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ABSTRACT: Despite winning independence in 1991, Ukraine remains an amorphous
society with a weak sense of national identity. One possible explanation is `late'
nation-creation, but in this article emphasis is laid on a continuing plurality of identity
projects and the legacy of the `failed' identity-building projects of the past. Ukraine's

most important distinguishing feature ± the existence of a substantial middle ground
between Ukrainian and Russian identities ± has considerable capacity to resist the
logic of consolidating statehood.

Introduction

In the decade since independence was somewhat fortuitously won in 1991,
Ukrainian statehood has been recognised as a more or less permanent reality
± especially after the two cornerstone agreements with Russia and NATO
in 1997 ± but neither national identity nor nationalism have consolidated
in a similar fashion (Wilson 1997 and 2000; Kubicek 1999: for some recent
Ukrainian discussions see Riabchuk 2000; Kas'ianov 1999; Kulyk 1999;
Hrytsenko 1998). No single project has yet been able to establish itself as a
`banal nationalism' (Billig 1995). Several commentators have therefore quite
sensibly recommended that Ukraine promote a `civic' identity (Szporluk
2000); but in itself the Ukrainian cives is as yet unable to rest on any stable
cultural core or develop any powerful transcendent idea. Nor has it per-
formed well in the areas that might underpin a civic identity, such as liberty,
prosperity and welfare, a common social contract of reciprocal rights and
obligations, or constitutional patriotism (Verfassungpatriotismus).

The core Ukrainian tradition ± the hoped-for concentric overlap between
Ukrainian ethnicity, language, culture and religion, and adherence to the
mythology associated with the historian Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi (1866±1934)
± remains a minority faith. The variety of possible primary boundary markers
has ensured that none can enclose the target community as a whole. In part,
this is because of the absence of a tradition of continuous statehood, late
modernisation, `late nation-creation' (Riabchuk 2000) and a consequent
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history of elite assimilation to other high cultures. My explanation in this
article, however, prefers to focus on the manner in which a continuing
plurality of identity projects, including the legacy of `failed' past projects,
have had a limited impact in the still ambiguous middle ground between
Ukrainian and Russian identities. This is all the more so because of the lack
of definition at the opposite end of the scale, where Russian ethno-
nationalism also has its list of inherited weaknesses, including a similar lack
of consensus on the defining features of national identity, the historical
tendency of Russians to identify with the state, the weakness of ancillary civil
society, and the persisting idea of Russia as some kind of assimilating
`superethnos' (Lieven 1999; Maiboroda 1999). The existence of this middle
ground is key to any understanding of Ukrainian society, but its very essence
makes it difficult to define.

The paper is in four parts. First, some general ways of modelling Ukrainian
society are discussed. Secondly, some attempts are made to model the all-
important middle ground. Thirdly, survey data is examined. Finally, possible
dynamic developments are discussed.

A dual ethnicity model

Nationality in Ukraine is usually de®ned by reference to Soviet census
statistics, but the weaknesses of Soviet census methodology are well known
(Silver 1986). Nationality was de®ned ascriptively, with a strong bias towards
paternal inheritance and/or republic of residence (Simonsen 1999). This
tradition of so-called `passport ethnicity' is not unimportant. Ukrainians are
used to thinking of it as a key part of their identity, administratively de®ned;
and of®cial categorisations can, of course, themselves create identities and
loyalties. Sociological surveys conducted since 1991 have con®rmed this
effect, albeit by continuing the Soviet practice of reifying ethnicity to produce
fairly automatic responses. In one of the largest nationally representative
surveys ever carried out in Ukraine (December 1997, all oblasts, N=10,211),
when asked for de®nitive replies, 69 per cent (73 per cent in the 1989 census)
considered themselves Ukrainian and 20 per cent Russian (22 per cent in
1989), although 6 per cent answered `both Ukrainian and Russian'.

However, when surveys are sensitive to the possibility of dual or situ-
ational identity, and offer a broader choice of categories, results can be very
different. In the same 1997 survey respondents were asked a second question
with the following options (see also Figure 1):

Ukrainian only 55.9%
Russian only 10.8%
both Ukrainian and Russian 26.7%
including ± `more Ukrainian than Russian' 7.4%

± `equally Ukrainian and Russian' 14.3%
± `more Russian than Ukrainian' 4.9%
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Significantly, large numbers of Ukrainians and Russians, 27 per cent of the
whole population, saw themselves as having some kind of shared identity
(Pogrebinskii 1998: 195 and 211). A similar 1995 survey recorded 15.8 per
cent in the middle camp (Rapawy 1997: 16). In fact, an even higher propor-
tion of Russians took this option. Only half (11 per cent) of the 1989 census
figure of 22 per cent saw themselves as `pure' Russians. Hence the hope
amongst Ukrainian nationalists that many nominal Russians, particularly the
products of mixed marriages who were vulnerable to the privileging of
Russian culture in the Soviet period, may reidentify as Ukrainians in the
census finally scheduled for late 2001 ± if the right questions were asked. Not
surprisingly, those whom the 1997 survey dubbed `Ukraino-Russians' (given
the roughly equal balance of the sub-options, they could just as well be
termed `Russo-Ukrainians') were concentrated in the newer urban centres of
southeastern Ukraine (see also Pirie 1996).

The language and ethnicity model

Many in Ukraine seek to sidestep ethnicity or jus sanguinus as a boun-
dary marker (though not necessarily where third parties are involved). One
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Figure 1. Different models of Ukrainian society
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alternative model has therefore sought to combine language and ethnicity,
again producing a tripartite division of Ukrainian society, with the middle
group now de®ned as `Russophone Ukrainian' rather than `Ukraino-Russian'
(the number of reported Ukrainophone Russians is tiny ± Arel and Khmelko
1996; Khmelko and Wilson 1998).

Ukraine is an emphatically bilingual country, but the criteria for defining
patterns of language use are complex and the end results hardly definitive (see
Figure 2). Nearly all citizens of Ukraine possess a degree of competence in
both languages. Large numbers will also move between the two depending
on circumstance, either from the pressure of context or more or less volun-
tarily. Soviet censuses had two means of assessing patterns of language dis-
tribution. The first was to ask a question about `native tongue' (ridna mova in
Ukrainian, rodnoi yazyk in Russian), although it was unclear whether this
meant the language of one's ancestors, maternal language, language spoken
during childhood, or language of subjective self-identification. The first inter-
pretation tended to predominate, producing an over-coincidence with the fixed
ethnicity variable. Nevertheless, even using this ambiguous methodology,
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12.3 per cent of `passport Ukrainians' gave Russian as their `mother tongue'
in 1989. A much smaller number of Russians, 1.6 per cent, cited Ukrainian ±
87.7 per cent of Ukrainians still gave Ukrainian, 98.4 per cent of Russians still
gave Russian (Kaiser 1994: 273 and 294).

