrainian-Russian experience, it's completely different.
Inthis case, the Russians said to the Ukrainians,’You will never be different from
me." The model of colonisation, the model of power, is not the difference, but
the equivalence, being the same. That kind of colonialism aims for assimilation.
It's like the internal reprogramming of a person. That's why we have this fight
againstlanguage, against tradition, against people’s culture, because of the need
to change these Ukrainiansinternally into Russians. We're seeing many different
aspects of this.

When we analyse imperialism fromthe point of view of Marxists, as being aresult
of capitalism - the Soviet Union actively promotes this reading, and it’s true to
many extents - the exploitation moves fromtheinternalto the external.You stop
exploiting your own workers, but you exploit other nations. The questionis whe-
ther Russianimperialism towards Ukraine was because Russians really wanted
to exploit Ukrainianresources. That's averyimportant question for us, because
it's a question about the Holodomor, the famine. Did Stalin want to confiscate
Ukrainian grainfor economicreasons, or it was afight against Ukrainian identity?

Sevgil Musaieva: Did you find an answer to that yourself?

Volodymyr Yermolenko: Yes. For me, it was a fight against Ukrainian identity.
The economic question was secondary. And it's interesting how Soviet or Stali-
nist Marxism has become a full mirroring of the real Marxism, and the material
questions are not important any more.

Why are Russians so concerned with Ukrainian identity? Because they un-
derstand that they don't exist without Ukrainian identity. That's the particular
relationship between Russia and Ukraine. Russia is an empire that believes its
centre is here in Kyiv, or in Lviv. On medieval maps, Galicia [the historical and
geographicregionin western Ukraine and southern Poland] was called Ruthenia,
or Rus. So we have a situation in which the questions of imperialism and colo-
nialismthat were raised inthe 20th century are even more complicated. Russia
as an empire cannot be complete without Ukraine.

Volodymyr Yermolenko
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Sevgil Musaieva: At this point I'll put a questionto PankajMishra. Before our dis-
cussion, | readyourrecent columns for Bloomberg with attention. Many of them
were about the Ukrainian war, including one that was published on 30 January
2023. That one has been quoted a lot in Russian media, including propaganda
media.ld like toread asmall extract fromit for the understanding of the audien-
ce. Thereisnoevidencethatthe people and nations of the global south who suffer
the most from this war are against Putin, or that the majority of the population of
the world believe that there is a difference between the US invasion of Iraq and
Russia’'sinvasion of Ukraine. Recent research has shown that more respondents
blame NATO and the USA for the war in Russia and Ukraine than Russia.’ It seems
to me that you support this idea that the war between Russia and Ukraine is a
war between Russiaandthe west, orthe west and the BRICS countries. Why isiit,
inyour opinion, thatthe warin Ukraine is not seen, in particular by the countries
of the global south, as a war of decolonisation? Or perhaps you've changed your
mind onthis and can give us anidea of what would be needed for the global south
to change their opinion of this war?

PankajMishra: Let me clarify straight away that | dont share the opinion of people
who think this is primarily a war between the west and Russia. Russia, as both
of you have just pointed out, is an expansionist, imperialist power. It has been
for a very long time. You could argue that the communist regime in many ways
advanced the imperialist project; swallowing up countries, entire regions. That
historytellsusagreatdealaboutthe aggressiveness of Russianimperialism.So
there's absolutely no questionthat Russianimperialismis atworkintheinvasion
of Ukraine. The real questionis, why do most people in the global south, in most
opinion polls and surveysinthe year and a half since the invasion of Ukraine, not
quite seeitthat way? Why don't they see Russia as animperialist power? Why is
itthatthe Russian president poses as an anti-imperialist? That's something I've
written aboutin my columns. And I'm sure the Russian media didn’'t quote me on
those subjects. When addressing the global south, Putin presents himself as a
fellow victim of Western imperialism.

| think in order to understand that, we have to go back a bit and think about the
years of decolonisation, when large parts of Asia and Africa were liberating
themselves from European empires and found themselves struggling against
the combined might of Western powers, including the United States. If you were
a South African, for instance, fighting the apartheid regime, you discovered that
even the apartheid regime had very strong allies in Western Europe and the
United States.The only country that would assist them at that time was the Soviet
Union. That was also the case with a country like India, which was constant-
ly fighting wars with its neighbour Pakistan and was also, actually, in a sense
always embattled against Western powers, especially the United States, which

was helping Pakistan. The only major ally a country like India had during those
years was the Soviet Union.

Inacountry like South Africa, there’'s very little awareness of Russia’s imperia-
list past. All that's remembered there of that history is the fact that the Soviet
Union was a great supporter of theirs when they were fighting imperialist and
neo-imperialist nations. This explains at least partly why so many countries in
the global South have failed to see the Ukrainian point of view of this assault by
Vladimir Putin.

Sevgil Musaieva: So you could say that countriesinthe global South are hostages
totheir own understanding and beliefs that were formed 30 or 40 years ago. Do
l understand you correctly?

PankajMishra:Yes. Andthey would have toundertake anew process of education,
an education in the facts of the imperialism Russia has practised historically,
swallowing up entire countries after World War |l: the Baltic states, Uzbekistan,
the whole set of Central Asianrepublics. For most people in the global south, this
isnotahistorythattheyencounter, eitherin historytextbooks orinthe newspa-
pers.It's something very remote, very foreigntothem. Soit's difficult forthem to
understand or to see the Russian invasion of Ukraine as an imperialist project.

Sevgil Musaieva: But it seems to me that pro-Russian propaganda is having a
biginfluence.InIndia, for example, the possibility of watching the BBC has been
lost, butin the meantime, Russia Today is a popular channel.

Pankaj Mishra: | wouldn't exaggerate the impact of Russia propaganda on a
country like Indiatoo much. Definitely in large parts of Africa, yes, it's been very
effective.Iwould argue thatinIndia, its effect has beenrelatively limited. | would
say that there is a large reservoir of goodwill towards Russia, because India
depends on and has depended on first the Soviet Union and now Russia for its
military hardware, and now increasingly for oil. And Russia obviously plays on
that,andthathasbeenvery effective. Justyesterday, the Russian president hailed
the Indian prime minister as a great and wise man, and that kind of thing really
goesdown well. Butthat'sthe extentto which the disinformation and propaganda
work. It's far more effective in large parts of Africa.

Sevgil Musaieva: In such a situation, how can we in Ukraine tell people about our
history, about the influence of Russia on our Ukrainian history, literature, culture,
the story of how the Ukrainian nation has been destroyed, which is happening
today and has been happening for centuries?
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Pankaj Mishra: That's a really difficult task. And to undertake it while Ukraine is
under attack from its big imperialist neighbour is an even more difficult task. It
would be a difficult task under any circumstances. | would say what has been
extremely unhelpfulin the process of educating the rest of the world is the fact
that the European countries that have been helping Ukraine fight the Russian
threat are countries that have not actually acknowledged the crimes of empire
theirancestors committed in various countriesin Asia and Africa. That's another
reason why people are unwilling to support Ukraine, because they see Ukraine
as being supported by countries like Britain, where, for example, the previous
prime minister, Boris Johnson, who's agreat supporter of Ukraine, went around
saying, ‘I'm very proud of the British Empire.” When people who suffered under
the British Empire hear that, theyre inclined to see whatever is happening in
Ukraine as something Europeans are just doing amongst themselves, not any
of their business. They can't see that virtue or righteousness is on the side of
Ukraine while people like Boris Johnson are supporting Ukraine. There's areal
problem there. If European countries don't acknowledge their own imperialist
past, how can we persuade other countries to see this as an imperialist move?

Sevgil Musaieva: Volodymyr, do you see a problem there?

VolodymyrYermolenko:Yes, definitely. | believe that what Pankajis describingisa
very serious problem and something we should be thinking about. To go back first
of all to a very basic thing, | believe that ‘the global south’is a very imperialistic
term.We're lumping a large part of the world together: China, India, South Africa,
Ghana, Brazil. These are absolutely different countries, and we need to learn to
differentiate them and to learn from their experiences.

Secondly, | believe that when we enter into a dialogue with other countries
who've felt the hand of imperialism and colonisation directly, we should avoid
the question of what was a good empire and what was abad empire, of whichim-
perialismis better or worse.Insouthern Africa, westernimperialismis perceived
as being much worse than that of the Soviet Union, and for usit’s the other way
round. We need to look each other in the eyes and think about what similarities
we have horizontally, ways in which our societies are close because we went
throughthese things.There willbe manyinteresting questions, for example, the
treatment of modernisation. There’s the western narrative that modernisation
is always good, and there’s the Soviet narrative that modernisation is not only
good, but has to be achieved through violence, through holodomors, industria-
lisationand so on. Ukrainians have a suspicious approach to modernisation. We
try to preserve some of our past and traditions for our future - things like our

nationaldress - andthat's good. | believe that canbe a plus for the modernworld,
whichistorn between the past and the future. We can find many such examples
in other societies, in Latin America or Africa or Asia, and | think that could be an
interesting topic.

Asecondtopicisthat, whilelunderstand what Pankajis saying about the non-re-
cognition of western imperialistic crimes, with Russia we have a much worse
situation.Inwesternuniversities, people are talking about post-colonialism and
post-imperialism, and very often the biggest problem is that there is academic
discourse and theory, but no action. Edward Said [It's not at all clear this is the
name he’s saying, but I'm taking a guess from the context that it must be] is one
of the most popular thinkersinthe Western world, but which Russian professor
in a Russian university would be as popular in Russia as Edward Said is in the
west? Has Russia ever asked those questions about its own crimes? No, never.
In fact, what we're seeing now, and it seems to me that this is very important, is
that Russia not only hasn't asked the question about its own past, but it is also
re-imperialisingitself, and re-colonising lands. When they come back to Crimea
and continue implementing the same politics they did in 1944, but with different
methods, they're changing the demographics of Crimea. Colonisationis not justa
question ofinfluence and so on, but also avery material question of land, territory.
You can remove a nation from its land.

What we're seeinginthe occupiedterritories nowis not Russiaintroducing their
own laws to replace Ukrainian laws, but introducing lawlessness. They're depri-
ving people of any kind of justice, of legal mechanisms. A personin the occupied
territory can be stripped of property, abducted or killed, and nobody will know
what’'s happened to that person. That lawlessness is one of the worst results
when apower comesbringing notits own laws or rules, buta complete absence
ofrules. We're seeing avery cruel continuation of these practices. | agree thatit’s
badthatthere’s stillamonumentto LeopoldIl, who was responsible for the loss
of millions of livesin Congo, inthe centre of Brussels, or when we see memorials
of the British Empire in the centre of London. But | want to say that the Russian
Empire is several steps, at least ten steps, worse than the Western empires.
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Sevgil Musaieva: Pankaj, I'd like to ask you to comment on what Volodymyr has
just said about colonialism,and alsoto askaquestion about common experience.
Couldthisbe atoolthat Ukraine could use to explain the character of this war to
peopleiniIndia, or should we use different tools, because experiences cannot be
compared, and every country has different experiences, andis particular? Some-
times we sense this non-understanding, because you cant compare traumaand
the experiences of Indiaand Ukraine in the colonial past. What would you advise?

PankajMishra:You were speaking earlier, at the beginning of this session, about
the awakening of a Ukrainian consciousness, a Ukrainian nationality, and how
that process hasbeenaccelerated byan experience astraumaticasaninvasion,
an occupation, and then even more insidiously, a process of indoctrination, a
fake process of assimilation. These are all experiences that are widely knownin
large parts of Asia and Africa. These were precisely the experiences that the first
generation of leaders, famous names like Gandhi and Nehru, and many others,
went through: the experience of recognising, becoming slowly aware, of their
language, their culture, their traditions, recognising that they'd been internally
colonised. | feel something like that experience is a much better bridge to the
experiences of the vast majority of the world’s populations, which have under-
gone this kind of displacement, this kind of trauma. And in this ongoing process
of adjusting to the modern world, to internal displacement and exile, there’s
much to be said about bringing together, reconciling the particular experience
that Ukraine is going through right now. On the one hand, a military assault, and
onthe other hand, akind of existential and spiritual awakening. | feel that this is
the most compelling message Ukrainians can bring to the rest of the world, and
particularly to the part of the world’s population that’s failing to recognise the
immense tragedy of what's happening in Ukraine today.

Sevgil Musaieva: Thankyou. It's a pity we don’t have the other colleague who was
goingtobehere, butld like to ask you, Volodymyr, how the Ukrainian experience
canbeusefultoother countries? The historyinthe case of Kyrgyzstanis different.
Theyalso hadtworevolutions, and yetthe government of Kyrgyzstanis not taking
any steps to support Ukraine, and the Russian influence there is broadening.
Similar things are happening in many other countries in the post-Soviet world.
Will this full-scale invasion of Ukraine change this view or not?

Volodymyr Yermolenko: | believe that the optics used by Ukrainians to see this
war as an attempt by the lastempire in Europe, orthat wanted to be part of Euro-
pe,togetrevenge,is animportant narrative to be understood around the world.
If we look to history, we know what fascism and Nazism are: they're the constant

play of 'l was an empire and now I'm colonised, and that's why | want to be an
empire again.' Truly awfulideologies have arisen from this. Mussolini called Italy
aproletarian nation, and said they were fighting against colonialism too. But this
past imperial greatness, and the attempt to reach it again, and the aggressive
nostalgia also present in many western countries, leads to many totalitarian
things. We can see itin Russia now.

Italso seemstomethatit'simportant when we're speaking with India - and these
talks are veryimportant - or with Brazil, or Mexico, that we think about what we
mean by the west? They see it as akind of unity. I recently wrote an essay called
‘'The Internal Decolonisation of Europe’. In Europe there are many communities,
nations and societies that have never been empires. We can see that in central
Europe, which is looking towards itself and is in a strange vacuum, because it
hasn’t been part of the narrative coming from Gavil and Kundera, and doesn't
understand it. And the experience of Ukraine, or Ireland, maybe the experience
of Scotland...there are many experiences that can be re-read from the point of
view that inside the west, inside Europe, we also see these problems.

The other thing is when we're watched by India, and they say it's a war of the
west against Russia, where is the subjectivity of the smaller countries? When
we talk about the west against Russia, or the west against the non-west, we're
using the logic of the big powers, in which the little ones, or the lesser players,
have no subjectivity. More and more people, states and countries have their own
subjectivity.

The Ukrainian case is very interesting: it's not that the west asked Ukraine to
be part of it and Russia didn’t want that. No. The west didn't want Ukraine. The
west didn't take that view for a long time. It was only the efforts of Ukrainians,
only our Maidans, only our victims that gave the so-called ‘west’ the feeling of
‘Yes, we need to fight for Ukraine’. If it wasn't for that, the understanding of the
west would be that Ukraine was fighting not against the Russian narrative, but
againstthe western narrative that Ukraine, Belarus, Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan
are parts of the Russian world. We've broken that narrative, but we've broken it
with our own subjectivity. | believe this is a message to many societies: you can
be asmaller state, surrounded by empires, you can go against the will of the big
players and you can win.
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Sevgil Musaieva: I thinkthat’'s averyimportant message: that support for Ukraine
is actually support for smaller countries who also have aggressive neighbours
who might attack them. It's actually a contribution to the rule of law.
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But | wanted to ask you about Russia. Many Russian researchers believe that
Russian society has also been colonised, by their authorities, and something
needs to be done about that. A part of Russian society believes that the course
of the war in Ukraine will somehow define the future of the decolonisation of
Russian society. Do we need to do anything about that? Or should we just leave
it to Russian society to decide what to do about their own decolonisation?

Volodymyr Yermolenko: | think this idea of internal decolonisation is right. It's a
big problemfor Russia, becauseit’s not asifthere’sagroup of people who are the
masters, who've colonised the others, who are the slaves. The problem is that
thisinternal colonisationis Russiaitself. They don't have the figure of the citizen
there, onlythe figure of the slave. The problemis that they feel all right with that.
If we look at whether Russiais a national state, it's not. In a civil society, a national
society, society would challenge the sovereignifthere was aproblem.That’s what
happened in Ukraine, but it's not something that could be happening in Russia
right now. That's a question to the so-called Russian liberals. | keep asking the
same question. Are they ready to accept that their future depends on how badly
Russialosesthis war? Another questionis, cantheyimagine adifferent Russia, a
non-imperial Russia? And that raises many other questions, such as what should
the territory of Russia be? If we believe many classics of political philosophy, you
can'thave suchabigterritoryif you're building arepublic rather thananempire.
Are theyreadyto decrease their territory? Are they ready to conceive of Russia
in a different way? And very few Russian liberals are ready to do that.

What about the rest of the world? | think we also need to send the message that
it's not just Putin’s war. There’s the deep problem of Russian political identity,
which conceived of itself as an empire from the very beginning. An empire which
has a centre but no borders, soit’s expansionist in its nature. It's afraid that if it
doesn't expand, it will shrink. That's a great fear that all Russians have. Another
imperialdiscourseisthatthere’s no society without the tsar. That's a key topic of
Russian political mythology, in which you have areal tsar and a fake one. That's
a big problem for them. In Ukraine, we have a certain political culture. I'm not
saying it's perfect, but we do have it. We also have political philosophy, based
on important figures like Drahomanov and Lypynsky, who are very different.
Drahomanovis the leftist and Lypynsky is the rightist, but they share some fun-
damental assumptions. What can Russia build on, in the intellectual sense and
inthe sense of political culture? They have to realise that they have to reimagine
theiridentity from scratch. Are they ready to do that? That's a question for them.

Sevgil Musaieva: My questionis whether the world is ready for that. But I'd like to
engage our audience in the discussion as well, because | see that we have only
10 minutes left. So if you have any questions to Pankaj or to Volodymyr, please
raise your hands.

Bohdan Hrychyshyn: My name is Bohdan Hrychyshyn and I'm from the Drohobych
in Lviv Oblast. I've heard some new things from Pankaj. It actually explains the
position of the countries of the ‘global south’, as it's sometimes called. The way
our media presentsit, we wonder how it's possible not to understand that Russia
isanaggressor attacking a sovereign state. Butwe can see thatthere are deeper
reasons for that: the colonial policies of the west and anti-Americanism, if| can
putitthat way. SoI'm gratefulto PankajMishrafor this explanation, because this
is something new, something we don't usually hear from our media. We have a
verysimplified perception. We were surprised and unhappy by what the present
Pope Francis said about this war. But he's from Latin America, where they have
very strong anti-American feelings. He once even said that he expressed the
ideas he was taught when he was young. | don't have a question, but I'd just like
to comment on the topic of good empires. When | was a teenager, | asked my
grandma, who was born in 1890 in Lviv Oblast, ‘When was the life best: during
the Austro-Hungarian Empire, during the rule of Poles or during the Soviets?
Shethoughtaboutit,and she saiditwas bestinthe time of the Austro-Hungarian
Empire. That's just funny comment on good and bad empires.

Volodymyr Yermolenko: I'd like to respond to that very briefly, if you don't mind.
Firstofall, Ithink we can see very often that the discourse in the Ukrainian media
isreally simplified. We're a bit blind - well, maybe not a bit, naybe we're seriously
blind - tothat. When we're told thatit's the civilised world against the uncivilised
world, that is true, because Russia is about barbarism. But the problem is that
we've been describing the situation here today just like that. There are many
consequences to that, like the question of the sanctions. Many countries are
helping Russiato avoidthe sanctions.Thenthere’s the matter of weaker positions
from the west than we had 10 or 20 years ago. We have to be realistic about that.
We can'tlive in a utopian world, anillusion. We have to analyse the situation and
understand thatitis asitis. Regarding the empires, and the Austro-Hungarian
Empire being the best, we have to remember The World of Yesterday by Stefan
Zweig, which describes how that empire lived the same kind of illusion. They just
didn't notice the disaster coming with the First World War, and then again with
the Second World War.

Sevgil Musaieva: Pankaj, would you like to comment on anything that's been said?

Pankaj Mishra: | think everyone so far has made some really fascinating points.
You talked about the subjectivity of small nations. I'd add some experience of
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mine, whichisthat whenTibet, as asmall nation, foundits cultural and territorial
integrity under attack from its big neighbour, China, it made alliances almost
entirely withwestern countries, western leaders. Today, nobody wantstoreceive
the Dalai Lama because China is too powerful. | think one of the lessons | took
fromthat wasthatTibetans could have reached outto other,smaller countries, in
Asiaand Africa.They could have made different kinds of solidarities and different
kinds of alliances. Putting alltheir eggsin one basket, that of western countries,
was a mistake. Because once western countries decided to do business with
China, the Tibetan cause was over.

| feel that in many ways, and this is one of the problems today, countries talk
to each other mostly through their leaders. We should be talking to each other
as intellectuals, writers, activists. We should be having more platforms, more
occasions of the sort we're having right now, where we can talk to each other
across boundaries, share experiences, talk about ways to move forward. If we
leave it all to the politicians, they're not going to do everything. They only have
time for afew things. We can't reasonably expect Zelenskytoreach outtoall the
globalsouth countries. That's something other Ukrainians have to do. Obviously,
people in the global south or other countries then have to respond. What I'm
trying to say is that there are different ways in which we can conceive of solida-
rity against imperialism. And | think aligning oneself too closely with western
countries, which have their own very compromised and quite recent past, which
brings them into discredit in large parts of the world, makes it seem more and
more as if this is a war between the west and Russia, with Ukraine really only a
bit player. To challenge this distorted view, | think we have to create solidarity on
adifferent basis altogether.

Sevgil Musaieva: We have time for one more question.

AnnaPrykhodko: Good evening.I'm Anna Prykhodko from Sumy. You talked about
your Crimean experience. | wanted to ask you, should we distinguish Russian
colonialismin Crimea from the newly introduced Ruscism? Are there any spe-
cifics of colonisation?

Sevgil Musaieva: | can't say.l can see the sametools beingused by Russia for de-
cades, even centuries.The destruction of culture. It's what happened in Ukrainian
historyand what happenedin the history of the Ukrainian Tatars. If we talk about
the Crimean experience in general, | see the same methods that were used in
1789 when the peace agreement was signed and the annexation of Crimea star-
ted. And when the repressions against the Crimean Tatars started, there were

just different methods. They deprived people of land. There were three waves of
migration amongst the Crimean Tatars. So it’s no different from what Russia’s
doing in Ukraine right now. But maybe Volodymyr could add something to that.

Volodymyr Yermolenko: Yes, | agree. Let's look at what we were told about the
Crimean Tatars plundering Ukrainian villages and so on. That was a narrative
fromthe epoch of romanticism, which somehow enteredinto the creative work
of people like Drahomanov, for example. Thenthere was a break, with people like
Ahatanhel Krymsky, who started integrating the identity of Crimean Tatars into
the Ukrainian identity. Then we had Omeljan Pritsak, who showed how closely
related the Caucasian identity and the Crimean Tatar identity are. | think that in
the future we’ll have many interesting discussions about that. We've had totally
differentrelations with the Crimean Tatars. After the first annexation of Crimea,
in the time of Catherine Il, three nations actually lost their agency: there was
the first annexation of Crimea, the first division of Poland, and the destruction
of Zaporizhzhia. All of these things were interconnected. Now we're seeing the
next episode of this.

What about fascism? It's a powerful emotional notion, but for the sake of preci-
sion, we should rememberthat fascism as anideology was a certain reactionto
modernisation. Roughly speaking, Mussoliniin Italy, Francoin Spain and Hitlerin
Germany werereactingtothe factthat,intheir opinion, societies were becoming
too democratic. They saw conspiracies, the conspiracy of the Jews and so on.
Are we seeing that in Russia? Fascism and Nazism proceeded from the idea of
conservative revolution. Did Putin come to power as the result of a revolution?
No, it was allverygradual.ltwasn’tan attempt to breakties with this identity. We
have to understand that Russia is much older than fascism.
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Sevgil Musaieva: Thank you. Unfortunately, we don't have any more time. We've
heard many important opinions. We have a lot to think about. | think we’ll come
back to this topic next yearin Lviv, or maybe even in Bakhchysarai. Thank you.
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The Power of Words

Participants: Rachel Clarke, Halyna Kruk, Ben Okri (digital) and Olesia Khromeichuk (chair)

Olesia Khromeichuk: Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. Thank you so much for
coming to this discussion on ‘the power of words’, especially late for Ukrainian
audiences,and good morning, good afternoon, good evening, dependingon where
you are around the world. This event is held by Lviv International Book Forum
in digital partnership with Hay Festival, and is supported by the US Agency for
International Development and the Open Society Foundation. This particular
discussion is supported by Book Aid International, who are donating books to
Ukraine as well as to many other places around the world. My name is Olesia
Khromeichuk, I'll be moderating this discussion, and I'm delighted to introduce
this absolutely exceptional panel of speakers. We've got Sir Ben Okri joining us
remotely. He's a Nigerian-born British poet, writer,and aman of manytalents.I'll
come backtothat.To my left, we have Halyna Kruk, a Ukrainian writer, translator,
educator, and also a woman of many talents. In fact, that's going to be a thread
throughout this discussion, the many hats that our speakers have. We're also
joined by Rachel Clarke, a British palliative care doctor, but also a writer and
former current affairs journalist. Welcome to all of you. The four of us will have
a chat to start with, but we'll leave plenty of time for discussion from the floor.
Sothere’ll be an opportunity for you to ask questions of the panel.

