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The Word of Reconciliation1 
 

Why should East Europeans be asked to forgive 
before a reckoning with the past, including a 
legal one, is undertaken? . . . How is it possible 
to attain reconciliation — a term that calls for 
close scrutiny — in the absence of repentance? 
. . . How can one ask the former victims to re-
main silent?2

. . . the word of reconciliation (2 Cor. 5:19).3

intrOductiOns

On 21 November 2014, both in Ukraine and in the now glo-
balized Ukrainian Diaspora, many people remembered in differ-
ent ways the first anniversary of the Maidan Revolution in Kyiv. 
This anniversary was also the date of the Orange Revolution. In 
Paris, the President of the Ukrainian Catholic University (UCU) 
in Lviv and the Eparch of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church 
for Ukrainians in France, the Benelux countries, and Switzer-
land, Bishop Borys Gudziak, convoked an informal colloquium.4 
The theme was “Conversations about Questions That Have No 
Simple Answers: War in Ukraine and Peace-Making in Light of 
the Millennial Legacy of the Princes and Martyrs Borys and Hlib 
+1015.” And, of course, there were disagreements. A brief de-
scription of the colloquium will prove helpful since in a moment, 
we will need to draw on several of its salient features.5 

I. Another Conference?
The conference’s invited speakers were the then newly appointed 
Ukrainian ambassador to France, Oleh Shamshur; the Eparch  
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for Ukrainian Catholics in England and Ireland, Bishop Hlib 
Lonchyna; the vice-rector of UCU, human rights activist, 
and former dissident and Gulag prisoner, Professor Myroslav 
Marynovych; and Professor Antoine Arjakovsky, historian and 
Director of Research at the Collège des Bernardins in Paris.6 
In his introduction, the Chair, Bishop Gudziak, focused on the 
difficult idea of reconciliation between Ukraine and Russia. He 
stressed the spiritual dimension of fraternal reconciliation in 
the light of the lasting, although tragic, legacy of Ukraine’s ear-
liest saints from the eleventh century, Borys and Hlib. By con-
trast, Ambassador Shamshur focused on the limitations of the 
pacifist protests at Maidan. He stressed the necessity for any 
diplomatic success at reconciliation of not only having an inter-
locutor genuinely interested in reaching peace, but of backing 
diplomacy with a reorganized, freshly armed, and newly efficient 
Ukrainian military. In turn, Bishop Lonchyna evoked the mys-
terious, and finally not completely understandable, character 
of the basis for hope, the spiritual reality of God’s being love. 
But Professor Marynovych, in a particularly well prepared pa-
per, went on to stress the impossibility of reconciliation without 
repentance. The perpetrators, he claimed, are incapable of re-
pentance. Only the suffering churches, he said, can accomplish 
such repentance. And they can do so only in the spirit of Isa-
iah’s Suffering Servant.

Finally, before offering three practical recommendations for 
reconciliation, Professor Arjakovsky, concluded the invited pre-
sentations. He first recalled the necessity for the long patience 
of the historians, and the central role in Ukrainian history of a 
moral consciousness. He then suggested, as urgent tasks today, 
the development of a common Ukrainian and Russian histori-
cal account, like the consensus accounts that both French and 
German historians, as well as German and Polish historians, 
have already reached.7 Similarly, he called for active collabora-
tion in France between the two immigrant communities of the 
Ukrainian and Russian diaspora.8 And finally, he insisted on 
the importance of Ukrainian and Russian journalists being able 
to work together on the institution and operation of a new joint 
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French-Ukrainian TV channel on the model of the very success-
ful French-German TV channel, Arte. 

Bishop Gudziak then commented very briefly on each of the 
presentations. He went on to open up the floor to comments 
and questions, including those from France’s former ambassa-
dor to Ukraine, M. Philippe de Suremain. The ensuing discus-
sion included several instructive comments on the especially 
complicated situation of the Crimean Tatar communities, some 
of whose members are in exile at the UCU; the role of young-
er Ukrainian journalists in the immediacy of the 21 November 
2013 Maidan events in Kyiv; as well as earlier rather unsuc-
cessful attempts in Paris to bring the Ukrainian and Russian 
diaspora communities together. 

