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TpaduuitHut nodin YkpaiHu Ha 3axi0 i Cxi0 He epaxosye, W0 KOXeH pezioH, ocobnueo Ha cxo0i YkpaiHu, €
documb 2emepo2eHHUM, 3 iCMOMHUMU 8IOMIHHOCMSIMU MK CiflbCbKUMU | MIiCbKUMU paloHamu ma
eMHOKYNIbMypHUM posmaimmsmM iXHIX MewkaHuie. Y mpaduyilHili cxemi aHanisy eu3Haembcsi, Wo
icmopuy4Ha crnaduwjuHa esporelicbKoi iMAepii 8rnuHyna Ha nesHy y3e2o00xxeHicmb roansdie xumernig 3axidHux
pezioHie, OOHak, K | paHiwe, 3anuuwiaemsCs HESICHUM, SIK icmopu4Ha cradujuHa 00padsiHCbKO20 |
padsiHcbko20 nepiodie ¢hopmye gesnuke poamaimms dymok o ecill LleHmparnbHit, [liedeHHili ma CxioHil
YKpaiHi, mobmo Ha 3HauyHili mepumopii kpaiHu. odibHuUl nidxi0 He MOXe MakoX MOSICHUMU HasieHiCmb
WUPOKOI' pid3HoMaHimHocmi noansidie 8 oKpemux pezioHax YkpaiHu. [aHa cmammsi € NeeHUM KPOKOM y
UbOMy HarpsIMKY, OCKIiNbKU 8 Hili 30ilicHIoeEmMbCs aHani3 noeansdie MewkaHuie o0Ho20 i3 micm CxiOHol
YkpaiHu — Xapkoea. [locniOxeHHs1 eknoyae 6 cebe kinbka memodie: 8MOPUHHUU aHania 0OaHux
coujonoaiyHo20 ornumysaHHs, wWo nposedeHo KuigcbKuM MiXXHapOOHUM iHCmMUmMymom coujosnoeii HagecHi
2014 poky; kibep-emHoepaito i mekcmoasul aHari3 - U84eHHs nybniyHUx 062080peHb NesHuUX rnpobrem 8
coujanbHUx Mmepexax (mol xe nepiod). Xo4ya docnidxeHHs, wo npedcmaesneHo 8 OaHili cmammi, €
riornepedHiM, B0OHO HAOYHO MOKa3ye, W0 Xxapkig'sHu deMoHCmpyromb pisHi OyMKu i noansdu, i Xapkie He
8r1uUCyeMbCS 8 MOWUPEHI Crmepeomurnu «rnpopocilicbko2o peeioHy». 3az2anbHo8i00MO, U0 83UMKY i HABECHI
2014 p. Xapkie cmae ceiOkom eesnukux OeMoHcmpauil, sk 3a, mak i npomu MadtidaHy. OdHak, marno
gidomum € mol c¢hakm, wjo 3a ymos Oocumb cunbHOi onosuuii MaliGaHy ceped 3Ha4yHOI 4YacmuHu
HaceneHHs, 8 po3narn kpu3u 8 2014 p. 6inbwicms xapkie'sH eucmynana npomu cenapamusmy i npuedHaHHs
0o Pocii. Takum YuHOM, «aHmMumaliOaHHi» ycmaHO8KU He Crid npocmo npupieHsamu 00 MPOpPOCiticbKOi
noauuji. OyesudHo, wo nompibHi b6inbw anuboki OocnidxeHHs Onsi PO3YMIHHA Xapakmepy ono3uuyir
MadtidaHy i moeo, sik ue ennueae Ha 8idHocuHU 3 Kuesom, €8pororo ma Pocieto. CepliosHa 3aHernoKoeHicmb
XapKie’siH Kopyrnujeto pexumy SIHykoeu4a, eKOHOMIYHUMU ripobriemamu pe2ioHy, a makox nidmpumka HUMu
OeueHmparnisayii 208opums PO me, WO 80HU 20MO8i supiluysamu yi npobremu, ompumaswu nocuneHul
KOHmMposnb Hal Micyesoro norimukoro ma binbw wupoke rnpedcmasHuymeo 8 Mosimu4YyHUX ycmaHogax.
Kpim moeo, Ha mni moeo, wo 3Ha4yHa YacmuHa HaceslieHHs1 Xapkosa eucmynana npomu iHmezpauii 3 €C,
icHysana documb cunbHa nidmpumka 4rneHcmea 68 E€C. Anania nybnidHux 062080peHb 8 coujanbHuX
mepexax uje paz 0eMoHcmpye me, wo ono3uuyis €C He 0608'A3k080 mszHe 3a coboto nidmpumky Pocii.
[nsa 6azambox xapkie'sH nosinbHicmb 00 YKpaiHu sik 00 He3anexHoi 0epxxasu He roe8’a3yembcsi anpiopi 3
HeobxidHicmio subopy mix €C i Pocieto, i 6bazamo xapkie'sH He xo4ymb pobumu makud eubip — heHOMEH,
wo 3acyzosye Ha binbw 2rnuboke doCniOKEHHS.

