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ABSTRACT

This article examines how the constructions of gender, female sexuality, nation, and 
war by the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists and the Ukrainian Insurgent Army 
infl uenced their att itudes to intimate fraternization between women (both members 
of the nationalist underground and civilians) and enemy men between 1939 and the 
mid-1950s. Conclusions are based on the analysis of a wide range of sources. The arti-
cle highlights various forms and methods of repressive measures against women who 
transgressed sexual norms. The article argues that the violent practices against women 
were not standardized, and largely depended on subjective decisions of the local leaders 
and commanders, as well as on the level of women’s engagement in the underground 
activities. Violence against women represented a tool of preservation of patriarchal 
power and traditional gender roles but became one of the means of constructing power 
relations among the nationalist men, as well as their relations with enemy men.
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p

The history and legacy of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists (Orhanizatsiia 
Ukrains’kykh Natsionalistiv, OUN) and its military wing, the Ukrainian Insurgent 
Army (Ukrains’ka Povstans’ka Armiia, UPA), are becoming the core of the Ukrainian 
national historical narrative framing the offi  cial memory politics in Ukraine. Such a 
narrative is remarkable for the glorifi cation of the nationalist movement in general and 
the heroization of the OUN leaders and UPA commanders whose offi  cial portrayal ap-
pears to be immune to any critical inquiry. Historians working for the state-sponsored 
institutions are reluctant to question the reputation of these perceived national heroes 
and to bring to light unpleasant, shameful, and even criminal aspects of the OUN and 
UPA history.1 The study of women’s experience of the nationalist movement (and the 
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analysis of the widespread gender-based violence, including sexual violence against 
female members) undermines the idealistic perception of the nationalist insurgents and 
opens a wider discussions of women’s experiences of the participation in the OUN and 
UPA in wartime, as well as women’s roles in nation-building projects more generally. 

In the Soviet Union, the question of the Ukrainian nationalist movement was 
highly political and ideologically loaded, which created obstacles for academic histor-
ical research on the subject. Thus, the experiences of tens of thousands of women from 
Eastern Europe during and aft er World War II remained unknown for a long time. 
Only aft er the collapse of the Soviet Union was the taboo on researching the history of 
the OUN broken. In Ukraine, however, the offi  cial, homogenized nationalist historical 
narrative remains androcentric, with women largely consigned to symbolic, second-
rate roles as men’s assistants in the armed struggle for an independent Ukraine. Nev-
ertheless, some historians have att empted to make women visible in the history of the 
OUN and UPA. The issues that have been partially examined by researchers include 
women’s motivations for joining the underground, the violence that was directed at 
them from the Nazi and Soviet authorities, the participation of women in the UPA 
medical service (the Ukrainian Red Cross, Ukrains’kyi Chervonyi Khrest, UChKh), 
unoffi  cial roles of women in the underground (as lovers, wives, or mothers),2 and 
representations of women’s experiences in historiography and politics of memory.3 A 
prominent historian, Oksana Kis, has analyzed the diff erent roles of women that were 
associated with traditional gender norms and nationalist ideas of womanhood, from 
exploitation of gender stereotypes to the widening of standard defi nitions of feminin-
ity that destroyed stereotypical images of Ukrainian women. Kis was also the fi rst in 
Ukrainian historiography to turn her att ention to the personal sphere of Ukrainian 
women’s everyday practices connected with motherhood.4

There is also a growing body of biographical studies of the OUN and UPA women. 
A former OUN member, Nadiia Mudra, has tried to retrieve the forgott en women’s 
names in her three volumes of short biographies of nine hundred Ukrainian nation-
alist women.5 More in-depth academic research has been devoted to a few handfuls 
of women prominent in the underground whose experiences fi t into the traditional 
heroic national narrative.6 Jeff rey Burds has tried to draw att ention to the stories of 
women who became agents of the Soviet secret police.7 He argues that the scale of 
violence against women in the underground in the fi rst years of the restoration of 
Soviet rule in western Ukraine was caused by stronger distrust of women, who were 
arrested en masse, forced to cooperate with the authorities, imprisoned, or sent into 
exile.8 Olena Petrenko has illustrated the instrumentalization of women in the Soviet 
state’s relentless and brutal batt le against the nationalist insurgents. She discusses the 
perpetration of violence by the OUN against specifi c categories of women—in par-
ticular, Soviet teachers.9 Despite the recent growth of research on women in the na-
tionalist underground, this work remains limited. The questions of gender relations 
and female sexuality in particular are in need of further in-depth research. In the ex-
isting historiography, some att ention has been paid to the construction of ideas about 
normative and deviant forms of sexuality, mechanisms of control over intimacy, and 
women’s reproductive behavior. However, there is a lack of research on the att itude 
of the OUN leadership to the women who transgressed the norms of accepted female 
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sexual behavior by engaging in sexual and romantic relationships with the enemy 
during and soon aft er the war. 

This article is the fi rst att empt to approach and provide a framework for the discus-
sion of violence perpetrated by the OUN and UPA against women who were accused 
of “immoral behavior.” It analyzes how the construction of femininity, nation, and 
war in the nationalist discourse led to repressions against women’s sexuality and its 
subordination to the goals of the underground, even if this contradicted the women’s 
interests and will. The aim of the article is to uncover a victimized group of women 
that has largely been ignored in traditional historical accounts. For this purpose, it 
is important to distinguish two major categories of women: members of the under-
ground and civilians, as they were subject to diff erent forms of symbolic and physical 
violence that had diff erent consequences for their future lives.

This article discusses the consequences faced by women who had intimate rela-
tions (consensual or forced) or were married to the men identifi ed by the nationalists 
as the enemy. The article also analyzes how the OUN and UPA reacted to the sexual 
behavior of this specifi c group of women, and examines the infl uence of gender dy-
namics prevalent in the nationalist underground and society in general during World 
War II and in the decade aft er it on the treatment of women. Using a wide range 
of sources, the article discusses the various methods of punishment used by the un-
derground against women who transgressed sexual norms. It argues that the violent 
practices depended on several factors, such as decisions of the local leadership and the 
degree of the women’s involvement in the OUN and UPA. The article also argues that 
the violence against women not only represented a tool of preservation of patriarchal 
power and traditional gender roles in the underground, but also became one of the 
means of constructing power relations among the nationalist men, as well as in their 
relations with enemy men. 

The OUN was an illegal political nationalist organization set up in 1929 in Vienna. 
Its goal was to restore Ukrainian statehood. It operated mainly in the regions of Galicia 
and Volhynia (now western Ukraine). In 1940, the organization split into two factions: 
one led by Stepan Bandera10 and another by Andrii Mel’nyk. The nationalists hoped that 
Nazi Germany would help them create an independent Ukrainian state. Many mem-
bers of the OUN served in various local police units, administrative formations, and 
batt alions in Nazi-occupied Ukraine and were involved in the Holocaust. In the winter 
of 1943 in Volhynia, the OUN started to form armed units, which came to be known as 
the Ukrainian Insurgent Army. During World War II, the UPA and OUN organized the 
ethnic cleansing of Polish residents in Volhynia and Galicia, and fought against Soviet 
partisans. When the Soviets returned to western Ukraine in 1944, the UPA and OUN 
conducted anti-Soviet resistance.11 Between 1944 and 1953, the USSR undertook serious 
measures to fi ght the OUN and UPA by conducting undercover military and intelligence 
operations, as well as evicting and deporting the locals who were suspected of support-
ing the nationalists. Over this period, 153,000 underground members and supporters 
were killed, 134,000 were arrested, and some 204,000 people were deported.12 The active 
work of the OUN stopped in 1954, following the arrest of its last leader, Vasyl Kuk.

Those identifi ed by the underground as the enemy were individuals who were 
perceived as harmful to the struggle of the Ukrainian nationalists. This included peo-



38 MARTA HAVRYSHKO

ple who opposed the idea of the creation of an independent Ukrainian state, as imag-
ined by the OUN and UPA. Apart from the political defi nition of enemies, there were 
also ideological and ethnic criteria for determining enemies. The category of enemies 
was changeable and depended on the political situation in the Ukrainian lands at the 
time and the position, strategy, and tactics of the OUN and UPA. For example, early 
in the war, when the OUN supported the Third Reich, representatives of the German 
government were seen as allies.13 They would become enemies gradually, aft er the re-
jection of the idea of Ukrainian, albeit marionett e, state by the German leadership. The 
enmity escalated the repression of the members of the OUN and the local population. 
In the early years of World War II, strong ethnic principles were important in the de-
termination of enemies. In the 1941 OUN document “Guidelines for the Early Days of 
the Organization of Public Life,” Moskali,14 Poles, and Zhydy15 (Jews) were identifi ed as 
“hostile” minorities.16 However, in the later years, this changed somewhat: the search 
for allies in the West, a limited democratization of the OUN program, and, fi nally, 
the fact that almost no Jews were left  in western Ukraine aft er the Holocaust and the 
postwar repatriation of Jews to communist Poland led to a reduction in the anti-Jewish 
rhetoric of the nationalists in the late 1940s.

