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The developments of the last three years have clearly demonstrated that Ukrainian politicians of both main camps are not interested in finding a compromise solution of the language issue, meaning first and foremost that of the status of Russian. For many people in both camps, it is simply of low priority as they are mostly preoccupied with issues of power and economy. For others, however a compromise is undesirable because it will allegedly undermine either the implementation of policy favoring their preferred language or their credibility as defenders of that language and its speakers’ rights. The former belief is shared by many relevant figures of the two Orange forces (Our Ukraine and Block of Yuliia Tymoshenko, both claiming to pursue an agenda set by the Orange Revolution of 2004), as their camp currently controls the executive and thus determines the administrative policy on language matters, at least on the national level. In contrast, the anti-Orange parties (most influential of which being the Party of Regions) tend to adhere to the maximalist demand of the status of Russian as a second state language which they believe is essential to their constituency and thus crucial for retaining its support (Kulyk 2008). This paper seeks to examine how warranted such political preferences are by popular attitudes. Are the masses as polarised and uncompromising in their language beliefs as the elites seeking to represent them? To what extent do political parties’ views reflect those of their constituencies? 

Due to space limitations, I cannot answer these questions in a comprehensive manner, so I will only present some key characteristics of language attitudes of the Ukrainian population in general and its politically significant segments in particular. Further, I will only deal with declared attitudes and preferences as revealed by a mass survey which was conducted in late 2006 by the Hromadska Dumka centre within the framework of an international project on language policy in Ukraine
 (which I will occasionally supplement by other survey data), while leaving aside focus group data which can provide an insight into citizens’ underlying beliefs and experiences. Finally, as my focus is on political/electoral stimuli which the mass attitudes provide and constraints they impose, I will limit my analysis to language policy preferences of main regional and linguo-demographical parts of the population which politicians seek to attract, rather than studying interrelations between these preferences and various social, cultural and ideological factors. In other words, I will look at what (different parts of) the Ukrainians believe – rather than why they do so – and what than means in terms of policy options.

Language groups

In general, the survey data confirms the well-know divergence between language attitudes of different parts of the Ukrainian population. While some indicators such as sex, education, social status and income level do not have a significant impact on the respondents’ opinions and preferences, a cluster of characteristics related to language use and language identity strongly influences their views of actual and desirable policies in the language domain. That is, those people speaking (mostly) Ukrainian generally prefer a policy aimed at making that language the primary or even the only public language of the country, while those speaking (mostly) Russian tend to prefer a policy allowing equal coexistence of Ukrainian and Russian. Moreover, as the following illustrations demonstrate, a clear majority in both groups holds a view that the other group predominantly disagrees with. That is, the views are polarized. 

However, it is not just a language people speak that influences what they believe the state should do in this regard, but also a language they identify with, one they consider their native language. In this sense, the survey data shed a new light on the issue of what constitutes a language group in Ukraine. The relative importance of the main language of everyday use and declared native language as determinants of language attitudes seems to depend on which of the two primarily distinguishes a group in question from the bulk of the population, in other words, makes it what it is. Given that native language is often considered to be the language of one’s nationality rather than one’s own use (Aza 1995; Arel 2002), many people speaking mostly or even exclusively Russian still declare their native language to be Ukrainian. Accordingly, this declaration does not determine the respondent’s policy preference, as it may result from different patterns of everyday use and different cultural orientations (all the more so because after the Ukrainian state discontinued the Soviet practice of its institutionalisation as an unchangeable hereditary characteristics, nationality is increasingly perceived in civic rather than ethnic terms). Even more ambiguous is the declaration of one’s Ukrainian nationality, which encompasses not only different language practices but also different language identifications (in our sample, 30 per cent of those defining themselves as Ukrainians declared their native language to be Russian or both). For Ukrainian-speakers, therefore, the primary determinant of policy preferences is the main language of everyday use. For Russian-speakers, however, native language – in this case, closely related to nationality – is of more importance because the fact of speaking mostly Russian does not, in itself, tell much about an individual’s preferences in language use and language policy. 

