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22 STATES AND ETHNIC GROUPS 

Thee two central questions introduced in the previous chapter focused on two interrelated 
issues:: (1) the response of the state to ethnic pluralism within its boundaries, and (2) the 
responsee of ethnic groups to state action. As to the former, it has already been argued that 
despitee a growing awareness that central state policy has a considerable impact on the 
politicall  mobilization of ethnic groups (and even on their very survival), the construction 
off  theories explaining the variety of central state approaches to ethnic pluralism has so far 
receivedd littl e academic attention. In contrast, the latter phenomenon has attracted 
considerablee academic attention, resulting in several theories on the political mobilization 
off  ethnic groups. This chapter starts with a discussion on frequently used terminology and 
onn the applicability of terms like nation, national/ethnic group and nationalism in the 
Ukrainiann context. Then I concentrate on the ill-developed body of theory on state 
responsess to multi-ethnicity, followed by a discussion on its relevance for post-Soviet 
Ukraine.. Next, attention shifts to the specific linguistic response of the Russians and 
Russophonee Ukrainians to the nation-building project. The chapter concludes by 
extractingg a number of variables from the body of theory on ethnic mobilization that are 
thoughtt to frame these responses. The last section also identifies the cities where the 
responsee of the groups wil l be examined, and explains why these cities were selected. 

2.12.1 Concepts and Definitions: Their Applicability f or Ukraine 

2.1.11 Nations, ethnic groups and nationalities 

Thee concept of nation has been the source of much academic debate. Bakker (1997) lists 
aa number of scholars who have looked for objective cultural markers, such as a common 
language,, religion, myth of ancestry, sense of homeland, and values and traditions, in 
theirr efforts to define a nation and distinguish one nation from another. Usually, these 
authorss are associated with the primordialist perspective on ethnic phenomena. Authors 
whoo are labeled as primordialists point to the significance of tangible cultural 
characteristicss as the foundations on which strong, essentially unchanging national 
identitiess and feelings of belonging rest (e.g. Shils, 1957; Geertz, 1963; Isaacs, 1975). 
Yet,, this primordialist approach to the problem of defining a nation runs into considerable 
difficulties.. There is, for instance, the question of why in one case a particular cultural 
traitt distinguishes one nation from another, while in others it does not. Why is it that in 
Spainn language is such a crucial factor in determining membership of a nation and in 
Switzerlandd it is not? Another problem is that some groups of people consider themselves 
too belong to different nations while they do not differ on any cultural markers. The 
Walloonss are a case in point. They share their language and religion with their southern 
neighbours,, but they do not think of themselves as being French. In this particular case, 
thee modern phenomenon of state citizenship appears to have moulded national identity. 
Finally,, proceeding from the assumption that a person is bound to a nation by the 
characteristicss of the culture he grew up in, this approach cannot explain why individuals 
adoptt new cultural traits and change national allegiances in the course of their lifetime. 
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InIn reaction, it has been argued that a nation is nothing more than an 'imagined 
community'' (Anderson, 1991) consisting of members who share a sense of belonging to 
thiss nation and who are identified by others as being part of it. Scholars subscribing to 
thiss subjective notion of a nation are often categorized as mobilizationists. For scholars 
classifiedd as such, nations are the products of elites who have mobilized heretofore 
amorphouss masses on a national platform in accordance with their political and economic 
interestss (e.g. Glazer and Moynihan; 1975; van den Berghe, 1976). It is argued that 
nationall  identities are the outcome of rational decision-making processes and are subject 
too change if people are confronted with altered circumstances. Obviously, this line of 
thoughtt is of special relevance to certain categories of immigrants, who in their endeavor 
too adapt as quickly as possible to the conditions of their new host society cast off any 
culturall  traits and allegiances that hinder them in this. 

Yet,, the instrumentalist argument has again elicited the criticism that it ignores the 
relativee longevity of nations and the strong emotional bonds among people based on a 
sensee of common descent, culture and ethnic homeland. Acknowledging the 
imperfectionss of both approaches, some authors have sought to combine the two in 
definitionss of nation that capture both objectively verifiable traits and the subjective 
sentimentss of belonging (Smith, 1986; Scott, 1990). However, one particular aspect of 
nationss that the instrumentalist argument points at should not be ignored: nations 
invariablyy have some political program aimed at enhancing or maintaining a system of 
individuall  and/or collective rights and privileges in a distinct territory. These political 
demandss may range from calls for more cultural autonomy on an individual basis to 
claimss for far-reaching kinds of territorial autonomy, including appeals for outright 
independence.. As mentioned in the introductory chapter, mobilizationists would even 
arguee that the very fact that group spokespeople start promulgating a political program 
givess rise to a national consciousness among a group of people hitherto unaware of 'the 
tiess that bind them together' (e.g. Smith and Wilson, 1997). Hence, the perception of 
beingg a member of a nation and the promotion of a political program appear to be 
interrelatedd phenomena. 

InIn summary, this study defines a nation as a group of people with one or more 
specificspecific cultural traits whose members (1) think of themselves and are thought of by 
othersothers as being part of it and (2) endorse a political program aimed at enhancing or 
maintainingmaintaining a system of individual and/or collective rights and privileges. 

Thee concepts of ethnic group, nationality and national minority can be treated as 
synonymss and are used in this study to denote a group living in a state dominated by a 
differentt group. This minority group may or may not be part of a larger nation. Hence, 
Hungarianss in Slovakia constitute both a national minority and a part of the larger 
Hungariann nation, which, in addition to living in Slovakia, is also to be found in Hungary, 
Ukraine,, Romania and Yugoslavia. Although ethnic groups share many of the 
characteristicss of nations, such as specific cultural traits and a strong national 
consciousness,, they usually have a political program of only moderate demands, 
proposingg some form of cultural or (minimal) territorial autonomy instead of total 
independence.. It is likely that these modest demands are in relation to the minority status 
off  ethnic group. It is the fear among ethnic groups that the state, which is dominated by 
ann ethnic other, might retaliate that keeps them from making more radical demands. 
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2.1.22 The Russians and Russian-speaking Ukrainians of Ukraine 

Att first sight it does not seem problematic to label Ukraine's Russians as an ethnic group 
sincee they are indeed in a minority position, but if we look closely at their situation, the 
applicabilityy of the concept can be called into question. First, as noted in the introduction, 
manyy of them are (descendants of) migrants who came from Russia. This is most notably 
thee case in western Ukraine where a Russian presence was virtually non-existent before 
thee war. This migrant status may have induced some Russians to give up their cultural 
traitss and Russian identity in an effort to participate fully in Ukrainian(-speaking) society. 
Consequently,, it would no longer be appropriate to speak of Ukraine's Russians as an 
ethnicethnic group. However, Russian migrants to Ukraine are different than, for instance, 
migrantss to the United States. Whereas the latter realized they were going to another 
country,, where they would have to learn English in order to find a place in American 
society,, the former, who migrated to Ukraine when it was part of the Russian Empire and 
laterr the Soviet Union, did not experience this as migrating to a foreign state. As 
memberss of the dominant nation speaking the language that dominated all aspects of 
Soviett lif e and that was fostered officially by the authorities, these Russians did not feel 
thee need to learn Ukrainian. In addition, many Russians did not recognise Ukraine to be 
anythingg other than an integral part of Russia, their ethnic homeland, calling Ukraine 
"Littl ee Russia" (Malorossiya) and considering Ukrainians to be a branch of the larger all-
Russiann nation (Solchanyk, 1994, p. 49). In conclusion, the migrant status of the Russians 
iss not likely to have affected their cultural and national outlook to any great extent. 

