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Preface  

 
 
The content of this report is the sole responsibility of the Regional Monitoring and Capacity Building Unit 

of the Eastern Partnership Culture Programme and reflects the opinion of contributing experts. It should 

not be taken to reflect the views of the European Commission.  
 

The report is intended for a broad range of audiences including all cultural stakeholders in the countries 
of the Eastern Partnership and European Union.. The report is a result of the Studies and Diagnostics on 
Cultural Policies of the Eastern Partnership Countries carried out by the Regional Monitoring and Capacity 

Building Unit of the Eastern Partnership Culture Programme from October 2011 to March 2012 in the six 
Eastern Partnership countries – Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. The studies 

focus on the national cultural policies of these countries – Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova 
and Ukraine and are practically oriented to provide strategic guidance to the entire Eastern Partnership 

Culture Programme and to all activities of the Regional Monitoring and Capacity Building Unit (RMCBU).  
 

The results of the research have been presented in the form of a “comprehensive report” comprising: 

 Analytical Base-line Reports on the Culture Sector and Cultural Policy for each of the six 

countries;  
 A Regional Research Report on Cultural Policies and Trends of the Eastern Partnership Countries 

covering all six countries and identifying priority areas for development in their cultural domains 

for the period till March 2015. 
 

The country Base-Line Reports elaborated by the RMCBU are subject to further analysis, debate and 

exchange. By capturing the current situation in the cultural sectors of each country, the six country Base-
line Reports will facilitate the tracking of future developments and of the progress of the EaP Culture 

Programme in general. These reports are primarily based on analysis of country-specific policies and 
practices against existing international best standards and practices. We will reuse the same indicators 

from time to time in the course of the Eastern Partnership Culture Programme to assess developments 

and change in the cultural sector. We hope these indicators and country reports will be of value also for 
the authorities in the Eastern Partnership countries as a tool to evaluate changes in their respective 

national cultural sectors.  
 

The six Base-line Reports were shared with the national authorities and other stakeholders of the EaP 
countries at the draft stage and the main conclusions of the Regional Report were presented in Brussels 

in September 2012 at the Expert Seminar on the Cultural Policy of the Eastern Partnership (Platform 4) 

and at the First Regional Conference of the Eastern Partnership Culture Programme held in Tbilisi, 
Georgia in October 2012. National authorities have been invited to comment on or contribute with 

complementary information. Some of the Base-line Reports have been updated based on the information 
provided by the national authorities during September – November 2012.  

 

The six Base-line Reports in English and national languages and the Regional Research Report in English 
and Russian are published electronically on the Programme’s website (www.euroeastculture.eu) along 

with contributions from national authorities, where contributions were addressed to the RMCBU. All 
stakeholders with interest in cultural matters are invited to use the Programme’s website as a platform 

for dialogue and to contribute with their feedback and comment to the reports. 
 

It was felt that traditional cultural sector categorisation, for example into sub-sectors, would not be the 

most appropriate approach for the EaP Programme where a practical focus on results and outcomes is 
needed. These results and outcomes are going to be related to their contribution to areas such as 

democratisation, modernisation and reform in the EaP countries rather than in relation to culture/art 
forms, the research has therefore focused on the following five areas:  

 

 The context/climate for culture in each of the countries;  

 Creation and production;  

 Provision, transmission and dissemination of culture.  

 Issues related to access to culture;  

 Cultural participation.  

http://www.euroeastculture.eu/
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Implicit in this categorisation are questions of democratization and modernization; the degree to which a 

positive climate for culture and cultural production has – or has not been - achieved; the extent of 

“openness” in the cultural system; countries’ relative ability to capitalize on current revolutionary 
developments affecting culture, including digitization, the Internet and changes in how culture is 

‘consumed’; how the producers and the consumers of culture relate to each other within the system; and 
finally, what needs with regard to development, capacity-building and training in the light of these 

elements there might be.  

 
More information on the context of the regional policy of the European Commission and on current trends 

in the participating countries relevant for the Eastern Partnership Culture Programme, as well as on the 
analytical criteria applied in the studies, the sources of definition of European and international standards 

of culture-related policies and on the methodology applied to define main elements and working 
procedures of the research can be found in the Regional Research Report. 

 

The studies were initiated by six research visits of the Regional Capacity Building and Monitoring Unit to 
the Eastern Partnership countries in November – December 2011. The results of the visit to Ukraine have 

been presented in Section 4 of this report. It is necessary to mention that, while the Research Survey 
(section 3) presents an overview of the situation in the cultural domain at the national level and within 

the broader regional EaP context and is based on comparison to international standards and criteria, the 

RMCBU’s analytical summary on Main Outcomes of the Research Visit to the Country  (section 4) and 
especially the SWOT Assessment by National Stakeholders of Cultural Policy and Priority Needs of the 
Cultural Sector (Annex 1) reflect the vision of a wide range of national stakeholders of the Programme.  
 

Section 3: The Research Survey of the country reports is intended to summarise findings based on factual 
evidence and published sources. Answers to the questions in the survey have not always been 

comprehensive; nevertheless we have decided to keep related sections of the survey report intact to 

preserve coherence across the six reports. Where data and evidence were missing, generally the reports 
mention, "No data/information found" while sometimes it has been necessary to resort to estimates. The 

number of such cases has been kept to a minimum. In some other cases when searches for information 
could not be gathered within the timetable for the research, the reports mention, “No data/information 
collected”. It is expected and hoped that improved availability of appropriate information will be more 

easily available in the future. 
 

 
This research was led by Mr. Luciano Gloor, RMCBU Team Leader and Ms. Tetiana Biletska, RMCBU 

Capacity Building Expert. Ms. T. Biletska was also responsible for all stages of practical implementation of 

the studies and diagnostics, including the collection and analysis of the outcomes of the research visits to 
the partner countries and final consolidation and editing of the seven reports.  

 
Mr. Terry Sandell, RMCBU Expert, provided methodological guidance for the studies, including the 

development of a system for analysis of the status of cultural sectors in the participating countries, its 
analytical categories and indicators as well as the structuring of the analytical research based on country 

reports and instructions to other Experts and drafting or editing Sections 1-3 and Annex 2 of the country 

reports.   
 

Mr. Mykola Skyba, RMCBU Expert, was responsible for preparing the analytical research survey presented 
in Section 3, collecting descriptive and statistical data and carrying out a comparative analysis of criteria 

and standards.   

 
For more information on the report, its methodology and work conducted please contact  

Ms. Tetiana Biletska, RMCBU Capacity Building Expert at tetiana.biletska@euroeastculture.eu   
Mr. Luciano Gloor, RMCBU Team Leader at luciano.gloor@euroeastculture.eu 

 

mailto:tetiana.biletska@euroeastculture.eu
mailto:luciano.gloor@euroeastculture.eu
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1. Background to the Cultural Situation in the Eastern Partnership Countries 
 
 
A separate regional report, an adjunct to this country report, places the individual countries in context 
and outlines wider trends and common issues within the Eastern Partnership region. It will be helpful 

however to give a little context here as to what was trying to be achieved through the research on 
Ukraine and the approach taken. 

 
Since independence the six Eastern Partnership countries have had to face enormous challenges and 

problems. As in many European countries, while culture is seen as important, political realities often 

mean that culture is not given priority for funding. For Ukraine and the other countries this has more 
often than not meant in the area of culture a desperate, reactive, short-term struggle for survival rather 

than visionary, forward-looking plans. Clinging on to the past, preserving what one can, trying to make 
the systems and processes work because they are the only ones in place (as well as being familiar) and 

simply compromising in the hope that one day things will be better has been a natural course to take. It 

has not been a question of the ‘better as an alternative of the good’ so much as of the ‘bad at least being 
better than the worst’. The status quo has been less dangerous than the unknown. 

 
Culture and cultural development does not develop in a vacuum and the environment in all the Eastern 

Partnership countries, quite apart from the economic and funding aspect alluded to above, has in general 
not been conducive to positive development and change. Inherited political problems and challenges 

which directly impact on culture, such as the legacy of Soviet linguistic, demographic, territorial and 

ethnic policies, have created enormous distortions and barriers to peaceful, sustainable development in 
the cultural area. It is of interest to note that Ukraine, unlike most of the other former Soviet countries, 

achieved independence without bloodshed or war notwithstanding its diversity. Diversity may well be a 
cultural blessing but in certain circumstances it can unfortunately be a political curse. Conflict, tensions, 

lack of trust, the tricks and injustices of history all have slowed up and greatly complicated positive 

change in these countries. 
 

In addition to this, there have been a myriad of other challenges in all the countries including weak 
institutional infrastructure, corruption that poisons a society and its values, instability, and sometimes 

even loss of confidence about the future. Against such a background being a Minister of Culture or the 

Chair of a Parliamentary Culture and Heritage Committee or a Presidential Adviser on Culture has 
probably been as frustrating as being a struggling artist, museum curator or librarian. 

 
In recent times though, as far as culture, cultural policy and cultural development are concerned some 

green shoots are beginning to appear in the region while with the benefit of hindsight one can see that in 
fact progress really has been made, albeit not as much, nor as fast, as everyone wanted.  

 

Particularly in the last decade one can see, for example, the countries treading a path towards recognized 
international standards appropriate to their new statehood while their young people, in particular, are 

beginning to recognize the benefits of modernization, the exciting new opportunities offered by the 
communications and digital revolutions currently unfolding, internationalism and globalization, exploration 

of multiple identities and personal self-actualization and the role and contribution of culture and 

creativity, in a modern definition, to social, economic and humanitarian agendas and to national, regional 
and individual development. 

 
Ukraine’s path towards modernization, new standards and international engagement has included 

ratifying the European Cultural Convention in 1994, membership of the Council of Europe since 1995, 
ratifying the Charter on Regional and Minorities Languages in 1995, ratifying the Council of Europe 

Framework Convention on Protection of National Minorities in 1998, ratifying the UNESCO Convention on 

the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage in 2008, ratifying the UNESCO Convention on the 
Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions in 2010 as well as participation in 

international, European and regional programmes such as the Council of Europe STAGE and ‘Kyiv 
Initiative’ Programmes. 

 

Involvement in the Eastern Partnership Culture Programme is the latest stage, an engagement as 
important and as potentially fulfilling for the European Union and its member states as it is for Ukraine 
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and the other Eastern Partnership countries, collectively and individually. This engagement is particularly 

timely as Ukraine and the other partner countries in the region are all, as far as the cultural sector is 

concerned, beginning to see both the proverbial light at the end of the tunnel and the green shoots 
which are appearing, even though huge challenges still exist both in the cultural arena itself and in the 

wider political and economic environment within which culture and cultural development operates, 
survives or thrives.   

 

Examples of one or two of Ukraine’s several green shoots include the consolidation and maturing role of 
a Ukrainian identity and culture which recognizes regional differences while pursuing national agendas. 

Promotion of the Ukrainian language and specifically Ukrainian narratives and canons since independence 
has been successful while at the same time being balanced by political pragmatism especially with regard 

to certain parts of the east of the country and Crimea. A growing Ukrainian publishing and book 
infrastructure centered on Lviv is now providing evidence of the consolidation of past national language 

policy while cultural policy debate itself is moving beyond the ‘language war’ which often crowded out 

wider discussion. These green shoots, while being specific to Ukraine, are worthy of wider interest, 
possibly having wider applicability within the region. It is hoped that this research and the wider Eastern 

Partnership Cultural Programme can harness both the Ukrainian experiences and ‘green shoots’ and those 
of the other five countries in a way that will facilitate both regional and wider European cultural 

engagement, generally, multilaterally, bilaterally and at the level of individual initiatives. 

 
Developments related to contemporary visual arts are another positive area. An important contribution 

was made by the Soros-funded Centre for Contemporary Arts but in terms of setting international 
standards domestically and building a substantial new and young audience credit must go to the 

privately-funded Pinchuk Foundation’s Art Centre in Kyiv and more recently to the ambitious Arsenal 
project. The latter is the former imperial arsenal in Kyiv, a huge, interesting, industrial building which is 

being turned into the major cultural centre of the capital and which is celebrating in 2012 inauguration of 

an international biennale.  
 

These innovations combined with local regional pride and the emergence of well-managed foundations, 
funded by Ukrainian oligarchs, are providing a healthy stimulus to cultural development. Two of the main 

foundations, the Victor Pinchuk Foundation and the Foundation for Development of Ukraine by Rinat 

Akhmetov, are both working imaginatively in the cultural arena and having a real impact.  
 

This in fact brings into focus what this research was trying to achieve and the approach taken. Green 
shoots, cultivation, planting ideas, sowing seeds are more than simply appropriate gardening metaphors 

when talking about culture and cultural development. In fact, culture and gardening terminology 

effortlessly and directly translates from the one to the other and back again: ‘culture’ and ‘cultures’, 
diversity (bio/cultural), ‘climate’, organic growth, ‘fertile soil’, ‘cross-fertilization’, even, dare one include 

it, ‘pruning’. The research survey implicitly uses the gardening metaphor to try to examine the 
environment in which culture is being nurtured and grown in the countries and in the region as a whole. 

It seeks to identify a general baseline of the factors which might be inhibiting cultural development and 
which are not simply matters that are related to funding which is always going to be a problem. 

 

Put simply, important improvements can always be made and do not always depend on budgets but 
more often simply depend on knowledge, leadership, system improvement, experimentation or fresh 

approaches. Certain aspects of modernization in areas such as museums or libraries are an example - 
customer-focused services and customer care may be as much to do with updating staff attitudes and 

perceptions as budgets.   

 
It is unfortunately a fact that neither EaP countries nor EU member states, especially in a time of 

economic and financial upheaval, can guarantee ever-increasing budgets for culture nor provide support 
to every artist and worthwhile cultural initiative. It is similarly not reasonable to expect governing 

authorities always to understand totally the creativity and cultural complexity of their societies. What can 
be expected of all states that value a European identity - and this is the thrust of the research and its 

implicit expectations for the future - is that, continuing the gardening analogy - like a good gardener 

those responsible for national cultural development know how to grow things. In other words where 
culture and cultural development are concerned, the governing authorities who develop national cultural 

policy, whether in EU member states or in EaP countries should know how to take account of the climate, 
to take actions in relation to the weather, to nurture but not interfere unnecessarily and to deal with 
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‘weeds’ if they really do threaten to strangle generally healthy growth in the cultural sector. Similarly, 

metaphorically watering the garden wisely while making best use of the rain and making provision for 

times of drought is also part of a sound policy. The issues of provision, access, and participation in 
culture, i.e. everyone being able to enter, enjoy and contribute to the ‘garden’ are increasingly a focus of 

policy in EU member states. The roles and relationships of the state authorities, the independent/civil 
society sector and the commercial sector are particularly crucial in this respect.   

 

Rich or poor, big or small, the challenge then for governments is to be the ‘grower’ and ‘facilitator’ of 
culture. Measuring by that yardstick significantly creates a more level ‘playing field’ where real 

achievement and comparisons can be made across Europe and not depend solely on GDP or the amount 
allocated to cultural budgets. The key to cultural development is the climate and context within which 

artistic and other forms of creativity take place. If there are obstacles - bureaucratic, legal, financial or 
personal - in short a climate or context that is basically hostile for the cultural sector, culture will almost 

certainly not flourish. Whatever benefits the old Soviet culture system may have offered, the fact was 

that culture was also an instrument of control. While many of the negative aspects of that system of 
control are no longer present, there is still some institutional atavism. In terms of the state sector, since 

independence state institutions have produced real achievements but, as can be neatly summarized in 
English, sometimes the practice of being traditional Ministries of Culture has prevailed rather than moving 

forward to be Ministries for Culture and in particular tackling issues related to the context and climate 

within which culture operates.   
 

The research survey and related work aims also to identify needs especially those that may be 
particularly relevant for the development of the Eastern Partnership Culture Programme and the work of 

the Regional Monitoring and Capacity Building Unit. 
 

Certain themes and needs are emerging from the research including: 

 
(i) Identifying who can produce the ‘green shoots’ and how these individuals, groups and 

organizations can be better supported 
 

(ii) Defining what kind of leadership is going to be needed at all levels in the cultural sector 

 
(iii) Highlighting the key elements required for cultural policy and cultural strategies which will 

bring modernization and allow culture, cultural policy and cultural activity to contribute 
dynamically to human development, social and economic policies and agendas 

 

(iv) Facilitating access to culture, overcoming divides, such as the urban-rural divide and 
harnessing culture to modern values and aspirations, especially those of young people 

 
(v) Balancing support for the preservation of the past with support for the creativity of the future  

 
(vi) Recognizing the potential and revolutionary impact of communications and new technologies 

in terms of access, cultural consumption, cultural identity and personal self-actualization  

 
(vii) Taking into account and maximizing the synergy between cultural players at state, regional, 

municipal, local, commercial and independent/NGO levels at practical and policy levels so 
that all the available resources related to culture can be effectively used 

 

(viii) Sharing positive experience and knowledge in a diverse and confusing world where the tools 
have changed in a revolutionary way but people perhaps do not change so quickly in terms 

of their aspirations, limitations and fears 
 

Part of the research has been to try comparing experiences in the different countries in a positive and 
neutral fashion not to engage in a ‘beauty competition’. The research survey is intended to produce 

insights and act as a quick ‘health check’ of the six countries in their approach to culture, cultural policy 

and cultural development and what their future needs may be, objectively and subjectively assessed. On 
the basis of this it is hoped that increasingly meaningful and value-adding cooperation can be developed 

between the EU, its member states and the Eastern Partnership countries.     
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2. Some Main Features of Culture and Cultural Development in Ukraine 
 
 
As with all the Eastern Partnership countries in the period after independence, and to a great extent up 
to the present time, the main aim of government policy in the cultural sector has been simply survival, 

combined with special attention to heritage usually as part of nation-building and national identity policies 
and preservation of the infrastructure of national institutions inherited from the Soviet period. This was of 

course accompanied by great changes in society including removal of ideological censorship, freedom of 
speech and creation and development of cultural legislation normally following European models. 

 

The problem was that this was not accompanied by practical reform and ‘preservation’ often meant 
‘fossilization’ and the system of cultural policy, planning, management and funding simply not being fit 

for purpose in the new circumstances in which Ukraine, and the other countries, found themselves. Even 
the positive actions taken often failed to make any real impact because they were only changing things 

on the surface and not tackling the real underlying issues. Legislation related to culture has been a good 

example of this. The laws themselves were often well-drafted but unfortunately more often than not 
were simply unconsulted documents with no practical application because of non-functional systems. 

When there was some move towards reform, it was either half-hearted or not carried through leading to 
‘semi-reforms’. 

 
In Ukraine’s case, the problem of ‘semi-reforms’ was particularly unfortunate as opportunities for change 

and structural modernization did present themselves but the opportunities were simply not taken. 

Politically the ‘Orange Revolution’ period of 2004-5 was such an opportunity, creating great but largely 
unrealized hopes amongst its supporters and acceptance of the need for change even amongst its 

opponents. In the end weak leadership, conflicting political ambitions and the general corruptness of the 
political system stymied the radical change that was needed. There were of course achievements but the 

failure to push through real reform and modernization led to stagnation while the optimism of the period 

of 2004-5 evaporated, to be replaced by disillusion and often cynicism. This context of stagnation and 
failure did not provide the necessary environment for reform of the cultural sector and modernization of 

cultural policy. 
 

It would be wrong however to think that issues and debates relating to culture and cultural policy were 

not taking place and were not part of the political agenda. The problem however has been that such 
issues and debates have been dominated by often polarized views on the status of the Ukrainian 

language. While generalization can be misleading, broadly speaking, in the west of Ukraine, the language  
is strong and is seen as an essential part of being Ukrainian. In the east and south, there are many 

people who do not know Ukrainian, using instead Russian or ‘surzhyk’, the latter being ‘pidgin’ language 
consisting of a mish-mash of Ukrainian and Russian1. In western Ukraine the special status of Ukrainian 

as the national and state language and the embodiment of ‘Ukrainianess’ is sincerely felt and almost 

sacred, often being seen in the context of colonial suppression and a continuing threat of ‘Russification’. 
In parts of the east and south, some Ukrainians feel that the language issue threatens to ‘disenfranchise’ 

them culturally and educationally while the sizeable Russian minority similarly often has no interest in 
promotion of the Ukrainian language. In pragmatic fashion, Ukrainian has re-established itself but 

remains a culturally divisive issue, particularly in relation to regional self-perceptions. The widespread use 

of Ukrainian in the education system as the language of instruction will in a generation remove some of 
the current strong feelings which have been producing division. 