One important element in the lively discussion was wheth-
er the very notion of reconciliation was finally — although the 
word was not used — equivocal. That is, was it in fact the case 
that some speakers were using the word “reconciliation,” at 
least in English, to mean one thing when taken in mainly reli-
gious contexts and quite another when taken in mainly secular 
contexts? And, if so, then would such verbal equivocation be a 
genuine obstacle in achieving not just verbal but real reconcili-
ation? This particular issue, namely, the meaning, the sense, 
and the signification of the word and the reality of reconciliation 
in the actual contexts of Ukraine and Russia today, may repay 
further critical examination, for things have moved on apprecia-
bly since Maidan. What follows, then, is intended to be, if pos-
sible, no more than a small contribution to further constructive 
discussion. Such discussion is necessary because Ukraine has 
become a “test case.”9

II. Reconciliations: Two Suggestions 
Before pursuing our reflections, recalling just how persons or-
dinarily use the English word “reconciliation” is useful. Native 
speakers of English today ordinarily use the word “reconcilia-
tion” mainly to denote two rather different matters. The first 
main use takes “reconciliation” to denote “the action or an act 
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of reconciling a person to oneself or another, or estranged par-
ties to one another . . . ,” or of “settling or causing an agreement 
in a controversy, quarrel, etc.”10 A dictionary example of this 
first usage occurs in a sentence from E. Young-Bruehl’s biogra-
phy of Hannah Arendt. “There were peace treaties,” she writes, 
“but no fundamental reconciliation.” Perhaps we may not un-
duly call this first main kind of reconciliation “interpersonal rec-
onciliation.”

The second main use of “reconciliation” denotes “the action 
or an act of making . . . [two things] consistent or compatible,” or 
of “regarding [them] as consistent or compatible,” or of “showing” 
them to be consistent or compatible. A dictionary example of this 
usage occurs in a sentence from the English newspaper The Ob-
server: “A reconciliation of Marxism and political democracy,” 
the newspaper reads, “is possible.”11 Perhaps we may call this 
second main kind of reconciliation “impersonal reconciliation.”

Thus, on this linguistic account, reconciliation is mainly ei-
ther impersonal or interpersonal. But exactly what do these two 
kinds of reconciliation have in common? Both the interpersonal 
and impersonal senses of reconciliation share the property of 
connecting one thing or set of things with another thing or set 
of things. That is, in using the word “reconciliation,” whether 
in talking about persons or not, we are talking about connect-
ing things that were either previously linked together or subse-
quently can be linked together. But what seems obvious here is 
nonetheless often overlooked, namely, the importance of speci-
fying just what is to be connected or re-connected. For it is one 
thing to show that two clearly different impersonal things, like 
two ideas of state sovereignty (see Chapter One),12 despite per-
haps some appearances, are not logically incompatible. And it 
is quite another to show that two clearly different persons or 
groups of persons are not socially incompatible. Thus, the idea 
of impersonal reconciliation has to do mainly with logical or ra-
tional incompatibility, a matter that can keep two things from 
being rightly connected. But the idea of interpersonal reconcili-
ation has to do mainly with non-logical incompatibility, a matter 
that can also keep two things from being properly connected.
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Accordingly, a first suggestion that arises here is the neces-
sity for any successful process of reconciliation to start by spec-
ifying as precisely as possible just what are the two things that 
need to be rightly or properly reconnected. For example, in the 
case of the ongoing conflicts between Ukraine and Russia, we 
do well to ask what is the main question at issue. Is the main 
question just how to reconcile two opposed polities, two political 
systems, two leaders — Mr. Putin and Mr. Poroschenko? Or is 
the main question just how to reconcile two social systems, two 
societies, two peoples, two mentalities?13 And if a preliminary 
response is two societies, then exactly what in these societies 
needs reconciling — their opposed legal, moral, and spiritual 
values? And again if so, then exactly which ones in particu-
lar — their senses of justice, of obligation, of the secular? And 
so on.14

Specifying precisely what needs reconciling is important. For 
depending on the nature of what needs reconciling, just what 
effective means are available for achieving reconciliation vary 
considerably. For example, if reconciling Russia and Ukraine 
practically means re-initiating a relation of interpersonal trust 
between the two respective leaders, then one set of particular 
strategies may well recommend itself. And in that set of particu-
lar strategies, the relative independence of the multi-media in 
contrast to other issues is not that important. But if reconciling 
Russia and Ukraine practically means re-initiating a relation of 
interpersonal trust between groups living in appreciably differ-
ent societies, then in the set of particular strategies to be adopt-
ed, the independence of the multi-media from almost complete 
government control is indeed critically important.