KnrouoBi cnoBa: ngeHTUYHOCTb, XapbkoB, MawngaH, aHTu-MangaH, degepanunsauuns, nonnTnyeckme
OpueHTauun.

B mpaduyuoHHom pa3denieHuu YkpauHbl Ha 3anad u Bocmok He y4yumbi8emcsi, Ymo KaxObili Pe2uUOH,
0CO0b6eHHO Ha 80CMOKe YKpauUHbl, SI8/19emCcsi 8ecbMa 2emepo2eHHbIM, C CYWECMBEHHbIMU Pa3auqusmu
Mex0y CcenbCKUMU U 20p00CKUMU paloHamu U 3MHOKYbmypHbIM pa3Hoobpa3uem ux xumenel. B
mpaduyuoHHOU cxeme aHanusa npu3Haemcs, 4mo ucmopudeckoe Hacriedue esporelickol umnepuu
oKasasio 8usiHUe Ha orpedesieHHy coarlaco8aHHOCMb 832719008 xumenel 3analdHbIX pe2uoH08, 0OHaKO
ro-rpexxHemMy ocmaemcsi HesiCHbIM, KaK ucmopudyeckoe Hacredue 00CO8EMCKO20 U CO8eMCKO20 nepuodos
gopmupyem 6onbuioe pasHoobpasue MHeHul o eceli LieHmpanbHod, KOxHol u Bocmoy4Hol YkpauHe, m.
€. Ha 3Ha4dumesnbHoU meppumopuu cmpaHbl. [T0O06HbIU MOOX00 HE MOXem makxe 0b6bSICHUMb Hanudue
WUpOKo2o pa3Hoobpa3sust 8325151008 8 omoeribHbIX pesuoHax YKpauHbl. [JaHHass cmambsi npedcmasnsem
coboli wae 8 3mMoM HarpasreHuUU, MOCKOIbKY 8 Hell ocyulecmernisemcs aHanu3 832715008 xumernel 00Ho20
u3 eopodos BocmouHol YkpauHbl — Xapbkosa. ViccriedosaHue ekrod4aem 8 cebss HECKOMbKO Memodos:
8MOPUYHbIU aHanu3 OaHHbIX COUUO/Io2UYecKo20 orpoca, rposedeHHo2o Kuesckum MexAyHapOOHbIM
uHcmumymom couyuosnoauu eecHoli 2014 eola; kubep-amHozpachuro U mMeKcmosblili aHanu3 — u3yyeHue
nybnu4Hbix obcyxoeHull onpedesnieHHbIX Mpobrem 8 couuanbHbix cemsix (mom e nepuod). Xoms
uccriedosaHue, npedcmasneHHoe 8 OaHHOU cmambe, sensemcsi npedsapumeribHbIM, OHO HaznsiOHO
rokasbigaem, 4mo XxapbKog4yaHe OeMOHCMPUPYM PasfuYyHbie MHEHUsI U 832r150bl, U XapbKog He
eriucbigaemcsi 8 pacrpocmpaHeHHbIe Cmepeomuribi «pPopocculicko2o peauoHay. Ob6weussecmHo, Ymo