Thus the spectrum of policy preferences stretches from clearly pro-Ukrainianisation views of those people using exclusively or mostly Ukrainian in everyday life to a strong orientation toward bilingualism among those who consider their ethnicity (nationality) to be Russian. The views of native-language Ukrainophones preferring Russian in everyday use and ethnic Ukrainians considering Russian their native language lie between these two extremes (see figure 1)
. This structure refines the division based on a combination of everyday language and ethnicity which has been used in annual surveys of the Kyiv International Institute of Sociology since the early 1990s (e.g. Arel and Khmelko 1996; Khmelko 2004). However, as our survey allowed the respondents to declare mixed identification and/or practices (e.g. two native languages or equal use of two languages in everyday life), four “pure” groups must be supplemented by interim categories defined by double values of one of the parameters. While hardly appropriate for popular presentations of a “real” structure of society, this classification has an analytical virtue of demonstrating fine distinctions between language attitudes of different sections of the population.

Figure 1. Ethno-linguistic groups of the Ukrainian population (“pure” above, mixed below) lined from the left to the right according to the decrease of support for Ukrainianisation policies. In bold, I mark those group-defining criteria that are crucial for its members’ language attitudes. In parentheses, I add characteristics which are predominantly but not absolutely valid for the respective groups defined by other, marked criteria. The two groups shown in the bottom right corner are very small so their views cannot be reliably assessed.
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As the two most divergent groups are predominantly concentrated in western and east-southern parts of Ukraine respectively, the divergence of preferences of linguistic groups means a strong regional polarisation, which scholars have been pointing to since mid-1990s (e.g. Arel and Khmelko 1996). Moreover, the differences between regions cannot be fully accounted for by their different language profiles; as three-dimensional breakdowns of the survey data show, speakers of the same language have somewhat different preferences in different regions. Some authors even argue that the region is a more important determinant of views and preferences than language (e.g. Barrington 2002). In particular, the residents of the West, due to the region’s persistent struggle for independence and ethnic rights in the past, support Ukrainianisation policies stronger than Ukrainianophones in other parts of the country
. The East and South, however, are not as strong in their rejection of these policies as are ethnic Russians or native-language Russophones, since these two regions encompass not only clearly anti-Ukrainianization Donbass and Crimea but also many others, more moderate-minded parts.

As an illustration of such multi-dimensional differentiation of language policy preferences, I present the respondents’ views of the preferable evolution of the language situation in Ukraine in the future, which are broken down by nationality, native language, language of everyday use and the region of residence. The highest level of support for the Ukrainian-only prospect is demonstrated by Westerners, followed by everyday-language Ukrainophones, native-language Ukrainophones and ethnic Ukrainians. As for support for bilingualism (or the domination of Russian), it is the strongest among ethnic Russians and decreases towards everyday-language Russophones, with native-language Russophones and residents of the East and South in between.

Table 1. Answers to the question on “In your view, how should the language situation in Ukraine develop in the future [v perspektyvi]? For everyday language, answers “only Ukrainian/Russian” and “in most situations, Ukrainian/Russian” are combined. Four regions are merged into two, while the West is shown separately.

	
	Nationality


	Native language
	Everyday language
	Region

	
	Ukr.
	Rus.
	Ukr.
	Rus.
	Ukr.
	Rus.
	West
	Centre North
	East

South

	Ukrainian should become the main language in all communication domains
	51.6
	4.7
	67.1
	6.4
	77.5
	12.7
	88.9
	50.7
	16.9

	Ukraine should become a bilingual country
	35.7
	84.1
	20.8
	81.3
	11.7
	65.2
	6.1
	28.3
	72.9

	Russian should become the main language in all communication domains
	3.3
	7.6
	2.5
	7.0
	1.5
	6.4
	0.3
	6.1
	4.5


Similar patterns can be found in the answers to many other questions of the survey, which have to do with the respondents’ views of desirable or actual language policy. With only minor modifications, in all these cases the groups with the most divergent preferences and assessments are residents of the West (or everyday speakers of Ukrainian) on the one hand and those considering themselves Russian (and the eponymous language native) on the other. For example, about 40 per cent of Russians, native-language Russophones and residents of the East believe that Russian should be used in Ukraine in a larger scope than now, while 53 per cent of everyday speakers of Ukrainian and 61 per cent of Westerners would like to see it used in a lesser scope. In a no less impressive contrast, 75 per cent of Russians argue that the primary task of the state policy in the language domain is to solve the problem of the status of Russian, and 79 per cent of everyday Ukrainophones want it first and foremost to promote the spread of Ukrainian in all domains (figures for the East and the West are 63 and 83 per cent, respectively; see figure 2).

