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i. A Preamble to a ‘Reading’ of this Essay

The word ‘reading’ is ambiguous. Such ambiguity is to be experienced in the writing of an essay that is both meant to be read silently by an individual (whilst, furthermore, is intended to be one more ‘chapter’ in a book) and/or read aloud to a group of people. I have dealt with this dialectical tension by writing miscellaneous ‘preambles’. (i)

As an aside to any audience, let me merely remark here that this text could be seen to have been generated in a literary space through being driven by the recounting of various puns, perhaps, three in number. (ii)

As a first pun, there is my use of the similar sounding expression ‘re-write’ versus ‘re-right’, as ‘in up-righting something that has lost its balance, and so on’. Hence the ensuing shift in a passive or active approach to ‘doing history’ and its existential migration to where an ‘engaged history’, itself, is ‘history doing history’. (iii)

As noted in this essay, ‘history’ is also symbolic of any ‘disciplinary prospect’ as long as that discipline is conducted in the terms of reference that will oversee the viable ‘pragmatic’ functioning of that same discipline. (iv)

That the use of the expression ‘pragmatic’ points to the idea that I also intend a ‘broad vision of the pragmatic’ as ‘including a certain deontological, existential orientation along with the further qualifications that that entails besides an emphasis that is also placed on the well-functioning and profitable discharge of that same discipline’.
 (v)

As a second pun, I note the relationship between helping something to become ‘up-right’ once again and ‘our being ‘upright’ as good citizens in our countries and in the world at large’ (and, by implication. that up-right/upright people can act as agents, either directly and/or indirectly, who, through such a moral stance, can also assist in this process of historical self(-)rectification, be that as an active instrument or be that by default,
 etc.). (vi)

There is also a rather weak pun intended between ‘emend(ation)’ and making amends, etc. (vii)

But, as frivolous as this might seem, this essay is deadly serious because when we no long support an up-right/upright vision of social and political balance the results can be quite deadly indeed! (viii)
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7V. Re-Righting History through the Use of a ‘Pragmatic’ Narration:

A Pro-Relational Accounting of ‘History Doing History’*

‘Doing history’ should not be viewed as merely the passive encountering of historical texts being read and being written, then, re-read and re-written, and so on, but, also as a process of re-righting and, sometimes, up-righting, where the emergence of ‘history’ itself can be seen to have the role of balancing out that all too human mix of excesses and deficits given that all actors must die and all empires will turn to dust, and, yet, all patterns of enaction, both individually and collectively, have the habit of always casting, overall, a very long shadow indeed…

0. Pre-Introduction and Introduction


It is said, all too often, that “it is the victors that get to rewrite history.” However, today, in an era involved, e.g., in the massive accumulation of data, etc., that such an observation could well be rendered less valid without, of course, the obvious truth of this observation being completely cancelled. In a careful ‘re-righting of history’ it behooves the concerned historian to construct a narrational situation that does better justice to those historical events themselves; not that we should perceive a narrative as ever being able to escape all manner of interpretation. This pun of ‘re-righting’ is suggestive of the possibility that the seriously critical and radical disciplinarian, be they either as an historian or philosopher, or in some other discipline, as being able to conduct the necessary degree of re-balance, through the use of suspensions and other philosophical and disciplinary tools, etc., that then could have them present a more balanced and more nuanced assessment of the relevant ‘history’ in question. That, in effect, a more even historical playing field could be engineered that, in turn, would be better able to provision and serve the objective of overseeing a refinement of those processes that could well ensure a more critical, and possibly radical, representation of ‘the character of the history’ being re-explored by such means. In this essay, let me marshal an army of useful resources able to formulate and disseminate such emendations where such re(-)visions could be applied equally to ‘the doing the history of those disciplines’ or ‘the disciplines of doing history itself’. (0)

First, let me explore the nature and relation of the importance of two recent concepts being thematized by myself, namely, ‘what is meant by applying an anti-representational stance in the pursuit of a ‘pragmatic’ philosophy that is not beholden to patterns of mere pragmatic expediency by virtue of its recognition and incorporation, at the same time, of an ‘existential’ philosophy that primarily notes the natural preferencing of the deontological whilst being supplemented by aesthetical and pragmatical influences as well.
 A non-traditional understanding of the deontological quite removed from an absolutistical adherence to certain ethical principles. Be they, e.g., so-called ‘first principles’, or ‘last principles’, or the ‘middling in between principles’ that a misguided ideologue might want to see populate a more central region in this elevation of possibly useful guidelines well beyond the limits of their theoretical deployment, practical employment, and critical re-deployment. That, in this regard, the ‘pragmatic’ prospect is not to be undermined as a domain of mere expediency, but, as a functioning realm of debate that, with due concern and care, takes on a more open approach to the existential richness entailed in such engagement. Hence the programmatic and problematic unravelling of this introduction to this envisaged delineation of the entailed existential constitution of the ‘pragmatic’. (1)

In a second section. I will then explore the ramifications of an existential positioning within a pragmatic prospect under a number of headings recently tabulated. (2)

As a tentative test case for such ideas I will next comment on seemingly pertinent sections of an essay published by President Putin, on the 12th of July 2021 which, on hindsight, presaged his invasion of the Ukraine on the 24th of February, 2022. The title of that essay was ‘On the Historical Unity of Russians and Ukrainians’. (3)

In a fourth section I will attempt to clarify the ramifications of these two novel concepts of ‘re-righting’ and ‘up-righting’ as distinctively different forms of ‘re-writing’ that proceed far beyond the passive encountering of historical texts, etc., or, for that matter, texts as they pertain to any discipline or inter-disciplinary set of disciplines. (4)


Ending this essay with the usual set of provisional conclusions, etc. (5)


In Appendix A: On the Economic Substitution of Any Viable Discipline for ‘History’ I will briefly note my reasons for arguing for this type of ‘pragmatic’ position. (6)
1. Introductions


Elsewhere, I have noted that the experiential concept of ‘observation’ can be analyzed under the three headings of a passive, phenomenal-phenomenologically oriented textual ‘reading’; an active uptake of meta-textual, hermeneutically oriented elements of ‘writing’; and, engaged expressions of existentially oriented forms of non-textual ‘simulation’, and, that, collectively, all three aspects must be economically co-present for the textual economy to operate, and, for the interpretation of any other economy to also successfully function in any form of relevant appreciation (let alone any form of appreciation be it relevant or otherwise).
 Now, this economic setting granted, and proactively inserted into a suitably pre-constructed existential orientation, it now follows that the expression ‘doing history’ can also be re(-)interpreted as ‘history doing history’ given that historical observations cannot be reduced merely to either passive forms of reading/rereading and/or active forms of writing/rewriting. The implication being that, through properly attentive forms of re-writing, the historian can representatively formulate and disseminate forms of virtual ‘re-righting’ that could then be translated into forms of non-virtual ‘up-righting’. In effect, we will then find that, rather than the ‘historian’ merely ‘doing history’, that that historical culture itself could practically set out to be the same ‘history doing history’. That, by extension, it is to be understood that we can substitute ‘disciplinarian’ for ‘historian’ and that this same ‘observation’ applies to all disciplines. In effect, where ‘each and every discipline can be doing its own sense and semblance of that discipline’ in and through either an overt, advertent uptake and/or covert, inadvertent uptake of the application of the same type of pragmatic attitude. I.e., an attitude that is existentially attuned, open, non-closed, alertly aware of novel formations, and so on, that is capable of addressing and redressing such perceived and apperceived anomalous forms of historical formation being viewed through these lenses of re-righting and up-righting... (7)

An example of this phenomenon, that can be found currently to hand, I believe, is how we might re(-)interpret how the Ukrainian peoples are responding to the aggressive invasion being conducted by the Federation of Russia and where they seem to be currently re-writing/re-righting their own history/histories rather than having that history/those histories being rewritten for them. Or, indeed, having themselves re-written out of their own history/histories. (8)

I would much rather ‘history’ be seen through a pluralistic lens as ‘sets of histories’ given a plurality of life-worlds within any sense and semblance of an ‘apparent’ overall life-world. ‘Apparent’ by virtue of the fact that these many ‘life-world’ are able to interact with all other ‘life-worlds’, to some extent or other, and have each in their own way a certain degree and form of autonomy (on the existential ‘grounds’ that interactive communities, as emergent entities, despite the arbitrariness or non-arbitrariness of their delineation, cannot be reduced to their mere constituents). Moreover, in the light of this recognition of such autonomy, we can no longer ‘do history’ purely, or professionally, through the political hegemony of master discourses even though such major discourses will also ‘guide’ the reporting and interpretation of such situated-situations. Furthermore, as noted as an observation, ‘history will also do history’ for us, and that the ‘historian’ needs to also report and interpret upon the same, etc. In effect, where historians can be part of this process of writing… re(-)writing… re-righting… up-righting, etc., but certainly only as one set of participants given this imputed role where cultures, through(-)us and through(-)themselves, can re(-)write/re(-)right their own histories to a certain extent… (9)
‘Doing history’ should not be viewed as merely the passive encountering of historical texts being read and being written, then, re-read and re-written, and so on, but, also as a process of ‘re-righting’ and, sometimes, ‘up-righting’, where the emergence of ‘history’ itself can be seen to have the role of balancing out that all too human mix of excesses and deficits given that all actors must die and all empires will turn to dust, and, yet, all patterns of enaction, both individually and collectively, have the habit of always casting, overall, a very long shadow indeed… (10)

Given this approach, such understanding granted, how are we to comprehend this imputed phenomenon of ‘re-righting’ without necessarily extending it to also implicate a phenomenon of ‘up-righting’ (wherein history basically emends/makes amends for this ‘all too human mix of excesses and deficits’, be they viewed, personally or impersonally, through either a moral lens or through a more cultural sense of the ‘historical’)? (11)

Obviously, by focusing, hypothetically, and speculatively, on the imputed interrelation between, say, ‘re-writing’ and ‘re-righting’ (without complicating this issue with considerations of the interrelationship between ‘re-righting’ and ‘up-righting’) just what could we proffer as an explanation and validation for the existence of such an observation? The resolution of this question would seem to demand, quite rightly, that we can demonstrate that this phenomenon of virtual re-righting can be pointed out as occurring in a more evidentially oriented setting as a viable interpretation for the apparent existence of such evidence, indeed, as being ‘evidential’ in complexion. Of course, surrounding such a venture the requisite apparatus would also need to be explicated in order to expedite the attestment of such a desired reading. Therefore, toward this end, I will set out to closely read this essay published by President Putin that we now see in hindsight, itself, as a form of both re-righting and up-righting of history, albeit, and sadly, not from the authenticity of an existentially oriented point of view. Arguing for this inauthenticity of its textual dissemination given the disruptive internal contradictions of this tract, as a political pamphlet, and the lack of integrity being displayed in the body of this text and the manner its ideas were taken up and primarily acted upon by this despotic figure and those that enabled him to enter into such a disastrous invasion. A campaign, as a disastrous course of action for all parties concerned, be they direct participants or indirect participants. Which arguably, could include all the inhabitants of this entire planet, be they from Russia and the Ukraine, more so for those directly involved in this conflict, but, then, must also include those peoples in Europe and the US, and on to the peoples in The Middle East and Africa who are highly dependent upon a surplus of grain being grown in both the Ukraine and in Russia, and on to the rest of the planet in terms of the increasing costs of oil, gas, transportation, food prices, and their net global impact in the politically destabilizing form of a contagious course of inflation. Indeed, in seeing that the consequences of historical events are not necessarily just local in extent should help us to realize that these imputed phenomena of ‘re-righting’ and ‘up-righting’ could not and should not be dismissed as just theoretical observations of local events. Indeed, that they can and do have possible, potential consequences on a global stage that occur far beyond the simple instantiation of their locality implicating a much broader sense of dimension than a mere material reading of the historical. Thence the implication of a need for a more pro-relational reading of historical phenomena and towards which this essay is attempting to better delineate how the ‘pragmatic’ ‘historian’ might be able, with some success, to discharge this distinctive form of disciplinary appreciation.
 (12)
2. The Existential Implications of a Pragmatic Re-Positioning

Why is this reading of mine being based upon a ‘qualified, viable, existential, pragmatic anti-representationalism’, etc? (13)

Because, to my mind, this is the only valid way of provisionally ‘representing’ how such phenomena are constituted in our ongoing re(-)appropriation of such phenomena (as in this essay where the focus is on this way of having ‘history doing history’ rather than the more traditional ‘doing history’ as either passively or actively observed). (14)


In theoretical, practical, and critical terms of reference (where the latter includes relatively radical forms of re(-)positioning) how might we account for this turn to this ‘perception’, or rather, our ‘apperception’ of ‘history doing history’ as superseding a more conventional way of ‘doing history’? On the imputation of an existential basis being expressed through all apparently autonomous relationships, and, in reflecting such apparent degrees of autonomy, being able to enactively express, albeit through human agency, either wittingly and/or unwittingly, a rectification of those forces acting relatively non-existentially in comparison. Such an existentially oriented response being held to be successful to that extent the necessarily present preconditional factors are able to support the needed specificity of such forms of amelioration required in those relational situations in order to rectify such anomalous features. Such a ‘responsive’ mechanism for relational rectification can only be envisaged as being mediated through human agency and where the integrity of that response is effectively more integrated than those initial forces apparently disrupting such relational integrity in the first place. We could say such a response is mediated as a form of relational resolution given that relationships are only present, in the first place, to that extent they arise as a similar set of processes overseeing forms of resolution. That the apparent ‘facticity’ of a relationship could be defined as ‘that extent a relationship is establishing its representative sense of emergent presence in intentional experience above and beyond the material range of its supporting pre-conditions’. Where, in effect, its ability to resolve relational dissonance directly establishes the apparent economy of that relationship along with our involvement in that same sense of its situatedness. Postulating an ‘existential differential’ where the holistic nature of the relationship, in its apparent facticity, cannot be reduced purely to its relatively material footprint through the mere materiality of it participating parties and elements. In personal terms, this can be experienced as the intensity of affection, or love, mutually felt between the parties concerned although, in more abstract frames of reference, the same observation of this principle (of facticity) extends across the board from ephemeral particles to the postulation of entire nations regardless of whether they be instantiated either non-virtually or virtually in more overt political or geographical forms of thematized ideation. (15)

Now, if we were to regard an observance of non-reducible, existentially oriented phenomena from a more theoretical perspective by what mechanism or set or series of mechanisms might one presuppose as the valid basis for this concept of ‘re-self-organization’, preferably in the economic form of on ongoing ‘re(-)self-organization’, that is able to express this holistic sense of an intentional re(-)directedness on the behalf of such relational situations seemingly operating from a collective and emergent sense of their own self-situatedness? In other words, although ‘doing history’ is understood from either a relatively passive and/or active point of view, how is it that this imputation of ‘history doing history’ is both able and capable of performing ‘engaged’ patterns of existentially oriented intervention in both the re-righting and up-righting of this discipline of history along with its semblance of an historical emplacement be that considered in its embodiment (in material terms), and/or embeddedness (in social terms), and/or its embankment (in this world at large)? Or, again, this same question might be more ‘succinctly’ posed in the form ‘just how does a collective sense of an aligned set of aspirations find an ensuing self-expression to that extent individual trajectories can be collectively re-directed in such a manner that effectively re(-)constitutes an incrementally arrived at re-righting and future up-righting of such historically perceived anomalies?’ Now, I might have used this word ‘succinctly’ in somewhat of an ironic sense, but, it does appear to me that the essential aspect of this idea of the ‘collective enactment of emergent existential motivation’ may well have been encapsulated within this de facto definition just supplied. (16)