Subjective loyalty to the language of one's ancestors is an important
identity factor, but certainly does not reflect actual patterns of language use.
More recent surveys have focused on language of preference as a more likely
indicator of identity in situations of reasonably free choice, and have sought
to assess this factor by employing bilingual interviewers to offer interviewees
a choice of Ukrainian or Russian questionnaires. According to this method-
ology, the number of Ukrainians who are Russophone by preference is much
higher than the number of Russian `native language' Ukrainians ± about a
third of the whole population rather than an eleventh. As a result, the num-
ber of Ukrainophones and Russophones is almost equal: 41 per cent of
the total 1997 survey were Ukrainophone, 44 per cent Russophone and
14 per cent happy in either language ± with the latter dividing more or less
one-third Ukrainian, two-thirds Russian if pushed (Pogrebinskii 1998: 17±18
and 194±5). In other words, only a minority of the overall population, just
over 20 million out of 50 million, are actually Ukrainophone Ukrainians,
that is Ukrainians who prefer to speak Ukrainian ± and only half of these live
in urban areas, where Russophones are a clear majority. The language/
ethnicity model can be summarised as follows (it would be a mistake to be
too precise):

Ukrainophone Ukrainians 40±5%
Russophone Ukrainians 30±5%
Russophone Russians 20±2%
(Ukrainophone Russians 1±3%)

There is a significant fit between the language±ethnicity and dual eth-
nicity models. Most (70 per cent) of the Ukraino-Russian group were also
Russophone Ukrainians. However, the `Ukrainophone' group is smaller than
the `Ukrainian' group in the first model. The difference ± self-identified
Ukrainians (20 per cent) whose language of preference was identified as
Russian ± indicates both that nominal ethnicity does retain some power to
trump language as a badge of identity and that patterns of language accul-
turation go very deep indeed. Moreover, the language±ethnicity model is
more asymmetrical than the dual ethnicity model. More than half of pass-
port Russians in Ukraine may be prepared to consider themselves partially
Ukrainian in an ethnic sense, but only 3.5 per cent were prepared to report
themselves as Ukrainophone (Pogrebinskii 1998: 17).

Language fluency is another dimension. Monolingualism is quite rare in
Ukraine, although in reality more common amongst those labelled as ethnic
Russians. Here the Soviet census can be taken as a guide, as its third question
about `fluency in a second language of the USSR' was fairly unambiguous.
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Almost 60 per cent of Ukrainians (59.5 per cent) cited Russian, in addition to
the 12.3 per cent of Ukrainians who gave Russian as their `native tongue',
giving a total figure for Ukrainians' claimed fluency in Russian of 71.8 per
cent. A smaller number of Russians (32.8 per cent) cited fluency in Ukrainian
as a second language, giving a total figure for Russians' claimed fluency in
Ukrainian (with the small number, only 1.6 per cent, of Russians then cit-
ing Ukrainian as their native tongue) of 34.4 per cent (Kaiser 1994: 290 and
294).1 All told, therefore, nearly 60 per cent of the total population identify
themselves as fluent bilinguals. `Fluency' is, of course, a step above varying
degrees of `ability' or `competence'. Nearly all Ukrainians can speak some
Russian.

Fluencies and competencies are overlapping. Some surveys have indicated
that almost 30 per cent of the population use either language, `depending on
the circumstances' (Riabchuk 1998: 96 ± emphasis added). Circumstances
may be defined just by who speaks first, they may be defined by sub-group.
Different milieux may tend towards one language or other (business to
Russian, cultural industries to Ukrainian), each with their own particular
argot. Many Ukrainians, and a smaller number of local Russians, could be
classed as `floating speakers', just as they are `floating voters'. Circumstances
can also be affected by the perceived status of the different languages. The
Ukrainian critic Mykola Riabchuk has argued that Ukrainian is still re-
garded as a lower-status language, even for many Ukrainians, particularly in
urban areas outside of the west. Ukrainian is therefore `underused', because
many Ukrainians still defer to the higher-status Russian culture. The lan-
guage of preference methodology may therefore overestimate the number of
real Russophones, as many natural Ukrainophones may defer to Russian in
the semi-public context of a survey interview (Riabchuk 1998: 89).

The issue of competence can also be looked at in a technical sense. An
additional perspective is provided by adding a control question to surveys
which asks interviewers to assess the type of language used by interviewees.
In the 1997 survey, regardless of the original choice of language, 40 per cent
were deemed by the interviewers to be speaking more or less standard literary
Ukrainian, 42 per cent to be using literary Russian, while 18 per cent were
using a mixture of both ± the meÂlange known as surzhyk, meaning `wheat and
rye' (Pogrebinskii 1998: 17). The middle group this time is by definition ethnic
Ukrainian (although Ukrainianised Russian also exists), mainly Ukrainians
with less of a formal education and/or those who live in rural or small town
areas. As such, it has traditionally been seen as the low-culture element in the
Ukrainian heteroglossia (Bilaniuk 1997). It has also been argued, however,
that reasonably fixed `rules of engagement' exist (Flier 2000). Expanding the
use of literary Ukrainian is therefore not the only way to build a broader base
of cultural support for the new Ukraine, if, as with many first-generation US
immigrants or speakers of Caribbean patois, `literary Surzhyk' can act as an
adjunct to literary Ukrainian in a demi-monde of parallel loyalty to the new
state.
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Identifying the middle group, modelling the `Other Ukraine'

Both the dual ethnicity and the language±ethnicity models give a very blurred
picture. They also indicate the importance of the middle ground ± the key to
any potential majority in Ukrainian society ± without, however, de®ning it
clearly yet. The middle group provides an all-important `opposition not
between the `̀ Ukrainian'' and `̀ Russian'' ideas in their pure form but between
different versions of the Ukrainian project ± Ukrainophone (Ukrainian eth-
nic) and Russophone (Little Russian), Soviet and so on' (Hrytsak 1999: 22),
but there are many versions of that opposition.

(i) The ®rst obvious epithet for the `other Ukraine' is Soviet . Many elements
of this identity are still extant in Ukraine, and on many different levels.
Opinion surveys regularly indicate that some two-thirds of the population
express some type of regret at the passing of the USSR (depending on how the
question is phrased, 50.5 per cent in question 5 below) and that two-thirds
support Ukrainian independence. In this particular overlapping model (the
fact of overlap being, of course, in itself indicative), three sub-groups can be
distinguished. The right third can be regarded as unambiguously Ukrainian,
while the middle third are the Soviet Ukrainians, both Ukrainian and Soviet.
In the words of Oleksandr Hrytsenko, they support independence but still
adhere to the mythology of the `Ukrainian Soviet nation', the `profane'
version of Ukrainian national identity that developed alongside, and in part
by redeveloping key parts of, the `sacred' version created by nineteenth-
century ethno-nationalists (Hrytsenko 1998: 153).