Figure 2. Answers to the question “In your view, the state policy in the language domain should in the first place…” For everyday language, answers “only Ukrainian/Russian” and “in most situations, Ukrainian/Russian” are combined. East and South are merged into one regional group.
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The age factor

One of the sources of eventual change in the Ukrainian language situation is often believed to be differences of views and practices between generations, with young people born and/or raised in independent Ukraine allegedly more ready to use Ukrainian and support its promotion by the state. However, the survey data does not confirm this belief. On the one hand, there is no statistically significant age dependency of respondents’ policy preferences. While the oldest cohort (above 60 years) does in some cases demonstrate more reserved attitude toward Ukrainianisation, the youngest one (below 30) is hardly distinct from two medium-age groups. On the other hand, the young generation is significantly more Russian-speaking in everyday life, especially when compared with the older cohort. Figure 3 shows reported language preferences of different generations in everyday life in general as well as in three specific practices, namely addressing public servants, buying newspapers and watching TV programs. As the figure demonstrates, younger respondents are either less Ukrainophone or at least less bilingual but in any case using more Russian than members of older groups.

Figure 3. Reported language use of members of different age groups in a) everyday life in general, b) addressing public servants [chynovnykiv u derzhavnykh ustanovakh], c) watching TV programs, and d) buying newspapers. In the last case, respondents were asked which category of newspapers they preferred, each category defined by both the language and the scope of distribution (whether all-Ukrainian, local, or imported from Russia). Therefore, combining both languages was not an option.
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At the same time, as three-dimensional breakdowns of the data show, within language groups generational differences in language attitudes might be significant. In particular, among young people speaking Russian is more likely to coexist with support for the introduction of Ukrainian in public practices. For example, the level of support for the increase use of Ukrainian and society and its promotion by the state is somewhat higher among younger (everyday) Russophones than older members of the same group. However, the preferences regarding the language situation in the future demonstrate the reversed tendency, namely the younger respondents are somewhat more oriented toward bilingualism than older ones (see figure 4). Unfortunately, due to small numbers of respondents in most categories three-dimensional breakdowns are not always statistically reliable, hence surveys with larger samples are necessary to convincingly demonstrate the above-described tendencies. In any case, I can tentatively conclude that the apparent age-insensitivity of language attitudes results from the mutual damping of two opposite tendencies, namely that younger members of the same language groups are more likely to support Ukrainianisation policies but the share of Russophones is higher in the younger generations than in the older ones. Therefore, the generational shift is not bringing about a significant change in language attitudes in general and greater support for Ukrainianisation policies in particular.

Figure 4. Views of everyday Russophones of different generations with regard to a) the appropriate scope of use of the Ukrainian language in Ukraine, b) the primary task of the state policy in the language domain (cf. figure 2), and c) the appropriate evolution of the language situation in the future (cf. table 1). Four generational cohorts are merged into two in order to increase categories and thus diminish errors.
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Ambivalence

As answers to a number of survey questions show, the views of the Ukrainian population are not only highly diverse but also rather ambivalent; that is, not only do different people have different preferences but also the same people often want things which are hardly compatible with one another. For example, the share of respondents who prefer increased use of Ukrainian in society is much higher than those who opt for decreased use of Russian, and the other way round. It is likely that many of those who want more of one language are ready to put up with the current amount of the other, which is hardly feasible unless they mean the right to use a language rather than the actual scope of its use. Such discrepancy is characteristic not only of the sample as a whole but also of all its ethnic, linguistic, regional parts as well as all groups of self-defined adherents of “ideological-political trends” of which the respondents were given a list so they could identify one closest to their own convictions (see tables 2 and 3). The closest correspondence between the levels of support for increased use of a group’s own language and decreased presence of the other language is demonstrated by adherents of a “political trend combining ideas of market economy with ideas of Ukraine’s reunification with Russia”, a formula which can be seen as reflecting the public image of the Party of Regions. Unlike most other respondents, people in this category want curbing of Ukrainian nearly as much as they want expansion of Russian.