Between such recently re-developed concepts of ‘relative objectivities’, ‘the semantic perspective on truth determination (as per Tarski)’, ‘e/valuational formation’, and so on, it would seem that these ideas all devolve around an explication of a theory of ‘transformational retreatment’. Similarly, we might like to propose this ‘collective alignment of emergent intentional motivation’ finds a similar genesis. Therefore, let me outline how such emergent motivational objectivity might find incremental forms of explication in such a setting, albeit as refracted through my current understanding of a narrational perspective. Let me, therefore, set out how I would like to explicate this collective phenomenon (symbolically expressed in this formula ‘history doing history’
). (17)

As indicated, I need to invoke a position of transformational retreatment set within the economic context of a suitably constructed theoretical understanding of a narrative. Such an approach invites a parallel form of economic complexification where we can pair:

Pre-Critical Pretreatment 
with

Narrational ‘Facts’;


Critical Treatment

with

Narrational Process;


Radical Retreatment

with

Narrational Critique. (18)


That without an evidentially satisfactory basis, narrational ‘facts’, as ‘elements’ for manipulation, within the narrational process of that narrative, would be little more than narrational ‘factoids’. (19)

Then, under suspension we would find their relatively critical treatment exercised in the light of the critical propensity of that narrative itself. So, in a less integrated narrative, one that lacks existential integrity, we would find the expression of relatively non-critical tendencies, whereas, in a narrated frame of reference that aims to be critically integrated (in an overall world of the narrational) they would subsume a relatively more integrated sense and semblance of an ensuing ‘existential integrity’. (20)

Then, under the ensuing automatic de-suspension of that process of ‘critical treatment’ we would immediately arrive at a relatively radical re-take of that narrative should we permit such potentially radical re-organization to find a certain degree of such relative, chaotic re(-)self-organization. Similarly, if a certain range of actors were to act somewhat in concert with such ‘thinking’ then we would also find such ideas being more collectively expressed, or, rather, re(-)self-expressed collectively. I.e., by such an overall mechanism we could propose this form of re(-)self-re-directed collective behaviour given the relatively evolving integrity of this overall process and its incremental arrival at such ongoing forms of re(-)positioning, sufficiently set up pre-conditionally, to find apposite forms of existential self-expression arising from such emergent forms of a ‘collective engagement’. However, given that we can also witness the equally emergent re-self-organized misbehaviour of crowds how does this phenomenon take on an existential orientation if that were at all possible? (21)

To answer this objection, I would like to propose that the careful incremental instantiation of corrective mechanisms would need to be instigated in order to successfully oversee the supervised directedness towards an existentially oriented set of objectives rather than the mis-direction of such collective intent in a less profitable direction or in non-profitable direction or, indeed, in a direction that is counter-profitable to the collective sense and semblance of such an objective? In this regard, as a provisional rule of thumb, we could re-purpose the following formula, namely, ‘rectification, deconstruction and re(-)normalization’.  (22)

Translated to a narrational setting, we observe that the necessary pre-conditions were in place in hermeneutical terms of reference; following that by a set of suspensions able to assist in the critical deconstruction of what was presented as a set of narrational factoids that through such critical deconstruction could take on a more respectable representation of factually oriented elements. Then, through the automatic de-suspension of the suspension we would then move into a potentially radical period of re(-)self-organization in which such collective aspirations might well be able to find a progressive discharge of such overall, collective aspirational intent (delivered, of course, through such successful forms of arbitration that need to be both navigated around and negotiated through). Hence the economic outline of this process of transformational retreatment able to account for this sense and semblance of a collective re(-)self-organization of communal intent both able and enabled to re-write history through both its virtual re-righting and non-virtual up-righting. But, in this hypothetical imputation of the enactment of collective aspirations how do we account for the individual and collective impetus of, or motivation for, such forms of re(-)self-organization being entertained through the engaged re-direction of such enacted communally inspired intent? (23)

By accepting the experiential fact that, as individuals, we can both experience chaotic phenomena and our ability to manipulate our utilization of the same. Indeed, our very ability to re-direct our patterns of intentional motivation towards a different intentional objective implies both a passive dimension of phenomenological treatment in conjunction with a parallel dimension of active hermeneutical utilization of the requisite genres of behaviour to further expedite this re-direction of such motivated intentional objectivity. That, it takes little exercise of our imaginations to validate the experiential fact that our subjective aspirations almost always need to be intersubjectively arbitrated in order to be successfully enacted. So, such a pathway could also be involved in the collective expedition of emergent behaviour/s given the necessary pre-conditions are in place, the semblance of a collectively disseminated appreciation of such social aspirations are also well understood, and the full compliment of arbitrational mechanisms are both adopted and adapted in order to arrive at such socially successful forms of ‘solidarity’. (24)

Hence the possible basis for this phenomenon of the social expression of forms of solidarity instrumental in the narrational re-righting and the materially beneficial up-righting of historical anomalies being collectively experienced from an intersubjective narrational perspective. (25)


That such emergently understood imputations can be seen and moved towards as ‘collectively re(-)self-organized, motivational objectives’ by virtue of this understanding that such representative notions communally shared more correctly observe an ‘objectivity’ between such notions that, similarly, our progressive realization of the same through the lens of a transformational retreatment has the same epistemological (and ontological) status. Namely, as propositional-statements whose ‘motivated objectivity’ is arrived at through progressive processes of ongoing representative re(-)alignment primarily ‘observed’ from a meta-propositional-statement perspective that only through retreatment then takes on the seeming appearance of a propositional objectivity as a statement that if it were then to be taken up as such, more correctly, is a form of ‘disciplinary mistreatment’. However, viewed in qualified provisional terms of reference, such understandings take on a circumscribed legitimacy over the course of disseminated discourses, etc. This, once understood, now allows us to ask and answer the important question ‘in what manner is such progressively thematized discursive thinking to be seen as equally anti-representational in orientation?’ (26)

Now, the lynchpin of this argument (for re-righting, etc.) is the argument that, from a relational perspective, we can always find an ‘emergent surplus’, as this ‘existential difference’, which, treated dynamically, can be viewed as an ‘existential differential’. But, the complex question then becomes, this ‘relational differential’ granted, how do we account, first, for its existential orientation, and, then, for its ability to instigate pro-relational forms of retreatment? As a tentative resolution of this conundrum we could say that an intensification of this relational difference becomes an existential differential through the implication of a pro-relational form of emphasis, and, its ability to instigate and re-direct both existentially oriented patterns of self-directed transformational re-direction and other-directed existential intervention, and, where both of these transformational facets are realized through the harmonic power of a process of resolution able to instigate and maintain such apparent existential forms of transformational re(-)direction. That such a harmonically integrated process is either chaotically driven and/or manipulated through processes of ongoing re(-)self-organization of the relationship in its relational-situatedness in question. Moreover, this also involves a vertical coming together of three relatively different and autonomous epistemological levels in psychic organization, namely, the non-directed intensity of a pre-cognitive, emotional level; the intentional directedness of a cognitive level; and, the instigation enacted within an act of trans-cognitive judgment through the realization of an act of resolution (that also accounts for the apparent facticity of that relationship). Hence, by such means, we can transform the virtual formation of intentional directedness into an apparent, non-virtual process of enacted resolution of such aspirational intent (albeit as further resolved through ongoing processes of arbitration). The existential character of such transformational deliberations then being depended upon a harmonization of these three factors along with the both intensity and suitability of that re(-)directed shift in relational trajectories. I.e., to what extent such transformational change is positively instrumental in either the creation, preservation and/or conservational expansion of the ensuing richness, and enrichment, representatively discerned over the course of that relationship in question in its relational-situatedness. In effect, engaging the differential of this existential differential, i.e., its meta-differential, i.e., that extent e/valuational formation is emergently productive of apposite forms of relational enrichment. (27)

Thence this ability of a representative understanding of a certain situation to seemingly self-manifest the power to both re-right and up-right the historical constitution of that relational situation within its overall situatedness. Moreover, hence our ability to observe such transformations and intervene in a manner in an alignment with the discerned possibility of beneficially engineering those more productive trajectories that can be found to hand within the orbit of our understanding of that relational-situatedness. Therefore, the possibility of this phenomenon of ‘history doing history, albeit as refracted through the requisite interventions of human agency deemed instrumental in the resolution of such engaged processes of interaction. (28)

That such engagement granted, we next need to ask ‘just how can we mutually intervene in overseeing the productive resolution of such processes? (29)


Through the careful, collective exercise of a either pre-critical processes of hermeneutical rectification; the critical deconstruction of phenomenologically based forms of semantic construction; and/or the ongoing re(-)normalization of existentially oriented patterns of insightfulness, etc. Moreover, through economic induction, based on economic correlativity, the adequate establishment of any one of these relatively incommensurable correlativities is enough to induce the full economy representative of that relational situation in its apparent relational-situatedness. Of course, finding through ongoing processes of re(-)alignment, hopefully, the suitable differentiation of positions more productive of an existential enrichment of e/valuational formation without needing to apply forms of either indubitable certainty or forms of complete, non-indubitable  uncertainty whilst also observing forms of harmonic compliance better able to serve such desires for more relatively progressive forms of insurance and assurance.
 That, generally, such an attitude should be instrumental in the incremental advancement of our relational understanding as currently required in our appreciation of such situatedness. That such receptivity would also go hand in glove with the advancement of our understanding of those relational situations themselves given this ability for our relationships to empower their own positive forms of enrichment, albeit as refracted through those agents themselves who are participating, and, hopefully, who are engaged within the orbit of those relationships in question. (30)

At this point in this essay let me now take a more practical turn by attempting to demonstrate this process of the virtual re-righting of a textual situation (and its possible influence in progressively overseeing the incremental advancement of non-virtual processes of up-righting). (31)
3. Re-Righting the Notion of So-Called “Russian and Ukrainian ‘Unity’”


The text I have chosen for this process of apparent re-righting is the address given by President Putin on 12 July 2021 titled: On the Historical Unity of Russians and Ukrainians. (32)

In a contemporary article (15 July, 2021) written by Peter Dickenson, titled: Putin’s new Ukraine essay reveals imperial ambitions, this author introduces his comments by noting:

Russian President Vladimir Putin has outlined the historical basis for his claims against Ukraine in a controversial new essay that has been likened in some quarters to a declaration of war. The 5,000-word article, entitled “On the Historical Unity of Russians and Ukrainians,” was published on July 12 and features many of [the] talking points favored by Putin throughout the past seven years of undeclared war between Russia and Ukraine.

The Russian leader uses the essay to reiterate his frequently voiced conviction that Russians and Ukrainians are “one people,” while blaming the current collapse in bilateral ties on foreign plots and anti-Russian conspiracies.
 (33)

I have included the entirety of this essay, as officially translated into English, in Appendix B. But, in the following excerpts of more relevant sections of this essay, for us, I have marked key sections, that I consider to be of prime interest to us as ‘up-right historians’, with italics, whereas, those lines of text that deserve to be even more closely read, I have highlighted in bold italics.

During the recent Direct Line, when I was asked about Russian-Ukrainian relations, I said that Russians and Ukrainians were one people – a single whole. These words were not driven by some short-term considerations or prompted by the current political context. It is what I have said on numerous occasions and what I firmly believe. I therefore feel it necessary to explain my position in detail and share my assessments of today's situation.
First of all, I would like to emphasize that the wall that has emerged in recent years between Russia and Ukraine, between the parts of what is essentially the same historical and spiritual space, to my mind is our great common misfortune and tragedy. These are, first and foremost, the consequences of our own mistakes made at different periods of time. But these are also the result of deliberate efforts by those forces that have always sought to undermine our unity. The formula they apply has been known from time immemorial – divide and rule. There is nothing new here. Hence the attempts to play on the ”national question“ and sow discord among people, the overarching goal being to divide and then to pit the parts of a single people against one another.
To have a better understanding of the present and look into the future, we need to turn to history. Certainly, it is impossible to cover in this article all the developments that have taken place over more than a thousand years. But I will focus on the key, pivotal moments that are important for us to remember, both in Russia and Ukraine.

Russians, Ukrainians, and Belarusians are all descendants of Ancient Rus, which was the largest state in Europe. Slavic and other tribes across the vast territory – from Ladoga, Novgorod, and Pskov to Kiev and Chernigov – were bound together by one language (which we now refer to as Old Russian), economic ties, the rule of the princes of the Rurik dynasty, and – after the baptism of Rus – the Orthodox faith. The spiritual choice made by St. Vladimir, who was both Prince of Novgorod and Grand Prince of Kiev, still largely determines our affinity today.

The throne of Kiev held a dominant position in Ancient Rus. This had been the custom since the late 9th century. The Tale of Bygone Years captured for posterity the words of Oleg the Prophet about Kiev, ”Let it be the mother of all Russian cities.“
Later, like other European states of that time, Ancient Rus faced a decline of central rule and fragmentation. At the same time, both the nobility and the common people perceived Rus as a common territory, as their homeland.


………………………………………………………………………………….
Most importantly, people both in the western and eastern Russian lands spoke the same language. Their faith was Orthodox. Up to the middle of the 15th century, the unified church government remained in place.

At a new stage of historical development, both Lithuanian Rus and Moscow Rus could have become the points of attraction and consolidation of the territories of Ancient Rus. It so happened that Moscow became the center of reunification, continuing the tradition of ancient Russian statehood. Moscow princes – the descendants of Prince Alexander Nevsky – cast off the foreign yoke and began gathering the Russian lands.
In the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, other processes were unfolding. In the 14th century, Lithuania's ruling elite converted to Catholicism. In the 16th century, it signed the Union of Lublin with the Kingdom of Poland to form the Polish–Lithuanian Commonwealth.

………………………………………………………………………………….
In the second half of the 18th century, following the wars with the Ottoman Empire, Russia incorporated Crimea and the lands of the Black Sea region, which became known as Novorossiya. They were populated by people from all of the Russian provinces. After the partitions of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, the Russian Empire regained the western Old Russian lands, with the exception of Galicia and Transcarpathia, which became part of the Austrian – and later Austro-Hungarian – Empire.

The incorporation of the western Russian lands into the single state was not merely the result of political and diplomatic decisions. It was underlain by the common faith, shared cultural traditions, and – I would like to emphasize it once again – language similarity. Thus, as early as the beginning of the 17th century, one of the hierarchs of the Uniate Church, Joseph Rutsky, communicated to Rome that people in Moscovia called Russians from the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth their brothers, that their written language was absolutely identical, and differences in the vernacular were insignificant. He drew an analogy with the residents of Rome and Bergamo. These are, as we know, the center and the north of modern Italy.

Many centuries of fragmentation and living within different states naturally brought about regional language peculiarities, resulting in the emergence of dialects. The vernacular enriched the literary language. Ivan Kotlyarevsky, Grigory Skovoroda, and Taras Shevchenko played a huge role here. Their works are our common literary and cultural heritage. Taras Shevchenko wrote poetry in the Ukrainian language, and prose mainly in Russian. The books of Nikolay Gogol, a Russian patriot and native of Poltavshchyna, are written in Russian, bristling with Malorussian folk sayings and motifs. How can this heritage be divided between Russia and Ukraine? And why do it?