The `left' third of the population that both regrets the passing of the
USSR and opposes Ukrainian independence includes at one extreme hard
soviets, for whom the Soviet identity is fully extant. In part, their identity is
supra-national, even pan-cultural, wrapped in a rhetoric of `anti-nationalism'
and `the friendship of the peoples', but in so far as it refers to a `Soviet
people' (sovetskii narod) as both a historical and a current reality, located in a
`Soviet homeland' (sovetskaia rodina or sovetskoe Otechestvo), it also refers to
a specific community, with its own group myths and boundary markers, a
national identity of sorts (Simonenko 1999: 35 and 87). Polling evidence
varies (the Communist electorate is about one-quarter), but in the 1997
survey 8.6 per cent still chose `the Soviet people' as the group with which they
identified the most ± just above the 7.6 per cent who voted against
independence in the heady atmosphere of the December 1991 referendum
(Pogrebinskii 1998: 195). Other surveys have indicated that up to 30 per cent
still consider Soviet as some part of their identity, roughly the left third in
this model. If the extreme are hard soviets, the remainder might be termed
soft soviets. They possess a residual attachment to many of the key myths
and symbols of the Soviet state and society; the Soviet legacy has some
ambiguous relation to their identity, but cannot be said to constitute it in
full.
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(ii) One possibility is that the Soviet identity will fade away in time as the
generational cohort most committed to its core mythology passes on (al-
though a remythologised past is perfectly capable of attracting younger
groups who never experienced it ± especially if current socio-economic
dif®culties persist). Another possibility is that `Soviet' functions as the most
convenient shorthand for other, as yet more latent, identities. One such is the
`civilisational' aspect of Soviet identity, based in its supposed opposition to
the West. Many modern Russian writers continue to argue that this was
consonant with an East Slavic mentality that has always been supra-national,
continental and assimilative in outlook, and that it has as much appeal to
Ukrainians as the Russians (Dugin 1997). Petro Symonenko, for example,
leader of the Communist Party of Ukraine, de®nes the USSR as `a great
slavic-soviet civilisation' (Simonenko 1999: 200).

One way of expressing this link is through the idea of Eurasianism, as when
current President Leonid Kuchma stated in his notorious 1994 inauguration
speech that `Ukraine is historically part of the [same] Eurasian economic and
cultural space' as Russia and Belarus (Holos UkraõÈny 1994). The furious
reaction from Ukrainophone nationalists forced Kuchma to backpedal
sharply, and he has never spelled out fully what he meant. At least two
possibilities exist. One, the idea that Ukrainians, Russians and Belarussians
share an identifiable geopolitical and cultural space, is functionally equivalent
to East Slavism (see below).2 The other idea is that there is a specifically
Ukrainian Eurasia, parallel and rival to Russia's sphere of interests ± and this
is what several of Kuchma's advisers have since tried to insist was his real
original message (Hryn'ov 1995; Vydrin and Tabachnyk 1995). Interestingly,
this is no less than what many traditional Ukrainian nationalists have always
argued (Lypa 1954: 70±80). Nevertheless, Eurasianism is really mainly a
foreign policy doctrine, the least resonant possibility, and the least capable of
serving as an overall identity.

(iii) If Eurasianism is too narrowly associated with the new Russian nation-
alism, and the `Asia' half of the couplet is unfashionable; then East Slavism,
the persistent myth of the common origin, joint descent and continuing com-
munity of fate of the Ukrainians, Russians and Belarussians (and possibly
also their diasporas in areas such as Transdniester or north Kazakhstan), is
still a powerful identity option. It ®gured strongly in the rhetoric of mainly
leftist candidates in the 1999 presidential election, who between them received
almost exactly a third (33.35 per cent) of the ®rst-round vote.3 It is also
interesting that after the failure of speci®cally Russian ethno-nationalist par-
ties in the 1998 parliamentary elections, their successors have chosen names
such as the Slavic Party, the parties of One Kievan Rus', One Rus' and Rus'-
Ukrainian Union.

Four myths stand out for Ukrainian East Slavists. First is the myth of
common origin in a `relatively united East Slavic condominium (spil'nist')' at
the time of Kievan Rus', still being popularised by influential figures such as
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Petro Tolochko, historian, deputy head of the Academy of Sciences and
people's deputy for the largely east Ukrainian Hromada party (Tolochko
1996: 255).

Second is the myth of cultural synthesis, the idea that:

The term `rosiis'ka [all-Russian] culture' does not mean Russian ethnic culture nor
even the culture of the all-Russian [rosiis'ka] people, but the state culture of Russia
[Rossiia], which has formed over the ages [because it is a culture to which both

Ukrainians and Russians have contributed. This culture] suits the ethnocultural
interests of the main part of Ukraine, and is an irrevocable ingredient of her life, a
necessary basis of her existence. (Maiboroda 1999: 22)4

Third is the assertion that this `common cultural space' perseveres and is
worth preserving. For some, this means via some form of restored collective
statehood. More generally, it is reflected in the casual rhetoric of fraternity
and `open borders' used by most left and many centre politicians, which acts
as a powerful filter on the type of Ukrainian nationalist mythology that can
be incorporated into the new state.

Fourth (usually) is the attempt to marginalise the west Ukrainian experi-
ence as something alien to the Dnieper Ukrainians' natural cultural affinity
(but not identity) with the north (Tolochko 1998). As with many Russian
nationalists, Ukrainian East Slavists have consciously adopted Samuel
Huntington's `clash of civilisations' terminology, even placing their `civilisa-
tional divide' in the same place, between the diaposonic `symphony' of the
Ukraino-Russian Orthodox East and the Catholic West (rather crudely, as
with Huntington, Greek Catholics and Roman Catholics being considered as
one ± see Symonenko 1999) (Huntington 1996). Mykola Riabchuk has gone
so far as to compare the mythologisation and denigration of west Ukrainian
influence in Kiev to Russian nationalists' exaggeration of the power of Jews
in Moscow (Riabchuk 2000: 228).