Table 2 and 3. Answers to the questions “How do you think, should the Ukrainian/Russian language be used in Ukraine in a bigger scope, the same or a lesser scope?” Data are showed for selected categories only, including adherents of several “ideological-political trends”. “Market + reunification” is a shortcut for a “political trend combining ideas of market economy with ideas of Ukraine’s reunification with Russia”.

	
	ethnic Ukrainians
	native language Ukrainian
	everyday language Ukrainian
	West
	Centre
	national democrats

	Ukrainian language should be used more than now
	50.2
	62.5
	70.8
	83.9
	53.6
	79.5

	Russian language should be used less than now
	34.1
	44.6
	52.7
	61.2
	40.9
	59.1


	
	ethnic Russians
	native language Russian
	everyday language Russian
	East
	communists
	free market + reunification

	Russian language should be used more than now
	41.4
	39.8
	36.1
	39.6
	34.9
	35.1

	Ukrainian language should be used less than now
	28.9
	29.5
	26.4
	26.5
	20.9
	29.6


Another manifestation of supposed ambivalence is revealed by a comparison of above-described answers to the questions on the appropriate language situation in the future and the primary task of the state policy in the language domain. In all Russophone and Russophone-dominated categories, the share of people believing that the state should first of all promote Ukrainian is considerably (7 to 16 per cent) higher than the share of those who would like that language to come to dominate all communicative domains. In principle, it is possible that some people want Ukrainian to be promoted in order that Ukraine can become a bilingual country, that is, its scope of use to be expanded to match that of Russian. However, given that Russophones are mostly convinced that language rights of their group are violated more than those of Ukrainophones
, such possibility seems highly unlikely.

On the one hand, the ambivalence of popular views diminishes the potential for confrontation between the supporters of different options because for many people, the adherence to one option is not as strong as to preclude the acceptance of another one, even if it is not quite compatible with the former. At least they can accept this undesirable option in some form and to some extent. On the other hand, this ambivalence makes it possible for politicians to manipulate their constituencies, stressing one part of their views over another or different parts at different times. Thus, each of the main political camps can afford both raising an aspect of the language issue which their respective constituencies consider most important and neglecting the issue altogether which would imply its unimportance and, therefore, acceptability of the status quo (cf. Kulyk 2006).

The status of Russian

The respondents’ views of appropriate statuses of the two main languages used in the country reveal both diversity and ambivalence. To be sure, the members of different ethnic, linguistic, regional and ideological groups hold highly divergent and rather polarized views. A solid majority of ethnic Russians, native- and everyday-language Russophones, residents of the East and South and adherents of all but two ideological trends are inclined to believe that Russian should have some “preferences on a legislative level” in comparison with other languages of national minorities, while a majority of Ukrainophones, Westerners and adherents of the national-democratic and national-radical trends disagrees
. However, when respondents are asked to choose among different status options, different groups’ preferences seem less exclusive, even if highly divergent. As this is a crucial question, I will present the respondents’ answers in a rather detailed manner, breaking them down in turn for ethno-linguistic, regional and ideological groups.

Tables 4 and 5. Answers to the question “How do you think, what should be the status of the Ukrainian and Russian languages in Ukraine?” broken down into ethno-linguistic, regional and major ideological categories. The listed options are reformulated to make the statements briefer.

	
	all respondents
	everyday language Ukrainian
	native lang. Ukr.; every-day lang. Ukr + Rus.
	native lang. Ukr. everyday lang. Rus.
	ethnic Ukrainians native lang. Ukr. + Rus.
	ethnic Ukrainians native lang. Rus.
	ethnic Russians