I've been thinking about the title of our discussion, ‘The power of words’, and
| had some ideas and some questions | wanted to ask you, but then the news
yesterday and this morning really made me question whether words do have
any power.I'mreferringtothe attackonafuneral wake thatkilled severaldozen
peoplein Kharkiv Oblast, and another attack on Kharkiv city centre this morning.
It makes you wonder what power words really have, and yet when we feel so
powerless in these moments, | think it's also important to explore that power,
because perhapsitreallyis the only weapon some people have at the moment.
Not just individuals, but nations too: nations that have been stateless for a long
time, that don't have a long tradition of statehood, are often the ones for which
writers and poets and people of culture become the spokespeople, those who
imagine that nation and will it into being, rather than royals or figures of state.
So when | try to explain Ukraine to international audiences, | talk about Lesya
Ukrainka, about Taras Shevchenko, about the creators who explain Ukraine to
the world, tous. Butif you're a stateless nation, or a nation with a brief history of
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statehood, you lack that recognised authority of voice, right? You're not entirely
trusted with your experience. Andit's tricky to get your cultural canon out there.

We're all goingtotalk about literature today. Because that canonis so often over-
shadowed by the dominant culture. The dominant culture tends to be imperial
or formerly imperial cultures. These dominant cultures can afford to be above
politics. They say, ‘We don't need to address questions such as war, we're above
that. Whereas if youre the culture that's beenrepressed for along time, denied
the very right to have a voice, perhaps you feel that necessity, that urgency, to
use your words, to describe your own experience and that of your nation.

| wanted to ask you all to reflect on those observations, but also to think about
how this power of the powerless can actually be effective. How can we make sure
that the so-called minor canons and literatures make it to our bookshelves and
tothe bedside tables of the critics? How can we make sure the subaltern doesn't
just speak, but is actually heard? And that it makes a difference?

Ben,I'mgoingtoturntoyoutobeginthis discussion.lintroduced you just now as
you're oftenintroduced, as aNigerian-born British poet, writerand so on. Not just
as abloody good writer. That introduction puts a lot of weight on your shoulders
to explain a certain culture, to confront us perhaps with our misconceptions
about a nation, the history of a certain country, your culture. How does it feel to
have to carry that burden? Isit a burden?

Ben Okri: Well, 'm going to answer the second part of your question very briefly,
and deal with your major point more extensively. First of all, the weight of res-
ponsibility you talk about in terms of explaining Nigeria or Africa to the world
tends to be a lazy preoccupation of European critics and European curators of
literary experiences. | callit laziness because they always assume that writers
from certain parts of the world only have very few things they can talk about with
great authority, which is to say: their nations, post-colonialism, colonialism,
poverty and things like that. | understand where it comes from, but | think it's
lazy and also a little bit stupid and disrespectful of what it means to be a writer.
A writer, from my point of view, is someone who's interested in the whole world,
whose interests are vastand not limited to either their nations or eventheir field
of speciality.

Now, Iwantto address your main question about powerlessness and power and
minor and major canons, all those important questions you raised. | agree with
you that the dominant nations have more money and power to get their works
across. Butthere's anotherkind of power, and that's the power of the gifted writer,
who's committed in the depth of their humanity to telling the greatest truth they

can tell through their art. When they write, when they speak, they transcend
the smallness or the bigness of their nations. | don’t want to look at writing and
literatureinterms of nations, because sometimes bigdominant nations produce
rather minor writersthrough big periods of their history. Allyou have todois look
atthe history of theatre in Britain between Shakespeare and Bernard Shaw. They
didn't produce any really major playwrights for two or three hundred years. Good
ones, but no great ones. Certainly not on the scale of Shakespeare. Meanwhile,
other cultures, maybe not sobig, were producing great andimportant writers.I'm
thinking of writers like Ibsen, from Norway. So for me it comes down to the power
of the writer within whatever culture they find themselves, their power to ask
and addressvery deep questions about humanity from their patch of earth. When
they write with such power, they create a canon of their own. They transcend
dominant and minor. Nobody would talk of Ibsen in a minor mode.

So I'd rather look at what the individual writer can do, by taking their hands and
thrustingthemdeepintothe spirit oftheir nations and carving for us bigand great
narratives. So the whole dialogue between power and powerlessness in terms
of literature comes down to whatindividual writers do on behalf of their people.
When they create big works, in a sense they carry their nations with them. We
give too much credit to the dominance of nations. I'd rather give more credit to
the creative power of individual writers, who invest the strength of their lives to
create great works for us that last through time.

The other point I'd like to address is the power of words in times of great crisis,
oppression and war. | think it was Auden who said a poem cannot stop a bullet.
But that's not what poems are designed to do. We have to get the scale of things
right. Poems and literature are designed to speak to humanity, to speak to all of
usinthe deepest possible way, through time.The power of wordsis notinterms
of the immediate moment in which we read them or write them or experience
them.The power of wordsis the wayinwhichtheyworkthrough a culture, through
the world, throughtime.The power of words is always still living, whetherit's the
words of Wole Soyinka, who's in his 90s, or Shakespeare, who lived 300 years
ago,or Homer, who lived two or three thousand years ago. The power of words to
addressthe deepissues of ourtimestranscendstime, and yet goes on speaking
totime.
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Olesia Khromeichuk:Those arereallyimportantintroductory remarks. And one
of the things | heardis anindividual writer speaking on behalf of a nation. | want
to pickup onthat, because | thinkthat over the last 19 months or so a lot of Ukrai-
nians, especially writers, regardless of their actual occupation, have become sort
of full time Ukrainians, trying to explain Ukraine to the rest of the world. Halyna,
I'll turn to you now. You've spoken powerfully about your experiences of being
confronted. On one particular occasion, a 30-something year-old Russianist
came to you and moralised about the fact that poetry should be above politics
and war. And you end one of your texts with a heartbreaking phrase. I'll say it
both in Ukrainian and in my very poor translation. You say, ‘Meni shkoda shcho
poeziane vbyvae. ‘It's ashame that poetry doesn't kill." Canyoutell us a bit about
what you meant by that?

Halyna Kruk: That phrase concluded my speech to the Berlin Poetry Festival. It
was supposed to outline, for the European milieu | found myself in, how Ukrai-
nians, particularly Ukrainian writers, are perceiving this new situation, and the
opportunitiesthey have to stall or stop the war. It was essentiallyacryfor help,a
cryof powerlessness and helplessness, because | never have wanted to kill with
poetry. Poetry works in a completely different key. Like all literature and art, it
worksinthelongterm, atlongdistance. It hasits own preventive action because,
apart from the fact that it doesn’t owe anything to anyone as art, as creativity, it
also attempts to work with the future. It's the territory that creates or perhaps
defends certain values for the future, certain ideals or ideas that might work
in the future. In order for something to happen in the future, you need to have
plantedits seed through poetry some time before. This realisation became very
direct during the war, which is when we realised starkly that our neighbours
ought to have been working on this moment long before the start of Russia’s
latest aggression. In fact, in that moment, someone dropped the ball. In these
discussions with Russians, with the good Russians who are now in the west,
this moment was for me the most dramatic. It's hard to explain to someone that
there’sworkthat was notdone by Russian literature and Russian poetry,amongst
other things, in their own territory, their home.

To go back to this key question of how literatures can present themselves if
they're subaltern or dominated by their neighbours’ literature, so have ended
up with this colonial, and now post-colonial, status. One of the things | regret
the most is the time that's been lost. Yes, we can now turn to the work of Lesya
Ukrainka or Taras Shevchenko, but these are authors from the 19th century.
Lesya Ukrainka touches the early 20th century, but still, quoting these authors
inthe west now looks like quoting something a bit out of date, out of touch with
the context. All of these untranslated works of Ukrainian literature, authors that
areunknowninthe west, that have never beentranslated andintroducedinto the

current, have now unfortunately notbeenreadintime, and referring to them will
never work.Theydon't defend us and they never defended Ukrainian literature or
represented Ukrainian literature to the extent that they could have if they'd been
translatedintime. Andthe factthattheyweren'ttranslatedintimeisthe biggest
effect of our dominated status. We find ourselvesinthe deep shadow of Russian
imperial culture. Not because our culture is weaker, but because ithad alot less
opportunity to presentitself. That problem continues to this day, even though the
war hastoacertain extentthrown Ukrainian cultureintorelief, at least givenitthe
opportunity to be noticed, to have some sort of voice, at least in the most recent
translations. But at the same time, the huge gap, the emptiness we're trying to
fill, is so vast, there are so many of these untranslated, unfilled, empty places,
that | can’t help but think we'll never make up for it over the course of our lives.

Of course youwantto be awriter, not just someone on amission of enlightenment,
trying to make people discover Ukrainian literature. So itis a problem that indi-
viduals are attempting to work on, but it's only institutions, and long, consistent
workthat canreallyachieveit. Something we're starting now will only workiifit’s
consistent and long term. To make a point on translation, it was heartbreaking
to see that when a colleague, Victoria Amelina, died, her work was discovered
through obituaries about her. We can't afford to have contemporary Ukrainian
literature discovered because our writers are being killed. And you're absolutely
right, the way to getthose books tothe bookshelvesis by havingthemtranslated
into many different languages around the world. | have to say that my observation
inthe UKisthatthe shelf on Ukraine, previously non-existent, now exists in most
bookshops, andis becoming longer and longer. Butit's often filled with books by
westernobservers.They write brilliant books, offer brilliant analysis of Russia’s
war in Ukraine. But it's not filled with translations of Ukrainian authors who've
been speaking for the past several decades, if not centuries, about our society,
culture and history,and who continue to speak now. So translationis absolutely
key, because that's how we access information about the country asiitis.
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Olesia Khromeichuk: Rachel, I'm going to turn to you. First of all, I'd like to ask
you to tell us a bit about how you discovered Ukraine. But also, as we've been
talking about the different types of power that words possess, I'd like to ask you
about their power to heal, to soothe, to comfort, because that's something you
know quite a lot about.

Rachel Clarke: Thank you. So | came to Ukraine almost exactly a year ago, for
the Book Forum last year, and | also came in my capacity as a palliative care
doctor. | went out and visited local palliative care and hospice teams here in
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Ukraine; one in Sambir, outside Lviv, and one in Kyiv. What | saw in those visits
was extraordinary.

Palliative medicine is areally tough form of medicine. It's about how we provide
comfort, care, hope and healing to patients who are potentially right at the end of
their lives. How on earth do you do that? One of the most powerful ways in which
we can do that - counter-intuitively perhaps, because we think of a patient with
terminal cancer as having terrible pain, terrible symptoms - is through our
words. Rudyard Kipling, who everybody knows of as a writer, nearly became a
doctor. He once said to a group of surgeons in London that the most powerful
drugs known to mankind are words. | think that's completely true. When you're
adoctor facing a patient at the end of their life, you're facing somebody who has
two kinds of suffering. The suffering such as pain, we can fix. We can give drugs
like morphine.The suffering thatis unfixable is the existential anguish of knowing
that you as a human being are having to relinquish your grip on everything and
everyone, every humanbeingthatyouloveinthis world. That's the price of being
mortal. We all have to face that; one day we'll lose everyone we love and they
will lose us. It's the necessary price of being human. No drug can help with that
pain, but the words of a doctor can be everything. We can help a patient reframe
their fractured narrative from one thatthey think will be only suffering:‘lam now
someone who is dying. There is nothing good in my life any more.” A doctor can
lookthat patientinthe eye and say, ‘No, you are nota person whois dying.’ Inone
sense, we're all dying, we just don’'t know when. In another sense, every single
person is living now; today, tomorrow, until the very last breath they take. You
may have one week to live, or one day, or one hour, but you're living. Our job as
doctors, in palliative medicine particularly,isto help those patients feelasthough
their life still has the capacity to offer them the experience of joy, the beauty of
the world, the love of the people around them. You can be too weak to lift your
head off a pillow on your hospital bed, but somebody can open the door so you
feelthe warmth of the sunshine on your cheek. You can hear the laughter of your
grandchildren as they play on the floor in front of you. Your husband holds your
hand, your child holds your hand, you feel the love. That’s living. That's the stuff
we want every day of our lives, and we still want that when we're dying.

Dyingis alived experience. If | speak those words to a patient, maybe I can help
them reframe a future that they think is nothing but fear and suffering into one
that's full of life. | experience that every day at workinthe UK, but last year, when
| came to Ukraine, | experienced it here.| went out with the wonderful Ukrainian
palliative doctors and nurses and saw them in the hospice and with patients in
theirown homes, speakingthe same words, trying to help those patients feelas
though they were cared for and loved. Words, in a human individual sense, have
the most staggering power.They help us build trust. They help us relinquish our
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fears. They help a patient feel as though there’s hope, there’s something to live
for, that their life still matters, still has meaning. Words are everything. And if
they have that much power, that much might, even with a patientin the last days
of their life, my goodness, how much power do they have on a national scale, on
aglobal scale? That's the power words have.

Olesia Khromeichuk: Thank you so much for speaking so passionately about it.
Since that experience of visiting Ukraine, you've become a bit of anambassador
for Ukraine yourself, and for a specific project, Hospice Ukraine. Tell us a bit
about that, please.

Rachel Clarke: Last year, like everybody, I'd read about Ukraine in the newspa-
pers.lwantedto help.Ithought|couldn't help, but whenlcame here, | discovered
through words, through talking to the ordinary people | met, what it was like to
be a Ukrainian citizen, in a country in the grip of total war. Everybody | met here
in Lvivwas in tears within five minutes of starting to talk to me. The trauma that
people were experiencing ayear ago, I'd had no idea. | realised from those con-
versations that this could be London, it could be Oxford, it could be me, fearful
that my son was going off to die on the front line in Kharkiv. | wanted to help, so |
decided touse mywords as a journalist, writer and doctor totell peoplein Britain
how much patients who needed palliative care here in Ukraine needed our help.

Hospice Ukraineis a new charity withavery simple mission. We wantto help fund
local palliative care teams here in Ukraine to provide this vital work to patients
atthe end of life. There’s never been more death and dying in Ukraine, perhapsin
its whole history. Yet the conditions are as hard as they've ever been to support
those patients who are dying. | came back wanting to shout and scream at the
UK public, ‘Give me your money, we have to help these people! And you know the
really beautiful thing:the response from the British publichas been staggering.
We'veraisedtens ofthousands of pounds. Everybody has wanted to help. With this
money, we're ableto help localteams support patients who, sometimes literally,
have no voice at all. They have no words. They're too sick to speak. But through
our words, our power and our platform, we're able to help them.

Olesia Khromeichuk: What a wonderful gift to be able to do that. Thank you for

doing it. | we ought to also mention the co-founder of the charity, a great friend

of Ukraine,someone who's well-known here, both as a writerandadoctor.| saw

all of his books in translation in the bookshop here at the Forum: Henry Marsh.
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Rachel Clarke: Henry, who said to me last year, ‘It's very safe, there'll be no pro-
blems.” We went to Kyiv, and our train arrived in the morning just as missiles
started raining down on the city. So not so safe, but a very important thing to
experience.

Olesia Khromeichuk: Absolutely. My next questionisto all three of you. It's about
the moment whenwords do failus. When we tryto describe something that's very
difficult to describe, like wars and violence.I'm going to quote Iryna Shuvalova, a
contemporary Ukrainian poet, inthe originalandin Iryna’s own translation, just
a very quick line from her recent poem. ‘Pysaty pro vijnu ce jak kovtaty koliu-
chyydrit, povilno, za santymetrom santymetr’. ‘To write about war is to swallow
barbed wire inch by inch, slowly.” Each one of you has written about violence in
your own ways. Canyou share that experience? How do you find the language to
describe something that's impossible to describe? Halyna, why don't you start?

Halyna Kruk: It's a very broad, complex question. On the one hand, I've realised
that when we're talking, those of us who've experienced this, who remain in
Ukraine, who in one way or another have been touched by war, we talk about
the war without using the word ‘war’. Everything we describe, everything we
say about how we've changed, how we see the world, tells of the experience
that sometimes it's very hard to describe it in literature. For example, | have
narratives that sometimes come outin poetry, butlcan’'talways use them, these
narratives from real life that talk of war without once mentioning war. In one
poem, | wrote about a very quiet, silent bus that was on its way from Ukraine
with about 20 mothers and 30 childrenin it. Over the course of the nine hours of
the trip, there was silence on the bus. It’s terrifying to imagine children of that
age - four, five, six years old - who over the course of a nine hour trip are just
sittingthere quietly. They're not laughing, not screaming, not shouting, not being
rowdy, not even arguing. That’s something so unnatural. That metaphor of that
silent busis, to me, more striking than describing all the things that we're used
to seeing on video. Really striking someone, really getting through to someone
by depicting violence, orimages of blood and gore, is atough proposition. We're
all products of a culture that uses violence for entertainment. There’s hardly a
thriller or action movie that does without the blood and gore and lumps of flesh.
More striking are things that are much harder to describe, and harder to come
up with in your imagination, like that bus full of silent kids.

I think the question was how can we talk about this difficult experience? | think
it's up to us to be brutally honest, as honest as possible. I've noticed in many
countries where I've read my poems about the war, poems that were maybe
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not about the war directly, but had been written since the start of the full scale
invasion, that people saidthatthose poems struckthem much more strongly than
the news and the videos that describe all of this. They're a kind of emotional way
toinhabit someone else’s skin, to be in the kind of role that you've never beenin,
and hopefully you never will be.

This liminal experience, this difficult material that the war gives any artist who
can dig deeplyinto such complex material, for people who are inside this war,
is not really material. That's the biggest problem, and is why so often writers
from abroad have an easier time working with the material, because for them
itis material, whereas for us, it's very hard to separate ourselves from it. We're
inside this thing and our optics are clouded. We see it through the prism of our
emotions, and we're not always in any condition to speak. | tell myself that it's
my job to speak for as long as | can speak, to explain for as long as | can explain,
becauselunderstandthatasthis experience amasses:sooner or later,youreach
a point where you can no longer explain.

Olesia Khromeichuk: Thank you. Ben, let me turn to you. I'd love to hear your
reflections on how to describe something that’s difficult to describe, and per-
haps | could ask a follow-up question as well. | mentioned that you're a poet, a
novelist, an essayist, a short story writer and a playwright. I've got a list here.
And recently you've become an artist as well. Do words fail you? Do you look for
different forms to express messages effectively, especially at times when you
feelthatit's difficult to find the right words and the right language?

Ben Okri:It's such animportant question. And what people onthe panel are saying
issodeeply moving. | was very moved by the silent bus analogy. I'm a child of the
Nigeriancivilwar.lwas seven, eight, nine years old when the civilwar broke out.
It's something | went through as part of my lived experience, but | was a child.
And I'd like to speak from that point of view. The thing about a lived experience,
especially one like war, is exactly as was said earlier, that it's not material. It's
part of your lived experience.It'salso asilenttrauma. It'sabreak. It'sasmash to
your consciousness. Butit'sone whichtakes placeinan everyday life, an everyday
situation. | remember bombs falling, bomb scares, hiding on the ground, all of
that. Thatjust seemedtometobe how people lived. Andthat's what | really want
to say about talking and writing about the un-sayable. It took me a long time
to find a language for that experience. It took me 17 years. The first sentence |
ever wrote about the civil war, when | wrote that sentence, | didn't know | was
writing that sentence. | thought | was just writing a short story, a work of the
imagination.I'llgive youthe sentence: Those were long days as we were pressed

to the prickly grass, waiting for the bombs to fall.” After | wrote that sentence,
I realised | was recalling a moment when | was at school. | was left there all by
myself. Everybody had gone. | was in the school by myself when the war broke
out. My mum had to come and get me. And again, it was that total silence that
was talked about. | was there alone. Every now and again, there'd be a bomb
raid alarm. And |, alone, would press my face to the grass. Later on, there were
other experiences, but that’s the sentence that came to me first, after 17 years
of repressing that experience.

It's the most difficult thing to write about the unspeakable, to write about war.
First of all, one has to process it as a human being. And maybe one doesn'’t pro-
cessit,maybe onerepressesit. Maybe one pressesitdown as a way of surviving.
Literature is a transfiguration of one’s ordinary experience into a new form, a
new kind of narrative. That's not something that can be rushed. I've noticed that
with war, there are two kinds of responses. There are people who are able to
write about the war immediately, it's on a par with memoir: youre writing about
an experience that you've witnessed, or you've been there. For all wars, but I'm
thinking about the Spanish Civil War. Turning that into art, into literature is a lot
harder. It can't be willed or forced. The un-sayable can only be said through that,
the un-sayable. It can only be said indirectly, inits own way. It's very hard to do it
directly.Inallthe poems|'ve written about pain, violence, crisis, I've always been
indirect. I've never set out to do them directly because I'm always overwhelmed
by the size of the experience, by the bigness of it. Even though while | was living
it, it was normal.

My answer is that we should find indirect ways. We should try to do it without
knowing we're doing it. We should live our lives in these circumstances as fully
and as deeplyaspossible. Theyare not material. But when the time for artcomes,
it willbecome artin ways that we don’t know. Artis about the un-sayable. | want
to stress that literature and art, poetry, the short story, the novel, making art,
paintings, theyre all about the un-sayable. Theyre about the un-sayable and
the unspeakable because the deepest things are un-sayable. There’s no point
in art if we're just going to be talking about the un-sayable. The deepest part of
artis the un-sayable, is people on the edge of death itself. This moment that we
find ourselvesinacrossthe globe now, onthe very edge of an existential climate
crisis. We're all livingin various kinds of un-sayable conditions for which we try
to find words. So I'm going to say words. We work with the un-sayable and we
workin astate of grace. We work sometimes in a state of good fortune, but always
indirectly. If yousetouttodoit directly, you'llhave problems. | think work without
knowing you're working. Dream without knowing you're dreaming.
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Alot of writers are simply saying they can't write, whether that's because they've
been called uponforother dutiesthattheyneedtotendto, or because they simply
can't find the language to describe what they're experiencing. But others have
tended towards different forms. So novelists have started to write poetry, poets
have started to write non-fiction,and so on. We're looking for ways of expressing
ourselves differently to how we did before.

Olesia Khromeichuk: Rachel, I'd like to give you an opportunity to comment on
that question as well.

Rachel Clarke:I'm so struck by what you've just said, Ben, about these topics that
are un-sayable. Andyet, inthe words of the great poet Maya Angelou, Thereisno
greater agony than bearing an untold story inside you.’ | think that’s profoundly
true. These stories, these experiences that are so painful, we perhaps initially
repress them, try to bury them, but of course they continue to define our lives.
They feel un-sayable, yet they dictate our lives. And I'm struck by thisin my pro-
fessional world as a doctor who uses words for therapeutic effect, as well as a
writer. Because my ‘taboo subject’is not the violence of war per se. It's almost
something purer and more monumentaland more terrifying than that. It's death.
Everyweek, sometimes everyday, I'll meet and talk to a patient who's dying, and
perhapsdies,andl'llbethere whentheydie. Perhaps deathisthe ultimate taboo,
yet we have tofind wordsto address thattaboo. AndI'd suggest that perhapsthe
only thing that's more daunting, more frightening, than these un-sayable taboo
subjects is what our imaginations do to them in the absence of words. So if we
don't confrontthem out loud, in conversation with other people, ourimaginations
can take on a life of their own and can be terrifying. They're unbridled. By way of
example, whenImeetapatient for the firsttime - they have aterminaldiagnosis,
perhaps they know theyre dying - I'll always ask them, ‘What is the thing you're
most afraid of? It's anincredibly powerful question, and very few doctors askit.
Almost always, a patient will say, ‘It's not being dead, I'm okay about being dead,
what I'm most frightened of is dying. What will it feel like? Will it be terrible?
Then that’s a little opening, a chink, in which | can say, ‘Would you like me to talk
to you about what it is likely to be like, and the ways in which we can help you?
And suddenly through words; simple, honest, sincere words, you've erased all
the fearthattheimagination has provoked, and you've unlocked a way of actually
supporting that patient so they feel it won't be as bad as that because they have
ateam around them caring for them. Boy, is that a power of words.

Olesia Khromeichuk: Thankyou for sharing that, Rachel.'m going to keep asking
you to share more experiences of being both a doctor and a writer. You write
partly about your experience of being a junior doctor, but also about NHS, the
British health system. The lived experience we talked about, and how difficult

it is to describe it, is something Ukrainian medics are going through just now
in these really difficult times. We've been learning a bit more about their expe-
riences now through documentary film making, interviews and so on, and some
are beginning to write. Would you encourage doctors experiencing wars on the
front line and treating civilians, as well as being targeted in Russian attacks, to
puttheir experiencesintowords? Andif so, how do theygo aboutitifthey haven't
done it before? Is it something you have any advice on?

Rachel Clarke: | think the most important thing to say in response to that is that
nobody, a doctor on the front lines in Ukraine or any other person, should ever
attempttowrite because theyfeeltheyhave adutyto.Don'tdoit unless you want
to, unless it comes from your heart, because it is difficult, it's traumatic, and it
may be that the best and safest way for you to express your lived experience
and the traumas of that experience, of trying to be a medic on the front lines, is
through therapy, talking to someone in private who you trust. But, in the spirit
of Maya Angelou, if you have an untold story, an experience that nobody knows
about because they're not there running on to battlefields to try to save their
comrades, knowing that the cost of thatimpulse might be losing their lives, never
seeing their children again, never seeing their wife or husband again, nobody
knows what that’s like except you and someone else who's doing that. That's an
exceptionally powerful experience to try and articulate. So is the difficulty of
wanting with everyfibre of your being as atrained doctor to help, to save lives, to
heal, while simultaneously with every fibre of your being wanting to recoil, torun
away from the battlefield because you dont want to die. It's such an interesting
and unusual set of experiences, and | think for anybody to have the privilege as
areadertoreadthatfirst hand, told sincerely and truthfully by a medic trying to
do that job in Ukraine, would be captivating.