(iv) One as yet unexplored possibility that might emerge from the East Slavic
position is Dnieper nationalism; that is, a nationalism that is uniquely
Ukrainian but based on Kievan rather than west Ukrainian traditions. Petro
Tolochko has argued that nineteenth-century Ukrainians in the Russian
empire, such as Ivan Nechui-Levyts'kyi (1838±1918), created an alternative
literary culture that was `far in advance' of that of west Ukraine, and which
was not afraid of close cultural contact with Russia. Whereas their Galician
equivalents developed a nationalism of marginal cultural protest and rural
social exclusion, Dnieper Ukrainians have always had the con®dence to
operate within a framework of fraternal Orthodoxy and still maintain their
separate existence as a people (Hryn'ov 1995: 62±4; Tolochko 1998: 9). But
common origin is not the same thing as common identity. The Ukrainian
philosopher Vasilii Zenkovs'kyi (1881±1962), minister for religion under the
Hetmanate government in 1918, saw no reason why Ukraine and Russia could
not be independent states with similar cultures (like Canada and America or
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Austria and Germany), so long as Russia refrained from abusing the idea of
cultural closeness by unjusti®ably asserting the two nations' cultural homo-
geneity (Zen'kovskii 1995: 219).

(v) Dnieper nationalism can be distinguished from the Kievocentrism
advocated by the fringe nationalist group Ukrainian National Assembly ±
Ukrainian Self-Defence Force (UNA-UNSO). Their version of East Slavism
is based on the idea of a Ukrainian Kiev as the main inheritor of the original
culture of Rus'. `The mission of [re]uniting Rus' lands', they argue, belongs
not to Moscow, as `in Russia the Slavic peoples are far from dominant in all
regions'; while the Belarussians are of course `too few' in number. Ukraine,
on the other hand, may have its minorities, but the country is `98 per cent
Slav'. It is also the only force capable of combining `original Kievan'
Orthodoxy and the pre-Christian culture of Rus', to create `a modern anthro-
pocosmism and monotheism turned into a warlike neo-pagan Ukrainian
Spiritual Order' (UNA-UNSO 2000).

In theory, there might be some long-term potential for convergence be-
tween Dnieper and Kievocentric nationalism, but only if the myth of common
East Slavic origin can be rebranded in more Ukraino-centric forms. For the
moment, Dnieper nationalism is more focused on the legacies of the nine-
teenth century than those of the ninth, and Kievo-centrism is not the stuff of
practical geopolitics.

(vi) Drawing on theories of the `post-colonial' (Pavlyshyn 1992), Riabchuk
has preferred to identify the middle ground with a form of creole nationalism;
that is, with the nationalism of a newly post-colonial population that is
unsympathetic, even antagonistic, to the indigenous culture in which it is in
fact rooted. Writing in 1994, Riabchuk characterised Ukraine as a `30-60-10'
society. Only 30 per cent of the population could be considered self-
consciously Ukrainian, and 10 per cent explicitly anti-Ukrainian (either `hard
soviets' perhaps, or the half of all ethnic Russians, 10 per cent not 22 per cent,
who were really self-consciously such). The remaining 60 per cent majority
was little more than an `ethnic substratum that has not yet become a modern
nation ± [that is] neither Russian, nor Ukrainian . . . conserved in a feudal,
premodern and prenational stage of development' (Riabchuk 1994: 132±3).5

To be more precise, `two nations' had grown up on Ukrainian territory.
Whereas a `normal' east European nation `with a modern national con-
sciousness' had developed in the former Habsburg west, in Dnieper Ukraine,
`in the eastern `̀ Russo-Soviet'' part of Ukraine the conversion of the pre-
modern `̀ Little Russian'' ethnos into a Ukrainian nation did not acquire a
mass character' (Riabchuk 2000: 7).

This `premodern' majority, Riabchuk continued, has no real existence as a
group. `Self-identification is impossible without full intellectual reflection, for
which this mass is unprepared in principle thanks to its historical under-
development.' That is (debatably, see sections iii and iv), it has no ideologues
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producing identity-defining myths. Moreover, although this mass character-
istically expresses the opinion that `it's all the same' (that is, there is no real
difference between Russians and Ukrainians), `in fact this formula only
camouflages' a characteristically post-colonial internalisation of metropolitan
contempt for the peripheral culture. As a consequence of `neocolonialism,
self-colonialism and internal colonialism', Ukrainian culture continues to
suffer from a negative self-image, creating a `Ukrainophobia amongst Ukrain-
ians' ± that is, amongst the Ukrainians of the Dnieper `mass', not the west
Ukrainians (Riabchuk 1994: 139 and 143 ± emphasis in original). Ukraine is
still scarred by the coexistence of two cultures, and `the domination of the
`̀ first world'' of urban, modern, Russian-language civilisation over the `̀ third
world'' civilisation of village, backward, Ukrainian-language' culture
(Riabchuk 2000: 140).

Unlike a black skin, however, Ukrainian language and culture `can be
easily changed' by Ukrainians who leave their rural environs and `escape to
the urban centres looking for a better life' (Riabchuk 2000: 291). Although
the pronounced ethnic division of labour at the bottom of society becomes
less obvious higher up the social scale, when in any case it becomes much
harder to tell who is a Ukrainian and who is a Russian, language is retained
as a boundary marker. Ukrainophones may dominate the `cultural-
humanitarian' ghetto, but the Russophone Ukrainian intelligentsia, `the
most dynamic and modern part of the post-imperial intelligentsia' (Riabchuk
2000: 8), predominates elsewhere ± in government, media and amongst the
nouveaux riches.

In political terms [this elite] is quite `Ukrainian', i.e. quite supportive of state inde-
pendence, territorial integrity and many historical myths and symbols shared with

Ukrainophones. In cultural and linguistic terms, however, it is rather `Russian' in
nature, i.e. unsympathetic to Ukrainophones (with their alleged `western Ukrainian
nationalistic obsession') and is thoroughly biased against the Ukrainian language and
culture. (Ibid.: 292)

`The creole elite', Riabchuk argues elsewhere, `is simultaneously `̀ anti-
imperial'' and `̀ anti-Ukrainian''':

We can compare this creole elite with the Latin American elite, which did not win
independence for itself to unite with local Indians and build for their bene®t a state of
the Aztec, Mayans or Quechuas ± or to once again unite with Spain or Portugal. In
some cases this creole elite was able to completely destroy the Indians, in others ± for

the struggle with the [former] metropol and the legitimisation of its rule ± to incor-
porate Indian leaders in its ranks, to pillage their symbolism, to pronounce the
Quechuan language the `state' [language] and even begin to use it for ritual purposes ±

but of course this elite will never speak the Indian language with their `white' wives,
children and grandchildren, and in general will never treat their native entourage
seriously. (Riabchuk 1999: 8)

Riabchuk is referring by definition to a type of (anti-Ukrainian) nation-
alism confined to Ukrainians, but clearly `creolism' overlaps with many of the
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traditional Ukrainophobias of Russian nationalism. Particularly under Presi-
dent Kuchma, therefore, `Ukrainianisation' has been largely a smokescreen.
`Civic' rhetoric may come naturally to this elite, but only as a means of mask-
ing its own nationalism and consolidating an anti-Ukrainian status quo.