However,, if migrant status did not contribute very much to ethnic reidentification, 
thee intermingling of Russians with Ukrainians probably did. Pirie (1996) argues that the 
exceptionallyy high rate of mixed marriages found in Ukraine, especially in the south and 
eastt (e.g. 25% of all marriages for Ukraine as a whole, 41.7% for Donets'k oblast and 
36.4%% for The Crimea), has greatly contributed to mixed self-identification, blurring 
traditionall  Ukrainian and Russian national consciousness. Indeed, referring to an all-
Ukrainiann sociological survey conducted between 1993 and 1994, he shows that 25-26% 
off  respondents considered themselves as being Russian and Ukrainian simultaneously, 
whereass only 11% regarded themselves to be exclusively Russian. Citing a 1991 
sociologicall  poll conducted in Donets'k he also finds that a plurality of 36.5% of 
respondentss declared themselves to be both Russian and Ukrainian and only 27.5% 
exclusivelyy Russian. It should be remembered that these figures contrast markedly with 
thee census data, which register 22.1% of the population as Russians for Ukraine as a 
wholee and 44% as Russians for Donets'k oblast. Surely, therefore, ethnic intermingling 
hashas had an impact on the national consciousness of Russians, refuting the assertion that 
thesee Russians constitute a clear-cut ethnic group. 

Iff  Ukraine's Russians cannot easily be categorized as an ethnic group, then what 
aboutt the Russian-speaking Ukrainians? At first sight this seems to be an inappropriate 
questionn since the Russophone Ukrainians are, as Ukrainians, part of the dominant nation. 
However,, if the use of Russian has affected their national outlook, the question clearly is 
relevant.. Have Russophone Ukrainians changed their national affiliation and adopted, for 
instance,, a strong Russian identity or some distinct identity of their own, which would in 
eitherr case qualify them as (part of) an ethnic group? The literature on this subject 
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indicatess that very few Russophone Ukrainians actually dropped their Ukrainian identity 
inn the post-war years.19 Consequently, with almost all Russian-speaking Ukrainians 
consideringg themselves as belonging to the dominant nation, it would indeed be inapt to 
labell  them as an ethnic group. Yet, Pirie (1996, p. 1083) argues that if they possess a 
Ukrainiann identity at all it is likely to be weak as they find themselves in a situation 
similarr to that of mixed couples: "In the case of southern and eastern Ukraine, for 
example,, the dominance of the Russian language and other aspects of Russian culture 
mayy also lead to a state of ethnic marginality among individuals, including those who do 
nott have mixed ethnic heritage. This is because the tension between Ukrainian heritage 
andd Russian ethnic markers (i.e. language etc.) draws the individual's allegiances in 
differentt directions in the same way that mixed parentage does." Although Pirie does not 
supportt this argument with survey data showing that Russian-speaking Ukrainians are 
indeedd in 'a state of ethnic marginality,' we know from the discussion in the introduction 
thatt in the lands formerly part of Czarist Russia (where almost all Russian-speaking 
Ukrainianss live nowadays) national consciousness remains fledgling among Ukrainians. 
Inn the same vein, it has been argued that the inability of many Ukrainians to distinguish 
Russophonee Ukrainians from Russians, precisely because of their continued use of 
Russian,, has made it impossible to draw clear-cut nationality boundaries separating 
Russian-speakingg Ukrainians from Russians.20 

Thee fact that neither the Russians nor the Russian-speaking Ukrainians make up 
sharplyy demarcated ethnic groups endowed with strong national identities is most 
interestingg from the point of view of this study as that might have consequences for the 
politicall  program of both groups. In other words, given our expectation that national 
consciousnesss and the promotion of a political program are interrelated phenomena, does 
aa weak ethnic identity among (many) Russians and Russian-speaking Ukrainians also 
meann that they lack a political agenda? Does it mean that they wil l easily drop their 
culturall  traits and adopt new ones and change national allegiances accordingly, if changed 
politicall  circumstances (Ukraine obtaining independence) oblige them to do so? Section 
Threee of this chapter, which is devoted to the specific linguistic response of the Russian-
speakingg population goes into this matter in further detail. 

Forr now, suffice it to say that, weak as the national consciousness among many 
Russianss and Russian-speaking Ukrainians may be, this has certainly had no effect on 
theirr political attitudes. Election results (as discussed in the introduction) and numerous 
opinionn polls have consistently shown support for the idea of Russian as a second state 
languagee and for closer ties with Russia and/or some reinstitution of the Soviet Union in 
thee east and south, where the two groups predominate. But voting and expressing one's 
viewss to interviewers is one thing, organizing interest groups and setting up one's own 
institutions,, such as schools, churches and cultural societies, is quite another. The 

199 See Anderson and Silver (1990) who estimate that, between 1959 and 1970, less than three percent of 
Ukrainianss in the USSR, including those living in republics other than Ukraine, ethnically reidentified to 
Russian.. Ukrainian scholars, moreover, have noted that national consciousness among Ukrainians does not 
appearr to depend on language use (Arel, 1994). 
200 See Arel (1996, p. 86) where he notes that "Kyïvans can easily identify the regional, but not the ethnic 
backgroundd of Eastern Slavs they meet, unless the region identifies the ethnicity". 
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questionn is thus whether Russians and Russian-speaking Ukrainians are prepared to 
activelyy pursue some cultural or political program of their own. 

Too come back to the identity markers separating the two groups, one could argue 
thatt it may not be very productive to employ the two categories of Russophone 
Ukrainianss and Russians if it is not clear whether these groups identify themselves as 
distinctt groups in reality. This argument must be qualified. First of all, using survey data, 
Barringtonn (1997) found that - other factors being equal - nationality was one of the three 
statisticallyy significant factors (the others being religion and region, but not language!) 
shapingg attitudes in Ukraine towards Ukraine's independence and relations with Russia. 
Contraryy to other research findings, therefore, Barrington 's study suggests that nationality 
formss an important social cleavage after all. Second, precisely by distinguishing the two 
groupss and analyzing their individual linguistic reactions we can determine whether the 
distinctionn has any basis in reality. 

2.1.33 Nationalism and state nationalism 

Lik ee Gellner (1983, p. 1), we define nationalism as "primarily a political principle, which 
holdss that the political and national unit should be congruent." As such, it is the most 
radicall  political program an ethnic group living in a state together with one or more 
ethnicc groups can have, since its fulfilment would automatically entail the breakup of that 
state.. Obviously, this ethnic group nationalism collides with the nationalism of a nation 
inn control of the state. The latter, so-called state nationalism seeks to centralize decision-
makingg and culturally homogenize the population in the state's territory (Roessingh, 
1996).. Strong state nationalism relies heavily on strategies of control or dominance in 
theirr dealings with ethnic pluralism. Conversely, weak state nationalism expresses itself 
inn strategies to accommodate ethnic demands. 

Aimedd at the eradication of ethnic differences within the state's boundaries, the 
strategiess of control or dominance vary from extreme policies, such as genocide and 
ethnicc cleansing, to milder but still restrictive policies including the monopolization of 
thee police and juridical systems by the titular nation, ethnic discrimination in the 
allocationn of economic resources, the prohibition of ethnic parties and movements, and 
compulsoryy educational homogenization (including the prohibition of the use of the 
languagee of non-dominant ethnic groups in schools) (McGarry and O'Leary, 1993). 

Inn contrast, the strategy of accommodation acknowledges and cultivates ethnic 
pluralismm in an effort to enhance the legitimacy of the state among members of minority 
groups.. A distinction can be made between non-territorial and territorial policies of 
accommodation.. The former include policies like anti-discrimination laws, government 
subsidiess for ethnic organizations and educational establishments, proportional political 
representation,, veto rights for minorities, positive discrimination, and quotas for 
employmentt in the public sector (Bakker, 1997). Territorial policies involve the creation 
off  a level of government controlled by an ethnic group with specific authority, mostly 
overr cultural matters, over the residential area of that ethnic group (regional autonomy), 
orr the establishment of a federation or even confederation. 
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2.1.44 State nationalism in Ukraine 

Itt can be proposed that the intensity of state nationalism correlates positively with the 
depthh of nationalist sentiment among the elite and masses of titular nation. In line with 
thiss argument, we can then hypothesize that the Ukrainian central state is unlikely to 
embarkk on a course of strong state nationalism. After all, in the introduction it was 
mentionedd that for a variety of historical reasons strong nationalist feelings are only 
prevalentt among western Ukrainians, reducing the prospect of a Ukrainian nationalist 
elitee ever dominating the state apparatus and determining its policies.21 In fact, the 
introductionn also showed that Ukrainian nationalist parties have not been very successful 
inn mustering much support: the results of the 1994 and 1998 parliamentary elections 
revealedd that only in the western oblasts and in Kyïv city did nationalist parties capture a 
largee percentage of the votes. It is to this limited appeal of Ukrainian nationalism that 
Andreww Wilson refers in the title of his new book: "Ukrainian Nationalism: a Minority 
Faith""  (Wilson, 1997). 