 
One example of how the language issue has a practical impact even on technical issues has been in the 

area of cinema and broadcasting. Legislation dealing with dubbing and sub-titling of films in Ukrainian 
and the issue of broadcasting quotas have been very complex and fiercely fought areas. 

 

While the issue of the Ukrainian language has tended to dominate cultural debate in the country, culture 
itself has been seen as central to the efforts at nation-building which have taken place in the two 

decades since independence. It is in this context that there has frequently been, until the present time, 
direct presidential interest and involvement in culture, including personal initiatives. At times such 

intervention has been positive, not least in underlining the importance of culture and the arts especially in 

                                        
1 ‘Surzhyk’ literally means wheat mixed with rye. 
2 See Громадські організації в Україні. Статистичний бюллетень Державної служби статистики України. – С.7 
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economically difficult times, but it also led to decisions which were either not thought through or which 

were dropped as the political winds changed direction. It also led to confusion as to from where cultural 

policy should be generated – from the Presidential Administration, from the Ministry of Culture or from 
the specialized Verkhovna Rada (parliament) committee? One ‘grand project’ which was originally a past 

presidential initiative but whose flagging fortunes have been revived by the present administration is the 
conversion of the old Arsenal into a massive cultural complex for Kyiv. The fact that it is being developed 

under the present administration shows that arts and culture in Ukraine can be something shared and not 

always be divisive. 
 

The size and diversity of Ukraine means that what happens locally and regionally is important as the 
centre, Kyiv, and in particular the Ministry of Culture, is limited in its capacities to ‘manage’ what happens 

throughout the country. As the old Soviet habit of waiting for things to happen from the centre and from 
the top down becomes less strong, increasingly the quality of local leadership and social entrepreneurship 

is becoming a significant factor in terms of cultural development and policy. At different ends of the 

country one can see this in cities such as Lviv and Donetsk. Recognition of the future potential of tourism 
in Ukraine is also driving some local initiatives while examples are appearing of local cultural policy being 

looked at as a part of wider social and economic development policies. The potential for positive regional 
and local cultural policy in Ukraine is considerable.  

 

One of the problems in Ukraine, a weakness shared with other Eastern Partnership countries, is that the 
potential of the private sector, including the ‘creative and cultural industries’, is mainly not recognized by 

the state sector and planners. Private sector arts activity is often dismissed as ‘show business’, and there 
is still often a suspicion of private cultural initiatives. The lack of development of the private sector in the 

cultural ecology of Ukraine, and too little nurturing of the creative and cultural industries (CCIs) is a 
major weakness. 

 

In practice, private and non-state initiatives can often have greater impact than official state ones and 
creative partnership between the private and non-state sectors with the state, if based on transparent 

and results-oriented agreement and activity, is surely what is needed increasingly in the future. Very 
successful examples of on-going private initiatives already exist in Ukraine especially in the form of 

foundation activity.  

 
It must be said though that the involvement of oligarchs in culture is often perceived by some Ukrainian 

cultural professionals at best skeptically and often cynically and hostilely. There is in addition a fear for 
some of them that the strong presence of oligarchs’ foundations may also give the authorities an excuse 

for abdicating cultural responsibilities which the state should carry. Ultimately it will be a question of 

seeing whether such foundations mature, as their early American counterparts such as the Carnegie, 
Ford Rockefeller foundations did, or whether they are going to be limited in what they can contribute to 

the country’s cultural development and infrastructure.  
 

Two of the private oligarch players, the Pinchuk Foundation and the Akhmetov Foundation, are having a 
major impact on the cultural scene and on cultural practice. The Pinchuk Arts Centre’s continuing 

contribution to the creation of a contemporary visual arts culture in Ukraine has manifested itself not only 

in the creation of a building which meets the highest international standards, but also in high quality 
curating and most importantly in creating an exciting environment in which there is a fast-growing young 

audience for contemporary arts. While it is true that the Pinchuk Foundation was building on sometimes 
insufficiently recognized investment others had made in the visual arts area in the past, it is fair to say 

that it did produce a paradigm shift. Setting the standards for others to follow and creating new 

audiences is something that state cultural policy and state institutions have hitherto not managed to do. 
 

The Akhmetov Foundation provides a similarly positive example. Not only has it been involved in 
important heritage initiatives but more recently has been investing in contemporary cultural practice 

through an inspiring programme which supports innovation. Support for innovation is again an area 
where state support has been traditionally weak or absent. 

 

As is often the case in the other Eastern partnership countries, the independent and NGO sector has 
suffered from inherent weaknesses and not particularly thrived, even though most people can see that it 

would be desirable if it did. Lack of stable, longer-term funding, the discrediting of the NGO-sector by 
sometimes unprincipled ‘grant-sharks’ (i.e. people interested in securing grant-money but not necessarily 
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in delivering worthwhile projects) and the absence of a mutually supportive environment in which state, 

private, independent and NGO interests and activity could all flourish have all been factors in the 

independent and NGO sectors not achieving their potential or even the positioning that they should play 
in a pluralistic cultural environment. 

 
The size and diversity of Ukraine is a strength in terms of its cultural potential. Objectively the right 

ingredients are there, or potentially there, but there has tended to be a failure to develop the right mix. 

Culture does not operate in a vacuum. It could be argued that this failure is regrettably in large measure 
attributable to Ukraine’s incestuous political system and a political class which has been characterized by 

self-interest, ‘croneyism’ and lack of vision. Ukraine’s complicated, often corrupt, and frequently 
uninspiring adversarial, domestic politics is not a new phenomenon but is particularly unhelpful when the 

country should be beginning to blossom after the difficult post-independence period. While Ukraine has 
ostensibly moved from a presidential-parliamentary to a parliamentary-presidential mode in recent times, 

with free elections, notwithstanding serious disputes over the administration of the 2012 elections, 

potentially established, authoritarianism and democratic concerns are sometimes still in evidence. 
Ordinary Ukrainians in the main aspire to something better than what is offered by their political class 

and the country should surely be playing an international and European role which reflects better its 
position as the largest country in Europe.     

 

In this context, and in the specific context of culture and cultural development, it will be interesting to 
see the results of a new cultural policy initiative and research work being undertaken in 2012 by the 

National Institute for Strategic Studies, the main policy-formulating body within the Presidential 
Administration. Having set up a Cultural Policy Unit to carry out the work, it is looking at future cultural 

policy within the context of wider social policy and against a background of a new strategic approach to 
regional policy. It would seem that lessons from the past are not being ignored, including failures in 

implementing past recommendations, and it is hoped the consultation process that is taking place, which 

seems to be wide, open and genuine, will also help to produce something that meets all of the diverse 
needs of the country in its cultural development over the next few years. 
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3. Research Survey 
 

 
3.1. Context / Climate  

3.1.1. Legislation, tax, registration and employment issues affecting culture. The degree to 

which these issues are supporting the development of culture and creativity 

 

There is a lot of general and specific Ukrainian legislation related to culture and cultural development. 
For example, the Constitution of Ukraine proclaims that:  

 

 The state provides the framework for the consolidation and development of the Ukrainian nation, 

its historical awareness, traditions and culture and guarantees the free ethnic, cultural, linguistic 
and religious development of all indigenous nations and national minorities of the Ukraine (Article 

11); 
 Ukraine takes care of the cultural and language needs of Ukrainians living abroad (Article 12); 

 Freedom of literary, artistic, scientific, and technical creativity is guaranteed, intellectual 

ownership, authors' rights, moral and material interests related to different kinds of intellectual 

ownership are protected (Article 54); 

 Cultural heritage shall be protected by law (Section 4, Article 54); 

 The State shall ensure the preservation of historical monuments and other objects of cultural 

value... (Section 5, Article 54); 
 Everyone shall be obliged not to harm nature or cultural heritage, and to compensate for any 

damage he/she inflicts (Article 66). 

 
The new Law on Culture signed by the President of Ukraine in January 2011 defines the following 

priorities for national cultural policy: 
  

 Development of the culture of the Ukrainian nation, indigenous peoples and national minorities of 

Ukraine; 

 Preservation, restoration and protection of the historic environment; 

 Aesthetic education of citizens and, first of all, of children and young people, and enlargement of 

the cultural infrastructure in rural areas (see also chapter 2.1 below). 

 
a. The degree to which national legislation (e.g. as perceived by cultural sector actors) directly 

affects cultural development or ‘health’ of the cultural sector and the extent to which this a 
serious issue. 

 
Some people would argue that in practical terms the legislation does not ensure a good environment for 

the blossoming of culture or provide any real support to its development. Cultural legislation is poorly 
implemented and another practical problem is related to discrepancies and contradictions between 

different pieces of legislation.   

 
Examples of where legislation hinders rather than helps include paternalistic practices that constrain 

processes, management and the diversity of cultural industries. The new Law on Culture still falls short in 
improving cooperation between NGOs and government structures. There are also drafting issues related 

to the new law: for example, the language related to top ‘culture managers’ does not stipulate clearly 
that this refers to state employees and although it seems to deal with ‘rights’, in practice these rights are 

non-usable.  

 
It was the view of one leading Ukrainian cultural specialist that during the process of making 

amendments to the draft Law on Culture in the Parliamentary Committees, the final draft lost important 
elements which had practical application while the declarative terms remained.   

 

Concerning general legislation, it could be argued that the area that has the most impact on the health of 
the cultural sector is the Tax Code, the latest version of which was approved by the Parliament in 

December 2011 to incorporate changes made during 2011. The new Code includes some unresolved 
issues related to the amount of unspecified charitable donations which can be given without imposing 
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formal limitations and VAT exemptions for charitable contributions. The Tax Code in fact does not 

encourage philanthropic activity and even inhibits it (e.g. by defining charitable help/grants to cultural 

institutions as types of activities subject to income tax). 
 

The Ministry of Culture (MoC) has little influence on the decision-making process related to strategic 
issues of national social and economic development. Decisions are made by Cabinet of Ministers 

resolutions, though when any party is to be affected by these, a consultation process is supposed to have 

taken place. Draft regulations by the authorities responsible for fiscal and customs policy which indirectly 
affect the activities of cultural institutions are however normally taken without the approval of the 

Ministry of Culture. Similarly, cultural legislation drafted by the Ministry of Culture is often blocked by the 
Ministry of Finance. 

 
b. If national legislation affects the development of culture and creativity, whether it is culture-

specific or general. 

 
The cultural sector representatives consulted feel the current legislation does not help or address issues 

important for small and middle-scale cultural initiatives, especially those related to NGOs and the 
commercial sector, because legislation tends to focus on the state authorities and on their powers and 

resources.  

 
c. Examples of cultural legislation which seems to be working well. 

 
The official MoC position is that “a range of regulatory and legal acts which are highly important and 
efficient in the sector may be mentioned”. They cite as an example a 1997 Cabinet of Ministers 

Resolution related to library services provision aimed at ensuring that people have equal minimum 
standards of access wherever they reside in Ukraine. This has apparently been particularly effective in 

provision for communities where there are less than 500 inhabitants.  

 
While there may be other examples, in general there is a perception that in general knowledge of 

legislation tends to be poor and so often is effective implementation. In other instances sometimes 
legislation may be implemented but can have undesirable ‘side-effects. For example, implementation of 

the Law on the Export of Cultural Valuables can lead to problems related to contemporary art where 
cumbersome bureaucratic procedures for sending works abroad hinder cultural exchange.  

 
d. New or revised legislation relating to culture planned to address perceived problems and 

description of those problems. 

 
After the basic Law of Ukraine on Culture was approved in 2011, the Ministry of Culture produced two 
more specific draft laws. The first one, On the Regulation of Touring Fees aimed at maximising budget 

revenues from tours. The second, On National Cultural Heritage, pulled together three existing laws: On 
Protection of Cultural Heritage (2000), On Protection of Archaeological Heritage (2004) and On Export, 

Import and Repatriation of Cultural Valuables (1999). The draft law on the regulation of touring fees was 
subjected to harsh criticism by experts as it was seen as a threat to Ukrainian theatrical and music 

groups.  

 
A Ukrainian MP has submitted a fresh version of the Law on the National Cultural Product that seeks, 

amongst other things, to define what a ‘national cultural product’ is. Information on objections to the 
draft from expert communities can be found in Section 2.2 below. 

 

More than two years in preparation, the draft new version of the Law on Charity passed its first 
Parliamentary hearing in 2011 but heated debate as to its nature and proposed changes continues. 

 
As regards future cultural legislation, the Minister of Culture announced in 2012 work on a new version of 

the Law on Cinematography. 
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e. The degree to which tax regulations or issues are inhibiting cultural development or the health 
of the cultural sector (e.g. as perceived by cultural sector actors) 

 
Culture sector representatives generally perceive the existing legislative system as good enough. At the 

same time there are problems associated with the implementation of the laws and appropriate 
administrative procedures. As a result, even well-intended legislation is often perceived as “inefficient and 

permanently violated”. To take one example, many people in a particular debate referred to their 

professional activity as being untenable in the taxation environment that currently applies to cultural 
production. One of them drew attention to legal provisions related to theatre performance production 

which are destructive and contradictory citing an NGO theatre company from Kharkiv which does not 
have the right to sell tickets and is also taxed for touring in Ukraine. Since the company does not have 

premises of its own, even ‘home town’ performances are labelled as “touring activity” and subject to tax 
assessment.    

 

Small cultural enterprises do express a special need for ‘tax breaks’ of some kind, at least for their first 
operating year (ideally, for the first five) to build up their working capital, strengthen the material base 

and have a capacity-building possibility. Small enterprises also mention the desirability of cheap and 
affordable loans as one type of measure from which they would benefit. As return on investment in the 

cultural and creative fields is a lengthy process, this means that cultural sphere operations taking high 

risks which are not helped by often obstructive tax legislation. 
 

It has been already mentioned above that discrepancies and contradictions do exist sometimes in the 
legislation. The case of cinematography is a good example. While new taxation rules do offer some 

benefits to the national cinema industry, including a five-year tax exemption, claiming such special 
benefits requires certain special procedures to be followed, including special ‘accumulated costs 

accounting procedures’ related to the financing of film production in Ukraine. However, the special 

‘model’ accounting procedure to be introduced for this purpose depends on a new Law on 
Cinematography, not yet developed, that will regulate inter alia financial procedures. A National Union of 

Cinematography representative pointed out that the new Tax Code, approved in 2010, was impossible to 
implement in part because of this contradiction.    

 
f. Process of cultural NGO or commercial entity registration: duration, no. of phases, costs 

involved, complexity 

 
NGOs meet with obstacles beginning from the moment of registration and there are different types of 

registration including ‘local registration’ and ‘all-Ukraine registration’. Typically, the ‘charter’ approval 

procedure takes three to four months in the case of an NGO working at the local (city/town) level and at 
least six months in the case of an all-Ukraine organization. The stages to be followed include: preparing 

the Charter of Incorporation; registering with the justice authorities at the appropriate level; making the 
official stamp; registering with the State Tax Service; and opening a bank account. The Ministry of 

Justice’s comments on the drafting of the Charter of Incorporation are sometimes petty and absurd – 

often a signal that a “sweetener” is needed rather than anything to do with any political motivation. To 
avoid such scenarios, some NGOs use ‘middle-men’ or simply give kickbacks to the officers in charge. 

 
It is very important for NGOs to keep strictly to the Code of Non-profit Organisations established by the 

State Tax Service: failure to do so will subject the NGO to the tax liabilities of a standard business 
company. To avoid this, an NGO really needs to employ professional accountants – hardly a practical 

option for small NGOs. In addition, the reputation of the NGO sector, often perceived as ‘grant-eaters’ or 

‘grant-sharks’, particularly by the tax authorities, does not help.  

3.1.2. Transparency and Corruption 

 
a. Country ranking in Transparency International’s Index: the current one and compared with the 

ones for the last two years. 

 
As regards the Corruption Perception Index ranking by Transparency International 

(http://www.transparency.org/policy_research/surveys_indices/cpi/2010/results), Ukraine is at the 134th 
position with 2.4 points without any indication of the situation improving.  

http://www.transparency.org/policy_research/surveys_indices/cpi/2010/results
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The proclivity in Ukraine to sort things out within a small closed group has historical and psychological 

roots. Because of this, corruption in Ukraine cannot be eradicated simply by administrative pressure. It is 
deeply rooted and conditions for the growth of trust must be created between different groups in 

Ukrainian society to move away from operating as small closed groups.  

 
b. Any other reliable source illustrative of the existence of direct corruption or wilful lack of 

transparency in the cultural sector or of the impact of general corruption on the cultural sector. 

 
While categorically denied by the MoC, there is in some quarters a perception of a lack of transparency 
concerning decisions made by the central and local authorities concerning cultural provision and 

especially regarding national budget allocations for culture. According to the 2011 Regulation of the 

Ministry of Culture (Article 10, point 15), the Minister of Culture personally makes decisions on budget 
allocations which are then managed by the Ministry of Culture. The same applies to other central 

authorities. Even where there is obvious public interest – for example, the purchase of books for the 
public library system or decisions on state-funded publications - there is no public accountability as to 

how the budget is spent. Some would cite as a concrete example, the State Committee for Television and 
Radio Broadcasting refusing in December 2011 to enter into public discussion about the list of books that 

was selected for the National Ukrainian Book Programme. 

 
The MoC argue that all procurement is subject to procedures stipulated in presidential decrees and laws 

and this ensures transparency, including such things as public announcements of tenders and 
procurement arrangements and this prevents any irregularities. 

 

The issue of transparency nevertheless is of concern to many in the cultural sector and at various levels. 
Even in those cases where an expert council is involved the procedures are sometimes far from perfect. 

For example, the State Programme for Production and Distribution of National Movies was exposed by 
investigative journalism in September 2011 (http://tyzhden.ua//Publicution/3803) because of problems 

with conflicts of interest when the Commission voted for a project in which some members of this 

Commission were directly involved. Of course, it may be that both the project and the experts in the 
Commission were of the highest professional level. The point, however, is that while the fact of holding 

such a competition is encouraging as a first step towards transparent criteria-based principles, the end 
result did not contribute to confidence in the transparency of decision-making. 

 
In short, political power and its immediate interests dominate the strategic cultural and social agendas 

reinforcing a ‘top-down’ tradition over the idea of governance through genuine democratic ‘persuasion’. 

The situation concerning the change of directors at leading museums such as the National Kyiv-Pechersk 
Historical and Cultural Complex and the National Art Museum of Ukraine illustrates this problem. As a 

result of public pressure, and thanks the principled position of the Museum Council, the top-management 
of the MoC had to agree to the appointment of people recognised as professionally-qualified by the 

museums and arts communities to the position of director of those two museums. However the 

mechanism that guarantees transparency and competitiveness in the procedure for the appointment of 
top-managers of the national cultural institutions has not been developed.  

 
NGOs often face corruption already at the stage of registration and occasionally in relation to financial 

reporting and taxation. 
 

The state cultural institutions themselves sometimes meet corruption as a result of audits by the State 

Finance Inspection. The public procurement law is complex enough to make the avoiding of errors a 
practically impossible task. Such errors are sometimes resolved through bribes.  

 
There are also cases where, especially if a big budget is involved related to procurement for equipment 

or for services (e.g. related to restoration work), the lack of transparency compels the contractor to offer 

‘kickbacks’. These problems are not necessarily specific to the cultural sector though. 
 

 

http://tyzhden.ua/Publicution/3803
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3.1.3. Provision and Dissemination of Official and Public Information 

 
a. Does the Ministry of Culture website contain all current cultural legislation or an easy link to it? 

 
The official website of the Ministry of Culture covers legislation in a clearly structured and convenient way 

with the following headings: Acts in Force, Drafts, Legislation in the Cultural Sphere, Salary Structures 
and Pay Scales. In 2012, there was just one piece of legislation, the Law on Culture, listed under the Acts 

in Force heading. The Legislation in the Cultural Sphere heading contains some (but not all) of the 
Ministry’s orders and laws and other relevant governmental legislation. The MoC has pointed out that 

“decrees for official use only or those governing the internal operation of the institution” are not made 
public in Ukraine and there is no obligation to do so. The Salary Structures and Pay Scales section 

contains substantial information concerning the staff list, procedures for establishing levels of 

remuneration and benefits etc. The Regulatory Policy section provides information about the MoC’s action 
plan to elaborate new legislative regulations. Another heading, Registration and Licensing covers 

information on the renting and screening of films in cinemas and the template of the certificate 
authorising (temporary) export of cultural assets from the territory of Ukraine. 

 

There will always be varying opinions on how useful or easy it is to use official websites. Younger people 
will probably be judging them by the standards of good commercial and independent sites while those of 

an older generation may instead be comparing the amount of information publicly available on the site 
with the situation in the past. The MoC, within the technical constraints mentioned, obviously makes 

serious efforts to ensure its website is helpful and practical and understandably points out that it feels 
many parts of the site are professionally structured and convenient to use.    