Riabchuk's argument amounts to the claim that, despite independence,
Ukraine has failed to become an effective `Gellnerite' state, one that is unable
or unwilling to privilege Ukrainian as a new literate high culture. His per-
spective, however, relies on fitting Ukraine into a post-colonial paradigm
which seeks to deconstruct all other aspects of Ukraine's past. The middle
ground is not necessarily unholy ground. Ukraine is arguably as much
post-national as it is pre-national. At least two recent `national' (or imperial
identity) projects ± the all-Russian (vserossiis'ka) and the Soviet ± have failed
in the Ukrainian `periphery', but their fractured legacy is not necessarily only
a form of false consciousness.

(vii) Riabchuk and others have also argued that `pre-national' identities are
expressed as local identities in Ukraine ± where individuals with a predom-
inantly local identity are known as tuteshni, those who see themselves as
coming from `here' (tut). Signi®cantly, the same concept also exists amongst
neighbouring peoples with whom Ukrainian identities have often been
blurred ± tuteishy in Belarusian and tutejsi in Polish.

In many respects, of course, localism is not nationalism, as the idea of a
transcendent national identity is rejected or not even considered a relevant
concept (Egelking 1999). There are, however, at least three, possibly four,
types of tuteshni identities in Ukraine. The first also express the idea of
multiethnicity, often in a form consonant with East Slavic or Soviet identities
± as most obviously with the idea of an east Ukrainian Donbas identity
(donchanin), based around the myth of an urban melting-pot dissolving par-
ticularities of ethnicity and origin into a common labour culture (Programma
Interdvzizhenia Donbassa 1994). Then there is the southern Ukrainian identity
(chornomortsi, novorossianin), harking back to the region's nineteenth-century
status as the `New Europe' or `European California' ± with a central myth of
multiethnic immigration to a `virgin' coastal territory of new opportunity and
the consequent `voluntary' adoption of a lingua franca ± Russian rather than
English (Gurov (1992) describes the local mixed population as `a new Russian-
language sub-ethnos'). Multiethnicity, as well as geographical semi-isolation
and a myth of historical exceptionalism, are also crucial to the idea of a
`Crimean people' (krymskii narod or, less often, narod Kryma), although this
would-be identity is more clearly predicated on the assumption of local ethnic
Russian predominance (Malgin 2000).

The second type involves local identities (Kievites, Volhynians, Podolians),
which are more obviously sub-types of a broader Ukrainian whole. The
third type is similar to this second, but on the peripheries of Ukrainian
settlement there have long been sub-groups whose allegiance to the larger
Ukrainian nation has been disputed between Ukrainianising and localising
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ethnic entrepreneurs and/or ethnic entrepreneurs of neighbouring national-
isms. The best-known case is the Carpathian rusyny (Rusyns), historically
divided between advocates of Russian, Ukrainian, Hungarian and Slovak
identities and the idea that the locals make up a separate fourth East Slavic
nation. There are also the nearby lemky (either Ukrainians or Poles, though
some would argue that they are also Rusyns), the polishchuky or lytvyny
(Ukrainians or Belarusians), and would-be diaspora groups such as the
Kuban' Cossacks (Ukrainians or Russians).

Given the typology laid out above, it would be expected that the overall
`middle group' would be heavily represented in localisms of the first and
possibly third type, less so in localisms of the second type.

It might also be pointed out that Russian nationalists have seized on the
idea of tuteshni identities in the attempt to deconstruct the idea of a single
Ukrainian nation. According to one author, `no less than five or six different
east Slavic peoples (narodov) speak, think, profess their languages and cul-
tures on the territory of Ukraine, having [also] their own independent literary
languages' (sic). These are listed as the Russians, Ukrainians (that is, `Little
Russians' proper or Dnieper Ukrainians), the Galicians, Carpathian Rusyns
and (the remnants) of a putative Left Bank or Slobids'ka Ukrainian identity
that was supposedly exemplified by the writer Hryhorii Kvitka-Osnov''ia-
nenko (1778±1843) (Baulin 1999: 111 and 118). Another source lists five `sub
ethnoses' of the `Great Russian people' in Ukraine: the `Ukrainians' proper
or Little Russian (malorossy) `minority', the New Russians (novorossy) of
the east and south, the Galicians (or `Red Russians'), the Rusyns and the
Polessians or polishchuky (Morozov 1997).

(viii) A special case of regional identity is the ®nal possibility of Galician
nationalism; that is, a west Ukrainian nationalism that de®nes itself against
the rest of Ukraine. Traditionally, the former Habsburg territory of Galicia
has seen itself as the `Piedmont' of Ukraine: following the model of Italian
uni®cation by the House of Savoy in 1860, both the potential agent of
national unity and the keeper of the true faith on behalf of the rest of
Ukraine. Galician nationalism has to date been proselytising rather than
inward-looking. And thus it is likely to remain, although there are one or two
signs of frustration with `the other' Ukraine. In a state dominated by `creoles'
and `Soviets', Galicia, which accounts for only 10 per cent of the population,
is condemned to in¯uence events from outside. As one Galician author
complained in 1999, `for the ®rst time in history . . . L'viv has a relationship
with a centre, a capital city, that has no strong identity of its own or strategic
direction [and is but] a secondary re¯ection' of Moscow, `a capital that has
no national identity or independent state line' (Sadovyi 1999). If the west
gave up on the dream of a `Great[er] Ukraine' (Velyka UkraõÈna), it would be
better able to establish a truly Ukrainian nation-state free from the in¯uence
of the `eastern clans', `Moscow capital' and the `hypnotised' sub-Soviets who
predominate in Dnieper Ukraine (Khavich 2000). One straw in the wind is a
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certain fashion for writing in the Latin alphabet in small intelligentsia circles
in L'viv.

However, it is difficult to imagine a Galician mini-state (although this is a
fantasy shared with many Russian nationalists ± see Dugin 1997: 377±83), let
alone one better able to express its European destiny ± not least because it
would still be overshadowed by Kiev's `secondary reflection' of Moscow,
which could well become stronger without Galician influence. In any case, a
suddenly introspective Galician identity would be a default option for a
regional subsection of conscious Ukrainophiles, not for the `middle ground'.
A Galician identity made sense for many in the nineteenth century,
particularly before 1848, but only in conditions of relative ignorance of
other identity projects amongst the eastern Slavs ± initially both Ukraino-
philism and Russophilism, as well as Austrophilism (Himka 1999). Today it
would have to deal with a reality of a failed `Great Ukrainian' project that
would produce totally different circumstances.