Sotrytodoit,and mysimple advice would be don’t try to write good words, don't
try to write clever or fancy words or words that some editor in an office thinks
you should provide. Write what's there, what you felt and smelled and heard and
suffered, and just tell it as honestly and truly as you can. | think the audience for
that would be immense. We do like to hear from journalists trying to articulate
that from observing, butto hearitfrom a participant, their lived experience, that’s
priceless andit can't be replicated.

Olesia Khromeichuk: Absolutely.I'm going to put youonthe spot and askyou, are
you going to write about your experience of discovering Ukraine and working in
Ukraine and working with Ukrainian doctors?

Rachel Clarke: So | feel very strongly that it's not my place to. | want to hear
from Ukrainian doctors, | want to hear from everyone in this room, I'm hungry
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for Ukrainian experience. The only reason that could change is something very
specific. | know how news editors work in the UK. If there’s a British doctor in
Ukraine and there are bombs and missiles in Kyiv, if | write about it, that will get
intothe UK papers. So lastyear | deliberately used this little platform as a tactic,
amission. My mission was | wanted to write about this to make people in Britain
care about what everybody who’s inthose bomb shelters day after day after day
feels. | wanted them to understand that you are the same as people in London,
in Oxford, in Edinburgh. You are us, and | wanted to write that to try and make
people in Britain care and see Ukrainians as people who are the same as us. If
me coming from Britain gives me the platform to do that, | will try. But other than
that, it's not my story, it's your story. | want to hear from you.

Olesia Khromeichuk: Thank you for saying that. Journalists and editors in the
room and online, amplify Ukrainian voices with lived experiences, please - it's
very important. And on that note, 'm going to invite Halyna to read us one of her
recent poems. It will be read in Ukrainian and our wonderful interpreter will do
hisbesttotranslateitasit'sbeingread. Anincredible tasktoface -I'msure he’ll
do an amazing job. And in the meantime, please think of your own questions, as
we'llopen the floor after we've listened to Halyna read her poem.

Halyna Kruk: ‘Will | be able to walk two steps more? Will | step here, over bodies
strewn around in unnatural poses? The rust of an incinerated car gaping with
shell holes, too large to kill a particular person? Too uneconomical, the artistic
devices. The world will not believe this. This lacks clear motive. Explain to me,
you say. Why do they kill you? There must be a reason. This isn’'t how you build
anarrativein a book. In literature, you can always pull back without getting too
close. Where the eye sees too much. A broken fingernail on a neatly manicured
woman'’s hand. A child’s shoe mixed with the rest of the flat’s contents. This is
whattheylook like. Amongotherthings, literature oughtto not let what happened
happen, pre-empt, avoid the worst, change the potential perpetrator of some-
thing irreparable. It's not the point of literature, after all, to argue post-factum
thatan abandoned child’s shoe has nothing to do with a child’s foot. That abroken
fingernailisjustabrokenfingernail,it's not that biga deal.If you pull backin time,
abstain from approaching or looking more closely, the saving distance of art,
the barrier of convention, up to which all of this can still be a narrative fiction,
a forbidden fruit of the imagination, packed with catastrophising. Literature is
no longer a means of escape, only an extra track that will take you nowhere.
You get on a train, pull out a book, and you realise this train is not trained at any
destination, nor reaches a place in a person where a decision can be taken. To
leave forever and never return. Or pullthe emergency stopandgoallin. One day

you will uncork this path, should a great need arise. You will remove the speed
bumps. You will let yourself see, remove the blinders in a world where the point
of literature is not to kill, not to find revenge, not to remember, not to bring you
back to your senses, notto remember every iota, not to show reality in its most
unattractive forms. Who the hell needs that kind of literature anyway? The shoe
that flies off a child in the air as it's mixed with glass shards and concrete, the
broken fingernail on a woman’s hand, unblurred from whatever remains of the
body. Achild'sbookyoufocusonsoasnottoseealltherest, nottoimagineallthe
rest. The space that was between the book and the hand, between the moment
of a Saturday morning in a family and the next shot. You come too close and you
run through with somebody’s mortal yell from under the rubble, 1 don’t want to
die.’ The point of literature is to clear the rubble in time. Literature is there to
tell us how to go on living with this yell in our ears, with this hand and this shoe
blown up on a screen, knowing what was behind them in the unblurred reality,
unsoftened by artificialintelligence. That has always been the point of literature.’
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Olesia Khromeichuk: Thank you Halyna. Yes, gentleman in the second row.

Yehor Bilan: Good evening. My name is Yehor Bilan.I'm a historian, journalist and
analyst and director of media. Thank you for a very interesting conversation. |
have a question to Ben and to the other participants. The Nobel literature pri-
zewinner, Chinua Achebe, wrote his famous novel, Things Fall Apart about the
colonisation of Nigeria by Britain. Can we compare Nigeria with Ukraine? Things
fell apart, for the global audience, after February 24th. For along period of time,
the world didn’t consider that there was an on-going war, a genocidal war by
Russiaagainst Ukraine. How canthe comparison of genocides, maybe of pastand
present, help the world to understand that it must be stopped immediately, and
that stopping the Russian-Ukrainian war will help to build areally lasting peace?

Olesia Khromeichuk:Thankyou.I'lljust summarise the question, iflunderstood it
correctly. How canour knowledge of previous genocidal wars help us understand
thatthisisalsoagenocidal warthat Russiais waging against Ukraine and ensure
thatitis stopped, in other words, that Ukraine wins as soon as possible?

Ben Okri: The best answer | could’ve given is a poem | was going to read, but I'm
not sure there’ll be the chance toreadit.

Olesia Khromeichuk: Please do read it. Yes, there’s a lot of ‘Yes, please’ in the
audience.
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Ben Okri: Thank you. It's a poem | published in The Guardian some time ago. A
friend of mine had been in touch with a family in Ukraine who lived in a bomb
shelter and he told me about a young girl called Katya who was in this bomb
shelter.She was sevenyearsold, and her storyreminded me of when|was seven
inthe bomb shelterin Nigeriaduring the Nigerian civilwar. So | wrote this poem
called ‘To Katya, aged seven, in a bomb shelter in Kyiv":

‘Allaround you missiles are falling. Churches you once knew won't be there any
more.The streets you walked will be changed by blood and shelling and bombs.
It seems the world’s gone mad. As the earth shakes, not because of the rage of
the gods, but that one man wants to win back a lost empire, you will think that
your world is being shattered for ever. It is. But out of the destruction, out of all
thisthunder, somethingnew willcome. Whatever happensto your land, whatever
happens, your land willknow the courage of its soul, its people; and history willbe
rewritten, not with the force of an autocrat, but by the steadfasthope and desire to
be truetothe beauty of your earth and all you have suffered. Katya, in your bomb
shelter, we're with you. We're there in the shadows. We're there in the silence
between explosions. Those who destroy your land destroy themselves. Always
remember what your land fights for, the right to its future without any force from
outside. Katya, we are done with people forcing us into their own dream. We are
done with being told who we can or can’t be. A time comes when you stand and
say, ‘My future’s mine to dream, my land is mine to tell, my life is mine toimagine.
You willnot break my truth. You will not distort my dream.You will not destroy my
future, whoever you are. You may pulverise our churches, our roads, theatres,
our hospitals, with hundreds hidingin them, but you will never touch the fountain
of our dreams. Or the deep world from which we create every day a radiant land.
Fromthisbomb shelter we'lldream anew.”Your shelling is our resurrection. Your
missiles are missives of our regeneration. And allthose things which must go so
that we willforever be free to be what we truly are. For evenif you win, the victory
is ours. For you have tempered our souls and revealed to us our true selves,
which we might never have found without your wish to crush us. Katya, in your
bomb shelter, it's a fearful thing when people act from the great emptiness of a
loss of empire. An empire is a vast ego, a gigantic delusion, and it makes people
think that they own the soul of others, that they control the destiny of nations,
and that they are somehow the masters of the earth. the loss of such a delusion
can make peopleinsane. Sometimes when aleaderis unhinged by this loss, they
are prepared to destroy the world so they can return to their lost dream of vast
terrainsin which once they were gods. It's not good for humans to entertain the
delusion of being gods. So Katya, it's not your fault that someone wants back
what they should not have taken. It's not our fault that we dream of freedom, we
want to be ourselves, live our own mistakes, determine our own destiny. Noone
canrip that away from us. The age of empireis over. The age of freedomis here.

They may dominate us with their might and their nuclear bombs, but they will
not determine who we shall be, or where the fire of our dreams will take us. I'm
with you there in the bomb shelter. | am a bomb shelter child too. This will end.
It will pass. Sodrinkthe sweet waters of the earth. Sing songs to one anotherin
this time of darkness. The monster’'s worst roar is just before it falls. There are
norealmonstersin life. Just people who are deluded or mad or lostinideas that
stray too far from the wise road of the human. Fires are howling in the streets
that centuries built. There are tenements, bomb-sliced in half, in which you can
see theinnards of apartments. Your roots are entangled with the souls of those
who seek to murder you. | hear that their soldiers weep as they drop bombs on
their distant relations. See, they're driving their knives into their own hearts.
Suchagreatcivilisation, home to such madnesses. They learn nothing from Lev
Tolstoy, Katya. They learn nothing. Napoleon tried to do the same thing. He won
too. But what a loss that was. They burned their famed city so that what he won
was ashes. He satthereinthe throne of ash, an eternal winter descended on his
head.That wasthe commencement of his end. They learned nothing from War and
Peace, nor from Hitler. A people determined to be free cannot be compelled to
be unfree again. Evenif you killthem. Do you know why, Katya? Well, it's because
we're made of a stuff not of this earth. And when we find our truth, a new beauty
and force is added to the universe. The missiles are falling. Children perish in
bombed-out churches. An evilis being planted in our time and the whole world
canseeit. But missiles create lions from lambs, and bombs awakentigers. They
never learn,the deluded ones. They'lLkill hundreds of thousands, but from those
defeats an army of dragons will be born. They have changed the world, but not
in the way they thought. Katya, you who live in the slip stream of empires, wake
up fast. Grow deep, strong and brave. Join the great river of human destiny. You
can't fight injustice and then be unjust to others. Every day you survive brings
your liberation closer. Spirits of the dead will you on. The church will be rebuilt.
The streets willbe made new. There will be festivalsin the square. You will taste
grapesfromGreece, applesfromthe Hesperides, and sweetoranges from Africa.
And one day your laughter will defeat the vacuum missiles, and the bombs will
fadeintothe depths of your freedom. A soft wind from the Bosphorus will weave
your hair. And the sun-kissed snow will temper the grim memories of thisbomb
shelter where you grow.’

I'm sorry the poem was so long, but | really wanted to express that and share it
with you all.
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Olesia Khromeichuk: Thank you. You can hear the applause, but also | wish you
could’'ve heard the silence we could hear while you were reading, the attentive
silence.l often saythat one of Ukraine’s greatest weapons is solidarity, what we
seeinside the countryandinternational solidarity, and your poem was a beautiful
expression of that solidarity. So thank you so much for reading it and sharing it
with us, and of course for writing it. Would either of you like to comment on the
question about previous historical genocides and how they inform our unders-
tanding of today?

HalynaKruk:|noticed aninterestingthingwhenlhad occasiontotell others about
the crimes perpetrated by Russiansin Ukraine today, the genocidal nature of this
war. | hadthis curious observation: people who'd experienced something similar
in their own biographies - for instance, an Afghan woman who was at Harvard,
who'd just escaped from Afghanistan, or, in Denmark and Sweden, a Croatian
woman, who, as a child, had escaped the wars in the Balkans - these people
who had their own experience of something similar, something like genocide,
said that they didn't like comparisons. But the experience resonates when you
see something similar, soyoucan'treallyrid yourself of it. These allusions, these
resonances, kind of come unbidden. But | don't know how clear they can be, how
well-understood such comparisons can be, when we're talking about remote
experiences. It's not always this collective trauma, this collective experience of
genocide, itdoesn’t always remain so deep that it can be talked aboutin another
time and be understood by the descendants. That's the question to which | have
no answer. | don’t know how long it lasts, and until which generation it’s still
understood.

MV A
Questioner: Thank you very much, a very powerful and moving conversation. |
wanted toreturnto a pointthat was raised at the beginning, and particularly the
role of writers as representatives of entire nations, and possibly also the power
of culture in countries that historically, for different reasons, might have had a
weak statehood, a statehood under attack, or a statehood entirely destroyed.
The reason | wanted to go back to this point is that my grandmother is a Ukrai-
nian writer, and I've seen her often conflicted between the desire to write about
universal themes, philosophical themes, and values, but always drawn to the
sense of responsibility that her writing speaks about her country, her culture,
that was always under attack froma colonial neighbour. So my questiontoyouis,
do you think that writers, that is, people who are gifted with the power of saying
thingsinawaythat manycan’texpress quite as powerfully, have aresponsibility
to be the messengers of their nations in different ways, and is it fair to put this

burden on them?

Ben Okri: | come from a tradition in which we're conflicted in similar ways. The
writer is meant to bear the responsibility of the nation, the responsibility for
dealing with povertyandinjustice, and often writers just want to write about very
simple and intimate and personal things. I've tended to find that when writers
try to be the voice of their nation and of their age, they tend to be much lesser
writers than when they write what's deepestin their hearts. But more than that,
Ithinkthatthe best contribution a writer can make totheir nationisnottotryand
beitsrepresentative, butto write the most beautiful, the truest, the deepest, the
most magical, the most enduring thing that they can write. Because if they write
somethingthat lives and thattouches people, here and now, and touches people
overthere,andtouches people throughtime, they will actually have carried their
nation with them much more fully than if they set out to do that.

I'vealwaysbeentornasawriter betweentryingtobearepresentativeand writing
my truth, what | care about most, what | can touch most truthfully and craft most
beautifully. And I've always tended to the latter, to go for my own truth, for the
story | can tell, in the full understanding that if | tell a truly good story and the
story touches the depth of what it is to be human, it will have in it all the things
that we want, that we think about in terms of our nation, whatever that nationis.
Ithinkit's allin there in the truth of the stories that we try to tell, much more so
than when we consciously try to tell stories for our nations. So for me, | believe
a lot more in the truth of a line, of a narration, rather than trying to represent
the nation.l know it’s a difficult thing to say right now, but no one represents the
nation more truthfully than people whose stories linger through time and ring
through and touch people’s hearts across time and across the globe. James
Joycedidn't set out to write about the soul of Ireland as such. He just told a story
about one man, a Jew in Dublin, during the course of one day. And in telling us
that narrative, he told us everything about Ireland and about Nigeria and about
Ukraine and everywhere else. So much can be impacted in one thing. | think we
puttoo much of aburdenonourwriters,and we crush their fingers and we crush
their souls, and they're unable to speak because we're asking them to speakiin
unnatural ways. We're forcing them to play aninstrument that's not true to their
souls.lthink we needto just let writers live and give us the best they can give us,
whentheycangiveittous, and not put a harness onthem.lunderstand that this
is difficult. | grew up with it. | struggled with it. But all the writing that people did
trying to represent the time and the nation, most of it has just gone, is just not of
much use any more. And the people who just tried to tell us about one flower or
about astone bytheroadside and did it truthfully and beautifully, they still speak
to us. That stone somehow speaks of the oppression that's not even mentioned
in that poem. Art is a very strange thing, and we should be very careful about
what we expect fromiit.

17



118

Rachel Clarke: | couldn't agree more strongly with that. | think, if we imagine for
asecond the antithesis of trying sincerely, as a writer, to represent your nation,
your culture, it's the voice of, for example, a politician, an insincere politician
who’s using his or her words to curry favour, to garner power, to win votes. The-
re’s nothing, for me, more reprehensible than a politician who tries to speak on
behalf of the nation. ‘l represent Great Britain’, or whatever the country might
be. It's a form of insincerity. The flip-side of that is a writer who, in virtue of the
fact that they try simply to narrate their own truth, their own experience, their
own sincerely held beliefs, experiences, their individual way of navigating this
world, through that very individual experience, touches something universal,
the universality of human experience. We're all members of the human race,
and all of our deeplyindividual experiences are simultaneously representative
of ourselves as humanbeings. | just don’t see that a nation-state or a particular
culture necessarily has anything to do with that. Writing is about the truth of our
personalindividual experience.

Olesia Khromeichuk: Thank you. | feel like we've come organically full circle to
the start of our conversation. I'd like to give you, Halyna, the final word.

Halyna Kruk:It'sinteresting, because the two views that we've had represent this
very different optics of what culture is in a country or a state that's completely
organised, with all of its institutions playing their role, and what itis in a country
thatisaccustomedto savingitself with culture in situationsin which all the insti-
tutions fail, or at least failto do their proper job. My experience is my experience
of Ukrainian literature.'mtalking even perhaps more as a literary scholarthana
writer.That tells me that many Ukrainian writers took on this function of talking
on behalf of their nation in situations when they saw that no one else was doing
it. A clear example is Shevchenko, who was alone in his time, and replaced or
performedaveryimportant function for Ukraine of lasting through this stateless
and precarious period.

But another important aspect, and an important danger, exists in a situation
where we take ontherole, we take it uponourselvesto speak on behalf of others.
I think that situationis possible. Of course writers as individuals try to speak on
their own behalf, evenifit seemstothemthat they speak on behalf of some com-
munity, some amalgamation, some public. But it's difficult for us to understand
each other because whenyou come from this this post-colonial experience, this
stateless experience, and youreally dotake ontoomuch, theninculturesthatare
well cared for and are not threatened, they understand you as someone taking
onapoliticalrole. Andthat’s an eternal discussion that will probably persist, this
constant misunderstanding that I think will continue, between nations that have
foundthemselvesin post-colonial situations and those that have never had that

experience. As far as talking on behalf of someone goes, here’s how | outline this
question for myself: In asituation of war, of threat, where many people are neither
able norstrong enoughtotalkontheir own behalfabout their difficult conditions,
the writer,as much as she might not wantto take onthat role, sometimes hasto
speakfor others, has to take onthat responsibility to speakinthe voice of those
who cannot speak, especially if it's a difficult experience, a liminal experience,
an existential experience, if it's the experience of those who've fallen or died,
of those who've suffered. Otherwise you have a literature that turns away from
that responsibility, a literature that limits itself to the pretty narrow sphere of
adorning reality. | think that’s really important.
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Olesia Khromeichuk: Let’s pause our conversation there. | say pause, because
I'm sure we’ll continue reflecting and discussing the things that were raised in
this discussion. I'd like to thank you, Halyna Kruk, Rachel Clarke and Ben Okri
for joining us tonight and sharing your insights, your thoughts, your work, your
poetry, and thank you to all of you who stayed up so late here in Lviv, and to our
audiences around the world. Thank you very much, and be safe.
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Freedom of Thoughts vs
Indoctrination

Participants: Jaroslava Barbieri, Janine di Giovanni, lan Garner (digital), Sofi Oksanen (digital)
and Peter Pomerantsev (chair)

Peter Pomerantsev: Thankyouallfor joining us, here and online. My name is Peter
Pomerantsev.lwork at Johns Hopkins University and with the Reckoning Project,
which we’ll be hearing about today, focussing on things to do with propaganda
and ideology, and that’s going to be the subject of our conversation today. We
know that Ukrainian children are being kidnapped and abducted, and we know
thatthey're then putthrough a Russian systemthat tries to change theiridentity
by force. To describe this process we often use words like ‘brainwashing’ and
‘indoctrination’, but what do these words actually mean? How do such proces-
ses actually work and what can we do to fight them? That's what we're going to
discuss today.

My co-panellists are Janine di Giovanni, my colleague at the Reckoning Project
and aremarkable writer and war reporter with 30 years of experience from diffe-
rentwar zones, which she’llbe sharing with us today; Jara Barbieri,an academic
at the University of Birmingham who's just completed a groundbreaking study
about indoctrination in the occupied territories, called Raising Citizen Soldiers
in Donbas; Sophie Oksanen, a Finnish-Estonian, writer of amazing novels like
The Purge, but also of non-fiction, most recently Same River Twice - Putin's War
Against Women; and up inthe early morningtobe with usis Professor lan Garner
of the department of political studies at the University of Toronto and the author
of Z Generation, a book about the Russian education system and - I'm going to
use a word that the professor may dispute - how it's creating a fascist youth.

I'd like to start with you, Janine, because | want to open the horizon to our dis-
cussion before we get back to Russia and Ukraine. When we use words like
‘indoctrination’, how have you seen this practised in the various places you've
reported from, and what's the difference between education and indoctrination?
Canwesaythere’s aset of practices that's unique? Tellme about your experience.

Janine di Giovanni: Good afternoon everyone and thank you everyone from the

Lviv Book Forum for having us here and for all your hard work. It's lovely to be
here.So, three words: abduction, coercion; manipulation.I'm going to try to place

Janine di Giovanni

121



122

this in a bigger context of what war is. What are the tactics of war? How do you
destroy a society? It goes beyond the battlefield or military gains or territorial
integrity. It goestothe heart of destroying the fabric of a society by breaking down
the family. If you can do that, youcan completely destabilise a country. It's usually
at the bottom or the top of the agenda of how you can win a war and destroy a
country, burn it. So let’s look at a really classic example, which is Sierra Leone,
which fought a brutal14-year civilwar. One of the hallmarks of the human rights
abuse, among the many things, was the amputation of limbs, of civilians” arms,
either atthe wrist or atthe elbow, by rebel soldiers.

All of the sides recruited child soldiers, but the RUF rebels were the most ad-
vanced at it. A child soldier, which to me is indoctrination at its core, would be
takenfromtheir village. Whentherebelsrode through, burned down the village,
rapedthe women, killed everyone, they would take kids as young as six or seven,
bring them to their headquarters and begin the indoctrination. The first step of
this would be akind of hazing process, which would mean the kids would have to
go backto their villages and killa member of their family. It could be a mother, it
could be afather, it could be an aunt. The point was that they would then destroy
their ties to the community, so they'd never be able to return. This is part of what
we call the long game in indoctrination, which was also used by Islamic State,
but I'm going to talk about that later.

Why young children? Many reasons. They can hold light firearms. Warfare has
become much more directed towards lighter arms, so kids can now hold them,
whereas 30 or 40 years ago they couldn’t. Even more creepy is what | was told
by a Jesuit priest who ran akind of post-indoctrination centre in Freetown after
the war ended, that before the age of nine children don’'t have a conscience: their
determination of what's right and what's wrong, what’s moral, what'simmoral,
what should be done, what ethically cannot be done, has not yet been establi-
shed. They can be manipulated so easily, so they can be taught to kill without
guilt atthat stage. | sat opposite kids, teenagers, who'd been so brutalised by this
indoctrination that they were able to be the amputator’, to amputate civilians.
There was oneteenage girlthey called Queen Cut Hands - because they all took
creepynoms de guerre - and she was renowned for being the most brutal of all
the choppers andkillers. What we do about them afterwards is really important,
and we’'ll talk about that later.

Just a few other classic examples. Pol Pot’s murderous regime in Cambodia,
during which a million people were murdered, a million died of exhaustion and
starvation. He masteredthe art, with this extreme Maoism, of taking kids - again,
the separation from their parents - and teaching them to actually be stool pi-
geons on their parents, to report on their parents to get them imprisoned and

killed. At the heart of this brutal social experiment was the aim of destroying
family life by turning children against their families. Vietnam liberated Cambodia
in1979, but there were still millions of these child informers, indoctrinated kids
left. How do you undo that? | think I'lL turn it over to the next person and we can
go back to Islamic State and what they did later.
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Peter Pomerantsev: That's a sort of promise of of more horrors...listening to
your story of Queen Cut Hands is not easy, but you mentioned this element that
indoctrination is different from education, in that you're forcibly turning people
againsttheir families, gettingthemtoreport on their families. Thatimmediately,
to everyone in the room, makes us think of Soviet ideology. Soviet myths about
Pavlik Morozov, who was celebrated in the Soviet Union for having reported
on his parents. Sophie, | want to turn to you. You're coming at this from a Finni-
sh-Estonian perspective.Your novels, and so much of your writing, deals with the
legacy of the Soviet occupation in Estonia, but also in Finland in a much subtler
way. What do you think about this question of indoctrination, given that historyin
particular,and again - | keepon going over thisin my head - whatis the difference
between indoctrination and education? What's the difference between healthy
education and something else?

Sophie Oksanen: Well, | feel I'm in a kind of special place in this sense, because
in Finland we learned to keep quiet about things connected to Russia and the
Soviet Union, and atthe same time the Winter War is the most important national,
unifying narrative in Finland; it united the nationinthe sense thatldon’t think we
have any other unifying experience like it, andit’s stilla living memory. But at the
same time, it's very contradictory to me. My Finnish grandmother was a Winter
War veteran, soit’s definitely part of my family story. But so is deportation. Soviet
deportations were part of my family history and that's the mostimportantidentity
narrative for Estonians. Of course, Ukrainians know these interpretations as
well, and now we can see it happening again.

InFinland this was something youweren’t supposedtotalk aloud. It wasn'ta pu-
blicly- acknowledged matter, meaningthatit kind of didn't exist to official Finland.
The acceptable Estonians atthe time were Soviet Estonians, and our major public
stories and narration, and our politics and education, all went along with the
Soviet narration. That meant that deportations didn't officially exist in Finland. Of
course,as we know, Soviets did like to keep an eye on the former citizens of their
empire, also abroad, so we were really walking on eggshells in terms of what
we could actually say out loud, because we didn't want to jeopardise our visas.
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Peter Pomerantsev: Can we talk a little bit about the Estonian experience as
well? What was theindoctrinationin Soviet Estonia; what do you see as the main
ingredients of it?