One of the lists of “the enemies of the Ukrainian people” can be found in instruc-
tions for the Security Service (Sluzhba Bezpeky, SB)17 of the OUN from 10 September 
1943. It states that the enemies of the Ukrainian people are “all communists, regardless 
of their nationality, Poles who cooperate with the Germans, policemen regardless of 
their nationality. Ukrainians who work with our enemies, act against the UPA orders 
and try to break the unity among the Ukrainian people.”18 In addition, all those who 
did not support or obstructed the ideology and everyday practices of the OUN and 
UPA were regarded as enemies. Aft er the restoration of Soviet rule in western Ukraine 
in 1944, the struggle against the Soviet regime was the main “batt lefi eld” for the under-
ground. Thus, all who represented or sympathized with the Soviet authorities, includ-
ing the active Communist Party members and supporters of the communist ideology, 
were considered enemies by the Ukrainian nationalists, except for those who helped 
the underground, providing information or supporting the nationalists fi nancially. 

Overall, the relative vagueness of the concept of an enemy and the dynamic 
changes in its defi nition during the period in which the OUN and UPA were active 
created fertile ground for the potential abuses of power in the fi ght against those per-
ceived as enemies. Sometimes the idea of the “national interest” was used as a cover 
for satisfying the interests of individuals at diff erent levels of authority in the under-
ground. In particular, this relates to punishments of those labeled as enemies based on 
fabricated evidence in order to gain profi t or revenge. For instance, according to the 
available documents, jealousies were in some cases the root causes of the execution of 
some members of the nationalist underground and insurgents.19

Methodological Challenges and Limitations

Many scholars have examined the connection between the regulation of women’s 
bodies and cultural expectations of gender, ideas about sexuality, national identity, 
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and racial ideology. In particular, the punishment of women for “horizontal collab-
oration” during the Nazi occupation of France, Norway, Belgium, and Denmark has 
been widely researched. In postwar Europe, violence against women who had sex-
ual relations with the enemy during the war took both institutionalized and informal 
forms. In this context, violence was an instrument of patriarchal social control of wom-
en’s bodies, a form of revenge for masculinity wounded under the occupation, and a 
means for reestablishing male authority.20

The case of women in the Ukrainian lands, however, has yet to be thoroughly 
researched. In my article, I will concentrate only on the att itude of the OUN and UPA 
to women who violated sexual norms of the community. However, the study of this 
issue in the context of the nationalist underground is associated with a number of 
diffi  culties. Information about the punishment of women for sex with the enemy is 
diffi  cult to obtain from the offi  cial OUN documents. Not all women who had inti-
mate relations with the enemy or even who were married to and had children with 
men perceived as enemies of the nationalists were punished by the OUN. There were 
many, however, who were subjected to physical and/or psychological punishment. 
This could be explained by regional diff erences in att itudes (which will be discussed 
later) and by the fact that on the scale of priorities of the nationalist underground, the 
punishment of women was not as high as other tasks. 

The concept of the enemy of the OUN and UPA, as mentioned, was changing 
during World War II and the decade aft er it and could include even members of the 
Ukrainian nation who were considered to have betrayed it. Did enemies have gender? 
In most military, combat, and terrorist actions of the OUN and UPA, their face-to-
face opponents had a military and male face (with the exception of ethnic cleansings, 
where gender, as well as other personal characteristics, such as the age of the victims, 
was insignifi cant). The typical enemies of the OUN and UPA were members of vari-
ous police formations during the Nazi occupation, the soldiers of the German Armed 
Forces, the Red Army, the Polish Armia Krajova (Home Army), the Soviet partisans, 
the People’s Commissariat for Internal Aff airs (NKVD) and Ministry of State Security 
(MGB)21 offi  cers, and other military formations that were involved in antinationalist 
struggle. Therefore, they were mostly men. The Communist Party leaders, offi  cers of 
punitive and repressive bodies, informers, and opportunists killed by the nationalists 
were also mostly men. For example, an undated list of those executed by the OUN 
contains the names of ten women among the thirty-nine executed.22 Another one, also 
undated, lists eight women among the thirty-fi ve executed. In the list dated 4 June 
1946, there is only one woman among the twenty-one executed.23 Another undated list 
contains the names of three women among the twenty-nine executed.24

One of the main diffi  culties in establishing whether women were punished be-
cause of their intimate relations with the enemy or for some other reason is that the 
documents oft en do not clearly state the reasons for punishment. With regard to men, 
in many cases, specifi c facts of their cooperation with the Soviet authorities (which 
served as the basis for the death sentence) were provided. The absence of data or 
its fragmented nature makes it almost impossible to establish why the women were 
punished and to identify the possible gendered aspects relevant to their punishment. 
Some answers can be found in the documents of the SB. Based on investigation re-
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cords, it can be concluded that transgression of sexual norms (sex with the enemy) 
by women could be one of the main reasons for the mandatory death penalties. For 
instance, during her interrogation by the SB, Mariia Rudnik, a teacher in the village 
of Rudka (Ternopil Oblast), did not admit to cooperating with the Soviet authorities. 
Nevertheless, she was sentenced to death. The justifi cation of the death penalty stated 
that “while teaching in the village of Kotuzov, she constantly consorted with [tiahala-
sia] the Third Secretary of the RK KP(b)U [Communist Party of Ukraine] Chapelenko 
(a Jew).”25 The language of the SB materials used to describe the women or their rela-
tions with the enemy highlights the perceptions about what constituted inappropriate 
female sexual behavior, which were prevalent in the nationalist circles and the tradi-
tional society at the time. Women who engaged in sexual behavior deemed inappro-
priate were labeled as “immoral” and/or as “whores.”26

My analysis of diff erent forms of punishment for women who had sexual rela-
tions with the enemy is based not only on the SB materials but also on other OUN 
documents such as accounts, orders, instructions, reports, correspondence, and court 
materials both published and archival. Soviet documents (e.g., investigation records 
of the NKVD-MGB: secret service, archival-criminal cases, military operation summa-
ries, visual materials such as photos or drawings, leafl et paintings) also testify to the 
gendered nature of violent practices directed against the enemy by the OUN. Most of 
the documents used in this article are stored in the former KGB archives and started 
to become available to researchers in 2015.27 In particular, there are valuable archi-
val-criminal materials on prisoners, which contain evidence of violence used against 
women that the person who was interrogated either participated in or witnessed. 
However, these materials must be approached with caution, given the methods that 
were used in Soviet investigations (including physical and psychological abuse) and 
the political agenda of the investigators. However, a thorough analysis of the witness 
testimonies, confrontation and identifi cation protocols, exhumation records, forensic 
evidence, and their comparison with other sources (e.g., documents or memoirs of the 
OUN) increase researchers’ chances of verifying the data on the causes and nature of 
violence against women. Another important set of sources relevant to this research 
are NKVD-MVD, NKGB-MGB operational documents, which recorded information 
on sabotage and terrorist activities of the underground in a column named banditskie 
proyavleniya (manifestations of criminality).

One of the challenges of working with these materials is that it is diffi  cult to iden-
tify the perpetrators as members of a specifi c group. In my research, I focus only on 
the violence perpetrated by the members of Stepan Bandera’s faction of the OUN 
(OUN-B), as it was the most infl uential nationalist political movement in Ukraine 
during and aft er World War II. However, it is not always possible to establish whether 
the perpetrators did belong to this specifi c group, as the recorded crimes could have 
been committ ed by members of Andrii Mel’nyk’s faction of the OUN (OUN-M), or 
by so-called wild groups (dyki hrupy), which consisted of men hiding from state mo-
bilization into various armies or from being transported to Germany to work in labor 
camps, or even criminal groups. The perpetrators can be identifi ed only if the docu-
ments contain information about their specifi c combat groups (boivky) or list names or 
pseudonyms of the leaders or members of the OUN. However, even this information 
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cannot always guarantee that the perpetrators are identifi ed accurately. An important 
methodological problem in this context is that the nationalist underground was infi l-
trated by thousands of agents of the authorities who committ ed crimes against civil-
ians.28 Also, Soviet special services created numerous military special units (so-called 
agenturno-boevyie grupy or spetsgrupy), which disguised themselves as members of the 
OUN boivky and were responsible for diff erent forms of violence against women (in-
cluding rape and murder).29 Therefore, in order to expand research on gender-based 
violence in the OUN and UPA, the examination of the Soviet secret service documents 
must be extensive and thorough, taking into account the specifi city of the archival 
material. 