Experiences not only in the Donbass but also in the Baltic 
countries show just how critical complete government control of 
the media can be with regard to inciting or diminishing latent 
social antipathies. For, in the first case, whether the media are 
totally subordinate to Mr. Putin or not has little to do with over-
coming Mr. Poroshenko’s deeply seated distrust of Mr. Putin 
(as the protracted arguments at the Second Minsk accords dis-
cussions clearly demonstrated).15 In the second case, however, 
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whether the media are totally subordinate to Mr. Putin or not 
has everything to do with overcoming Russian society’s deeply 
seated distrust of Ukrainian society.16 

Now, if both impersonal and interpersonal reconciliation 
share the key property of connecting apparently opposed ele-
ments, what notably distinguishes these two main kinds of 
reconciliation? Interpersonal reconciliation, while sharing a lin-
guistic root with impersonal reconciliation, unlike its kin, de-
rives much of its signification from that root. That is, while each 
of the two main kinds of “reconcile” basically means to *re-con-
cile,17 that is, to conciliate again, interpersonal reconciliation 
seems to embody that notion, while impersonal reconciliation 
does not. More specifically, only for interpersonal, and not for 
impersonal, reconciliation do we find the implication that, be-
fore reconciliation is possible, conciliation must already have 
taken place. Interpersonal, but not impersonal, reconciliation 
requires conciliation.

What, then, is conciliation? Conciliation generally denotes 
pacifying, placating, overcoming distrust and hostility between 
persons.18 However, in the case of industrial conflicts, concili-
ation denotes in particular “seeking agreement in an industrial 
dispute without recourse to arbitration.” In this particular us-
age, then, and unlike in its general usage, conciliation does not 
mean arbitration; it means something prior to arbitration. 

Accordingly, a second suggestion arising here is that this 
particular use of the word “conciliation” might be applied to 
some fresh understandings of interpersonal reconciliation. To 
speak of interpersonal reconciliation, then, would signify a re-
newed effort, prior to any formal arbitration, to re-initiate pro-
cesses for seeking agreement by overcoming, let us say, perva-
sive distrust.19

Here then are two initial suggestions about how we may talk 
in English less misleadingly of the strongly ambiguous expres-
sion, “reconciliation.” The first is that we need to specify quite 
exactly just what it is that calls for reconciliation. And the second 
is that we need to recognize that, practically speaking, there can 
be no interpersonal reconciliation without prior conciliation.
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III. Impersonal Reconciliation: A Dilemma? 
Suppose we focus more sharply first on the nature of any im-
personal reconciliation between Russia and Ukraine, and in the 
next section on the nature of interpersonal reconciliation be-
tween just the Donbass Ukrainians who reject the new Ukrai-
nian government and all the other Ukrainians who accept that 
government. When viewed from the impersonal vantage point, 
what exactly is it that opposes the present Russian government 
to the present Ukrainian government?20

We recognize immediately, of course, that many issues sepa-
rate these governments. But for our purposes, perhaps we may 
first underline the quite basic ideological issues and then try 
to make, at last, one of those underlying ideological issues ex-
plicit. Note, however, that we will be using the word “ideology” 
not in any derogatory, ordinary usage, but in the more precise 
philosophical sense of “any wide-ranging system of beliefs, ways 
of thought, and categories that provide the foundations of pro-
grams of political and social action: an ideology is a conceptual 
scheme with a practical application.”21 

Unlike those of many much better informed persons, my 
own sources of information are quite limited. For I am not a citi-
zen of either Russia or Ukraine, nor do I live in either country, 
nor do I speak either Russian or Ukrainian. Moreover, properly 
articulating the opposed ideologies requires the particular ana-
lytic skills of historians, political scientists, political theorists, 
social theorists, and others, and I have none of these necessary 
abilities. 

Nonetheless, several of both Mr. Putin’s and Mr. Poroshenko’s 
more important public declarations have been widely reported. 
And these may provide ordinarily reflective persons with some 
indications of at least two basically opposed ideologies at issue.

Consider, for example, Mr. Putin’s eleventh traditional ad-
dress to the nation. On 4 December 2014, in the historic 
St. George Hall of the Kremlin, and before the Russian Prime 
Minister and former Russian President, Dimitri Medvedev, and 
Msgr. Kiril, Patriarch of the Russian Orthodox Church, Vladimir 
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Putin explained to the assembled 1,000 dignitaries the most ba-
sic cause of Russia’s current economic crises.22 That cause was 
“the West.”