Sophie Oksanen: It was one way of people forcing people not to think. Not to think
about what you were actually learning at school, which was Soviet propaganda:
it had absolutely nothing to do with reality, and it also erased Estonian identity
and history and made everything that had been good and respectable bad, illegal
and criminal. | think this change of paradigm, what was good and what was OK
and what was bad, that was actually the worst thing of all.

seems to be part of the mix of indoctrination, and then access to information,
erasing information. So already we're talking about some very fundamental
rightsthatare part ofindoctrination. lan, lwanttoturntoyou.You've written this
incredibly powerful study of how the contemporary Russian system s trying to
create a war-mongering generation of children. Tell us about the techniques
being used now in Russia, and maybe how they're similar and different to Soviet
ones.

lan Garner: Good morning. Firstly, thank you for having me. What a big question -
we couldtalkaboutthis all day.|thinkthe technique, generally speaking, in Russia
today - as it has been in particular for the last 10 years, though you can really
see the seeds of it even 20 years ago when Putin came to power - is to remove
agency andtoremove pluralism from education,andthen, in particular, fromthe
teaching of valuesto children. Inthe early Putin period you see that happeningin
schools with the introduction of new textbooks, a new emphasis on World War
Iland the rather bizarre death cult, as some people have called it, around World
War Il: a kind of ancestor cult, a cult of worship, of sacrifice, of messianism, of
war itself as an aid or an aim in reforming society. But over the last 10 years,
what’s become increasingly obvious is the state’s attempt to take a multi-di-
mensional, multi-platform approach to re-education. In the newspapers here,
in the media, we see a real emphasis on what's happening in Russian schools,
and more recently universities. We saw, for example, a month or six weeks ago,
lots of stories about the new textbook, a history textbook that showed, let’s say,
arather bizarre take onreality.

Butthe emphasisreally lies beyond the classroom. Schools are actually areally
bad place to indoctrinate children. The Soviets always had the problem of the
kitchen conversation, the fact that doors could be closed and family influences.
We know thisis born out by dozens of different studies: family influences played
ahugerolein moving children’s values away from Soviet values, in particularin
the second half of the Soviet period. The same is true of Portugalin the 1960s and
70s, of Spain in the same period, even in the 1980s. Once those countries were
reforming and moving away from totalitarian values, the family unit had a hugely
negative role from the state’s perspective.

Butin Russiatoday, they have this phenomenally powerfultool - the smartphone.
This is where the state really aims to reach children today, because the smar-
tphoneisalwayson.It'salwaysthere,inchildren’s pockets. Goingbackto Janine’s
comments about not just taking children away from the family, but asking them to
actually destroy part of the family unit, now the Russian state doesn’t necessarily
have to ask children to destroy their family because it can constantly be acting
as a kind of a voice, a peer chattering away in the background. The state very

From left to right: Sofi Oksanen (on screen), Peter Pomerantsev, Janine di Giovanni
and Jaroslava Barbieri
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cleverly manipulatesTikTok algorithms. TikTok is the big growth social network
for Russian children. Although the Russian state doesnt controlit, we alsodon't
controlitin the west, so the Russian state can use it pretty much as it sees fit.

Also [the Russian social network] VK. Children are encouraged to join groups,
to find belonging in community groups where frankly disturbing nationalist
and violent values are taught. Not every Russian child does that, but when one
Russian child likes, shares, comments, and so on, and interacts with materials,
their peers are seeing that that child is interacting in some way with the values
ofthe state. Andthat creates the perception that other childrenaroundthemare
subscribing to those values. It actually inflates the importance of those values,
inflates the sense, and potentially the real number, of children who really are
subscribing to those values. And that begins a spiralin which children really do
begin, or can or could begin - because thisis still a projectinitsinfancy - subs-
cribing to those values.
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Peter Pomerantsev:Ifindit one of the most bizarre things about what is, in many
ways, a bizarre system. The people who create this, the disconnect between
their cynicism and the kids they're trying to influence. It seems very strange to
me. We'll move on to Jara with the same question. Jara, you've been looking at
the indoctrination of children in the temporary occupied territories in Donbas.
Again, the people creating this projectinside Russia are often cynics, agenera-
tion of cynics, yet they seem to be trying to create what you call, | think, children
warriors. Tell us about how they do that. And do the people who created it and
the people who practice it and the children who've now been living under it for
eight years actually believe it?

Jaroslava Barbieri: First of all, our thanks to the Lviv Book Forum for having
us here. I'm going to answer your question at the end of my remarks because |
want to first just give a little bit of background about how the so-called patriotic
education programmes, directly supported by the Russian system, have been
implemented in the temporary occupied territories in Donbas, and Crimea as
well. Interestingly, my ambition was to show everything that Russian state and
non-stateactorsdidinthe occupiedareasin Donbas,andthere were aspects, like
passportisation and economic bankingintegration, thattheydid here and there,
sooner or later.Butthe one thing that they did systematically was indoctrination
programmes under this umbrella of patriotic education programmes. And when
you look at the official documents around this policy, they have different strands
of patriarchal education that I think capture wellthe overarching objectives be-
hind the policies. The text of these documents is absolutely copied and pasted
from the state programmes of the Russian Federation on patriotic education
programmes. When you look at other breakaway regions, say Transnistria in
Moldova, it's the same text.

So that shows a systematic pattern of these strategies across the post-Soviet
region. For example, one strand of patriotic education is what they call historic
patriotic education. That's outright indoctrination that's embedded in the local
and Russian history textbooks that are exportedtothe occupiedterritories. They
portray the Donbas people as a nation. You remember, for example, the ideolo-
gical project that tried to promote 2014 as a springboard for future accession
to the Russian Federation, that portrayed the events of 2014 not as an invasion
but as a national liberation movement. They portrayed all the past historical
experience of Donbas under the Ukrainian state as a force for Ukrainisation.I'm
quoting literally the expressions usedinthese textbooks. Soit's about portraying
the history of the region as inextricably linked to the evolution of the Russian
states and the Russian nation, and about portraying any past as part of Ukraine
as an historical aberration that was wrong. Finally, you're liberated and facing
your real historical destiny.

From left to right: lan Garner (on screen), Peter Pomerantsev and Janine di Giovanni
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Thatindoctrination objective is overarching, and it's very dominant. The second
objective is legitimising the occupation administration that's been installed by
Moscow. It's about presenting them as paladins of peace against an aggressive
Ukraine. And again, going back to the framing of the eventsin 2014 as the begin-
ning of it all. So it's very important how they try to instil in the youngest strata
of society the sense that they're part of a very noble project of reclaiming, of
rebuilding a statehood that was stolen by Ukraine.

These are very subtle and systematic narratives that youseeinthe local educa-
tional systems. It'sinteresting how, for example, they draw parallels betweenthe
great patriotic war, whichis the framing of World War Il in Russia, and the events
of 2014. They show the state symbols of the self-proclaimed republics and the
Russian Federation.Soit’s strengtheningthe sense of a civicidentity among the
younger strata of the population.

Thefinal objectiveis creating reliable training and recruitment mechanisms for
the local security and military structures, the structures of the Russian Fede-
ration.You'llall have heard of the Young Army movement, for example, which, if
you look ontheir website, is a paramilitary movement that trains young children
aged 11-18 to ultimately join the national armed forces. They're actively present
inthe occupied territories. That militarisation of youth centres around a Soviet/
Russianinterpretation of history is used as a basis for strengthening a sense of
civichoodthat'sall about alienating the local populationfrom the rest of Ukraine
and promising a future that’s politically and culturally purely oriented towards
the Russian Federation. That's how indoctrination is linked to militarisation. It's
very tangible.
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Peter Pomerantsev:Let's just summarise where we are up tonow, because I think
we can already see a pattern among these different scenarios. Soviet Finland,
SierralLeone, thetemporaryoccupiedterritory.It's breaking the links with family;
sometimes physical deportation; the rewriting of history and the suppression
of access to history; getting to children, especially, these days, through social
media; and normalising violence and atrocities. You start early, before they're
nine. If you get to them before they're nine, you can subvert any idea of morality.
But | wanted to go back to this question and go a bit deeper. Does it work? That's
what they want to do, that’s the pattern, but does it work?

Janine diGiovanni: So now we're going to getinto radicalisation. Ifthe Kremlinare
masters of propaganda, Islamic State learned a lot from them. Afterwards, when

ISIS rolled across the desert and took over Mosul, and then most of northern
Iraq, we began to look at their propaganda machine, but more importantly, at
their radicalisation machine, which was absolutely extraordinary. How did they
manage to recruit young Muslims in France, in the UK, in Germany, in Scandi-
navia, to such an extent? Then, once they got them to Raqqga, how did they do it?
Also, on another level, there were the very young children. So the Islamic State
instigated what they called ‘The Cubs of the Caliphate’. These were young kids,
again, as young as six or seven. You ask what the technique is, wellit's increa-
sed exposure to violence. You show them more and more violence. If you were
living in Raqqa, you did see crucifixions, you did see people burned alive inside
cages, you saw extreme brutality. ISIS had a goal, which they basically called
theirtrans-generationallong game, that long after Raggafelland ISIS no longer
existed - although we believe it does still exists in many forms, just perhaps not
at the Raqqa base where it was before - these child soldiers, or ‘cubs’, would
live on, and the ideology would never be able to be put backinto Pandora’s box.

Anotherfactorthat wasusedinSierraLeone, in Chechnya, and by Islamic State,
is drugs. In Sierra Leone, they used a substance called ‘brown brown’. It was
basically a mixture of cocaine and amphetamines, and theyd cut the kids’arms
and put it under their skin. So they'd get this immediate buzz of going into battle
fearlessly. That's how they got these fearless kids. With ISIS, they used capta-
gon, the drug that's manufactured widely in Syria, which is akind of speeded-up
amphetamine, a Ritalin-type derivative. So these kids could basically become
suicide bombers, frontline soldiers, and they were backed by the increased
violence they were seeing. Going back to the long game | was mentioning, ISIS
is defeated. Where are the cubs? The Atlantic Council had a brilliant paper onit,
which basically said that these kids were moulded; their trauma and vulnerability
became obedience and rage. That's really terrifying. There are now more than
a thousand cubs in the Kurdish regional government prisons. They're charged
with terrorism and affiliation with ISIS and ISIS related groups. They were tried
as children, but they were given blanket sentences and sent to prison. So the
finalthoughtis, what are prisons? Prisons are always the best breeding ground:
terrorismuniversity for radicalism andindoctrination.It's where allthe leaders
of Al-Qaeda met, in US prisonsinlragq.

The Reckoning Projectis launchingthisyear. It willbe ayearlong, very deep dive
intodeported children andindoctrination. And these are some of the things that
Peterandl, and ourteam, are goingto grapple with: the level of radicalisation, the
indoctrination, the patterns of how they were taken, the deportation, the legality
of it. How do we take this terrible crime and this blow against Ukrainian society
to the courts? How do we get it from here to there?
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Peter Pomerantsev: This idea that the state, in this case ISIS and Islamic State,
has fallen, but the indoctrination lives on into another generation, and it might
be passed on further, of course has echoes in the Soviet experience. Sophie,
how do you see the longevity, maybe even the trans-generational nature, of
indoctrination?

Sophie Oksanen: | remember a reader | met years back, a young man, younger
than me,aFinnishmanbroughtupinFinland. He came to me and asked my advice,
because he had problems understanding his girlfriend’s thinking. | was thinking,
I'm not sure if 'm the right person to help you with this. But then he said that the
girlwasfrom Estoniaand hedidn't care for herideas about the Second World war.

| was thinking, OK, the guy is dating and in love with this Estonian girl who has,
from a Finnish perspective, a different understanding of the Second World War,
so she must be from a privileged Soviet family. Indeed, the girl was from Sama,
which was aclosed city during the Soviet years, and the people living there were
very privileged people. So this girl, younger than me, still had a very rosy un-
derstanding of the Soviet Union. That was something the Finnish boyfriend didn't
understand at all, because the girl was from occupied Estonia. I'm pretty sure
that this girl will pass on her rosy memories of the Soviet Union to her children,
and sometimes, you know, the memories can even grow stronger the further
away you go. Also with geographical distance: if you move to another country,
immigration is also a situation in which certain emotions can grow stronger.
For example, if your grandfather was a veteran of the Great Patriotic War, then
maybe your parents want to pass on the memories of that war if they're living in
a country where the school education is not supporting that idea at all.

In Finland we also have Finnish Putinists, who don’t have a multicultural
background or anything like that, who've been brought up within the Finnish
educational system and have access to all information of the world, yet they
become Putinists. And they certainly might start to share the Soviet ideas of
history. Personal history also usually follows the quite typical histories of ra-
dicalisation, and | think we should use the word radicalisation more often. In
Finland, it's not used when we talk about Finnish Putinism. We might say ‘Finnish
Russia activists’ to describe these pro Kremlin activists, but I think we're seeing
exactlythe samekinds of personal behavioural, patterns and personal histories
as with the radicalisation related to Islam.
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Peter Pomerantsev: Another word that I've heard used in this context is extre-
mism. When | first heard the word extremism, | thought it meant the fringes,
something onthe edge. But then it was explained to me, over many discussions,
by expertsin extremism, that it has nothing to do with that. It's not spatial, it has
nothingtodo withthe fringe or the edge. Extremism, as a political psychology,is a
setof beliefsthat dehumanise others, that take away the value of life that others
might have. Extremism can be at the centre of a society. It was in Nazi Germany,
andlwonderifitisintoday's Russia.Soit's nothing to do with the edges, it's about
dehumanising others.

lan, you talked a little bit - and | encourage everyone to read your book - about
how the Russian state tries to indoctrinate youth, but what is the ultimate goal,
and does it work? You started to mention it when you talked about social media
and normalising atrocities and war crimes. Is that their aim? Is their aim to de-
humanise others and Ukrainians, and in that sense, is it extremism?

lan Garner:Yes, it is extremism. And | would argue pretty strongly, as | doin the
book, that thisis about fascism.That Russiais a fascist state,and | don't use that
term lightly. It's not something I've pulled out of the ether. Fascism is about the
regeneration of society through war. It is about the idea that the inherent goal
of society is war, sustaining itself through continued conflict, external conflict
and internal conflict, both politically and psychologically. And what the Russian
stateistryingto dointhe education systemis to create a very clear sense of an
in-group and an out-group, Anin-group in which, tobe amember of the Russian
community, agood Russian, you have to subscribe to avery clearand narrow set
of values.You are Russian, of course, preferably ethnic Russian, andif you're not
ethnic Russian, you needto start performing as an ethnic Russian, following the
rituals, dressing in the army uniforms, letting Russians lead you. It also means
very clearly being straight, because queerness is a value of the out-group, and
I'llgetontothat.lt meansbeing Russian Orthodox Christian, inthe verydistorted
and warlike form of Christianity thatis subscribed to by the Russian church. And
itmeans beingaggressive, because it means believing that Russiais surrounded
by an out-group thatis intent on destroying it.

Everything attached to the out-group in this, if you can call it a philosophy, is
inherently dangerous, inherently deleterious, and it's inherently attempting to
destroythis sense of Russian-ness asithasbeenthroughout history, as Jaros-
lavawas alluding to. Russiais surrounded by enemies: 1453,1812,1941; onand on
it goes, this cycle of Russia being surrounded and having to fight.

Now everything in the out-group is inherently bad and inherently inhuman be-
cause it's western. Western means transgender, it means queer. That doesn't
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just mean a sense of being feminine, somehow lacking masculinity; it means a
deformation of the self. It also means that when we think about Jewish people,
Jewish people aren't Russian people, and we can look back to Putin’'s comments
acouple of months ago, which are hugely antisemitic. We can dehumanise Jews
because they're not Russian. And yes, it means that Ukrainians too are not just
dehumanised, they have to be dehumanised because they are seen as distorted
forms of Russian-ness. And | apologise for bringing this up, because this is not
pleasanttotalk about, butthis meansthat Ukrainians are spoken about as being
cancerous, as being Russians that are somehow afflicted by tumours. What do
you do to a tumour? You destroy it. You don’t attempt to reform it, because it’s
on the out, it's not a part of us. That’s the philosophy, again, if you can call it that,
that lies at the very heart of the Russian youth re-education project. So there is
extremism at the very heart of government.
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Peter Pomerantsev: | think we're starting to see very strong patterns, from the
Islamic statesin Ragga and this Russian model that lanis describing. Jaroslava,
your studyis soimportantbecauseit'sreally atthe edges of this projectinterms
of closeness to conflict and closeness to war. How do you see these models
working in practice? How effective are they? How are they changing since the
start of the full-scale invasion?

JaroslavaBarbieri: I think thatin terms of effectiveness, it might seem a self-evi-
dent point, but the effectiveness of these indoctrination programmes will vary
greatly depending on whether they start targeting a six year-old kid who's lived
under occupation since they were six years old, or perhaps someone in their
late teens whose identity was formed under an independent Ukraine and has
lived asayoungadult under occupation. That'simportant to stress when we talk
about rebuilding the fabric of society that Russia has destroyed after victory. It
will essentially be a question around national security; how to rebuild that fabric
that's beentorn apart through those indoctrination programmes.

It'sinterestingtolook athowtheyevolved, say,inthe occupiedterritorysince 2014
versus 2022.1think that a key element here is looking at the implementers. One
of yourinitial questions was, how do you square the circle between having some
Russian curators who ultimately are very cynical, in understanding what these
indoctrination programmes are all about. The implementers in the occupied
areas are very often warlords who are ideologically committed to those narra-
tives thatthe Russian state largely exploits cynically. | just want to mention that
a couple of days ago | saw a video of one of the first self-proclaimed leaders of
the occupied areas around Donetsk. He was saying after ‘our victory’, as he put t,

Jaroslava Barbieri

‘Wewon'tbe abletokill allthe Ukrainians who hate us. We don't hate Ukrainians,
andwewon'tbe abletokillall ofthem; we'llhave tore-educate them. That sense
of re-education as a tool to change people’s sense of belonging is actually a
reflection of a violent, militaristic desire to change entire nations. Which goes
back to the initial point of how they paid attention to it from the very beginning,
when their objectives around Donbas were not quite as clear-cut they are now.

So | think that point on extremism is very important, because the way they're
promotingthese extremist narrativesisthattheyreframingthemasinstruments
of liberalisation. If you're obedient, if you buy into these narratives, that's when
youre free.If you questionthem, that's when you're mentally enslaved by anideo-
logy that was imposed on you. So that's how dangerous they are in that respect.

Peter Pomerantsev: That's very interesting. In some of my journalistic wor-
klooked at cults, and part of my interest in propaganda came from studying cults.
That's exactly what a cult will do. They'll say, You're only free here. You have to
tear yourself away from your family. This is the only place where you are truly
yourself, wheninactualfact you've given yourself completely to the cult leader.
It'saninversion of freedom and slavery.
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What canone do aboutthis? We're talking about something that's not just for one
generation;itcanbetrans-generational, as Sophie said, and sometimes the next
generationis even worse. Somewhere where others have been dehumanised,
which is normalised murder, which clearly has - and | think this is a motifin our
conversation - death, murder and destruction as its goal. It's not just there for
no reason. War and destruction and murder are part of it. And it acts like a cult
can act. What experience internationally do we have of fighting this?

Janine di Giovanni: So we know that Russia is using these children, even if they
were deported with false promises, like, ‘We’re bringing you to a better place,
we're taking you away from the Nazis’, as an insurance policy, basically, so that
when the war ends, they're still there. They will have this ideology, and it will
carry on. There are no good wars, and there is no way for wars to end without
some kind of deep traumain society. Getting back to your point about rebuilding
the fabric of society, one way thatit can end betteris through transitionaljustice.
Soin Sierra Leone, even though there was this absolutely brutal war, it ended
relatively well because they were able to establish court systems of justice and
alsotorehabilitate these kids. Rehabilitation of victims of indoctrination, as you
know from your work with cults, is incredibly difficult, because you cant erase
trauma. Trauma is never erased. What we know from all of our studies, from
Judith Herman, and all of the great academics working on trauma, is that we
can work withiit.

Soeventually, whenthese kids come back, theyre goingto havetobere-educated
into Ukrainian life and Ukrainian society will need to rebuild. The basis of that is
transitional justice. Courts. Without that, any kind of ending, any kind of peace
treaty..

Peter Pomerantsev: That's so interesting, because I'd think about ideology, but
you're saying justice is important. Why?

Janine di Giovanni: Absolutely. We've got to take this to the courts. That's what
we do at The Reckoning Project anyway. We're going to take these heinous acts
that are happening and we're going to bring justice. Otherwise, how do you live
with this level of deportation? 16,000 kids now? We have to, in some way, give
them something pragmatic, a way of rebuilding the society. | use the example of
SierraLeone becauseitis used as a case study of a country that was in a brutal
war, and they did have some kind of peaceful transition. Bosnia did not end well.
We look at Bosnia now, because the Dayton Peace accords were so divisive that
it will return to conflictin, | don't know if it'll be a decade or two decades, but it
will. That's why I think we have to ensure that a way of coping with thisis to bring
ittothe legal level, which is what we're trying to do by documenting it. Knowing,

understanding what they're doing, but getting the testimonies of the kids for us
is really crucial: we need to understand what exactly happened to them, what
they were told. Only then will we be able to establish centres where we will re-
habilitate them. | hate that word actually, rehabilitation.

Peter Pomerantsev: Of course arealreckoning with the past and justiceis some-
thing that didn't play out after the collapse of the Soviet Union. And clearly that
was a very important juncture that was missed in many dimensions.

We only have eight minutes left. | kind of want to ask more questions to my other
panellists, but I'm aware that people might have questions from the floor.
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Questioner: The question is chiefly to Janine, but also to anyone else who has
data on this. How much do we know about what has actually happened to the
children? Where are they? Are they stillin groups? One hears about ‘adoptions’
by Russian families. What percentage of them also were from orphanages? And
are they still in their institutions? Did the staff go with them and so on? I'd be
interested to know how much we actually know. My second question is, do we
think they're being held hostage in effect, in the Soviet tradition of the 30s, for
the good behaviour of their families? Are they being used basically to pacify the
newly occupied areas?

Janine di Giovanni: I'll give you the example of one of our cases. There were
three children in Mariupol who were leaving with their father. They were taken
at a checkpoint. The father was taken into a filtration system, and the kids were
then taken away from him.They were first put on a bus and went to the occupied
territories. From there, they went to Rostov. From Rostov, they were put on a
plane. They were only on one plane. We know some children have been put on
two or three planes, to go to the far east of Russia. These kids were put in an
actualorphanage. They were told they were going to be adopted and they would
not see their father for seven or eight years. Somehow the eldest kid got hold of
aphone. He called his father’'s boss, who told him his dad was in Latvia. It ended
up with the father driving to Moscow, getting the kids, and they're now in Latvia.

Yale has done extensive work atthe Conflict Observatory, using satelliteimagery
totry to pinpoint where the kids are. Some of them are in institutions. We've got
testimonies from kids that they're not being fed properly, theyre not being was-
hed, they're notallowedto call, theyre not allowed to get cell phones to call their
families. Some are, but most aren’t. When we talk to our legal team, we believe
the defence that Putin and the Russian state will use is that they will say they're
not prisoners, that any parent can come and get them at any time. That will be
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their defence. But the fact is there, that a lot of them can’'t communicate with
their parents. The other thing is that many of the kids are under five years old.
They don’t know how to contact their parents. And we know that the Ukrainian
institutional system not only took kids who were orphans, but kids who were
disabled, or whose parents were alcoholics or drug addicts. They could leave
their kids in these institutions. Some of them are unable to communicate even
their names.

Sothe figure 0f 16,000, which is used by Yale - and Jara could probably back this
up - wereunclearonit.lthinkthere are probably more, because so many of the
institutions were emptied. This year what we're going to do - the German and
Swedish governments have kindly given us grants to do this - is to dive very
deep to try to establish where they are, possibly using help from activists who
can work with us. That's basically the task we have ahead of us. And to find out
how we get them back. There are amazing Ukrainian NGOs working right now
to actually bring the kids back. That, of course, is the ultimate goal - to get them
back to Ukraine.
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Peter Pomerantsev: | think we only have a minute left, but | wanted to ask our
other guests - lan, Jara, Sophie - very briefly, what is the direction for fighting
thisindoctrination? Janine has talked about justice, which hadn't really occurred
to me as a step in undermining, and drawing a line between the past and the
future, and normalising returning to values. Which directions would you think
about? Is it about counter propaganda? Where do we even start given the depth
of the problem?

Sophie Oksanen: This might not be the answer to your question, but | started to
think about something we actually didn't talk about: the classic thing of victim
blaming, blaming the children and saying they're free to leave even though it's
clear that they can't leave just like that. If you think about children who then get
back home, | think it's important for the world and the international media to
understandthatthey're the victims, and the victims are never to blame. | have the
feeling that the outside world might not understand the limitations of a person
who'’s alone.

Peter Pomerantsev: So it's about justice, but also returning language to its pro-
per meaning. It's both justice in terms of rights, but also, in a system that has
subverted the idea of freedom, has said that slaveryis freedom essentially, and
called the victims the perpetrators, restoring language to meaning is a sort of
justice as well. lan, Jara, very briefly, what are the directions for us to head in?

lan Garner:The bad newsis we needto act now. Waiting five years or tenyears for
the wartoendand Russiatogo quietis not goingto be good enough, because we
have the tickingtime bomb of that nine year old or 12 year old. Butthe great news
isthatif Russiacansoconvincingly use social mediato influence children, to give
them opportunities to find a sense of belonging within this extremist identity,
then we can do the same. We can be in their social media spaces, interrupting,
disrupting, and most importantly of all, giving children alternative narratives
about the self that pull them away from this very dangerous form of Russian
identity and towards a pluralism that is much more accepted. It's not going to
be easy, but it can be done.