The south-western lands of the Russian Empire, Malorussia and Novorossiya, and the Crimea developed as ethnically and religiously diverse entities. Crimean Tatars, Armenians, Greeks, Jews, Karaites, Krymchaks, Bulgarians, Poles, Serbs, Germans, and other peoples lived here. They all preserved their faith, traditions, and customs.

I am not going to idealise anything. We do know there were the Valuev Circular of 1863 an[d] then the Ems Ukaz of 1876, which restricted the publication and importation of religious and socio-political literature in the Ukrainian language. But it is important to be mindful of the historical context. These decisions were taken against the backdrop of dramatic events in Poland and the desire of the leaders of the Polish national movement to exploit the ”Ukrainian issue“ to their own advantage. I should add that works of fiction, books of Ukrainian poetry and folk songs continued to be published. There is objective evidence that the Russian Empire was witnessing an active process of development of the Malorussian cultural identity within the greater Russian nation, which united the Velikorussians, the Malorussians and the Belorussians.

At the same time, the idea of Ukrainian people as a nation separate from the Russians started to form and gain ground among the Polish elite and a part of the Malorussian intelligentsia. Since there was no historical basis – and could not have been any, conclusions were substantiated by all sorts of concoctions, which went as far as to claim that the Ukrainians are the true Slavs and the Russians, the Muscovites, are not. Such ”hypotheses“ became increasingly used for political purposes as a tool of rivalry between European states.

Since the late 19th century, the Austro-Hungarian authorities had latched onto this narrative, using it as a counterbalance to the Polish national movement and pro-Muscovite sentiments in Galicia. During World War I, Vienna played a role in the formation of the so-called Legion of Ukrainian Sich Riflemen. Galicians suspected of sympathies with Orthodox Christianity and Russia were subjected to brutal repression and thrown into the concentration camps of Thalerhof and Terezin.

Further developments had to do with the collapse of European empires, the fierce civil war that broke out across the vast territory of the former Russian Empire, and foreign intervention.

After the February Revolution, in March 1917, the Central Rada was established in Kiev, intended to become the organ of supreme power. In November 1917, in its Third Universal, it declared the creation of the Ukrainian People's Republic (UPR) as part of Russia.

In December 1917, UPR representatives arrived in Brest-Litovsk, where Soviet Russia was negotiating with Germany and its allies. At a meeting on 10 January 1918, the head of the Ukrainian delegation read out a note proclaiming the independence of Ukraine. Subsequently, the Central Rada proclaimed Ukraine independent in its Fourth Universal.

The declared sovereignty did not last long. Just a few weeks later, Rada delegates signed a separate treaty with the German bloc countries. Germany and Austria-Hungary were at the time in a dire situation and needed Ukrainian bread and raw materials. In order to secure large-scale supplies, they obtained consent for sending their troops and technical staff to the UPR. In fact, this was used as a pretext for occupation.33
For those who have today given up the full control of Ukraine to external forces, it would be instructive to remember that, back in 1918, such a decision proved fatal for the ruling regime in Kiev. With the direct involvement of the occupying forces, the Central Rada was overthrown and Hetman Pavlo Skoropadskyi was brought to power, proclaiming instead of the UPR the Ukrainian State, which was essentially under German protectorate.

In November 1918 – following the revolutionary events in Germany and Austria-Hungary – Pavlo Skoropadskyi, who had lost the support of German bayonets, took a different course, declaring that ”Ukraine is to take the lead in the formation of an All-Russian Federation“. However, the regime was soon changed again. It was now the time of the so-called Directorate.
In autumn 1918, Ukrainian nationalists proclaimed the West Ukrainian People's Republic (WUPR) and, in January 1919, announced its unification with the Ukrainian People's Republic. In July 1919, Ukrainian forces were crushed by Polish troops, and the territory of the former WUPR came under the Polish rule.

In April 1920, Symon Petliura (portrayed as one of the ”heroes“ in today's Ukraine) concluded secret conventions on behalf of the UPR Directorate, giving up – in exchange for military support – Galicia and Western Volhynia lands to Poland. In May 1920, Petliurites entered Kiev in a convoy of Polish military units. But not for long. As early as November 1920, following a truce between Poland and Soviet Russia, the remnants of Petliura's forces surrendered to those same Poles.

The example of the UPR shows that different kinds of quasi-state formations that emerged across the former Russian Empire at the time of the Civil War and turbulence were inherently unstable. Nationalists sought to create their own independent states, while leaders of the White movement advocated indivisible Russia. Many of the republics established by the Bolsheviks' supporters did not see themselves outside Russia either. Nevertheless, Bolshevik Party leaders sometimes basically drove them out of Soviet Russia for various reasons.

Thus, in early 1918, the Donetsk-Krivoy Rog Soviet Republic was proclaimed and asked Moscow to incorporate it into Soviet Russia. This was met with a refusal. During a meeting with the republic's leaders, Vladimir Lenin insisted that they act as part of Soviet Ukraine. On 15 March 1918, the Central Committee of the Russian Communist Party (Bolsheviks) directly ordered that delegates be sent to the Ukrainian Congress of Soviets, including from the Donetsk Basin, and that ”one government for all of Ukraine“ be created at the congress. The territories of the Donetsk-Krivoy Rog Soviet Republic later formed most of the regions of south-eastern Ukraine.

Under the 1921 Treaty of Riga, concluded between the Russian SFSR, the Ukrainian SSR and Poland, the western lands of the former Russian Empire were ceded to Poland. In the interwar period, the Polish government pursued an active resettlement policy, seeking to change the ethnic composition of the Eastern Borderlands – the Polish name for what is now Western Ukraine, Western Belarus and parts of Lithuania. The areas were subjected to harsh Polonisation, local culture and traditions suppressed. Later, during World War II, radical groups of Ukrainian nationalists used this as a pretext for terror not only against Polish, but also against Jewish and Russian populations.

In 1922, when the USSR was created, with the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic becoming one of its founders, a rather fierce debate among the Bolshevik leaders resulted in the implementation of Lenin's plan to form a union state as a federation of equal republics. The right for the republics to freely secede from the Union was included in the text of the Declaration on the Creation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and, subsequently, in the 1924 USSR Constitution. By doing so, the authors planted in the foundation of our statehood the most dangerous time bomb, which exploded the moment the safety mechanism provided by the leading role of the CPSU was gone, the party itself collapsing from within. A ”parade of sovereignties“ followed. On 8 December 1991, the so-called Belovezh Agreement on the Creation of the Commonwealth of Independent States was signed, stating that ”the USSR as a subject of international law and a geopolitical reality no longer existed.“ By the way, Ukraine never signed or ratified the CIS Charter adopted back in 1993.

In the 1920's-1930's, the Bolsheviks actively promoted the ”localization policy“, which took the form of Ukrainization in the Ukrainian SSR. Symbolically, as part of this policy and with consent of the Soviet authorities, Mikhail Grushevskiy, former chairman of Central Rada, one of the ideologists of Ukrainian nationalism, who at a certain period of time had been supported by Austria-Hungary, was returned to the USSR and was elected member of the Academy of Sciences.

The localization policy undoubtedly played a major role in the development and consolidation of the Ukrainian culture, language and identity. At the same time, under the guise of combating the so-called Russian great-power chauvinism, Ukrainization was often imposed on those who did not see themselves as Ukrainians. This Soviet national policy secured at the state level the provision on three separate Slavic peoples: Russian, Ukrainian and Belorussian, instead of the large Russian nation, a triune people comprising Velikorussians, Malorussians and Belorussians.

In 1939, the USSR regained the lands earlier seized by Poland. A major portion of these became part of the Soviet Ukraine. In 1940, the Ukrainian SSR incorporated part of Bessarabia, which had been occupied by Romania since 1918, as well as Northern Bukovina. In 1948, Zmeyiniy Island (Snake Island) in the Black Sea became part of Ukraine. In 1954, the Crimean Region of the RSFSR was given to the Ukrainian SSR, in gross violation of legal norms that were in force at the time.

I would like to dwell on the destiny of Carpathian Ruthenia, which became part of Czechoslovakia following the breakup of Austria-Hungary. Rusins made up a considerable share of local population. While this is hardly mentioned any longer, after the liberation of Transcarpathia by Soviet troops the congress of the Orthodox population of the region voted for the inclusion of Carpathian Ruthenia in the RSFSR or, as a separate Carpathian republic, in the USSR proper. Yet the choice of people was ignored. In summer 1945, the historical act of the reunification of Carpathian Ukraine ”with its ancient motherland, Ukraine“ – as The Pravda newspaper put it – was announced.

Therefore, modern Ukraine is entirely the product of the Soviet era. We know and remember well that it was shaped – for a significant part – on the lands of historical Russia. To make sure of that, it is enough to look at the boundaries of the lands reunited with the Russian state in the 17th century and the territory of the Ukrainian SSR when it left the Soviet Union.

The Bolsheviks treated the Russian people as inexhaustible material for their social experiments. They dreamt of a world revolution that would wipe out national states. That is why they were so generous in drawing borders and bestowing territorial gifts. It is no longer important what exactly the idea of the Bolshevik leaders who were chopping the country into pieces was. We can disagree about minor details, background and logics behind certain decisions. One fact is crystal clear: Russia was robbed, indeed.
When working on this article, I relied on open-source documents that contain well-known facts rather than on some secret records. The leaders of modern Ukraine and their external ”patrons“ prefer to overlook these facts. They do not miss a chance, however, both inside the country and abroad, to condemn ”the crimes of the Soviet regime,“ listing among them events with which neither the CPSU, nor the USSR, let alone modern Russia, have anything to do. At the same time, the Bolsheviks' efforts to detach from Russia its historical territories are not considered a crime. And we know why: if they brought about the weakening of Russia, our ill-wishes are happy with that.

Of course, inside the USSR, borders between republics were never seen as state borders; they were nominal within a single country, which, while featuring all the attributes of a federation, was highly centralized – this, again, was secured by the CPSU's leading role. But in 1991, all those territories, and, which is more important, people, found themselves abroad overnight, taken away, this time indeed, from their historical motherland.

What can be said to this? Things change: countries and communities are no exception. Of course, some part of a people in the process of its development, influenced by a number of reasons and historical circumstances, can become aware of itself as a separate nation at a certain moment. How should we treat that? There is only one answer: with respect!
You want to establish a state of your own: you are welcome! But what are the terms? I will recall the assessment given by one of the most prominent political figures of new Russia, first mayor of Saint Petersburg Anatoly Sobchak. As a legal expert who believed that every decision must be legitimate, in 1992, he shared the following opinion: the republics that were founders of the Union, having denounced the 1922 Union Treaty, must return to the boundaries they had had before joining the Soviet Union. All other territorial acquisitions are subject to discussion, negotiations, given that the ground has been revoked.

In other words, when you leave, take what you brought with you. This logic is hard to refute. I will just say that the Bolsheviks had embarked on reshaping boundaries even before the Soviet Union, manipulating with territories to their liking, in disregard of people's views.
The Russian Federation recognized the new geopolitical realities: and not only recognized, but, indeed, did a lot for Ukraine to establish itself as an independent country. Throughout the difficult 1990's and in the new millennium, we have provided considerable support to Ukraine. Whatever ”political arithmetic“ of its own Kiev may wish to apply, in 1991–2013, Ukraine's budget savings amounted to more than USD 82 billion, while today, it holds on to the mere USD 1.5 billion of Russian payments for gas transit to Europe. If economic ties between our countries had been retained, Ukraine would enjoy the benefit of tens of billions of dollars.

Ukraine and Russia have developed as a single economic system over decades and centuries. The profound cooperation we had 30 years ago is an example for the European Union to look up to. We are natural complementary economic partners. Such a close relationship can strengthen competitive advantages, increasing the potential of both countries.

Ukraine used to possess great potential, which included powerful infrastructure, gas transportation system, advanced shipbuilding, aviation, rocket and instrument engineering industries, as well as world-class scientific, design and engineering schools. Taking over this legacy and declaring independence, Ukrainian leaders promised that the Ukrainian economy would be one of the leading ones and the standard of living would be among the best in Europe.

Today, high-tech industrial giants that were once the pride of Ukraine and the entire Union, are sinking. Engineering output has dropped by 42 per cent over ten years. The scale of deindustrialization and overall economic degradation is visible in Ukraine's electricity production, which has seen a nearly two-time decrease in 30 years. Finally, according to IMF reports, in 2019, before the coronavirus pandemic broke out, Ukraine's GDP per capita had been below USD 4 thousand. This is less than in the Republic of Albania, the Republic of Moldova, or unrecognized Kosovo. Nowadays, Ukraine is Europe's poorest country.

Who is to blame for this? Is it the people of Ukraine's fault? Certainly not. It was the Ukrainian authorities who waisted and frittered away the achievements of many generations. We know how hardworking and talented the people of Ukraine are. They can achieve success and outstanding results with perseverance and determination. And these qualities, as well as their openness, innate optimism and hospitality have not gone. The feelings of millions of people who treat Russia not just well but with great affection, just as we feel about Ukraine, remain the same.

Until 2014, hundreds of agreements and joint projects were aimed at developing our economies, business and cultural ties, strengthening security, and solving common social and environmental problems. They brought tangible benefits to people – both in Russia and Ukraine. This is what we believed to be most important. And that is why we had a fruitful interaction with all, I emphasize, with all the leaders of Ukraine.

Even after the events in Kiev of 2014, I charged the Russian government to elaborate options for preserving and maintaining our economic ties within relevant ministries and agencies. However, there was and is still no mutual will to do the same. Nevertheless, Russia is still one of Ukraine's top three trading partners, and hundreds of thousands of Ukrainians are coming to us to work, and they find a welcome reception and support. So that [is]what the ”aggressor state“ is.
When the USSR collapsed, many people in Russia and Ukraine sincerely believed and assumed that our close cultural, spiritual and economic ties would certainly last, as would the commonality of our people, who had always had a sense of unity at their core. However, events – at first gradually, and then more rapidly – started to move in a different direction.

In essence, Ukraine's ruling circles decided to justify their country's independence through the denial of its past, however, except for border issues. They began to mythologize and rewrite history, edit out everything that united us, and refer to the period when Ukraine was part of the Russian Empire and the Soviet Union as an occupation. The common tragedy of collectivization and famine of the early 1930s was portrayed as the genocide of the Ukrainian people.

Radicals and neo-Nazis were open and more and more insolent about their ambitions. They were indulged by both the official authorities and local oligarchs, who robbed the people of Ukraine and kept their stolen money in Western banks, ready to sell their motherland for the sake of preserving their capital. To this should be added the persistent weakness of state institutions and the position of a willing hostage to someone else's geopolitical will.

I recall that long ago, well before 2014, the U.S. and EU countries systematically and consistently pushed Ukraine to curtail and limit economic cooperation with Russia. We, as the largest trade and economic partner of Ukraine, suggested discussing the emerging problems in the Ukraine-Russia-EU format. But every time we were told that Russia had nothing to do with it and that the issue concerned only the EU and Ukraine. De facto Western countries rejected Russia's repeated calls for dialogue.