Yet,, the strength of nationalist sentiment among the members of the nation in 
controll  may not be the only factor shaping the response of the state to ethnic pluralism. 
Thee next section discusses two approaches predicting the likelihood of either an 
accommodatingg strategy or a strategy based on domination and control. 

2.22.2 The Response of the Ukrainian State to Ethnic Pluralism 

2.2.11 Consociational democracy 

Consociationall  democracy is generally considered to be one of the accommodating 
strategiess a state can follow in its dealings with ethnic groups. Introduced by Lijphart 
(1977,, p. 25), this concept refers to a specific political way of coping with ethnic 
cleavagess in society. Its basic elements are in Lijphart's words: 

1.. A government by a grand coalition of the political leaders of all significant segments 
off  the plural society; 

211 One could counter the assertion that strong nationalist feelings only prevail among western Ukrainians by 
arguingg that the limited appeal of Ukrainian nationalism was apparently not limited enough to prevent 
Ukrainee from attaining independence. Yet, it must be borne in mind that all former Soviet Union Republics 
becamee independent states whatever the strength of titular nationalism, and that pro-independence 
sentimentss in the early 1990s were not always an expression of strong indigenous nationalism. It has been 
argued,, for instance, that in the fall of 1991, Ukraine's Russians supported independence because they 
believedd an independent Ukraine would have better economic prospects than a Ukraine still subordinate to 
Moscoww (opinion polls in October 1991 consistently showed that a majority of Russians backed 
independence;; the December 1991 referendum on independence further showed that in the Russified oblasts 
off  the east an overwhelming majority supported independence (Donets'k 83.9%; Dnipropetrovsk 90.3%; 
Kharkivv 86.3% and Luhansk 83.8%) (Chinn and Kaiser, 1996)). However, after three years of economic 
hardship,, support for independence had sunk dramatically: an April 1994 poll indicated that 40 percent of 
respondentss were willing to make concessions on sovereignty to improve living conditions, while only 32 
percentt were not. 
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2.. The mutual veto or concurrent majority rule, which serves as an additional protection 
off  vital minority interests; 

3.. Proportionality as the principal standard of political representation, civil service 
appointments,, and allocation of public funds; and 

4.. A high degree of (non-)territorial autonomy for each segment to run its own internal 
affairs. . 

Lijphartt can be credited for the fact that he put forward a number of conditions conducive 
too the development and sustainability of consociational democracy. Naturally, the first 
andd foremost condition must be democracy itself. Because Ukraine has indeed been a 
democracyy (at least formally) since its independence, we can now apply Lijphart's model 
too Ukraine and see whether any of the conditions are prevalent there. Accordingly, we 
cann assess the prospects of consociational democracy in this large successor state. 
Lijphartt considers the following six conditions to be particularly important: 

1.. The balance of power 
2.. State size 
3.. The structure of cleavages (crosscutting or coinciding) 
4.. Overarching loyalties 
5.. Segmental isolation 
6.. Traditions of elite accommodation 

Thee concept of a balance of power relates to a situation in which there are at least three 
(ethnic)) groups in society of more or less equal size. It logically follows that each group 
wil ll  be in a minority position. The advantage of such a configuration is that no one group 
cann win a majority of votes in a party system along ethnic lines, which excludes the 
possibilityy of one group dominating the others. Hence, a coalition of two or more groups 
becomess unavoidable, reducing the prospect that one or several groups feel neglected or 
oppressedd by an indifferent or hostile government. 

Iff  one takes the Russian-speaking Ukrainians as a separate ethnic group, one 
couldd argue that the balance of power condition would indeed seem to apply for Ukraine: 
thee introductory chapter mentioned a survey that showed that Ukraine's population is 
composedd of 47% Ukrainians who prefer to speak Ukrainian, 33% Ukrainians who prefer 
too speak Russian, and 20% Russians. However, as noted in the previous section, Russian-
speakingg Ukrainians cannot really be considered an ethnic group since there is evidence 
thatt they still possess a (weak) Ukrainian identity and have not developed a distinct 
identityy of their own. Because of this, the ethno-linguistic map of Ukraine cannot be seen 
ass a triangular configuration of clear-cut ethnic groups delineated by sharp cultural 
boundaries.. Instead, it is the intermediate position of the Russophone Ukrainians with 
theirr blurred national identity that might give rise to a situation in which they either side 
withh their Ukrainian-speaking co-nationals or Russian co-linguals. This dual with 
intermediaryintermediary group pattern could produce dominant majority rule. Ukraine, therefore, 
doess not really appear to meet the balance of power condition. 

Forr three reasons a small country has increased prospects of consociational 
democracy.. First, in small states "elites are more likely to know each other personally and 
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too meet often; this increases the probability that they wil l not regard politics as a zero-
summ game and hence...that they wil l choose coalescent instead of adversarial styles of 
decision-making""  (ibid. p. 65). Another internal effect of small states is that the number 
andd variety of interest groups is much smaller than in large states. Consequently, small 
statess can afford to have many elites participating in the decision-making process without 
itt turning into an unmanageable political machine. In contrast, in large states, the 
participationn of the many interest groups can overburden the policy-making process. The 
externall  effect of a state being small is that it enhances feelings of insecurity vis-a-vis 
otherr states. These feelings produce a strong drive to sustain internal solidarity. Large 
states,, feeling relatively more secure, lack this incentive. 

Withh its 52 million inhabitants and 600,000 square kilometres Ukraine clearly 
doess not satisfy the small size criterion. One could argue, though, that the perceived 
externall  threat coming from Russia as Ukraine's big and powerful neighbor provides a 
greatt impetus for elites to cooperate. Yet, for elites to unite there must be consensus 
amongg them about what constitutes a threat and in Ukraine one can seriously doubt 
whetherr 'the Russian factor' is really conceived of as a common danger by all elites. 
Indeed,, as already stated in the introduction, the communists actually favor closer ties 
withh Russia. For them Russia's political fencing with Ukraine over issues such as the 
Blackk See Fleet and the status of Sevastopol (and that of the entire Crimean peninsula) 
mayy not constitute a threat at all, but rather a welcome sign of involvement. In 
conclusion,, therefore, Ukraine's size does not appear to be beneficial to consociational 
democracy. . 

Althoughh Lijphart is inconclusive about the exact effect of the structure of 
cleavagescleavages (crosscutting or coinciding) on consociational democracy, he does argue that 
"thee only unambiguously favorable types of crosscutting are the crosscutting of class 
cleavagess with various kinds of segmental cleavages - producing segments with 
approximatee economic equality" (ibid. p. 87). The logic of this argument is that if ethnic 
groupss are all more or less equally represented in the classes of society, they tend to feel 
equallyy treated, which in turn moderates attitudes and policy stances. 

Inn Ukraine, social cleavages can indeed be said to be crosscutting ethnic ones. 
Althoughh before the Revolution Ukrainians were still over-represented in the peasantry 
andd underrepresented in the urban-based middle and upper classes, seventy years of 
communistt rule effectively removed this imbalance. Ukrainians are now almost as 
educatedd and urbanized as the Russians and have roughly the same occupational 
structure.222 Therefore, as Ukraine does not have the kind of class divisions exacerbating 
ethnicc tensions, one would expect the structure of cleavages to favor consociational 
democracy. . 

Elitee cooperation is further enhanced by overarching loyalties, particularly those 
thatt operate at the level of society as a whole and thus dampen inter-elite conflict in the 
centrall  state institutions. Lijphart considers nationalism to potentially provide these 
loyalties,, although he admits that instead of unifying a society it can also lead to more 
discordd "by providing a loyalty to a nation that is not coterminous with the state" (ibid. p. 
82). . 