JaroslavaBarbieri: I think we're ataturning point. Just like World War Il was the
trigger for formulating concepts such as genocide and crimes against humanity,
we were discussing this morning how, shockingly, there’s no legal framework
for criminally prosecuting the crime of indoctrination. So | thinkiit's the moment
for acting on that intellectual boldness and understanding that we need to find
mechanismsto formalise that. And that's also about linking a phenomenon that’s
hardto capture, such asindoctrination, withaverytangible phenomenonsuch as
deportation, or militarisation, or physical abuse of children whenthey're interned
in these camps. | think that's the next step, creating these mechanism to make
surethatwhenthese crimes happeninthefuture, it gets more and more difficult.
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Peter Pomerantsev: Well, | think today we've taken a step towards that. It's very
clear to anyone listening to this what the difference is between education and
persuasion, which are legitimate things in in any democracy, and what we're
calling indoctrination. Maybe it needs a new word, but the elements we’ve go-
ne through - deportation, splitting from family, dehumanisation, murder - are
clearly not normal education. It's something very different and we have to fight
with every possible lever to stop it. Thank you very much.
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Colonial Discourse in Russian
Literature;

How We (Mis)understood the
'Russian Soul

Participants:Elif Batuman, Ewa Thompson (digital), Oksana Zabuzhko and Charlotte Higgins
(chair)

Charlotte Higgins: Dobryy vechir. Hello everybody. My name is Charlotte Higgins
and I'm the chief culture writer at The Guardian newspaper in London. It's my
absolute honour and pleasure to be here with you. This is my third reporting
trip to Ukraine since the beginning of the full-scale invasion, and I've been so
honoured and enriched and inspired by reporting on Ukrainian culture, writing,
art and resistance for the last few months. So thank you very much indeed for
having me here with you.

To briefly introduce the topic of today's discussion: in the year 2000, the year
of Putin's ascent to power, Ewa Thompson, Professor of Slavic studies, publi-
shed her book, Imperial Knowledge: Russian Literature and Colonialism, which
demonstrated the role of Russian writers in building the myth of the Russian
Empire. Why have literary critics failed to see Russia as a colonial power? How
does Russian imperialist discourse differ from colonial discourse in western
literary traditions? What role can Ukraine havein helping people re-read Russian
literature through a post-colonial lens? That's our starting point, though I'm well
aware of the paradox of discussing Russian literature at this wonderful Ukrainian
festivalin the middle of a full-scale invasion of the country.

| suppose myown personal confession should be that | fearit's manyyears since
I've read Russian literature, although | have, in my youth. And, at the moment,
my main concern is reading Ukrainian literature and trying to learn Ukrainian
and read books about Ukrainian culture and history. And, without disrespect to
my own profession, I've learned so much from that process, more perhaps than
from reading journalism. So | think we should take it as read before embarking
on the panel that one of our projects can and should be reading widely, reading
beyondthe Russian canon, reading Ukrainian literature. That being said, Russian
literature does exist, and what are we to do withit?

Oksana Zabuzhko
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Iltseemstomethereareafew possible avenues for this discussion. We can think
about what the effect of Russianimperialist discourse hasbeenonthe literatures
of Russia and the Soviet Union's former colonial possessions. What effect has
this imperial discourse, which is perhaps swathed in this amorphous romantic
idea of the ‘Russian soul’,had onreadersinthe west? And how do readers deve-
lop Professor Ewa Thompson's ideas further, to adopt a mature, post-colonial,
critical framework for Russian literature? Are there ways of reading Russian
literature against the grain of its prevailingimperialist discourse? | suppose also
aquestionfor meiswhatis this mysterious Russian soul that people talk about?
It seemstofallapartin myhands wheneverltryto consider whatit really means.

To brieflyintroduce ourincredibly distinguished panel. Ewa Thompson, who joins
us online, is Professor of Slavic Studies Emerita and former chairperson of the
Department of German and Slavic Studies at Rice University. Her book Imperial
Knowledge: Russian Literature and Colonialism, published in 2000, marked her
out as the matriarch of post-colonial literary studies in Ukraine, and had a huge
influenceonreaders, hereand abroad. It's adelight to welcome you to Lviv Book
Forum.

We have the great Oksana Zabuzhko here, in three dimensions. She’s a Ukrai-
nian writer, poet, essayist, and one of the most energetic and passionate voices
communicating on behalf of Russian literature abroad. Her works have been
translated into more than 20 languages. Her most recently translated works,
| think, are Your Ad Could Go Here: Stories, and Selected Poems, published in
2020. It's wonderful to have you with us, Oksana.

We also have Elif Batuman. Elif's first novel, The Idiot, was afinalist for the Pulitzer
Prize andthe Women's Prize. Her sequel, Either/0Or, was publishedin 2022.She's
been a staff writer at The New Yorker since 2010. Her essay ‘Rereading Russian
Classicsinthe Shadow ofthe Ukraine War’, publishedin January of this year, was
widelyread, herein Ukraine and on both sides of the Atlantic, and caused a lively
debate.It'salso greatto have you with us, Elif. The Gerorgian poet Paata Shamugia
was alsoto havejoinedusbuthewon'tbe ableto,ashe’s hadtechnical problems.

| want to address the first question to Oksana. You wrote an amazing, provoca-
tive and strong essay in The Times Literary Supplement in the UK, shortly after
the atrocities of Bucha were revealed. You wrote in that essay, ‘It was Russian
literature that wove the camouflage net for Russia's tanks.’ Your contention in
that essay, if | read it correctly, was that if only Russian literature had been read
more attentively by westerners, and not only westerners, what has happened
now could have been foreseen. You grew up in a Soviet education system, no
doubtimbued andimmersed and marinatedin Russian classics. Canyou give me

a sense of what attitudes you were encouraged to adopt to the Russian literary
canon in your Soviet education? And how have you succeeded in disengaging
yourself, perhaps, from those prevailing readings? | know you were also one of
the first peopletoreview Professor EwaThompson's book whenit was published
in Ukraine, so perhaps you could talk about that experience as well.

Oksana Zabuzhko: Thank you very much. I'll try to summarise as briefly as | can.
I have to confess that, like all Ukrainians of my generation, | still know Russian
literature better than Ukrainian literature. That's the doubtful privilege of what
Derek Walcott in one of his poems dubbed a ‘solid colonial education’. I've had a
first-class solid colonial education. Yet, unlike most of my counterparts, | had
the advantage of coming from a family of Ukrainian intellectuals who were spe-
cialists in Ukrainian literature. So, | got a home education in Ukrainian studies
from the time of my school years. It was a kind of clandestine education. Unlike
Derek Walcott, |knew | was not just this indigenous intellectual who's supposed
to learn the superior culture of the white people to be able, one day, to become
their equal. | knew that | did have a culture of my own, a rich literature, but that
most of this precious heritage had been hidden from me and from all Ukrainians.
It's kind of dangerous. Most of these books were banned, most of their authors
executed atthe time, and theirnames deleted from our textbooks. The portrayal
of Ukrainian literature in Soviet education was very miserable. It was a typical
case for post-colonial studies.

I'm very honoured and privileged to share the same panel with Ewa Thompson,
whoisveneratedin post-colonial studiesin Ukraine. She’'s had many successors
among Ukrainian literary critics. This instrument, the post-colonial reading of
Russian literature, was something linherited from my upbringing. | was studying
Russian culture allmy lifeinthe Soviet times, and also studying Ukrainian culture
for myself. That was not an easy task - youhadto findthe books, to hide the books
you found...It’s still not an easy task. After years of independence, Ukrainians
are still struggling to fully reappropriate their cultural and literary heritage.
The series of Ukrainian classics is now becoming the most trendy in Ukrainian
publishing. This year they'll hit the stage, all the publishers are saying.

Solhadthesekind of double spectacles, maybe eventriple spectacles, because|l
alsohad Polish athome. | grew up withthe beliefthat atrue Ukrainianintellectual
had to know Russian and Polish, because a considerable part of our history was
happeninginthose languages and, asanintellectual, youhadtohaveaccesstoall
that. Sothese double spectacles helped me to see whatfor an ordinary western
reader,admiring Gogol or Bulgakov or Tolstoy or Chekhov (I love Chekhov myself,
you know, | wrote a long essay about him) might not have been as transparent
as they became after Ewa Thompson turned the light on.
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For me, as a Ukrainian, this colonial attitude, or imperial contempt, towards
indigenous people, local people, that's present somewhere in the landscape of
nearly every Russian writer, has beenvisible.I'm sensitive to the kinds of things
you might not notice. By way of illustration, | can mention Bulgakov's The White
Guard. It's presented in the English translation more than once as abook about
Kyiv. In fact it's a book about the Russian civil war in Kyiv. For me...[sound cuts
out for a couple of sentences]...caricature of the Skoropadskyi Hetman, and of
the entire indigenous population. In my favourite example, in chapter six, the
protagonist goes to Saint Sophia Square, when the whole of Kyiv runs there to
meet Petliuraand see the parade of troops of the Ukrainian People's Republic. It's
sogorgeous. To fullyunderstandit, you really have to watch Russian propaganda
films now. To be able to understand the all-permeating hatred and venom of
this deeply hurt character who hates this whole city for refusing to be Russian.
Because since his childhood, he's been taught to believe the city is his, that he's
the kinginthe castle. And now, all of asudden, God knows from where, all these
crowds appear and are happily cheering Petliura. And the church service in Saint
Sophiaisin Ukrainian, well; that's something like an apocalypse for him. He hates
Saint Sophia. Allof these metaphors, like the small bells like dogs, and all of this
envy for this city, which never was his but which he always wanted to own.

Bulgakov was not a Kyivean writer; he was bornin Kyivbecause he was the son of
atsarist, aRussian priest,and the Russian church was encouraging newcomers
from greater Russiato come to Kyiv. They were getting extra payments, allowan-
cesfor‘obrusieniekraia’, the Russification of the region. So those were the official
tsarist politics, and his father was working as a censor. It's like Kipling, who was
bornin Bombay. The difference is, and here we come to the difference between
Russianimperialism and nhon-Russianimperialism, that Rudyard Kipling never
claimed, as faras|know, that Bombay was an English city, or that India was part
of England. He left Bombay, like Bulgakov left Kyiv, but without any bad feelings
towards Bombay for being India.

Charlotte Higgins: That's a complicated question. Maybe let's not get into ideas
that the British Empire was better, because I'm not sure that's a very good idea!
Tellme, from your readers'perspective, what effect Ewa's book had whenit was
published in Ukraine.l know somebody who bought copies of that book to circu-
late among all his friends.

Oksana Zabuzhko:| know you have tointerrupt me because the Bulgakov senten-
ces are goingto lastinto infinity, but just one momentto finish the previous point
about Bulgakov.The same events were describedin Ukrainian literature by Pavlo
Tychynainalongandbeautifulpoem,‘Golden Echoes’, sometimes translated as
‘The Golden Roar’. Tychyna's text was banned until independence. In the Soviet

Oksana Zabuzhko and Charlotte Higgins

times, itwas notknown. Whenyou juxtapose these two texts, whenyouread ‘The
GoldenRoar’, or ‘Golden Echoes’, and youread chapter six of The White Guard, you
really know where you are.You have a collision of two cultures, two worlds, two
views, and you have these optics, for which otherwise you'd need the methods
of postcolonial studies, whichis where Ewa Thompson's book reallybecame an
eye-opener for many. For Ukrainian scholars, it was like,'Wow, that's it So when
it appeared, translated into Ukrainian, | immediately announced it on my blog. |
had ablogonthe most popular nationalresource of the time, Ukrainska Pravda.
I think it helped the popularity of the book, and now it's considered a classic of
literary criticism. Scholars who study Russian-Ukrainian relations now all pay
homage to Ewa Thompson in their works, and rightly so.




144

Charlotte Higgins: Thank you. And with that great fanfare, Professor Thompson,
Ewa, | would love to turn to you. I'm curious as to what led you down the road of
starting this process of reading Russian literature through the lens of imperia-
lism. I've seen that Edward Said was lurking in the background there. I'm also
curious about the reception the book received, because | can't imagine it went
down terribly well with certain professors of Russian literature, the guardians
of the flame. Could you tell me a bit about that?

EwaThompson: First of all, I'd like to thank Oksana for her warm words and her
ability to develop this picture that she did for us, of Ukrainian literature being
basically sidelined by Russian invaders. How did | get to write about it? You're
right, Charlotte, Iwas reading Said’s Culture and Imperialism. And at some point,
I realised that what Said says about British literature and French literature could
well be applied to Russian literature. Why hadn't it been applied to Russian lite-
rature? | can give you five reasons why not.

First of all, the geographical remoteness of Russia. Today we have quick com-
munication, electronic and otherwise, and we perhaps don't feel that Russia is
soremote from Europe, butitis. In the days when the literature that I've written
about was written, Russia was remote. People reading Russian literature in the
west simply didn't have the opportunity to check, to go there and see for them-
selves howthings were beingdone in Russia. Soremoteness was one reason. It
was simply something that we didn't know much about, we couldn't write about.
That's why, at first, nobody would even think of thinking of Russian literature as
a colonialist literature.

The second reason would be that Russian colonies were not overseas. They
were contiguous to ethnic Russia. This was something that completely fooled
a lot of scholars for many generations, because it seemed that Russia was just
rectifyingits borders by attachingthese placesto Russia. Inthe 19th century, the
Russian empire wasincreasingits land possessions by 55 square miles per day.
Do you realise how much land that means Russians attached to Russia? That
was all colonies, it was not Russia. That was somebody else's land, somebody
else's culture being suppressed, and Russian culture beingintroduced instead.

Here we come to the third reason for us in the west not being able to notice, at
first,that Russian literatureis colonialist. Russians renamed the territories they
conquered.They renamed them Russia. And then, when Napoleon wasinvading
the Russian Empire, we heard, and we still do, that he was invading Russia. False.
He was notinvading Russia. He was invading Russia's colonies. The entire belt of
nationsinthe west of Russia was a Russian colony. And this particular colony, or
colonies rather, were trying to get rid of Moscow's domination; they didn’t want

tobe part of Russia. Russians tried to Russifyit,and Oksanarightly said there's a
difference here between Western colonialism and Russian colonialism. Russian
colonialism has tried to take away the nationality and identity from the peoples
it has conquered, whereas in the west, the British let the inhabitants of India
be Indians, remain what they were before. So we have this idea of conquering
territory, Russifying it, taking away the identity of the territory, and then saying,
‘Look, Russia is the biggest country in the world.” You can show the country as
being totally unique in the history of the world.

The fourth reason, connected to the third reason, is a very subtle kind of thing.
Russia andthe Soviet Union paid a lot of money to western colonies to helpthem
to be free of the colonial yoke of Great Britain, France, Holland and Germany.
How did they do that? They sponsored the underground movements, the terro-
rist organisations, and they managed to help a lot of movements, in Africa in
particular,togain powerinagiventerritory. Agood example is South Africa. Did
you know that when Russia invaded Ukraine, and there was a vote in the United
Nationsto condemn Russia for the invasion, the Republic of South Africa did not
vote to condemniit. | think they said ‘present’, but they didn't vote. Why? Because
the African National Congress, which presently holds power in South Africa,
has been sponsored financially by Russia for many years. They have gratitude
that they want to display towards the Russians, and they simply couldn't afford,
in these circumstances, to vote against Russia, to declare Russia aninvader. A
lot of actions like that made Russian colonialism invisible. One more example
here. In the 18th century, Voltaire, who was extremely popular and considered
almost somebody who couldn't make mistakes in his thinking, wrote a number
of pamphlets criticising Poland. He presented Poland as a backward and unenli-
ghtened country, where there was nofreedom of religion, as opposed to Russia,
where there was freedom and where Enlightenment rules were implemented.
Guess what? Catherine the Great paid Voltaire handsome sums for writing those
pamphlets. And those pamphlets were written when the partitions of Poland
were taking place. You can guess the end of the story by yourselves, right? This
was pure corruption. And when a Polish scholar named Henry Glebovsky, from
Jagiellonian University, wentto Moscow and tried to find documents and details,
to write about it, he was told that it was still a state secret. After two and a half
centuries, the corruption that Russia initiated is a state secret. Imagine how
many other such things are hidden in Moscow archives, concerning Ukraine,
concerning Lithuania, concerning all those colonies to the west of Russia.

Soall of these factors have worked against Russia being seen as acolonialem-
pire. One more reason. There are post-colonial scholars, those from Pakistan
and India playa prominent role - We allknow the names of Homi Bhabha, Gayatri
Spivak, Leela Gandhi, and so forth - who are adamantly opposed to the idea
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that white-on-white colonialism exists. They believe that colonialism is only
when the white man goes to the men of colour and appropriates their country.
Russia is a counter-example, because Russia's colonies, certainly to the west
of ethnic Russia, were all white people, Caucasus. Very few colonies of Russia
were inhabited by people who are not white. And this idea that colonialism can
only happen in countries that are non-white has held many people back from
noticing what Russia has been doing.

So Russiahasbasically got away with creatingan enormous empire. It's enlarged
itself to the west, the east, the south and the north. As | said, 55 square miles
per day. Canyouimagine what an enormous territory thatis? And it's still called
Russia by peoplein Moscow. Sothese are the reasons why we're so late coming
to the understanding that Russia was a colonial empire.

You'reright, Charlotte, thatlreceived a lot of negative comments about my book.
People simply couldn't believe | could approach writers like Dostoyevsky and
Tolstoy with the accusation that they were colonialists. These are the very great
Christian writers. If we have time, | could go through at least part of War and
Peace to show how this colonialist gaze is embedded in the novel, which is still
a great novel, by the way. | don't want to suggest that Tolstoy or Dostoyevsky
or any number of other people are bad writers, not at all. | think these are the
greatest novels ever written. That doesn't mean a great novel doesn't have in it
the elements of colonial appropriation.

So, if you look at War and Peace, at the start you see a party being held in St.
Petersburg. Who's at that party? The very top of Russian society; not just nobility,
but the very highest aristocracy. That's very important, because we frequently
think that the Rostov or Bolkonsky or Bezukhov families were typical of Russia.
In fact, they're completely separate from real Russian society. This is not how
Russian families act and behave. At this party, we meet the charactersthat we’ll
be seeingthroughoutthe novel. We meet Pierre Bezukhov, a sympathetic guy by
all measures. We meet the Bolkonskys, we meet the Rostovs, not necessarily
in person, but being discussed. We meet the women of the novel. So we meet a
group of people we like.

Thenthe next part of War and Peace describesthose people going to war. Not the
women, of course, but the men, Bezukhov, Bolkonsky and Rostov. It's a natural
thing for us to sympathise with, to be on the side of those people. We're not on
the side of Napoleon, because we've just met those people in the novel and we
like them. So, obviously, they'rein the right. There’s a description of the Russian
army and Russian people as we get into the war part that, again, reinforces the
sympathy that we have for the Russian side. How does it do that? Consider the

descriptions of Tsar Alexander | and Napoleon. Tsar Alexander is presented by
the narrator as asort of knight on awhite horse. He's adored, worshipped by his
subjects. Nicholas Rostov, the narrator, tells us that he feels, looking at Alexan-
der,thathe'd do anything for him:if Alexander wanted himto walkthroughfire, he
would; if Alexander wanted him to kill a thousand people, including women and
children, he would. So, we get the idea that people worship Alexander, that he's
truly the personthat Russians adore. Then we have the description of Napoleon.
Napoleonis presented as short, fatand stupid. We know that Napoleon was short
and fat, but he was also a genius. That's a very important element of Napoleon:
he was a military genius who actually won one of the most important and diffi-
cult battles in military history, the Battle of Austerlitz. In the book, Napoleon is
presented as someone who didn't really plan that battle. But he did. | don't know
thatl havetimetodescribe the battle itself, butit was quite amazingly performed
because the Russian forces were on a hill, together with the Austrian forces,
and Napoleon's army was in the valley. Obviously, the Russians had the power
to go down on the enemy. And Napoleon had fewer people in his army than the
Russians and Austrians combined. One piece of information that Tolstoy does
notinclude in War and Peace is who the commander-in-chief of the Russian and
Austrian army was. Because they had to have the same commander-in-chief.
That was Kutuzov. In other words, the spectacular failure of Kutuzov is glossed
over, and later on, Kutuzovis described as a great strategist who finally defeats
Napoleon. Of course, what actually defeated Napoleon was the Russian climate
in the winter.

Anyway, here we arein Austerlitz. Napoleon tells his people to charge up the hill,
which was totally unexpected, by the Russians and by the Austrians, because
who does such things? That's suicidal. Napoleon, as a leader, as commander of
the army, apparentlyrisked the loss. That's what being a genius strategistis. You
do things that nobody else would do, and you win. So he charged up the hill. He
introduced confusionin the joint Russian and Austrian army. He encircled them
and lost fewer peopleinthat battle than Russians and Austrians did. So here you
have this idea of describing Russian leaders and the Russian Army as great, as
winning, which was not quite true in reality. In reality, the Russian Army turned
out to be afailure, the Russian command was faulty, and the battle was lost in a
very spectacular way.

This is an introduction to us thinking that Russia is a truly great country and a
great nation, because maybe they lost at Austerlitz, but then they wonin Moscow.
And by the way, Austerlitz is not an Austrian city. That's a classic case of appro-
priating somebody's land and renaming it. You know where Austerlitz is today?
It's in the Czech Republic. It's called Slavkov. So, that's what colonialism does,
in this case Russian colonialism and Austrian colonialism as well. It changes

147



148

names, it introduces a different culture on top of the native culture, it tries to
burythe native culture, toremove it from sight. And, eventually, it tries to Russify
the entire territory. As we move on in the novel, we see that this pattern of glo-
rifying the Russian Army and the Russian peopleis very clearlyimposed on us.
Aslalready said, when Napoleoninvaded, he did not invade Russia. He invaded
Russia's colonies, which, by the way, were very much on the side of Napoleon.
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Charlotte Higgins: Could | pause you there, Professor Thompson? Thank you for
that wonderful close reading of the Battle of Austerlitz scene. | just wantto bring
in Elif at this point. Elif, one of the things that Ewa said in her statement just now
was that these are the best novels in the world. We may agree or disagree with
that, butis there a way of continuing to read these novels, but through a post-co-
lonial framework, through the spectacles of imperialism, that actually might
be an enriching process rather than a diminishing process? With that in mind, |
wanted to ask you about your reading of these novels, which, as you described
in that brilliant New Yorker essay, has, | think, changed quite radically over the
past year or so. How has that been for you? Have you found a way of reading
Russian literature? Have you detected countercurrentsin the prevailingimperial
discourse of Russian literature that allow you to see Tolstoy and Dostoevsky
sometimes subtly working against prevailing imperial discourse?

Elif Batuman: Thank you for that question. | can't say how happy and honoured |
am to be here on a panel with Oksana Zabuzhko and Ewa Thompson. I'm going
to start with how | got interested in Russian literature, which was in the context
of my upbringing. | was born in 1977 in the US. My parents came from Turkey
as scientists. | was a student in the 90s, and the 90s in the US was a time when
even the political left was extremely apolitical. It's something | didn't realise
until later, but | internalised a lot of ideas that | now find very suspect. There
was the idea of the end of history, that democracy had already won, the famous
book by Francis Fukuyama that said all we have to do is sort of sit back and wait
to reap the rewards of global freedom and the end of racism. | believed that, in
a way, because it was the trajectory of my family. My parents saw themselves,
I think, as being post-political and post-national, scientists who could go to the
place inthe world with the best science and study that, and it was not a political
decision for them, it was about science. | didn't learn to think about the politics
of which country has the best science untilmuch later.l also believedin the idea
of meritocracy, which sounds nice, that if you work hard, your quality is always
eventually recognisedin afair society. That's something we really believed about
the US, that it was somewhere where the best things rise to the top.

Solsaw myself as someone very free fromideological constraints. | grew upin
an atheistic household, the school | went to was proud of notimposing political
views. There was an idea that literature, in particular, was free of politics, and
thatitwas sort of small-minded and petty to have political readings of literature.
I basically believed that whenlencountered Russian literature. | fellin love with
Anna Karenina when | was a teenager, for reasons that actually my therapist
wantsto unpack, butthat's goingtobe severalyears, probably... later, over drinks,
perhaps!

So that was my situation, and it started to change in 2016. There was an attemp-
ted coup in Turkey. It was the Brexit year. Donald Trump won the Republican
nomination in the US, and then he became president, after he'd said those pre-
posterous things about, you know, grabbing women by the pussy... And it was
justanightmare. It was like, ‘What is reality? Meanwhile, that year, I'd also fallen
in love with a woman for the first time, after dating men my whole life. That was
reallyahugeideological change for me. As a writer, | was always veryinterested
inthese heteronormative kinds of stories, and | sort of assumed that something
biological was happening. | didn't think about cultural determinants. Basically, |
saw myself as someone who was completely free, and that | was lucky. The whole
of the rest of the world, everyone in every other country was brainwashed, but
here,in America, we were free to choose what we wanted, and I'd freely chosen
Russian literature; I'd freely chosen this life where | was pursuing masochistic
relationships with a man. And none of this was anything to do with ideology or
patriarchyor cultural structures. And then, in 2016, | started reading queer theory
and second-wave feminism for the first time, and understanding the extent to
whichthere's overtindoctrination, which everyoneinthis room knows really well,
inwhichyou'redirectly fed propaganda. And there's a different kind of propagan-
dathat works through depoliticisation, through making you think that liberation
has already happened and now it's just time to appreciate art and kick back and
read these great novels that have nothing to do with politics.