Step by step, Ukraine was dragged into a dangerous geopolitical game aimed at turning Ukraine into a barrier between Europe and Russia, a springboard against Russia. Inevitably, there came a time when the concept of ”Ukraine is not Russia“ was no longer an option. There was a need for the ”anti-Russia“ concept which we will never accept.
The owners of this project took as a basis the old groundwork of the Polish-Austrian ideologists to create an ”anti-Moscow Russia“. And there is no need to deceive anyone that this is being done in the interests of the people of Ukraine. The Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth never needed Ukrainian culture, much less Cossack autonomy. In Austria-Hungary, historical Russian lands were mercilessly exploited and remained the poorest. The Nazis, abetted by collaborators from the OUN-UPA, did not need Ukraine, but a living space and slaves for Aryan overlords.

Nor were the interests of the Ukrainian people thought of in February 2014. The legitimate public discontent, caused by acute socio-economic problems, mistakes, and inconsistent actions of the authorities of the time, was simply cynically exploited. Western countries directly interfered in Ukraine's internal affairs and supported the coup. Radical nationalist groups served as its battering ram. Their slogans, ideology, and blatant aggressive Russophobia have to a large extent become defining elements of state policy in Ukraine.
All the things that united us and bring us together so far came under attack. First and foremost, the Russian language. Let me remind you that the new ”Maidan“ authorities first tried to repeal the law on state language policy. Then there was the law on the ”purification of power“, the law on education that virtually cut the Russian language out of the educational process.

Lastly, as early as May of this year, the current president introduced a bill on ”indigenous peoples“ to the Rada. Only those who constitute an ethnic minority and do not have their own state entity outside Ukraine are recognized as indigenous. The law has been passed. New seeds of discord have been sown. And this is happening in a country, as I have already noted, that is very complex in terms of its territorial, national and linguistic composition, and its history of formation.

There may be an argument: if you are talking about a single large nation, a triune nation, then what difference does it make who people consider themselves to be – Russians, Ukrainians, or Belarusians. I completely agree with this. Especially since the determination of nationality, particularly in mixed families, is the right of every individual, free to make his or her own choice.

But the fact is that the situation in Ukraine today is completely different because it involves a forced change of identity. And the most despicable thing is that the Russians in Ukraine are being forced not only to deny their roots, generations of their ancestors but also to believe that Russia is their enemy. It would not be an exaggeration to say that the path of forced assimilation, the formation of an ethnically pure Ukrainian state, aggressive towards Russia, is comparable in its consequences to the use of weapons of mass destruction against us. As a result of such a harsh and artificial division of Russians and Ukrainians, the Russian people in all may decrease by hundreds of thousands or even millions.

Our spiritual unity has also been attacked. As in the days of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, a new ecclesiastical has been initiated. The secular authorities, making no secret of their political aims, have blatantly interfered in church life and brought things to a split, to the seizure of churches, the beating of priests and monks. Even extensive autonomy of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church while maintaining spiritual unity with the Moscow Patriarchate strongly displeases them. They have to destroy this prominent and centuries-old symbol of our kinship at all costs.

I think it is also natural that the representatives of Ukraine over and over again vote against the UN General Assembly resolution condemning the glorification of Nazism. Marches and torchlit processions in honor of remaining war criminals from the SS units take place under the protection of the official authorities. Mazepa, who betrayed everyone, Petliura, who paid for Polish patronage with Ukrainian lands, and Bandera, who collaborated with the Nazis, are ranked as national heroes. Everything is being done to erase from the memory of young generations the names of genuine patriots and victors, who have always been the pride of Ukraine.

For the Ukrainians who fought in the Red Army, in partisan units, the Great Patriotic War was indeed a patriotic war because they were defending their home, their great common Motherland. Over two thousand soldiers became Heroes of the Soviet Union. Among them are legendary pilot Ivan Kozhedub, fearless sniper, defender of Odessa and Sevastopol Lyudmila Pavlichenko, valiant guerrilla commander Sidor Kovpak. This indomitable generation fought, those people gave their lives for our future, for us. To forget their feat is to betray our grandfathers, mothers and fathers.

The anti-Russia project has been rejected by millions of Ukrainians. The people of Crimea and residents of Sevastopol made their historic choice. And people in the southeast peacefully tried to defend their stance. Yet, all of them, including children, were labeled as separatists and terrorists. They were threatened with ethnic cleansing and the use of military force. And the residents of Donetsk and Lugansk took up arms to defend their home, their language and their lives. Were they left any other choice after the riots that swept through the cities of Ukraine, after the horror and tragedy of 2 May 2014 in Odessa where Ukrainian neo-Nazis burned people alive making a new Khatyn out of it? The same massacre was ready to be carried out by the followers of Bandera in Crimea, Sevastopol, Donetsk and Lugansk. Even now they do not abandon such plans. They are biding their time. But their time will not come.

The coup d'état and the subsequent actions of the Kiev authorities inevitably provoked confrontation and civil war. The UN High Commissioner for Human Rights estimates that the total number of victims in the conflict in Donbas has exceeded 13,000. Among them are the elderly and children. These are terrible, irreparable losses.
Russia has done everything to stop fratricide. The Minsk agreements aimed at a peaceful settlement of the conflict in Donbas have been concluded. I am convinced that they still have no alternative. In any case, no one has withdrawn their signatures from the Minsk Package of Measures or from the relevant statements by the leaders of the Normandy format countries. No one has initiated a review of the United Nations Security Council resolution of 17 February 2015.

During official negotiations, especially after being reined in by Western partners, Ukraine's representatives regularly declare their ”full adherence“ to the Minsk agreements, but are in fact guided by a position of ”unacceptability“. They do not intend to seriously discuss either the special status of Donbas or safeguards for the people living there. They prefer to exploit the image of the ”victim of external aggression“ and peddle Russophobia. They arrange bloody provocations in Donbas. In short, they attract the attention of external patrons and masters by all means.

Apparently, and I am becoming more and more convinced of this: Kiev simply does not need Donbas. Why? Because, firstly, the inhabitants of these regions will never accept the order that they have tried and are trying to impose by force, blockade and threats. And secondly, the outcome of both Minsk‑1 and Minsk‑2 which give a real chance to peacefully restore the territorial integrity of Ukraine by coming to an agreement directly with the DPR and LPR with Russia, Germany and France as mediators, contradicts the entire logic of the anti-Russia project. And it can only be sustained by the constant cultivation of the image of an internal and external enemy. And I would add – under the protection and control of the Western powers.

This is what is actually happening. First of all, we are facing the creation of a climate of fear in Ukrainian society, aggressive rhetoric, indulging neo-Nazis and militarising the country. Along with that we are witnessing not just complete dependence but direct external control, including the supervision of the Ukrainian authorities, security services and armed forces by foreign advisers, military ”development“ of the territory of Ukraine and deployment of NATO infrastructure. It is no coincidence that the aforementioned flagrant law on ”indigenous peoples“ was adopted under the cover of large-scale NATO exercises in Ukraine.

This is also a disguise for the takeover of the rest of the Ukrainian economy and the exploitation of its natural resources. The sale of agricultural land is not far off, and it is obvious who will buy it up. From time to time, Ukraine is indeed given financial resources and loans, but under their own conditions and pursuing their own interests, with preferences and benefits for Western companies. By the way, who will pay these debts back? Apparently, it is assumed that this will have to be done not only by today's generation of Ukrainians but also by their children, grandchildren and probably great-grandchildren.

The Western authors of the anti-Russia project set up the Ukrainian political system in such a way that presidents, members of parliament and ministers would change but the attitude of separation from and enmity with Russia would remain. Reaching peace was the main election slogan of the incumbent president. He came to power with this. The promises turned out to be lies. Nothing has changed. And in some ways the situation in Ukraine and around Donbas has even degenerated.

In the anti-Russia project, there is no place either for a sovereign Ukraine or for the political forces that are trying to defend its real independence. Those who talk about reconciliation in Ukrainian society, about dialogue, about finding a way out of the current impasse are labelled as ”pro-Russian“ agents.

Again, for many people in Ukraine, the anti-Russia project is simply unacceptable. And there are millions of such people. But they are not allowed to raise their heads. They have had their legal opportunity to defend their point of view in fact taken away from them. They are intimidated, driven underground. Not only are they persecuted for their convictions, for the spoken word, for the open expression of their position, but they are also killed. Murderers, as a rule, go unpunished.

Today, the ”right“ patriot of Ukraine is only the one who hates Russia. Moreover, the entire Ukrainian statehood, as we understand it, is proposed to be further built exclusively on this idea. Hate and anger, as world history has repeatedly proved this, are a very shaky foundation for sovereignty, fraught with many serious risks and dire consequences.

All the subterfuges associated with the anti-Russia project are clear to us. And we will never allow our historical territories and people close to us living there to be used against Russia. And to those who will undertake such an attempt, I would like to say that this way they will destroy their own country.

The incumbent authorities in Ukraine like to refer to Western experience, seeing it as a model to follow. Just have a look at how Austria and Germany, the USA and Canada live next to each other. Close in ethnic composition, culture, in fact sharing one language, they remain sovereign states with their own interests, with their own foreign policy. But this does not prevent them from the closest integration or allied relations. They have very conditional, transparent borders. And when crossing them the citizens feel at home. They create families, study, work, do business. Incidentally, so do millions of those born in Ukraine who now live in Russia. We see them as our own close people.
Russia is open to dialogue with Ukraine and ready to discuss the most complex issues. But it is important for us to understand that our partner is defending its national interests but not serving someone else's, and is not a tool in someone else's hands to fight against us.

We respect the Ukrainian language and traditions. We respect Ukrainians' desire to see their country free, safe and prosperous.

I am confident that true sovereignty of Ukraine is possible only in partnership with Russia. Our spiritual, human and civilizational ties formed for centuries and have their origins in the same sources, they have been hardened by common trials, achievements and victories. Our kinship has been transmitted from generation to generation. It is in the hearts and the memory of people living in modern Russia and Ukraine, in the blood ties that unite millions of our families. Together we have always been and will be many times stronger and more successful. For we are one people.
Today, these words may be perceived by some people with hostility. They can be interpreted in many possible ways. Yet, many people will hear me. And I will say one thing – Russia has never been and will never be ”anti-Ukraine“. And what Ukraine will be – it is up to its citizens to decide. (34)

This essay could be described as a prelude to war (although that can now be said with more authority, in hindsight, after the disastrous invasion of Ukraine by the Federation of Russia on the 24 February, 2022). (35)
I suggest, for a start, that we read it in a reversed reading in order to see how its rhetorical progression is being engineered toward the central objective of this essay. Somewhat like the holding of an election or referendum, much better for the ruling powers to know what the outcome is beforehand. E.g., would Prime Minister Cameron of the U.K. have held the referendum on ‘Brexit’ if he had known where the results would end (given the impression that he thought it would fail and there would be no Brexit?)? (36)

First, we should recognize that Putin tells us what he ‘believes’ (more or less as a dogmatic article of faith? …as intimated in both the very first paragraph of this essay and in its title). (37)

He seemingly informs us in his last sentence that: And what Ukraine will be – it is up to its citizens to decide. In all of this he has declared himself as not being anti-Ukrainian, but, the right decision for Ukraine to make has already been pre-decided by Putin in his penultimate paragraph, namely: Together we have always been and will be many times stronger and more successful. For we are one people. There you have it, that is his position… already pre-echoed in his starting premise: I said that Russians and Ukrainians were one people – a single whole. These words were not driven by some short-term considerations or prompted by the current political context. But, what would be the implications and future consequences of this attitudinal belief? That, if Ukraine were to decide to go its own way –  it would be returned to the fold? Can we make this assumption on the strength of a close reading of this text? (38)

Putin gives with one hand and then takes away with the other: We respect the Ukrainian language and traditions. We respect Ukrainians' desire to see their country free, safe and prosperous. But, then, in the next paragraph immediately tells us: I am confident that true sovereignty of Ukraine is possible only in partnership with Russia. Of course, what is to be understood as being entailed in this ‘partnership’ (where, no doubt, Ukraine will be the forever junior partner [where the expression ‘partner’ could hardly be called ‘apposite’, given the despotic exercise of political power by an autocratic Putin])? (39)

In hindsight we can argue that Putin is not consistent between his fine words, when uttered, and his recent actions or, indeed, over the entire history of his political responses. On the other hand, we could argue that he is being consistent as long as we only look for such consistency either between his words, or, between his actions. E.g., he ‘despairs’ over the 13,000 people who died in the Donbas: The UN High Commissioner for Human Rights estimates that the total number of victims in the conflict in Donbas has exceeded 13,000. Among them are the elderly and children. These are terrible, irreparable losses. Blaming this solely at the feet of the Ukrainians without accepting any personal role in this same tragedy: The coup d'état and the subsequent actions of the Kiev authorities inevitably provoked confrontation and civil war. But, it is also true to say that ‘it takes two to tango’. Then, his persistent directing of missiles into civilian targets, even denied as such, along with the raising of entire cities by shelling, like e.g., Mariupol, totally belie the facile pronouncements of those ‘unconvincing’ statements that, through both his political decisions and actions, ever state that he was and is forever doing otherwise. That his responses effectively ‘deconstruct’ such ‘declarations of innocence’. (40)

What, according to Putin is the root cause of such animosity (given that there should be such fraternal love between these ‘unified peoples’. As he said: For we are one people)? Indeed, what is the reason for such aggression (as implied in his perplexing statement that seems to have an ambiguous loss of logical subjectivity – Russia is still one of Ukraine's top three trading partners, and hundreds of thousands of Ukrainians are coming to us to work, and they find a welcome reception and support. So that [is] what the ”aggressor state“ is – to whom does this statement actually belong? One must suppose Putin cannot be referring to his own country and, yet, it is the Federated States of Russia that invaded the Ukraine yet again, in 2021 (as well as in 2014). The reasons for such ‘Russian aggression’ as unleashed by Putin are: Step by step, Ukraine was dragged into a dangerous geopolitical game aimed at turning Ukraine into a barrier between Europe and Russia, a springboard against Russia. Inevitably, there came a time when the concept of ”Ukraine is not Russia“ was no longer an option. There was a need for the ”anti-Russia“ concept which we will never accept. Moreover, this anti-Russia project is as follows: Hate and anger, as world history has repeatedly proved this, are a very shaky foundation for sovereignty, fraught with many serious risks and dire consequences. Adding in the next paragraph (the obvious threat): All the subterfuges associated with the anti-Russia project are clear to us. And we will never allow our historical territories and people close to us living there to be used against Russia. And to those who will undertake such an attempt, I would like to say that this way they will destroy their own country. (41)


Or, more succinctly put: We can disagree about minor details, background and logics behind certain decisions. One fact is crystal clear: Russia was robbed, indeed. Then, in the same vein: Hence the attempts to play on the ”national question“ and sow discord among people, the overarching goal being to divide and then to pit the parts of a single people against one another. (42)