Survey data

Some light can be shed on the above issues by the large-scale representative
survey of public opinion in Ukraine (N=1,741), funded by the ESRC and
conducted in March 1998 by myself and colleagues from the Universities of
Essex and Birmingham.6 Several key questions referred to the issue of
national identity. First of all, we asked `What makes someone a Ukrainian?'

Q. 1: What makes someone a Ukrainian?

The Ukrainian language 68 3.9%
Ukrainian ancestors 395 22.7%
Consciousness of Ukraine's separate history 86 4.9%
Citizenship of the Ukrainian state 302 17.3%
Consciousness of oneself as a Ukrainian 704 40.4%
Don't know 145 8.3%
No answer 42 2.4%

There was little support for any fixed or exclusivist model of Ukrainian
identity. Only 3.9 per cent defined identity by language. Only 4.9 per cent
considered a belief in Ukraine's distinct historical path to be paramount.
Rather more, but still a minority (22.7 per cent), defined identity by jus
sanguinis. On the other hand, 57.7 per cent chose the more flexible, open-
ended options of citizenship or subjective `consciousness of oneself as a
Ukrainian' (usvidomlennia sebe ukraõÈntsem).

Respondents were also asked a scale question (1 to 5) to place their
personal position between two extreme views: that `Ukraine should, in the
main, be a state of the Ukrainian nation' (option 1) and that `Ukraine should,
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in the main, be a state without ethnic designation' (option 5). The answers
were as follows:

Q. 2: Degree of Ukrainianisation

Option 1 (state of the Ukrainian nation) 387 22.2%
Option 2 161 9.3%
Option 3 321 18.4%
Option 4 165 9.5%
Option 5 (state without ethnic designation) 535 30.7%
None 11 0.6%
Don't know 82 4.7%
No answer 79 4.5%

Answers were more evenly distributed than for some other questions, but the
Ukrainian nationalist position (option 1) was again a minority one (22.2 per
cent). The extreme `civic' view (option 5) was slightly more popular (30.7 per
cent); but the expanded middle ground (options 2±4) ± some combination of
an ethnic and civic state ± represented the plurality view (37.2 per cent).

There was much less of a consensus as to what this mixture should actually
be. This was demonstrated when we sought to probe commitment to
particular models of identity through questions referring to key myths and
symbols that are controversial to rival local ethno-nationalisms. Ukrainian
nationalists tend to support a mythology of separate origin and development,
and of `state-building' efforts frustrated by Russian imperialism; Russian
nationalists tend to deny or subordinate Ukrainian history; middle ground
mythologies tend to stress common or overlapping experience. Neutral
options were also included where possible, to avoid forcing respondents into
any particular camp or generating a high number of `don't knows'.

The first question referred to mythologies of national origin ± Russian or
Ukrainian ± in the early medieval state of Kievan Rus'.

Q. 3: When you think about the period of Kievan Rus', which of the follow-
ing statements is closest to your views?

At that time Russians and Ukrainians lived
together in harmony 372 21.4%

The centre of Rus' was Kiev, therefore
Russians should stop looking at us like
`younger brothers'. Our history is more
ancient than theirs 284 16.3%

Kiev was always a Russian town 56 3.2%
At the time of Kievan Rus' there did not
exist a clear division amongst the Eastern
Slavs between Ukrainians and Russians 717 41.2%

Don't know 207 11.9%
No answer 70 4.0%
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The Hrushevs'kyi view of history (the second option) was supported by a
significant minority (16.3 per cent), but no more. On the other hand, the pure
Russian nationalist view was even more unpopular (3.2 per cent) ± and by
definition this could only be a small minority of local `census' Russians. Most
significant was the clear plurality (41.2 per cent) who sidestepped the argu-
ment between Russian and Ukrainian ethno-nationalists to take the (in many
ways perfectly sensible) view that a pre-modern entity like Rus' could not be
considered the exclusive progeny of either Ukrainians or Russians.

A second historiographical question looked at arguably the key turning
point in Ukrainian history ± the Pereiaslav Council in 1654. To Ukrainian
nationalists such as the poet Taras Shevchenko the Council has traditionally
been seen as a betrayal of the ideas of the earlier `national revolution' of 1648,
as it linked (Left Bank) Ukraine to Russia (basically the first option). To East
Slavic nationalists, and to their Soviet counterparts, it has been celebrated for
precisely that reason (second option).

Q. 4: What do you understand happened at the Pereiaslav Council in 1654?

It began the process of Ukraine losing its
independence 249 14.3%

It began the process of reuniting the
Ukrainian and Russian peoples 734 42.2%

It began the process of connecting
Ukraine to Russia 342 19.7%

Don't know 285 16.4%
No answer 130 7.5%

The third option was designed to be neutral, avoiding any implication of
how fully (most of ) Ukraine was linked to Russia after 1654, or any exist-
ential implication of national `reunion' (it being closer to a simple statement
of fact). Significantly, the second option was the most popular, and the num-
ber of `don't knows' was high.

A third historiographical question looked at the achievement of independ-
ence in 1991.

Q. 5: Which of the following statements do you consider is closest to the truth?

Ukraine won its independence in 1991
as a result of centuries of national-
liberation struggle 153 8.8%

The proclamation of Ukrainian independence
in 1991 came about by accident, but we
must make the most of it 357 20.5%

The proclamation of Ukrainian independence
in 1991 was an unnatural break in the unity
of the East Slavic peoples 345 19.8%
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The proclamation of Ukrainian independence
in 1991 was a great misfortune, in so far as
it meant the end of the USSR 535 30.7%

None of the above 47 2.7%
Don't know 202 11.6%
No answer 101 5.8%

There was little support (8.8 per cent) for the view expressed in the preamble
to the Declaration of Independence itself ± that it represented the culmination
of `a thousand-year tradition of state-building in Ukraine'. Rather more (20.5
per cent) backed the `default' Ukrainian nationalist option ± that inde-
pendence was a welcome surprise. Once again, East Slavic (19.8 per cent) and
residual Soviet sentiments (30.7 per cent) were prominent. Presumably more
chose the latter option as historically a more accurate description of the state
entity that disappeared in 1991.

Then we asked respondents to rate particular historical figures by assessing
whether they should (or should not) appear on the banknotes of the new
Ukrainian currency, the hrivnia, introduced in 1996.