The West, Mr. Putin elaborated, was at the root of Russia’s 
serious problems. In particular, the West had imposed on Rus-
sia heavy sanctions after what Mr. Putin called “the Crimea 
Spring,” that is, Russia’s illegal formal annexation of Crimea on 
16 March 2014. Mr. Putin added that, even without “the Crimea 
Spring,” the West would have found some other expedient to 
block “Russia’s growing possibilities.” For the goal of the West 
was to “drag Russia towards a Yugoslavian scenario of disinte-
gration and dismemberment with all the tragic consequences 
for the Russian people.” This was just like what Hitler wanted 
to do, Mr. Putin claimed, namely “to destroy Russia and to push 
[what was left of] Russia back behind the Ural mountains.”23 
He claimed, further, that the illegal coup d’etat in Ukraine on 
21 February 2014, when Mr. Yanukovitch abandoned Kyiv, and 
the situation in the east of Ukraine, was the “exact confirmation 
of our position [that is, of the present Russian analysis].” The 
fundamental problem of the West, and especially of the Europe-
ans,24 Mr. Putin said, was their “long ago having forgotten their 
national pride” and their having understood their “sovereignty 
as too great a luxury.” For Russia, however, “the question of 
sovereignty is an absolute necessary condition for its existence.” 
From this analysis, Mr. Putin continued, it follows that Crimea 
is “a sacred cause.” Moreover, a city like Sebastopol, where the 
Tsar Vladimir converted to Christianity, can be compared, he 
claimed, to “the Temple Mount for Jews and Muslims.” After 
sketching a number of measures designed to counter the disas-
trous effects of the sanctions on the Russian economy, Mr. Pu-
tin returned to what he considered the finally most effective 
measure of all to stop the worsening of the crises. That measure 
is the exaltation of patriotic sentiment. 

Now, much has been written about just what Mr. Putin’s 
current ideology might be, that is, his beliefs, ways of think-
ing, and programmatic categories. But before trying to artic-
ulate a short description of that ideology, we do well to turn 
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 immediately to an opposed set of beliefs, the ways of thinking, 
and programmatic categories of Mr. Poroshenko. 

On 19 January 2015, Mr. Poroshenko delivered an important 
address at the University of Zurich. Pro-Russian supporters in-
terrupted his lecture on numerous occasions with cries of “I am 
Donbass,” in allusion to the “I am Charlie” cries in France after 
the tragic events in Paris less than two weeks earlier. Immedi-
ately after the lecture, Mr. Poroshenko gave an interview to jour-
nalists from the Neue Zürcher Zeiting, Le Monde, and the Wall 
Street Journal. The interview was then published on 21 January 
2014. The title was “The Frontline for Defending Europe’s Val-
ues is Ukraine.”25 Although brief, this interview provides us with 
some initial indications of Mr. Poroshenko’s set of beliefs at the 
time, his ways of thinking, and programmatic categories, which, 
if necessary, could be elaborated with help from Ukrainian spe-
cialists in political theory and political science.26

Thus, at the very beginning of his interview Mr. Poroshen-
ko made a point of saying that he believes in God. Indeed, he 
seemed to imply that, although having no confidence in Mr. Pu-
tin, he himself not just believes in God; he has confidence in 
God. What exactly Mr. Poroshenko meant by this juxtaposi-
tion between his belief and confidence in God and his lack of 
confidence in Mr. Putin, I do not know. Mr. Poroschenko went 
on to deplore the fact that the first Minsk accords were being 
regularly violated. He noted nonetheless that the relative suc-
cess of the sanctions imposed on Russia were keeping Russia at 
the negotiating table. But a journalist intervened and reported 
that, according to Moscow media, despite Mr. Putin’s construc-
tive propositions a few days prior, Mr. Poroschenko had rejected 
these propositions. Mr. Poroschenko immediately interrupted 
to say that this Moscow story was “false.” He then went on to 
give his own, much more nuanced account of how his Ukrai-
nian government had responded positively but with requests for 
more detail.