3umol u eecHoli 2014 2. Xapbkos cmarn ceudemernem KpyrnHbix 0eMOHcmpayul, Kak 3a, maK u rnpomus
MatidaHa. O0Hako Masio u3eecmHbIM s18/15emcs mom ¢hakm, 4mo (npu 0ocmamoYHO CUbHOU Onno3uyuu
MadiidaHy cpedu 3Ha4YumenbHOU 4Yacmu HacerneHusi) 8 paseap Kpusuca 6 2014 200y 60nbuUHCMBO
XapbKog4YaH ebicmynaso npomus cernapamu3sma U rpucoeduHeHuss k Poccuu. Takum obpa3om, «aHmu-
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MmatidaHHHbIe» yCcmaHOo8KU He criedyem fpocmo fpupasHugamp K rpopocculickol nosuyuu. O4egudHo,
ymo mpebyromcesi bonee anybokue uccriefoeaHusi Onsi NMOHUMaHUs xapakmepa onno3uyuu MatdaHy u
moeo, Kak amo enusem Ha omHoweHusi ¢ Kueeom, Eeponoli u Poccuell. Cepbe3Has 03abo4eHHOCMb
XapbKog4aH Koppynuyuel pexuma SIHykosu4ya, 3KOHOMUYEeCKUMU rpobremamMu peauoHa, a makxe
noddepxxka umu OeueHmpanuzayuu 2080pUM O MOM, YMO OHU 20MOo8bl pelwambs 3mu npobremsl, Moay4us
YyCuneHHbIl KOHMposnb Had MecmHou nonumukold u 6oree wupokoe npedcmasumerniscmeo 8
rnonumuyeckux yupexoeHusix. Kpome moeo, Ha hoHe moeo, 4Ymo 3HayumesnbHasi Yacmb HacesfeHusi
Xapbkosa ebicmynana rpomus uHmezpayuu ¢ EC, cyuwecmeosana 00CmMamoyHO cusibHas rnoodepxka
yneHcmea 8 EC. AHanu3 nybnuyHbix obcyx0eHull 8 coyualbHbIX cemsx ewe pa3 0eMOHCmMpuUpyem, 4mo
onno3uyusi EC He ob6si3amenbHO enedem 3a cobol noddepxky Poccuu. [ns MHo2ux XxapbKog4YaH
J105/1IbHOCMb K YKpauHe Kak K He3agucuMoMy 20cy0apcmeay He c8s3bieaemcsi ¢ He06Xx0OUMOCmbio 8bibopa
mex0y EC u Poccuel, u MHozaue xapbkKog4aHe He xomsm Oenamb makol 6bibop —  (YeHOMEH,
3acnyxusarouull bonee anybokoeao uccredosaHus.

KnioueBble cnoBa: igeHTu4HiCcTb, XapkiB, MangaH, aHTU-MawngaH, denepanisauis, nNONITUYHI
opieHTaLuil.