Q. 6: Who would you most/least like to see on banknotes in Ukraine?
(*already on notes)

Most Least
Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi* 479 27.5% 3 0.2%
Mazepa* 52 3.0% 45 2.6%
Catherine II 68 3.9% 145 8.3%
Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi* 173 9.9% 9 0.5%
Stepan Bandera 23 1.3% 350 20.1%
Marshall Zhukov 181 10.4% 31 1.8%
Marshall Vatutin 22 1.3% 8 0.5%
Leonid Kravchuk 26 1.5% 465 26.7%
Other 73 4.2% 11 0.7%
None 151 8.7% 107 6.1%
Don't know 398 22.9% 444 25.5%
No answer 95 5.5% 123 7.1%

Hrushevs'kyi, Bandera and Mazepa are traditional favourites of Ukrainian
ethno-nationalists; Catherine II for their Russian rivals; Zhukov and Vatutin
are Soviet war-heroes. Bohdan Kheml'nyts'kyi was the only near-consensus
choice, most probably because he appeals both to Ukrainophiles (for his role
in leading the `national uprising' of 1648) and to East Slavists (for signing the
Pereiaslav Treaty in 1654). This hypothesis is strongly supported by the near
absence of any negative sentiment against him. The strong positive sentiment
for Hrushevs'kyi, albeit at a lower level, was more surprising, given his
demonisation in the Soviet (post-1930) era. Possibly this is a re¯ection of his
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successful rebranding as `father of the nation' and ®rst president in 1917,
rather than controversial ethno-historian. Also surprising was the absence of
sentiment either way for Marshall Vatutin (the liberator of Kiev in 1943,
killed in an engagement with west Ukrainian nationalists in 1944 ± his statue
still stands outside the Ukrainian parliament), possibly because he is most
remembered in the capital. Attachment to Zhukov, the ultimate Soviet war-
hero, was stronger. Supporters of Catherine II (for her role in conquering
southern Ukraine from the Ottomans and Tatars) were outnumbered by
opponents (for abolishing the Hetmanate and the Cossack `Sich'). The well-
known negative sentiment against Stepan Bandera, symbol of the ultra-
radical nationalism of the 1940s, was con®rmed. Leonid Kravchuk seems to
be recalled more as the author of Ukraine's current economic misfortunes
than as the ®rst elected president of independent Ukraine, and perhaps
suffered from still being alive.

Overall, it is signi®cant that support for most of the key elements of Ukrain-
ian nationalist mythology (the separate origin of the Ukrainian nation, its
contradistinction to an exploitative, imperial Russia) was nearly always
lower than 73 per cent (the number of census Ukrainians), and even lower
than 40±5 per cent; that is a regional (west Ukrainian) and social (intelligent-
sia) minority of Ukrainophones. Pure Russian nationalism also consistently
underscores its target group (22 per cent). The possibility that Ukrainian
identity might consolidate under myths of collective victimhood was not
speci®cally investigated, but remains problematical. Narratives of `colonial
suffering' have limited appeal, so long as a Russian `they' is not easily
opposed to a Ukrainian `we'. The most speci®c instance, the Famine of
1932±3, is too emotive an issue for current elites (Riabchuk 2000: 182),
and the `we' who suffered did not include west Ukrainians or city-dwellers.
The Chernobyl' disaster, in the late 1980s at least a powerful cipher for the
exploitation of all Ukraine, has declined in salience as energy needs have
become more pressing ± though it could be remythologised after the plant's
belated closure in December 2000.

It was also noticeable that consistency was only to be found at the ex-
tremes, supporting the basic proposition that identity and opinion sets are not
well formed in Ukraine. Things get most crowded in the centre, where Soviet,
Soviet Ukrainian, Russo-Ukrainian, Russophone Ukrainian, creole and
Dnieper identities all potentially overlap. Some combinations are more natural
than others, some are difficult to imagine (see Figure 3). One commentator
has proposed a neater three-fold division of society into `Ukrainians',
`creoles' and `Soviets', whom he calls sovoks (Hrabovs'kyi 1999),7 but this
imposes an unnatural relative clarity on the `shatter effect' in the middle
ground. As the historian Yaroslav Hrytsak has remarked of this disorder,
`[traditional] Ukrainian nationalism may be a minority faith, but it is the
biggest minority' (Hrytsak 2000). Blurred boundaries remain a salient feature
± one Ukrainian commentator prefers the term `social ambivalence'
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(Holovakha 1992; see also Riabchuk 2000: 278±88) ± as is resistance to
choice and to any `artificial' hardening of barriers. According to one activist,
the Eastern Slavs should not be forced `to chose between a mono- and a poly-
cultural identity' (Morozov 1994). Hence the still amorphous nature of the
`Other Ukraine'.

Conclusions: dynamic models

Are these blurred boundaries likely to persist? Given the relative size of the
key groups, a rapid Ukrainianisation is an unlikely prospect, particularly if,
as under Kravchuk's presidency in 1991±4, it were to be based solely on the
relatively narrow traditions of west Ukraine and/or the west Ukrainian
diaspora. Any repeat (a programme on `Broadening the functioning of the
Ukrainian language as the state language' was introduced in February 2000)
risks producing the kind of counter-reaction that lost Kravchuk the 1994
presidential election, assuming the willingness and capacity of the Russo-
phone half of the population to protest is still as marked as it was in 1994.
Other important variables to consider include the considerable practical
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Figure 3. A rough guide to identity possibilities in Ukraine
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weakness of the Ukrainian state, the countervailing power of the regions, the
reluctance of key elites to back such a project and, the main positive factor,
the extremely favourable international environment. In sharp contrast to
1919±20 or 1941±4, the external constraints on Ukrainian statehood fell
away in 1989±91; and since January 1994 Ukraine has enjoyed considerable
Western, mainly American, support ± while Russia's venal elites have largely
looked in other directions. As only minorities have a priori commitments,
events pure and simple (in both Ukraine and Russia) also have a powerful
effect. The fact that many middle-group Ukrainians (not just Russians in
Ukraine) continue to perceive Russians in Ukraine and in Russia as a `posi-
tive reference' `out-group' complicates any attempt to create an anti-Russian
nationalism in Ukraine (Shulman 1999); but the declining attractiveness of
the Russian state since the shelling of the White House in 1993 and the ®rst
Chechen war in 1994 has helped stabilise support for Ukrainian independence
at roughly the two-thirds' level to which it had fallen by 1993 (from 90.3 per
cent in the referendum of December 1991). It has also encouraged Ukrainian
elites to build their own bailiwick.