This detail is worth recalling because it underlines a very im-
portant difference in the two opposed ways of thinking of Mr.Pu-
tin and Mr. Poroshenko. On the evidence of a number of  different 
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events since the start of the subversion of Crimea, Mr. Putin 
has repeatedly quite categorically asserted one thing, and then, 
not much later, just as categorically asserted the opposite. One 
result has been the realization on the part of many experienced 
Western diplomats that not just Mr. Putin but his Secretary of 
State, Mr. Lavrov, and the most important members of the ex-
tremely well-trained Russian diplomatic service as a whole, ap-
pear to have no hesitations about lying again and again if lying 
seems to them to be in the state’s best interests. Lying seems 
to be part of their ideological and professional formation.27 By 
interrupting his interlocutor in the interview to expostulate im-
mediately, and without any preamble, “That’s false,” Mr. Poro-
shenko seemed not just to have been concerned by the regular 
disinformation practices of Russian diplomacy. He also seemed 
to have been very much concerned by Mr. Putin’s overly fre-
quent and completely unashamed apparent recourse to lying. 

Besides some of Mr. Poroshenko’s salient beliefs and ways of 
thinking, the basic categories he made use of in this interview 
and elsewhere are also revelatory. One key concept is that of 
what Mr. Poroshenko explicitly calls “territorial integrity.” This 
expression refers to the nature and extent of state sovereignty. 
For Mr. Poroshenko, state sovereignty for Ukraine is exactly 
the same thing as state sovereignty for nation states making 
up the European Union today. That is, state sovereignty is not 
absolute as such — it does allow of external intervention for hu-
manitarian reasons under certain international rules enforced 
by the United Nations — but it is certainly not otherwise to be 
limited by other nation states. Mr. Putin’s idea of state sover-
eignty is that of an absolute state sovereignty that does not al-
low of external intervention even for humanitarian reasons. The 
evidence for this view includes Russia’s repeated vetoes at the 
UN Security Council of very strongly supported resolutions to 
allow intervention on humanitarian grounds in Syria. 

Another key concept for Mr. Poroshenko is his insistence 
on a rule of law entrenched by a properly elected constitutional 
majority. His announcement in this interview that, after his own 
legal election as president, he was organizing, by anticipation, 
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legislative elections so as to have, he hoped, what he called a 
“constitutional majority,” was evidence of this commitment to 
an independent legislature under the rule of law. He also explic-
itly stated: “I am ready for a national dialogue about the form of 
the state, whether unitary or federal, to be settled by a [properly 
conducted and observed] referendum.” 

Finally, with regard to finances, Mr. Poroshenko also em-
phasized the following. The question of the survival of Ukraine 
he presented as a matter of constructing a law-abiding state 
and “a transparent financial system that will apply to oligarchs 
[himself included] just as much as to everyone else.” As evi-
dence for the strength of his commitments to these views, 
Mr. Poroshenko cited his having signed an association agree-
ment with the EU. 

Not long after the interview, Mr. Poroshenko fired one of the 
most powerful Eastern oligarchs from a provincial governorship. 
He also ordered his then Prime Minister to replace an initial ten 
percent of all civil servants. He also pointed out that, from June 
2014, Ukraine had no army, and hence at the time of the inter-
view (January 2015), Ukraine had to build, as the new Ukrai-
nian ambassador in Paris had already indicated, an army to 
defend itself.

Mr. Poroshenko closed the interview by saying that he was 
proud to have been in Paris on the occasion of the 11 January 
2015 march after the terrorist attacks to demonstrate in the 
Paris streets for republican values. He said that “he needed a 
Ukraine that is free, independent, and democratic.” And he said 
finally that “values are more important than money.” 

With these details in hand, perhaps we can now raise a chal-
lenge to the idea of impersonal reconciliation. We might put that 
challenge in the form of a dilemma. Either the goal of an imper-
sonal reconciliation between these two ideologies as represented 
by Mr. Putin’s and Mr. Poroshenko’s sets of basic beliefs, ways 
of thinking, and programmatic criteria, may be mainly pursued 
by means of sustained and consequential reflection on basic 
ethical values; or an impersonal reconciliation may be mainly 
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pursued by means of sustained and consequential reflection on 
basic non-ethical values, whether political, economic, sociologi-
cal, and so on. If impersonal reconciliation is pursued mainly 
through reflection on other kinds of basic values than basic 
ethical values, then, at least in the short and mid-term, such 
reconciliation can only fail, for the structures of the opposed 
ideologies in this case are such that conflicting ethical values 
are their most fundamental elements. That is, much empirical 
evidence is available to support the claim that there is no con-
sensus on just what specific ethical values are most fundamen-
tal, whether in today’s deeply fragmented Ukrainian post-Soviet 
society, or in Russia’s deeply damaged post-Soviet society. 