Now, this argument, along with his historical reasons for reinforcing this belief that these two nations are: a single people, indeed, as highlighted by the title of the essay    (On the Historical Unity of Russians and Ukrainians) should be seen as spurious. Even peoples that speak the same language, witness Germany, Austria and some German speaking sections of Switzerland, are not one nation (and, collectively, have never have been as such). Ukrainians, then do not perceive their language as Russian. It is obvious that if all people in the Ukraine were subject to a free and fair poll they would overwhelmingly see themselves as ‘Ukrainian’ and not ‘Russian’. Moreover, even an increasing number of Russian speakers would now prefer to ally themselves with a pro-European Ukraine rather than an anti-European Russia. On the basis of a simple cost/benefit analysis, it is obvious most of the citizens of Ukraine would prefer to make a financial bet on the former, especially in the light of Poland’s increasing prosperity in the European Union (given that it was not so long ago an economic fact that both countries were equally as poor). One might well-suspect that Putin is more fearful of a prosperous Ukraine in the EU than a Ukraine struggling within an oligarchic, non-democratic setting of a current Russia?
 That this is the fate he would have in store for them (if the Ukrainian government could be rendered subservient once more). (43)

By Putin’s own ‘historical expositions’ he notes, historically, that both Lithuania and Poland joined a commonwealth, but, such an historical state of affairs does not mean that both Lithuania and Poland should now see themselves as still one nation; given that they speak different languages and possess a sense of national identity that sees themselves as distinctly separate (despite the lengthy historical subjugations of both Poland and Lithuania in relatively recent political history): In the 14th century, Lithuania's ruling elite converted to Catholicism. In the 16th century, it signed the Union of Lublin with the Kingdom of Poland to form the Polish–Lithuanian Commonwealth. Of course, such an historical fact is not going to be used by either Lithuania or Poland to assert that they still remain as if ‘one nation’. Indeed, to suggest otherwise, would be laughable. Even by Putin’s own warped logic, that the Ukraine would democratically elect to be a part of the Russian Federation is just as risible. In the painful light of recent events, such an assertion is not even a joke. Only a non-democratic despot could politically contemplate this very unreal sense of reality. Unfortunately, for Putin, this deluded preoccupation has distorted his judgment which may well prove to be his final and fatal undoing. In the wake of such disastrous decisions made by himself, and unfortunately complied with by the majority of Russians, this country, sadly, will soon need to come to terms with the loss of over 50,000 troops that have been killed, and where many more were injured, a currently depleted military, the ongoing endurance of painful international sanctions with no imminent relief, and, I well suspect, the use of a great proportion of its foreign savings, frozen by Western countries, that will soon be used to reconstruct much of Ukraine’s infrastructure so indefensibly targeted by the Russian Army. The political ramifications of this moral defeat, in all senses of that expression, will be profound and long-lasting, indeed, might even rock the very foundations of the Russian Federation itself. As a number of disgruntled bloggers have put it, more or less discreetly, the recent inflation in Russian food prices must cause those who say that they believe in Russian Propaganda that ‘all is well in the world…’ to doubt ‘the Special Military Operations in the Ukraine’ is ‘not a war’. But, in all of this, Putin is hoist by the ensuing ramifications of his very own words… because in order to replenish his much diminished troop numbers he needs to instigate a national mobilization (as Ukraine has) which would mean, legally, declaring ‘a state of war’, but, as this invasion is already ‘illegal’, the United Nations could very well, I believe, possibly expel Russia from the United Nations along with their veto vote in the Security Council (although I suspect such a decision would be stymied by the US,
 among a number of other countries, who would most likely prefer the Russian Federation to remain in the same ‘room’ to be publicly remonstrated with?). But, even if such a ‘vote’ does not transpire, Russians are no longer able to be so ‘isolated’, completely cut off from the world community and from receiving world news and, I am sure, very few of these potential recruits would ever want to sign up to what is so evidently a potential ‘death warrant’ if not a ‘passport’ for permanent injury for far, far too many people regardless of their nationality or their ethnicity, and so on. So much unnecessary suffering has devolved from the illegal decisions issuing from the distorted, ideological thinking of this one person, namely, this President Putin… although not alone, of course, in the perpetration of such a travesty (although it could also be argued that he had successful set up such enablement that allowed him to proceed on his disastrous way, unchecked, as it could have been, by those who truly possess a more reasonable and upright moral character… if they had able to better organize and more publicly express such dissent?)… (44)

Should an International Court in the Hague have Putin tried for war crimes, possible genocide, and, very importantly, in the illegal declaration of an act of war even if rebadged as a ‘special military operation’? Could he arguably present a successful case as an upright/up-right individual over the course of his political career? In his defense, could it be argued that he was merely re-righting/re-writing history through the dissemination of his essay, and, in enacting its internal logic, was merely acting as an individual instrumental in overseeing the non-virtual up-righting of history in an accordance with its inevitable trajectory where these two nations ‘remain as one large, happy family?’ (45)

Of course, we would expect Putin’s plea to be ‘not guilty’. But, his enormous discordance between his words and actions should leave little room for doubt – between his speech and behaviour, we would naturally discount the former and only closely observe the disastrous configurations of the latter. A negative advertisement, if there ever were one, that, politically, ‘more heads are better than one’, and, that democratic governance is less susceptible to the abrogation of so many job descriptions subsumed in the mere person of one individual alone..!
 (46)

Putin may well have tried to virtually re-write history through his version of what should be re-righted. Sadly, he was also in a position to promote such fallacious arguments and ideas, and in his attempt to up-right the course of history, ‘history’, itself, has down-rightly obstructed such an obviously forced misreading of political reality. Or, more correctly, the need to witness the wonderful richness and persistence of political ‘realities’. (47)
4. An Exploration of this Approach to Re-Righting and Up-Righting.

I have chosen to closely explore this essay by President Putin as an illustration of these concepts of both ‘re-righting’ and ‘up-righting’. All too often, disciplines are far too beholden to the notion that they can re(-)write both the course of their own disciplines and the trajectories of the world through the influential nature of their professional lenses. Thankfully, history, itself has a say, and, there are many instances where history has finally been able to re-right political realities in a manner more conducive to the overall welfare of its citizens. Not that such a rectification of historical anomalies is always observed, indeed, it is painfully obvious that most anomalies are often not satisfactorily resolved. Of course, we must be thankful for the delivery of such de-anomalization when such forms of rectification of the politically inappropriate, the deconstruction of the politically discordant, and the ongoing re(-)normalization of a misappropriated body politic are all observed to be turned around and then moved more in harmony with the aspirations of its citizens. (48)

However, it should also be noted, that such political ‘progress’ is slow, uneven, painful, easily lost, and ever difficult to regain… should it be traduced by single-minded gentlemen, or women, astride the stage replete with the repetitive voicing of impossible undertakings, disseminating motherhood statement that should never need to have been ever announced in the first place, the making of promises that are all too obviously ‘dispensed’ with (in all senses of that expression), and so on… and, where such non-existentially oriented forms of political progression are assisted by these ardent demagogues, ideologues, enablers, opportunists, undecided fence-sitters, and so forth. (49)

What philosophical insights, if any, should we take away from the novelty of these concept of ‘re-righting’ and ‘up-righting’ of history; a re(-)direction of historical trajectories undertaken by this autonomous concept of a history, itself, both able and capable of overseeing such rectification, etc., albeit as enacted through the collective nature of human agency, communities, organizations, institutions, nations, and so on? (50)

Or, this same question re-phrased in potentially more radical language, ‘just how does a viable, qualified, anti-representational, existentially oriented, pragmatic, historical prospect temper the very resolution of such an enquiry?’ (51)


Let me answer this question of mine by noting how these economically understood facets attempt to successfully satisfy this same enquiry. (52)
By ‘viable’ is meant ‘any economically functioning construction based on the ‘pragmatic’ basis that even logical concepts, along with all other concepts, etc., cannot be purely thought or entertained as such, i.e., either encountered, recognized and/or engaged, etc., on the impossible terms of being purely envisaged as ‘in itself’ or ‘for itself’ or ‘from itself’, and so on’. That such a dialectical understanding precludes any form of such substantial self-existence or other-existence along with all other impossible notions like, e.g., indubitable knowledge or an equally absolutistical form of non-indubitable knowledge (skepticism)… whilst not removing us from a provisional understanding of lived-experience in our ongoing textualization of living-experience. (53)
By ‘qualified’ is meant ‘taking an economic circumscription of our being in this world at large in a disciplinary sense and semblance of re(-)positioning that is economic, dialectical, pragmatic, as something to be progressively noted as being both tentatively thematized and provisionally limited’. (54)
As a consequence of this economic circumscription, each and every discipline needs to be pragmatically ‘anti-representational’ in tenor whilst also being equally ‘representative’ and ‘presentational’ where such equivalent terminology is seriously re-conceived as ‘open’, ‘not closed’, and is to be ‘ever-subject to such economic qualifications’, and similar. Hence this dialectical re(-)configuration of our thinking, attitudes and ensuing behaviours. (55)
As argued elsewhere, at considerable length, this vision(/revision/re-vision) of the ‘pragmatic’ is also existentially oriented to a profound degree given its acceptance of an ‘existential differential’ as being able, in the right place and the right time, to make a ‘difference’, namely, an ‘existential difference’ (through e/valuational formation that is primarily deontological in the manner as re-defined,
 and, secondarily, in both aesthetical and pragmatical terms of reference, etc., etc.). (56)
The preceding epithets both define and refine this concept of the ‘anti-representationally-oriented pragmatic’, i.e., as that which ‘functions, is existentially open, is non-closed, and has a pro-relational, deontological dimension, etc., and, therefore, cannot be merely reduced to some vestige of the purely expedient’. (57)
By ‘historical prospect’ is meant ‘the disciplinary world of the historian and by noting, therein, sufficient room for both re-writing and re-righting, both up-righting and being upright (to the best of our abilities)’. Being mindful of the fact that by ‘history’ is also meant the ‘potential substitution of any other viable discipline given the underpinning of all pragmatically constituted disciplines upon the economic nature of both the working-concepts of ‘disciplines’ and the ‘archetypal economy’ itself’.
  (58)

Hence this ongoing exploration of a pragmatic economy, and, that such a notion should not be confused with either function or functionality, or, the merely expedient, misunderstood ideas about representation, transformational objectivity, truth, etc. (59)

Therefore, in the light of the above, it behooves the historian, or any other disciplinarian, to note that the historical discipline, e.g., must make room for both the re-writing of history and the re-righting of history along with the ever-present possibility of the up-righting of itself in non-virtual terms of reference… proffering, furthermore, the possibility that the historian, or any other disciplinarian, through becoming and being ‘upright’, can also act as a ‘catalyst’ or potential ‘lightening rod’ or ‘voice’ for such emendation/amendation… where we make such amends/amendments to this ‘text of our logical subjectivity’ (as an impossible to fully define ‘existential descriptor’) as ‘engaged participants in disciplinary prospects and the prospect of this overall life-world as well. In part, proffering forms of rectification, deconstruction, re(-)normalization… for the ‘turning around’ of existential distortions incurred historically, or for the infractions all too often incurred in some disciplinary life-world, as a pragmatically viable prospect… and, where, through such existential balance, an existential attunement flows over and into the secular world as well… since the disciplinarian is primarily a citizen of the secular world, albeit as someone with certain additional duties, privileges and obligations… That this dynamic vision of the historian, as someone open to the provisional nature of both re-writing and re-righting, etc., as a disciplinarian, is equally a ‘narrator’ speaking on the behalf of the membership of their professional prospect, potentially other prospects, and to their secular audience as well. To provisionally conclude, let me explore further this dimension of the narrational. (60)
5. Provisional Conclusions, Comments and Observations, etc.

It should not be forgotten that the ‘historian’ is a ‘teller of stories’. Moreover, given a plethora of life-worlds, and an infinite number of a possible perspectives for the thematization and dissemination of such narrations, the discipline of ‘the narration of history’ is equally ‘the discipline of the narration of histories’; be they histories of the past, or of the present, or of the future… or, an economic history entailing all three relatively incommensurable time-dimensions… within the entailed confinement of the relevant and requisite economy, or economies, in question. (61)

The narrational economy, I have argued elsewhere, is driven by a qualified desire for the de-anomalization of the anomalizations that are provoking the formation of those narrations in the first place. ‘Qualified’ by virtue of the understanding that as ‘we love our narratives’, and although we might seek degrees of resolution and suitable forms of regularization of their discourses, still, the complete resolution of such anomalies would see the immediate dissolution of those same narratives. So, in this regard, our narratives are forever more inclined to remain open and are not subjected to such forms of closure for a variety of reasons that should be evident, to some degree, on closer inspection. (62)

Moreover, like our understanding of all things, all narrations are exercised within the overall world of narratives, i.e., where certain narratives, in regards to a specific narrative, relatively act as either ‘meta-narratives’ or ‘sub-narratives’, etc. So, in this same respect, the tripartite economy of narrational elements or facts (or factoids if not suitably discerned in evidential terms), narrated discourses, and narrational critiques overlap with all other narrational sets of elements or facts, etc. This, therefore, allows us to either critically or radically appreciate these relatively incommensurable, correlative economic aspects and, through such forms of potentially informative contrast, discern the viability of those narrations in question. So narrational facts in a pre-critical phase of pretreatment can be compared and ascertained for factual connections, etc. Then, narratives can be contrasted with other narratives in order to determine the types of narration being explored, and in what manner we might critically evaluate the competence of such evolving narrations. Or, again, the critical desire to either critically and/or radically resolve anomalous situations and events must also be undertaken in an ‘appreciative space’ that allows such evolving forms of discernment. (63)

That, obviously, a specifically focused upon instance of a certain narration cannot be a conducted as an isolated affair. Indeed, we also need to understand that for the existential to make a difference the sense and semblance of the ongoing experience of an existential differential will and must spill over the artificial boundaries of any one narration, and, thence, onward, into and through this somewhat less definitive world at large... (64)

That, in this manner, the existential is a ‘force’ that may well need to be reckoned with and hence our attention to the possibility of these transformational shifts between ‘historical’ re-writing to re-righting to up-righting and onward to our also needing to be up-right (as existentially oriented agents to appositely intervene as possible instigators for such existentially oriented transformational change)… (65)

That, it is by such means that we find an amplification of our freedom to be in this world at large… be that passively with(-)others, be that actively before(-)others, and be that as engaged through(-)others; and, by such means, find our freedom in and through this world of arbitration as it both mediates and intermediates the public sphere and the private sphere as we ‘historically’ search for the enrichment and realization of our collectively experienced ‘solidarity’ through our being, together, as ‘up-right’ agents of such  potentially positive change in this overall world-of-life.
 (66)







         


          Noël Tointon, Penrith, 17.9.22.