However, the current predominance of Russophones raises the possibility
of the opposite scenario of further losses to the composite Russian/
Russophone Ukrainian/Soviet culture. The `60 per cent' whose identity is
allegedly up for grabs do not have any strong weight of cultural baggage, so
could easily be pulled in either direction. According to Riabchuk, `pre-
national' tuteshni are likely to `develop' towards a more modern identity in
time, but this could be either Ukrainian or Soviet-Russian. In either case
Ukraine is `destined to be like a Canada, with its own Quebec. The problem,
however, is whether it will be a Russophone Donbas and Crimea within a
greater Ukraine, or a Ukrainophone Galicia within a Ukraine that mostly
speaks Russian' (Riabchuk 2000: 294).

To Ukrainophone nationalists, the latter possibility is the `Irelandisation'
scenario they fear the most, namely the ongoing marginalisation of the titular
language and culture by an artificially resilient post-colonial relic (Badz'o
2000: 36). Russian nationalists, conversely, have welcomed the possibility;
arguing (pace Lev Gumilev) that at least three `sub ethnoses' in Ukraine (the
`Little Russians' of historical Tsarist Ukraine, the Rusyns and Polessians)
will eventually consolidate under the developing passionarnost' of the `New
Russians' of the more dynamic east and south, and reject the current artificial
hegemony of the Galicians (Morozov 1997).

Given the evidence outlined in this article, one surprisingly likely middle-
ground possibility is a slowUkrainianisation leading to a consolidation around
Dnieper nationalism. However, although this would make a nationalising
regime in Kiev more acceptable to the east and south, this is not a scenario in
which ruling elites are sufficiently interested, given their ignorance of their own
history. The current `centrist' consensus would be better described as jack-
daw nationalism, with Ukrainian elites picking and choosing different myths
and symbols and giving out different signals to different audiences, albeit, of

50 Andrew Wilson



course, mixing and matching in different ways ± but mostly, of course, from
the middle ground where the choice of both rhetoric and policy is wide.
Kravchuk (after 1991) eventually leaned towards traditional Ukrainophilism,
rather losing touch with the sensitivity towards Soviet Ukrainianism that had
served him well before 1991 (Kulyk 1999: 12±14). Kuchma has of necessity
been more pragmatic and context-specific. He has been eclectic in at least
three senses, adding Ukrainophile to Soviet elements and selecting from
within both traditions (Wolczuk 2000).8 Even when traditional Ukrainophile
themes have been celebrated, they have been approached in a cautiously
oblique and carefully rebranded manner ± their subtle signifiers attempting a
catholic appeal to a broad range of identity types. For example, the Rus' rulers
Volodymyr the Great and Yaroslav the Wise appear on the new Ukrainian
money without explicit linkage to any particular tradition ± except that they
have the facial appearance of seventeenth-century Cossacks (Tolochko 1997:
306). It has even been argued that the ruling elite has a vested interest in
maintaining the amorphous middle ground as its core constituency, an easily
manipulated force with no real agenda to impose, and preventing any better-
defined challenge emerging from the flanks. It would risk undercutting its
raison d'eÃtre if it encouraged too many Ukrainians to adopt a more identifiable
identity (Riabchuk 2000: 190).

Ukraine's current approach therefore most resembles a verzuilleng (`pillar-
isation') model, but one of a unique kind where there are no well-defined
`pillars' of association at all. The implicit agreement to differ is also an agree-
ment to let differences remain undefined. It is significant that the formula
most commonly used to express a putative Ukrainian civic identity ± a
`Ukrainian political nation' ± itself exists in many versions. Ukrainophone
nationalist parties such as Rukh insist on a formula in which `the core of this
union [sic] is the [ethnic] Ukrainian people' (Prohrama i statut Narodnoho
rukhu UkraõÈny 1992). The Communists have preferred a model that is ethnic-
ally based but dualistic, their preferred phrase being that `Russians and
Ukrainians are two branches of the one people of Ukraine' (Symonenko
1996). A third interpretation claims to be transcendent of ethnicity, seeking to
build identity in `a mass consciousness based on the ideas of internationalism'
(Programme of the Socialist Party of Ukraine 1996). Ambiguity is therefore
likely to be a persisting characteristic of the Ukrainian middle ground. Over-
lapping identities may resist the logic of consolidating statehood, and of
Russia's limited practical engagement with Ukraine, for a surprisingly long
time. For the foreseeable future, any Ukrainian nationalism, or nationalism-
in-Ukraine, is likely to remain synthetic and highly eclectic.

Notes

1 Using data from the 1970 Soviet census, Bohdan Krawchenko (1985: 188±92) suggested a four-

fold classi®cation: `unadapted' Ukrainians ± `Ukrainian as their mother tongue and did not know

Russian'; the `adapted' ± Ukrainian mother tongue, but `have learnt' Russian; the `acculturated' ±
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Russian mother tongue, but `have preserved a knowledge of the Ukrainian language'; and

`Russi®ed Ukrainians' ± Russian native tongue, and no knowledge of Ukrainian. `Knowledge

of' Russian is, of course, not the same thing as `claimed ¯uency'.

2 There is more of a difference in Russia, where many ideologues (Lev Gumilev, Gennadii

Ziuganov) include `Tatar' or `Turkic' elements in their de®nition of `Eurasia'. This is less common

in Ukraine, however, presumably because Ukrainians are not looking at the region from the

perspective of the `assimilating centre'.

3 The Communist leader Symonenko (22.2 per cent), arguably the Progressive Socialist Nataliia

Vitrenko (11.0 per cent) and several minor candidates, but not the Socialist leader Moroz.

4 From the programme of the party Soiuz (`Union'), retranslated from the original.

5 Riabchuk's groups were de®ned by political criteria. His `conscious Ukrainians' were roughly

equivalent to the 29.5 per cent who voted against Gorbachev's proposal for a revived Union in

March 1991; the `anti-Ukrainians' to the 7.6 per cent who voted against Ukrainian independence

in the dramatically changed circumstances of the December referendum.

6 The survey was carried out by the Kiev International Institute of Sociology, where our thanks

go to Professor Valerii Khmel'ko and Ihor Yaroshenko. Polling was in twenty-®ve okruhy, or

voting constituencies, and was nationally representative for region, ethnicity, language, sex, age,

education, occupation and place of settlement. Of the 1,741 respondents, once 161 `others' and

ambiguous cases were discarded, 45.6 per cent (793) were classed as Ukrainophone Ukrainians,

30.0 per cent (522) as Russophone Ukrainians and 15.2 per cent (265) as Russophone Russians.

7 The title is a pun on Communist Party leader Petro Shelest's 1970 book, `Our Soviet Ukraine',

UkraõÈna, nasha radians'ka (Kiev: Politvydav UkraõÈ ny). Sovok is also Russian for `dustpan'.

8 See also Riabchuk's comment that `Ukrainian eclecticism is not based on diverse views and

possibilities for their free expression, but on ideological confusion' (Riabchuk 2000: 192).
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