	1. Ukrainian should be the only state language, Russian excluded
	11,0
	21.0
	12.6
	14.3
	5.8
	1.5
	1.5

	2. Ukrainian should be the state language, Russian a minority language
	26,0
	38.0
	30.3
	20.4
	23.0
	12.6
	14.2

	3. Ukrainian should be the state language, Russian a parallel spoken language
	16,0
	22.7
	22.5
	16.3
	14.1
	12.2
	10.8

	4. Ukrainian should be the state language, Russian an official language in regions where the majority wants it
	17,9
	10.0
	20.3
	22.4
	20.9
	18.9
	22.1

	5. Ukrainian and Russian should be state languages with equal rights
	24,8
	5.1
	11.3
	20.4
	33.0
	50.7
	47.8

	6. Russian should be the only state language, Ukrainian excluded
	1,6
	0.4
	0.0
	2.0
	0.5
	2.2
	2.2

	Mean value
	3.14   
	2.33
	2.78
	3.08
	3.46
	4.05
	4.03


	
	West
	Centre
	North
	East
	South


	national democrats
	social democrats
	socialists
	communists
	market + reuni-fication

	1. Ukrainian should be the only state language, Russian excluded
	25.1
	11.3
	1.5
	5.3
	4.6
	26.3
	9.6
	8.9
	6.0
	2.4

	2. Ukrainian should be the state language, Russian a minority language
	44.3
	36.5
	14.2
	18.0
	14.4
	38.6
	35.0
	21.9
	19.5
	15.2

	3. Ukrainian should be the state language, Russian a parallel spoken language
	17.9
	19.6
	10.8
	13.7
	9.8
	19.6
	13.4
	19.2
	14.8
	9.0

	4. Ukrainian should be the state language, Russian an official language in regions where the majority wants it
	8.4
	16.6
	22.1
	19.0
	23.6
	7.6
	17.2
	21.9
	15.4
	18.8

	5. Ukrainian and Russian should be state languages with equal rights
	3.2
	11.6
	47.8
	39.8
	45.2
	6.7
	21.7
	24.0
	37.6
	50.3

	6. Russian should be the only state language, Ukrainian excluded
	0.0
	0.3
	2.2
	1.9
	1.0
	0.3
	0.6
	1.4
	2.7
	3.0

	Mean value
	2.17
	2.69
	2.86
	3.69
	3.89
	2.34
	3.08
	3.35
	3.64
	4.16


The tables show that the location of ethno-linguistic and regional groups’ preferences on the spectrum from the full acceptance to full rejection of Ukrainianisation corresponds to the above-described pattern. The mean values of groups’ preferences in the interval between 1 to 6 (in accordance with the numbers of answers indicated in the tables) grow steadily from those of Westerners and everyday Ukrainophones to those of ethnic Russians and native-language Russophones. In particular, the close proximity of answers of the last two groups convincingly confirms that at least in this case, native language affects language attitudes much stronger than ethnic identification and, contrary to some earlier arguments, is no less relevant than everyday language
. As for major ideological groups, two of them, national democrats and pro-market integrationists (each preferred by more than one sixth respondents) lie near the opposite ends of the spectrum, while three others (each supported by twice as few respondents, that is, about 7 per cent) lie rather closely in between. This demonstrates that while the language issue is crucial public images of the two former trends, it is relatively unimportant for differences between others which are primarily defined by social and economic issues. Moreover, although the communist party displays a no less resolute pro-bilingualism stance than the Party of Regions, its constituency might be far less extreme
. Only 40 per cent of self-declared adherents of the communist trend want a second or the only state status for Russian, while another 40 per cent prefer the current or even a lower status. In general, the mean value of the answers given by the adherents of five indicated “ideological-political trends” (social-democrats, ecologists, liberals, socialists and communists) lies between 3 and 4, that is, somewhere between the preservation of the present currency of (spoken) Russian well beyond its legal status as a minority language and the upgrade of this status to that of a regional language. In contrast, national-democrats and national radicals would prefer a lesser scope of the use of Russian in accordance with its legal status, while pro-market integrationists want more than a regional status.