Forr a comparison of Soviet nationalities on indicators of social mobilization, see Kaiser (1994). 
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Obviously,, in the case of Ukraine one cannot really speak of nationwide 
overarchingg loyalties. The fact that Ukraine has never before had a period of sustained 
independencee means that many of its inhabitants, certainly the Russian-speaking 
populationn in the east and south, have littl e affinity with the concept of an independent 
Ukraine.. In politics this is reflected in the continuing debate over issues of state and 
nation-building.. Thus, whereas in other countries elites at least agree on state 
independencee and the character of the main political institutions, in Ukraine there is 
nothingg that binds the elites together. Moreover, for many Russian speakers Ukrainian 
nationalism,, as a potential unifying force, is not only associated with attaining and 
strengtheningg Ukraine's independence, but also with a relentless promotion of the 
Ukrainiann language and Ukrainian customs. As such it is more a dividing force than an 
ideologyy bringing people together. 

Accordingg to Lijphart, segmental isolation increases the chances of consociational 
democracyy in that "clear boundaries between the segments of a plural society have the 
advantagee of limiting mutual contacts and consequently of limiting the chances of ever-
presentt potential antagonisms to erupt into actual hostility" (ibid. p. 88). He interprets 
thesee boundaries not only in a territorial sense (segregation of cultural groups by area) but 
alsoo in a personalistic or institutional way. Boundaries of the latter nature refer to groups 
who,, though living together, are strongly endogamic and isolate themselves from other 
groupss by maintaining their own institutions (schools, churches, unions, sports clubs, 
etc.). . 

Neitherr of the two conceptions of boundaries applies in contemporary Ukraine. In 
aa geographical sense, Ukrainian-speaking Ukrainians, Russian-speaking Ukrainians and 
Russianss do not live in linguistically and nationally homogeneous territories. This makes 
aa territorial arrangement of accommodating ethnic demands alongside impossible. It is 
hardlyy surprising therefore that the new constitution adopted in June 1996 formally 
institutess Ukraine as a unitary state, notwithstanding the autonomy it granted to The 
Crimea.. In the personalistic/institutional sense, the boundaries between the three groups 
aree hazy at best. As wil l be shown hereafter, intermarriage rates among Ukrainians and 
Russianss were exceptionally high in Soviet Ukraine compared to exogamy degrees in 
otherr Soviet republics. In addition, institutions and organizations along ethnic lines are 
stilll  a marginal phenomenon, which is not surprising given that a civil society has yet to 
emergee in post-Soviet Ukraine. 

Incidentally,, it can be questioned whether segmental isolation in a territorial sense 
iss conducive to ethnic peace and harmony. One could argue that ethnically homogeneous 
territoriess actually encourage secession by providing the ethnic groups in question with 
usefull  tools (shelter, local power base and material resources) in their effort to reserve the 
territory'ss assets for themselves. Conceived in this way, geographically concentrated 
groupss are not conducive to consociational democracy, but rather to the opposite: ethnic 
conflictt and civil war (one may safely assume that in a majority of cases attempts to 
secedee result in violent conflict). Coakley (1993, p. 7) argues in this vein: 'The extent to 
whichh an ethnic group makes territorial demands on the state is clearly related to the 
absolutee size of the group and to the pattern of territorial distribution of the group itself. 
Otherr things being equal, a group's territorial claims become stronger as (1) the group 
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increasess as a proportion of the population of 'its' territory and (2) the proportion of the 
totall  membership of the group within this territory increases". 

Ass a last important factor, prior traditions of elite accommodation can be said to 
contributee significantly to consociational democracy. Thus, if countries have a pre-
modern,, pre-democratic history of decentralized rule, characterized by compromise-
seekingg elites at various levels of government, they are more likely to adopt the 
consociationall  model. Conversely, the longer the periods of centralized absolutist rule a 
countryy endured, the smaller the chances of consociational democracy. 

Neitherr under the Russian czars nor under communist rule did Ukraine develop a 
traditionn of elite accommodation for the simple reason that state power was in the hands 
off  an elite, first the Czarist bureaucracy/Russian nobility and later the communist party 
elite,, that did not allow others to participate in the political process. As in many countries 
withh absolutist rule it was dangerous in Ukraine for an elite excluded from state power to 
interferee in the decision-making process as persons or groups criticizing the regime and 
seekingg a change in the status quo were relentlessly persecuted. Needless to say, with 
suchh a history the prospects for consociational power-sharing are minimal in Ukraine. 

Givenn that Ukraine has a negative score on four of the six conditions, we can 
safelyy assume that the chances are very small that Ukraine wil l develop consociational 
democracyy as an accommodating strategy in its dealings with ethnic pluralism. Yet, does 
thiss automatically predispose Ukraine to adopt a policy of dominance or control! The 
nextt section gives a preliminary answer to this question. 

2.2.22 Overt majority ethno-nationalism 

Wee proceed, as Chinn and Kaiser (1996) did, from Hennayake's model of overt-
/exclusionary/exclusionary majority ethnonationalism in assessing the likelihood of Ukraine 
developingg strategies of dominance and control. Overt majority ethno-nationalism refers 
too a state of affairs in which the majority nation openly seeks to monopolize state power, 
soo we can take overt majority ethno-nationalism and strategies of dominance and control 
ass synonyms. According to Hennayake (1992, p. 529) overt majority ethno-nationalism is 
stimulated: : 

1.. When the present majority nation has been subordinated previously under colonialism 
and/orr imperialism - for example, the Sinhalese in Sri Lanka; 

2.. Where majority ethno-nationalism, especially its popular element, has been 
suppressedd as was the case in Iran prior to the 1979 Revolution; 

3.. When the majority nation is threatened by external forces - for example, pre-
Bangladeshh East Pakistan - or by internal forces - for example, growing Hindu 
nationalismm in India in the face of growing Islamic fundamentalism; 

4.. When the economic resources of a multiethnic nation-state are limited - for example, 
thee situation of the Malays in Malaysia (this condition includes economic inequalities 
betweenn ethnic groups); 

5.. To solicit support for the adventurist policies of a state - as in Nazi Germany; 
6.. To regain lost pride - as in post-war France; and 
7.. When the survival of the majority nation is threatened - as in Israel today. 

41 1 



Interestingly,, Hennayake's model and Lijphart's favorable conditions seem to have only 
onee factor in common: Lijphart's crosscutting/coindicing cleavages and Hennayake's 
limitedd economic resources. However, even this coincidence is partial as Hennayake's 
conceptt covers more than just economic imbalances between ethnic groups. The lack of 
overlapp of the two models suggests that a country's failure to satisfy the conditions for 
consociationall  democracy does not necessarily induce it to take an exclusionary 
nationalismm course and vice versa. Thus, instead of making up a simple dichotomy, 
Lijphart'ss consociational democracy and Hennayake's overt nationalism seem to 
constitutee the extremes of a continuum embracing a large grey area of all kinds of more 
orr less accommodating or overt nationalist policies. Let us now turn to Ukraine and see 
whetherr it fits Hennayake's model. 

Ukrainee obviously meets the first condition. The Ukrainians as the majority nation have 
overr the past five centuries been subordinated to successively the Polish, Russian-Czarist 
andd Soviet-communist Empires. Although one can doubt the applicability of the term 
subordinationsubordination for the Soviet era (as many Ukrainians made great socio-economic 
progresss then and actively participated in the communist regime), what matters is that 
Ukrainiann nationalists label this period as such, as a time of oppression of the Ukrainian 
languagee and culture and thus of the Ukrainian national identity itself. It is this perceived 
subordinationn that Ukrainian nationalists used to legitimize Ukraine's independence and 
thee assertion of dominance or hegemony of the titular nation in "its national homeland". 