 

The website of the MoC contains links to other important web resources including the Verkhovna Rada 
(Ukraine’s Parliament) web portal (www.zakon1.rada.gov.ua) as well as to the main source for Ukrainian 

legislation (http://zakon1.rada.gov.ua/cgi-bin/laws/main.cgi). 
 

The MoC points out that there are an extensive number of websites, including those of Ukrainian cultural 

organisations which are known to those in the cultural sector and which provide important and useful 
information plus others, not specifically cultural which provide other important information. They cite in 

this context the website ‘Our Money’ through which journalists monitor use of public funds from the state 
budget.  

 
b. The degree to which the Ministry of Culture website is helpful in terms of advice and support/ 

funding for cultural organizations and/or individuals. 

 
The MoC feels that it is being genuinely helpful through its official website and as a result of that is 

understandably sensitive to criticism. In particular it draws attention to the innovative section of its site 

‘The Minister’s Internet Consulting Room’ (see http://195.78.68.75/mincult/uk/publish/article/247930) 
and the sections on ‘Access to Public Information’ and ‘Appiications of Citizens’ which are designed to 

provide website visitors with information they require quickly. The MoC also has its own ‘Facebook’ page. 
 

The MoC puts on the website calls for proposals related to competitions/tenders that the Ministry 
organises but sometimes not about any other new possibilities for artists provided by or through non-

MoC organisations. The information on the ministerial web-site is not particularly well structured and 

user-friendly (see for example http://195.78.68.75/mincult/uk/publish/article/190730) but the MoC would 
not agree with this. They also point out that they do provide information on international competitions 

with relevant links on procedures for applications etc.  
(see for example http://195.78.68.75/mincult/uk/publish/article/300015 and  

http://195.78.68.75/mincult/uk/publish/article/247377)  

 
c. Availability of information on support /funding provided by the Ministry of Culture in the previous 

year or period to cultural organizations and/or individuals on the Ministerial website. 

 
The MoC website is not seen as ideal from the cultural actors’ point view and could be strengthened by 

being more focused. It could also elaborate on and promote more the Ministry’s mission statements and 

http://www.zakon1.rada.gov.ua/
http://zakon1.rada.gov.ua/cgi-bin/laws/main.cgi
http://195.78.68.75/mincult/uk/publish/article/247930
http://195.78.68.75/mincult/uk/publish/article/190730
http://195.78.68.75/mincult/uk/publish/article/300015
http://195.78.68.75/mincult/uk/publish/article/247377
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so on. Displaying more creativity in the website design would also improve it but see comments 

elsewhere explaining the technical constraints within which the MoC can operate. 

 
The MoC website in general does not provide practical information or advice concerning, for example, the 

obtaining of grants or the filling in of applications for participants of international competitions. The MoC 
organisational structure does not mention a special officer or department responsible for giving advice 

and guidance to people active in the cultural sector. While the MoC website contains a Completions and 

Festivals section, the latter offers a simple list of all relevant art events taking place in Ukraine without 
practical information or advice on how to participate. In response to this comment, the MoC point out 

that such information is usually posted on the information sources of the event itself and that it is the 
organizers of such events who should be providing any advice and guidance.  

  
d. Availability of reasonably detailed information on the Ministry of Culture’s budget, allocations and 

actual spending on the Ministerial website. 

 
When consulted in 2012, the MoC’s website did not display detailed information about its budget, 

allocations or actual spending. 

 
e. If any of a. to d. bullets not available on the web site of the Ministry of Culture, are they otherwise 

readily available in electronic (another known web resource) or printed format. 

 
As mentioned above, the MoC has pointed out that there are a large number of web sites of Ukrainian 

cultural organisations. 
 

Although some aspects are covered by certain web resources, there is however no strong analytical 
centre responsible for culture and, similarly, a lack of good relevant websites in this particular field. 

 
Official information on the State Budget (including the MoC budget) is available on the Verkhovna Rada 

(Parliament) official website (http://zakon2.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/4282-17). 

 
Some central authorities such as the Audit Chamber provide some information on budget expenditures 

(http://www.ac-rada.gov.ua/control/main/uk/publish/article/16737450). 
  

Concerning non-official sources, there is a portal for the cultural industries I-Pro.ua (lhttp://i-pro.kiev.ua) 

supported by a Ukrainian-British commercial firm involved in production and distribution of music 
equipment. This website provides quite a wide review of the cultural field from a cultural policy 

perspective, including budget information on specific professional topics related to music and music 
equipment, production, promotion, education etc. 

 

There are some well-known and influential periodicals such as ‘Ukrainskiy Tyzhden’ (http://tyzhden.ua) 
and ‘Dzerkalo Tyzhnya’ (http://dt.ua), and the web-portal  “Obozrevatel”, (http://obozrevatel.com) that 

sometimes cover culture topics, including pieces of investigative journalism related to state cultural 
management and budgets.  

 
f. Level of use of the Ministry of Culture’s website (i.e., web statistics, e.g. hits, visitors). 

 
The information is not easily available but visitor statistics are, according to the MoC, found at the bottom 
of the home page through the ‘bigmir)net’ link. While some people criticise the MoC website, for example 

pointing out that the MoC uses its website as a traditional passive information tool rather than as a tool 

for attracting visitors, there are genuine technical constraints on the MoC. Because the website is part of 
a bigger government project, the MoC does not have any possibility of modifying the design or baseline 

structure of the site, nor can it add new features or programmes. 

 
g. Level of cross-referencing on the Ministry of Culture’s website to websites of other ministries or 

central or local government bodies related to education, youth, licensing, etc. relevant to culture, 
integrated planning and cultural activity. 

 
The MoC website is linked to: 

http://zakon2.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/4282-17
http://www.ac-rada.gov.ua/control/main/uk/publish/article/16737450
http://tyzhden.ua/
http://obozrevatel.com/
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Official Presidential portal http://www.president.gov.ua. 
Official Parliament portal http://portal.rada.gov.ua/rada/control/uk/index 

Official Government portal http://www.kmu.gov.ua 
National Agency of Ukraine for the Civil Service http://nads.gov.ua/control/uk/index 

Ministry of Regional Development http://npa-mrb.gov.ua/  
Anticorruption portal http://www.acrc.org.ua/ 

National News Agency of Ukraine http://www.ukrinform.ua/eng/ 

Portal on Museums Space of the Ukrainian Centre for Development of Museums NGO 
http://prostir.museum/center/ua/ 

3.1.4. Integration of Cultural Policies in Other Policies and Strategies 

 
a. Availability of policy documents or other official sources of information. 

 
After the Orange Revolution, leading figures in the cultural community promoted public debates around 

new cultural policy. That led to formal addresses to the Presidential Administration concerning cultural 
sector modernisation. The proposals were not, however, taken up by the political leaders. Old practices, 

such as nepotism, unfortunately determined the priorities of post-revolution policy in the cultural sphere. 

For example, new models of selecting public appointees have never been introduced. The appointment at 
that time of a Minister of Culture who was a pop-music singer was widely regarded as position-filling to 

benefit a friend of the Presidential family with other serious candidates simply disregarded.  
 

Since 2005, the Presidential Administration tried to play the central role in the elaboration of national 
cultural policy. Most of the policy documents were produced by this body - a tradition now being 

continued under President Yanukovich. As before, this activity is coordinated by the National Institute for 

Strategic Studies of the Administration of the President of Ukraine (NISS). NISS in general coordinates 
the efforts of other central authorities in the policy sphere.  

 
The current Director of NISS believes that Ukrainian social policy has hitherto been limited to concepts 

and doctrines and has never addressed practical action. This augurs well but one of NISS’s weaknesses is 

its being a component part of the Presidential administrative structure and hence, constrained by political 
parameters. It also has no direct capacity for drafting legislation, its role is only limited to analysing it and 

promoting potential policies which of course have to be accepted by the Presidential Administration or the 
Cabinet of Ministers. 

 

Some priority has been recently given by the NISS to cultural policy, and a special unit, a Department of 
Cultural Policy, was set up within its structure in late 2011. Activity has included the setting up of a 

working group to develop a new cultural policy that fits into Ukraine’s wider social and regional policy 
context. 

 
Other current policy-oriented documents include the Minister of Culture’s Report to the Collegium of the 

Ministry of Culture. According to the Report, the work of the Ministry in 2011 was focused on: 

 
 ensuring appropriate conditions for the functioning of the existing network of cultural institutions, 

enterprises, organisations and creative groups; 

 contributing to the satisfying of spiritual and aesthetic needs of people in all regions of Ukraine; 

 providing for proper working and remuneration terms and conditions for cultural actors, 

professional creative workers, and for the development of amateur artists; 
 implementation of the national language policy; 

 implementation of the national policy on inter-nationality issues, religion and protection of rights 

of national minorities in Ukraine; 

 shaping of the national policy on cinematography. 

 

(http://mincult.kmu.gov.ua/mincult/uk/publish/article/270256;jsessionid=414B82EF3CB94355B57DB86D8
1545ABC)  

 
Parallel to this, there is also the Concept of Human Development of Ukraine till 2020, a policy document 

developed by the National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine in collaboration with the Ministry of Education, 

http://nads.gov.ua/control/uk/index
http://npa-mrb.gov.ua/
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Youth and Sport. In February 2012, this Concept and its subsequent editions were the subject of a 

round-table organised by the Ministry of Culture. This document is however not yet accessible even for 

those with a professional interest in it. 

(http://mincult.kmu.gov.ua/mincult/uk/publish/article/272807;jsessionid=43E6F8460214CA005C1890CEF

F3CA84E) 
 
b. Examples of joint inter-ministerial / inter-agency / inter-departmental activities. 

 
There have been three recent examples in the cultural sphere: one was ideologically-motivated and 

related to ‘national memory policy’, and in particular, to the commemoration in 2009 of the Holodomor, 

the politically-induced genocidal famine in Ukraine of 1932-33. The second, also ideologically-motivated, 
was the celebration of the 65th anniversary of victory in the ‘Great Patriotic War’. The third one in 2012 

was focused on the Euro-2012 Soccer Tournament hosted jointly by Ukraine and Poland and also 
containing a cultural programme. 

 
In 2014 there will be the 200th anniversary of Taras Shevchenko, a Ukrainian poet and prominent 

national cultural figure whose literary heritage is regarded as the foundation of modern Ukrainian 

literature and, to a large extent, of the Ukrainian language. That will also probably be a significant event 
that will involve the Ministry of Culture in cooperation with other bodies. 

 
c. Regular formal or informal planning, consultations or similar meetings. 

 
One example is the annual expanded meeting of the Collegium of the Ministry of Culture. 
(http://mincult.kmu.gov.ua/mincult/uk/publish/article/270256;jsessionid=414B82EF3CB94355B57DB86D8

1545ABC) 
 

The Cultural Policy Unit of NISS (see above) in the context of its cultural policy development work has 

been consulting the MoC and public and private cultural institutions extensively since November 2011. 
 

3.1.5. Accountability and Openness in Practice 

 
a. Formal and regular consultations and briefings with: (1) cultural sector representatives; and (2) 

mass media representatives. 

 
Formal and regular consultations of the central authorities with the cultural sector have been carried out 
in the form of collegiums, experts’ and public councils. The public council is supposed to be the main 

channel of professional consultation with the authorities. While most of the other Ministries collaborate 

with such councils, the Ministry of Culture has not had permanent public council sessions consistently 
since 2007. Plans for such a council meeting were in progress from 2009 but due to the reorganization of 

the Ministry the process was interrupted and resumed only in December 2011. A five-person working 
group under the Deputy Minister worked on the issue, and a consultative meeting was arranged in 

January 2012 to discuss and approve the public council membership to include 83 NGO representatives. A 
working group was selected to prepare the first meeting of the public council. 

   

Briefings – in the format of a working group – are usually called by the MoC or another authority 
according to certain needs to address concrete issues in specific areas. The key role in cultural policy 

played by the Presidential Administration (from 2005 to 2010) led to President Yushchenko initiating the 
establishment of the Public Council for Culture. President Yanukovich disbanded the Council to comply 

with a decree establishing a Humanitarian (i.e. social policy) Council with wider powers. Some would 

argue that, while both benefitted from the prestige of being connected to the President neither probably 
has the vision to develop the cultural sphere, their roles more related to legitimization of presidential 

initiatives.  

 
b. Regularity of general policy, budgetary and activity information provision to interested public.  

 
As mentioned above there is an expanded annual meeting of the Collegium of the Ministry of Culture:  

http://mincult.kmu.gov.ua/mincult/uk/publish/article/270256;jsessionid 

http://mincult.kmu.gov.ua/mincult/uk/publish/article/272807;jsessionid=43E6F8460214CA005C1890CEFF3CA84E
http://mincult.kmu.gov.ua/mincult/uk/publish/article/272807;jsessionid=43E6F8460214CA005C1890CEFF3CA84E
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ukrainian_literature
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ukrainian_literature
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ukrainian_language
http://mincult.kmu.gov.ua/mincult/uk/publish/article/270256;jsessionid=414B82EF3CB94355B57DB86D81545ABC
http://mincult.kmu.gov.ua/mincult/uk/publish/article/270256;jsessionid=414B82EF3CB94355B57DB86D81545ABC
http://mincult.kmu.gov.ua/mincult/uk/publish/article/270256;jsessionid
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Such an event allows journalists to put questions directly to the Minister, for example on how the budget 

is spent. The media have been keeping the key role in raising public awareness of cultural issues since 
2004. 

 
In the case of Ministry of Culture’s identified violations of procedures on budget spending, some facts 

have been published on the official website of the Audit Chamber:  http://www.ac-

rada.gov.ua/control/main/uk/publish/article/39968?cat_id=38964. This often depends on the political 
situation in the country and the political status of the Minister. 
 
At the expanded meeting of the Collegium of the Ministry of Culture in the end of 2011 the Minister noted 

in his Report that for the MoC’s 2011 budget was at UAH1,792.1 million (EUR173.9 million) with 96.5% 
of the original budgeted allocations made for: 

 

 libraries – UAH107.58 million (EUR10.4 million) (97.68%) 

 museums – UAH133.2 million (EUR12.9 million) (96.5%) 

 art schools and higher education institutions related to culture – UAH476.2 million (EUR 

46.2 million) (98%) 
 research institutions –  UAH7.25 million (EUR0.7 million) (100%) 

 theatres and performing arts  – UAH649.4 million (EUR 63 million) (99.3%) 

 other cultural education institutions – UAH3.9 million (EUR 0.4 million)  (99.0%) 

 ‘national’ cultural and artistic activities (i.e. centrally organised and funded ‘cultural 

events) - UAH32.8 million (EUR3.2 million)   

 
According to the information provided by the Minister in his interview for “Dzerkalo Tyzhnya” weekly, the 

2012 cultural budget was over UAH2,050 million (about EUR198.85 million)  

http://dt.ua/CULTURE/nadbannya_respubliki-96767.html 
 
c. Public availability of business plans and targets of authorities responsible for culture and the 

cultural sector. 

 
The MoC and other authorities generally do not publish detailed business plans. 

3.1.6. Contribution of the Cultural Sector 

 
a. Evidence or perception, by cultural sector professionals, of the level of awareness among central 

and local authorities of the potential role of culture and cultural activity in social and economic 
development, social cohesion, conflict resolution and inter-cultural dialogue. 

 
The central and local authorities have a level of awareness only enough for understanding the role of 
culture and cultural activities in the development of inter-cultural dialogue. The potential of culture to 

contribute to social and economic development, social cohesion, conflict resolution, however, is not taken 
into account. There is still a dominating perception of culture as a budget-consuming expenditure sphere. 

On the five-degree scale, it would be probably fair to give an awareness marking of 3.  

 
According to information provided by the Ukrainian Centre for Cultural Studies, the authorities can track 

trends relating to costs and expenditure distribution in certain areas. For example, the expenditure on 
screening of films went from UAH63 million (EUR6.1 million) in 2004 to UAH174 million (EUR16.9 million) 

in 2008. Budgets of theatre and concert organizations also show a tendency to increase (see 
http://www.culturalstudies.in.ua/zv_2009-10-2.php). 

 

The general lack of relevant statistical and other research and knowledge of the actual and potential 
contribution of culture to the economy and society perhaps illustrates a lack of awareness of, and 

attention to, the area by the central authorities. This in itself reflects institutional and communication 
weaknesses in the sector. The MoC do not agree with such a view and argue that the State Statistics 

Service already provides everything that is needed. It gives as an example the regular collection of library 

statistics. The question is to what extent the gathering of statistical information is based on past (Soviet) 
practice rather than on current and future analytical needs for evidence-based policy development. 
 

http://www.culturalstudies.in.ua/zv_2009-10-2.php
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This situation concerning the potential contribution to the economy and society is changing slowly – 

particularly at the local level. One example would be the implementation in Ukraine of the Pilot Project on 

the Rehabilitation of Cultural Heritage in Historic Towns (PP2). This was a joint action of the Council of 
Europe and the European Commission within the Council of Europe’s Kyiv Initiative Regional Programme 

(www.coe.int/kyiv). This Kyiv Initiative project reflects the widespread recognition of the role of culture, 
heritage, environmental protection and urban planning as interconnected components of a 

comprehensive policy for democratic community development. In Ukraine eight municipalities have been 

involved in PP2 as pilot towns.   
 

It should be borne in mind that the MoC is almost exclusively focused on institutional aspects of culture 
that are part of the state and municipal system and not on the commercial or independent cultural 

sector, the latter often being significant in terms of festivals, forums etc.  
 

While sometimes interested in the direct and financial benefits of culture, for example in the context of 

the Law on Touring, the authorities do not take account of such areas as the role of culture as a resource 
for strategic regional development. This fact is very clearly reflected in the draft concept Programme of 

Development of Small Towns for 2012-2015 developed by the Ministry of Regional Development and 
Construction, the Ministry of the Economy and other authorities. The document clearly ignores any 

culture-related issues (http://astu.com.ua/Documents/np4.pdf).   

 
As the central authorities do not consider the commercial cultural sector a part of culture, the Ministry of 

Finance also fails to recognise the economic contribution of the sector and hence fails to either categorise 
or in any other way identify organisations that engage in economic activities through producing cultural 

product or creativity. They are simply classified as small or medium businesses like any other businesses. 
 

Opportunities for the increase of awareness concerning the potential of culture have come through 

consultancy-led regional strategies in the sphere of tourism, for example, as in the case of Ivano-
Frankivsk and Lutsk regions. 

 
b. Availability and quality of statistics, research and knowledge related to this area. 

 
Some information on the contribution of the cultural sector comes from the Ukrainian Centre for Cultural 
Research http://www.culturalstudies.in.ua/zv_2009-10-2.php, the R&B Group – Research and Branding 

http://www.rb.com.ua, the Association of Book Publishers and Distributors of the Ukraine 

http://uabooks.info/ua and (related to a number of cultural institutions etc.) from the State Statistics 
Committee http://www.ukrstat.gov.ua/. In general, the quality and scope of statistic and research of the 

cultural sector are weak, partly because of the authorities failing to focus on the area as a priority.  

3.1.7. Role of Independent and NGO Sectors 

 
a. Perception of (un-)importance and potential of the non-governmental cultural sector:  

 
 By central authorities  

 

According to a survey carried out by the International Foundation for Electoral Systems (IFES), 76% of 

respondents believe the activities of NGOs are necessary for Ukraine. Due to this high level of public 
trust, the authorities are trying to build relationships with NGOs but till now this has been a sporadic 

process.  
 

No effective model for cooperation between the Ministry and the NGO sector has been developed yet. In 

an interview for ‘Dzerkalo Tyzhnya’, the Minister announced the rethinking of the role of the Ministry of 
Culture in the building of a horizontal partnership with non-government organizations though specific 

details were not mentioned. 
 

The authorities generally only delegate to NGOs things they do not want to or cannot do themselves. 
There is still some suspicion of NGOs and their growth, and careful checks of them, especially of their 

sources of financing, are regularly made. At the beginning of 2012 the President issued new instructions 

related to international funding of Ukrainian NGOs that resulted in a working group established with the 
First Deputy Prime Minister to look at legislative changes related to international donors and ostensibly 

http://www.coe.int/kyiv
http://astu.com.ua/Documents/np4.pdf
http://www.culturalstudies.in.ua/zv_2009-10-2.php
http://www.rb.com.ua/
http://uabooks.info/ua
http://www.ukrstat.gov.ua/
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linked to better use and monitoring of international technical assistance. 
 