But books like those are actually vehicles of...Anna Karenina has to get run over
by atrain because she's in love with this guy. And | had thought of that book as...
not feminist, but I'd thought it's so clear that Anna is smarter than Vronsky, so
Tolstoy saw that. And so, it's critical of patriarchy, but it's still, you know, her love
for this mediocre guy causes her to get run over by a train and that makes it a
great work of literature. And I kind of perpetuated thatin my life. | would see that
the guy wasn'treally worthit, butit was kind of, that doesn't matter, that's not the
point of the story. The point of the story is doomed love.

So then, fast forward to 2019. | was on this whole journey of rereading Russian
literature and thinking about the ways it had indoctrinated me in heteronorma-
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tivity. And in 2019, | had the great opportunity to visit Ukraine for the first time. |
was a guest of LvivBook Forum then, which was such anincredible experience.
| was also a guest of Pen Ukraine, and | think it was Tetyana Teren, who | believe
is here, | know she's moderating events, who told me there was one book | had
to read, which was Oksana Zabuzhko's Fieldwork in Ukrainian Sex. And that
book completely blew my mind. It was so amazing. All the different layers of all
the different kinds of oppression. You could say, ‘This is a book about imperialist
oppression’, or ‘No, it's about gender.’

When|cameto Ukraine, | was extremelyignorant. Nobody here knew who I was
and|was presentedas, ‘Thisis Elif Batuman, she's an American writer, she wrote
anovelcalledTheldiot. So people were like, ‘Oh, interesting. You must really like
Dostoevsky. And here's how we feel about Dostoevsky now. We don't really like
hisnovels because werecognise the samerhetoricthat'sinthe fake newsthat's
justifying the seizure of Crimea.” And | was like, ‘| never thought of that.” My first
thought was, ‘Of course, in this country people feel that way because they're not
objective. ThenIthought, ‘Wait, who's objective,me? What is thisidea that anyone
canbeobjective about literature andthatthere's anyobjective truth to literature?
I'd been on this whole journey of rethinking novels through a feminist lens and it
was really Fieldwork in Ukrainian Sex that made me think, ‘Of course those no-
vels arereinforcing heteronormativity and patriarchalnorms, of course they're
enforcing imperialistic norms, and it's just something | haven't thought about.’

So then | went home, and in my further course of belated reading of stuff that |
should have read in the 90s, that | read instead in the 2010s, | read Culture and
Imperialism by Edward Said for the first time. I'd read Orientalism, Said's book
about the Orient, in college, but Culture and Imperialism completely rocked my
world. Ithasthese veryfamous arguments, andit was hard for me toreconstruct
whatitwasthatldidn'tknow, because onceyouseeit,itseemssoobvious.There’s
averyfamousreading of Jane Austen's Mansfield Park, a novel l'd read multiple
times. The patriarch of Mansfield Park, the estate where allthe important things
inthe book happen,isthis kind of aspirational character, mentorto Fanny, who's
the youngingénue who goes there. He owns a sugar plantationin Antigua, and he
goes there to take care of some business and then he comes back. And through
the dates, Said proves that the reason this character went to Antigua was to put
down a slave revolt on the sugar plantation, and that this actually parallels a
movementinthe colonial orderin Antigua. Said shows, using just afew pointsin
the text, thatthe orderin Mansfield Park, that's kind of aspirational, and that mo-
ves the plot of Jane Austen's novel, is directly dependent on the slave economy.

Then | thought, I've never heard this about Russian literature, and | immedia-
tely started going back in my head and thinking about Vronsky going to Serbia

at the end of Anna Karenina, and Tatiana's general...And then | thought, | didn't
remember the Antiguan plantation, so how much stuff must there be thatldon't
rememberfromthe Russiannovels? And that's when|found ImperialKnowledge,
and | couldn’t believe such a book existed. She goes into who Tatiana's general
was and who Karenin was, the fact that Karenin was based on this guy, Valuey,
who was instrumentalin suppressing Ukrainian publications and the Ukrainian
language... And just how intimately these themes are tied together.

This was before the full-scale invasion, and when the full-scale invasion ha-
ppened, | just felt completely sickened and had the feeling that people knew
this was going to happen, and they told me it was going to happen, and | knew it
too. | remember that PEN Ukraine immediately proposed a boycott of Russian
books, and there was a sort of an intra-PEN argument, where PEN Germany
said we have to keep our priorities straight; we boycott financialinstitutions, we
don'tboycott literature, the enemyis Putin, not Pushkin. | saw that argument get
a lot of traction in the US, and there were a lot of people who | consider smart,
enlightened people, who were saying, ‘This is such a tragedy, that literature is
getting dragged into politics.” | saw this conversation happening and it felt like
a constant gaslighting of Ukraine or the Ukrainian geopolitical position, to say
that Putin has nothing to do with Pushkin. That's not to slight how much | loved
Pushkin's work, butit's aclear connection. So that's what made me want to write
the New Yorker piece.
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Charlotte Higgins: That's a brilliant answer. You described so beautifully there the
thing that happens when you start to see the invisible ideological frameworks
that are operating on your world view, and what happens when you take a diffe-
rentlens and look at the thing that you've regarded as being as natural as grass.
That sort of universalism that you talk about in the article. Can | bring you back
in, Ewa? I've got a very specific question for you, which is about a thing that you
identify inyour book: you detect another process going onin Russian literature,
whichis about fear.There’'s not just an appropriation of surrounding peoples and
an othering of them, and an appropriation of them as Russian at the same time;
there’'salsoaprocess of fear of being othered in Russian literature. To quote your
book, ‘Fear of being otheredis always presentin Russian literature. In Pushkin's
time, it was not yet certain that Russia would succeed in overcoming the West's
taxonomising gaze. Powerful voices were still ready to treat Russia in ways not
dissimilar from those adopted by Pushkininregardto the Caucasus.' So there's
a process where Russian literature is afraid of being regarded as primitive or
inadequate. And that’s part of the process of adopting the ideological clothing
that we're all discussing.
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EwaThompson:I'm not sure | understand the question.

Charlotte Higgins: | just wondered if you could expand, briefly, on thisidea of part
of the process of what's happening, and part of the ideological process, being
Russian writers being fearful of being regarded as inferior by, say, French wri-
ters, Frenchintellectuals, British intellectuals. So there's not only an assertion
of power, but also a kind of cringe and a fear of looking ‘eastern’, or primitive, or
distant from the intellectual centres of western Europe.

Ewa Thompson: There is that, definitely. I'm thinking about Turheniev, who was
areally westernised Russian, if you can put it that way, probably the most wes-
ternised of Russian writers. And yet, he was regarded by [unintelligible], as ‘this
strange man from God knows where." In other words, many Russian writers
were aware of the fact that they were looked upon by western writers, western
societies, westernintellectuals, as aliens, as something perhaps not quite up to
the standards of Europe. Yes, they were afraid of that. And maybe the insisten-
ce on putting down those nations, tribes and territories that Russia conquered
was prompted, partly, by this feeling of not being regarded as equal by western
writers. If we putdownthose people, that will make us look equal. That's the way
Ireadit.

So, yes, there are many elements here and there are many, sometimes contra-
dictory, influences on Russian literature, on what writers have written. | would
saythat,ifitwere notfor the October Revolution, Russiawas evolving, and Russia
was eventually going to join Europe, for better or worse. But the revolution ma-
de Russia again into some alien, lower, un-European country. You can see that
in many writers who matured during the Soviet period. | can’t speak about the
present, because I'm not that familiar with the Russian scene any longer. But |
would say that this oscillation between trying to impose one's vision on others,
and the fear of being regarded a slower by western intellectuals, is very much
part of the Russian psyche.

| would say that this is better understood by people like Ukrainians, who are
closetothe Russians geographically, than by, say, writers from France or the UK.
Those from France or the UK may not notice it because they're looking for other
things. But the Russians do still have this feeling of inadequacy, this feeling of, ‘I
must show up, | must build this palace so that it's at least as good as the French
palace or some other palace’. There’'s very much this uncertainty: who am | really?
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Charlotte Higgins: Thank you, Professor Thompson. | think, Oksana, that does
speak to some of the things that | know you've thought about in relation to this
kind of cringe. It's not just an aggression, it's a defence, perhaps. | would like
you to tackle this question, because we're talking to the brilliant audience in the
room, but we're also talking to a global audience, online, thanks to Hay Festival.
And I still think it's tough for people ‘za kordonom’, abroad, to get this thing that
Elif has been talking about, which is that there’s something to do with Pushkin
in what's going on now. There is still, as Elif said, the impulse to say, ‘There's a
thing called the Russian-Ukrainian war now, the full-scale invasion of Ukraine by
Russia. And that's something that Putin's doing. But please don't drag wonderful
Russian literature into it. There's politics over here and there's Russian culture
over here,and Russian cultureis wonderful, leave it alone."You must have tackled
this over and over again. How do yourespondto that desire to disengage culture
and politics?

Oksana Zabuzhko: I'm grateful to Elif for explaining to us how this whole Fuku-
yama-like or Fukuyama-fostered mentality has been developing. | always geta
kind of cultural shock whenever westerninterviewers, who've read my work in
translation, make the very typical statement, ‘Oh, you so interestingly combine
the personalandthe political. For me, every time, it's like,‘What? 1 don't combine
anything. The personal is political, the political is personal.’ It's all in Aristotle
and in Plato. It's in European tradition. Culture is the Greek agora, where we all
communicate. Ahumanbeingis apolitical zone, a political animal, and everything
is political. Language s political, the bodyis political, the wayit's used or misused
or manipulatedindifferent cultures. So thisidea of dividing literature from poli-
tics, Imean, literature is written with words, it contains ideas; every word drags
a whole history behind it, and the ideas permeate the thoughts and behaviour
of the characters in a very subtle and occasionally perfidious way. | think this
very dangerous misunderstanding opens the door for a new totalitarianism.
Not Orwell, but a Brave New World type of totalitarianism where we don't know
we're in the matrix. Where we all feed the matrix with ourselves, without our
awareness.

Coming back to your discussion with Ewa, while you were talking, | thought of
something else.The problemis not only about Russian literature, but about Rus-
sian culture, the Russian way of doing things. Writing texts is also one of the ways
of doing things. You mentioned fear of being othered. | would describe it as fear
of otherness in general: a characteristic of imperialism s it's absolutely aller-
gic to otherness. Just a couple of days ago, | happened to read an excerpt from
the memoirs of Christina Alchevska, a famous Ukrainian cultural activist and
pedagogue of the 19th century, one of those nation-builders that every eastern
European nation was boasting at the time. She met Dostoyevsky somewherein
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Europe, and they were conversing about how to liberate peasantry and about
the differences between Ukrainian and Russian peasantry, and Alchevska said
that Ukrainian peasantryis more advanced because they're more individualistic;
they have individual farming, the grown-up sonis separated from the family and
awomanistreated like ahuman being, thatis a member of the local community,
who has her own voice. And Dostoyevsky said something like, ‘What's good about
that? When the whole family livestogether as‘obshchina’,thenthere’s unity. Once
agrown-upsonis separated fromthem, animosity starts.” So separation, other-
nessimmediately means animosity. And animosity ends up in war. So everyone
should be the same. From Lisbon to Vladivostok, the world should look alike.

This fear of differences, this allergy to differences, excludes dialogue. That's
something that western readers can't grasp in the Russian classics and, much
more dangerously for the fate of humanity, western politics has been failing and
keeps on failing to understand in the negotiations with Stalin or Putin or any of
the Russian leaders.The totallack of the concept of a dialogue, and the idea that
a vertical structure, with a patriarch up there, be it the father of the family or
the tsar or Putin, is the only win-win structure. This vertical subjugation goes
through the entire texture of society. When we recognise it, we can see it as, |
would say, anincurable disease of Russian characters. Theyall lack action. They
lack personality, in fact.

Charlotte Higgins: OK.So, ’Imtrainedinreadingimperialist literature; not Russian
literature, but Roman literature. Roman literature is quite a handy place to read
colonial, imperial literature, because it was written a very long time ago, and
we're not currently subjugated, Britainis not currently under the Roman Empire.
Sothere'snoskininthe game. Andyetit'safascinating thingtodo, toreadVirgil's
Aeneid, the national epic of Ancient Rome, that contains and lays out and almost
codifies Roman imperialistideology. Dido gets crushed. What | would say is that
thereasonthat poemisinterestingisthatthere are many countervailing currents
tothe overarchingimperialist voice. That's what makes the poem interesting. You
can detect the countercurrents. The way the poem undermines itself in terms
of that prevailing imperialist voice. So can we get to a point in reading Russian
literature where that’s possible, to detect those voices, those subaltern voices,
inner voices, maybe suppressed voices that are hidden within, say, Tolstoy? Or
is that not a possible project? I don't know whether you want to take that, Elif?

Elif Batuman: What Edward Said says about this in Culture and Imperialism is
that he addresses the question of should we not read Mansfield Park any more
because of its relationship to the slave trade. And he says, no, the solution isn't
toreadless,it'storead more. We have to read contrapuntally. By which he meant
you have to alsoread about stuff that's happeningin Antigua. There's atendency
in western literary criticism to treat works of literature as being separate from

the political opinions of the writers and actually not to look at their political ideas.
And he says we have to stop doing that. You have to look at what the writers ac-
tually said about allthese things. I think Oksana gave a great example of reading
contrapuntally when she said read chapter six of The White Guard and then read
The Golden Eagle. It's about expanding.

You mentioned the Russian soul before. Andto me, the thing that's sort of appea-
ling about the idea of the Russian soul is that there's so much self-hatred in it
that's so relatable. There's a consciousness of being awful. I've been thinking
about that because of Oksana's piece in The Times Literary Supplement, about
how Russian literature always takes the perspective of the perpetrator rather
than the victim. And if I'm writing a book that's like peak Dostoevsky, like ‘I'm a
miserable man, I'm a horrible cretin, and look at all the horrible things I did." You
kind of want to give that person a pass.

Oksana Zabuzhko: Victimising the perpetrator, | would say.

Elif Batuman:Yes, exactly.l've been thinking about that mode of writing as a con-
servative force in literature, which goes beyond Russian literature.

Charlotte Higgins: It's interesting. | think Roman literature does voice critiques
ofimperialismas such.ldon'tknow whether Russian literature does that or not,
or whether that's something that we shouldn't look to Russian literature for. We
can look to Ukrainka for that impulse.

Oksana Zabuzhko: The problem is there’s a terrible lack of self-reflection in
Russian culture. | vote strongly for Ukrainian literature, not only because I'm
Ukrainian, but because I'm interested personally in the number of readers of
Ukrainian literature growing. But it was not my observation that to really un-
derstand the hiddenimperialism of Russian writers, you should read Ukrainian
writers.That's been the discovery of my western colleagues. The first overtly an-
ti-colonial poemin European culture was written in Ukrainian. It's ‘The Caucasus’
by Shevchenko. While Russian classics were still describing the romanticism of
the Caucasian wars, Shevchenko addressed the tribes that were attacked and
told them, ‘boritesia - poborete (Bopitecs - no6opete)’, ‘fight and you will win'.
That's still something that's appearing now on the posters about the current
Russian-Ukrainian war. Acentury and a half later, these are stillwords in action.
Soyou're welcome to read and to translate more than you have up until now.
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Charlotte Higgins: We're out of time, but it makes me so happy that we've ended
this discussion onTaras Shevchenko, who we should absolutely be reading. And
Ilong to see more Ukrainian literature translated into English. So, please, hurry
up everybody andtranslate everything. And I'd like to thank myincredible panel:
Elif Batuman, Oksana Zabuzhko and the legendary Ewa Thompson.

Global Consequences of
Russia's Ecocide in Ukraine

Participants: Anatolii Pavelko, Tamara Hundorova (digital), Philippe Sands (digital), Rebecca
Solnit (digital) and Sasha Dovzhuk (chair)

Sasha Dovzhuk: I'm glad tonight to be joined by a fantastic panel of experts to
help usuntangle allthese complexities and discuss these burningissues. It's my
absolute delighttointroduce our speakerstonight. Next to me is Anatolii Pavelko,
who's aleading lawyerin the Ukrainian humanrights organisation Environment
People Law. He has more than 20 years of work experience in environmental
projects, environmental protection and policy. Since the start of the full-scale
invasion, Anatolii has served in the Ukrainian armed forces. Please joinmeina
round of applause and gratitude to Anatolii.

Also with us digitally tonight willbe a fantastic cohort of international experts. I'll
startwithTamaraHundorova. She’s currently aresearch scholarand lecturerin
the department of Slavic languages and literature at Princeton University. She’s
also a fantastically prolific and inspiring Ukrainian literary critic and cultural
expert. I'lLhighlight just one book by Tamara Hundorova, which I think is crucial
for our understanding of environmental thought and environmental culture in
Ukraine, which is Post-Chernobyl Library. | recommend it to all of you.

Rebecca Solnit is a writer, historian, activist and the author of, | think, 25 books
on feminism, the environment, climate, popular power and social change. I think
thebookthat hasthe mostimmediate connectionto ourdiscussiontonightisthe
one she edited in 2023, Not Too Late: Changing the Climate Story from Despair
to Possibility. Another book which | would love to highlightis A Paradise Built in
Hell: the Extraordinary Communities that Arise in Disaster. Thisis a book which
stresses the power of the people and of grass-roots resilience, which often
comes as a surprise to authoritarian regimes worldwide.

Finally, I'd like tointroduce Philippe Sands, who's a professor at University Colle-
ge London, and also a visiting professor of law at Harvard. Phillip is a practising
barrister. He appears at council before the International Court of Justice and
other international courts and tribunals. His latest books include: East West
Street:onthe Origins of Genocide and Crimes Against Humanity, which I'm sure
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most peopleinthis audience have read; The Ratline: Love, Lies, and Justice onthe
Trail of a Nazi Fugitive; and The Last Colony: ATale of Exile, Justice, and Britain's
Colonial Legacy. Thank you, and let's have a round of applause for our panel.

I'd like to begin this conversation by addressing Anatolii and asking him to help
us understand the impact of Russia's war on Ukrainian nature. As someone
who’s been involved in environmental protection and policy for two decades,
and as someone who's currently experiencing and observing the changes that
Russia's aggression has broughtto Ukrainian environment on the ground, could
you please help us understand the devastation that the Ukrainian environment
has suffered as a result of this aggression?

Anatolii Pavelko: Thank you, Sasha. When talking of the war in Ukraine, we should
say that one of the main victims is our environment, our nature. Sometimes na-
ture is described as ‘nama’ - victim. The one that suffers, but cannot confront
anybody, cannot stand up foritself, cannot goto anyinternational court and testify.
Therefore, thisburden lies on our shoulders. We have to relate the crimes of the
war; the crimes that cause people to suffer and the crimes that cause nature
and our environment to suffer. We can say that the war that was launched by the
Russian Federation against Ukraine is probably the most devastating war for the
environment in Europe since the Second World War. Most likely, its devastating
aftermath will be even bigger than that of World War |lI.

What is that related to? First of all, the weapons being used by the Russian Fe-
deration against Ukraine are very destructive in their nature. Moreover, unlike
inthe previous war, some objects are becoming targets, used by the aggressor
state to cause more devastation to our homeland, to cause more harm to the
environment and thus to weaken us. When we talk about crimes against the
environment in the framework of this aggression, not all of them fall under the
international definition of ecocide. There are a variety of crimes. For example,
mined territories. When the territory is mined, who suffers? This is the natural
habitat of many wild animals. No scientificinstitution, academic or scientist as of
today can tell us how many animals have died because of the minefields. These
are silent victims. Maybe after the war is over, we'll figure out, directly or indi-
rectly, how many animals, how much wildlife ceased to exist because of this war.

We have torememberthatinthe territory where there are active hostilities and
atrocities, prior to this war, there was a war of environmental tensions. Donbas
hasbeenaslowly-ticking environmentaltime bomb since the times of the Soviet
Union. Ukraine, which inherited a lot of problems from the Soviet Union, has
exerted much effort and invested manyresourcesintrying to stop thisbomb. But
ithas exploded because of the war. Chemicalindustrial facilities, metal facilities,
machine-buildingfacilities, allbecame targets of the enemy's attacks. Pesticides
and agricultural chemical facilities were bombarded, which had a detrimental
effect onthe community. The victims were the population of animals and plants.
Military vehicles enterthe territory of the park or the object whichis under con-
servationoris preserved, and they couldn't care less. They just make trenches,
they consider it a place where they can deploy and can do their aggression.
People remember what happened in the Chernobyl zone when it was basically
looted and robbed. Contemporary knowledge and common sense should pro-
bably suggest to the aggressors that they should keep away from objects like
Chernobyl. On the other hand, you have to preserve it, not only for Ukraine, but
alsobecausethisisaslow-tickingbomb of globalimport. It was not just Ukraine
that suffered from Chernobyl, but also Russia and Belarus. But the aggressor has
averyshortmemory. Forthem, aggression, looting, and occupying territoriesis
moreimportantthan environmental disaster.Therefore, the Chernobylnuclear
power plant was looted, and the scientific research that was being done there
was terminated or was put on hold. The system of monitoring was damaged. The
monitoring is continuous there, in order to prevent any possible accidents that
could emerge in the post-disaster period.

Probably the most striking act that suggests ecocide was the destruction of
Kakhovka Dam and Kakhovka power plant. This had disastrous outcomes; it
affected both people and nature, anditresultedin verylong-term environmental
effects forthe entireregion. It'srelated to water, it's related to the death of people
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and also of the wildlife whose natural habitat was this territory. No one can offer
any estimates or any analysis of what happened. Environmental experts are now
tryingtotake samplesinordertodoresearch, buttheyreriskinglifeand limbto
do it, because on the other side of the Dnieper River there are Russian troops,
and nooneis protected from shelling, shooting, and bombing.

Sasha Dovzhuk: One question for you: you've mentioned the mining of Ukrainian
territory. Doyou have the statistical data asto how much of the territory of Ukra-
ineis now covered in mines and explosive substances?

Anatolii Pavelko: There are no exact statistics. Ukraine has information about the
mined territories which are located in the areas under the control of Ukrainian
government. In those territories that are not under the control of the Ukrainian
government, we cannot know for sure. What we do know for sure is that Ukraine
hasbecome the most minedterritoryinthe world today. There are minefields and
there are UXOs, unexploded ordnances.These are projectiles, mines that landed
but did not explode, and they're potentially dangerous for people and for nature.
In general, around 18 to 20 percent of the territory of our homeland is mined.
That's the territory that's contaminated with mines and unexploded ordnances.
The second thing we can talk about, as our armed forces are liberating territo-
ries, is that those minefields that are in the occupied territory cover dozens of
kilometres. Our enemy sees this land not as an object that needs preservation,
not as having any value for their Russian world fantasy. They see this territory as
abattlefield, aterritory for military activities, where they can do anything. That’s
the understanding of the leadership of the Russian Federation and the people of
the Russian Federation - that Ukraine is the territory of the battlefield and the
territory that has to be destroyed.
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Sasha Dovzhuk: An unfolding current situation. | would like us to move to the
history and the culture of environmental thought in Ukraine, and to the ways
Ukrainians have been grappling with the impact of Russianimperialism on their
land, their environmental resources and their nature for the past decades and
centuries. There’s no better person to help us understand this than Tamara
Hundorova: Ukrainian environmental thought has been a persistent thread in
her body of work, from the environmental aspects of the work of the Ukrainian
canonicalwriter Lesya Ukrainkatothe political engagement of Ukrainian cultural
figures after the disaster at the Chernobyl nuclear power plant. I'd like to ask
Tamara about the history of Ukrainian environmental thinking and what it can
perhaps teach us about recovery.

TamaraHundorova: I would like to say to the world today that some of the charac-
teristics of the current war in Ukraine are that it has many dimensions and that
it has a strong imperialistic and colonial character. What is also very important
is that the main target is civilians in Ukraine, as well as cultural history, and all
of our culturalbeing, | would say. So we can speak not only of ecocide but also of
‘culturecide’, and of the many cultural objects that have became a target in the
currentwar.Thereis awhole attack on Ukrainian history and culture and identity,
andthe destruction of everything that's connected with our national history and
our nationalexistence. Some experts say that1,000, or 2,000 objects that are part
of our Ukrainian cultural heritage have been damaged, partially or fully. It seems
to me thatthe environmentalproblemis not only about the object but also about
the cultural object. Andit's also about the landscape, which has also became part
of the cultural heritage in Ukraine.

What this war really demonstrates to me is its imperialistic character, starting
from the statement by Putin that Ukraine has no history, no culture. The main
aim of this war, it seemstome, isto erase our memory, and we can see the many
consequences of this intention. For instance, the destruction of the museum
of Skovoroda, a famous philosopher and author who became a cult figure for
Ukrainian cultural philosophy. Or we canrecallaname like Maria Prymachenko,
whose museum in lvankiv was destroyed, although hopefully her pictures were
saved. In Oleshky, Polina Rayko created in her own house a kind of paradise that
was also destroyed, especially after the destruction of Kakhovka Dam.That was
a very significant and symbolic object, and it shows how the target of this war
for Russiais the iconic objects of Ukrainian culture.

| would also like to say that it seems to me this war is also connected with the
brutalrejection of any attempt atthe decolonisation of Ukraine. This started from
the proclamation ofindependence, but it seemstomethatinthe period since the
Maidan this process of decolonisation has started to be more active and more
visible. And it seems that a kind of elimination, of erasing of all of that struggle for
independence, in all of its different aspects, has also became an aim of this war.