Despite these methodological challenges, the documents analyzed for this arti-
cle shed much light on the gendered aspects of the punitive system of the OUN and 
UPA. So far, I have not found evidence that would prove that men who had intimate 
relations with enemy women were punished in the same way as women who had 
intimate relations with enemy men. The sexual life of men was not seen as suspicious 
and att racted litt le att ention of the OUN and UPA members, while women’s sexuality 
was highly controlled by the nationalists. This diff erence in the perception of male and 
female bodies suggests that enemy men were seen as the main agents of the authori-
ties (whether Nazi, Soviet, or Polish) and liaisons with them were therefore more dan-
gerous to the nationalists than those with enemy women. Men occupied key positions 
in the power structures, made and implemented important decisions, and planned 
and carried out military operations (so-called voyskovo-chekistskie operatsii) against the 
OUN and UPA, while women were considered only assistants (because of their sup-
posed naïveté, lack of education, political ignorance, or selfi sh motives). Therefore, I 
argue that symbolic and/or physical punishment of women was not only directed at 
the women themselves but also served as a warning signal to the enemy men who 
were their lovers and/or husbands. For example, there were instances when the mem-
bers of the OUN murdered Red Army soldiers’ wives.30 This was meant to undermine 
their masculinity and encourage them and others to leave military service. 

The discussion of punishment of women for having intimate relations with the 
enemy is absent not only in Ukraine’s offi  cial historical narrative and the post-Soviet 
Ukrainian commemoration practices but also in individual memoirs and narratives. In 
the memoirs of the members of the OUN and UPA that I examined, this topic is either 
marginalized or not mentioned at all. The situation is similar when it comes to oral 
testimonies, both published and stored in archival collections.31 Gender dimensions 
of the underground activity are oft en neglected in oral interviews, as researchers can 
be reluctant to ask specifi c questions about sexualized violence against women who 
transgressed social norms. 

In order to understand the reasons for this silence, I began recording life stories 
of eyewitnesses, victims, bystanders, and perpetrators of gender-based violence. By 
the time I started collecting these interviews, very few members of the underground 
were still alive. Therefore, I did not have a specifi c sample selection method and was 
trying to interview as many women who were in good health and were willing to meet 
with me and talk about their past as was possible. For this I used a snowball method. 
Between the spring of 2015 and the summer of 2017, I conducted fi ft y-one in-depth 
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biographical interviews as part of my wider research project on women’s experience of 
the nationalist underground. Forty-eight of them were members of the underground, 
and three were witnesses of events. Forty-eight were female, and three were men (two 
OUN members and one witness). My respondents lived in diff erent regions of western 
Ukraine. Most of them were born between 1926 and 1928. At the time of the interviews, 
the oldest respondent was ninety-six years old, and the youngest seventy-nine. They 
started their participation in the OUN or UPA aged between sixteen and twenty-three. 
Thirty-fi ve female informants were sentenced by the Soviets to ten to twenty-fi ve years 
in labor camps. Many of my informants spoke of life in the camps as one of their most 
traumatic experiences. They were unable to talk about this publicly for decades, until 
the collapse of the Soviet Union. The stigma of being a criminal and the “enemy of the 
people” applied to them by the Soviet regime haunted them for most of their lives. 
Once they felt free to talk about their past, many of them were willing to spend hours 
detailing how the Soviet authorities intimidated them and recalling the smallest de-
tails of their everyday life in Soviet captivity. 

One of the possible reasons for my respondents’ willingness to discuss their ex-
periences of Soviet imprisonment or life in the gulag could be connected with the fact 
that the narrative of their suff ering fi ts within the wider nationalist framework and 
serves as a symbol of collective victimhood. In the desire to “restore historical justice” 
and “historical truth” about Bandera supporters, the women I interviewed distanced 
themselves from anything that could “tarnish” them and the nationalist movement 
as a whole.32 Therefore, the subject of violence of the nationalists directed at women 
was one of the most diffi  cult to address in the interviewing process. Women tended 
to avoid answering the questions directly, used euphemisms, changed the subject, 
complained about memory problems, and so forth. First, this can be explained by the 
feeling of shame, fear of reprisals and secondary stigmatization, or the blaming and 
discrimination of survivors of sexual violence. Second, divulging any negative infor-
mation about former fellow underground members was a taboo from the very begin-
ning of the OUN’s existence. People who failed to obey this rule in many cases were 
punished. In addition, keeping silent about sexual abuses perpetrated by comrades is 
part of a military culture, where loyalty among the members of the group is valued 
above individual freedoms.

Nonetheless, my informants provided me with much data on the cases of punish-
ment against “immoral” women that they experienced, witnessed, or heard rumors of. 
As well as obtaining this valuable information on the actual acts of violence, the inter-
view testimonies enabled me to examine how the narrators made sense of these acts 
and how they spoke of them. This allowed me to trace the ways this type of violence in 
its diff erent manifestations was either legitimized or condemned in western Ukrainian 
society. Despite their limitations, oral testimonies remain the most valuable source for 
the study of the att itudes of the local residents to the violent actions of the OUN and 
UPA from the 1940s to the 1950s, as well as to the responses of victims, witnesses, and 
perpetrators. While oral testimonies allow the examination of the emotional responses 
to gender-based violence, the archival documents enable us to see its scale. In combi-
nation, the aforementioned sources bring us closer to researching this complex and 
oft en neglected subject in more depth.
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Women, Nation, Sexuality

Feminist scholars highlight that women are relegated to minor, oft en symbolic, roles 
in nationalist movements and confl icts, either as icons of nationhood, to be elevated 
and defended, or as the spoils of war, to be denigrated and disgraced. In either case, 
the real actors are men who are defending their freedom, their honor, their homeland, 
and their women.33 Indeed, most members of the OUN and especially the UPA were 
men. Mass mobilization of women to the Ukrainian underground struggle in the early 
1940s was caused by the changing circumstances of war: the recruitment of women 
was crucial for the nationalists, as they could live legally or semilegally (with forged 
documents) and continue to perform diff erent tasks of the underground; they evoked 
less suspicion than men and were seen to be less dangerous. The nationalist discourse 
identifi ed the ideal Ukrainian woman as a mother, sister, and daughter who inspired 
and supported her man in his liberation struggle. In addition, this woman was ex-
pected to be ready for self-sacrifi ce.34 Although the Third Extraordinary Grand As-
sembly of the OUN in 1943 proclaimed that only in the Ukrainian nation-state would 
men and women have “equal civil rights and obligations,”35 in reality, the dominant 
conceptions of gender roles in the underground movement during the war were very 
traditional and determined by the gendered imagining of the nation.36

Theorists of nationalism have noted the tendency of nationalists to liken the na-
tion to a family. A nation is therefore viewed as a male-headed household in which 
both men and women have “natural” roles to play.37 Feminist scholars point out that 
nation-states have hierarchical authority structures in which men dominate in deci-
sion-making positions. In such structures, men are superordinate while women are 
subordinate. They have internal gendered divisions of labor, and men regulate wom-
en’s rights, labor, and sexuality.38 The culture of nationalism is constructed to empha-
size and resonate with themes and concepts traditionally seen as masculine, such as 
honor, patriotism, cowardice, bravery, and duty.39 In the Ukrainian case, a vast ma-
jority of female members of the underground (including combatants) did traditional 
“women’s work,” such as cooking, washing clothes, cleaning, and providing medical 
services and emotional support for insurgents. Because of the patriarchal views of the 
OUN leadership on the normative gender division of labor, women were not allowed 
to participate in the decision-making processes of the highest levels or to hold “male 
positions.” Dariia Rebet was the only female member in the highest leadership of the 
OUN (Provid). Women never became commanders of the UPA military units. They 
did not decide the intensity and roles in which they would be involved in under-
ground activities. Even those who became agents of violence did not become immune 
to gender-based discrimination and violence directed against them. Women’s political 
participation was used instrumentally for the needs of the OUN and UPA and did not 
change the wider dominant patriarchal ideology. 

Nira Yuval-Davis suggests that women are oft en constructed as biological repro-
ducers of the nation, cultural symbols of the collectivity, carries of the collectivity’s 
honor, and intergenerational reproducers of culture.40 In the center of Ukrainian na-
tionalist discourse on female sexuality, there are notions of motherhood, purity, loy-
alty, modesty, and virginity. One of the manifestos of the OUN (“The 44 Rules of 
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a Ukrainian Nationalist”) states: “Value highly motherhood as a source of life con-
tinuation. Create the source of purity of your race and nation out of your family.”41 
According to nationalist views, the main task of a woman was to produce children 
and bring them up in an appropriate way (i.e., ensuring the learning of the mother 
tongue, myths, rituals, beliefs, adopting a patriotic worldview and the established so-
cial norms and behavior). The necessity of sending sons to war was one of the key 
points of the nationalist discourse about women’s duties.42 A legitimate and socially 
accepted way was to give birth to children aft er a marriage to a man who belonged to 
the same ethnic group. In the traditional Ukrainian culture, girls who lost their pre-
marital virginity were punished.43

Reproductive pressure on women was applied through OUN propaganda ma-
terials, didactic meetings (so-called hutirky, or talks) with the locals, and solemn 
celebrations of Mother’s Day.44 The mechanisms of reproductive coercion included 
criminalization of abortions in the legal practice of the underground.45 Not only were 
the women who terminated an unwelcome pregnancy subject to criminal persecution, 
but all the accomplices, in particular, obstetricians, were as well.46 Even men who en-
couraged their lovers to seek abortions and/or helped them with abortions could be 
brought to account. A former insurgent, Stepan Metofi r, stated that a UPA commander, 
Mykhailo Karliuk (“Koval”),47 sentenced to death one of his subordinates because he 
threw his pregnant lover from the roof of a shed, deliberately causing a miscarriage.48