 By local authorities 

 
Recognition of the importance of NGOs for regional development can be seen in Lviv and the Lviv region, 

Ivano-Frankivsk and the region, Ternopil and the region, and in the Khmelnitsky and Vinnitsa 
municipalities. NGOs’ contributions to creating diversity and developing the urban environment is quiet 

significant.  

 
Often governmental bodies see NGOs as opponents of their policy. One example of this is the redesign of 

the central square in Kharkiv that met opposition.  
 
b. Perception of (un-)importance and potential of the non-governmental cultural sector by cultural 

sector professionals. 

 
Some professionals and academics mention the key role of the NGO sector in the process of 
democratization, and in particular, in the increasing of ‘civic competence’. There are also analytical 

centres (‘think tanks’), which recognise and research the role of the NGO sector, also in relation to 

culture. There are about 115 such think tanks: 67 in Kyiv; 32 in Lviv; 28 in Donetsk; 23 in Kharkiv; and 
15, in the Transcarpathian region. Cultural issues are in the focus of such centres as the International 

Centre for Policy Studies (Kyiv) (http://www.icps.com.ua/eng/about/overview.html); the Razumkov 
Centre (Kyiv) (http://razumkov.org.ua/eng/pro_centr.php); the Institute for the Transformation of 

Society (Kyiv) (http://soskin.info/en/ist/1/). 
 

The NGO Democracy through Culture (http://model21.org.ua/) mentioned above has also been active in 

the area, but it is small size and has limited resources and impact.  
 

Professionals see the important role cultural NGOs can play and there are some good examples of the 
impact active NGOs can really have. Examples include the Centre for Cultural Management 

(http://www.kultura.org.ua/?lang=en) and the Centre for the Urban History of Central and East Europe 

(http://www.Lvivcenter.org/en/) as well as Ji independent cultural journal (http://www.ji-
magazine.Lviv.ua/engl-vers/index-eng.htm).  

 
The impact of NGOs in cities can be particularly important. The annual Book Forum in Lviv has 

established the city as a recognised European centre for intellectual discussion and literary events. The 
Izolyatsia Art Foundation (http://www.izolyatsia.org/en/) rethinks the place of Donetsk on the cultural 

map of Ukraine and positions the city as a place of interesting and significant area-specific art projects 

and successful cultural management with interesting initiatives related to rehabilitation of the city’s 
former industrial areas. In Kyiv, the local Kyiv Fashion Park NGO (http://fashionpark.kiev.ua) impressively 

reshapes the urban landscape with its unique display of contemporary sculpture on a street in the city’s 
historic centre. 

 
c. Number of registered ‘cultural’ NGOs. 

 
The Ukrainian legislative and statistical systems do not have such a general category as “cultural NGOs” 

and offer a narrower categorization instead (see below). All NGOs are categorised by status and type of 

activity. According to the Law on Public Associations the status of an NGO can be ‘International’, ‘All-

Ukrainian’ or ‘Local’. For the first two types of registration this has to be channeled through the Ministry 
of Justice, for the third through the Department of Justice of the Local Administration.    
 

For categorisation of NGOs by type of activity, the State Statistics Service bases this on the NGO’s charter 

documents (i.e. the organisation’s primary objects). As at January 2012 there were 13 activity categories 
(see diagram below).  

 
According to the report ‘On the State of Civil Society,’ of the National Institute for Strategic Studies, the 

number of registered associations varies quite significantly according to the sources consulted so 

accurate, quantative information about the development of civil society is difficult to ascertain. This is 
because the State Statistics Service, for example, uses financial and accounting returns as the basis for 

http://www.icps.com.ua/eng/about/overview.html
http://model21.org.ua/
http://www.kultura.org.ua/?lang=en
http://www.ji-magazine.lviv.ua/engl-vers/index-eng.htm
http://www.ji-magazine.lviv.ua/engl-vers/index-eng.htm
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its figures which will not necessarily reflect the number of organisations actually registered with the 

Ministry of Justice and so on. 

 
According to the State Statistics Service of Ukraine2, as of January 2012 there were 82,707 legally 

registered NGOs (including - 3742 NGOs with the ‘International’ and ‘All-Ukraine’ status; see Diagram 1 
below). 

 

Diagram 1: Cultural, Leisure and Lifestyle NGOs/Associations 
 

 

                                        
2 See Громадські організації в Україні. Статистичний бюллетень Державної служби статистики України. – С.7 

http://ukrstat.org/uk/druk/katalog/kat_u/publposl_u.htm 

 'NGOs/Associations for Intercultural Activities and Friendship' - 3.2% 

 'Youth Organisations' - 9.5% 

 'Children's Organizations' - 2.2% 

 'Associations for Veterans and the Disabled' - 8.5% 

 'Ecological Associations' - 2.5% 

  'Educational, Cultural and Personal Development NGOs/Associations' - 
5.2% 
 'Scientific and Technical Societies and Creative Associations' - 1.5% 

 'NGOs/Associations related to Cultural and Historic Preservation Activities' 
- 0.6% 
 'Professional Associations and Bodies'  - 10.3% 

 'Health, Physical Education and Sports'- 16.6% 

 'Chernobyl-related NGOs/Associations' - 1.1% 

 'Other NGOs'  - 35.3% 

http://ukrstat.org/uk/druk/katalog/kat_u/publposl_u.htm
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The State Statistics Service’s NGO/associations specifically cultural categories include (see Diagram 2 

below): 
  

 NGOs/associations for intercultural activities and friendship (3.2%);  

 NGOs/associations for cultural and historic preservation activities (0.6%);  

 NGOs/associations for science, technology and creativity/inventions (1.5%); 

 NGOs/associations in the areas of educational, cultural and personal development (5.2%). 

 
Diagram 2: Cultural NGOs/Associations as a Proportion of all NGOs/Associations 
 

 
 
The proportion of NGOs with ‘International’ and ‘All-Ukrainian’ status involved in culture is about 10 %, or 

about 385 organizations from a total of 3,742 NGOs registered with the Ministry of Justice of Ukraine. 

This does not of course include local/regional NGOs registered under local procedures (see Diagram 2 
above). 

 
d. Number of active registered ‘cultural’ NGOs. 

 
Despite the total number of registered ‘cultural’ NGOs, the number of active ones is perhaps not more 

than 70 – 85 organizations. 
 
e. Number of ‘cultural’ NGOs or independent not-for-profit cultural organisations employing over 15 

people. 

 

There are very few ‘cultural’ NGOs or independent not-for-profit cultural organizations employing over 15 
people. One example would be the Development of Ukraine Foundation funded by oligarch Rinat 

Akhmetov through his powerful System Capital Management Company. 

 
The foundation of another oligarch, the Pinchuk Foundation, also with cultural programmes and interests 

of its own, probably employs more than fifteen people. 
 

‘Izolyatsia’ http://www.izolyatsia.org/en/, this NGO is supported by businesswoman Lubov Mikhaylova 

 'NGOs/Associations for Intercultural Activities and Friendship' - 
3.2% 

  'Educational, Cultural and Personal Development 
NGOs/Associations'  - 5.2% 

 'Scientific and Technical Societies and Creative Associations' - 1.5% 

 'NGOs/Associations related to Cultural and Historic Preservation 
Activities' - 0.6% 

 'Other NGOs'  - 89.5% 

http://www.izolyatsia.org/en/
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and was mentioned above. It employs about fifteen people. 

 

Most NGOs though have to be flexible and take on temporary staff when they are in receipt of project 
grants. 

3.1.8.  Role of Private and Commercial Sectors 

 
a. Perception of importance and potential of the commercial cultural sector by:  
 

 Central authorities 

 
Despite the above-mentioned lack of real recognition by the Ministry of Culture, there is some evidence 
of awareness of the importance of the private and commercial cultural sectors, for example by the 

National Institute for Strategic Studies NISS). See, for example: 
http://old.niss.gov.ua/Monitor/December2009/17.htm 

 

Commercial cultural sector professionals would point out of course that their activity closely responds to 
the cultural demands and needs of the public. 

 
 Local authorities 

 
The situation is changing really slowly. One worthy mention would be the Pilot Project on the 

Rehabilitation of Cultural Heritage in Historic Towns (PP2) (common action the Council of Europe and 
European Commission) implemented within the Council of Europe’s Kyiv Initiative Regional Programme 

(www.coe.int/kyiv).  

 
 Commercial cultural sector professionals 
 Non-commercial sector professionals 

 

The private culture sector in Ukraine is not well developed and clearly defined. The border-line separating 

the commercial and non-commercial sectors is sometimes not very clear. For example, the same 
personalities often act as both civil society and business actors. Therefore, it is difficult to separate clearly 

commercial sector and non-commercial sector professionals’ perceptions. 

 
From the point of view of sector professionals, the commercial cultural sector is not integrated and there 

is no serious monitoring of it. One example is the failure to see TV content as part of the ‘cultural 
economy’, the size of which in Ukraine has been assessed at about EUR160-205 million 

(http://www.kommersant.ua/doc/1318899). According to the Ukrainian Centre for Cultural Research, the 
advertising services and goods industry in 2008 was worth about UAH 5.9 billion (EUR 562 million), 4.5 

times more than in 2004. 

 
b. Number of registered businesses classified as being part of the cultural sector or any relevant 

statistics on commercial cultural activity. 

 
It is currently difficult to piece such information together in Ukraine though some information can be 
found by looking at the number of registrations or formal certifications issued by such government bodies 

as the State Committee for Television and Radio Broadcasting (SCTRB) 

http://comin.kmu.gov.ua/control/en/subscribe/subscriptions, or from the book market analysis performed 
by the NGO Association of the Book Publishers and Distributors (ABPD) 

http://uabooks.info/ua/book_market/analytics/?pid=3942.  
 
c. Financial turnover of the commercial cultural sector if available from official statistical data or any 

other reliable sources. 

 
Not available, though the figures produced in relation to the proposed Law on Touring looked interesting 
and were disputed by many. See: http://dt.ua/CULTURE/nadbannya_respubliki-96767.html.  

 
 
 

http://www.kommersant.ua/doc/1318899
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d. Number of commercial cultural organisations and companies employing more than 50 people. 

 
There are no specific data related to this. It seems however that there are not more than 20-25 cultural 
organizations/companies, mainly large media holdings (including the TV channels), production and film-

making companies, that employ more than 50 people. There are not more than 10 such studios in 
Ukraine, among them the Star Media, Film.ua Group, PRO-TV, Ystil Studios, Prima-Film, the Ukrainian 

Media Group, Fresh Production, and KyivTeleFilm. 
 

The Ye Book Chain (http://book-ye.com.ua/) has branches in Kyiv, Kharkiv, Lviv, Ivano-Frankivsk, 

Vinnitsa, Sumy and could employ more than 50.  

3.1.9. National Conventional and Electronic Media and Interest of Dedicated Publications in 

Culture and Cultural Issues 

 
a. The number of specialist cultural publications and their readership or print-runs. 

 
According to the State Committee of Statistics, the number of specialised publications in ‘cultural’ 

categories is as follows:  
 

 Literature and art: 56 (including 50 magazines, four newsletters and two digests) with a total 

print-run of 259,800 copies;  
 Literature and art for kids: 12 with a total print-run of 105,500 copies; 

 Religion: 23 with a total print-run of 83,900 copies; 

 Popular science: 114, including 90 magazines, 7 newsletters, 16 digests and one bibliographical 

edition with a total print-run of 2,933,600 copies. 

 

The specialist publications below have print-runs of under 1,000 copies: Obrazotvorche Mystetstvo 
(Pictorial Art), Kino-Kolo, Kino-Teatr (Cinema Theatre), Ukrainian Theatre, Gallery. 

 
Antykvar (the Antique Collector), Ukrainian Culture and Artists of Ukraine have runs of between 1,000 

and 10,000 copies each. 

 
There are relatively few culture-specific magazines in the country, obviously for reasons of them being 

not viable commercially. Those that survive the first three or four numbers printed normally do so owing 
to support from international sponsors. A concrete example mentioned by one expert is Krytyka 
(http://www.krytyka.kiev.ua), a culture-specific journal that was founded by and continues to exist with 
support from Harvard University.  

 

Telekritika (in electronic format: http://www.telekritika.kiev.ua and hard-copy version) is the most 
influential critical publication by far. It is oriented mainly towards TV, and more generally, the media, but 

also intermittently covers cultural policy questions. The online version also organizes chat-conferences 
with arts and cultural actors, mostly in the literature field. This creates an important channel of 

communication between such cultural actors and the public. 

 
b. Number of important and useful ‘cultural websites’ relevant to cultural sector professionals.  

 
There are about 15 websites seriously focusing on culture in Ukraine, the most popular of them are: 

 
http://ukrkult.net/ 

http://www.fdu.org.ua/en/cat/47http://litakcent.com/ 

http://korydor.in.ua) 
http://www.biggggidea.com/ 

http://i-pro.kiev.ua 
http://www.civicua.org/news/view.html?q=1776685  

 

The Ministry of Culture drew particular attention to the electronic library project ‘Culture of Ukraine’ of 
the National Parliamentary Library of Ukraine which has educational, research and reference objectives. 

 
 

http://book-ye.com.ua/
http://www.fdu.org.ua/en/cat/47
http://www.biggggidea.com/
http://i-pro.kiev.ua/
http://www.civicua.org/news/view.html?q=1776685
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c. Available statistical data to illustrate levels of use of such websites e.g. hits, visitors etc. 

 

No information collected. 

 
d. Level of cultural events and debate coverage in local press and media taken from a typical week 

(e.g. number of articles and listings in main daily and weekly newspapers/magazines; number of 
media mentions, interviews or programmes related to cultural events). 

 

The level of media coverage of cultural activity is very inconsistent and varies by region, town, time of 

year and type of event. 
 

Lviv is quite a developed cultural space in this respect, although the amount of analytical/critical content 
is limited as it is elsewhere. 

 
e. Perceptions among cultural sector professionals or other facts of changes in local printed and 

electronic media, specialised media outlets’ interest in culture and cultural issues in the last two 
years. 

 
During the last year it would seem that there were signs of growing interest, though mainly due to 
heritage sites being seen as a significant potential tourist resource. Also in relation to major events where 

celebrities are involved.  
 
The MoC has drawn attention to the Bibliomist programme. This monitors coverage of the activities of 

libraries in the mass media. In the first six months of 2012 in the national and regional press there were 
2,746 articles and references to such activities. 

3.1.10.  Urban-Rural Differences Related to Culture, Cultural Provision and Cultural Access 

 
Proof (e.g. policy statements, ministerial speeches, serious press and media coverage) of importance 

or priority attributed to this area by national authorities. 
 

Cultural provision in rural areas is really poor. For example with 22 thousand rural residential ‘areas’ there 
are only 14 thousands local clubs. 

   

This issue has been covered in a Presidential Decree 
(http://www.minregionbud.gov.ua/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=87) though no relevant 

strategy has been really implemented for the past decade.  
 

Despite ‘green’ (rural) tourism having good potential for development, rural communities continue to 
disappear. Green tourism initiatives are usually implemented with support from international foundations 

rather than with local capacities. One example could be the Old Volyn Foundation established in the 

village of Gryciv, Khmelnitsky region with support from European organizations active in implementing 
similar development projects (see also: http://staravolyn.org.ua/staly-rozvytok-silskyh-hromad-ukrainy-

zvit-konferenciji/). 

3.1.11.  Language Issues 

 
The dynamics of changes of the current status compared with the situation two years before 

(positive/negative). 
 
Language issues are extremely important in Ukraine today. Ukraine’s historic past includes being under 

the two empires, the Habsburg and the Russian empires. Conditions differed between the two and also in 

relation to the development and use of the Ukrainian language. In both cases the Ukrainian language 
was discriminated against, but to different degrees. In the western part where the Habsburg Empire 

reigned supreme the Polish influence and related Polonisation became major factors affecting Ukrainians 
and their cultural development. In the east, language discrimination was even more severe with imperial 

absorption of Ukraine in the 18th century followed by Russification in the 19th century to a point of 
banning written Ukrainian altogether. The 20th century saw fluctuations between repressive Soviet 

cultural policy measures and brief periods of ambivalent toleration and even promotion of Ukrainian as 

http://www.minregionbud.gov.ua/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=87
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was the case in the 1920s. 

 

This historical background has led to regional differences in Ukraine. As the Ukrainian language has 
always enjoyed much wider use in the west, this has contributed to the flourishing of literature, 

publishing, the book trade, libraries and clubs in western Ukraine. Ukrainian has been equally strong in 
some parts of central Ukraine, such as the Poltava region, although with certain regional differences. Due 

to Russification, but also because of demographic and industrial development policies of the 19 th century 

and in Soviet times, the industrial centres of eastern Ukraine have been traditionally dominated by the 
Russian language. This has been also because of the influx of labour from outside of Ukraine and 

educational and other local policies strongly focused on the use of Russian. In the 19th century, 
Ukrainians were a minority in Kyiv and almost any other town in Ukraine with most of the population 

being Polish or Russian or Jewish.. Apart from Russian and Yiddish, Polish was the urban language in 
some Ukrainian towns. 

 

Since Independence, the use of Ukrainian has developed very strongly, although not so much in the east. 
Kyiv, in Soviet times very much Russian-speaking, is bilingual in daily life with a strong trend towards 

increased use of Ukrainian in business communications and, on a wide scale, at schools and higher 
education institutions. The establishment of Ukrainian as the official national language, while natural, has 

created some regional tensions and divisions between the east and the west. These are mainly caused by 

non-Ukrainian speakers both among Ukrainians and representatives of the sizeable Russian ethnic 
minority fearing that they will be disadvantaged. By contrast, there is sometimes frustration in the west 

about ‘Ukrainianisation’ not moving at a faster political pace in the face of what is often perceived as 
Russian ‘cultural imperialism’ through the increased presence of Russian media and books in Ukraine.  

 
These tensions spill over into educational and cultural policies and into the wider sphere of politics where 

the two main political currents, perhaps most easily understood by outsiders in the form of the origins 

and policies of ‘western’ President Yushchenko and ‘eastern’ President Yanukovich, the former and 
current presidents. While converging points can be discerned at times, it is important in this matter of 

language to distinguish between Russophone Ukrainians and Russian ethnic minorities in Ukraine. A 
frequent mistake western media make is describing the western part of the country as ‘Ukrainian’ and the 

eastern part as ‘Russian’ when these really refer to language use, not ethnic identity matters. One of the 

central language issues therefore concerns the extent to which the Ukrainian language per se can be 
used as a determinant of ‘Ukrainianeness’ and Ukrainian identity.  

 
Language is sometimes used as a proxy for other, sometimes local issues in places like Crimea, Odesa 

and Kharkiv. Contradictions abound. In the case of Kharkiv the town, while predominantly Russian-

speaking, has nevertheless produced leading Ukrainian-language writers. 
 

The mixing of Ukrainian and Russian has also produced another linguistic dimension, something called 
‘surzhyk’ which is a colloquial dialect used by not-well educated people and which varies from region to 

region. This is, of course, something abhorrent for language ‘purists’.      
 

Against this background the situation in the TV space in Ukraine is that Russian accounts for 61.4% 

prime time slots on Ukrainian national TV channels with Ukrainian product having only 38.6%. In 
addition, Russian Federation media also broadcast to Ukraine. This dominating position of Russian is also 

the case in the printed media where Russian-speaking outlets have an aggregate print-run of 32,376,400 
copies against 18,084,100 for Ukrainian ones.   

 

In the sphere of education, the situation is slightly different. According to official data of the Ministry of 
Education, Ukrainian was the main teaching medium in (2009-2010) in 82% of secondary schools, with 

just 6.5% schools offering classes in Russian and another 10.27% being either bilingual or offering 
individual classes in Ukrainian. In the same period, 85.5% students at higher education institutions of first 

and second accreditation levels (colleges, VET schools) were taught in Ukrainian and 14.5%, in 
Russian. Similarly in HEIs of third and fourth accreditation levels (institutes, universities) 82.1% of 

teaching is done in Ukrainian and 17.7%, in Russian.  

 
It is perhaps relevant to note that against this background there has been a recent contentious policy of 

the Ministry of Education that seems to favour less Ukrainian.  
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According to the All-Ukrainian Census of 2001, Ukrainian was considered the native language by 67.5% 

of Ukrainian residents - 2.8 percentage points more than in the 1989 census. The relevant figure for 

Russian was 29.6%, down by 3.2 percentage points. 
 