6. Appendix A: On the Economic Substitution of Any Viable Discipline for ‘History’

On economic grounds, throughout this essay and others in a similar vein, I have proposed various degrees of possibility for the substitution of other disciplines. So, e.g., for the disciplinary prospect of ‘history’ we could, more or less, with only minor modifications, substitute some other discipline, like, say, ‘philosophy’, or ‘ethics’, or ‘science’, or any other viable disciplinary alternative. (67)

Now, in previous essays, I have argued that various features involved in the viable construction of the discipline of history, e.g., could be transferred to the disciplinary prospect of science. Hence histories of the ‘past, future and present’ could be transferred, respectively, as ‘the modeling of past scientific observations, the making of reasonable predictions, and the setting up of experiments to either prove or disprove such speculations in the ‘then here and now’. (68)
However, by this substitution of one pragmatically viable discipline for some other is not meant a literal substitution, but, more a metaphorical sense and semblance of substitution. In other words, certain features could be transferred along with the necessary modifications, adoptions and adaptations, etc., necessary in order to profitably expedite such a practical form of an interdisciplinary commentary. (69)
Basically, such a ‘working commentary’ is able to be constructed on the basis of the fact that all economies, disciplinary or otherwise, are echoes of the archetypal economy constructed along gestalt lines as explored elsewhere. Namely, ‘a relatively consonant sense of a background field, a relatively dissonant foreground focus, and a co-associated field of relatively harmonic resolution possessing a matching sense of intentional (and transcendental) subjectivity’. That these three orientations can also be seen as paralleling, respectively, ‘hermeneutical, phenomenal-phenomenological, and (non-systematic) existential orientations’, and, moreover, such relatively incommensurable economic correlativities can also be seen to parallel the economy of transformationl retreatment and its three economic moments of ‘pre-critical pretreatment, critical treatment, and the potentially radical nature of retreatment’. (70)
That, it is on this imputed basis of the archetypal economy, as underlying all economies, that the concept of ‘economic complexification’ can also be developed and practically utilized. As demonstrated above in my paralleling, e.g., of the ‘archetypal background’ with the sub-discipline of the ‘hermeneutical’, or the transformational moment of ‘pretreatment’ with an already co-associated ‘histories of the future’, etc. (71)

Hence the observation that such relative economic incommensurabilities, being only ‘relative-incommensurabilities’, that they must also be ‘relatively non-incommensurable in the context of their own economic confines. Hence the seemingly paradoxical equation ‘that relative-incommensurabilities are also relative-commensurabilities’, albeit within their related economies. Moreover, being correlativities also implies forms of error correction and the utilization of such economic alignments in processes of semantic truth determination through the engineering of ongoing processes of alignment through re(-)alignment, etc. Furthermore, as correlativities, it also follows that if we were to sufficiently develop any one correlativity then it should follow, through ‘economic induction’, that all other correlative aspects must also be present given the nature of those correlatives as ‘correlativities’ and thence the automatic full ‘representation’ of that economy despite the economic complexities of such correlative details. At least, an essential appreciation of that overall economy given an inability to mine the complete details of any one economy (and hence the absolutistic indubitabiliity of economic appreciation despite our eventual ability to essentially grasp an overall, progressive appreciation of that economy in question, albeit in and through such essential-like understandings that, generally, serve us well [and can act a working basis for the twin concepts of ‘insurance and assurance’ as explored elsewhere
]). (72)

So, it is within the economic scheme of this archetypal architecture that I envisage that the working tools associated with the overall discipline of history could be transferred to the auspices of some other viable discipline. Indeed, implying that the disciplinary approaches exercised in the exercise of an historical discipline, e.g., could be relatively transferred, through relevant forms of adoption and adaptation, and so on, to the orbit of some other viable economy. Hence the working basis for an interdisciplinary approach to the collective gathering of other viable disciplines when such a commentary appears to profitably recommend itself.  (73)

Then, furthermore, these ideas on the semantic nature of truth determination exercised upon the basis of closely observed forms of transformational retreatment must also suggest, given these provisional, working forms of error correction and conformal validation, that it would be highly wrong for a pragmatic philosopher to literally suggest that appellations of truthfulness are merely complimentary, or mere ascriptions of recommendation or similar. Although, metaphorically, a useful correction for the unbridled and incompetent incontinence of many traditional philosophers, and other traditional disciplinarians, the literal treatment of this analogy, on the other hand, is an unwise step (mis)taken too far in this same regard. (74)

That, although I am suggesting we can ‘substitute’ our skills developed in one discipline for another, and that this might prove to be a profitable manoeuvre, still, this does not mean a viable discipline is equivalent to any other other than in terms of sharing a common archetypal sense and semblance of economic architecture. As argued elsewhere, each well-functioning discipline possesses its own unique take on the world at large which I have phenomenologically defined as its ‘disciplinary difference’ or ‘differential’. Then, as to what value such a discipline might possess, we can discern what type of value it has through a hermeneutic determination of its ‘meta-disciplinary difference’ or ‘meta-differential’ by noting what range of genres of activity it takes up and runs with. Then, in asking how both this ‘differential’ and ‘meta-differential’ relate to the world at large we can then discern a ‘non-disciplinary difference’ or ‘non-differential’ by observing how a suitably functioning discipline finds itself related back to both the secular world and all other disciplinary worlds that are pragmatically constituted in viable economic terms of reference. (75)

Thus, from an interdisciplinary point of view, the working understanding of the discipline of history can be substituted for the overall discipline of philosophy, and v.v., etc., albeit through the relevant adoption and adaptation of such techniques, etc., that prove to be profitable and insightful, and so on. (76)

Now, what ramifications might the development of this pragmatic history have for other disciplines, and v.v? (77)

In the exposition of this essay, I have explored how ‘doing a certain discipline’ must also include the practical possibilities of ‘that discipline also being able to do that discipline itself’! That the radical mechanism for this form of expedition is entailed in the existential complexion of a pragmatic philosophy predicated on an (existentially oriented) anti-representationalism that is as economically circumscribed as any relevant form of qualified hermeneutic representationalism or qualified phenomenological presentationalism. Just as the relative-incommensurabilities off economic correlativities imply that no economic aspects can be absolutistically appropriated or misappropriated or re-appropriated, etc. (78)

Furthermore, given this isomorphic equivalence on an archetypal level of economic functioning between disciplines it would also be fruitful in this regard to borrow and re-adapt these historical concepts of re-writing, re-righting and up-righting, as well as taking on board the related concept of ‘an authenticity of being upright in both one’s disciplinary and secular endeavours’. (79)
Hence these relatively radical ideas being developed in this and other essays that, directly or indirectly, touch upon ‘pragmatic’ considerations of authenticity, attunement, arbitrated solidarity, alignment through re(-)alignment, semantic truth determination, the necessity for forms of relative-objectivities to be available for the conducting of ‘representative’ processes of judgmental appreciation, and so on, and so forth. But, at the metaphorical ‘end of the day’, let these miscellaneous ideas rise or fall on the worth of their individual and collective merit, and, by such pragmatic means, sort themselves out through the enaction of such possible processes of ‘re-righting’ and ‘up-righting’ that are found to be needed in the beneficial exercise of such existential discrimination..?! (80)









 N.T; Penrith, 18.9.22.
7. Appendix B: Putin’s Essay: On the Historical Unity of Russians and Ukrainians
12 July 2021

During the recent Direct Line, when I was asked about Russian-Ukrainian relations, I said that Russians and Ukrainians were one people – a single whole. These words were not driven by some short-term considerations or prompted by the current political context. It is what I have said on numerous occasions and what I firmly believe. I therefore feel it necessary to explain my position in detail and share my assessments of today's situation.
First of all, I would like to emphasize that the wall that has emerged in recent years between Russia and Ukraine, between the parts of what is essentially the same historical and spiritual space, to my mind is our great common misfortune and tragedy. These are, first and foremost, the consequences of our own mistakes made at different periods of time. But these are also the result of deliberate efforts by those forces that have always sought to undermine our unity. The formula they apply has been known from time immemorial – divide and rule. There is nothing new here. Hence the attempts to play on the ”national question“ and sow discord among people, the overarching goal being to divide and then to pit the parts of a single people against one another.

To have a better understanding of the present and look into the future, we need to turn to history. Certainly, it is impossible to cover in this article all the developments that have taken place over more than a thousand years. But I will focus on the key, pivotal moments that are important for us to remember, both in Russia and Ukraine.

Russians, Ukrainians, and Belarusians are all descendants of Ancient Rus, which was the largest state in Europe. Slavic and other tribes across the vast territory – from Ladoga, Novgorod, and Pskov to Kiev and Chernigov – were bound together by one language (which we now refer to as Old Russian), economic ties, the rule of the princes of the Rurik dynasty, and – after the baptism of Rus – the Orthodox faith. The spiritual choice made by St. Vladimir, who was both Prince of Novgorod and Grand Prince of Kiev, still largely determines our affinity today.

The throne of Kiev held a dominant position in Ancient Rus. This had been the custom since the late 9th century. The Tale of Bygone Years captured for posterity the words of Oleg the Prophet about Kiev, ”Let it be the mother of all Russian cities.“

Later, like other European states of that time, Ancient Rus faced a decline of central rule and fragmentation. At the same time, both the nobility and the common people perceived Rus as a common territory, as their homeland.

The fragmentation intensified after Batu Khan's devastating invasion, which ravaged many cities, including Kiev. The northeastern part of Rus fell under the control of the Golden Horde but retained limited sovereignty. The southern and western Russian lands largely became part of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, which – most significantly – was referred to in historical records as the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and Russia.

Members of the princely and ”boyar“ clans would change service from one prince to another, feuding with each other but also making friendships and alliances. Voivode Bobrok of Volyn and the sons of Grand Duke of Lithuania Algirdas – Andrey of Polotsk and Dmitry of Bryansk – fought next to Grand Duke Dmitry Ivanovich of Moscow on the Kulikovo field. At the same time, Grand Duke of Lithuania Jogaila – son of the Princess of Tver – led his troops to join with Mamai. These are all pages of our shared history, reflecting its complex and multi-dimensional nature.

Most importantly, people both in the western and eastern Russian lands spoke the same language. Their faith was Orthodox. Up to the middle of the 15th century, the unified church government remained in place.

At a new stage of historical development, both Lithuanian Rus and Moscow Rus could have become the points of attraction and consolidation of the territories of Ancient Rus. It so happened that Moscow became the center of reunification, continuing the tradition of ancient Russian statehood. Moscow princes – the descendants of Prince Alexander Nevsky – cast off the foreign yoke and began gathering the Russian lands.
In the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, other processes were unfolding. In the 14th century, Lithuania's ruling elite converted to Catholicism. In the 16th century, it signed the Union of Lublin with the Kingdom of Poland to form the Polish–Lithuanian Commonwealth. The Polish Catholic nobility received considerable land holdings and privileges in the territory of Rus. In accordance with the 1596 Union of Brest, part of the western Russian Orthodox clergy submitted to the authority of the Pope. The process of Polonization and Latinization began, ousting Orthodoxy.

As a consequence, in the 16–17th centuries, the liberation movement of the Orthodox population was gaining strength in the Dnieper region. The events during the times of Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky became a turning point. His supporters struggled for autonomy from the Polish–Lithuanian Commonwealth.

In its 1649 appeal to the king of the Polish–Lithuanian Commonwealth, the Zaporizhian Host demanded that the rights of the Russian Orthodox population be respected, that the voivode of Kiev be Russian and of Greek faith, and that the persecution of the churches of God be stopped. But the Cossacks were not heard.

Bohdan Khmelnytsky then made appeals to Moscow, which were considered by the Zemsky Sobor. On 1 October 1653, members of the supreme representative body of the Russian state decided to support their brothers in faith and take them under patronage. In January 1654, the Pereyaslav Council confirmed that decision. Subsequently, the ambassadors of Bohdan Khmelnytsky and Moscow visited dozens of cities, including Kiev, whose populations swore allegiance to the Russian tsar. Incidentally, nothing of the kind happened at the conclusion of the Union of Lublin.

In a letter to Moscow in 1654, Bohdan Khmelnytsky thanked Tsar Aleksey Mikhaylovich for taking ”the whole Zaporizhian Host and the whole Russian Orthodox world under the strong and high hand of the Tsar“. It means that, in their appeals to both the Polish king and the Russian tsar, the Cossacks referred to and defined themselves as Russian Orthodox people.

Over the course of the protracted war between the Russian state and the Polish–Lithuanian Commonwealth, some of the hetmans, successors of Bohdan Khmelnytsky, would ”detach themselves“ from Moscow or seek support from Sweden, Poland, or Turkey. But, again, for the people, that was a war of liberation. It ended with the Truce of Andrusovo in 1667. The final outcome was sealed by the Treaty of Perpetual Peace in 1686. The Russian state incorporated the city of Kiev and the lands on the left bank of the Dnieper River, including Poltava region, Chernigov region, and Zaporozhye. Their inhabitants were reunited with the main part of the Russian Orthodox people. These territories were referred to as ”Malorossia“ (Little Russia).

The name ”Ukraine“ was used more often in the meaning of the Old Russian word ”okraina“ (periphery), which is found in written sources from the 12th century, referring to various border territories. And the word ”Ukrainian“, judging by archival documents, originally referred to frontier guards who protected the external borders.

On the right bank, which remained under the Polish–Lithuanian Commonwealth, the old orders were restored, and social and religious oppression intensified. On the contrary, the lands on the left bank, taken under the protection of the unified state, saw rapid development. People from the other bank of the Dnieper moved here en masse. They sought support from people who spoke the same language and had the same faith.

During the Great Northern War with Sweden, the people in Malorossia were not faced with a choice of whom to side with. Only a small portion of the Cossacks supported Mazepa's rebellion. People of all orders and degrees considered themselves Russian and Orthodox.

Cossack senior officers belonging to the nobility would reach the heights of political, diplomatic, and military careers in Russia. Graduates of Kiev-Mohyla Academy played a leading role in church life. This was also the case during the Hetmanate – an essentially autonomous state formation with a special internal structure – and later in the Russian Empire. Malorussians in many ways helped build a big common country – its statehood, culture, and science. They participated in the exploration and development of the Urals, Siberia, the Caucasus, and the Far East. Incidentally, during the Soviet period, natives of Ukraine held major, including the highest, posts in the leadership of the unified state. Suffice it to say that Nikita Khrushchev and Leonid Brezhnev, whose party biography was most closely associated with Ukraine, led the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) for almost 30 years.

In the second half of the 18th century, following the wars with the Ottoman Empire, Russia incorporated Crimea and the lands of the Black Sea region, which became known as Novorossiya. They were populated by people from all of the Russian provinces. After the partitions of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, the Russian Empire regained the western Old Russian lands, with the exception of Galicia and Transcarpathia, which became part of the Austrian – and later Austro-Hungarian – Empire.

The incorporation of the western Russian lands into the single state was not merely the result of political and diplomatic decisions. It was underlain by the common faith, shared cultural traditions, and – I would like to emphasize it once again – language similarity. Thus, as early as the beginning of the 17th century, one of the hierarchs of the Uniate Church, Joseph Rutsky, communicated to Rome that people in Moscovia called Russians from the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth their brothers, that their written language was absolutely identical, and differences in the vernacular were insignificant. He drew an analogy with the residents of Rome and Bergamo. These are, as we know, the center and the north of modern Italy.

Many centuries of fragmentation and living within different states naturally brought about regional language peculiarities, resulting in the emergence of dialects. The vernacular enriched the literary language. Ivan Kotlyarevsky, Grigory Skovoroda, and Taras Shevchenko played a huge role here. Their works are our common literary and cultural heritage. Taras Shevchenko wrote poetry in the Ukrainian language, and prose mainly in Russian. The books of Nikolay Gogol, a Russian patriot and native of Poltavshchyna, are written in Russian, bristling with Malorussian folk sayings and motifs. How can this heritage be divided between Russia and Ukraine? And why do it?

The south-western lands of the Russian Empire, Malorussia and Novorossiya, and the Crimea developed as ethnically and religiously diverse entities. Crimean Tatars, Armenians, Greeks, Jews, Karaites, Krymchaks, Bulgarians, Poles, Serbs, Germans, and other peoples lived here. They all preserved their faith, traditions, and customs.