During the war, women’s sexuality acquired additional connotations. Female bod-
ies functioned as a symbolic representation of the body of the nation.49 Women’s bod-
ies symbolized and delimited the borders of the nation and represented the territory of 
the motherland, which could be conquered and violated.50 In the Ukrainian nationalist 
discourse, this was made evident by a “Ukrainian Revolutionary’s Prayer” used by 
the members of the underground. It was directed to the motherland rather than the 
mother of God and started with the following line: “Ukraine, holy mother of Heroes, 
come down to my heart.”51

The purity of the woman’s body symbolized the purity and dignity of the nation 
and its (male) defenders’ honor. The protection of a woman’s body from enemies, 
therefore, was equated with the protection of the integrity of the borders of the moth-
erland.52 In this context, women’s sexuality was seen as a matt er of national interest. 
The only acceptable expression of female sexuality was when a woman made herself 
available to a man who belonged to the same ethnic group. Fraternization between lo-
cal women and the enemy was viewed as reprehensible. Such women were considered 
to have transgressed the established moral norms and to have broken premarital sex-
ual contacts. In addition, they were labeled as traitors of the whole nation. The OUN 
documents testify to social condemnation of women. One of the OUN’s reports from 
September 1946 on the mood of the residents in Lviv Oblast states: “People condemn 
the girls who sometimes go with the Bolsheviks; they are hated.”53 Another OUN doc-
ument tells about a resident of the village of Iasnyshcha in Lviv Oblast, Polia Slotiuk, 
who had contacts with the “Bolshevik telephone operators” who were billeted in her 
village in June 1949: “She humiliated herself so much that people were laughing and 
litt le children were throwing stones at her.”54 While women were oft en criticized for 
having relations with the enemy, and many were indeed punished, as will be demon-
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strated later, both formal and informal responses of the OUN and UPA to the inap-
propriate sexual behavior of women were diff erent toward diff erent groups of local 
women. 

Women of the Underground: Personal versus Collective Interests

The specifi city of women’s experience of the underground should fi rst be considered 
in the context of body, sexuality, and reproductive behavior. The double standards 
of sexual morality in the underground were manifested by a more rigid control of 
women’s sexuality than men’s. As a result, some women suff ered sexual harassment, 
sexual coercion, and abuse. Women who transgressed sexual norms related to pre-
marital virginity or marital infi delity were punished more frequently than men.55 At 
the same time, the leadership of the OUN att empted to use women’s sexuality as a 
powerful resource in the underground’s activity, particularly in intelligence gather-
ing. Therefore, the nationalist view of female sexual behavior sometimes confl icted 
with the prevalent public morality norms of the time. The only type of sexual behavior 
that was encouraged by the nationalists was that which suited the interests and tasks 
of the underground. The training materials of the SB stated: 

Men are silent, enduring, consistent, but they usually lack cunning, and have 
absolutely no att raction. Women have these two main qualities: att raction and 
cunning. That allows a woman in intelligence to be the one who creates an 
atmosphere for a true intelligence offi  cer … Women with ideological princi-
ples make love to foreigners to serve for the good of their nation as much as 
possible … Through her beauty, nice facial expressions, beautiful language, 
cunning, and artfulness a woman can oft en perform miracles.56

Another SB instruction on the value of local women for the purpose of gathering in-
telligence for the OUN in the eastern regions of the Ukrainian SSR states: “Their char-
acteristic qualities include being quite knowledgeable, well-read in classical literature, 
familiar with intimate moments, and knowing how to approach and treat men.”57 In 
his memoirs, a former head of an SB unit (boivka), Dmytro Kupiak (“Klei”), states that 
the head of the SB of Lviv region, Ievhen Pryshliak (“Iarema”), was of the opinion that 
young women are suitable for observing the NKVD staff , particularly the ones who 
“look for entertainment in women’s company in the nightt ime.”58

Female members of the underground received special training that was supposed 
to prepare them for important tasks. On 16 March 1944, during an interrogation by the 
SMERSH,59 Iuliia Kolesnichenko (“Konvaliia”) stated that at the seven-day training 
course for the commanding staff  of the UPA in 1943 in the village of Topcha, Rivne 
Oblast, six out of thirty-eight trainees were women. They were instructed to establish 
personal connections with the Red Army commanders to gain information about the 
numbers, location of the Red Army units, their ammunition, and tasks.60 For many 
young women, such instructions could have been problematic, since they required the 
kind of behavior that ran counter to their upbringing and the moral and ethical norms 
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of the time, and that could undermine their social standing, particularly among people 
not acquainted with the details of the undercover spy games the nationalist under-
ground played with the enemy. On the other hand, they could be severely punished 
by the OUN for not fulfi lling their tasks. In addition, the women faced a dilemma of 
how to perform their tasks but not be accused by their commanders of sexual pro-
miscuity and sympathy for the enemy. A former intelligence offi  cer of the SB, Hanna 
Liskevych (“Voloshka”), recalls: “Each of us was afraid of talking to a Russian [moskal] 
… A girl can do a lot, fi nd out everything and pass the information on to her own. But 
who knows how her own people will perceive it. ‘Oh, how did you manage to fi nd 
everything out? It means he must have embraced you and groped you [pointing to 
the genitals].’”61 Realizing the possible consequences (stigmatization, condemnation, 
exclusion from the OUN, investigation, and punishment such as beating, haircutt ing, 
or even murder), the women from the underground were afraid of even admitt ing 
that they had become victims of rape during the military operations or arrests and 
interrogations by the Soviets. When asked if women spoke of being raped, a former 
underground member, Vanda Horchyns’ka (“Domovyna”), said, “Even if it was the 
case, what would she say? A woman kept silent. Just lived through it on her own.”62 
Another underground member, Stefaniia Bodnar, said that in the summer of 1944, in 
her native village of Pykulovychi, Lviv Oblast, before their retreat, German troops 
were raping women and girls for several days, but later none of the victims would 
admit it, as they were afraid of shame-based punishment.63

The personal lives of underground women were closely monitored by their com-
manders. In particular, this concerned women who had a semilegal status. Their supe-
riors warned them of the danger of having unauthorized contacts with the enemy. One 
of the main tasks of the ideological and political training in the OUN was to ensure 
that none of the representatives or supporters of the Soviet authorities, or those who 
undermined the idea of fi ghting for the achievement of Ukrainian statehood, were tol-
erated. A former liaison operator, Hanna Ivanyts’ka, recalled: “It was inadmissible for 
a girl from the organization [OUN] to have contacts with the Russians [z moskaliamy]! 
We all knew it; we didn’t even need to be told that. Otherwise it would have been 
impossible to live.”64 Reports of underground women showing favorable att itudes to-
ward the representatives of the Soviet authorities can be found in offi  cial documents 
of the OUN. One of the monthly OUN reports for 1944 contains the following infor-
mation about a medical nurse of the UPA, Daryna Shevchuk (“Lishchyna”), who lived 
in the village of Derman (Rivne Oblast): “She jokes with them [the Soviets], reads their 
fortune. They came again in the nightt ime. It is not clear whether Lishchyna invited 
them or not.”65 In a diff erent report for the same year, the following was recorded: 
“Natalka hosts the Soviets and most probably treats them with liquor belonging to the 
organization.”66 Anna Bondaruk, who worked for the SB in the city of Terebovlia (Ter-
nopil Oblast), had a job in the Regional Statistics Offi  ce and had a romantic encounter 
with an employee of the fi nance department of the local administration. She said that 
her OUN captain warned her, “If I see you with him [her lover] again, I’ll cut your hair 
off !” She stopped seeing her suitor aft er being threatened.67

The lovers of the female underground members who were employed by or cooper-
ated with the Soviet intelligence services evoked obvious distrust from the OUN com-



 LOVE AND SEX IN WARTIME 47

manders: violating conspiracy principles taught by the organization, women could 
give away information about the OUN and its members to their lovers. Therefore, 
women were forced to stop such relationships. Thus, the insurgents ordered the liai-
son operator Mariia Turii (“Holka”) several times to cease her love aff air with Teodozii 
Lahoshniak, whom they suspected of working for the MGB. Their suspicions turned 
out not to be groundless, as during a later SB interrogation, Mariia acknowledged that 
before the start of her relationship with Teodozii, she had already been recruited by 
the Soviet intelligence services.68

Evidence of personal relations with the enemy undermined the authority of the fe-
male members of the underground and resulted in internal investigations. Their fi ancés 
or husbands were examined for their loyalty to the Ukrainian anti-Soviet movement, 
and in some cases the women were allowed to continue their relationship. In autumn 
of 1947, three underground representatives came to the apartment of Anna Mel’nyk, 
who bought medication for insurgents and provided medical services for them. They 
interviewed her fi ancé, a member of the All-Union Leninist Young Communist League 
(Komsomol) and a school principal in the village of Maidan, Ivano-Frankivsk Oblast. 
He must have expressed his loyalty for the nationalist underground, because Anna 
married him while still keeping in touch with the nationalists.69