Thee second condition applies much less to Ukraine because, as was argued in the 
introduction,, Ukrainian nationalism has only limited appeal among the majority of 
Ukrainians.. Only in western Ukraine do we find the typical mass-based nationalist 
sentimentt of a people feeling oppressed by a "foreign" regime. Many inhabitants of 
L'viv ,, for instance, take pride in the fact that L'viv was the first town in the Soviet Union 
too tear down its statue of Lenin. In contrast, in the rest of Ukraine there have been few 
similarr expressions of popular discontent with the Soviet era: some statues of Soviet 
heroess still stand, street names have generally remained unchanged and nationalist 
uproarss and demonstrations are rare. 

Thee third condition - an external and internal threat to the majority nation - is 
clearlyy present in the Ukrainian case. For Ukrainian foreign-policy specialists Russia 
undoubtedlyy constitutes a major external threat to Ukrainian security. Of paramount 
concernn to them is the rise of political movements in Russia such as Vladimir 
Zhirinovsky'ss LDPR and, to a lesser extent, Gennadi Zyuganov's Communist Party 
whichh seek to restore the Russian-Czarist Empire or the Soviet Union. Moreover, the 
Russianss in The Crimea and in the eastern oblasts are seen as a serious internal threat to 
Ukraine'ss stability, pleading as they do for more autonomy or even secession (especially 
Thee Crimean Russians). Many Ukrainian nationalists tend to see these Russians as a fifth 
columnn from Moscow. 

Despitee the depth of the economic crisis in Ukraine, one cannot say with certainty 
whetherr the fourth condition applies as the distribution of economic resources through 
Ukraine'ss ethnic groups is not uneven. As the previous section showed, Ukrainians have 
quicklyy caught up with the Russians on a number of social mobility indicators. 
Consequently,, an exclusionary nationalist policy of economic discrimination favoring the 
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titularr majority, which is justified by referring to past inequalities, is unlikely to find 
muchh support. 

Conditionss number five and six are obviously missing in Ukraine. At present 
Ukrainee does not have any charismatic political leaders who could incite people to 
supportt adventurist politics. Even if it did, these leaders (or leader) would have difficulty 
mobilizingg the masses on the grounds of regaining lost pride. Ukraine has very few 
momentss in its history from which it can derive a sense of lost pride. Ukrainian historians 
couldd argue that the medieval kingdom of Kyi'v Rus constitutes such a moment, claiming 
ass they do that it was an embryonic Ukrainian state inhabited by a proto-Ukrainian nation 
andd that modem Ukraine is its sole successor. However, Russian historiography and 
popularr image dispute this version of history, arguing that Kyïv Rus was the cradle of all 
threee East Slav nations, Belorussians, Ukrainians and Russians. The Zaporizhzhan 
Cossackk era could constitute another source of pride in Ukraine's history, but the 
Cossackss also raise controversy. For Ukrainian nationalists they symbolise the brave, 
democraticc and freedom-loving soul of the Ukrainian nation, but others see them as 
simplyy a gang of undisciplined outlaws, murdering and pillaging the countryside. 

Inn contrast, condition number seven is again of particular relevance to Ukraine in 
thatt Ukrainian nationalists considered the russification policies and spontaneous 
assimilationn of many Ukrainians to Russian in the late Soviet times as major threats to the 
survivall  of the Ukrainian nation. This fear of the Ukrainian nation becoming extinct was 
clearlyy present in Rukh's original program. It holds that the Rukh's main goal was "to 
wagee a relentless struggle against the policy of de-nationalization and demand the 
creationn of all conditions for the unfettered development and self-preservation of the 
Ukrainiann people on the territory which has been theirs from time immemorial" (cited in 
Kaiserr 1996, p. 30). Similarly, during the parliamentary session debating the Ukrainian 
Languagee Law in October 1989, Dmytro Pavlychko, a renowned poet and chairman of 
thee Shevchenko Ukrainian language society, proclaimed that "[if ] The Ukrainian language 
doess not exist, in ten years... (the) nation (will ) perish... (quoted from Arel 1994, Ch. 5, p. 6). 

Ann overview of all seven conditions shows that three are indeed present, that three 
clearlyy do not apply, and that the presence of one is arguable in Ukraine. This indecisive 
outcomee makes it impossible to hypothesize about the strategy the Ukrainian central state 
wil ll  follow in its relations with minority ethnic groups. Thus, although Ukraine is 
unlikelyy to adopt the accommodating strategy of consociational democracy, it cannot be 
saidd that this automatically induces Ukraine to opt for a strategy of domination. In fact, it 
iss this ambiguity that makes Ukraine a particularly interesting case. 

2.32.3 The Russian Response to Nation-Building 

2.3.11 Three options 

Thiss research focuses on the cultural (or linguistic) responses of Russians and 
Russophonee Ukrainians. It identifies three options - assimilation, language integration 
andd language retention - and uses parental school choice (for either a Russian or 
Ukrainiann school for their children), the language parents raise their children in, and the 
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linguisticc conduct of children themselves as indicators for these choices (for a complete 
operationalization,, see Chapter 7). These three options can be viewed as a scale that 
rangess from assimilation at one end to language retention at the other. 

Onee could argue that the distinctions in linguistic responses that are introduced 
heree obscure the dynamic nature of these responses. In this line of reasoning, language 
integrationn is simply a stage in the assimilation process that members of a minority group 
adaptingg to a host society pass through. Laitin (1998) takes up this position, arguing that 
itit  is more appropriate to talk about rates of assimilation than to distinguish various 
linguisticc reactions. He sees the linguistic conformation of Russophones as a typical S-
curve-likee process with language retention as a stable initial phase and full assimilation as 
aa stable final phase. In his view, once people "take off' from the initial phase of language 
retentionn (for example, Russians or Russophone Ukrainians sending their children to 
Ukrainiann schools but continuing to raise them in Russian), they are inevitably on the 
roadd to full assimilation, if not in one generation then in the generations that follow. 
However,, by considering language integration as something transitional, inexorably 
leadingg to assimilation, one implies that this process is somehow irreversible. This, of 
course,, need not be the case. Changed (political) circumstances could give Russians and 
Russophonee Ukrainians a reason to reconsider their choices and send their children to 
Russian-languagee education once more, no matter how far they have "progressed on the 
S-curve." " 

Yet,, even if Laitin's "tipping game" or "cascade" model is valid, there is still the 
possibilityy of large segments of the minority group never entering the cascade, i.e. 
clingingg to their language and culture. Moreover, among those who do enter, some may 
goo for assimilation right away while others may first wait to see which way the cat jumps 
andd then hesitatingly opt for language integration. Because of Ukraine's considerable 
regionall  contrasts (giving rise to very different local circumstances), it is more than likely 
thatt all three responses occur simultaneously in contemporary Ukraine. This likelihood 
justifiess the use of the aforementioned distinctions and the effort to explain the pattern of 
responsess found. It is not denied, however, that language integration could indeed be a 
transitionall  phase towards full assimilation. 

Davidd Laitin can be credited for the fact that he is one of the few scholars (or 
perhapss the only one) who has investigated in depth the cultural side of the adaptation 
process.. Analyzing the "openness to assimilation" of the Russians in post-Soviet Estonia, 
Latvia,, Ukraine and Kazakhstan, he notes that the diaspora Russians have generally come 
too accept the nationalizing projects of the titular regimes (his observations rest on survey 
dataa gathered in 1994). Thus, 93.4% of all Russian respondents in his survey fully or 
partiallyy agreed to the statement that the titular language should be a compulsory subject 
inn schools; 86.9% expressed support for street signs being only in the titular language or 
inn both Russian and the titular language; and 91.7% were fully or partially convinced that 
itit  is useful to learn the titular language. On the openness to assimilation index (construed 
fromm answers to twelve questions), Ukraine's Russians ranked third (with a mean of .51) 
behindd Latvia (.72), Estonia (.63), but in front of Kazakhstan (.38). Laitin proposes the 
fledglingg support for the nationalizing project among the Ukrainians themselves (and 
mostt certainly among the Russian-speaking Ukrainians) as a tentative explanation for this 
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reaction.. Because of this, he argues, Ukraine's Russians are in doubt as to whether the 
titularr language wil l ever gain primacy and thus whether assimilation wil l pay off. 