I am not going to idealise anything. We do know there were the Valuev Circular of 1863 an then the Ems Ukaz of 1876, which restricted the publication and importation of religious and socio-political literature in the Ukrainian language. But it is important to be mindful of the historical context. These decisions were taken against the backdrop of dramatic events in Poland and the desire of the leaders of the Polish national movement to exploit the ”Ukrainian issue“ to their own advantage. I should add that works of fiction, books of Ukrainian poetry and folk songs continued to be published. There is objective evidence that the Russian Empire was witnessing an active process of development of the Malorussian cultural identity within the greater Russian nation, which united the Velikorussians, the Malorussians and the Belorussians.

At the same time, the idea of Ukrainian people as a nation separate from the Russians started to form and gain ground among the Polish elite and a part of the Malorussian intelligentsia. Since there was no historical basis – and could not have been any, conclusions were substantiated by all sorts of concoctions, which went as far as to claim that the Ukrainians are the true Slavs and the Russians, the Muscovites, are not. Such ”hypotheses“ became increasingly used for political purposes as a tool of rivalry between European states.

Since the late 19th century, the Austro-Hungarian authorities had latched onto this narrative, using it as a counterbalance to the Polish national movement and pro-Muscovite sentiments in Galicia. During World War I, Vienna played a role in the formation of the so-called Legion of Ukrainian Sich Riflemen. Galicians suspected of sympathies with Orthodox Christianity and Russia were subjected to brutal repression and thrown into the concentration camps of Thalerhof and Terezin.

Further developments had to do with the collapse of European empires, the fierce civil war that broke out across the vast territory of the former Russian Empire, and foreign intervention.

After the February Revolution, in March 1917, the Central Rada was established in Kiev, intended to become the organ of supreme power. In November 1917, in its Third Universal, it declared the creation of the Ukrainian People's Republic (UPR) as part of Russia.

In December 1917, UPR representatives arrived in Brest-Litovsk, where Soviet Russia was negotiating with Germany and its allies. At a meeting on 10 January 1918, the head of the Ukrainian delegation read out a note proclaiming the independence of Ukraine. Subsequently, the Central Rada proclaimed Ukraine independent in its Fourth Universal.

The declared sovereignty did not last long. Just a few weeks later, Rada delegates signed a separate treaty with the German bloc countries. Germany and Austria-Hungary were at the time in a dire situation and needed Ukrainian bread and raw materials. In order to secure large-scale supplies, they obtained consent for sending their troops and technical staff to the UPR. In fact, this was used as a pretext for occupation.

For those who have today given up the full control of Ukraine to external forces, it would be instructive to remember that, back in 1918, such a decision proved fatal for the ruling regime in Kiev. With the direct involvement of the occupying forces, the Central Rada was overthrown and Hetman Pavlo Skoropadskyi was brought to power, proclaiming instead of the UPR the Ukrainian State, which was essentially under German protectorate.

In November 1918 – following the revolutionary events in Germany and Austria-Hungary – Pavlo Skoropadskyi, who had lost the support of German bayonets, took a different course, declaring that ”Ukraine is to take the lead in the formation of an All-Russian Federation“. However, the regime was soon changed again. It was now the time of the so-called Directorate.

In autumn 1918, Ukrainian nationalists proclaimed the West Ukrainian People's Republic (WUPR) and, in January 1919, announced its unification with the Ukrainian People's Republic. In July 1919, Ukrainian forces were crushed by Polish troops, and the territory of the former WUPR came under the Polish rule.

In April 1920, Symon Petliura (portrayed as one of the ”heroes“ in today's Ukraine) concluded secret conventions on behalf of the UPR Directorate, giving up – in exchange for military support – Galicia and Western Volhynia lands to Poland. In May 1920, Petliurites entered Kiev in a convoy of Polish military units. But not for long. As early as November 1920, following a truce between Poland and Soviet Russia, the remnants of Petliura's forces surrendered to those same Poles.

The example of the UPR shows that different kinds of quasi-state formations that emerged across the former Russian Empire at the time of the Civil War and turbulence were inherently unstable. Nationalists sought to create their own independent states, while leaders of the White movement advocated indivisible Russia. Many of the republics established by the Bolsheviks' supporters did not see themselves outside Russia either. Nevertheless, Bolshevik Party leaders sometimes basically drove them out of Soviet Russia for various reasons.

Thus, in early 1918, the Donetsk-Krivoy Rog Soviet Republic was proclaimed and asked Moscow to incorporate it into Soviet Russia. This was met with a refusal. During a meeting with the republic's leaders, Vladimir Lenin insisted that they act as part of Soviet Ukraine. On 15 March 1918, the Central Committee of the Russian Communist Party (Bolsheviks) directly ordered that delegates be sent to the Ukrainian Congress of Soviets, including from the Donetsk Basin, and that ”one government for all of Ukraine“ be created at the congress. The territories of the Donetsk-Krivoy Rog Soviet Republic later formed most of the regions of south-eastern Ukraine.

Under the 1921 Treaty of Riga, concluded between the Russian SFSR, the Ukrainian SSR and Poland, the western lands of the former Russian Empire were ceded to Poland. In the interwar period, the Polish government pursued an active resettlement policy, seeking to change the ethnic composition of the Eastern Borderlands – the Polish name for what is now Western Ukraine, Western Belarus and parts of Lithuania. The areas were subjected to harsh Polonisation, local culture and traditions suppressed. Later, during World War II, radical groups of Ukrainian nationalists used this as a pretext for terror not only against Polish, but also against Jewish and Russian populations.

In 1922, when the USSR was created, with the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic becoming one of its founders, a rather fierce debate among the Bolshevik leaders resulted in the implementation of Lenin's plan to form a union state as a federation of equal republics. The right for the republics to freely secede from the Union was included in the text of the Declaration on the Creation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and, subsequently, in the 1924 USSR Constitution. By doing so, the authors planted in the foundation of our statehood the most dangerous time bomb, which exploded the moment the safety mechanism provided by the leading role of the CPSU was gone, the party itself collapsing from within. A ”parade of sovereignties“ followed. On 8 December 1991, the so-called Belovezh Agreement on the Creation of the Commonwealth of Independent States was signed, stating that ”the USSR as a subject of international law and a geopolitical reality no longer existed.“ By the way, Ukraine never signed or ratified the CIS Charter adopted back in 1993.

In the 1920's-1930's, the Bolsheviks actively promoted the ”localization policy“, which took the form of Ukrainization in the Ukrainian SSR. Symbolically, as part of this policy and with consent of the Soviet authorities, Mikhail Grushevskiy, former chairman of Central Rada, one of the ideologists of Ukrainian nationalism, who at a certain period of time had been supported by Austria-Hungary, was returned to the USSR and was elected member of the Academy of Sciences.

The localization policy undoubtedly played a major role in the development and consolidation of the Ukrainian culture, language and identity. At the same time, under the guise of combating the so-called Russian great-power chauvinism, Ukrainization was often imposed on those who did not see themselves as Ukrainians. This Soviet national policy secured at the state level the provision on three separate Slavic peoples: Russian, Ukrainian and Belorussian, instead of the large Russian nation, a triune people comprising Velikorussians, Malorussians and Belorussians.

In 1939, the USSR regained the lands earlier seized by Poland. A major portion of these became part of the Soviet Ukraine. In 1940, the Ukrainian SSR incorporated part of Bessarabia, which had been occupied by Romania since 1918, as well as Northern Bukovina. In 1948, Zmeyiniy Island (Snake Island) in the Black Sea became part of Ukraine. In 1954, the Crimean Region of the RSFSR was given to the Ukrainian SSR, in gross violation of legal norms that were in force at the time.

I would like to dwell on the destiny of Carpathian Ruthenia, which became part of Czechoslovakia following the breakup of Austria-Hungary. Rusins made up a considerable share of local population. While this is hardly mentioned any longer, after the liberation of Transcarpathia by Soviet troops the congress of the Orthodox population of the region voted for the inclusion of Carpathian Ruthenia in the RSFSR or, as a separate Carpathian republic, in the USSR proper. Yet the choice of people was ignored. In summer 1945, the historical act of the reunification of Carpathian Ukraine ”with its ancient motherland, Ukraine“ – as The Pravda newspaper put it – was announced.

Therefore, modern Ukraine is entirely the product of the Soviet era. We know and remember well that it was shaped – for a significant part – on the lands of historical Russia. To make sure of that, it is enough to look at the boundaries of the lands reunited with the Russian state in the 17th century and the territory of the Ukrainian SSR when it left the Soviet Union.

The Bolsheviks treated the Russian people as inexhaustible material for their social experiments. They dreamt of a world revolution that would wipe out national states. That is why they were so generous in drawing borders and bestowing territorial gifts. It is no longer important what exactly the idea of the Bolshevik leaders who were chopping the country into pieces was. We can disagree about minor details, background and logics behind certain decisions. One fact is crystal clear: Russia was robbed, indeed.

When working on this article, I relied on open-source documents that contain well-known facts rather than on some secret records. The leaders of modern Ukraine and their external ”patrons“ prefer to overlook these facts. They do not miss a chance, however, both inside the country and abroad, to condemn ”the crimes of the Soviet regime,“ listing among them events with which neither the CPSU, nor the USSR, let alone modern Russia, have anything to do. At the same time, the Bolsheviks' efforts to detach from Russia its historical territories are not considered a crime. And we know why: if they brought about the weakening of Russia, our ill-wishes are happy with that.

Of course, inside the USSR, borders between republics were never seen as state borders; they were nominal within a single country, which, while featuring all the attributes of a federation, was highly centralized – this, again, was secured by the CPSU's leading role. But in 1991, all those territories, and, which is more important, people, found themselves abroad overnight, taken away, this time indeed, from their historical motherland.

What can be said to this? Things change: countries and communities are no exception. Of course, some part of a people in the process of its development, influenced by a number of reasons and historical circumstances, can become aware of itself as a separate nation at a certain moment. How should we treat that? There is only one answer: with respect!

You want to establish a state of your own: you are welcome! But what are the terms? I will recall the assessment given by one of the most prominent political figures of new Russia, first mayor of Saint Petersburg Anatoly Sobchak. As a legal expert who believed that every decision must be legitimate, in 1992, he shared the following opinion: the republics that were founders of the Union, having denounced the 1922 Union Treaty, must return to the boundaries they had had before joining the Soviet Union. All other territorial acquisitions are subject to discussion, negotiations, given that the ground has been revoked.

In other words, when you leave, take what you brought with you. This logic is hard to refute. I will just say that the Bolsheviks had embarked on reshaping boundaries even before the Soviet Union, manipulating with territories to their liking, in disregard of people's views.

The Russian Federation recognized the new geopolitical realities: and not only recognized, but, indeed, did a lot for Ukraine to establish itself as an independent country. Throughout the difficult 1990's and in the new millennium, we have provided considerable support to Ukraine. Whatever ”political arithmetic“ of its own Kiev may wish to apply, in 1991–2013, Ukraine's budget savings amounted to more than USD 82 billion, while today, it holds on to the mere USD 1.5 billion of Russian payments for gas transit to Europe. If economic ties between our countries had been retained, Ukraine would enjoy the benefit of tens of billions of dollars.

Ukraine and Russia have developed as a single economic system over decades and centuries. The profound cooperation we had 30 years ago is an example for the European Union to look up to. We are natural complementary economic partners. Such a close relationship can strengthen competitive advantages, increasing the potential of both countries.

Ukraine used to possess great potential, which included powerful infrastructure, gas transportation system, advanced shipbuilding, aviation, rocket and instrument engineering industries, as well as world-class scientific, design and engineering schools. Taking over this legacy and declaring independence, Ukrainian leaders promised that the Ukrainian economy would be one of the leading ones and the standard of living would be among the best in Europe.

Today, high-tech industrial giants that were once the pride of Ukraine and the entire Union, are sinking. Engineering output has dropped by 42 per cent over ten years. The scale of deindustrialization and overall economic degradation is visible in Ukraine's electricity production, which has seen a nearly two-time decrease in 30 years. Finally, according to IMF reports, in 2019, before the coronavirus pandemic broke out, Ukraine's GDP per capita had been below USD 4 thousand. This is less than in the Republic of Albania, the Republic of Moldova, or unrecognized Kosovo. Nowadays, Ukraine is Europe's poorest country.

Who is to blame for this? Is it the people of Ukraine's fault? Certainly not. It was the Ukrainian authorities who waisted and frittered away the achievements of many generations. We know how hardworking and talented the people of Ukraine are. They can achieve success and outstanding results with perseverance and determination. And these qualities, as well as their openness, innate optimism and hospitality have not gone. The feelings of millions of people who treat Russia not just well but with great affection, just as we feel about Ukraine, remain the same.

Until 2014, hundreds of agreements and joint projects were aimed at developing our economies, business and cultural ties, strengthening security, and solving common social and environmental problems. They brought tangible benefits to people – both in Russia and Ukraine. This is what we believed to be most important. And that is why we had a fruitful interaction with all, I emphasize, with all the leaders of Ukraine.

Even after the events in Kiev of 2014, I charged the Russian government to elaborate options for preserving and maintaining our economic ties within relevant ministries and agencies. However, there was and is still no mutual will to do the same. Nevertheless, Russia is still one of Ukraine's top three trading partners, and hundreds of thousands of Ukrainians are coming to us to work, and they find a welcome reception and support. So that what the ”aggressor state“ is.

When the USSR collapsed, many people in Russia and Ukraine sincerely believed and assumed that our close cultural, spiritual and economic ties would certainly last, as would the commonality of our people, who had always had a sense of unity at their core. However, events – at first gradually, and then more rapidly – started to move in a different direction.

In essence, Ukraine's ruling circles decided to justify their country's independence through the denial of its past, however, except for border issues. They began to mythologize and rewrite history, edit out everything that united us, and refer to the period when Ukraine was part of the Russian Empire and the Soviet Union as an occupation. The common tragedy of collectivization and famine of the early 1930s was portrayed as the genocide of the Ukrainian people.

Radicals and neo-Nazis were open and more and more insolent about their ambitions. They were indulged by both the official authorities and local oligarchs, who robbed the people of Ukraine and kept their stolen money in Western banks, ready to sell their motherland for the sake of preserving their capital. To this should be added the persistent weakness of state institutions and the position of a willing hostage to someone else's geopolitical will.

I recall that long ago, well before 2014, the U.S. and EU countries systematically and consistently pushed Ukraine to curtail and limit economic cooperation with Russia. We, as the largest trade and economic partner of Ukraine, suggested discussing the emerging problems in the Ukraine-Russia-EU format. But every time we were told that Russia had nothing to do with it and that the issue concerned only the EU and Ukraine. De facto Western countries rejected Russia's repeated calls for dialogue.

Step by step, Ukraine was dragged into a dangerous geopolitical game aimed at turning Ukraine into a barrier between Europe and Russia, a springboard against Russia. Inevitably, there came a time when the concept of ”Ukraine is not Russia“ was no longer an option. There was a need for the ”anti-Russia“ concept which we will never accept.

The owners of this project took as a basis the old groundwork of the Polish-Austrian ideologists to create an ”anti-Moscow Russia“. And there is no need to deceive anyone that this is being done in the interests of the people of Ukraine. The Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth never needed Ukrainian culture, much less Cossack autonomy. In Austria-Hungary, historical Russian lands were mercilessly exploited and remained the poorest. The Nazis, abetted by collaborators from the OUN-UPA, did not need Ukraine, but a living space and slaves for Aryan overlords.