However, it is no less important to point out what different groups have in common than where they disagree. Taken together, the second, the third and the forth options – which correspond, respectively, to the current legal statuses of the two main languages, the current actual linguistic situation and a minimal demand by the supporters of a higher status of Russian – are supported by a majority or a near majority of respondents in all categories. While different groups’ preferences within this range clearly differ, the ambivalence of views within each group facilitates a compromise. For example, in all categories except for the residents of the West, the share of people who are inclined to believe that a regional status of Russian “solves the language issue” rather than “exacerbating” it, is much higher than that of people who support an upgrade of the status of Russian. That is, even in those groups which are strongly opposed to the legalisation of a more-than-minority role of Russian, at least a quarter of people are ready to accept a minimalist version thereof, a regional status, in order to accommodate the demands of their fellow citizens.

Table 5. Answers to the question “Which of the opinions do you support more”, as compared with the combined share of the three last answers to the question in table 4. The two opinions the respondents were to choose from included “The regional status of the Russian language solves the language issue and does not threaten the development of the Ukrainian language in those regions where it will be introduced” and “The regional status of the Russian language exacerbates the language issue in the country; the granting of the regional status to Russian will lead to the final eviction of Ukrainian from these regions, it is introduced to make it possible not to learn Ukrainian”. Data are only shown for groups with predominant preferences for Ukrainianisation.

	
	native language Ukrainian
	everyday language Ukrainian
	West
	Centre
	national democrats

	Regional status of Russian solves the language issue
	37.0
	28.3
	14.5
	48.0
	25.6

	Russian should have a regional or a higher status
	22.7
	15.1
	11.6
	28.5
	14.6


It is this minimalist accommodation that stands the best chance of being accepted as a compromise solution by members of all major ethno-linguistic and regional and ideological groups. To be sure, it is more acceptable for proponents of bilingualism than supporters of Ukrainianisation, who would rather retain the legal status-quo even if it is not (so far) adhered to in actual language practice. However, to prevent political destabilisation and mass protests, the state should first of all accommodate those groups which are most dissatisfied with the current situation. And the survey data clearly shows that Russophones are much more critical than Ukrainophones of the current state policy in the language domain (see table 6). Such an attitude is no surprise in view of the finding that most members of the former group see this policy as limiting the use of their language (see table 7). This is all the more so because Russophones are more unanimous than Ukrainophones in believing that with regard to Ukrainian the state does not just allow free functioning of the language but also “supports and stimulates” it (the share of respondents who have chosen this answer varies from one half for everyday-language Russophones to two thirds for ethnic Russians).

Table 6. Answers to the questions “How do you evaluate the state policy in the language domain”.

	
	Nationality


	Native language
	Everyday language
	Region
	Trends

	
	Ukrainian
	Russian
	Ukrainian
	Russian
	Ukrainian
	Russian
	West
	Centre+ North
	East+ South
	nat. dem.
	market+unific.

	Positively
	13.8
	6.6
	16.0
	7.2
	16.1
	7.7
	10.8
	16.5
	10.8
	12.3
	6.8

	rather positively
	26.0
	15.2
	28.2
	14.5
	29.9
	17.7
	30.4
	26.2
	19.2
	33.6
	19.3

	rather negatively
	24.3
	35.0
	23.4
	31.7
	23.4
	30.3
	26.2
	20.5
	30.1
	28.9
	34.6

	Negatively
	19.5
	29.2
	15.9
	31.9
	16.2
	29.0
	15.3
	19.8
	25.7
	17.5
	27.0


Table 7. Answers to the questions “How do you think, present language policy towards the Ukrainian/Russian language…”. Data are only shown for predominantly Ukrainophone groups with regard to the Ukrainian language and for predominantly Russophone groups with regard to the Russian language.