Language issues bring complications to other areas, too. Take the cinematography legislation, particularly 
rules and regulations on dubbing and sub-titling. Politicians also often play the ‘language card’ for 

personal or election purposes and they do so in a political, rather than ‘ethnic’ way. In reality Ukrainian 

society demonstrates high levels of language tolerance and bilingualism is common across the country. In 
everyday life there tends to be a natural politeness to respond in the language of the interlocutor. This 

does not contradict the personal pride so many Ukrainians have in the Ukrainian language and the 
importance they ascribe to its use, nor the willingness of many Russophone Ukrainians to develop their 

knowledge and use of Ukrainian.  
 

 
3.2. Creation/Production and Preservation/Restoration  

3.2.1. Relative importance given in national cultural policy and practice (e.g. funding) to 

contemporary cultural creation  

 
Evidence of official interest in and support to contemporary artists, creators and producers in terms of 
policy-related documents, budget allocations, policy statements and ministerial references (e.g. 
mention in speeches).  

 
In recent years, contemporary art, music and theatre has not been a major focus of state policy in the 

cultural sphere. This is further reflected in the fact that official statements on cultural matters traditionally 
prioritise the saving of cultural heritage in line with the Concept of National Culture Policy.  

 

The MoC in general accepts the phenomenon of contemporary culture and recognizes the necessity to 
support its development. But the situation and status of culture in Ukraine is that national policy 

objectives are largely declarations without proper leverage for effective implementation – especially in 
terms of such key components of cotemporary management as transparency and decision-making 

competence and following competition procedures in the distribution of resources and opportunities. 

 
The responses of experts and cultural professionals to questionnaires and this research point to a 

perception or feeling of insufficient provision of public cultural possibilities. 
 

While the budget of the Ministry of Culture includes items to support the contemporary arts sector, the 
money is really intended to prop up prestigious or high-status large-scale events like Ukraine’s 

participation in the Venice Biennale or such similar events in Ukraine. For example, in 2009 and 2011 the 

MoC allocated UAH 1 million (about EUR 99,000) for the Ukrainian National pavilion at the Venice 
Biennale and earmarked around UAH 19 million (about EUR 1.7 million) for the establishment of a Kyiv 

Biennale at the new Arsenal Cultural Complex in 2012. 
 

Another aspect related to the support of contemporary art by the Ministry concerns problems with 

transparency as it would seem that the nature of this national participation grew with ‘insider’ lobbying 
more than with a policy developed through analysis and connected to institutional development or 

professional or public opinion.  
 

At the very least, the Ministerial attendance (past and present) of such events as ArtKyivContemporary 
demonstrates recognition of the status of such events organized by non-state actors.  

 

The Ukrainian Culture magazine published by the Ministry of Culture and the Culture Internet portal show 
growing attention to contemporary art issues (see: www.uaculture.com).  

 
There is no national prize for young contemporary artists, though this is not a budget issue. Presidential 

decrees establishing a presidential scholarship for young artists working in the traditional crafts and folk 

art sector clearly illustrates priorities. These annual scholarships range between UAH 7,200 and 
UAH12,000 (EUR 700 and EUR 1,165).   

 

http://www.uaculture.com/
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The situation is slowly changing for the sphere of cinema. For example, the Ministry of Culture has 

allocated UAH 70 million (about EUR 6.3 million) to a Programme for the Production and Distribution of 

National Films. It does not however specifically focus on experimental or young cinema directors.  
 

Support to institutional development of contemporary arts is one of the weakest aspects of government 
cultural policy. Some would argue that independent cultural players in Ukraine usually have 

responsibilities but no rights while state institutions have rights but no responsibilities! Cultural operators 

working in contemporary cultural arts also claim they are not consulted on matters of importance to their 
professional survival and development, such as legal reform, and are not involved in relevant 

developmental activities undertaken by the government (such as forums on cultural issues). In their 
opinion, key cultural players are not invited to participate as experts or advisors while some people 

believe representatives of public institutions responsible for culture do not even know who the key actors 
in the contemporary culture field are.  

 

Independent producers usually finance their projects using money donated by international and national 
foundations, foreign embassies and sometimes local authorities or local private sponsors. It is not 

unusual for the budget of, say, a contemporary art event or project to be funded 40% by the artist 
himself.  

3.2.2. Description of the environment in which the different types of cultural and artistic 

creation/production take place.  

 
Concrete illustrative positive and negative examples of official support or the lack of it  
 

(i) Using a scale of:  
- Very Supportive  
- Supportive  
- Neither Supportive Nor Negative  
- Difficult  
- Hostile  

  
Most of the cultural actors consulted described official support as “Neither Supportive nor Negative” with 
a tendency towards “Difficult”. 

 
State policy in relation to cultural production is, for the most, still not ‘user-friendly’. The abolition of 

value-added tax on book production is probably the only exception of governmental action with a more or 

less positive result for the cultural domain. The MoC’s attempt to introduce a supportive regime for the 
national cultural industries in 2008-2009 through a special draft Law on National Cultural Products was 

cut short because of apparent language incongruities and contradictions. Due to the fact that a significant 
part of contemporary cultural product is produced by small enterprises, a simpler system of registration 

and taxation of ‘cultural industries’ was part of capacity-building support in 2006-2010.  

 
Another positive step was the implementation of a supportive taxation regime for cinema producers 

followed by a cinema project competition with a budget of UAH70 million (about EUR6.3 million) set up 
by the MoC for film-makers in 2011.  

 
As mentioned elsewhere, another promising step forward would be the participation, particularly with 

budget support from the MoC and municipalities, in implementation of the Pilot Project on Rehabilitation 

of Cultural Heritage in Historic Towns (PP2) in Ukraine.  
 

These positive examples offset the otherwise negative overall environment. First of all, there is a lack of 
political will and understanding of the role that cultural industries can play in society. Secondly, there is a 

tendency towards increased control aimed at achieving short-term benefits only. Finally, there are no 

efforts to seriously advocate or lobby for an increased role and stronger development of cultural 
industries.   

 
(ii) Perception of representative practitioners of their creative and working environment.  
 

The cultural scene in Ukraine is rich and diverse. The wide differences in the perceptions by practitioners 
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of their creative and working environment can be explained by the  specific nature of their individual 

activities and initiatives.  

 
Cultural sector representatives share a view of their activities as ‘guerrilla raids’. Unhelpful factors and 

even hostile trends perceived include the using by oligarchs of their wealth to engage in culture, 
dominate the public space, information channels, and show business and even influence legislation on 

cultural production, which creates an environment with few opportunities and resources for innovation, 

newcomers etc. The current political and economic situation is summarised in an ECF review 
http://www.eurocult.org/: “Accountability, leading to some very problematic outcomes (replacement of 

public authorities as implementers of cultural policy, determination of public sector priorities in return for 
providing budgets); the tendency of the independent culture sector to retreat into “splendid isolation” 

and anti-state rhetoric due to its dissatisfaction and frustration with the lack of reform in the public 
sector”. 

 

Concerning legislation, in June 2011 the Ukrainian Parliament voted in the first reading of a draft  Law on 
National Cultural Products sponsored by an opposition MP without any preliminary consultations with 

cultural sector representatives. The move came as an unpleasant surprise for many, in particular for 
publishers because it contained a number of ill-considered provisions on support of cultural products, 

specifically based on the proportion of local labour or domestically-made components used. Moreover, 

the draft Law totally failed to recognise the promotion of creative and innovative production as an 
important aspect of economic activity (more detail at 

http://www.radiosvoboda.org/content/article/24271727.html) and failed to provide measures to promote 
investments, foreign ones included, in the development of creative industries in Ukraine and in the 

creation of cultural products.   
 

Young professionals in various fields of culture especially appreciate the possibilities that link their life 

with prospects of quality education (preferably abroad) and participation in international projects. They 
prefer working for NGOs or commercial companies to working in public cultural institutions. The public 

sector is only able to offer them meagre salaries and the burden of leadership of an older generation that 
excludes them from any decision-making efforts. Young professionals’ expectations of state organisations 

- such as the Ministry of Culture - in terms of debate, discussion and change is low. They often believe 

change will only come about by external and political factors e.g. in the context of preparing agreements 
about EU association and market economy developments. 

 
See also platforms such as ‘Hudrada’ http://hudrada.tumblr.com/ or the web portal KORYDOR. In one of 

the editions they publish an interview with mostly proactive young professionals (See 

vhttp://korydor.in.ua/interviews/937-buti-kuratoro). 

3.2.3. Creativity   

 
a. Policy documents, statements or official pronouncements on the subject of creativity or the 

concept of ‘creative economy’.  

 

The ‘creative industries’ are not recognized or categorized as a separate sector of the national economy 

and therefore the economic activity classification system does not provide for analysis of either the 
‘creative economy’ as a whole or its individual operators. 

 
Nevertheless, the example of the Kyiv Technological Institute of Light Industry with its changes of status 

and name can serve as proof of certain developments that are underway: in 1999 the HEI changed its 

status and became the Kyiv State University of Technologies and Design followed by another change of 
name to the Kyiv National University of Technologies and Design in 2001. 

 
Local attempts to change the situation can also be illustrated with an example from Lviv which is 

probably spearheading any change. In 2007, the local NGO The Centre for Cultural Management worked 
on a project on cultural planning that also envisioned mapping of cultural resources. In 2008, the Mayor 

of Lviv set as a priority the development of tourism and the promotion of the knowledge industries with 

the result that the municipal bodies were compelled to seek collaboration with NGOs within these 
priorities.  

 

http://www.eurocult.org/
http://www.radiosvoboda.org/content/article/24271727.html
http://hudrada.tumblr.com/
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In 2012, an international workshop on creativity was held in Kirovograd focusing on creative economy 

matters and the related actions to be taken by municipalities. 

 
b. Perception among cultural sector professionals of levels of creativity coverage in general and 

specialised printed and electronic media (i.e. High Interest/Some Serious Interest/Little 
Interest/No Interest). 

 
Expert opinions point to various factors constraining the development of the creative economy in Ukraine. 

These include: 

 
 Unhelpful government/state intervention in commercial operations; 

 The absence of a competitive environment;  

 High production costs ; 

 Shadow and black economy problems; nepotism, lack of transparency, ‘kickback’ systems etc. 

 

The weak development of creative industries in Ukraine can be also explained by their estrangement 
from everyday issues of relevance for the public. Those involved in them are also often preoccupied with 

their own creativity rather than becoming active players on the wider cultural scene. 

3.2.4. Heritage  

        
a. Current main issues related to heritage identified  

 
 By the official authorities e.g. Ministry of Culture or municipal authorities 

 
Issues related to cultural heritage are traditionally at the heart of official public discourse, are the subject 

of legislation, are found in important political statements and are part of the visible activity by the 

authorities in the cultural sphere. Heritage is the priority topic in cultural affairs.  
 

It can also be controversial or appear different depending on one’s perspective. Much of what follows, for 
example, would be contested by the Ministry of Culture as a distorted picture. 

 
While heritage is a priority area, some would argue that this does not always mean it is strategically 

handled. When it comes to the large amounts of funding needed by the heritage sector, they would 

argue that talk is often much greater than the funding allocated. 
 

Some consider the administrative reform in 2010–2011 which disbanded the State Service for National 
Cultural Heritage and passed its functions to a department within the Ministry of Culture structure as an 

example of absence of strategic thinking.  

 
 From the point of view of working-level specialists 

 

From the point view of the specialists, the key problem of the cultural heritage sphere is the lack of 
finance and inability of the government to protect and provide effective safeguards for heritage objects.   

 
A draft Law on National Cultural Heritage was prepared in 2011 by the Research Institute for the 

Protection of Cultural Heritage. The idea behind the bill was to give maximum powers to the central 

authorities and to address, the MoC’s own budget limitations and resources and the tackling of such 
issues as the professional quality of public employees in this sector. The draft Law did not however take 

into account either the interests and needs of private owners and other actors. Recognizing the absolute 
necessity of a new law on cultural heritage, experts stress that the draft Law of the MoC is introducing 

stringent regulatory measures through which the state authorities will try to control everything while the 
roles and functions of other parties - NGOs and experts – will remain undefined and reduce them to only 

advisory roles.  

 
It is interesting to see how discussions of the draft Law changed reactions and attitudes in the regions, 

especially of the municipalities and particularly in connection with local governments’ increasing 
awareness of a sensitive link between the state of cultural heritage in their own locality and its tourism 

attraction potential. One of the best examples of this would be the town of Kamyanets Podilsky in 
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Khmelnitsky region.    

 

One specialist informant, the Head of the Lviv regional (oblast) administration has stressed that any 
constructive approach to heritage and legislation should involve the definition of criteria for listing 

significant cultural heritage objects and establishing priorities for financial allocation of the relevant 
budgets. To achieve this objective there is a need to establish the relevant working group which can 

identify the priority objects and provide the relevant financial support for the partners who will be 

involved. Increasing municipal awareness of cultural heritage and increasing their tourism potential is not 
however matched by including heritage in state and regional social and economic development plans.  

 
More detailed information about cultural heritage issues can be found in the Heritage Assessment Report 

prepared within the framework of the Kyiv Initiative Regional Program and PP2 – a joint action of the 
Council of Europe and European Commission 

http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/cultureheritage/cooperation/kyiv/pp2/KI_2010_049-PP2UkraineHAR.pdf.   

  
 From the point of view of civil society and communities,, including minorities  

  
The role of local groups is usually limited to, for example, protests and they do not develop any 
alternative programmes themselves. There are exceptions, though. The majority of these groups work to 

stop destruction of historic centres in their localities often because of predatory commercially-driven 

privatizations. 

 
b. Level of civil society and/or community group involvement in any heritage activity officially or 

unofficially using any available relevant evidence (number of registered or known 
groups/societies, number of projects/sites, existence of relevant newsletters, websites etc).   

 
In practice, citizens’ participation in cultural heritage protection is ensured through involvement in public 

and non-governmental organizations such as the Ukrainian Society for the Protection of Historical and 
Cultural Monuments (USPHCM), the Ukrainian National Committee of ICOMOS, public hearings, public 

discussions, initiative groups and through spontaneous situational protests against unplanned or unwise 
development of the cities.  

 

The 1970s and 1990s were marked with certain surges of activity of public organisations. In the 1970s 
the focus was on ecclesiastical architecture that suffered significant losses due to the policy of militant 

atheism pursued by the Soviet government. At the time of militant atheism only USPHCM dared to 
finance restoration work on religious architectural monuments. Thanks to the leadership and financial 

support of USPHCM large numbers of churches and monastery complexes, unique examples of wooden 

architecture and so on, were saved.  
 

However, at the end of 1990s, the activity of the Society and its possibilities considerably narrowed. 
There are virtually no new members and young people are not getting involved in the organization.  

 

USPHCM traditionally carries out a wide range of educational activities: 
 

 It produces popular publications; 

 It holds numerous public and academic events, drawing the attention of both official bodies and 

the general public to problems of monument protection:  
 

The most effective public organizations in the sphere of memorial protection include Opora (Resistance) 
Public Network (http://www.opora.org.ua/featured) and the Save Old Kyiv Initiative. Opora focuses on a 

wide range of social issues with heritage protection being only one area of interest while Save Old Kyiv 

(http://saveoldkyiv.org) is a narrowly specialised project. Another such project to mention is the Lviv 
Citizens’ Forum http://www.ngo.Lviv.ua/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=3427:2009-08-

06-12-57-13&catid=40:2009-08-06-12-03-48. 
 

The Charity Fund for the Protection of Historical and Cultural Heritage in Lviv aims at raising funds for 

heritage objects restoration and consolidating community efforts in the field.  
 

In Kharkiv, the local Heritage NGO (www.cym.org.ua) tackles problems of neglect and vandalism to 

http://www.opora.org.ua/featured
http://saveoldkyiv.org/
http://www.cym.org.ua/
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monuments related to Ukrainian history and links this activity to city-wide language and nation-building 

issues. 

 
Other examples of local initiative heritage activism include: 

 
 The saving of an old well-known bookshop Siaivo in Kyiv (See also: http://ord-

ua.com/2011/02/17/knigarnya-syajvo---ostannya-barikada-ukrayinskoyi-kulturi/?lpage=1); 

 The Union of Archaeologists of Ukraine’s focus on endangered significant archaeological sites, 

including the unique historic hill in the centre of Kyiv (see 

http://www.vgosau.kiev.ua/3_sau_Shchekavyca.html). 
 

Generally, civic initiatives in small cities and towns concentrate on positive issues and receive more 
recognition from, and have more co-operation with local authorities. To take one example, local 

communities, business circles and the ‘raion’ administration of the small historic town of Novgorod-
Siverskiy, Chernigiv region, have closely cooperated to create a centre related to the legendary medieval 

literary work ‘The Lay of Prince Igor’s Campaign’ (see 

http://cg.gov.ua/single_page.php?menu_id=16321&NameTable=news&DEPAT=2899&pm=oda_menu). 
 

Other projects and sites of relevant interest illustrating initiatives and ways of working include: 
 

http://www.museum.if.ua/project.html 

http://www.volyniany.org.ua/nb/58-metazavd 
http://www.derev.org.ua/zakarp/steblivka-restavr  

 

3.2.5. Restoration Resources and Capacities  

 
a. Number, type, and output of training or professional educational institutions and provision for 

museum and heritage restorers.  

 
The development of the museum sector is a significant part of cultural heritage preservation. The 

museum sector in Ukraine has grown in the last fifteen - and especially, the last five – years. The number 
of museums (state and municipal museums) has increased from 290 in 1996 to 546 in 2011.  

 

There has been even more impressive growth in the private and independent museum sector. The 
number of museum visitors has increased at a slower rate but the general trend is positive. Despite the 

difficult economic situation, most museums (especially in the large cities) endeavoured to provide their 
audiences with a range of educational and access programmes last year.   

 
In the state museum sector of Ukraine about 15,500 people are employed, most of them with a higher 

education background (especially in such specialities as history, philology, history of art). Education and 

training of museum staff however remains relatively weak and underdeveloped. Museology as a 
specialization was only recognized as an employment category by the state system in 2007.  There are 

some universities such as Kyiv National Taras Shevchenko University, the National University of Culture 
and Arts, Kharkiv State Academy of Culture that provide this qualification for their students. Specialization 

in museum management, however, has never been made available to date. Only a small number of 

graduates seek employment in museums due to low salaries in the sector. The most common form of 
‘training’ in this field is self-instruction and ‘learning-on-the-job’ from others. 

 
The most significant contribution to museums training was the programme carried out 2005-2009 under 

the MATRA CAP Programme funded by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands that tried to 

promote best practices. Twenty-four Ukrainian museum employees were trained and received certificates 
and they subsequently provided workshops for local museums.  Following the MATRA CAP training, the 

participants produced the guidelines and professional standards for museum professionals for the Ukraine 
Committee of ICOM.   

 
Some NGOs organize workshops or conferences related to museum training issues. An influential NGO 

(founded in 2006) for the professional museum field is the Ukrainian Centre for Development of Museum 

Affairs (UCDMA), well-known for its national awards such as “The Museum Event of Year”, stipends for 

http://ord-ua.com/2011/02/17/knigarnya-syajvo---ostannya-barikada-ukrayinskoyi-kulturi/?lpage=1
http://ord-ua.com/2011/02/17/knigarnya-syajvo---ostannya-barikada-ukrayinskoyi-kulturi/?lpage=1
http://www.museum.if.ua/project.html
http://www.volyniany.org.ua/nb/58-metazavd
http://www.derev.org.ua/zakarp/steblivka-restavr
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the best museums employees and so on.  

 

The Pinchuk Art Centre has launched its educational programme, the Curators Platform. The platform is 
to develop professional arts criticism and practice (see also: http://korydor.in.ua/).  

 
Recently the Rinat Akhmetov Foundation ‘Development of Ukraine’ has become active in the museums 

field with its Programme ‘Impulse, Idea, Innovation’. In 2012 they began a large-scale separate 

programme focused on development of museum management.  
 
b. The degree to which supply of trained restorers meets the demand for them as perceived by a 

small but representative sample of relevant people (ministry officials, museum directors, heritage 
planners).  

 

There are about 250 people working in the area of restoration related to immovable heritage. Restoration 
training is available in three universities in Kyiv, Lviv and Kharkiv, and at one college in Lviv. These four 

institutions produce a total of 35 specialists per year.  

 
c. The degree to which the training of restorers (e.g. quality of training, availability of training) is an 

area of interest or concern to any of the interested parties (i.e. the MoC, museum directors, 
heritage planners).  

 
About 50% of state museum restorers have qualifications from the Qualification Commission based in the 
National Science and Research Restoration Centre (NSRRC) with regional branches in Kharkiv, Odesa and 

Lviv. This institution exists is dedicated to restoration of artefacts from the state Museum Collections of 
Ukraine (about 11 million items housed in 546 museums). This Centre is also responsible for the 

organization, qualifications and professional standards of art restorers. The performance review 

commission for qualifications has not, however, met for several years because the MoC has not signed off 
the Terms of Performance Review of art restorers. The situation seems to be caused by inability to 

overcome a purely bureaucratic issue.   
 