AA drawback of Laitin's research is that it ignores the regional dimension in 
Ukraine.233 Given the strength of this factor in explaining the political response of the 
Russians,, one may assume that it leaves its mark on the cultural response as well. As 
Bremmerr (1994) did take the regional factor into account (his survey was administered in 
thee cities of L'viv , Kyi'v and Simferopol) and he included some questions on language 
proficiencyy and attitudes in his 1992 survey, we can get a first glimpse at the regional 
variationn in cultural reactions. His findings show that the aforementioned pattern (with 
Russianss in Kyi'v taking the lead in openness to assimilation) also applies to titular 
languagee attitudes. For instance, Kyïvan Russians are in first place in saying they 
preferredd their children to study in Ukrainian schools (65% expressed full or partial 
agreementt to this statement); the L'vivan Russians are a close second (54%); and the 
Russianss in Simferopol trail far behind (9%). The Kyïvan Russians also rank first in their 
usee of the Ukrainian media (Ukrainian radio 70%; television 75% and newspapers 68%); 
theyy are followed by the Russians in L'viv (radio 64%; television 74% and newspaper 
58%);; and the Russians in Simferopol report the least interest in the Ukrainian media 
(radioo 27%: television 33% and newspaper 17%). For reported language proficiency we 
seee a perfect linear correlation with the demographic weight of Russians in the local 
population:: in Simferopol, where Russians make up 71.6% of the population, just 16% 
claimm to speak Ukrainian fluently; Russians in Kyi'v (22.3% of the population) are second 
withh 51% claiming fluency; and the Russians in L'viv (16.1% of the population) are 
clearlyy first with 77%. The same pattern emerges when Ukrainian reading and writing 
abilitiess are studied: reading - Simferopol 27%, Kyi'v 75% and L'viv 87%; writing -
Simferopoll  11%, Kyiv 43% and L'viv 64%. 

2.3.22 Independent variables 

Bremmer,, Kolstoe and Laitin list a multitude of factors that they consider influential in 
shapingg the options open to the diaspora Russians. Of these many determinants, I 
considerr the following to play an important role in influencing their particular linguistic 
response:: (1) ethnic proportion; (2) ethnic schism; (3) ethnically mixed marriages; (4) 
nationall  and local policy.24 

233 Laitin's Ukrainian data are based on samples from the cities of Kyi'v and Donets'k. Yet, instead of 
analyzingg the data of these cities separately, he aggregates the data to the national level to reflect the group 
off  Ukraine's Russians as a whole (at least this is how the reader can interpret it). 
244 Being school pupils, the respondents in this survey could only be asked simple and factual questions. 

Therefore,, the more complicated factors put forward by Laitin, who also focused specifically on the 
linguisticc response of the Russians, could not be addressed. 
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EthnicEthnic proportion and selection of cases 

Byy far the most important feature of Ukraine's regional divisions is the uneven spread of 
thee Russians and Russophone Ukrainians over Ukraine's territory. As the introduction has 
amplyy demonstrated, the share of both groups in the local population varies from a tiny 
minorityy in the western region to a majority in the eastern and southern regions. It could 
bee expected that the more numerous the Russians and Russophone Ukrainians are in a 
certainn area relative to Ukrainian-speaking Ukrainians, the greater the chance that they 
wil ll  opt for language retention. The logic behind this proposition is clear: the larger the 
sharee of both groups in the local population, the stronger the position of the Russian 
languagee vis-a-vis the Ukrainian language. This in turn will reduce the incentive to 
assimilatee for both groups. To test this hypothesis I selected the cases (cities) for the 
surveyy study in a manner that provided for nearly maximum variance on the ethnic 
proportionn agent (see Table 2.1).25 They are: 

1.. L'viv (west) - small Russian minority; very small Russophone Ukrainian minority; 
largee Ukrainian-speaking majority; 

2.. Kyïv (center) - medium size Russian minority; small Russophone Ukrainian minority; 
smalll  Ukrainian-speaking majority; 

3.. Odesa (south) - large Russian minority; medium size Russophone Ukrainian minority; 
largee Ukrainian-speaking minority; several small groups of other nationalities; 

4.. Donets'k (east) - small Russian majority; medium size Russophone Ukrainian 
minority;; medium size Ukrainian-speaking minority. 

Tablee 2.1 Ethno-linguistic Composition of four Oblast Centers in 1989 

L'viv v 
Kyïv v 
Odesa a 
Donets'k k 

Totall number 
off inhabitants 
(inn thousands) 

781 1 
2,572 2 
1,115 5 
1,133 3 

Ukrainian--
speaking g 
Ukrainians* * 
(percentage) ) 

76.6 6 
57.0 0 
24.4 4 
17.3 3 

Russophone e 
Ukrainians* * 
(percentage) ) 

2.5 5 
15.4 4 
24.5 5 
22.1 1 

Russians s 
(percentage) ) 

16.1 1 
20.9 9 
39.4 4 
53.6 6 

Other r 
nationalities s 
(percentage) ) 

4.8 8 
6.7 7 

11.7 7 
7.0 0 

Source:: Dominique Arel (1994) 
*Thee data on language refer to census data on mother tongue 

'' A selection of cases including a Crimean city would ensure a maximum variance, but since one of our 
researchh criteria - the availability of Ukrainian schools - was almost absent (there is only one Ukrainian 
schooll  on the entire peninsula), none of The Crimean cities qualified. 
Thee idea of a selection of cases that ensures a maximum variance on (one of) the independent variables 
wass taken from Bremmer. His case selection included L'viv, Kyïv and Simferopol. The use of the term 
"cases""  to refer to the selected cities is actually inappropriate since it is the respondents in the survey who 
aree the real cases here. A selected city is no more than a collection of case properties in this research. 
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Eachh of these cities can be said to be typical of the region listed in parentheses. As such, 
thee cities do not only vary in ethnic proportion, but also in the date of incorporation into 
thee Russian/Soviet Empire (see Introduction) and in the other variables this section will 
discuss. . 

Followingg the rationale of the ethnic proportion hypothesis, we would expect the 
Russianss and Russophone Ukrainians to (1) assimilate in L'viv ; (2) opt for language 
integrationn in Kyi'v; and (3) retain their language in Donets'k and Odesa, with those in 
Odesaa showing rates slightly more favorable to language integration. 

Ann important caveat that has to be made here is that the census data in Table 2.1, 
whichh refer to mother tongue, are a poor indicator of the actual use of Russian (or 
Ukrainian).. As Arel (1995b) argues, one's mother tongue could well have been conceived 
ass the language that one first learned as a child, which is not necessarily the language one 
knowss best. Indeed, measuring the linguistic conduct of respondents by means of an 
indicatorr called "language of preference," which refers to the language a respondent 
actuallyy preferred to use in a survey interview, the Kyi'v International Institute of 
Sociologyy (KTIS) found large differences with the census data (ibid. p. 169). Compared to 
thee latter, the percentage of Russian speakers jumps from 57.9% to 85.4% in the east, 
fromm 59.2% to 88.7% in the south, from 42.5% to 76.4% in Kyïv, and from 16.6% to 
50.4%% in the center-east (which comprises the Left Bank oblasts of Chernihiv, Poltava 
andd Sumy). In the western oblasts and in those of Right Bank central Ukraine, on the 
otherr hand, the KUS language data almost match those of the census.26 Thus, in all but the 
latterr two regions, the census data greatly underestimated the actual use of Russian. 

Thiss conclusion is corroborated by a casual observation of the language climate in 
thee four cities of this research. As I noticed on my fieldwork trips, not a word of 
Ukrainiann could be heard on the streets and in the shops and offices of Donets'k and 
Odesa.. Although employees produced documents in Ukrainian and teachers gave lectures 
inn Ukrainian in these cities, in conversations with colleagues and students they 
immediatelyy switched to Russian. Even in Kyïv with its large Ukrainian majority, 
Russianss had apparently left their mark on the language regime. Very rarely could the 
authorr hear Ukrainian being spoken in the center of town, and only in the suburban 
marketplacess did he observe it more often. L'viv turned out to be the only place where 
Ukrainiann was found to dominate the public sphere, although even there the author 
regularlyy heard people conversing in Russian in the streets (especially in the center of 
town).. Obviously, the pervasive use of Russian in Donets'k and Odesa (and to a large 
extentt in Kyïv as well) provides the local Russians and Russophone Ukrainians with littl e 
incentivee to adopt Ukrainian as their first language. 