Traditional dividing Ukraine into West and East fails to take into account that each region, particularly in east
Ukraine, is highly heterogeneous, with differences among rural and urban areas and diverse residents.
While legacies of European empire influence the coherence of popular attitudes in the west over time, it is
less clear how the many historical legacies of pre-Soviet and Soviet rule shape the wide diversity of opinions
across central, southern, and eastern Ukraine—i.e. across the majority of the country. Nor can such
explanations make sense of the wide diversity of attitudes within individual Ukrainian regions. This paper
represents a step in this direction by identifying and analyzing popular attitudes within one region in eastern
Ukraine: Kharkiv. The research involves several methods: secondary data-analysis from sociological
surveys conducted by Kiev International Institute of Sociology (a survey from spring 2014); cyber-
ethnography and textual analysis — examination of the social media discussions from the same period.
While the research presented in this paper is somewhat preliminary, our analysis clearly demonstrates that
the residents of Kharkiv region display vert diverse opinions and attitudes. Kharkiv does not fit simple
stereotypes as a pro-Russian region. In winter and spring 2014, Kharkiv witnessed major demonstrations
both for and against Maidan, and the city was home to extremely committed activists on opposite sides of
the political spectrum. What is less well-known is that at the height of the crisis in 2014, a majority of
Kharkovites opposed separatism and joining Russia. Perhaps most interestingly, these opinions co-existed
with a current of strong opposition to Maidan among a significant segment of the population, as well as
support for Russia’s annexation of Crimea. Thus, anti-Maidan attitudes should not be simply equated with a
pro-Russia position. More research is required into understanding the character of opposition to Maidan and
how these attitudes bear upon relations with Kyiv, Europe and Russia. It is apparent that residents of the
region shared strong opposition to the corruption of the Yanukovych regime and a high concern with
economic issues. The population’s strong support for decentralization suggests that residents were (and
are) prepared to address these issues by obtaining increased representation in political institutions and
taking increased control over local politics. In addition, there was, and continues to be a significant part of
the population in Kharkiv that opposes integration with the EU. There is also strong support in the region for
EU membership. But the data and the statements revealed in our analysis of social media suggest, once
again, that opposition to the EU does not necessarily entail support for Russia. Loyalty to Ukraine as an
independent state, beholden to neither Europe nor Russia seems to resonate with large numbers of
Kharkovites; instead, growing numbers of citizens do not want to make a choice between Russia and the
EU - an issue that deserves more research.

Keywords: identity, Kharkiv, Maidan, anti-Maidan, federalization, political orientation.

In winter and spring 2014 Kharkiv witnessed major demonstrations both for and against Maidan, and the
city was home to extremely committed activists on opposite sides of the political spectrum. In general, the region
has been described as divided and polarized. It also has been described as pro-Russian due to the strength of the
anti-Maidan forces and popular sympathy for Russia. To what degree are these characterizations accurate? By
focusing on the dramatic events of 2014, we obtain a particular picture in which political attitudes mirror each other
by aligning along a single dimension—pro-Russian versus pro-Ukrainian. It is important to understand the
disagreements between these two camps. However, it is also important to dig deeper into residents’ political
attitudes to try to understand why they hold the ideas that they do. People are neutral about some issues and
maintain firm commitments about others. Which issues evoke intense commitments and which do not? What does
it mean to be pro-Russian? While the attitudes of Maidan supporters have been relatively well-documented, we
know less about the attitudes of those of citizens who opposed Maidan and supported Russia. We also know little
about the attitudes of people who are not necessarily pro-Russian but maintain anti-Kyiv attitudes. Our research
attempts to fill this gap by investigating, at a more micro level, the attitudes of Ukrainian citizens in the region of
Kharkiv.

Methodology. The research involves several methods. To obtain a general picture of peoples’ attitudes in
Kharkiv we analyze data from sociological surveys conducted by Kiev International Institute of Sociology (KIIS)
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in spring 2014. In order to achieve a deeper understanding of people’s attitudes, we use cyber-ethnography and
textual analysis to analyze data from social media, methods that are derived from the interpretive paradigm. We
examine social media discussions from the same period as the surveys — spring 2014."

While secondary data analysis is a widespread method, cyber-ethnography is not used extensively and
should be described in more detail. According to R. Gajjala cyber-ethnography is a methodology that studies online
interactions in different ways [1]. Also L. Kendall emphasizes that online interaction cannot be separated from the
offline social and political context [2]. As regards to Ukraine, some authors underline significant role of
organization, mobilization function, and effectiveness of the Internet in the resistance to the authorities [3], or
examine «to what extent the ideology (or other factors) of a particular [social media] group shapes its network
structure» [4, p.21]. Our study is different. We analyze ‘content’, which appears in cyber-space, and particularly in
discussions that are engendered in social media. Numerous groups and forums appeared in social media could be
viewed as a platform for producing different discourses. With such research optics we focus on social media not so
much as a mobilizing resource or a platform to create a group with particular structure but as a resource and space
for negotiating identities and debating Ukraine’s ‘choice’. Thus by considering the content of social media
discussions as discourses and narratives of a grass-root population that is not organized formally or institutionally,
we offer a new lens of seeing society not in a highly-polarized dimension, but tracking of ‘in-between’ spectrum of
public opinion.