The NSRRC actually needs new suitable premises and new equipment in order to improve professional 
standards in Ukraine. In 2007, in the context of a major new project, the Arsenal Cultural Art and 

Museum Complex, ‘Mystetskyi Arsenal’, new premises for the NSRRC were planned. A change of 

government changed this plan though the Arsenal is still a priority project.   

3.2.6. UNESCO Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural 

Expressions 

 
a. Level of awareness (assessed by limited questionnaire/interview method of a small representative 

sample of relevant cultural planners and senior cultural practitioners) in your country. 
 

The Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine (Parliament) ratified the UNESCO Convention on Diversity in January 
2010. The Convention thus became a part of Ukrainian legislation forcing the authorities to acknowledge 

it, albeit formally. More explicitly, the National Academy of Administration of Culture and Art has included 
a course on the Convention as a separate subject in its curriculum. 

 

It would be fair to say that Ukraine is a country with a comparatively high level of tolerance (e.g. after 
the collapse of the Soviet Union, it was one of the very few post-Soviet states where there has never 

been an armed inter-ethnic conflict). This tolerance and the existence of real freedom of creativity is 
certainly supported and strengthened by the existence of the Convention on Diversity. The Ukrainian text 

of this Convention was published electronically at the MoC’s web-site and also in a print version by the 

Scientific and Research Institute on the Protection of Cultural Heritage3  
 

 
 

                                        
3 Збірник нормативно-правових актів сфери охорони культурної спадщини. К., 2011. 

 

http://korydor.in.ua/
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b. Examples given by the MoC of where their signing of the Convention has led to them taking action 
in a way which they otherwise would not have done.  

  
The MoC organized two workshops on the Convention – before and after the signing of this document. 

The Renaissance Foundation (Soros Open Society Foundations) has also included Convention-related 
aspects in its international training programme. However, a special public-wide programme aimed at 

increasing awareness has never been developed. 

 
c. Number/level of mentions of the Convention in official policy documents or statements.  

  
The Convention on Diversity was used as a basis for the 2011 Agreement between Ukraine and the 

Government of France on film co-productions. The principles of the Convention are reflected in many of 
the regional programmes related to social and cultural development especially for festivals, or celebrating 

centrally-designated anniversaries.  

 
As in virtually all countries, the principles of diversity are not always practised by different social groups, 

and segregation and different forms of exclusion are sometimes part of what has been described as the 
‘atomisation of society’. 

 
 
3.3. Cultural Provision/Research/Professional Training and 
Transmission/Dissemination/Connectivity/Digitalisation  

3.3.1. General Environment  

 
a. Number, type, size and listing of any institutions, organisations etc involved in arts research.  

 
In Ukraine in the field of culture there is a noticeable gap between theoretical and academic activity on 
the one hand and practical activity (including decision-making processes) on the other. The work of such 
institutions as the Modern Art Research Institute of the National Academy of Arts of Ukraine, the Folklore, 
Ethnography and Art History institutes of the National Academy of Sciences, and the Les’ Kurbas State 
Centre for Theatre Arts (all state institutions) is quite solid and sophisticated but does not ‘catch the pulse 
of life’. Responsibility for this rests with both researchers and artists (and curators, etc). In fact 
researchers and artists often fill both roles, for example, at the Modern Art Research Institute there are 
several well-known artists working as researchers. 
 
In general, the problem is that there is an insufficient base of arts criticism which can influence 
development and not enough analytical and critical work and information is being produced. This is not to 
say that it is completely absent. For example, artists dealing with social issues, and who are of a liberal 
political inclination follow, and are influenced by, ‘KORYDOR’ (http://korydor.in.ua) - the online magazine 
edited by the Foundation Centre for Contemporary Art (an NGO). More radical social activist artists are 
gathering around ‘Political Critique’ magazine and the Visual Culture Research Centre  
(http://vcrc.org.ua/en/pk/). The ‘Art Ukraine’ magazine (http://www.artukraine.com.ua), published by a 
private organization closely affiliated with the new Mystetskiy Arsenal Arts Complex, attracts a wider circle 
and is used by many as a first point of information on developments.  
 

There are other publications which also have some serious coverage of important arts and culture issues. 
For example, the online magazine ‘Ukrains’ka Pravda’ (http://www.pravda.com.ua/) with its sister-site 

‘Istorycha Pravda’ (http://www.istpravda.com.ua/). See, as an example, an article on the purpose of 
museums, (http://www.istpravda.com.ua/articles/2012/08/27/92208). Museum specialists use as a 

source of professional updating articles in ‘Museynyj Prostir Ukrainy’ (http://prostir.museum/ua) edited by 
the Ukrainian Centre for Museum Development. A wide range of issues, for example, related to access to 

culture and the functioning of the network of cultural institutions is covered by the Ukrainian Centre for 

Cultural Research, whose activities mainly interest students and Ministry of Culture staff. The Centre for 
the Urban History of East Central Europe (an NGO in Lviv, see http://www.Lvivcenter.org/en/mission/) 

provides a professional base for studies related to urban history and urbanism.  
 

A more powerful source of ‘catching the pulse of life’ as far as what is happening in terms of current 

thinking and debate are social networks, discussion groups and the free exchange of information which 

http://www.artukraine.com.ua/
http://www.istpravda.com.ua/
http://www.lvivcenter.org/en/mission/
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takes place on the web.                          

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
b. Perception of the level of cultural and arts criticism and debate by younger cultural professionals 

(under 35) through limited but representative interview method.  

 

See 3.3.1.a above. 

3.3.2. Professional Training  

 
a. Level of provision and quality of professional arts and cultural education through information given 

by the MoC and Ministry of Education.  

 
Provision of quality professional arts and cultural education is crucial to the development of the arts and 

cultural infrastructure of the country. The main higher educational institutions training specialists are the 
National Academy of Fine Art and Architecture in Kyiv, the Lviv National Academy of Arts and the Kharkiv 

Academy of Arts and Design. There are also private institutions and artistic educational institutions which 
are under the aegis of the municipalities and train junior specialists. 

 

While a network of training institutions certainly functions, some would argue that there is sometimes a 
mismatch between the education/training given and the realities of subsequent employment. For 

example, those studying at the National Academy of Fine Art and Architecture find themselves in a 
paradoxical situation. On the one hand, they produce a quasi-realistic painting to please the teacher, fulfil 

curriculum requirements and receive their diploma, but at the same time they understand that this 

cannot lead to a financially secure life. So, in parallel, they produce pictures to meet interior design 
demand, or some contemporary art creations with hopes to sell these objects in commercial art galleries 

or at auctions. It has been said that Ukrainian students’ skills in basic technical artistic areas are good but 
that they perhaps sometimes lack the skills of critical understanding, development of conceptual thinking 

and working with new media.  

 
It is somewhat better in terms of music. First of all, Ukraine meets world standards in classical music and 

general performance with Ukrainian musicians being internationally well-known and established. There 
are also dynamic developments in the field of contemporary and experimental music, for example at the 

Laboratory of Experimental and Electronic Music at the Tchaikovsky National Music Academy.   
 

There are also training options for those wishing to work in such areas as theatre, cinema, etc. 

 
In general, the main problem of arts education and cultural training is the gap between theory and 

practice with existing learning programmes and curricula showing a clear lack of flexibility. A serious 
problem is the lack of contact and networking with European arts training institutions, especially at the 

level of longer-term programmes, interaction and cooperation. The crucial point, which the MoC might 

dispute, is the need to develop a practical understanding of the role of arts education in contemporary 
cultural processes, especially among staff and ‘senior management’ at university/academy level.  

 
b. Number of known international links in this area e.g. through Erasmus-type links.  

 

Programmes such as Erasmus exist but it has not been possible to collect detailed information. 
 

One of the most established and effective international links in the cultural sphere is the DAAD 
programme. See http://www.daad.org.ua/ukr/stipendien.htm, the German Exchange Academic Service 

that provides a wide range of possibilities in a very well established and successful programme.  
 

There is also a U.S. study on the topic: http://photos.state.gov/libraries/ukraine/164171/pdf/education-

funding.pdf. 

3.3.3. Internet Use and Connectivity  

  
a. Any available statistics related to Internet connectivity and use.  

  

The Internet is fast penetrating the everyday lives of Ukrainians. At present there is no single consistent 

http://photos.state.gov/libraries/ukraine/164171/pdf/education-funding.pdf
http://photos.state.gov/libraries/ukraine/164171/pdf/education-funding.pdf
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method to measure Internet use. One source of statistics, Bigmir)net, gives the number of Ukrainian 

Internet users as of the end of 2011 at about 25 million, or 54% of the population. Another source, the 

Kyiv International Institute of Sociology believes it to be about 40.3 % of the population while the 
Internet Association Ukraine’s (http://www.inau.org.ua/analytics_vuq.phtml) 2011 estimates say there is 

Internet use by about 37 – 40% of the population (i.e. at least 17 million people). Most people use the 
Internet at home and for e-mail communication (51%). The next most popular use is social networking 

(46%). About 38% use the Internet as their first means of searching for information, and 37% of users 

upload music and movies. Internet use for social networking is the fastest growing area.  
 
b. The costs in relation to local income levels of being connected 

  
 At home  

 
The average cost of basic home connection is about UAH 150 (Euro 13.6), plus a subscriber fee from the 

UAH 50 to 250 (Eur 4.6 – 23) monthly.  The mobile 3G internet is more expensive starting from UAH 190 
for equipment, UAH 26 upfront payment and UAH 30 – 300 (average) for the use of the service 

(depending on tariff plan and traffic).   

 
 By using an Internet cafe   

 

Free Wi-Fi is now available in certain Internet cafes and public spaces (hot spots).   

 
c. Any available statistics or information showing the rate of growth in connectivity.     
 
Such consulting companies as GfK, InMind, Gemius indicate a 15-25% annual growth of internet users in 

Ukraine (by the http://watcher.com.ua/2011/04/12/ or see: 

http://blogosphere.com.ua/2011/11/22/ukrainian-internet-and-social-networks/). 
 

d. Any statistics, information or anecdotal evidence related to any ‘digital divide’ (e.g. rich-poor or 
urban-rural difference).  

 
There are about 28,000 official residential localities in Ukraine with only 1,200 of them having broadband 

access. As market saturation in large cities happens, so the companies move to the middle and small 

cities. According to a GfK research, the most dynamic growth of the internet audience - 152 % annually – 
has been observed in small towns with a population of up to 50,000. The situation is obviously much 

poorer in rural areas. 
 

Last year the authorities announced plans for digitalization of rural areas. The National Commission for 

Communications and Information prepared a Digital District project to provide satellite connection to the 
Internet for 10,000 rural settlements over three years. Cynics were tempted to connect such promises 

with the autumn 2012 Parliamentary and local elections. 
 

In terms of significant digitalisation projects there are initiatives by various universities such as Kyiv-

Mohyla Academy, Ostrog Academy National University, Kyiv National Taras Shevchenko University, 
Kharkiv National Vasyl Karasin University focused on consolidating library resources through the creation 

of a common collections depository. The plan so far is that this digital library will be accessible only to 
students from the universities participating in this consortium.   

  
e. Any available statistics, estimates or research on the use of the Internet in the cultural sphere and 

trends.  

  

As described above, the Internet is widely used in Ukraine and cultural sector participants are of course 

no exception to this. The flexibility the Internet offers in terms of how one uses one’s time and the way 
one organises one’s work is appreciated as well as the unparalleled potential it offers for promoting and 

sharing new cultural products. There are examples of the Internet being used specifically for ‘cultural’ 
purposes: the well-known rock-music group “Okean Elzy” offered the option of on-line broadcast of their 

latest concert performance. The Internet has been similarly employed in some cotemporary visual arts 

projects (such as ‘GogolFest’ and Tsay Tho Tsians’, a project that was a part of the Isoliatsiya cultural 
initiative.    

http://blogosphere.com.ua/2011/11/22/ukrainian-internet-and-social-networks/
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3.3.4. Digitalisation Projects  

  
Number and illustrative listing of significant digitalization projects taking place with official support 
(e.g. the creation of a national electronic library, digitalization of collections of the national museums, 
virtual exhibitions using national collections or archives and so on).  

 
There are significant digitalization projects now taking place in Ukraine such as ‘Bibliomist’ aimed at 

modernizing access to information in public libraries and ‘Open World’ which is aimed at connecting to 
rural schools via the Internet. The project is implemented in Ukraine within the initiative of ‘The Global 

Library’ of the Gates Foundation. This initiative aims to equip up to 1,600 public libraries so that people 

have better access to information and librarians are trained at the 25 training centres across the country 
to use new technology to provide better services to library users. It is also helping librarians to advocate 

for libraries to have the resources they need to respond to community needs and improve society’s 
understanding and support of the vital role of libraries and librarians (see 

http://www.bibliomist.org/en/about-bibliomist-en/what-is-bibliomist-eng). 

 
 

3.4. Access and Education  

3.4.1. Access  

 
a. Any illustrative evidence of any policy provision or discussion at an official level related to any 

aspect of access to culture (e.g. about cultural rights, about ticket and entry costs to cultural and 
arts events etc).  

 
Table 1: Cultural institutions 
 

 Number of institutions Attendance (million 
people/year) 

2009 2010 2009 2010 
Theatre 136 140 6,2 6,6 

Cinema 2200 2200 11 9 

Concert halls 77 83 3,8 4,2 

Museums 499 546 20,8 21,7 

Clubs 18700 18600 4,8 4,6 

Libraries 20100 19500 No data No data 

Source: SCS data as of January 2012 
 
Research on access to culture is the main focus of the Ukrainian Centre for Cultural Studies. It sets out 

and analyses standards and issues related to the access to, and provision of, culture 
(http://www.culturalstudies.in.ua/zv_2009-11-d16.php). The Centre is currently working on a potentially 

important draft regulation to set out formal guarantees of cultural provision of, and access to, culture. 

Discussions on access to culture are being held at the highest political level, first of all, in the Verkhovna 
Rada (Parliament) in the form of parliamentary hearings on cultural issues (including during the process 

of elaboration of the Law on Culture). Sometimes the issues of access to culture come up at Cabinet level 
but are often reduced to declarations.  

 
Piracy and the Internet are also current issues. In Ukraine, as elsewhere, these sometimes lead to legal 

action being taken (e.g. as in the case with EX.UA website and related issues of uploading/downloading 

pirated content, also against the question of individual development)4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                        
4 See http://korydor.in.ua/blogs/917-pravo-na-biblioteku . 

http://korydor.in.ua/blogs/917-pravo-na-biblioteku
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b. List of the main issues related to access to cultural and arts provision as perceived by a small 
representative sample of cultural professionals to cultural and arts provision. Such issues might 
include lack of provision, cost, lack of interest, poor marketing, urban-rural divide issues, 
inappropriate programming at the main venues, unhelpful opening hours etc).  

 

Most respondents understand under the term ‘access’ (and NISS is currently researching this), first of all, 
a physical (territorial) accessibility, e.g. how close facilities are to where one lives. The next most 
important thing is the cost of entry (cost of tickets). Unfortunately, the ticket cost, that is, the factor of 
satisfaction of cultural needs of the people is not included in the ‘consumer basket’ by which the cost of 
living and expenditure statistics are calculated by the Government.   

3.4.2. Education 

 
a. Evidence of some form of arts education as part of the core school curriculum.  

  
Arts education (visual art, music, folk crafts) is included in the core curriculum of primary schools.  
Theoretically, the subject is to help the creative development of children, but in practice it only consists 

of drawing lessons. The secondary school curriculum includes a subject called Aesthetic Culture that has 
a lot about the history and theory of art but envisions little discussion of art itself.   

 
b. Examples of any types of arts activity provided within a typical school context.  

 

The main galleries and museums are able and ready to assist schools with guided tours, lectures and 
interactive education programmes. Such collaboration between the institutions brings mutual benefits in 

that the schools receive access to high-quality teaching materials and museums gain new audiences.  
Practical discussion on the relationship between education and culture in such contexts does take place, 

but mainly at the local level.  
 

 

3.5. Participation and Audience Development 

3.5.1. Participation Statistics  

 
a. Available statistics related to participation in arts and culture of any type ranging from theatre or 

cinema attendance to the number of cultural clubs etc. 

  
The main source of statistical information in the art and culture area is the State Committee of Statistics 

(SCS) that provides information through its official web-site and printed bulletins distributed to libraries. 
The SCS provides attendance-related figures for theatres, cinemas, concert halls, museums, libraries, 

clubs etc. (see, for example, table 1 in section 3.4.1.a).  
 
b. Evidence or examples of trends related to participation e.g. observable growth and decline in 

attendance and participation in different activities of the cultural sectors.  

 

According to NISS research, attending church services has been the most popular cultural activity with 54 
% respondents, going at least once a month, and 12.5 %, at least once per year. This activity unites all 

categories of the population - rich and poor, with higher or secondary education background, urban or 
rural residents etc. 

 

The next most common cultural activities include visits to restaurants, bars, nightclubs - 35 % 
respondents mentioned these and going at least once a month and 10 %, at least once per year.  

 
Other activities are:  

 

 cinemas: 23 % (monthly) and 11% (annually)  

 disco and dancing: 20 % and 5 %;  

 sports: 19% and 6 %; 

 libraries: 18 % and 7 %; 

 watching sports: 17.5% and 11 %; 

 pop-music & dance shows: 13 % and 13%; 
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 theatre (drama, opera, ballet) and classical music performances: 13 % and 12.5%; 

 museums & art exhibitions: 12 % and 16%; 

 zoo & animals: 8 % and 15 %  

 

For earlier research carried out by UCCS in 2004 see: http://www.culturalstudies.in.ua/zv_2004_6.php. 

This study gave the follow range of cultural practices that respondents indicated as significant: 
 

 watching TV – 83,3 % 

 reading periodicals- 58,3 % 

 listening to radio broadcasts – 38,8% 

 reading books (fiction) – 26,7 % 

 listening to music – 25,5% 

 church attendance– 14,2% 

 watching videos (movies) – 11,7% 

 professional reading - 8,7% 

 computers – 7,4%  

 library attendance– 4,9% 

 attendance at classic music and theatre performances – 4,4% 

 cinema attendance– 2,7% 

 collecting – 2,5% 

 amateur arts and crafts – 2,3%  

 
Table 2: Household expenditure on private cultural participation and consumption, by 
domains, % 

  
 Years 

1994 1998 2002 2006 2010 

Color TV-set 64,7 69,3 73,9 89,7 92,8 

Player (include radio) 58,4 58,5 56,4 55,6 47,2 

library (over 100 books) 30,7 22,5 20,2 22,2 18,4 

Video (DVD) set 9,9 15,1 19,7 28,2 33,7 

Computer - - 4,7 18,5 34,9 

Fashionable clothing 25,1 11,7 11,0 16,2 16,7 

Sport and tourist 
equipment 

17,9 12,8 14,4 5,1 6,2 

Hunting and fishing 
equipment  

- - 10,3 
 

8,9 12,3 

Source: http://dif.org.ua/ua/comment/qioj3rgiojq3jhko 

3.5.2. Audience Development  

 
Statistics or examples related to audience development and outreach programmes e.g. as part of the 
core work of theatres, museums, festivals and so on which also given some insight into how developed 
this activity is.  

 

Increasing the number of visitors, or at least maintaining current audience levels is an important task and 

challenge for many state cultural institutions, especially those of ‘national’ status. This is causing a 
reassessment of the roles of, for example, of the head of repertoire at a theatre or a newly created role 

of head of PR. But in general everyone has to respond and use new methods to develop audiences, 
whether by the Internet, interactive programmes or by simply finding out what people want. 

 

Libraries and museums (also possibly theatres) feel satisfied with their activities though their 
infrastructure remains very weak. Their ‘hosting capaciity’ is one of the crucial issues. it is not only the 

poor technical condition of the buildings and equipment, but crucially the need for development of 
relevant skills, especially related to team-building, strategic planning, setting priorities and so on.  

http://www.culturalstudies.in.ua/zv_2004_6.php
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4. Main Outcomes of the RMCBU Research Visit to the Country 
 

 
Starting from October 2011, the RMCBU made a series of research visits to Azerbaijan, Georgia, Georgia, 

Belarus, Moldova and Ukraine. The purpose of the visits was to establish contacts with key Programme 
stakeholders in each country and launch the process of identification of specific policy areas to be 

reinforced at national and regional level. The field work included round-table discussions with key 

government and civil society stakeholders, meetings with key actors in the culture sector, presentations 
of the Programme and collection of background data for elaboration of base line studies on cultural 

policies in the Eastern Partnership countries. The results of the visits and subsequent studies formed the 
basis for proposals for capacity-building activities in identified priority areas to be implemented by the 

RMCBU in the period up to March 2015.  