Also veryimportant, | think, is that part of the contemporary discourse of Putin,
and his political propaganda, has become a kind of nuclear eschatology. It's a
partof animperialidea of Russia, going back to the past. It means our waris not
only local, but has a global character, because the target of destruction of this
war is not only Ukrainian culture, but culture, or cultural archives, in general.
This nuclear threat that Russia has used and manipulated is a danger for the
whole of human culture. Chernobyl has become a symbolic place and one of
objects that clearly demonstrates this threat. We all know that the Chernobyl
zone was occupied for more than a month. That demonstrates that Russia has
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no boundaries in terms of their invasion, their destruction; they will even use
this global nuclear threat.

So I think it's important that the saving of cultural heritage in Ukraine becomes
an international task. | recall that UNESCO has done important work in docu-
menting all the damage done to cultural heritage in Ukraine. Or, for instance,
the Smithsonian Cultural Rescue Initiative has also tried to show international
communities the importance of saving cultural heritage in Ukraine. But it's also
not all about Ukraine, it's about the saving of allhuman archives.

SashaDovzhuk: Speaking about the ‘culturecide’ and the attack on the Ukrainian
culture of resistance, amongst other things, leads us nicely to the next speaker,
Rebecca Solnit. I'd like to ask Rebecca to expand on the ways that the attack
on Ukraine by the Russian regime, which is of course a fossil fuel regime that
relies to a great extent on the extraction of fossil fuels and the destruction of
the climate, compares to attacks by other authoritarian regimes on nature and
the environment, around the globe. And what is for you, Rebecca, as a climate
activist on this global scale, perhaps surprising about the Ukrainian resistance
to this attack?

Rebecca Solnit: | have to say that the Ukrainian resistance is not atall surprising.
Authoritarians operate from a set of assumptions about human nature; that
human beings are cowardly and selfish, that their morale and determination
can be broken by bombing. We saw this in Guernica in the Spanish Civil War,
with the allied bombings of Germany and Japan, and the Nazi bombing of the
United Kingdom in the Second World War. We saw it with how the US fought its
warsinVietnamandlrag.Theideathat somehow you canterrorise civiliansinto
collapsingin fear and no longer resisting, no longer having the will to resist. Of
course, what we actually see in both disasters and war is that human beings
are mostly courageous and resourceful and that war often strengthens their
resistance. So | think that part is fascinating, because it's a dumb mistake that
history has proven over and over to be a mistake. You don't break the will of the
people that way. The great writer Jonathan Schell, whose career began as a
journalist covering the US war in Vietnam, wrote an amazing book about that.
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But climate change essentially is a human war against nature and against hu-
manity as well. And | want to broaden the context to talk about that. There are so
many aspects of it in the Ukrainian war. One thing | was thinking this morning,
and that | thought when the invasion of Ukraine began last year, is that Russia's
invasion of the US was done using its most successful powers; it was a sort of
informational propagandainvasion. And | was delighted to see that the Russian
militaryinits physical capacities was so much less competent. Of course, Russia
invaded the United States on behalf of Donald Trump in 2016, clearly because the
Republican Partyinthe United Statesin general,and Donald Trump in particular,
was likely to continue supporting unregulated fossil fuel expansion and con-
sumption, which is what the Putin regime rests on. It's a petrol regime. There’s
a strong link between fossil fuel and authoritarianism. And you can stand that
onits head to say that there's a strong link between democracy and renewable
energy,in partbecause nobodywillever have amonopolyonwindandsun:they're
distributed widely throughout the world.

Sotheclimate battleis partlyademocracybattle. The surveys show that the great
majority of human beings want climate action. They want to do what the climate
requires of us, which is a swift transition away from fossil fuels to renewables
and the ending of our war against the climate. It's a minority of people, who are
directly involved in and profiting from fossil fuel, including specific regimes -
SaudiArabia, Russia, etc. - thatare committed toit. There are also authoritarians
around the world - Jair Bolsonaro, when he wasin charge of Brazil, the chaosin
Venezuela. | think is partly the resource purse at work, where incredible profit
from one resource tends to warp that society and government.

In the US, there's an ongoing battle between Republicans and Democrats. And
while the Democrats are far from perfect, the Republicans, who have been taking
astand againstthe US support for Ukraine in many cases, are heavily backed by
the fossil fuel industry. There are climate deniers. They're refusing to do what
science has demonstratedthe climate requires of us. Sowe canseehowallthese
things stitch together. Andit's very much at work in Russia. It's been fascinating
to see Putin seem to count, just as he counted on the weakness of the Ukrainian
people, on the weakness of the European Union, because it was so dependent
on Russian fossil fuel. Andto see the European Union instead make a swift tran-
sition away, to speed up its climate transition, and to recognise that it had been
culpable for all those years when it gave huge amounts of money to Russia in
return for the fossil fuel, that it was essentially propping up an authoritarian
and terrorist regime. That was also such an interesting dimension of this war.
Those are many scattered pieces of many huge pictures, but they're what comes
to mind in response to the questions. And thank you. It's an honour to be here. |
hope we're here next year celebrating Ukraine's victory.
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SashaDovzhuk: Following Rebecca's remarks, I'd like to move to Philippe Sands,
and to the question of accountability and justice when it comes to ecocide. Phi-
lippe is involved in the Stop Ecocide experts' panel, which is honing the legal
definition of ecocide, which hopefully one day will help us bring justice to Ukraine
for the crimes committed against the environment here. So I'll pass the virtual
microphone to Philippe and ask him to enlighten us on the legal aspects of Rus-
sia's unfolding war against the Ukrainian environment.

Philippe Sands: Thank you very much. Let me begin by congratulating the Forum
and Hay festival for putting this together. As some of you know, | was supposed to
be withyouinperson, butfor reasons relatedto the joys of Russian decision-ma-
king, I'm not able to travel on this occasion. But | will be backin my beloved Lviv
very soon, | promise you; later this year, | hope. I've listened with immense in-
terest, and it has galvanised a lot of thoughts. As a very young academic back
in the 80s, | watched from afar the slowly-emerging news of what appeared
to have happened at Chernobyl. And sort of amazingly, given everything that's
happenedto me subsequently,itbecamethe subject of the firstbook | ever wrote:
Chernobyl, Law and Communication - a very minor, modest academic book. But
it spawned aninterestin mein the environment, and it became the basis for my
wantingto explore howthe law atthe international level dealt with environmental
issues. | think you can actually trace the emergence of modern international
environmentallaw tothe accident atthe Chernobylnuclear power plant. Before
at that time, there were no books, no treatises on the subject of international
environmental law. They didn't exist. The first one was published in 1990. Mine
followed a couple of years later. Of course there'sbeen a proliferation ever since.

As | got increasingly involved in environmental issues in the late 1980s, as a
consequence of the accident at Chernobyl, a friend in the US sent me an article
fromthe Law Reviewthathadbeen publishedin1972,byawonderfulhumanbeing
called Christopher Stone. It's called ‘Should Trees Have Standing? And it posited
the idea, which was revolutionary then, and perhaps still revolutionary now,
apropos of what Anatolii said, that only human beings had access to courts or
corporations, not natural objects, not animals, not plants, not trees. Christopher
Stone's article totally changed my life: it opened the door to reimagining how the
law could function; not as an instrumentality of the human, butas aninstrumen-
tality of our natural world. And very slowly, over the years, that's beginning to be
areality. There's beenatransformation. I thinkit'll be for the next generation, not
mine, to really run with this. But it's now the case that since 1996, we have confir-
mation by the World CourtinThe Hague that the protection of the environmentis
partofthe obligations of states.Indeed, the number of cases and treaties, and the
level of attention now, is not enough. But compared to my days as a student, when

we weren't eventaught environmental law, and international environmental law
didn't exist, there's been a sea change and a total transformation.

Three years ago | was asked, sort of melding my interests in crimes against
humanity and genocide - and the great city of Lviv is the font and the origin of
these concepts - to chair aninternational working group to explore the addition
of a fifth international crime to the statute of the International Criminal Court.
That was the crime of ecocide; the wanton, unlawful destruction of the envi-
ronment. We were a wonderful global, international working group, all cast of
charactersinvolved. We worked by consensus, and the product we came up with
was a definition of the new crime of ecocide, which has begun to have legs and
has taken off. Belgium has become the first country to adopt a domestic ecocide
law based onour law,andis pushingforittobe adopted atthe international level.
More than a dozen countries now support that. | hope that Ukraine will support
it atthe international level.

Ukraineinfactdoes have adomestic ecocide law. It's a slightly different definition
from the one we came up with, but it's there. And of course, Ukraine has a sort
of special place in the pantheon of environmental developments because of its
connection with the Chernobyl accident. So that's the context against which
I've observed what's going on in this terrible, illegal war of aggression. As, you
know, I'm veryinvolvedin working with Ukraine and other countries ontrying to
establish aspecialcriminaltribunalto deal withthe crime of aggression, and the
perpetrators, right to the very top, right up to Mr. Putin himself, because they're
theoneswho areresponsible forthese crimes. Moderninternationallaw doesn't
really deal, I'm afraid, with the environment in terms of war crimes and crimes
against humanity. It's a big gap. So these terrible things that we've seen - the
targeting of nuclear power plants, the destruction of the dam, the other actions
we've been hearing about, their terrible consequences, frankly, are not really
partofthe legaldiscussioninrelationtothe environmentas aninterestinitself.
It's only about the environment as a means of protecting the human. So | think
that's the transformation that needs to take place. And | think this terrible war
isgoing to contribute to thattransformation, precisely because ithas enhanced
our understanding of what's going on right now.

To conclude, and we can raise more issues through questions, this is, for me, a
generational issue par excellence. I've had the privilege of working on a large
number of issues, which I think are important and interesting, over many years.
But it was only when a newspaper reported this working group on the crime of
ecocidethat ourthree children,agedintheir 20s, allreached outto me separately:
eachofthem sentaWhatsApp. It was very simple. They hadn't coordinated. They
said, ‘Dad, finally, you're doing something that's useful and important! And that,
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Ithought, sentaveryclear signalthat somethingis changing with that generation.
Andit willbe for them to really run with this, to add the environment to the heart
of everydomestic legal order,to make it part of the international legal order, and
to insist, as happened, for example, in 1990, after the use of the oil fields in the
first lIraq war, that Russia doesn’t get away with its environmental desecration.
It mustn't get away with its desecration of humans, but it also mustn't get away
with its environmental desecration, it must be held to account.

I'm not starry-eyed about how courts work. There are other mechanismsthatare
available. There needs to be a full accounting of what happened. There must be
anassessment of howit can be repaired, and Russiamustbe held to account for
that harm.That's not an easy task. Butl thinkit's one thatl getthe sense everyone
on this panel will be very strongly committed to supporting.
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Questioner: My question is regarding the amendments to the Rome Statute on
ecocide, butregardingtoday's situation.Isit possible today to start proceedingsin
the International Criminal Court regarding war crimes, using the seventh, eighth
article, on de facto ecocide crimes? In a situation of a possible universal juris-
diction, a national jurisdiction of foreign states, where ecocide is criminalised,
using the definition you proposed? Or maybe you know of other ways, current
ways of reacting to ecocide crimes in Ukraine?

Philippe Sands: Thank youfor that question.I'mreally sorrytotell you, but the In-
ternational Criminal Court Statute, which was draftedin 1998, and Iwas involved
in drafting it, does not address the environment, except really in one situation,
whichisisthe use of the environment as aninstrument of war. But the way that’s
drafted makes it very, very difficult to prove that there was an intention to do
that. | think the destruction of the dam could arguably come within that defini-
tion. And | think we'd have to depend on a prosecutor who has an open mind on
environmentalissues. It's notimmediately apparent to me that this prosecutor
has that open mind, or a particular interest in environmental issues, but it may
be that some of his staff will want to do it.

We face the following problem: our legal order does not reflect the change in
valuesinrelationto our environment.You can find ways before the International
Criminal Courtand before domestic courtsto prosecute, toinvestigate, to litigate
harmtothe environment, butit's alwaysinrelationtothe harmthat occursto hu-
man beings. It's essentially the human rights model of environmental protection.
And | think the transformation that a lot of us are looking for is one that puts the
natural environment, the ecological system, at the heart of the legal order and
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makes thatitself, where harmoccurstoit, the subject of criminal sanctions, civil
sanctions and the law. The short answer is, | think a creative prosecutor could
find a way, but it's not immediately apparent how they would do that in relation
to allthe mattersthat Anatoliiand Tamara have describedto usinrelationtothe
terrible damage that's being done.
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Sasha Dovzhuk: Thank you. One more very short question from the audience.

Questioner: | heard our panellists claiming that the aggressor has basically rui-
ned everything, burned it all. | know that black soil is a very important resource
for Ukraine, for the world. How in that situation can we talk about compensation
orreparation? heardthat18,000 rounds were shot per day by the aggressor. It's
unfathomable.lsthere anyvisioninterms of reparations? Do you know anything
abouttherecoverytime of black soil? Maybe there’'s some information about that
from the environmental viewpoint.

Anatolii Pavelko: The first question we have when we're dealing with the harm
toblack soilisthe fixation. It's veryimportantto document everything. There are
some explosive parts which end up in soil. In the organisation of ecology law,
it's very important to have the causal connection: what happened? What is the
aftermath? There are authorities trying to document the facts of contamination.
There’s a remote methodology that can be used for that, remote documenting
from artillery strikes. On the ground, too, it's possible for us to take samples
to analyse the contaminants that have appeared as a result of this aggression,
as a result of shelling, when we have rounds in the soil. We already have that
information documented, about contamination because of artillery missiles and
mines and projectiles. This is also indirect pollution: many agricultural entities
and others have been affected.

After documenting an assessment, we can continue with legal proceedings re-
lated to reparations. There are different approaches. One of them is to take into
consideration the funds which are needed for recovery. We can think in terms
of the volumes of agricultural produce loss, in terms of misuse or having no
ability to use the land. In terms of methodology, we’ll see what works best un-
der the circumstances. But | absolutely agree with you. It's very important that
the aggressor is held accountable for it all. If there is harm inflicted, it is very
important that there is compensation for it. That is compensation to our state,
to our people, and for our future generations. This is also a precaution to make
sure that such aggressive actions are not repeated. It's very important for the

aggressor to remember that there is a price to be paid for any actions which
disrupt ordinary life.
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Sasha Dovzhuk: Thank you Anatolii. | just want to stress this one more time for
our international audience. There is immense pressure just now on Ukrainian
society, whichisboth fightingonthe front lines and defending the country and the
environment and the people of Ukraine, and analysing the damage and working
towards ensuring Russia's accountability for the crime. We rely on your support.
We owe this to the future, as has been said today. Thank you so much to this fan-
tastic panel of experts and to our brilliant audience.
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Oleksandr Mykhed and Art
Spiegelman in conversation

Digital event

Oleksandr Mykhed: Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. This is the 30th Lviv
Book Forum literaryfestival, organised with the support of Hay Festival. My name
is Oleksandr Mykhed, I'm a Ukrainian writer and I'll be the moderator today. It's a
huge honour tointroduce our guest, an American cartoonist and editor, creator
of one of the most influential graphic novels ever, Maus. Art Spiegelman, thank
you for joining us today.

Art Spiegelman: Thanks for having me, Oleksandr. It's a pleasure to be here in
Ukraine, though virtually rather than in person. I've even gotten one set of ins-
tructions wherein casethisisinterrupted by anair attack, we'lltry to getbackin
touch later. Which is possible in New York, but it's not very likely. So it's hard for
me to wrap my brain around what daily life actually is in Ukraine nowadays. | felt
it was important to say yes to this event, while I've pushed away a lot of others,
because I'mtouchedthat books remainimportant enough for youto come out of
your bunkersandgointoapublicspacetodiscussliterature andideas.The horror
of what's happening in the Ukraine, and now as of yesterday also happeningin
Israel, and has been an ongoing problem in the Middle East and elsewhere in
the globe, all comes down to the same kind of thing that my parents were living
through when they lived through World War Il in Poland, which is a virus that's
been with us ever since we came out of our caves, which seems to be a kind of
nationalism, the idea that there are really strict borders everywhere, and that
Ukraine seems to have a lot of wheat, which makes it a very desirable place
to demolish, annexe, and turn into grain gold, let's say. And it's a horror to me,
because after World War [l was when Jews decided to make Israel a homeland,
and the slogan at the time was something like, ‘A people without a land must go
to aland with no people’, and the problem there is there were people there, and
that was a giant error that was made.

Ultimately, if we're going to survive as a people, the struggle for borders and for
landisthe opposite of the direction we havetogoin.It'sIsraelis and Palestinians
working together to live into another century. And Russians and Ukrainians.
I have no idea how one arrives at that, it's part of the fantasy world of my youth
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reading comic books. How do we make that kind of world even possible? After |
started hearing about the creation of Israel after World War |l as a solution, and
having read how the Nazis had suggested somewhere in Africa, Zanzibar or
Ugandaor somewhere, to putall ofthe Jewsinaplacethat wasveryinhospitable
for living, just to put them somewhere and give them their own nation, | figured:
if Jews were supposed to have a nation after World War ll, it should be Germany,
and the Germans should have had to go and deal with the Palestinians because
they'd forfeited their right to a nation through their monstrous aggressions. So, |
have no solutions, I'm not a politician, I'm justahuman who has enough empathy
to feel horrified at what you're living through, and therefore | felt | had to lend
myself to this and just wish you good luck.

Oleksandr Mykhed: Thank you so much, Art, for this message and your support.
I'd like to talk not about the specificity of Maus, because I think all our viewers and
audience know what it's allabout. I'm more curious about how it's done in terms
of how your techniques, your ideas, might be used or applied by the younger ge-
neration who would like to write, for example, about the tragedy that's happening
in Ukraine. I'd like to start with the more tricky question. It's been 32 years since
the publication of Maus, and 45 years since you started this journey. Do you feel
that you're still in the material, that you're still thinking about this? And do you
still follow new editions, new graphic novels about the Holocaust? And how do
you feel about still speaking about Maus through all these years?

Art Spiegelman: Well, | even drew a comic strip at one point, called Mein Kampf,
about being chased by a 5,000 pound mouse years after, and I've recently been
draggedbackintothe battle because of the book bannings and book prohibitions
inthe United States, in which Maus became a poster boy for this new set of cha-
llenges. | keep trying to move away from and past Maus. | was trying for some
yearstoeither compete withitortrytofind awayto evadeit, by just dealing with
totally other subject matter, but ultimately, to answer your question, the issues
that are in Maus were the issues that were in my life before Maus, and as time
goes bylhavetorevisitmybookfromdifferentangles, let's say. Recentlyit'sbeen
interesting for me to go back and see how my relationship with my father has
improved alot since his death. It's easier. | look at things with eyes where I'm notin
instant fight-or-flight mode when I'm dealing with him, or with the memory of my
mother. So that's required me to keep going backtoit, not to make another work.
| think Maus is about the best | could do at the time, and it took, as you were su-
ggesting, years to make the two volumes. | was doing many other things at the
same time, but this was the focus of my life for a very long time, and although |
can look back and say, ‘I really should redraw that panel,’ or ‘Maybe | should take
this out and move it, it's a little too late for that now. So I've been finding other
placestohang myhat.Whatlwas doingwhen|was making Maus was nottryingto

give amessage tothe world. | wasn'ttrying to tell the world, 'You must be better,
because I thinkit's kind of a patheticand hopeless task, frankly, and | wasn't trying
to teach young people about the horrors of the world. | was just trying to teach
myself. What is it that allowed me to be born after both my parents should have
been murdered, long before | was hatched, for example. And to do that involved
achieving a certain kind of granular clarity about what they went through, so it
led me into years of researching the very specifics of what they went through. |
was trying to give it a shape and a form that made it clarified without making it
simplified, andthat was the challenge, anditwasn'ta challenge that most comics
were interested in, trying to deal with something quite that complex. So when
Maus first came out, everybody was expecting that this would be a monstrous,
aberrantthinginbadtaste, because I'dbeendoing manythingsinbadtastein my
underground comicyears before that, but the idea really was to make something
that could clarify, and also to make something ambitious, because at the time that
| was growing up, comics had their own weird ambitions to show superheroes
which have now taken over the planet, but not in comic book form, and thereby
find what else a comic could do, because comics were the lowest rung of the
literary ladder.

| was grateful at one point to meet a tattoo artist, because | felt far out there,
somebody with less stature than a comic book artistin the arts. So | was ambi-
tious, | wanted to make something that would be a long comic book that needed
a bookmark, not just a 32-page pamphlet that you could throw away, and that
would ask, or demand even, to be reread. To make really good comics is harder
than writing, harder than drawing, and maybe even harder than both of them put
togethercanbe, becauseit'saverycomplexthingtoworkwiththose two different
streams, visuals and language. One of the reasons comics were treated so dis-
missively was it was perceived thatthose two media couldn't gotogether well. It
goesbacktothis Renaissance and post-Renaissance idea that words have their
domain, pictures have their domain, and they're not supposed to intermingle - it
creates mongoloids, maybe.

Oleksandr Mykhed: That's reallyinteresting about rereading Maus, because I was
amazed at how my reflection or my perception of Maus has changed since the
full-scaleinvasion.|readit | guess five or seven years ago, and then again now,
preparing for our talk, and that was totally different, because it's getting much
closertous.ltshowsthe same situations:the refugees leaving the house, trying
tosurviveinthe siege, and the whole context of thisamazing world has changed.

My next questionis, in MetaMaus there’s a striking quote: ‘I feel like | never earned
aright to the material.” I'm really curious about both parts of this. Who gets the
right to speak about something? For example, the Russo-Ukrainian war, the
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Russianinvasion.Couldyouelaborate onthe material? Because thisis something
tangible, something about sculpture, something artistic.

Art Spiegelman: Well, it's the only medium I'm comfortable with; this bastard
form.| can write a bit, | can draw a bit, but even the very first comics artist that |
can think of in the history of the world, who was really making something very
close to comics, was a guy named Rudolf Topffer in the early middle of the 19th
century, who invented this form with the text underneath, written, butinthe same
handwriting, line and penthat he used for the drawing, in one of the first versions
of lithography. They were very witty. He also wrote separately, but in the intro-
ductiontothe book, he says, ‘The author apologises for his writing weaknesses,
butif you don't like the writing, perhaps you could be amused by the drawings. If
you don't like the drawings, maybe you should just read what's below.” So it was
away of trying to find a way in.

Who got the right to speak about certain tragedies? Everyone has the right to
speak, including to speak stupidly. | think that that's the only way speaking can
happen, and one of my issues when | was making the book was | was trying,
weirdly - and maybe a psychoanalyst could explain more fully why | was trying
so weirdly - to re-inhabit what my parents lived through. My daily life was very
comfortable in the United States, and when | was a kid growing up, | never got
a coherent version of what they went through from them. My mother would tell
me little flash frames of an event, but with zero context, so it just seemed like
some kind of mad horror story punchline, and then she’d move on to, ‘We have
to go and do the shopping.’

Oleksandr Mykhed: That's just a typical day in the full-scale invasion.

Art Spiegelman:Yeah, that's right. You have to move them out of the un-faceable
and then deal with whateverisimmediately in front of you. My father didn't want
to talk about it when | was growing up. He'd say, ‘Oh, people don't want to hear
such stories. When first | came, | was trying to talk to your uncle, other people
around me, andit wasimpossible. When | would talk about the privations we went
through, Uncle Herman would say, “Yes, and we couldn't get any nylons or sugar”’
The shortagesinthe United States, a different situation. So | just had to navigate
to imagine myself in it and re-inhabit it through a lot of research, reading, and
thinking. And that was, like | say, the real impulse for doing the book.

Was there another part to the question? | think there was.

Oleksandr Mykhed: About the material. What is the material for you? Because
there’'s this whole concept of how you could elaborate on the material, for exam-
ple, the Holocaust or Auschwitz.

Art Spiegelman: Well, for me, it was just a matter of doing a lot of research and
ultimately talking to my father when | was older, when finally, astonishingly, he
sat down and we talked for days. When we finished, we'd do it again every time
I wasin his presence, because | found that when | was interviewing him, it was,
if you'll forgive a clumsy metaphor, like holding a vampire at bay with a crucifix.
When we were talking on this subject, it was not like the rest of our daily lives,
which were filled with quarrelin almost every conversation: my father wanting
me to be a dentist, to wear better clothes, and to cut my hair shorter, whatever.
It led to explosions. But on this one topic, very peculiarly, it was as if Auschwitz
was the zone where we could actually have room to talk, and where | would
actually listen with great avidity and without argument. So when we finished,
I'd start again, because we'd found a place to have a relationship, and that was
important to me.

For somebody else wanting to tackle it, there’s the advice | got at some point
from my wife. She just said, ‘Well, keep it honest, honey.” And honesty involves
looking at things from many different angles, some of them uncomfortable. It's
notthe way one would want to present oneself. It's not even necessarily the way
| would want to present my father, but the alternative in Maus would've been do
something that | thought would be a violation of the work. Holocaust survivors
tend to be considered as somehow saintly because they've gone through this
great suffering. Buttome, that'savery Christianidea. Suffering only causes pain.
It doesn't cause ennoblement. To show him as anything other than the complex
person that he was would’ve been a kind of lie.