We ground our approach in the idea that narratives-discussions are one of the significant supplements to
the official public sources [5, p.103]. Applying such supplements permits us to utilize a ‘cross-referential’ approach
that assesses a society not only on the basis of its official discourse and information, but also helps us better
understand not only ‘what happened’, but also ‘what it felt like’. As regards to our research case we assert that
discussions generated in social media can assist in the deconstruction of numerous hegemonic myths.

Presenting the benefits of the cyber-ethnography methods one should point out some methodological
doubts which arise (particularly regarding Ukrainian context). Earlier cyber-ethnography researches on Ukrainian
society alongside with providing with the new empirical data also had to convince whether or not a cyber-space
could be regarded as a worthy and relevant field-site for researchers’ examination, and grounding what exactly
might it provide for a potential study [6; 7]. Being generally recognized as a relevant form of field research during
the last decade, nowadays the ongoing hybrid war in Ukraine has engendered new challenges and doubts about
cyber-ethnography: How to deal with ‘fake’ participants? Could we regard such sources as reliable ones to ground
our conclusions?

For the social media analysis we considered examining three main social media sites which are popular in
Ukraine: Vkontakte, Odnoklassiniki, Facebook. According to the survey conducted by GFK the most popular social
media among Kharkovites is Vkontakte (VK) [8, p.9]. Examining VK we found out that there are several groups
that refer to Kharkiv. We distinguished three possible groups to examine: Kharkiv is Russian city, Kharkiv is
Ukrainian city and Tipichnyi Kharkiv (Typical Kharkiv). Because we seek to analyze ordinary people talking to
each other in a neutral forum and want to avoid so-called «activist» groups for this paper2 we selected a single VK
group — Tipychnii Kharkov. The group Tipichnyi Kharkov was founded on Dec 16, 2011 and describes itself as
«News, open discussion, photos, and humor about Kharkov»®. It has 257 445 subscribers (information as of June
12,2017).

Popular Opinions in Kharkiv. Does Kharkiv fit the stereotype of an eastern Ukrainian region, oriented
toward Russia [9]? And to what degree is the population there polarized? An in depth examination of a KIIS survey
on political opinions conducted in spring 2014 [10] indicates some critical ways in which Kharkiv does not fit these
stereotypes and some ways in which it does. Even at the height of the spring 2014 events there are some critical
issues about which Kharkovites agreed. Conversely, there are important issues about which residents serious
disagreed.

In terms of issues and events about which a majority of Kharkovites agree, opinion data clearly show that
very few people supported separatism or joining Russia during spring 2014. When asked whether they believed that
«their oblast should separate from Ukraine and join Russia» a clear majority — 66% - answered no. Only 16% of
respondents answered that they either definitely or probably supported separating from Ukraine and joining Russia.
An equal portion of the population (17%) remained noncommittal, saying that they partially supported and partly
opposed joining Russia. (Q20,2) In answering another question about whether they were «prepared to take to the
streets and support demonstrations to unite the region with Russia», an even larger majority (76%) answered
negatively, reflecting the population’s aversion to the use of violence to accomplish political goals. (Q21)

! Our future research will track local attitudes up to the present and will be supplemented by secondary sources including media
reports, and interviews conducted by the authors.

? Existing research [4] examines only activist groups on social media rather than non-activist groups.

? This group does have an account in Facebook as well https://www.facebook.com/groups/T1plchnly/ Nevertheless there are no
discussions there.
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Similarly, there was little support for the violent seizure of administration buildings in Kharkiv. A clear
majority of respondents—73%—reported that they opposed «the actions of those who used arms to seize the
administration buildings in Kharkiv» while only 10% of the population supported them. Seventeen percent of the
population, however, answered that it was hard to say and that they partially supported and partially opposed the
armed seizures Q13,1.