266 Arel listed data on Ukrainian as mother tongue and Ukrainian as language of preference. For the sake of 
convenience,, we simply took the inverse of these percentages to refer to Russian as mother tongue and 
languagee of preference. Our data thus have the small bias of overlooking those who reported a third 
languagee as mother tongue or had a third language as language of preference. The KIIS data were gathered 
inn 1994. 
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EthnicEthnic schism 

Introducedd by Bremmer (1994), the concept of ethnic schism refers to cultural differences 
betweenn ethnic groups, as expressed by markers such as race, religion, language and 
history.. One may assume that the more a minority group differs on these markers from 
thee dominant group, the tighter it will cling to its language. Bremmer expects "a high 
tendencyy throughout Ukraine of Russian integration" as Russians and Ukrainians "are 
raciallyy indistinguishable; their languages are distinct but mutually comprehensible; their 
culturess and histories are closely intertwined; and their religious affiliations, where 
applicable,, are both Christian in orientation" {ibid, p. 264). Insofar as data on attitudes 
towardss ethnic others can tell us something about the depth of cultural cleavages, 
Bremmer'ss observation of a small cultural divide is supported by survey data. Golovakha 
etet al. (1994), for instance, found that Russians and Ukrainians expressed high rates of 
acceptancee towards each other on the Bogardus scale of national intolerance. Ukrainians 
rankedd Russians highest of all nationalities in answer to the question of whether they 
wouldd be prepared to marry a person of another nationality. Russians, in their tum, even 
placedd Ukrainians in first place, ahead of fellow Russians.27 

Althoughh being correct for eastern, southern and central Ukraine, Bremmer's 
claimm of low ethnic schism does not adequately describe the cultural conditions in the 
westernn part of Ukraine. In this region, religious differences between Russians and 
Ukrainianss - western Ukrainians tend to be Uniate Catholics, whereas Russians and all 
otherr Ukrainians are mostly Orthodox - are compounded by diverging histories.28 As 
explainedd in the introduction, western Ukraine was only incorporated into the Soviet 
Unionn in 1939, after having been part of Poland for centuries (until its partition at the end 
off  the 18th century), the Austro Hungarian Empire (until the end of World War I), and 
againn Poland (in the interwar period).29 By contrast, the rest of Ukraine has been part of 
thee Russian Empire for 200 years or more. An important consequence of these diverging 
histories,, it was argued, is that western Ukrainians, under relatively liberal Austrian rule, 
developedd a much stronger national consciousness than their brethren in the rest of the 
country.. Considering Russians as the nation imposing Soviet rule on other nations, the 
nationalismm of western Ukrainians, like that of the Baltic nations, is distinctly anti-
Russiann in character.30 This lingering anti-Russian sentiment surfaces in ethnic 
stereotypes.. Surprisingly, it is Bremmer (1994) himself who shows with his survey data 
thatt the Ukrainians in L'viv stand out in their disapproval ratings towards Russians, in 
comparisonn to Ukrainians in Kyiv and Simferopol (with a full 45.7% of L'viv Ukrainians 
attributingg negative character traits to Russians). Interestingly, among the Russians in the 

277 Their survey data stem from a nationwide representative public opinion poll conducted by the Ukrainian 
Institutee of Sociology in April 1992. 
288 In a note, Bremmer acknowledges the religious difference but trivializes it. He does not go into the 
divergentt histories. 
299 From the end of the 18th century to the end of World War I, the western oblasts of Rivne and Volyn were 
partt of Czarist Russia. In the interwar years, the Transcarpathian oblast belonged to Czechoslovakia, and 
thee Chernivtsi oblast to Romania. 
300 Thus, it is no coincidence that the Ukrainian nationalist guerrillas fighting the Soviet forces in and after 
Worldd War II used western Ukraine as their home base. 
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threee cities, the Russians in L'viv are also the most critical of Ukrainians (with a 31.1% 
otherr disapproval rating; the figure for Kyïv Russians being 24.9% and for Simferopol 
Russianss 28.4%). Somehow, Bremmer failed to notice that the strong mutual ethnic 
stereotypingg in L'viv reflects a possibly deeply felt cultural cleavage between Ukrainians 
andd Russians. In any case, thee anti-Russian sentiment (and concomitant stereotyping) wil l 
mostt likely make the Russians, who as post-war immigrants helped secure Soviet power, 
feell  like unwelcome members of the local community, which in turn can be expected to 
negativelyy affect their willingness to assimilate. 

Too summarize, according to the logic of ethnic schism, we would expect the 
Russianss in Donets'k, Odesa and Kyïv to assimilate, and the Russians in L'viv to either 
optt for linguistic integration or linguistic retention. Interestingly, this contradicts the 
predictionn of the ethnic proportion thesis. 

Naturally,, it seems inappropriate to talk about ethnic schism between Russophone 
Ukrainianss and Ukrainian-speaking Ukrainians as members of both groups belong to the 
titularr group. Yet, within the titular group people may still perceive large cultural 
differences.. Arel (1995b, p. 159), for instance, submits that Ukrainian nationalists 
increasinglyy view Russophone Ukrainians as people "who like to defer to and be 
dominatedd by the 'elder brother,' the Great Russians," and thus as people who constitute 
aa threat to Ukrainian state security. The Russophone Ukrainians, in their turn, are likely to 
seee Ukrainian nationalists as dangerous radicals fully supporting a forceful 
ukrainianizationn campaign. In fact, because of tensions within the titular group, 
Russophonee Ukrainians may find themselves being grouped together with Russians. 
Describingg various family histories, Arel (1996, p. 79) recounts how a Russophone 
Ukrainiann family who was living temporarily in western Ukraine was stereotyped as 
"Moskaly,""  a term of abuse for Russians meaning "occupiers." The repeated calling of 
namess by schoolmates, he goes on to say, even led to a change of school for the family's 
children.. Similarly, Kyïvan Ukrainians, many of whom are Russian-speaking, tend to feel 
muchh closer to Ukrainian Russians than to western Ukrainians, he argues. Thus, ethnic 
schismm may be as relevant for Russophone Ukrainians as for Russians, predicting the 
samee pattern of responses for the former as for the latter. 

EthnicallyEthnically mixed marriages 

Itt could be anticipated that Russians in mixed marriages would have a stronger propensity 
too assimilate than Russians in purely Russian couples.31 This variable is very relevant for 
Ukrainee as the Russians in this successor state had one of the highest rates of mixed 
marriagee in comparison to other former Union republics in late Soviet times: 57.2% of 
Russiann men and 56.7% of Russian women married Ukrainians or other nationalities in 
1988;; only in Belarus and Moldova did Russians have a higher proportion of mixed 

Obviously,, the variable of ethnically mixed marriages could also be conceived of as referring to 
marriagess between members of different language groups. In this concept, a marriage between a Russian-
speakingg Ukrainian and a Ukrainian-speaking Ukrainian would constitute a 'mixed marriage.' This research 
willl  not examine linguistically defined mixed marriages as our survey data are not specific enough to 
distinguishh this type of marriage. 
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marriages.. Moreover, of all the titular nationalities in their own republics, Ukrainians had 
thee highest relative number of mixed marriages: 20.9% for men and 22.4% for women in 
thee Ukrainian SSR (Kaiser 1994). 