If the OUN commanders had any serious suspicions concerning information 
leaks, women were immediately taken to the underground for further investigation 
and for sett ling their fate. In October 1944, the SB detained an underground member, 
Paraskoviia Kuzyk (“Taisiia”), who, while residing legally and working at the town 
council of Kolomyia (Ivano-Frankivsk Oblast), had a romantic relationship with an 
MGB lieutenant. She was immediately taken to the underground (without the proce-
dure of offi  cial discharge from the place of employment) and appointed as a typist to 
the propaganda commander of the Kolomyia leadership of the OUN, whose pseud-
onym was “Hrim,” and then to “Oles,” the head of the local SB. She stayed in the latt er 
position only for two weeks, as the SB continued the investigation, interrogating her 
about all her sexual relationships, including the one with the MGB lieutenant. Fol-
lowing the investigation, she was suspended from her previous job and placed under 
supervision of a district leader of the OUN women’s network, “Dariia,” which meant 
a demotion.70

Some women who were accused of having intimate relationships with the enemy 
were told to use their relationship in order to collect intelligence information for the 
OUN. The fulfi llment of such assignments was supposed to rehabilitate them in the 
eyes of the underground. For instance, when the head of the SB of Kuty Raion, Petro 
Kuz’meniuk (“Kordub”), learned about the love aff air of the seventeen-year-old Anna 
Pavliuk with a junior lieutenant of the NKVD Vakhniv, he asked her to fi nd out the 
number of soldiers and offi  cers in the Kuty border unit of the NKVD troops. An ad-
ditional source of information was supposed to be Sergeant Iermishyn, with whom 
Anna was also recommended to have an intimate relationship.71

Some women who disobeyed the ban on sexual relations with the enemy faced 
serious and sometimes fatal consequences. In one of her interviews, a former under-
ground member, Mariia Rynkovs’ka (“Oksana”), expressed pity over the execution 
of a liaison operator accused of providing confi dential information about the under-
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ground to a Polish man with whom she was in love.72 On 16 June 1948, upon the deci-
sion of the OUN leadership, a female insurgent, “Richka,” was executed because she 
“compromised the organization with absolutely immoral personal behavior, having 
immoral love relations even with an NKVD offi  cer.”73 This implies that love was not 
a mitigating circumstance, but rather the opposite. Sentimental feelings and the em-
pathy of the female underground participants toward the enemy were considered a 
crime by the leadership of the underground. It was believed that such feelings would 
harm the struggle of the nationalists against the Soviet and Polish authorities. This 
demonstrates that despite their engagement in the nationalist struggle, women com-
batants remained susceptible to patriarchal control of societal gender norms. 

Guarding Public Morals

The main social base of the UPA was the local population, mainly in rural areas, that 
helped the nationalist insurgents both in terms of human resources and material 
goods. For those whose closest relatives were “in the woods”—that is, in the under-
ground and in hiding—this support was particularly important. The underground 
leadership tried to protect the locals who supported the nationalists from transporta-
tion to the Third Reich as forced laborers, compulsory deportation to other territories, 
and requisitioning of grain, household tools, and catt le carried out by the authorities, 
as well as from marauders, thieves, and the att acks of diff erent armed groups (for in-
stance, Polish military formations).74 The UPA’s medical service also tried to serve the 
civilians and help the families whose members were in the underground. Sometimes 
the OUN assumed the role of an unsanctioned court, sett ling minor disputes among 
peasants. The OUN’s monitoring of public, political, and cultural life and the health of 
the population of a certain region included supervision of public morals. The support 
of heteronormativity and avoidance of premarital and extramarital sexual relations 
were essential. As mentioned, according to the patriarchal norms of the society at the 
time, the requirements for women’s sexual behavior were much stricter than those for 
men’s.

A resident of the village of Skulyn, Volyn Oblast, Ivan Sachuk, stated that the 
insurgents located in the woods close to the village reproached women: “You put on 
your embroidered blouses and went on walks with moskali,”75 thereby considering 
them unworthy of wearing embroidered blouses, which were a part of the traditional 
Ukrainian folk costume. Invective vocabulary was used in relation to those who trans-
gressed moral norms. Talking to an OUN member, Mykola Andrushchak (“Verlan”), 
an underground member “Hrim” noted: “Do you know what a woman who goes to 
parties, and drinks vodka with the Bolsheviks is called? A slut.”76 In a report of the 
OUN’s head in Zastavna Raion (Chernivtsi Oblast) for October 1945, women who had 
personal relations with Soviet men were called “immoral” and “the garbage of the 
village.”77

In order to prevent behavior considered to be immoral, the underground members 
conducted meetings with the local population (known as vidpravy), at which they ex-
plained their att itude to such behavior and warned about potential punishment.78 Sep-
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arate talks were conducted with women who were having love aff airs with the enemy, 
sometimes even resorting to threats. At the interrogations in Kuty District Department 
of the MGB on 15 May 1946, Mariia Holovchuk, a resident of the village of Velykyi 
Rozhen, testifi ed that in autumn of 1945 the banderites “took away” her fellow villager, 
Anna Kopel’chuk, for having intimate contact with an istrebok.79 Soon she was allowed 
to return home.80 It is likely that she was released but warned about a potential pun-
ishment. Usually, if women did not respond to such warnings, they were punished. 

Not only young women but also married women whose husbands were on the front 
or had been taken as forced laborers to Germany could be punished for extramarital 
sexual relations with the enemy. Widows and women impregnated by enemies were 
also subject to punishment. Some of them sought abortions aft er the punishment.81 
For instance, Nastia, a nineteen-year-old resident of the village of Ditkivtsi, Ternopil 
Oblast, had an abortion aft er she got pregnant by a Red Army soldier who was billeted 
in her house in 1944.82 Those punished could include women who resorted to military 
prostitution and had sexual contacts with both German and Soviet military men.83 
Women whose relatives were in the UPA or in the underground were not exempt 
from penalties either. Mariia Iukish recalls that in Bolekhiv (Ivano-Frankivsk Oblast) 
in 1945, a girl’s hair was cut off , even though her brother-in-law was one of the local 
leaders of the OUN.84 Punishment for “immoral” acts was diff erent and depended 
mainly on the will of the local heads of the OUN or the UPA. Available sources confi rm 
that decision making and its execution was the responsibility of men who, according 
to traditional distribution of gender roles, were the nation’s defenders.85

One of the most widespread methods of punishing women was cutt ing off  their 
hair. In the 1940s and 1950s, it was applied to women for diff erent forms of miscon-
duct, which, from the OUN’s point of view, were considered indecent and traitorous. 
For example, women could be punished for joining the Komsomol and encouraging 
others to join it,86 for theft s,87 and for spreading Soviet propaganda,88 especially in 
theater performances.89 Women who oft en traveled between towns and villages were 
particularly likely to be suspected of working for the Soviet regime, and in some cases 
this suspicion was enough to face punishment.90 For instance, Omelian Trach, the head 
of the OUN in the village of Sapova in Ternopil Oblast, said that together with his 
partner, they threatened to cut some women’s hair off  because these women oft en 
went to the nearby village of Zarvanytsia.91 A former insurgent, Ivan Lyko, states that 
hair cutt ing was a punishment in particular “for girls who fl irted with enemy soldiers 
or representatives of the enemy’s authorities.”92 Another former insurgent, Dmytro 
Hryts’ko (“Tsiapka”), stated: “Girls from Hroziava got familiar with the Border Guard 
Troops’ (Wojska Ochrony Pogranicza, WOP)93 colonel Voitkivskyi, and went on dates 
[with him] in the woods. Their fl irting had to be stopped, and love had to be chased 
away through beating. Many girls’ hair had to be cut off  for the shame they brought 
on their brothers or neighbors who perished in the hands of the Poles while serving 
in the UPA, or continue fi ghting against them.”94 An underground member, Kateryna 
Pidbil’s’ka (“Halka”), recalled that “some of our girls dated Poles, and our guys cut 
their hair off .”95

The available materials suggest that “immoral behavior” referred not only to sex-
ual relations but to fl irting as well. On 1 December 1944, the head of the NKVD offi  ce 
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in Volyn Oblast, Shestakov, reported to the people’s commissar for state security of 
the Ukrainian SSR that in the village of Nimets’ko-Kniahyns’ke Ukrainian insurgents 
cut the hair off  Vita Korol’chuk, Fenia Panasiuk, and her sister for correspondence 
with the soldiers and offi  cers of the Red Army.96 The same accusation was used against 
other women: underground members cut the hair off  four women in the village Do-
mashiv of Volyn Oblast in December 194497 and shaved nine other women in the vil-
lages of Shepetyn and Dytyniachi in Verby Raion, Rivne Oblast, in January 1945.98 
During an investigation, Volodymyr Protsakovych (“Moroz”), a fi ghter (boivkar) of 
the OUN, testifi ed to the Soviet authorities that while working legally in a postoffi  ce 
in the village Zadvir’ia (Lviv Oblast), on the orders of the OUN head, he read through 
all correspondence of the local women with the Red Army soldiers; the women were 
then beaten “in order to prevent them from marrying Russians and soldiers.”99 In the 
village of Mykytyn (Ivano-Frankivsk Oblast) in October 1946, the OUN members cut 
the hair off  three girls because they were dating soldiers of the Soviet army.100