This question seems to refer to the seizure of the administration building by pro-Russian, separatist forces.
Thus, a majority of citizens again indicated their opposition to establishing a separatist republic along the lines of
DNR and LNR. On the other hand, the answers to another survey question suggest the complexity of challenging
authority at this time, and even of seizing government buildings. It is important to keep in mind that before
separatist forces took the oblast building, pro-Maidan activists also held the building in an attempt to expel current
anti-Maidan authorities—a strategy that took place throughout Ukraine’s regions including in the west. In another
question respondents were asked whether they agreed with three different statements about the «justice of the
armed seizures of administration buildings in their region». In the most popular response, 58% of respondents
agreed with the statement: «There are no circumstances in which the armed seizure of administration building
should be allowed. All problems should be addressed through diplomatic means». However, 22% of respondents
stated that the seizures «could be justified insofar as the western regions did the same thing during the revolution».
Also, 17% said that the seizures could be justified because «there was no other way to get the center to pay
attention to the problems of the regions». The last two alternatives (which were articulated by surveyers not
respondents) suggest that some local citizens felt that Kyiv was ignoring the concerns of their region — a common
refrain heard in Donbas at this time, and also during the Orange Revolution. None of the statements in the survey
mentioned the seizure of administration buildings in connection to establishing a separatist republic, nor to Russia’s
role (Q13,2).

Related to the issue of the relationship between center and region, survey responses indicate that most
Kharkovites (71%) supported greater decentralization of power. Of this percentage, 32% backed federalism and
39% supported a unitary state that would «decentralize power and widen the rights of the about oblasts». Only 23%
of Kharkovites favored maintaining a unitary state and the status quo. (Q29) In line with increased support for local
control, a large majority of respondents (83,6%) agreed that governors should be elected (Q30).

Discourse analysis of discussion on VK at the moment when separatist forces had seized the oblast
administration building suggests that not all Kharkovites equated federalization with joining Russia or with the
weakening of the Ukrainian state. There was, however, significant disagreement on this subject. For example, one
man posted: «Right now, Russian-speaking residents of east Ukraine went to protests to support the expansion of
the powers of local authorities, for the federalization of the country». [A] .

Another man posted in response: «...Federalization is the beginning of the division of Ukraine» [E]° .

Some people connected the question of federalization to Russia’s annexation of Crimea, fearing that
federalization would encourage Russia to seize more Ukrainian territory (see discussion on Crimea below).

Other issues about which there was much common ground among Kharkovites were corruption and
Yanukovych. Fully 87% of respondents answered positively to a question about whether, «in addition to former
President Yanukovych, the ministers, governors, prosecutors, judges, who during his reign participated in
corruption activities and violation of laws, should answer before the law?» Only 3,2% of respondents disagreed
with this statement Q14.

Disagreement. Responses to the survey also indicate that there were critical areas of disagreement in 2014,
not just among activists who took part in the demonstrations, but among ordinary citizens in Kharkiv. The
population in Kharkiv was almost evenly split when it came to the issue of Crimea. Forty three percent of
respondents agreed with the statement that Crimea united with Russia as a result of illegal annexation, whereas
44% said that annexation was the result of the Crimean peoples’ free will. (Keep in mind that this survey took place
before the ATO began.) An exchange on VK succinctly captures the character of strongly divergent views about
Crimea. One woman wrote:

«Now we are really rescued only by being a unitary state, otherwise Russia would snip off not only Crimea» [T].

«Russia did not “snip off’ Crimea. The Crimea itself expressed a desire to join Russia;no one pushed it» [P]°.

Opinions were also divided when it came to the Maidan: 48% agreed with the statement that the Maidan
was «a citizens’ protest against corruption and the arbitrary dictatorship of Yanukovych,» while 43% agreed that it
was a «state armed coup, organized by the opposition with the help of the Westy». It is important to keep in mind
that the survey prompted these answers by supplying these alternatives to respondents. Still, the fact that only 8%
answered that they didn’t know or found it hard to say illustrates that already by spring 2014, people held firm

* https://vk.com/wall
3 https://vk.com/wall
8 https://vk.com/wall
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opinions about Maidan. There was also a marked difference of opinion with regard to the group Right Sector and
the importance of the role they played in Maidan and in Ukrainian politics.