	
	Nationality


	Native language
	Everyday language
	Region
	Trends

	
	Ukrainian
	Russian
	Ukrainian
	Russian
	Ukrainian
	Russian
	West
	East South
	nat. dem.
	market+unific.

	supports and stimulates the functioning of the language
	43.8
	5.7
	41.0
	7.0
	40.3
	6.2
	36.2
	7.1
	31.6
	6.3

	neither hinders nor promotes its functioning
	37.2
	31.1
	37.5
	32.3
	36.7
	36.3
	41.3
	40.8
	47.1
	31.3

	limits the functioning of the language
	11.9
	57.1
	14.0
	54.4
	16.3
	49.8
	16.7
	47.2
	20.2
	58.0


It is interesting to note that the share of Russophones who perceive the state policy as limiting the functioning of Russian is much higher than the share of members of the respective groups who believe that the use of that language should be increased (cf. table 3 above). This confirms the long-expressed view that it is not so much the scope of actual use of their language that the Russophones are dissatisfied with as its low legal status which also may lead, or so they believe, to a shrinking scope of use in the future. Therefore, even a moderate increase in the status of Russian would change their attitudes for better and thus diminish a destabilising potential of the language problem. And vice versa, as long as groups such as ethnic Russians and adherents of “reunification” are given nothing in terms of status, the champions of its rights in the Party of Regions will stick to the maximum demands and be rewarded by electoral support.

To summarize, the language policy preferences of different sections of the Ukrainian populations, while highly diverse and rather polarized, are not mutually exclusive. Given that the preferable options of most regional and ideological groups lie between the preservation of present currency of Russian beyond its legal status and a moderate increase thereof to bring it closer to actual language situation, it would not be very difficult for the parties to persuade their constituencies to accept the regional status of Russian as a compromise solution, should they decide to do so. While in power, the Orange could suggest such a compromise and then either engage their opponents in a deal or make a legislative change on their own and popularise this solution with both the Blue and Orange constituencies. However, many active figures in Our Ukraine and BYuT would rather take advantage of this situation to further consolidate the legal preferences of the Ukrainian language (Kulyk 2008), while many other Orange politicians do not care much about the issue and would rather refrain from any changes.
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� The project on “Language policy in Ukraine: anthropological, linguistic and further perspectives” was implemented in 2006-2008 by an international team of scholars of which I was a member. The implementation was made possible by a grant of the International Association for the promotion of co-operation with scientists from the New Independent States of the former Soviet Union (INTAS). My research for this paper was also made 


� A similar pattern of relative impacts of ethnicity and everyday language can be found in Margrethe Søvik’s (2007) data on language attitudes of Kharkiv youth which is, however, based on a questionnaire rather than a representative survey. As Søvik did not use the category of native language, her data can only be lined according to self-defined (ethnic) identity and home language but it is notable in all her tables that Ukrainian-speakers are more pro-Ukrainianisation than Ukrainians while Russians are more opposing to this policy than Russian-speakers.


� Whether residents of the West are more or less radical than those people speaking Ukrainian depends on how one defines the latter group. If only exclusive speakers of that language are included, their level of support for Ukrainianisation policies may in some cases turn out higher than that of Westerners; if people speaking Ukrainian “in most situations” are added, the aggregate becomes clearly less radical. However, this aggregate seems to be more representative of all Ukrainophones in society, so when presenting the data for everyday speakers of Ukrainian, I will combine the two subsets. Such aggregation will also be applied to everyday Russophones.


� At least twice as many respondents in all Russophone categories answered that they had experienced discrimination of Russian-speakers “on the basis of language” as gave the same answer regarding Ukrainian-speakers. In an even more striking contrast, the share of respondents in these categories who believe that informational needs of Russian-speakers are not sufficiently met are four to six times as high as the share of those who are of the same opinion about the needs of Ukrainian-speakers.


� These majorities are comprised of those who answered “yes” and “rather yes” on the one hand and “no” and “rather no” on the other.


� It should be noted that such a close proximity of these two groups partly results from the separation of native-language Russophones and bilinguals, the latter including those who have some attachment to the Ukrainian language and, therefore, a more positive attitude toward its promotion by the state. Had the two categories been lumped together by only allowing a single value of each identification parameter, the resulting group would have been located somewhere in between its two neighbors on the spectrum, ethnic Russians and native-language Ukrainophones.


� I do not mean to say that these ideological groups of respondents are representative of the respective parties’ constituencies as the latter are defined by current political configuration no less than ideological priorities. However, I assume that there is some degree of correspondence between the two divisions.
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