Cutt ing off  women’s hair for the loss of premarital virginity was a widespread 
phenomenon in the Ukrainian traditional culture. For example, in Skole Raion in the 
early twentieth century, a woman’s hair was cut off  in the presence of the village head 
(vit) and she was severely beaten.101 Long hair was considered a symbol of virginity, 
and many matrimonial rituals in the Ukrainian traditional culture were connected 
with it. A ninety-year-old underground member, Mariia Rubakha, recalled that in 
her native village of Iamna Horishnia (no longer in existence now, then Pidkarpatt ia 
Voievodship, Poland), all girls had long hair. A short haircut was considered inappro-
priate for village women; only those who went to the city to study and to work could 
have it.102 However, even women who lived in cities were still expected to wear their 
hair long. Ievheniia Kostiuk, who was OUN’s liaison operator, was born in a city, but 
when she cut her hair following the example of German women she saw in Stanislav 
(now Ivano-Frankivsk) when it was occupied by the Nazis, she was punished by her 
underground commanders. Her punishment consisted of forcing her to walk sixty 
kilometers on foot. She was punished primarily because with such a haircut, she was 
clearly distinguishable from women in rural areas where she frequently went to per-
form diff erent OUN tasks.103

Cutt ing women’s hair off  was not just a method of punishment but also a way to 
warn other community members. Thus, it was practiced in a way that would achieve 
as much publicity as possible. For this, the OUN tried to choose days that were import-
ant for the local community and to punish several people at the same time. A former 
underground member, Solomiia Venher, said that in her native village of Bohatrivts’i 
(Ternopil Oblast) on 5 May 1946, on the eve of St. Iurii’s Day, the holiday of the vil-
lage church (the so-called praznyk, or feast), insurgents cut the hair off  six women: 
Mariia Levenets’ka, Hanna Levyts’ka, Ivanna Zhmud, Hanna Chereshniovs’ka, Mariia 
Tereshchuk, and Ievheniia Sodomora. Five of them were twenty or twenty-one years 
old; the youngest was nineteen and pregnant. Commenting on the public response to 
the event and the consequences for the women, Venher said: 

The whole village was talking about it. It spread like wildfi re. They came to 
know about it in another village. They [the women] did not even go to the 
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church. They did not go anywhere. Levyts’ka, who lived in the neighborhood, 
had to perform the role of a svitylka,104 but she did not go anywhere, just lay in 
the garden, did not go to weddings. She said she had bad headaches. And then 
cried and said she was not guilty of anything.105

Other members of the underground also told about the signifi cant reputational losses 
of women who had their hair cut off .106 An underground member, Olena Mel’nyk, 
said that aft er the OUN cut the hair off  her friend, Parania, in the village of Iuriv, 
Ivano-Frankivsk Oblast, the woman was too ashamed to leave the house for months. 
During that time, her parents tried to fi nd a wig for their daughter and explained her 
absence with a legend of her abduction.107 There were women who did not hide their 
hair once it had been cut off  and publicly criticized the actions of the OUN. One of 
the villagers of Verbs’kyi Raion, Rivne Oblast, whose hair was cut off  in spring 1945 
by Bandera supporters for correspondence with a Red Army soldier (who was on the 
front), said, “Once summer came, I would deliberately walk without covering my head 
to show everyone how Bandera supporters want to build independent Ukraine.”108

Frequently, many women had their hair cut off  during the long stays of Soviet 
military garrisons in villages, as soldiers were billeted in peasants’ houses. The OUN 
leadership performed the punishment aft er having obtained the necessary information 
from their own informants and village residents. Based on the available sources, it is 
impossible to trace how the OUN determined the level of consent in women’s sexual 
relations with Soviet military men, as there were many instances of sexual harassment 
and rape of village women by the Soviet soldiers.109 A report of the OUN leadership in 
Stanislav region for November 1945 states that aft er several months of border troops 
quartering in the region “in the village of Cherniievo, 3 women were punished for 
relations with border troop soldiers; in Hlybivka of Bohorodchany Raion 3 girls were 
punished; in Horokholyna 2 girls. All of them had their plaits cut off .”110 News reports 
from the Lviv region branch of the OUN for August–September 1945 feature an item 
about one of the villages of Mykolayiv Raion, where six girls were punished for “im-
moral behavior with the Bolsheviks.” At the beginning of the document it is stated that 
“special groups of the Bolsheviks” were billeted on this territory over the reporting 
period.111 Aft er a long stay of Red Army troops in the village of Skulyn in Volyn Oblast 
in the period of liberation of the region from German troops in 1944, the insurgents cut 
off  the hair of three women, Hanna Iushchyk, Varvara Sydoruk, and Mariia Fedoruk.112

As well as cutt ing women’s hair off , the punishment sometimes included tarring 
women’s heads, as was the case with a resident of a village of Hlibiv, Ternopil Oblast.113 
Physical violence—beating with sticks (the so-called buky)—was another form of pun-
ishment practiced by the nationalists. A former insurgent, Ivan Dzhodzhyk, remem-
bered a woman from Rohatyn Raion, where his unit was staying for some time, being 
punished in this way.114 Mariia Povkh, a reconnaissance worker for the SB,said: “There 
were two girls who would ‘stand with Germans.’ For that they were given 10 spanks 
each.”115 A woman called Katria, who lived in the village of Myl’ne, Ternopil Oblast 
and had a love aff air with the head of the garrison of the internal troops of the NKVD, 
told an underground member, Halyna Iatskiv: “You shouldn’t argue with them [un-
derground members]; they are very clever. They beat and cut off  women’s hair even 
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for the smallest relations with the moskali.”116 Women could also be threatened with 
material damage. Dmytro Levchenko repeated the words of the underground mem-
ber Zenovii Duda (“Vedmid”) at the SB interrogations on 20 August 1947: “He said his 
mother got to know one captain, and the Banderites came to know about this. They 
destroyed their household. [He said]: My mother and I had to fl ee to the town.”117

Some women who tarnished their reputation by “going out with the Bolsheviks” 
were forced to leave their villages.118 Other women were even executed for illegitimate 
sexual relations. Dmytro Ivankiv, a resident of the village of Bukiv, Lviv Raion, said 
that his fellow villager, known as Pan’kova, was executed by hanging because she had 
a relationship with a moskal.119 A former insurgent, Mykola Syrotiuk, stated that in 
the village of Ivachkiv, one of the OUN activists in Volyn Oblast, Kindrat Liashchuk 
(“Kruk”), hanged a mother of four children, Nadiia Demchyshyna, having accused 
her of “being a lover of an NKVD offi  cer.” At that time, her husband was mobilized by 
the Soviets to work in the Urals.120 Hanna Zelena, a liaison operator in the UPA, saw 
her fellow villager, Hanna, hanged on a pinetree. Not long before she was executed, 
the latt er had been criticizing the insurgents who cut off  her hair because she had in-
timate relations with Red Army soldiers. She told others, “They think they will build 
Ukraine with my plait.”121 In the same village in 1944, insurgents killed Mariia Koval, 
a mother of four children who was accused of having a love aff air with a Red Army 
offi  cer, while her brother and husband were both in the UPA.122 Ol’ha Romanyk, a res-
ident of the village of Nakonechne Pershe in Lviv Oblast, spoke of a murder of a girl 
by the insurgents in her village: “Neighbors snitched about her, because when there 
was a raid there, they said that she was fl irting with the moskali.”123 One of the internal 
reports for the NKVD commissar Vasyl Riasnyi mentioned that on 19 January 1945 in 
the village of Berestiany, Volyn Oblast, N. Nazarchuk was killed for “maintaining 
contacts with the Red Army soldiers.”124