 

As the RMCBU office is based in the capital city of Ukraine, activities related to research in the country 

were not limited to a specific research visit as was the case for the other countries but took place over a 
period from December 2011 to February 2012. The team of experts consisted of Mr. Luciano Gloor, Team 

Leader, Ms. Tetiana Biletska, Capacity Building Expert, Ms. Elena Palivoda, Information and 

Communication Manager and Ms. Oksana Muzychuk, Project and Monitoring Manager.  
 

During that period, more than ninety people representing major national stakeholders of the EaP Culture 
Programme from public, private and civil society sector organisations as well as the EU Delegation to the 

country and donor institutions active in the country were met, interviewed or contacted.  

 
The EU Delegation to Ukraine provided support to the RMCBU in establishing official contacts with the top 

management of the Ministry of Culture of Ukraine which in fact was a lengthy process.  
 

A round-table discussion with key stakeholders exploring needs and priorities related to policy reforms 
took place in Kyiv in December 2011 and attracted more than fifty participants. The Ministry of Culture 

was represented at the round-table by Deputy Minister Mr. Tymofiy Kokhan who co-chaired the event 

and more than ten mid-level officials also participated. Local public authorities responsible for culture 
were actively represented by fifteen of the twenty-four ‘oblasti’ (regions) of Ukraine.  

 
The EU Delegation to the country provided information on projects with Ukrainian lead partners receiving 

grants under the Programme and outlined other possible EU-funded tools for cooperation that could be 

used more actively by national and local Ukrainian cultural institutions. 
 

The Ministry of Culture stressed the importance of culture for Ukraine’s development and expressed the 
interest of Ukraine in the EaP Culture Programme and different forms of cooperation with the EC. At the 

same time, Mr. Kokhan mentioned that the national authorities in the cultural sector would appreciate 
more concrete examples of cooperation, for example like the support of the Kyiv Initiative Regional 

Programme and its Pilot Project on Rehabilitation of Cultural Heritage of Historic Towns in which all the 

Eastern Partnership countries participate. He explained that the national authorities were surprised and 
disappointed that this particular pilot project has been excluded from the EaP Culture Programme. 

 
The RMCBU presented the Eastern Partnership Culture Programme including its objectives, tasks and 

main components. Special attention was paid to explaining the RMCBU tools and working instruments to 

be used during project implementation including: 
 

 The research process and the Comparative Studies and Diagnostics on Cultural Policy activity; 

 Regional capacity building activities, namely the Culture Policy Exchange Seminars and 
Workshops to be organized by the RMCBU in the period up to September 2014; 

 Implementation support for the projects receiving grants under the EaP Culture Programme; 

 Communication and networking, providing visibility and disseminating the results of the 

Programme.  

 
Participants were also informed about the possibility of national authorities receiving country-specific ad 

hoc technical assistance on cultural policy and legal reform issues within the RMCBU activity area of 

Technical Assistance to Eastern Partnership Authorities.  
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National stakeholders were invited to express their interest in participating in the work of the EaP Culture 
Programme Advisory Committee.  

 
On their side, the Ukrainian cultural sector representatives shared their opinions on the main features of 

cultural change and development in the country over the past three to five years. This included a range 
of things, some of which have improved and some that have not, plus new matters of concern for the 

culture sector. They included: 

 
 Lack of professional staff and appropriate knowledge, especially in cultural management and 

fundraising;  

 Lack of cooperation and partnerships between/within different sectors and culture actors; 

 Low level of mutual understanding and commonality between different sectors and actors; 

 Low level of international cooperation; 

 Lack of dialogue and exchanges of experience between and within the state and non-governmental 

sectors as well as between different institutions and individuals. 
 

The main needs and priorities related to reforming and strengthening the cultural sector were addressed 
during discussion as well as regional and national policy initiatives and the different EU and international 

programmes related to such areas as culture, education and human development.  

 
In terms of the main needs which cultural legislation and cultural policies should address to facilitate 

modernisation and positive change, the following issues were mentioned by national stakeholders: 
 

 Improvement of legislation related to cultural issues, in particular of the laws on culture, national 

cultural products, library activity, NGOs, sponsorship, charity and patronage of culture; 

 Supporting and encouraging multilateral partnerships, exchanges of experience, cross-sectoral 

cooperation and inter-cultural dialogue between all actors and stakeholders at local, national and 
international levels; 

 Introduction of new financial and fiscal policy and implementation of new approaches encouraging 

grant support of cultural projects and involving alternative resources, particularly based on initiatives 
by the non-governmental cultural sector. 

 
Participants at the round-table stressed the great importance of coordination of the efforts of all donors 

active in the region and involved in policy reform and capacity building. In the veiw of the national 

stakeholders this would help avoid duplication of activities. It would also focus all resources, tools and 
facilities on support of cultural reforms in the EaP countries and the eventual achievement of substantial 

results. Of many donors supporting cultural cooperation and capacity building programmes/projects in 
the EaP countries, Ukrainian stakeholders mentioned most of all the Council of Europe, the European 

Cultural Foundation, British Council and Goethe-Institut.  

 
Participants of the RMCBU round-table and working meetings also expressed their views on the most 

important factors and preconditions for the success of the EaP Programme and developing a sense of 
ownership among national stakeholders. These issues were mentioned by Ukrainian stakeholders: 

 
 Providing as much as possible transparency in announcing opportunities and decision making 

including in selection of participants for RMCBU events; 

 Involving national experts in RMCBU capacity-building activities; 

 Taking into account the experience and lessons learnt and building on the results of existing 

programmes of regional cooperation for planning and implementation of the EaP Culture Programme; 

 Providing training of trainers; 

 Paying special attention to heritage-related issues; 

 Paying attention to the national specifics of each partner country (e.g. promotion of national cultural 

products). 
 

The round-table participants and all national stakeholders met during the research period were invited to 
contribute to the SWOT analysis of the national culture sector and cultural policy by filling in on-line 

questionnaires. Detailed information on the SWOT assessment is presented in Annex 1 to this report. 
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For more information on the priority needs of the culture sector of Ukraine and other partner countries, 

as well as conditions for the Programme’s success, please also refer to the Regional Research Report 

(section 3: Major Findings of the RMCBU Research Visits, Annex 3: SWOT Assessment by National 
Stakeholders of Cultural Policy and Priority Needs of the Cultural Domain of the EaP Countries).   
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Annex 1. SWOT Assessment by National Stakeholders of Cultural Policy and Priority 
Needs of the Cultural Domain of Ukraine 

 
 
This report was prepared by Ms. Svitlana Pakhlova, Senior Researcher of the Ukrainian Centre for Cultural 

Studies of the Ministry of Culture of Ukraine, who also provided quantitative and qualitative analysis of 
questionnaires collected by the RMCBU from the respondents representing cultural sectors of the EaP 

countries. 
 

The invitation to contribute to the research activities of the Eastern Partnership Culture Programme by 

answering the on-line questionnaire was sent to participants of round-table discussions and other 
national stakeholders of the programme several times following the research visits to the six EaP 

countries in December 2011 – March 2012. The RMCBU contacted a total of about 450 respondents from 
the six countries. One hundred of the received responses were included into the report. The responses 

were distributed by country, as follows: Armenia – 12, Azerbaijan – 10, Belarus – 10, Georgia – 13, 

Moldova – 11, and Ukraine – 44. 

Summary 

The respondents from Ukraine were very active and represented a broad range of stakeholders totaling 
44% (compared to respondents from other partner countries). Therefore, the assessment of the 

Ukrainian situation with regard to cultural development resulting from the survey has been sufficiently 
complete and qualitative to be scientifically reliable. The majority (more than 60 %) of respondents in 

Ukraine represented the non-governmental sector. 

The SWOT matrix below shows all factors affecting the cultural sector as stated by Ukrainian 

respondents. 

 

Location 
of Factor 

TYPE OF FACTOR 

Favourable Unfavourable 

Internal Strengths Weaknesses 

1. Openness,  ability for communication 
and cultural dialogue identified by 
existing partnership in Ukraine and 
beyond, including inter-sectoral 
cooperation (50%) 

2. Richness of cultural heritage 
(intangible and tangible) and 
traditions, including cross-cultural 
diversity (45,5%) 

3. Personal professional experience and 
skills that permanently increase (41%)  

4. High level of creative capacity and scientific 
capability which effect on the promotion of 
cultural expressions and emergence of new 
initiatives (27%) 

5. Staff capacity and a growing level of 
professional development in both 

governmental and non-governmental sectors 
(27%) 

6. Strategic vision and growing level of 
motivation and communality (27%) 

1. Lack of qualified personnel and 
professional knowledge (41%) 

2. Lack of comprehensive cultural 
policy based on cultural rights, 
principles of democracy and 
approaches to strategic planning 
both at national and local levels 
(34%) 

3. Low rate of partnership and 
exchange of experience at all 
levels (27%) 

4. Low rate of the understanding of the 
role and needs of culture by 
authorities at national and local levels 
(23%) 

5. Low level of management and 
implementation of new approaches to 

cultural institutions’ operation 
(20,5%)  

6. Low level of civil society involvement 
in cultural activities and decision-
making processes, youth involvement 
included (20.5%) 

External Opportunities Threats 

1. Development and improvement of 
partnership at all levels and between 
both sectors and stakeholders (57%) 

2. Ensuring community involvement, 
awareness-raising and wider access to 

1. Lack of cooperation and 
partnership between/within 
different sectors and cultural 
actor (34%) 

2. Lack of qualified staff and 
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cultural services and products (38,6%) 
3. Facilitation of capacity-building and 

general professionalization of the 
cultural sector (29,6%) 

4. Participation and involvement in local, 
national and international culture-related 
projects and programs (23%) 

5. Introduction of new approaches and 
European standards in cultural sector 
administration (20.5%) 

talented youth in the cultural 
sector (25%) 

3. Inefficient and incomplete 
legislative framework on culture 

(25%) 
4. Low level of facilities and equipment 

of public cultural institutions (urban 
and rural), their poor access to 
modern telecommunication resources 
and new technologies (23%) 

5. Lack of an efficient cultural policy 
based on democracy, cultural rights 
and approaches to strategic planning 
(23%)  

6. Low level of culture promotion and 
poor access to information on culture, 
history, cultural products and services 
(23%) 

7. Lack of interest in culture and art and 
cultural activity among authorities, 
communities, the private sector and 
individuals (23%) 

 
The main needs of cultural legislation and policy to improve the culture sector’s ability to take advantage 

of the opportunities described above are: 
 

1. Improvement of the legislation on cultural issues, in particular, the laws on culture, national 
cultural products, library activity, NGOs, sponsorship, charity and patronage of culture (41%) 

2. Introducing and providing for multilateral partnership, exchange of experience, cross-sectoral 
cooperation and cross-cultural dialogue between all actors and stakeholders at local, national and 
international levels (36,4%) 

3. Introduction of new financial and fiscal policy, including the implementation of new approaches to 
support and provide grants to culture and alternative sources of financing 

4. In particular, to support initiatives of the non-governmental cultural sector, to introduce legislative 

provisions on attracting alternative resources to cultural institutions, and to implement grant 
programmes (32%) 

 
The respondents noted the high potential of cooperation, partnership and joint activities in the cultural 

field between Georgia and EU Member States and between Ukraine and the countries participating in the 
the Eastern Partnership Culture Programme (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia and Moldova). 

Concerning the current level of such cooperation with the above countries the respondents mentioned 

certain activities already in place and noted a lot of potential yet to be realised.. 
 

More than 45% of respondents expressed an optimistic vision regarding the future of culture and the 
cultural sector which is very positive. 

 

The following three conclusions or main points can be drawn from the Strengths, Weaknesses, 
Opportunities and Threats components and from the main Needs and Priorities of cultural policy 

questions: 
 

 The main unfavorable factor is the lack of professional staff and appropriate knowledge, especially 

related to managerial and fundraising skills, that is currently inhibiting further development of the 
cultural sector. Another problem which came up concerns the lack of cooperation and partnership 

between/within different sectors and culture actors to the detriment of mutual understanding and 

communality between them. In particular, many respondents noted the lack of communality and 
respect between the sectors and actors and a low level of international cooperation, the lack of 

dialogue and exchange of experience between/within the state and non-governmental sectors as 
well as between different institutions and individuals. 

 The most important point indicated by the respondents was about openness and ability to 

communicate and cultural dialogue which was seen as the main strength of the cultural sector in 
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Ukraine. Furthermore, another favorable factor concerned deepening partnership relations at all 

levels and between both sectors and stakeholders. 

 This is why many respondents, besides improvements to legislation, have indicated the necessity 

of providing for multilateral partnerships, exchange of experience, cross-sectoral cooperation and 
cross-cultural dialogue between all actors and stakeholders at local, national and international 

levels. The main legislative needs identified concern improvements to the legislative framework on 
culture and specifically, to laws on culture, national cultural products, library activity, NGOs, 

sponsorship, charity and patronage of culture. 
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Quantitative analysis 

 
Question 1 
 

When you think about the future of culture and the culture sector in your country, you are: 
 

Very optimistic    2/44 – 4.6% 

Optimistic    20/44 – 45.5% 
Neither optimistic nor pessimistic 8/44 – 18% 

A little bit pessimistic   13/44 – 29.5% 
Very pessimistic    1/44 – 2% 

 

 
 
Question 7 
 

A. What describes best the potential level of cooperation, partnership and joint activities in the area of 

culture between your country and the countries of the European Union? It is: 
 

Very high   8/44 – 18% 
High    19/44 – 43% 

It is difficult to say   8/44 – 18% 

Relatively low   6/44 – 13.6% 
Very low   3/44 – 7% 
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B. What describes best the potential level of cooperation, partnership and joint activities in the area of 

culture between your country and some or all of the countries participating in the Eastern Partnership 

(Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, and Ukraine)? It is: 
 

Very high   7/44 (43) – 16% 
High    18/44 – 41% 

It is difficult to say   10/44 – 23% 

Relatively low   6/44 – 13.6% 
Very low   2/44 – 4.6% 

 

 
 
Question 8 

 
A. How would you describe the current level of cooperation, partnership and joint activities in the area 

of culture between your country and the countries of the European Union? 

 
There is a very high level of activity    0/44 – 0% 

There is quite a lot of activity      1/44 – 2% 
There is some activity but there could be a lot more  28/44 – 63,6% 

There is relatively little activity     10/44 – 23% 

There is no serious activity at all     5/44 – 11,4% 
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B. How would you describe the current level of cooperation, partnership and joint activities in the area 

of culture between your country and some or all of the countries of the EaP region (Armenia, Azerbaijan, 

Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, and Ukraine)? 
 

There is a very high level of activity    0/44 – 0% 
There is quite a lot of activity      4/44 – 9% 

There is some activity but there could be a lot more  18/44 – 41% 

There is relatively little activity     15/44 – 34% 
There is no serious activity at all     7/44 – 16% 
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Question 9 

 

a) Which of the following do you consider to be main components of a comprehensive cultural policy? 
 

52% (23/44)  – All of them 
50% (22/44)  – Preservation of cultural heritage (sites, artifacts, cultural skills) 

43% (19/44)  – Dissemination of culture, reaching larger audiences 

20,5% (9/44)  – Creation: contemporary work of artists, cultural production 
38,6% (17/44)  – Research (audience research, culture mapping, cultural education) 

36,4% (16/44)   – Professional training for artists, culture managers, workers in the field 
23% (10/44)   – Basic & higher education (curricula development) 

32% (14/44)  – Animation: stimulating community and civil society participation 
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b) Which three of these are going to be most relevant to the needs in your country in the next three 

years? 

 
43% (19/44(36) – Preservation of cultural heritage (sites, artifacts, cultural skills) 

45,5% (20/44) – Dissemination of culture, reaching larger audiences 
23% (10/44) – Creation: contemporary work of artists, cultural production 

32% (14/44) – Research (audience research, culture mapping, cultural education) 

50% (22/44)  – Professional training for artists, culture managers, workers in the field 
9% (4/44)  – Basic & higher education (curricula development) 

41% (18/44)  – Animation: stimulating community and civil society participation 
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Qualitative analysis 

 
Question 2 
 

What do you think will be the three main threats or challenges for you or for your organisation in the 
next three years (beside financial constraints)? 

 

1. Lack of cooperation and partnership between/within different sectors and cultural 
actors 
(Especially, a low level of international cooperation; the lack of dialogue between governmental 
and nongovernmental sectors or between these sectors and different institutions; also the  lack 
of communality between these sectors and actors) 

34% (15/44) 

2. Lack of qualified staff, including talented youth, in the cultural sector 
(In particular, of those with managerial skills) 

25% (11/44) 

3. Inefficient and incomplete legislative framework on culture 
(This particularly concerns general cultural legislation as well as individual acts on copyright 
protection, taxation, museum activity, cultural heritage protection etc.) 

25% (11/44) 

4. Low level of facilities and equipment of public cultural institutions (urban and rural), their poor 
access to modern telecommunication resources and new technologies 
(Some of respondents noted the lack of appropriate facilities for their activities) 

23% (10/44) 

5. Lack of efficient cultural policy that would be based on democracy, cultural rights and modern 
approaches to strategic planning  
(Including also approaches to needs assessment and consideration of culture as priority vector of 
sustainable development) 

23% (10/44) 

6. Low level of culture promotion and access to information on culture, history, cultural products 
and services 

23% (10/44) 

7. Lack of interest in culture and art and cultural activities among authorities, communities, the 
private sector and individuals 
(This includes an ideological problem that exists at the governmental level, a lack of interest in 
the public cultural sector in the government and dwindling civil society's interest in national 
culture and arts) 

23% (10/44) 

8. Current optimization of public cultural institutions including redundancy optimisation 
(Also, a lack of new forms and methods of work) 

13.6% 
(6/44) 

9. Lack of public support to cultural activities and initiatives 
(In particular, the lack of national foundations, governmental technical assistance and support to 
public initiatives and projects) 

13.6% 
(6/44) 

10. Low level of professional development, a lack of vocational training with appropriate knowledge 
transfer 

11.4% 
(5/44) 

11. Lack of appropriate measures for safeguarding and renovation of cultural heritage 9% (4/44) 

12. Lack of motivation to cultural activities and cultural development among executives, cultural 
workers and individuals 

9% (4/44) 

13. Legislative limitations to cultural activities and local initiatives  
(Excessive government intervention in cultural activities and limitations to cultural industries and 
entrepreneurial endeavors) 

9% (4/44) 

14 Low level of cultural services and products because of the lack of appropriate knowledge or 
opportunities 

7% (3/44) 
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Question 3 

 

What do you think are the three main current strengths, advantages or positive characteristics of your 
organization or of the culture sector in your country? 

 

1. Openness and ability to communicate and establish cultural dialogue corroborated by 
existing partnerships inside Ukraine and beyond, including inter-sectoral cooperation 

50% (22/44) 

2. Richness of cultural heritage (intangible and tangible) and traditions, including 
cross-cultural diversity 

45.5% 
(20/44) 

3. Regularly accumulating personal professional experience and skills  
(Including personal skills and appropriate knowledge, especially, on fundraising) 

41% (18/44) 

4. High level of creative capacity and scientific capability, which effect the promotion of cultural 
expressions and emergence of new initiatives 

27% (12/44) 

5. Staff capacity and growing level of professional development in both governmental and non-
governmental sectors  
(That also includes managerial skills and knowledge on fundraising and project management) 

27% (12/44) 

6. Strategic vision and growing level of motivation and communality 27% (12/44) 

7. Emergence of initiatives, new practices and projects contributive to the strengthening of cultural 
promotion and dialogue efforts 

(Some initiatives aim at culture development at the local level) 

25% (11/44) 

8. Promotion of cultural support and growing interest in culture among individuals, private and civil 
sectors and media 

20.5% 
(9/44) 

9. Introduction of new forms and methods of operation as well as approaches to culture 
administration 

11.4% 
(5/44) 

10. The existing broad range of cultural infrastructure that includes creative collectives, cultural and 
educational institutions 

9% (4/44) 

11. High quality cultural products and services, including art performances 7% (3/44) 

12. Public accessibility of culture 7% (3/44) 

13. Existing range of vocational training and joint educational programs  7% (3/44) 

 
Question 4 

 

What do you think are the three main current weaknesses or problems of your organization or of the 
culture sector in your country (other than lack of financial funding)? 