Inn addition, Pirie (1996) found that within Ukraine the phenomenon of mixed 
familiess (i.e. the mother and father are of different nationalities) is much more prevalent 
inn the east and south than in the west and center. Thus, the eastern oblast of Donets'k had 
thee highest number of mixed families (41.7% of all marriages) in 1989, and the western 
oblastt of Ivano Frankivs'k had one of the lowest (less than 8% of all marriages). 
Consequently,, one is tempted to hypothesize that Russians in areas with the highest 
percentagess of mixed families (i.e. the south and east) wil l show the strongest propensity 
too assimilate. However, this would be jumping to conclusions since it is precisely in these 
areass that Russians make up the largest segments of the population. In fact, if one takes 
thee number of Russians in mixed families as a proportion of the total number of Russians 
inn a given area, the west and central regions will show the highest rates of Russians in 
mixedd families.32 This would then lead us to the opposite conclusion: following the 
mixedd marriages hypothesis, the Russians in L'viv would be expected to assimilate the 
mostt and the Russians in Donets'k the least; those in Kyïv and in Odesa are assumed to 
takee the middle positions with the former more likely to assimilate than the latter. 

NationalNational and local policy 

Thee previous chapter has already pointed out that many scholars have come to realise the 
independentt role of state policy in framing the response of minority ethnic groups. This 
responsee has mostly been conceived in a political fashion, i.e. attention tends to focus on 
ethnicc groups engaging in collective protest to secure certain group rights. The theory on 
thee interrelationship between state policy and the political mobilization of ethnic 
minoritiess is instructive for the cultural response of ethnic groups as well, which is the 
focuss of this study. The following four paragraphs therefore briefly discuss this body of 
theory. . 

Inn line with Hennayake's argument, Chinn and Kaiser (1996, p. 28-33) contend 
thatt state policy is likely to elicit a reactive nationalism among non-dominant ethnic 
groups,, expressing itself in Bremmer's responses of voice or exit (see Section 1.3) if it is 
"overt""  and "exclusionary" on behalf of the dominant ethnic group (i.e. if the dominant 
ethnicc group openly seeks to monopolize state power). The logic behind this so-called 
"interactivee nationalism" argument is that the more exclusionary state policy is, the more 
difficultiess non-dominant ethnic groups will have in identifying with the state, perceiving 
itit  instead to display a hostile attitude to their own rights and interests. With state power 
perceivedd to be antipathetic, or at best indifferent, to the needs and demands of minority 
ethnicc groups, these groups wil l seek alternative ways to protect and further their group 
interests.. Attempts are made to set up 'one's own' institutions (schools, unions, churches, 
culturall  societies) and establish political parties on an ethnic basis. If the state in response 
embarkss on a policy of repression, forbidding and dismantling ethnic institutions and 

Ibid.Ibid. p. 1086. The figure on this page is not clear enough to discern the actual percentages. 
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parties,, minority ethnic groups may feel forced to go underground and start a 
terrorist/guerrillaa war. 

Chinnn and Kaiser argue that reactive nationalism is likely to be particularly strong 
amongg Russians in the Soviet successor states (and thus among the Russians of Ukraine) 
ass these Russians have experienced a dramatic loss of status. Their argument is that, 
beingg the dominant nation during Soviet times in cultural, political and economic realms, 
Russianss enjoyed a high status, which gave them high expectations and the concomitant 
capabilitiess to realise these expectations. Yet, after independence "Russian expectations 
havee remained relatively high but their capabilities have been declining - in some places 
precipitouslyy [due to discriminatory state policies favoring the dominant or titular ethnic 
group]""  (ibid. p. 27). It is claimed that, as a consequence, Russians have developed a 
sensee of relative deprivation, which in tum has stimulated Russian reactive nationalism. 
Thee faster the implementation of discriminatory (or exclusionary) state practices, the 
greaterr this feeling of relative deprivation is said to be, and thus the greater the potential 
forr a strong reactive nationalism to erupt among Russians. In this way, the relative 
deprivationdeprivation argument serves as an augmentation and refinement of the interactive 
nationalismnationalism approach, as it stipulates when and under exactly what conditions 
exclusionaryy state policy can be expected to spark reactive nationalism among ethnic 
groups. . 

However,, many authors have pointed out that, paradoxically, accommodating 
strategiess may also stimulate voice and exit as group responses. Rabushka and Shepsle 
(1972)) for instance argue that a democratic polity, which itself can be considered an 
accommodatingg arrangement, stimulates the formation of political parties along ethnic 
lines,, and in this way leads to a proliferation of ethnic demands. Similarly, Smith and 
Wilsonn (1997), who discuss the potential for political mobilization of Russians in eastern 
Ukrainee and northeast Estonia, feel that collective action among non-dominant ethnic 
groupss is greatly influenced by the opportunity structure of the state. If this structure is 
relativelyy open (i.e. if all the state's inhabitants enjoy state citizenship and voting rights 
andd if there are no restrictions on office-holding or party/institution formation by 
memberss of minority ethnic groups), collective action wil l be greatly facilitated. In 
addition,, as stated in the introduction, a number of authors have argued that some of the 
accommodatingg aspects of the Soviet nationalities policy (such as the stimulation of 
minorityy languages and the formation of Union republics) unintentionally contributed to 
thee political mobilization of non-dominant ethnic groups or nations in the late 1980s. 

Differencess of opinion on the effects of particular state policy are a reflection of 
thee academic debate on grievance and opportunity as factors sparking group mobilization. 
Thosee who view grievance to be the prime cause argue that it is feelings of indignation, 
frustrationn and relative deprivation that incite people to collective action (e.g., Gurr, 
1970;; 1993). It is proposed that factors that influence the success of collective action, 
suchh as the opportunity structure provided by the state, are only of secondary importance 
sincee it is primarily on the grounds of strong emotions that people mobilize and not on 
thee basis of rational calculation. In contrast, 'opportunists' claim that it is rational 
calculationn that lies at the basis of collective action: before people organize in groups they 
assesss the costs and benefits and the prospect of success of collective action. Only if 
prospectss look good and benefits are seen to outweigh the costs do people mobilize in 
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groups.. It logically follows that factors facilitating and obstructing collective action are 
accordedd prime causal value (Smith and Wilson, 1997).ï3 Thus, whereas for grievance 
theoristss repressive state policy forbidding minority ethnic groups from setting up 
schools,, societies and political parties would constitute a major source of discontent 
encouragingg people to engage in collective protest, for opportunity theorists it would 
meann an important obstacle for collective action since repressive policy dramatically 
increasess the costs of group mobilization (people can end up in jail for being involved in 
whatt the authorities would label 'illegal activities that threaten the security of the state'). 
Onn the other hand, accommodating state strategies are seen by grievance theorists as a 
wayy of dissolving feelings of indignation and thus as a way of removing incentives for 
groupp mobilization. For opportunity proponents, however, they constitute arrangements 
thatt facilitate collective action in that they increase its benefits and the chances of a 
successfull  outcome. 

Intuitively,, one would expect assimilation to strongly correlate with Bremmer's 
politicall  response of integration, and likewise presume language integration and 
languagelanguage retention to be connected to voice and exit. Chapter Seven examines whether 
thee political and cultural dimensions of the adjustment process of the Russian-speaking 
populationn are indeed closely related. If we for the moment assume this correlation to 
exist,, then the aforementioned theoretical conjectures translate to our framework of 
linguisticc responses in the following way. The grievance model would expect that the 
moree exclusionary state policy becomes, the tighter Russians and Russophone Ukrainians 
wouldd hold on to their language and culture. Conversely, the opportunity interpretation 
wouldd predict both groups to increasingly see no other choice but to linguistically 
integratee or assimilate, the more restrictive state policy grows. 

Sincee this research examines and compares the responses of the Russians and 
Russophonee Ukrainians in four cities within one country, both national and local policy 
needd to be analyzed. The relevance of the latter is underlined by the fact that a clear 
divisionn of powers between central and local levels of government has not yet crystallized 
inn a young state like Ukraine. Indeed, Nordberg (1998) noted that the adoption of the 
constitutionn in June 1996 did not bring clarity on this issue. Administrative uncertainties 
andd obscurities in the immediate post-independence years have therefore possibly led to 
widelyy diverging local state practices. Chapter Six is dedicated to the impact of these 
practicess on the nation-building process. The following three chapters discuss aspects of 
centrall  policy. 

Smithh and Wilson draw upon the works of Tarrow (1994) and other authors who have developed ideas 
andd theories on the rise of 'new social movements' in the West in the 1960s (i.e. ethnic, regional, 
environmentall  and feminist groups). 
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