The instructions to the SB heads, seized by the Soviet authorities during the att ack 
on “Stepan,” the head of a boivka of the SB of Kalush Raion, on 27 May 1945 in the 
village of Nehivtsi, stated: “Women should not be punished by having their hair cut 
off . They should be executed.”125 Such instructions can be considered the testimony of 
the intensifi cation of suppression of diff erent forms of cooperation with the enemy. 
The more serious the losses of the OUN and UPA were in the armed confrontations 
with the Soviet power (and they were the most serious from 1944 to 1946), the less the 
nationalists tolerated personal relations with the enemy. Women who had intimate 
relations with the enemies of the nationalists were suspected of undercover work in 
favor of the Soviet or Polish special services. Some of them were executed with no 
proper investigation. The highlighting of the intimate relations with the enemy among 
the reasons for executions of women in the OUN’s documents proves that this was 
one of the legitimizations of the death penalty, even in cases where women’s coopera-
tion with the authorities was not properly proved. In the list of those killed by the SB 
with no investigation for 1945, it was noted next to the surname of nineteen-year-old 
Anna Stetsiv that she “led an immoral life with a member of the NKVD, and collected 
intelligence about our movement.”126 In the same year, without any investigation the 
SB executed eighteen-year-old Ievheniia Dmytrak. Accusations against her included 
“immoral behavior with the Bolsheviks.”127
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Sometimes the responsibility for the “immoral” deeds of unmarried girls was ex-
tended to their nearest relatives—in particular, their parents, as they were expected 
to control and bring up their daughters according to the prevailing moral princi-
ples. A former underground member, Mykola Kunanets, said that in 1945 a head of 
the OUN in the village of Krakivets, Lviv Oblast, Iaroslav Khorunzhak (“Kobzar”), 
learned that one of the village women was seen with soldiers of the border troops. 
At fi rst, Kobzar suggested killing the woman in question, but the proposal was re-
jected by Kunanets. Then Kobzar killed her father. Kunanets admitt ed that the act 
committ ed by Kobzar was a manifestation of his arbitrary use of power, but did not 
mention any punishment for his actions. Kobzar died around three years aft er the 
event described.128 Another underground member, Leonid Kul’chyns’kyi (“Iavir”), 
arrested by the Soviet authorities, during his interrogation said that on 4 June 1944 in 
the village of Derman, Rivne Oblast, the SB killed the Trofymchuk family, consisting 
of fi ve persons, including an eight-year-old son, “for the daughters who were dating 
Red Army soldier.”129

Responsibility of Wives for Husbands

In the OUN propaganda materials for young people, great att ention is paid to the 
issues of sexuality and romantic relations. The att itude of the bridegroom/bride to the 
idea of Ukrainian sovereignty and supporting the fi ght of the OUN and the UPA for its 
implementation was considered among the main criteria for choosing a spouse. Most 
instructions and addresses were related to women. They were recommended not to 
choose a “foreigner” (that is, somebody who is not an ethnic Ukrainian) as their bride-
groom but “to marry only a [nationally] aware, solid, and honest Ukrainian.”130 In 
order to discourage women from having romances with enemies, the OUN propagan-
dists produced leafl ets with demotivating slogans: “Don’t go out with the Bolshevik 
executioners of the people, the thugs from the NKVD and their mean servants! Don’t 
marry them, send them away! Spit in their faces! Shame on all those who goes with the 
enemy.”131 Another leafl et says: “Girls! Despise the traitors of the Ukrainian people—
istrebky. Do not talk to them. Send them away if they want to be friends with you. Warn 
those demoralized as well to leave the service of the istrebky immediately.”132

The targeting of individuals whom the underground considered enemies contin-
ued until the mid-1950s. The investigative department of the SB was responsible for 
collecting evidence and conducting the necessary investigations. Based on those mate-
rials, they made decisions about punishment. In most cases, those deemed guilty bore 
individual responsibility, but there were also frequent cases where members of their 
families were also punished, or even killed, despite the orders that prohibited this. On 
10 July 1944, the UPA commander in Galicia, Vasyl Sydor (“Shelest”), issued an order 
that prohibited the killing of women, children, and elderly people.133 According to the 
directive instructions of the middle-level leader of the OUN Iaroslav Lytvyn (“Karat”), 
as of 14 May 1945, those who murdered women, children, or the elderly were to be 
punished by death.134 At the same time, if the SB OUN made a decision on joint respon-
sibility of the enemy men, their wives and children were also to be punished. Thus, 
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on 26 September 1944 in the village of Ispas (Chernivtsi Oblast), a UPA unit headed 
by Mykola Trufyn (“Nalyvaiko”) killed Arkhyp, a resident of the village, his wife, and 
fi ve children because in 1940 he worked as a tractor driver in a collective farm.135 On 
the night of 4 April 1945, in the village of Hai (then Vynnyky Raion) in Lviv Oblast, 
the SB unitheaded by Mykhailo Dmyterko (“Kozak”) publicly hanged the wife of a 
member of the fi ghting batt alion, Mariia Tiut’ko, and her son, Bohdan, twelve years of 
age (according to other evidence, thirteen years of age). The father of the family had 
been killed the day before.136 On the night of 10 April 1945, the SB shot another man, 
Mykola Klad’ko, his wife, Anastasiia, and their, son Vasyl.137 It is possible that in all 
these cases, the punishment of a male insurgent was extended to his wife and children, 
who were also executed by the SB, despite the directive of the OUN that prohibited the 
killing of women and children.

The principle of joint responsibility was oft en practiced in the boivka of Dmytro 
Kup’iak (“Klei”). In August 1944 in the village of Verbliany, Busk Raion, Lviv Oblast, 
the boivka participants killed a Soviet activist, Volodymyr Troian; his wife, Hanna; 
and their three children. At the same time, they killed his father and a teenage niece.138 
During her interrogation by the KGB, SB terror att ack survivor Paraskovia Karpen-
chuk stated: 

I remember Volodymyr Kukharchuk saying: “Shoot them all!” … The bullet 
hit me in the chest above the left  clavicle and went under the left  shoulder 
blade. I fell on the stove, but I stayed conscious. I clearly heard a shot in a 
house, bandits saying that they needed to search thoroughly for a large sum of 
money that my father received for “betrayal.” I heard how the bandits carried 
things out of the house and the att ic, how our horse neighed … when the crim-
inals left  I got up and saw that all my relatives lay dead.139

She testifi ed that the SB boivka killed her father, who worked as a postman; her mother; 
a six-year-old sister, Olesia; and a four-year-old brother, Volodymyr. That night, 
Paraskovia also lost her four-year-old son, Serhii. Her twelve-year-old brother sur-
vived because he was covered by his mother’s body. The events took place on 7 April 
1948. A few days later, according to Paraskovia, the OUN member Kukharchuk, who 
organized the murder of her family, asked her “to move in with him and live in his 
house as his wife,” although at the time he was already married.140

Not all members of the OUN resorted to such cruel and violent practices. Most 
oft en, however, the spouses of the enemy men shared their responsibility. This might 
be because of the sexist att itude toward women, prevalent in the society and rooted 
fi rmly in the patriarchal notion of the hierarchy of family relationships, in which the 
husband was seen as the main decisionmaker (including in the matt ers of politics), 
and the wife was obliged to support him and obey his will. The consequences of this 
perception of gender roles were fatal for many women who might not have shared 
the political views of their husbands and had their own opinions about the Ukrainian 
nationalist underground.141

Another category that was vulnerable to punishment by the SB were women from 
mixed Ukrainian-Polish marriages, especially during the ethnic cleansing operations 
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carried out by the OUN and UPA in Polish villages in Volhynia and Galicia from 1943 
to 1944. Women were beaten, raped, or killed as “traitors of the nation.” During an 
interview, ninety-year-old former OUN member Anna Zahaliuk said that when she 
learned about the UPA plans to destroy the village of Ihrovytsia (Ternopil Oblast) 
during the Catholic Christmas celebrations in 1944, she barely managed to save her 
pregnant cousin, Genia, whose husband was a Pole. In that att ack, around ninety peo-
ple were killed and the village was burned down. Zahaliuk might have been able to 
save her cousin because of her position as a leader of the Ukrainian Red Cross and the 
women’s network of the OUN in Hlubits’kyi Raion. Later, she rescued thirteen other 
women who otherwise would have been executed by the SB for having a personal 
relationship with the enemy.142

The materials of the SB on the “liquidation of enemies” and their wives oft en con-
tain no evidence of the wives’ cooperation with the Soviet or Polish authorities. The 
OUN’s reporting documents normally indicated the reason for liquidation next to the 
names of those killed. Some reports unambiguously stated that the main reason for the 
murder of a woman was her being a wife of the enemy. The list of those killed by the 
SB from 1944 to 1949 in the Horodok Raion (Lviv Oblast) includes the names of Kat-
eryna Havrylyshyn and Mariia Kanchir, who were the wives of Soviet secret agents, 
and Ksenia Dunas, who was the wife of a militia member.143

Sometimes the wives or fi ancées of the former OUN and UPA members who were 
accused of cooperation with the Soviet authorities were punished as well. Hanna 
Protskiv reluctantly spoke about her brother Mykhailo, who was in the underground. 
She erased his face from all the family photos. It is still considered that Mykhailo went 
missing in 1946, but Hanna was sure that he was killed by “his own men” as a “secret 
Soviet agent.” Revenge was also taken on his fi ancée: she was raped by the SB mem-
bers and her breasts were cut off .144 On 22 March 1945, in the village of Stadne (Lviv 
Oblast), an SB boivka killed the wife and wounded two children of the head of the 
village council who used to help the underground.145 The OUN oft en killed the wives 
of those members of the underground who surrendered to the Soviet authorities.146