Nor were the interests of the Ukrainian people thought of in February 2014. The legitimate public discontent, caused by acute socio-economic problems, mistakes, and inconsistent actions of the authorities of the time, was simply cynically exploited. Western countries directly interfered in Ukraine's internal affairs and supported the coup. Radical nationalist groups served as its battering ram. Their slogans, ideology, and blatant aggressive Russophobia have to a large extent become defining elements of state policy in Ukraine.

All the things that united us and bring us together so far came under attack. First and foremost, the Russian language. Let me remind you that the new ”Maidan“ authorities first tried to repeal the law on state language policy. Then there was the law on the ”purification of power“, the law on education that virtually cut the Russian language out of the educational process.

Lastly, as early as May of this year, the current president introduced a bill on ”indigenous peoples“ to the Rada. Only those who constitute an ethnic minority and do not have their own state entity outside Ukraine are recognized as indigenous. The law has been passed. New seeds of discord have been sown. And this is happening in a country, as I have already noted, that is very complex in terms of its territorial, national and linguistic composition, and its history of formation.

There may be an argument: if you are talking about a single large nation, a triune nation, then what difference does it make who people consider themselves to be – Russians, Ukrainians, or Belarusians. I completely agree with this. Especially since the determination of nationality, particularly in mixed families, is the right of every individual, free to make his or her own choice.

But the fact is that the situation in Ukraine today is completely different because it involves a forced change of identity. And the most despicable thing is that the Russians in Ukraine are being forced not only to deny their roots, generations of their ancestors but also to believe that Russia is their enemy. It would not be an exaggeration to say that the path of forced assimilation, the formation of an ethnically pure Ukrainian state, aggressive towards Russia, is comparable in its consequences to the use of weapons of mass destruction against us. As a result of such a harsh and artificial division of Russians and Ukrainians, the Russian people in all may decrease by hundreds of thousands or even millions.

Our spiritual unity has also been attacked. As in the days of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, a new ecclesiastical has been initiated. The secular authorities, making no secret of their political aims, have blatantly interfered in church life and brought things to a split, to the seizure of churches, the beating of priests and monks. Even extensive autonomy of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church while maintaining spiritual unity with the Moscow Patriarchate strongly displeases them. They have to destroy this prominent and centuries-old symbol of our kinship at all costs.

I think it is also natural that the representatives of Ukraine over and over again vote against the UN General Assembly resolution condemning the glorification of Nazism. Marches and torchlit processions in honor of remaining war criminals from the SS units take place under the protection of the official authorities. Mazepa, who betrayed everyone, Petliura, who paid for Polish patronage with Ukrainian lands, and Bandera, who collaborated with the Nazis, are ranked as national heroes. Everything is being done to erase from the memory of young generations the names of genuine patriots and victors, who have always been the pride of Ukraine.

For the Ukrainians who fought in the Red Army, in partisan units, the Great Patriotic War was indeed a patriotic war because they were defending their home, their great common Motherland. Over two thousand soldiers became Heroes of the Soviet Union. Among them are legendary pilot Ivan Kozhedub, fearless sniper, defender of Odessa and Sevastopol Lyudmila Pavlichenko, valiant guerrilla commander Sidor Kovpak. This indomitable generation fought, those people gave their lives for our future, for us. To forget their feat is to betray our grandfathers, mothers and fathers.

The anti-Russia project has been rejected by millions of Ukrainians. The people of Crimea and residents of Sevastopol made their historic choice. And people in the southeast peacefully tried to defend their stance. Yet, all of them, including children, were labeled as separatists and terrorists. They were threatened with ethnic cleansing and the use of military force. And the residents of Donetsk and Lugansk took up arms to defend their home, their language and their lives. Were they left any other choice after the riots that swept through the cities of Ukraine, after the horror and tragedy of 2 May 2014 in Odessa where Ukrainian neo-Nazis burned people alive making a new Khatyn out of it? The same massacre was ready to be carried out by the followers of Bandera in Crimea, Sevastopol, Donetsk and Lugansk. Even now they do not abandon such plans. They are biding their time. But their time will not come.

The coup d'état and the subsequent actions of the Kiev authorities inevitably provoked confrontation and civil war. The UN High Commissioner for Human Rights estimates that the total number of victims in the conflict in Donbas has exceeded 13,000. Among them are the elderly and children. These are terrible, irreparable losses.

Russia has done everything to stop fratricide. The Minsk agreements aimed at a peaceful settlement of the conflict in Donbas have been concluded. I am convinced that they still have no alternative. In any case, no one has withdrawn their signatures from the Minsk Package of Measures or from the relevant statements by the leaders of the Normandy format countries. No one has initiated a review of the United Nations Security Council resolution of 17 February 2015.

During official negotiations, especially after being reined in by Western partners, Ukraine's representatives regularly declare their ”full adherence“ to the Minsk agreements, but are in fact guided by a position of ”unacceptability“. They do not intend to seriously discuss either the special status of Donbas or safeguards for the people living there. They prefer to exploit the image of the ”victim of external aggression“ and peddle Russophobia. They arrange bloody provocations in Donbas. In short, they attract the attention of external patrons and masters by all means.

Apparently, and I am becoming more and more convinced of this: Kiev simply does not need Donbas. Why? Because, firstly, the inhabitants of these regions will never accept the order that they have tried and are trying to impose by force, blockade and threats. And secondly, the outcome of both Minsk‑1 and Minsk‑2 which give a real chance to peacefully restore the territorial integrity of Ukraine by coming to an agreement directly with the DPR and LPR with Russia, Germany and France as mediators, contradicts the entire logic of the anti-Russia project. And it can only be sustained by the constant cultivation of the image of an internal and external enemy. And I would add – under the protection and control of the Western powers.

This is what is actually happening. First of all, we are facing the creation of a climate of fear in Ukrainian society, aggressive rhetoric, indulging neo-Nazis and militarising the country. Along with that we are witnessing not just complete dependence but direct external control, including the supervision of the Ukrainian authorities, security services and armed forces by foreign advisers, military ”development“ of the territory of Ukraine and deployment of NATO infrastructure. It is no coincidence that the aforementioned flagrant law on ”indigenous peoples“ was adopted under the cover of large-scale NATO exercises in Ukraine.

This is also a disguise for the takeover of the rest of the Ukrainian economy and the exploitation of its natural resources. The sale of agricultural land is not far off, and it is obvious who will buy it up. From time to time, Ukraine is indeed given financial resources and loans, but under their own conditions and pursuing their own interests, with preferences and benefits for Western companies. By the way, who will pay these debts back? Apparently, it is assumed that this will have to be done not only by today's generation of Ukrainians but also by their children, grandchildren and probably great-grandchildren.

The Western authors of the anti-Russia project set up the Ukrainian political system in such a way that presidents, members of parliament and ministers would change but the attitude of separation from and enmity with Russia would remain. Reaching peace was the main election slogan of the incumbent president. He came to power with this. The promises turned out to be lies. Nothing has changed. And in some ways the situation in Ukraine and around Donbas has even degenerated.

In the anti-Russia project, there is no place either for a sovereign Ukraine or for the political forces that are trying to defend its real independence. Those who talk about reconciliation in Ukrainian society, about dialogue, about finding a way out of the current impasse are labelled as ”pro-Russian“ agents.

Again, for many people in Ukraine, the anti-Russia project is simply unacceptable. And there are millions of such people. But they are not allowed to raise their heads. They have had their legal opportunity to defend their point of view in fact taken away from them. They are intimidated, driven underground. Not only are they persecuted for their convictions, for the spoken word, for the open expression of their position, but they are also killed. Murderers, as a rule, go unpunished.

Today, the ”right“ patriot of Ukraine is only the one who hates Russia. Moreover, the entire Ukrainian statehood, as we understand it, is proposed to be further built exclusively on this idea. Hate and anger, as world history has repeatedly proved this, are a very shaky foundation for sovereignty, fraught with many serious risks and dire consequences.

All the subterfuges associated with the anti-Russia project are clear to us. And we will never allow our historical territories and people close to us living there to be used against Russia. And to those who will undertake such an attempt, I would like to say that this way they will destroy their own country.

The incumbent authorities in Ukraine like to refer to Western experience, seeing it as a model to follow. Just have a look at how Austria and Germany, the USA and Canada live next to each other. Close in ethnic composition, culture, in fact sharing one language, they remain sovereign states with their own interests, with their own foreign policy. But this does not prevent them from the closest integration or allied relations. They have very conditional, transparent borders. And when crossing them the citizens feel at home. They create families, study, work, do business. Incidentally, so do millions of those born in Ukraine who now live in Russia. We see them as our own close people.

Russia is open to dialogue with Ukraine and ready to discuss the most complex issues. But it is important for us to understand that our partner is defending its national interests but not serving someone else's, and is not a tool in someone else's hands to fight against us.

We respect the Ukrainian language and traditions. We respect Ukrainians' desire to see their country free, safe and prosperous.

I am confident that true sovereignty of Ukraine is possible only in partnership with Russia. Our spiritual, human and civilizational ties formed for centuries and have their origins in the same sources, they have been hardened by common trials, achievements and victories. Our kinship has been transmitted from generation to generation. It is in the hearts and the memory of people living in modern Russia and Ukraine, in the blood ties that unite millions of our families. Together we have always been and will be many times stronger and more successful. For we are one people.

Today, these words may be perceived by some people with hostility. They can be interpreted in many possible ways. Yet, many people will hear me. And I will say one thing – Russia has never been and will never be ”anti-Ukraine“. And what Ukraine will be – it is up to its citizens to decide.

Link: http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/66181
� 	This broad aspect of the ‘pragmatic’ is addressed in detail in paragraph 1, and especially in footnote 5.


� 	The use of my convention ‘(-)’ is indicative on an ongoing economy. I.e., an economic process, say, e.g., between hermeneutic representation; phenomenological presentation; and, the chaotic re-presentation of an existentially oriented ‘pragmatic’ anti-representational orientation, etc. This economic approach also implies the need for a dialectical stance in dealing with such non-absolutistical forms of function/functionality; identity/identification; and, value/valuation.


*    	For latest version of this paper: � HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage5.html" �www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage5.html�


� 	This is another essay dealing with such recent themes as the anti-representational constitution of a viable, qualified pragmatic prospect; further exploring the nature and role of the existential within such positioning; noting the implications and consequences of a philosophy of transformational retreatment, etc. 


� 	The citation is from paragraph 10. ‘Re-righting’ is where ‘history deconstructs less authentic versions of history in order to fabricate a less inauthentic version and understanding’. ‘Up-righting’ is where ‘virtual re-righting becomes instrumental, in part, in a non-virtual restoration of lived-reality that is realized in a less inauthentic form of a living-history’. This type of process may play a restorative role in a rectification of that inauthentic sense and semblance of a past period re-entered into through either the making and/or breaking of the ongoing connections and re-connections of history, more or less, as if it were emending itself, albeit through those current actors and institutions now to hand and found to be existentially re-directed accordingly.


� 	In effect, I am arguing that the ‘pragmatic attitude’, from a trans-cognitively ordered perspective is, primarily. deontological (third order) in the manner that is not beholden to so-called ‘ethical principles’ (other than as useful guidelines), and, secondarily, will also take on an esthetical orientation (second order) and pragmatical orientation (fourth order) in terms of value formation (as well as taking on in a tertiary sense the other orders of the semantic (first order), hermeneutical (fifth order), and ontical (sixth order). That, in the practical application, etc., of the ‘historical’ (which can be symbolically read as any other discipline as well, albeit treated in and through a ‘pragmatic’ lens) that although ‘pragmatic’ formation is primarily centered in value formation in the third, second, and fourth orders) it must also be concerned with identity/identificational formation (in the first, second, and sixth orders), and function/functionality (in fifth, sixth, and fourth orders). However, of primary importance is this perception, or, rather, ‘apperception’ (of the imputation), that the ‘pragmatic’ orientation [or re(-)orientation] is centered in an existential reading of the deontological (albeit in the form of an interpretation, as noted, that has no truck with so-called ‘principles’ whatsoever, but, rather, with the entailed re(-)directedness of a pro-relational representativeness of the situated-situation in question [as having the power to rectify history to some extent through both virtual re-righting and non-virtual up-righting]). Such qualifications granted, it follows one must also stress that the mere reduction of the pragmatic attitude to just any version of the deontological would also be grossly mistaken as the ‘pragmatic’ is also considerably coloured by its conjunction with fourth ordered pragmatical implications, etc.


� 	In this regard, even conspiracies have to make some degree of sense even if their interpretations are more than likely to be relatively irrelevant to the interpretations of their interpreted phenomenal situations in question given their defectively up-taken basis in not so well-interconnected evidential considerations, etc.


� 	As I have argued elsewhere, each discipline is distinctive given its ‘distinctive’ take on its thematization of a specific ‘disciplinary difference’, or ‘differential’, along with both its ‘meta-disciplinary difference’ and its ‘non-disciplinary difference’ in order for that disciplinary economy, in question, to function as a distinctive discipline in the first place.


� 	‘Symbolic’ in the sense that ‘history’ is meant to represent any ‘discipline’. That for ‘history’ we could substituted instead ‘philosophy’ and, therein, re-write this formula to then read as  ‘philosophy doing philosophy’, etc.


� 	An argument advanced by myself, namely, that we always have the ability to undo recent steps in a process of argumentation (as a form of insurance), and then rebuild upon such discerned (re-)assurance in a manner, hopefully, that is found to be more positively conducive to the semantic delineation of truth determinations, etc., along with ensuing the successful arbitration of our aspirations through others, and v.v., etc.


�  	Link: � HYPERLINK "https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/ukrainealert/putins-new-ukraine-essay-reflects-imperial-ambitions/" �https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/ukrainealert/putins-new-ukraine-essay-reflects-imperial-ambitions/� 	


� 	My ‘commentary’ on this text is more along the lines of a Sanskrit ‘tiksa’, i.e., a commenting on just a few important sections of the text. I believe these points, that I have chosen for closer scrutiny, are also potential ‘fulcrums’ for instigating this process of virtual re-righting, this turning around of this text where and when we attempt to oversee a re-writing of that text subject to either overt and/or covert processes of rectification, deconstruction and re(-)normalization, etc.


� 	This economic fact of disparity is evident from intercepted phone transcripts conducted by the Ukrainians where Russian soldiers are ever-marveling at the apparent wealth of Ukrainian homes as they target them for theft through ‘looting’ (and then sending the proceed home to their Russian families).


� 	For similar reasons why the US, at the behest of the Ukrainian government,  refuses to declare the Russian Federation to be a ‘terrorist state’?


� 	And, yes, I am making an allusion to a certain other Prime Minister whose name need not be mentioned.


� 	I.e., as totally exempt from any form of so-called ‘principles’ be they ethical, philosophical, theological, etc; so-called ‘first-principles’, ‘last-principles’ or ‘middling-principles’, etc.


� 	Refer to this topic as about to be briefly explored in Appendix A.


� 	The perceptive reader should perceive, or, rather, apperceive, that this essay is a reply to and a potential resolution of the problematic presentations of Richard Rorty as outlined in his collected essays titled: Contingency, irony, and solidarity; Cambridge University Press, 1989 (and other later essays following a similar set of topics).


� 	As per footnote 9.