If, by contrast, impersonal reconciliation is pursued mainly 
through reflection on basic ethical values rather than on other 
kinds of basic values, then at least in the short and mid-term, 
such reconciliation must also fail. For properly philosophical 
understandings of ethical values, whether in Ukraine or else-
where in Europe, appear today to be rather rare. In other words, 
in Ukraine’s deeply relativistic intellectual circles, or in Russia’s 
deeply fatalistic intellectual circles, no general consensus seems 
to be on hand concerning the nature, the kinds, the objectivity, 
and the roles of basic ethical values. But either the imperson-
al reconciliation of such opposed ideologies must be pursued 
through sustained and consequential reflection on basic ethi-
cal values, or it must be pursued by sustained and consequen-
tial reflection on other kinds of values, political, sociological, 
economic, and so on. In either case, however, at least in the 
short and mid-term, the impersonal reconciliation of these op-
posed ideologies can only fail. Something like this kind of di-
lemma is one basic challenge to the very idea of being able to 
reconcile such opposing ideologies as those of Mr. Putin and 
Mr.  Poroshenko by articulating a consistent, fully compatible 
set of consensual basic ethical values.
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IV. Interpersonal Reconciliation: Another Dilemma?
But suppose we turn aside from the idea of reaching an im-
personal reconciliation of opposed ideologies. Suppose we focus 
more sharply now on the nature of interpersonal reconciliation. 
And suppose we also narrow the scope of our reflection from 
the larger problem of reaching a highly implausible impersonal 
reconciliation between leading Russian and Ukrainian ideolo-
gies, to the smaller one within Ukraine itself, of reaching rec-
onciliation among Ukrainians regardless of native language, 
whether Russian or Ukrainian, and religion, whether Ukrainian 
Orthodox Christianity or Russian Orthodox Christianity. That 
is, suppose our subject now is reconciliation between mainly 
just those Ukrainian citizens who have accepted to continue to 
live in Ukraine, and just those Ukrainian citizens who have re-
jected living in Ukraine any longer and now want to live in the 
separatist Donbass. Within this restricted scope, what then still 
seems to call for further critical reflection about the nature of 
interpersonal reconciliation?

To begin, recall the mutually respectful, but also opposed, 
conceptions of interpersonal reconciliation at the November 
2014 Paris meeting on the first anniversary of the Maidan event. 
On the one hand, as we noted above, Bishop B. Gudziak, as the 
convener of the meeting, spoke first. He spoke mainly of what we 
might loosely call here a religious or a theological or a spiritual 
form of interpersonal reconciliation. On the other hand, Ambas-
sador O. Shamshur spoke mainly of what we might call here, 
again rather loosely, a secular or a laicized or a diplomatic form 
of interpersonal reconciliation. In turn, both Bishop H. Lhyna 
and Professor M. Marynovych returned mainly to Bishop Gudzi-
ak’s religious perspective. And Professor A. Arjakovsky returned 
mainly to a secular perspective.28 

Is there, then, some tension between these two viewpoints 
on interpersonal reconciliation, between the religious and the 
secular perspectives? At first glance, perhaps, what makes 
for differences here is another dilemma. Perhaps this second 
dilemma is but an apparent one only, or perhaps it is overly 
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simplified. But what is this further dilemma? Here is one way 
that dilemma might go. The goal of a major reconciliation be-
tween these two large and opposed groups of Ukrainian citizens 
may be pursued either through secular, non-religious means 
or through parochial, religious ones. If major reconciliation is 
pursued mainly through non-religious means, then, at least in 
the short and mid-term, major reconciliation can only fail. For 
the structures of Ukrainian society — legal, political, and eco-
nomic — whether in Ukraine without the Donbass or in the Don-
bass itself, remain demonstrably unreliable. If, by contrast, ma-
jor reconciliation is pursued mainly through religious means, 
then at least in the short and mid-term, major reconciliation 
must also fail. For after ca. 70 years of Soviet rule, practicing 
religious Ukrainians are in the minority both in Ukraine and in 
the Donbass. And even where the Christian religion is sincerely 
practiced, the Christian religion in Ukraine remains often bitter-
ly divided between Ukrainian Catholic and Ukrainian Russian 
orthodoxy. But major reconciliation must be pursued by either 
secular, non-religious means or by religious, non-secular ones. 
In either case however, at least in the short and mid-term, the 
pursuits of major reconciliation can only fail.