So what do we do here if we want to make a work about what's going on? And it
deals with presenting one's daily life, one's relationships, one's fury, as well as
one's fears, as wellas one's fantasies of what might be. | mean, one of the things |
know about Ukraineis that’s athoroughly mixed culture, that has a lot of Russian
culture init, as well as Western European culture brought in, and trying to deal
with those strands...

Oleksandr Mykhed: And the authentic Ukrainian culture.

ArtSpiegelman: Of course. Every cultureis an authentic cultureinasense, but it
exists through a lot of different strands that run through it. And how do you find
all those things and make them something that's not... It's one of the reasons |
keep being baffled by this new tendency in America towards what's criticised
as ‘woke culture’, as if there's something terrible about being awake. And more
generally, maybe thereis.Butinterms of thisidea of moral one-upmanship and
moralrectitude, iflwanted to make something, and | do, about a black cartoonist
lonce met and spent some time with, who's anamazingindividual...l was starting
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todoitin1995.1got lost because | just didn't know enough. His story was really
complex. Buttheideathatlshouldn'tdoithas now enteredinto myhead, becau-
se | would be, in big quotations, ‘appropriating’ somebody else's culture, which
to me is actually a demented idea, because you're not appropriating a culture.
Culture is appropriation. Culture is the streams that run through you. It's not as
if only black people can play jazz. That would be crazy. It's just something that
enters into the world and mixes. There’s a strain that becomes identifiable as
your cultural home. And then there's the rest of what made that home possible,
which involves possibly wood from other countries, metals that were brought
into build this home. And that home is now, therefore, in some fundamental way,
an international construct. | think it's useful to have that idea.

Oleksandr Mykhed: This is areally interesting issue. | hadn't planned to discuss
it, but | have to, because when we speak about the appropriation of culture, | do
think it's really inappropriate, for example, for a Russian artist to try to imagine
what it's like to be under the full-scale invasion or to be in occupied Bucha or
Mariupol or any other siege that was produced by the Russian occupants. This
is the stuff that’s at the centre of many cultural conflicts right now. When for
example, you have an international competition for illustrators or artists and
then all of a sudden you have a Russian artist who doesn't say, for example, that
he or sheisfromMoscow.They sayBerlin-based, or Basel-based, or something.
Andthey put their pictures out there saying something about the Ukrainian war.
That's this kind of appropriation that's inappropriate.

Art Spiegelman: Of course. | think culture is bigger than the cultural expressions
about a specific momentintime that you're going through. Butl also think that you
have therighttobe stupid. It'sreallyimportant. And these people from whatever
countryyou're talking about, Germany or wherever, who are comfortably outside
ofthisand areintheir easy chairs explaining the situation asif they understandit,
that's fine. Somebody else has to counterit. The next cartoonist or writer has to
say, I'msorry, but this personis acting like anidiot. He doesn't understand aword
of what's going on.” And having that as a foil might allow the person in Ukraine
who's trying to make something to give a corrective based on their innermost
experiences.Thisisthe dialogue that hasto happen.|ltbecomes more and more
difficult as we enter a planet of Als that have no experience. All they have is a
straw that’s sucked up the Internet and can spit out every foolishness as well
as every fact that comes through it. But it's one's job to just be as authentic as
one can be.

For me, in Maus, | didn't fully understand what | was doing, in a sense. It was all
throughintuition. But | knew that this cat and mouse metaphor was veryimpor-
tant to me. And one of the reasons, | now see because of the recent resistance

toMausthathasledtoitbeingbannedinschoolsandinlibraries, was that Maus
grew out of a short comic strip for a comic book called Funny Aminals that had
Robert Crumb doing the cover. It became an important project. But editing in
those days consisted of,‘We're doing a comic about anthropomorphiccharacters.
Would you like to do something? ‘Sure.” | had no good ideas, and | was really
scared about it, because to be in a book that Robert Crumb did the cover of in
1971was agreat honour. | did a lot of stupid things while trying to find something
worth doing. Like, ‘Maybe | should make it like an old horror comic story where
an anthropomorphic mouseis getting ready to go to work, but when he goes out
the door, a giant mousetrap kills him.’

Considering the drawing and making a comic is the hardest thing | know how
to do. It's not exactly something | would put in the pleasure column of my life.
It's just the only way to make the things | want to do manifest. My good friend
Ken Jacobs, a film maker and a teacher, showed in his classes the old, racist
animated cartoons from the 1930s. Then he showed a Mickey Mouse cartoon,
one of the first, or maybe the first Mickey Mouse cartoon with sound. He'd just
shown the virulent racial stereotypes in the other cartoons before. And he's
looking at Mickey and he says, ‘What's the difference between Mickey Mouse and
AlJolson? You know, a white singerin blackface with big white lips, the absolute
caricature of black people. Mickey in the 1930s was kind of a jazzy character. He
wasn't just the corporate logo he became in later decades. And he said, ‘Well,
what's the difference? It's just Al Jolson with big round ears on top of his head.’
Andlwent, ‘Eurekal’andlwas goingto do something about blacks in America with
minstrel-lipped mice and with ‘Ku Klux Cats’ as their enemies. And for about 24
hours, | was happy with that, before | realised, not that it's impossible to do, but
thatldidn't feel comfortable trying to deal with black history in America without
knowing alot more thanldid. Solthought, 'Now what'llIdo? And | realised there
was a cat and mouse metaphor closer to home, in that Jews were considered
vermintobe exterminated. A pesticide was what was usedinthe gas chambers.
And astory by Kafka, called ‘Josephine the Singer, or The Mouse Folk’, pointed me
inthe direction of the Jews as mice. It led me to a place closer to home, where it
was clearer how to work through all this.

The reason | went through all of that is to explain that the metaphor | used was
what made this book, | believe, so visible over the years, even more so over the
past year or so, because it's a fable-like, metaphoric idea. | learned it from the
Tomand Jerryanimated cartoons when | was akid, that cats chase mice.Thento
put that together with the very granular real experiences of my family, as best |
couldunderstand them, made something that at this one time was really specific,
but also couldtranslate for other people from other culturalbackgrounds.leven
heard in the early 80s, when the first volume came out, that Maus was used as
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abooktoreadin Inuit schools in Canada. My experiences and a native Inuit’s in
Canada are so disparate, and yet it has to do with the power dynamic between
one set of people and the people with power who are dehumanising them, which
is exactly what you're talking about when you talk about people from outside
trying to deal with your issues in Ukraine.

Oleksandr Mykhed: This is a direct link to another question, about starting with
stupid ideas and where they might develop. In MetaMaus, you mentioned that
since Maus, the whole discourse around the Holocaust has produced somekitsch
movies about the tragedy. There’s a really fine line between the artwork and
between kitsch about the tragedy. Can you elaborate on that? Because for sure
atthe centreisthe truth that might make this artwork something really specific
orinteresting. But where is the line about that truth?

Art Spiegelman: It all came from me coining a word, which was ‘holokitsch’, as
a way of understanding what this is. It has to do with sentimentalising, with the
big-eyed waif in striped pyjamas who befriends a commandant's son through
the barbed wire.That's one of the great examples of ‘holokitsch’inrecent years,
the ‘pyjamafication’ of the Holocaust. It happens even in more earnest films. |
think Steven Spielberg wasn't badly intended; he just wasn't up to the task with
Schindler's List. That was afilm | found repugnant. I'd actually been asked to have
a conversation about it somewhere on the internet, with a number of people,
including Ken Jacobs, Jim Hoberman - a film critic - and another critic named
Annette Insdorfwho specialisesin Holocaust-related film.There were different
anglesonit, but for me it was a terrible way to go about making that kind of film.
To see it through the lens of the virtuous Christian who manages to create a
situation that saves some Jews; to have a movie that seems to go very directly
from sensationalised sexuality to sensationalised violence between one cut and
the other; to make violence very sexy as part of the real story. At the end of the
film,they have some of the survivors actually cominginto the film andtalking. And
Ken Jacobs said something that really amused me, which was, ‘They should've
had them on screen through the whole film: “No, it wasn't like that, it was like
this..When you say it's like that, it wasn't. It couldn't be”. That would've made
a much more interesting film. And with a smaller budget. | thought that maybe
what they should do is a film about Schindler after the war, when he was totally
friendless, without money, and a few people were sending him enough food and
money to stay alive in a single room occupancy hotel in Germany. That might've
been, in the then present, a more interesting way to approach what happened
in World War Il than to make something that's once more, for me, high-kitsch, or
maybe low-kitsch. | don't even know, kitsch with a bigger budget.

Oleksandr Mykhed: As you mentioned, there should be somebody saying, 'This,
wasn't like this, this was like this.’ It's like the direct stuff that happened with your
father's memories. When you did the research, and there was a huge disruption
betweenthe memory ofthe witness and the stuff thathad beenresearchedinthe
archive. What would be your advice for those who do interviews with survivors
or witnesses, and what's the position of the researcher or the writer in this?

ArtSpiegelman:|would sayone's jobis to clarifyas much as one can, butno more.
There are certain things that have to have a kind of ambiguity to them, because
that's how it remains. Five people witnessing an accident each see something
totally different. Maybe all five withesses have to be presented in order and you
have to sift through it and try to understand, if you can, what happened. But it's
not a matter of pushing an agenda; it's a matter of trying to understand through
the various lenses that are possible. Memory is so fallible that I've given up on
havingone.lcan'tremember anythingany more.It's astoryonetells,and as soon
asthestoryistold,itbecomes crystallised as a story. It's not memory any more.
Then when one visits it again, other events that have happened re-colour what
you think you remember. And that's not a criticism, say, of my father for having
seensomething or not seen something that other sourcesindicate. It's a matter
of using him as a witness and then kind of quarrelling with him behind the lines.

There's apagein Maus where I'mtalking with him, asking him about the orchestra
that was in Auschwitz: it was pretty clearly documented. And he says, ‘No, there
was no orchestra. | never heard of such a thing. That's crazy.” So first | show
the orchestra walking by while we're talking, the marching soldiers marching
past the orchestra. Then | have them totally covered up, after my father says
there wasn'tone.Butyou can see the little piece of acello and other instruments
sticking up. So I'm arguing with him, saying, ‘I'm pretty sure from the other tes-
timonies that there was an orchestra.” And then for my own pleasure, the little
bits of orchestra are set up like horizontal lines of wood in the building they're
walking past. So it also looks like a musical stave with notes. It was a way of
havingitboth ways, explaining what he thought and showing what I thought based
onwhatlsaw.Inlateryears,|realisedthat he probably hadn't seenanorchestra.
He was actually accurate to hisown eyesinthe sense thathe wasn't broughtinto
Auschwitz by train. He was in a small group brought in by truck. The orchestras
were usuallythere atthe entrance to calm people who were being herded to their
deaths, to say, ‘No, no, there's still civilisation here. See, they're playing Mozart,
Beethoven.” My father didn't hear that because he was in an inner camp, a very
complex place with lots of barbed wire, lots of roads you had to take to go to
work. So he probably didn't see that. There are other things that | couldn't catch,
that were different from most other experiences. And alll candoisindicate that
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allthese things are kind of collaboratively dealt with, understood, and ingested.
One has to keep trying to clarify.

Oleksandr Mykhed: That's an amazing example of what an artist, a writer might
do with the medium of the graphic novel. That visualisation and disruption that
is the nuance of the whole story.

Art Spiegelman: Even using cats and mice: I've made it clear by the time you've
read the whole work, that these are not cats, these are not mice. They're kind of
people with masks on. That had many advantages of allowing peoplein, of me not
having to know what every physiognomy of every face was like, and letting you
intothe white paper and projecting the people fromthe information that’s given.

I have a question:is there such a thing as comic-making in the Ukraine?

Oleksandr Mykhed: For sure. An old tradition, from the 90s. There were many
adaptations, graphic novels. We had a huge flourishing of the market in the pe-
riod between the Maidan of 2014 and the full scale invasion. Those were the first
examples of ‘building the industry’ of graphic novels and comicsin Ukraine. There
are, |l guess, five or six publishing houses with not only translations of Marvel or
DC, but also Maus and Persepolis, and all the most famous examples of graphic
novels.

ArtSpiegelman: Are most of these non-fiction? Or are there also fantasy, humour,
science fiction branches?

Oleksandr Mykhed: You can find everything, even researchers who write and
speak about your legacy and about your workinthe whole context of the history
of the medium. We have researchers, publishers, creators, we have all of them.

Art Spiegelman: That's veryinteresting. I'm coming from a place where the only
industry for comicsreally when|lwas growing up was the superhero comics, and
maybe a few Donald Duck books, stuff like that. The idea of a‘comicsindustry’, to
me sounds like an oxymoron, even now, when I'm one of the main beneficiaries
of that ‘industry’. Most of the comic book artists | know have the understanding
that they'd probably make more moneydrivingan Uber. Soithas more to do with
comics as self-expression than comics as a business.

Oleksandr Mykhed: Yes. That brings me to to the next question. In Maus and Me-
taMaus there are two mentions of picture books produced by Ukrainian artists
who were imprisonedinthe Nazi concentration camps, one in Maus, the otherin
MetaMaus. Both of them were in your mother’s library. One is by Paladij Osynka,

Album of a Political Prisoner, published in1946.The other is by Olena Vitek-Voito-
vych, The Biggest Women's Concentration Camp in Germany, about Ravensbruck,
published in 1947. Do you have any specific memories of these two books?

Art Spiegelman: | can't read Polish or Russian. | even have trouble with English.
These were books that came out of a strange Pandora's box that was opened
when | sneaked into the den where the forbidden books were. In the front row
was Lady Chatterley's Lover and a book about Aleister Crowley, The Beast, and
other things like that. And behind them, there was something called The Black
Book of the Camps, and these small books, | never could read the text, but those
pictures were reallyimportant for me.l'd discovered afew people, andright now,
because of my lack of memory, I'm not even going to try to cite their names, but |
canrememberone ofthem, Alfred Kantor, who was a prisonerin Auschwitz and
drew what he saw, then destroyed it because it would be death to have it found.
Then after the war, in DP camp and after, he reconstructed those drawings, and
that was published. That was very useful, because there were very few cameras
in Auschwitz, and to even understand what | was trying to understand involved
some kind of visual information that wasn't easily available.

There's alsoaveryimportant Polish artist whose name | did know, because I was
able to get hold of some books of his drawings. They were amazing. But I'd have
to look in MetaMaus to find his name. Those books were important. Survivors’
art, even when the artists themselves didn't survive, was urgent. It was a very
important kind of witnessing. It was based on being able to translate what they
saw in ways thatreally reported on the geography, the space, what wasit like to
be on an ‘Appell’, one of those line-ups in the morning to make sure everybody
was present.ldon'tthinkthey hadthem allhuddled together like for agroup high
school portrait. So it was only those people who were on those lines who could
make that picture.

So, when trying to get that kind of visual information, it's complicated because
you can just say, They were on an Appell’ and leave it at that if you're a writer. If
you're a drawer, then the work really starts. You have to figure out how to distil
thatas meaningfulinformation. WhichiswhyI'minterestedin hearingthatthere's
such athing as comic-making there. | don't know how one would even see such
a thing here, because we're pretty closed off to many other cultures. Manga is
of course very visible in America. Comics from the UK, from France, some from
Italy and other Western European countries. But I've never seen comics from
the Soviet Union or from the Ukraine or from Poland, if such things exist. Maybe
there's a blockade, | don't know.
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Oleksandr Mykhed: When | found out about these two, Olena Vitek-Voitovych
and Paladij Osynka, | did a little research, looking for more information about
them. | found a really interesting interview with Olena Vitek-Voitovych, and the
information that she died in March 2013 in Madison, Wisconsin. Did you know
about that?

Art Spiegelman: Not at all. | didn't know her name until this conversation.

Oleksandr Mykhed: Because it's interesting that she survived for 22 years after
the publication of Maus. And it might be interesting, in an alternate universe, to
get her reflection on that.

Art Spiegelman:|'d be interested. But you know, | did cauterise myself from this
after | finished the book. When | was doing the research, | would read and then
| would almost pass out from the pain of it and trying to understand what | was
being told. And at a certain point, when | was doing it every day, | was like a sur-
geon who develops a kind of professional deformation. They can cut somebody
open and not faint. Butif they go away fromit for a while and try to cut somebody
openl10years later, theyfaintagain.I'veinternalised what | could, but it's not like
I'mtryingtodoMaus 3, for example.The war ended. It's a specific event that lives
with me, and my understanding of what | made changes over the decades. But
| know that other people are now exploring this area and other areas of a kind
of witnessing through comics. | don't know if Joe Sacco's work is published in
Ukraine.

Oleksandr Mykhed: It was published in Russia and Palestine and several other
places.

Art Spiegelman: Yes. A recent one, called Paying the Land, takes place in Ca-
nada and is about the situation of the indigenous Canadians and the difficulties
that surround them. It's a very moving book. He keeps going from strength to
strength. He was trained as a journalist and he's as focused as a journalist. He
happenstoalsobeaverygreatdraughtsman, sohe’sabletodothesethingsvery
convincingly. There are a lot of other projects that have come out. Some I've liked
better,some worse.lonlytendto glance through the ones onthe specifics of the
deathcampsinWorld War ll, because it confuses me more thanit enlightens me.
I didn't know | was working in a genre when | did Maus. | was without a context.
And now | see thatthat context has grown, very usefully for other people writing
about absolutely disparate subjects. Andit's greatto see that happen.But I don't
feelaresponsibility to be the curator and the main critic of what's come since.

Oleksandr Mykhed: For sure. A question that might be interesting for young wri-
ters is about the specificity of the publication of Maus. You published Part One
and it became a huge hit. How does success influence the work that’s still going
on,and how do you deal with it? Because it might be a huge support, but it might
be a huge writing block.

ArtSpiegelman: | wentinto a major depression after Maus came out. It only came
outasPartOne.l'd already begun what became the second part, thenl got unha-
ppy when learned that there was an animated film coming out called American
Tale, from Spielberg and an animator named Don Bluth. And Maus was coming
out in chapters in this large-size avant-garde comics magazine that my wife,
Francoise, and I made together, self-published. It was very visible at the school
where | was teaching. The school gave it support.| was even publishing a few of
the students whose work was not student-level in this magazine, and trying to
show what comics could be. So | feel quite certain that the animator, who was a
visiting artist, saw Maus inits development. And in my fantasy life 'm imagining
his story conference pitch with Spielberg, saying, ‘So we have these mice in a
concentration camp, see? And then Spielberg or somebody saying, ‘Oh, that's a
bummer. That's just too depressing. But you know, Fiddler on the Roof is good.
Maybe we could setitinanice Chagall-like fantasy world of pogromsand amouse
family that escapes to America.’ So at that time, | didn't know much about it, but
| panicked, because | didn't want, several years after this movie, to be seen as
somebody doing a kind of weird take on American Tale rather thanvice versa. A
friend suggested to me that I should just publish Part One onits own. It seemed
like the only thingto do at that time to stave off, you know, Spielberg.‘Spiegelman,
he's even copying Spielberg's name. And then he does this thing...

The publisher was notinterested. They said, Look, nobody's going to buy this book
anyway, so why don't you just finish it? We'll be glad to do it. It's not a problem.’
And I said, ‘It's going to take me years.’‘It's OK. Nobody's waiting for it.” And then
anarticlecame outinthe New York Times Book Review, and it was an especially
influential thing talking about how Maus was an important work of postmoder-
nismandthe first example this writer had seen of anon-cynical postmodernism.
| barely understood that phrase. But it made such an impact that the publisher
said, ‘Let's do the first volume. Everybody's writing to us asking when it's going
tocome out. Sowe'lldoit. And whenyou finishit, we'll put out a hard cover book.
Now let's have a paperback.’

It was very successful. | was turned into a talking head for the next several
months, something that happened again recently, and also left me with a kind
of creative block sense of talking about the book-banning America. So it wasn't
exactly helpful.l'd never made it with the expectation of it being a success. Even
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when the publisher did take it on, it was after having been rejected. Since you
looked at MetaMaus, you'll have seen all of the saved rejection letters | could
find. It was rejected by everybody. So | assumed we would publish it ourselves,
just like Raw Magazine. And that was fine. And | thought that maybe it would be
found as a message in a bottle 50 years later, but this was something | just had
to make. | was very conceited, thinking | was decades ahead of my time. | was
probably minutes ahead of my time.

But whenitcame out, it was a shock. It landed well partially because what could
beworseasanideathanacomicbookaboutthe Holocaust? Andthen peopleread
it and said, ‘It's not completely stupid. That's interesting. We have to reassess
what comics might be.” So it did change things in a way | never expected. And it
has actually been a weight for me. It didn't make me think, ‘Now I'm going to do
Maus 3, and then I'm going to go to Ukraine, and then after that, I'm going to..’ It's
not like that. Everything I've done is a separate project, quite anomalous from
the onesthat came before, built on different premises, often drawnin styles that
would make it difficult to even recognise that it was my hand making it.

Oleksandr Mykhed: Inthe essay, ‘The Skyls Falling’,and in your comics about the
tragedy of the World Trade Center, 9/11, Shadow of no Towers, you say a really
interesting thing: ‘After all, disaster is my muse.’ Does it still work for you like
that? Is disaster a fuel?

Art Spiegelman: Well, it gives me the fuel to stay awake and get through the day.
Now I've had to amend it. ‘Disaster is my muse, but catastrophe, maybe not.’ |
have noideawhat | could add to the conversation about global warming, except,
you know, ‘Instead of being involved in fucking border disputes, try to make a
planet that you can breathe onin 100 years, huh? It's getting closer and closer.
By 2030, we'll be past the point of no return on fixing these things so that the ice
caps don'tall melt, so that coral reefs aren’t gone. And every one of the nations
with any powertointerveneinthisismuch moreinterestedinthe next quarter's
returns for their corporations than in trying to actually have a planet you can
breathe on.ldon't know how to begin to make animpact there, as an example of
many catastrophes that face us. On the other hand, | don't make comics about,
‘Oh, it's so nice to be with your girlfriend on a beautiful day in Central Park. That
justisn't my subject matter.

Usually, things are borninthe waythat an oyster makes a pearlaround anirrita-
tion.lthastobe eitherasmallthingin mybrainthat's sotroubling | have to make
something, or | sitaround wondering what | really should be doing because what
I'm doing now, is it even worth bothering with?

Oleksandr Mykhed: In ‘The Sky Is Falling’ there’s another great quote: ‘I still be-
lieve the world is ending, but | can see that it seems to be ending more slowly
than lonce thought.” Do you still feel the same?

Art Spiegelman: No, that was in 2004. It's happening faster. At this point I'm ho-
rrified by the international rise of whatever you want to call it. You can be polite
and say autocracy, you can be less polite and say fascism. We were just talking
about how fungible memory is. People seem to have forgotten what happened.
I think right after World War Il there was a moment of pause, when we thought,
‘Oh, maybe we should have the United Nations that could work together to make
something.’ It was as flawed a version of the United Nations as could have happe-
ned, a little bit like our democracy here in America. It's pretty flawed, but there
was at least a pause, rather than, 'Let's gear up for the next one,” even though
America did shortly after go into Korea, for example.

Alll can really figure at this point is that memory is gone and there's arise in,
what do you want to call it, autocratic fascism? Fascism might be too specific,
autocratic seems a little bit too abstract maybe, but the idea of a democracy
seems to be rather damaged at this point by all of its failures. So | see arise in
the right wing in France; even in Germany, that seems to have known better for
awhileandtriedto correct course; certainly in what's going on with Russia now;,
and certainly with the American elections. | feel terrified that this might be our
last election.

Oleksandr Mykhed:Is there any hope for us, for everybody? What gives us hope?

Art Spiegelman:You've got to keep on trucking, you know. One can't focus on the
disasterorallyoucandoislineuponabridge andalljump off, one after the other,
like lemmings. So one does what one can. | tend to be much more pessimistic
than some people around me. There's a Hans Christian Anderson fairy tale |
read when | was a kid that had to do with a little boy who gets a glass splinterin
his eye, and it makes him only see the horrible parts of the world, maybe it was
‘The Snow Queen’. It stayed with me. I think the reason I'm wearing these strong
lensesis because | have a glass splinter that I've had in my eye since childhood.

Oleksandr Mykhed: Do you have any message to Ukrainian writers or Ukrainian
comic creators to finish?

Art Spiegelman:| would just say, asthey sayin France, ‘bon chance’. It's a difficult
task, it's a necessary task, and | wouldn't have been able to make Maus without
certain books that came into my possession while | was making it. One of the
mostimportant, for example, was This Way for the Gas, Ladies and Gentlemen, by
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Tadeusz Borowski. It was such a fine-grained picture of his daily life with a kind
of veneer of cynicism, asif it was written by ahard-boiled Kapo. And it offered me
amuch clearer way of understanding than most other books did. The ones that
seemtohavetoostronganagendaortopainttoorosy picture of what canhappen
and what did happen were less useful. Primo Levi's last book, The Drowned and
the Saved, was devastating and really urgent for me at the time.

So you have to make versions of The Drowned and the Saved and This Way for
the Gas about what you're living through, because if you live through it and the-
refore we get to live through it, then that's urgent for trying to understand what
happened. Despite our tendency to try to avoid looking at our disasters, our ca-
tastrophes, it's necessary if we're going to even begin to try to sidestep another
one.Andit's horrifying to me thatinstead we seemto be goose-stepping straight
into this current one. So good luck and it'simportant.

Oleksandr Mykhed: Thank you so much, Art. Thank you so much, Book Forum.
Thank you so much, Hay Festival. That was Art Spiegelman. And my name is

Oleksandr Mykhed. See you soon and good luck to all of us.

Art Spiegelman: Thanks. It was a pleasure to talk with you.
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