In the documents of the OUN and UPA, being married to a representative of the 
Soviet authorities—in particular, the NKVD—features among serious aggravating cir-
cumstances during investigations and trials of women suspected of cooperation with 
the enemy. A former underground member, Dariia Shpytal-Maliarchyn, said that in 
her home village of Korchyn, Lviv Oblast, some women married Soviet militiamen 
and, fearing for their lives, left  their village. Cities were safer for such women because 
the OUN did not operate openly and en masse there. Those militiamen’s wives who 
stayed in the village risked their lives and health. Shpytal-Maliarchyn said that under-
ground fi ghters killed a militiaman in the village of Korchyn and cut his wife’s hair 
off .147 However, the punishment could be more violent. One of the insurgents’ reports 
of 5 August 1946 says that a group led by “Letun” in the village of Sykhiv, Stryi Raion, 
Lviv Oblast, killed a “local provocateur” who married an MGB man.148 The same re-
port contains information about similar killings of other “provocateurs.” As it does not 
contain any information about their husbands’ positions—a potential reason for their 
punishment—it is possible to assume that they had not cooperated with the Soviet 
authorities and were executed as wives of enemies. 
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The language of the OUN documents on women’s crimes testifi es to the fact that 
investigators were trying to stress love for the enemy and the intention to marry him 
as a precondition for an outcome of cooperation with the authorities who were fi ght-
ing against the Ukrainian nationalist underground. The SB materials of June 1946 on 
the case of Anna Nebesniak, a twenty-year-old Ukrainian resident of the village of 
Ulaziv, Liubachiv povit (Poland), state that in the spring of 1946, she “fell in love with 
a Polish man” and gave information to the Polish authorities about her fellow villager 
who was helping the Ukrainian insurgents. As a result, his property was seized, but 
he managed to avoid arrest. The document ends with the following: “She keeps con-
sorting with the Polish troops and intends to marry a Polish man.” The woman was 
hanged in a public place on 23 June 1946.149 On the same day, the underground mem-
bers executed another woman: twenty-one-year-old Kateryna Perih, who was also a 
resident of the village of Ulaziv. The materials of her case show that she married a 
Polish man, and aft er that she informed the authorities about the people who were 
helping the Banderites. A sign that was att ached to her body read: “Death to the trai-
tors and harlots. This is how the Ukrainian people punishes its traitors and harlots.”150 
The inscription clearly demonstrates that the OUN perceived marriage of a Ukrainian 
woman to an enemy man (in this case a Pole) as an immoral act. 

Similar to the practice of punishing parents for girls who did not follow the rules of 
premarital virginity, there were cases of punishment of close family members for their 
daughters’ marriage to enemies. Liudmyla Slipa, whose sister was an OUN member, 
spoke about the execution of a fellow villager by the OUN in the village of Zolotnyky, 
Ternopil Oblast: “Mal’vina was hanged. She was told: ‘Take your daughter away from 
this MGB man.’” She was executed because she allowed her daughter to marry an 
MGB offi  cer.151 During interrogation by the Soviets in July 1950, Ol’ha Holiiat, a liai-
son operator and lover of one of the SB heads in Pidhaietskyi Raion, Ternopil Oblast, 
Fedor Smachylo (“Boz”), stated that the OUN had planned to kill Rudyi, one of her 
relatives. When she asked for the reason, she heard in response: “If Rudyi was an hon-
est Ukrainian, he would never let his daughter marry a moskal.” His son-in-law came 
from eastern Ukraine and worked in one of the government agencies in the village of 
Stare Misto. Eventually, for unknown reasons, “Boz” waived his decision.152

Conclusions

World War II and the time of the armed confrontation between the Soviet authorities 
and the Ukrainian nationalist resistance had ambiguous consequences for the gen-
der system of western Ukrainian society. Many women could leave the traditional 
gender roles and private sphere and become part of the signifi cant political and mil-
itary movements of the OUN and UPA, which provided them with access to power, 
although it was limited and lasted only for the duration of women’s participation in 
the resistance movement. However, the sphere of women’s sexuality was least open to 
changes. Moreover, war intensifi ed the patriarchal discourse relating to the normaliza-
tion/deviation of women’s sexual behavior. The social understanding and coding of a 
woman’s and man’s body was diff erent in wartime. Women’s bodies had a symbolic 
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meaning and were considered “national property” that had to be protected from the 
enemy. Therefore, the OUN underground tried to control women’s sexuality as much 
as possible and use it for political purposes. The system of control included a range 
of rules and regulations, the most important of which was a prohibition of intimate 
relations with those identifi ed by the nationalists as the enemy, regardless of whether 
these relations were relatively consensual or forced (i.e., rape). The transgressors were 
punished in a number of ways, and this punishment became not only a tool for achiev-
ing individual responsibility but also an effi  cient means of social control. 

Repressive actions could include psychological and physical violence over the 
guilty party, and/or members of their families. The will of the local OUN leaders or the 
UPA commanders played a key role in decisions on the expedience of punishment and 
its forms. This explains the diff erence in the methods of punishment in diff erent lo-
calities for the same wrongdoing, and existence of punishment not appropriate to the 
severity of the act recognized by the nationalists as criminal. For example, one woman 
could be hanged just for fl irting, while another could be punished by having her hair 
cut off  for gett ing pregnant by the “enemy.” In other cases still, the punishment could 
be waived altogether. 

A penalty depended not only on the forms of personal collaboration with the en-
emy (i.e., a single meeting, longer-term dating, sexual relations, marriage) but also on 
the personality of the culprit—in particular, the level of her involvement in OUN activ-
ities. The higher the position of a woman in the power hierarchy of the underground, 
the more severe the att itude to nonstandard manifestations of her sexuality was. While 
civilian women who had sex with the enemy were accused of immorality and betrayal 
of their motherland, the female members of the OUN were also accused of betrayal 
of the organization. Membership in the OUN and UPA required certain self-sacrifi ce 
and renunciation of personal ambitions and wishes that ran counter to the goals of the 
people, as well as suppression of sexuality (unless it could be used for the benefi ts of 
the organization). Therefore, investigations of the female OUN members were more 
rigorous than those of civilian women. Also, no punishment associated with public 
humiliation was applied to them because of the rules of conspiracy in the underground. 

Available sources confi rm that repressive measures against civilian women were 
taken by the OUN on all the territory where it functioned, but their application was 
restricted by several circumstances. It depended on the situation of the OUN and 
UPA in a given locality (i.e., how widespread the network was, the number of staff  
members, priority of activities, support by the local residents). Also, in each specifi c 
case, the underground leaders had to assess the level of safety for the executioners not 
to be revealed, arrested, or killed by the enemy. The safety for the executioners was 
least in cities. Therefore, most punished women were village residents. This can be 
explained by the fact that large military Soviet garrisons were located in the villages 
for lengthy periods of time and the village community knew about their contacts with 
local women and girls. 

In the system of values and interests of the Ukrainian nationalist underground, 
women’s punishment had several meanings. The fi rst was based on the ideas about 
the relationship of the female body to the nation, reproductive roles of women in so-
ciety, and women’s maternal duty. In this system of values, women who had sexual, 
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romantic, or marital relations with the enemy “betrayed” their womanhood (rejected 
their duty to the nation) and dishonored their country. Thus, they would lose the right 
to a Ukrainian identity, the right to be treated as rightful members of the community, 
and the right to be protected by the nationalists. The punishment became the “sacred 
duty” of men as defenders of the nation. Through punishment, women were to be 
returned to a traditional Ukrainian family, where they were subordinated to their na-
tion’s men exclusively and performed their “natural functions”: household duties and 
the moral and patriotic upbringing of children. The war destroyed many families and 
was conducive to pre- and extramarital sexual contacts. The punishment of women 
became an instrument to “protect” the normative social order, where female sexuality 
was one of the determining factors of women’s social status. Thus, on the one hand, 
the punishment was perceived as an act of “purifi cation” of the disgraced nation. On 
the other hand, it appeared to be the restoration of a “normative,” desired gender 
order and a warning for those women who dared to undermine it. Undoubtedly, the 
punitive reaction to women’s sexual conduct functioned as a reassertion of male dom-
inance and patriarchal control over women who had experienced greater freedoms 
during the struggle of the UPA and OUN in the 1940s and 1950s. 

The second meaning of the punishment of “immoral” women was more practical 
and instrumental and derived from the OUN’s and the UPA’s tactical and strategic 
interests. Violence was used to control not only women but the entire community. 
It was believed to be a successful tool of mobilization to support the armed struggle 
of the Ukrainian nationalist underground. Every act of sexual misbehavior was seen 
as an act of support for the Nazi, Soviet, or communist Polish authorities and thus 
disloyalty to Bandera supporters. Therefore, every punishment of “immoral” women 
was considered an act of defeating or weakening the enemy, as it was supposed to 
demoralize and humiliate the enemy men. At the same time, the men who punished 
women demonstrated their loyalty to the organization. Therefore, the acts of violence 
were not always sanctioned and initiated by the nationalist leadership, but could serve 
as an expression of initiative of individuals or groups lower down in the hierarchy. 
Those who initiated the punishment of women could in such a way highlight their 
dedication to the shared values of the underground and demonstrate their loyalty to 
the leadership. It is also possible that some of them used violence against women to 
cover up their own contacts or their intention to establish contacts with the enemy. In 
this context, the female body became one of the means of constructing relationships—
both horizontal and hierarchical—among the nationalist men, and contributed to the 
formation of military culture.
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