Now, such a dilemma may remain, of course, just one more 
schoolboy exercise. For as I said a moment ago, this dilemma 
with reconciliation may be an apparent one only. However, 
when we look more carefully at the dilemma’s structure, we will 
find that the dilemma as formulated, far from being an apparent 
one only, is a real one indeed. But then, as I also said a moment 
ago, perhaps this real dilemma is an overly simplified one. That 
is, perhaps it is based on misleading generalizations, or ques-
tionable assumptions, or basic ignorance of highly relevant fac-
tual elements. However, since I can only be an external observ-
er, I am unable to answer the objection that such a dilemma 
is overly simplified. So I am constrained to leave the informed 
judgments about such a matter to others with far more compe-
tence and experience than mine. 



72 Part One. Events

V. The Point about Reconciliations 
After some reflections, then, on what reconciliation is, and 
about the kinds of reconciliation, and now about two reconcil-
iation dilemmas, just what is the main point about interper-
sonal reconciliation, whether religious or non-religious? Or at 
the very least, what is the apparent point? The apparent point 
would seem to be that, however desirable, the feasibility of in-
terpersonal reconciliation requires, for its eventual even partial 
success, prior successes in the different areas of conciliation. 
Reconciliation depends on conciliation. That is, just as in the 
resolution of industrial disputes, reconciliation efforts are more 
or less successful as a function of prior successes in such con-
ciliatory strategies as the building of trust through numerous 
practical measures.

But what would be some examples of such prior successes 
of conciliation that might properly support later sustained ef-
forts at interpersonal reconciliation proper? Just here, it seems 
to me, is where some of the November 2014 suggestions come 
back into the discussion. Recall, then, my mentioning above 
four suggestions of Antoine Arjakovsky. He suggested the de-
velopment of a common Ukrainian and Russian historical ac-
count, a consensus account that both French and German, as 
well as Polish and German, historians have already reached. 
He suggested the necessity today for making historically explicit 
the central role in Ukrainian history of a moral consciousness. 
Specifically, with respect to Ukrainian and Russian relations in 
France, he also suggested much more active collaboration in 
France between the two immigrant communities of the Ukrai-
nian and the Russian diasporas.29 And finally, he suggested the 
importance of Ukrainian and Russian journalists being able to 
work together on the institution and operation of a new joint 
French TV channel, on the model of the very successful French-
German Arte channel. 

Such practical measures, and other similar ones, concern-
ing especially fiscal matters,30 strike me as, among other things, 
just the kinds of conciliatory measures that might properly 
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 support later concerted efforts, both secular and religious, to 
bring about reconciliation among those who still are and wish 
to remain Ukrainian citizens, whether Ukrainian or Russian 
speakers, whether non-religious or religious, whether Ukraini-
an Orthodox Christians or Russian Orthodox Christians. As for 
those who no longer wish to be Ukrainian citizens, the possibili-
ties for successful conciliation and reconciliation may, however 
necessary eventually, right now be simply highly unlikely.

envOi: recOnciliatiOn and cOnciliatiOn 
In concluding, I would like to call attention to two puzzling epi-
graphs I placed at the beginning of this paper. The first, from a 
review of a book by Adam Michnik,31 reads, “Why should East 
Europeans be asked to forgive before a reckoning with the past, 
including a legal one, is undertaken? . . . How is it possible to 
attain reconciliation — a term that calls for close scrutiny — in 
the absence of repentance? . . . How can one ask the former 
victims to remain silent?” And the second, from St. Paul’s sec-
ond letter to the Corinthians, is but a phrase. It reads, “. . . the 
word (the logos) of reconciliation,” a phrase I have used as the 
title of this chapter. In asking how former victims can remain 
silent, we need to remember that, before Paul’s Greek logos is 
interpreted, it must, at least partly, be understood philosophi-
cally. That is, the Greek logos is a natural philosophical word, 
the churches tell us, for what anything whatever is, way before 
any human standpoint; it is the Word, the Son of God. But the 
truth is that, at least in the contentious case of interpersonal 
reconciliation, many of us do not seem to be able to gain ac-
cess to one supernatural word of reconciliation without passing, 
however imperfectly, and tiresomely, by the many natural words 
of conciliation. 
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