1. Lack of qualified personnel and professional knowledge  41% (18/44) 

2. Lack of comprehensive cultural policy based on cultural rights, principles of 
democracy and approaches to strategic planning both at national and local levels 

34% (15/44) 

3. Low rate of partnership and exchange of experience at all levels 
(In particular, dialogue between/within all sectors, actors and other stakeholders, international 
cooperation and exchange of experience) 

27% (12/44) 

4. Low rate of understanding the role and needs of culture by authorities at national and local levels 
(In particular, a lack of state support to cultural activity and initiatives, appropriate measures for 
safeguarding intangible heritage and promotion culture and art, etc.) 

23% (10/44) 

5. Low level of management and implementation of new approaches to operation of cultural 
institutions 

20.5% 
(9/44) 

6. Low level of civil society involvement in cultural activities and decision-making process, including 
youth involvement 

20.5% 
(9/44) 

7. Low level of community awareness on culture activities and services  
(Including the lack of information about cultural programs and educational projects) 

16% (7/44) 

8. Outdated technical facilities and equipment and lack of modern technologies in public cultural 
institutions 

16% (7/44) 

9. Unfavorable political, economic and social climate that inhibits cultural development and 
promotion of cultural expression 

16% (7/44) 

10. Excessive centralization that boosts the spread of corruption and bureaucracy  11.4% 
(5/44) 

11. The necessity of appropriate measures for safeguarding and renovation of cultural heritage 
(Including reform of approaches to public administration in the sphere of cultural heritage) 

9% (4/44) 

12. Lack of motivation and interest in culture and art among community and individuals 9% (4/44) 

13. Lack of independent funds and special government-funded grant programs for culture  7% (3/44) 

14. The necessity of improvements in the legislative framework on culture 7% (3/44) 

15. Low level of social welfare of cultural workers 7% (3/44) 
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Question 5 

 

What do you think are the three main actual or upcoming opportunities for your organization or for the 
culture sector in your country, which should not be missed? 

 

1. Development and improvement of partnership at all levels and between both sectors 
and stakeholders  
(In particular, inter-sectoral and cross-cultural dialogue, international cooperation and exchange 
of experience) 

57% (25/44) 

2. Ensuring community involvement, awareness-raising and wide access to cultural 
services and products 
(Respondents have mentioned various methods of cultural promotion required to ensure 
awareness-raising and accessibility, especially via the Internet and TV, implementation of 
educational programs and projects, involvement of civil society in decision-making processes and 
operation of cultural institutions, establishment of cultural media institutions and products etc.)  

38.6% 
(17/44) 

3. Facilitation of capacity building and general increase of professionalism in the 
cultural sector 

29.6% 
(13/44) 

4. Participation and involvement in culture-related local, national and international projects and 
programs 

23% (10/44) 

5. Introduction of new approaches and standards of cultural sector administration (including 
European ones) 
(Especially to ensure introduction of management, strategic planning and culture animation 
skills) 

20.5% 
(9/44) 

6. Encouragement and promotion of cultural initiatives, creativity and social activities 18% (8/44) 

7. Encouragement and promotion investments into culture 16% (7/44) 

8. Involvement of youth and children in cultural activities  16% (7/44) 

9. Introduction of new technologies in the cultural sector and modernization of cultural institutions 16% (7/44) 

10. Promotion, safeguarding, conservation and revival of cultural heritage (intangible and tangible) 
and ensuring it viability  

13.6% 
(6/44) 

11. Reformation of the cultural field, including the system of cultural education 13.6% 
(6/44) 

12. Improvement the legislative framework on culture 9% (4/44) 

13. Development of cultural industries and promotion of diversity of cultural products and services  7% (3/44) 

 

Question 6 

 

What do you think are the three main needs cultural legislation and cultural policies should address, 

either in general or specifically to improve your/your organization/the culture sector's chance to take 
advantage of the above described opportunities (other than increase of available financial funding)? 

 

1. Improvements to legislation on cultural issues, in particular, to laws on culture, 
national cultural products, library activity, NGOs, sponsorship, charity and patronage 
of culture 

41 (18/44) 

2. Introduction and provision for multilateral partnerships, exchange of experience, 
cross-sectoral cooperation and cross-cultural dialogue between all actors and 
stakeholders at local, national and international levels 

36.4% 
(16/4) 

3. Introduction of new financial and fiscal policies; also implementation of new 
approaches to support culture and provide it with grants and alternative resources 
(In particular, by supporting initiatives in the non-governmental cultural sector, implementing 
legislative provisions on attracting of alternative resources to cultural institutions, and via grant 
programmes implementation) 

32% (14/44) 

4. Introduction of tax benefits and incentives as well as appropriate legislation/policy for 
encouragement of charity, sponsorship and investments into culture, development of 
entrepreneurship and other cultural activities 

29.6% 
(13/44) 

5. Introduce new standards and approaches to cultural sector administration, especially in a way to 
avoid excessive government intervention and encourage community involvement 
(Also to introduce reforms in the system of culture administration, inter alia, by the Ministry of 
culture and regional authorities) 

29.6% 
(13/44) 

6. Ensuring the raising of community awareness of cultural activities and the important role and 
benefits of culture in sustainable development 

18% (8/44) 
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7. Improvement of vocational training and educational programs in the cultural field 18% (8/44) 

8. Ensuring implementation strategy and needs assessment in the cultural sector 
(Especially for identifying available resources and cultural needs) 

16% (7/44) 

9. Ensuring involvement of community in cultural activities and providing for community access to 

culture, cultural products and services  

13.6% 

(6/44) 

10. Ensuring promotion and development of new cultural initiatives, especially among young 
generation, and providing support to national cultural products and services, including domestic 
cultural tourism  

13.6% 
(6/44) 

11. Modernization of public cultural institutions, introduction of new technologies in the cultural 
sector and development of cultural industries 

11.4% 
(5/44) 

12. Creation of legislative and regulatory conditions for the expanding of responsibilities and scope of 
authority of public cultural institutions 
(In particular, to provide for their autonomy , also in the field of related researches and 
entrepreneurial activities) 

9% (4/44) 

13. Improvement and amendment of legal instruments and provisions on imports and exports of 
cultural objects to create conditions for the free movement of cultural goods 

9% (4/44) 

14 Providing and strengthening social protection of cultural workers 9% (4/44) 

15. Facilitation of the issuance of visas to create conditions for the free movement of cultural actors 
and goods into and from Ukraine 

7% (3/44) 
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Annex 2. Background – Ukraine in an Historical Context5  

 
 
The countries of the Eastern Partnership are less known, and as a result less well understood, than they 

should be in the member states of the EU. In the case of Ukraine, in 2004/5 there was quite a lot of 

western media coverage at the time of the ‘Orange Revolution’, but since then the country has only 
sporadically attracted attention and then it has been in relation to isolated events, for example as a result 

of gas disputes with the Russian Federation or its hosting of the European Football Championship with 
Poland. Ukraine’s immediate neighbours have naturally taken a closer interest but in general knowledge 

and understanding of Europe’s largest country is weak.  

 
There are various background reasons for this, not least attempts within both the Russian Empire - when 

Ukrainians were officially designated as ‘Little Russians’ - and in the Soviet Union in the 20th century, to 
downplay, manipulate and in some periods obliterate Ukrainian national identity. This background and 

the dilemma of distinguishing and communicating contemporary Ukrainian identity to the outside world 
was summed up by the title of a book (of over five hundred pages!) written by the former President of 

Ukraine, Leonid Kuchma, ‘Ukraine is Not Russia’.6 

 
Ukraine became an independent state in 1991 with the dissolution of the Soviet Union and adopted its 

current constitution in 1996. Significantly it was one of the few newly-independent ex-Soviet countries 
which did not experience violent conflict or civil war although destabilizing factors were present. For 

example, the situation in Crimea was potentially unstable. Crimea had been incorporated into the Russian 

Soviet Republic during the Soviet period but in 1954 became part of the Ukrainian Soviet Republic in 
recognition of the 300th anniversary of the Treaty of Pereyaslav, a treaty which had led to Ukraine 

eventually coming under Russian imperial control. Apart from a Russian ethnic dimension in Crimea, in 
1992 Crimean Tatars who had been deported to central Asia by Stalin, returned. There are approximately 

a quarter of a million Crimean Tatars in Ukraine. 

 
The Constitution stipulates that the official language of Ukraine is Ukrainian but simultaneously 

guarantees the free development, use and protection of Russian and other languages of national 
minorities. 

 
The 2001 census in Ukraine (see http://2001.ukrcensus.gov.ua/) recorded an estimated population of 

over 48 million7 (67.2% urban and 32.8% rural) of whom approximately 78% were Ukrainian and 17% 

were Russian. Other significant ethnic groups were Belarusians, Moldovans, Crimean Tatars, Bulgarians, 
Hungarians, Romanians, Poles, Jews, Armenians, Greeks and Tatars. Ukraine has more than 130 different 

nationalities and ethnic groups. Ukraine has 454 cities and towns of which nine have a population of over 
500,000.  

 

There is a significant Ukrainian diaspora, the largest numbers of which are in the Russian Federation 
(over four million) and in Canada (over a million). About 13% of Moldova’s population is Ukrainian. There 

has been considerable interest in Ukraine in its diaspora and apparently some thirty laws and decrees 
regulate state policy related to foreign Ukrainians. 

 
In the 2001 census 67.5% of the population said that Ukrainian was their native language and 29.6% 

that it was Russian although everyday usage would probably show figures that were lower for Ukrainian 

and higher for Russian than these percentages suggest. The other 2.9% is accounted for by mainly 
Romanian, Hungarian and Polish-speaking minorities.  

 
Ukrainians are predominantly Orthodox Christians of three main streams: those who belong to the 

Ukrainian Orthodox Church which recognizes the authority of the Moscow Patriarchate (26%); those who 

belong to the Ukrainian Orthodox Church Kyiv Patriarchate (50%); and those, mainly in the west of the 
country, who belong to the Ukrainian Greek Catholic (Uniate) Church (8%) which follows the Orthodox 

                                        
5 This section is intended as a background introduction for people not familiar with Ukraine or its historical development. It has 
been written by Terry Sandell based on previous work and research he has done. 
6 Leonid Kuchma, ‘Ukraina – ne Rossiya’ (Vremya, 2003) 
7 As of 1 January 2011, population of Ukraine consisted of 45 778 534 people (http://www.ukrstat.gov.ua)  
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liturgy but recognizes the Catholic Pope as its head; Catholic and Protestant adherents who account for a 

little over 2% each.  There are also Muslims (15% of local population in Crimea) and some Jewish 

religious communities in Ukraine. Religion is often an understated but complex and controversial issue in 
Ukrainian domestic politics and its international relations. 

 
Ukraine has a complex history which is normally traced back to ‘Kievan Rus’, an East Slavic state which 

was centered on Kyiv from about 880 to the middle of the 12th century. It was founded by Varangian 

(Scandanavian) princes who adopted the local Slavic religion and names. The reigns of Vladimir the Great 
(980-1015) and Yaroslav the Wise (1019-1054) are considered the ‘golden age’ of Kievan Rus’ and this 

period included state adoption of Orthodox Christianity and of a sophisticated and humane written legal 
code. 

 
Kievan Rus’ was the largest contemporary European state at this time and culturally advanced. In about 

1200, Kyiv had a population of 50,000 and Chernihiv about 30,0008. Yaroslav the Wise, who was married 

to the daughter of the King of Sweden, developed strong ties with the Byzantine Empire and Europe, 
facilitated not least through the arranging of some very astute marriages. His granddaughter married the 

Holy Roman Emperor, Henry III, while his sister and three daughters married the Kings of France, 
Poland, Norway and Hungary. If anyone could be called the ‘father’ of Europe at this time, his was 

probably the strongest claim9. 

 
After the decline of Kievan Rus’ and then the Tatar-Mongol invasion of the eastern part of modern 

Ukraine in the thirteenth century, the lands of modern central Ukraine became first part of the Grand 
Duchy of Lithuania and then later came under Polish rule as the Grand Duchy became the Polish-

Lithuanian Commonwealth. Under Lithuanian rule the local language, Ruthenian (a form of Old East 
Slavic, predecessor of modern Ukrainian and Belarusian), was extensively used. Under the 

Commonwealth Polish became dominant and there was always a strong assimilationist policy including 

discouragement of the use of the language. Polish, as a result, has had a strong linguistic influence on 
Ukrainian. Ukrainians/Ruthenians, with their upper classes often absorbed  by the rulers, polonized or 

russified have tended to be until the 20th century a predominantly rural people. In written sources they 
have had extensive experience of being not ‘themselves’ but part of other people’s histories. Since the 

16th century, for example, they have found themselves in the Polish Commonwealth and the Habsburg, 

Romanov and Soviet empires. 
 

In addition to the period of Kievan Rus’, the history of independent statehood in Ukraine is also popularly 
traced back to the Zaporozhian Cossacks who controlled an area on the Rriver Dnipro from the late 15 th 

century. This territory was variously influenced by Poland, the Ottoman Empire and Muscovy. In 1654 

under the Treaty of Pereyaslav, the lands of the Zaporozhian and ‘left-bank’ Ukraine Cossacks (i.e. lands 
to the east of the River Dnipro) came under the protection of Muscovy and thereafter became referred to 

as Malorossiya – Little Russia. Left and Right-Bank Ukraine refer respectively to the east and west sides 
of the Dnipro River. Thus this treaty led to the end of Polish domination of left-bank (eastern and central) 

Ukraine and the replacement of Polish colonization and Polonization by Russian colonization and 
Russification. Poland continued to dominate right-bank (western and central Ukraine). The Dnipro for a 

long period marked the boundary between Polish and Muscovite/Russian influence and control. 

 
Russian imperial ‘protection’ of the Ukrainian Hetmanate (Cossack state) gradually turned into direct rule. 

In the second half of the eighteenth century, after the partitions of Poland in 1772, 1793 and 1795, 
eastern Galicia, i.e. the west of modern Ukraine, came under the control of Austria and the rest of 

Ukraine became administratively incorporated into a rapidly homogenizing Russian Empire.  

 
With the Russo-Turkish wars of that period, the Ottoman Empire’s control of southern and central 

Ukraine receded and waves of colonization took place in what became known as ‘Novorossiya’ (New 
Russia) including the creation of major new towns, such as Mykolaiv, Kherson, Odessa, Dnipropetrovs’k10, 

for Catherine the Great by Prince Potemkin. 
 

                                        
8 As a point of comparison, London had a population of around 12,000 at this time and England’s second city, Winchester, had a 
population of 5,000. 
9 Notwithstanding the advanced development by comparison with the rest of Europe, after Yaroslav the state was not particularly 
stable and from 1054 to 1224 some 64 principalities had short-lived existences and there were 293 succession claims. 
10 Some of these towns were renamed at various points. 
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The relationship between Kievan Rus’ and the principalities to its north, then between the Hetmanate and 

Muscovy, and then later between their successors the “Little Russians” and the “Great Russians”, became 

ever more complex. By the late 18th century, for example, many Ukrainians were in leading political and 
administrative positions in St. Petersburg. Ukrainian influence in the Russian empire was significant 

economically and politically, as well as culturally, the “Russian” writer Gogol being an obvious example. 
Until the early 19th century this Ukrainian influence was partly the result of the often superior educational 

and intellectual levels of the Ukrainian elite, fostered by local institutions such as the Kyiv Mohyla 

Academy. This Ukrainian influence in the empire continued right through the 19th century and into the 
Soviet period including in terms of providing leaders (e.g. Krushchev, Brezhnev, Chernenko). 

 
Another significant point of historical reference for Ukrainians in relation to Ukrainian statehood was the 

creation of a Ukrainian People’s Republic, established when the Russian Empire collapsed in 1917. It 
lasted however only until 1921 when Ukraine came under Bolshevik and Soviet rule. 

 

Ukraine, and Ukrainian nationalism, played a key role in early Soviet and then Stalinist strategic policy. 
The late political flowering of an emerging Ukrainian national identity meant that the Bolsheviks very 

consciously had to deal with this aspect of Ukraine. Ukraine was central to the early Soviet policy of 
‘korenizatsiya’, encouragement of the use of native languages and local people to build ‘socialism’. In 

Ukraine in the 1920s, this led to a cultural renaissance that in fact consolidated important aspects of 

Ukrainian identity and led to the return of many Ukrainians who had left the country with the collapse of 
the Ukrainian People’s Republic in 1921.  

 
Towards the late 1920s however, ‘korenizatsiya’ was beginning to cause alarm in Moscow as Ukrainian 

cultural, intellectual and political leaders were emerging whose allegiance was to the future of Ukraine 
rather than implementing increasingly extreme and often inappropriate policies and actions dictated by 

distant Moscow. This growing alienation was not helped by the fact that the Moscow-controlled secret 

police, the NKVD (‘Narodnyy Komissariat Vnutrennikh Del’ – The People’s Commissariat for Internal 
Affairs), also contained a very disproportionate number of Jews. By the late 1920’s ‘korenizatsiya’ was at 

an end, there were large-scale arrests of suspected nationalists, executions and imprisonment and cases 
of suicide by leading Ukrainian figures. 

 

Fear of Ukrainian nationalism became entangled in the wider Soviet ‘collectivization’ of agriculture policy 
of the late 1920s and led to what is now being recognized as genocide of Ukrainians in 1932/3. This 

genocide is referred to in Ukraine as the ‘Holodomor’. Apart from the fact that since antiquity, the 
extremely fertile territory of Ukraine had been a great ‘breadbasket’, agriculture and rural life in Ukraine 

before Soviet rule had mainly been based on the family and individual small private holdings, unlike the 

communal system found in most of Russia. This meant that Ukrainian resistance to the Moscow policy of 
collectivization of agriculture, the forced creation of large collective and state farms and organization of 

the countryside on industrial lines, was extremely strong. The pace of collectivization in Ukraine, even 
with the use of brutal NKVD methods, was too slow for a Communist regime which was founded on and 

glorified urban industrial workers and despised the conservative peasantry, symbolized in the popular 
mind by the Ukrainians. A de facto war of attrition against Ukraine and the countryside was launched by 

the NKVD and the Communist Party. Enforcing unrealistic punitive requisition quotas led to large-scale 

executions and arrests in addition to horrific and mass starvation throughout Ukraine and beyond to 
traditionally Ukrainian areas such as the Kuban and the North Caucasus, where there had been heavy 

settlement of Ukrainians.  
 

The ‘Holodomor’ decimated the population and destroyed much of Ukrainian traditional life. Its impact 

and interpretation is still a very live and contentious element in the relationship with the Russian 
Federation and in some aspects of domestic debate related to Ukrainian identity. Ukrainian identity is in 

some respects still work in progress, not least because of the size and diversity of the country, but also 
because of a turbulent history, which in the past couple of centuries, even until the 1940s, saw it divided 

between Poland in the west and Russia in the east. 
 

The twentieth century saw a ‘gathering in’ of the Ukrainian western ‘lands’. Under Soviet rule, territories 

with Ukrainian populations which were part of Poland, Hungary, Romania, Moldova and Slovakia became 
part of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. Some of the present-day complexities of the relationship 

between western and eastern Ukraine can only be properly understood in this context. The forced 
Sovietization of eastern Galicia in the 1940s, and the role of Lviv, its main city, as a Ukrainian nationalist 
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centre since then, still shapes current political discourse. Similarly the loss of traditional Ukrainian 

territories in the east to Russia and consolidation of the ‘Sovietization’ of eastern Ukraine, much of whose 

industries and resources were managed by Moscow rather than Kyiv, are responsible for differing 
regional perspectives and political proclivities.      

   
The current emergence of Ukrainian history with a Ukrainian and modern perspective (as opposed to 

Ukraine and Ukrainians being a sub-plot of alien imperial histories) owes much of its origins to Mykhailo 

Hrushevskyi (1866-1934), who became President of the short-lived Ukrainian People’s Republic and then 
later returned to Ukraine in the 1920s. In many ways he can be seen as the architect of modern Ukraine 

as well as an academic historian. Brought up in Georgia, and then with strong academic, intellectual and 
political links in Habsburg Galicia as well as in Kyiv, his pioneering work, amongst other things, nurtured 

the relationship between the two separated and culturally differentiated parts, east and west, of modern 
Ukraine. He deconstructed Russian imperial history to repossess ‘Ukrainian-Rus’ origins, recreated 

Ukrainian history and identified a ‘national foundation myth’ independent of the Russian imperial ‘Little 

Russia’ version, a process which is still unfolding in contemporary Ukraine. 
 