Opinions about the legitimacy of the new leaders of Ukraine’s central state also divided Kharkovites. Half of
respondents considered both Acting President Oleksandr Turchynov and Prime Minister Arseniy Yatsenyuk
illegitimate. Smaller percentages considered these leaders to be legitimate: 31% for Turchinov and 34% for
Yatsenyuk. (14% and 12% found it hard to say). (Q1) The low legitimacy of Ukraine’s new leaders in spring 2014 did
not mean, however, that Kharkovites retained support for the old regime. On the contrary, fully 77% of respondents
did not consider Yanukovych to be the legitimate president of Ukraine (Q2). Taken together, these answers suggest a
serious crisis of confidence in the Ukrainian central state among Kharkov residents in spring 2014.

While many of the Tipichnyi Kharkov posts suggest that the opinions of citizens are entrenched and
polarized, some people articulate a more nuanced view in which they express frustration, or alternatively, support
for both «sides» of the conflict. For example, a person who posted in February 2014 while Yanukovych was still in
office wrote: «lI for example do not support the current authorities nor those people who are trying to seize them
with the help of Maidan. Our police, corruption in our country, and many other things are disgusting to me. Europe
is closer to me than Russia but | do not consider Russia an enemy. | have many friends there...»[P]’

Some of the other posts from this period show a similar tendency insofar as their authors avoid explicitly
siding with either Europe or Russia.

Europe versus Russia. On the issue of Ukraine’s geopolitical orientation to Europe versus Russia and the
former Soviet states, Kharkiv region was closer to the latter in 2014. However, support for joining the Customs
Union was significant but not overwhelming. Respondents were asked: «If a referendum were held today, whether
they would join the «Customs Union, with Russia, Belarus, and Kazakhstan», the EU, or choose not to participate
in the referendum. A plurality of respondents (46,5%) chose the Customs Union, while 26,5% favored the
European Union. Seventeen percent said that they wouldn’t take part in a referendum and 9,4% found it hard to say.
(Q32) When asked in general about relations between Ukraine and Russia, most people (71%) stated that they
should be that of «normal, friendly states, with open borders and without a visa requirementy. It is important to
emphasize that the survey was conducted in April, before the ATO began in earnest. (Q20.1) When asked «which
factors attract you above all to Russia?» the most popular answers were «the high salary and pensions (33%),
followed by «the stable economic situation (28%), and then the culture (18%). Nearly a third of respondents,
however, stated that «nothing attracts me to Russia (30%) (Q23). The following emotional exchange captures some
of the ways in which locals thought about Maidan in terms of loyalty to Europe versus loyalty to Russia:

I: «Why do Russia-lovers not go to Russia?»

O: «Probably because they think that Ukrainians came to Kharkov from elsewhere but that Russians
(Rossianin) are indigenous here».

V: «l, why do Europe-lovers not go to Europe, and instead go out to Maidan to protest?»

I: «V, probably because they dream of building a European state in their country and do not search for
someone to beg from who treats them as an appendage».

A: «l want to live in Kharkov, Ukraine, but | don’t want to live under Putin’s dictatorship and in Russia! |
do have Ukraine! [No one] has to separate Kharkov to join Russia».

V: «So people who remember their own past and want to re-unite with the fraternal people are ‘vatniki’,
but maidan scum, who betrayed their own people and all the Slavs, preferring to crawl to Obama are normal
people?»®

Some Kharkovites, however, rejected the either — or choice of Russia versus Europe, expressing instead a
commitment to Ukraine remaining independent of external states. A woman posted a comment in Tipichnyi
Kharkov in January 2014 stating: «We only have one Ukraine and we don’t have the right to pull it between Europe
and Russia. The main thing is not to sell Ukraine. In both western Ukraine and eastern Ukraine live the same hard
workers and we cannot allow them to suck everything out of us».

Another man expressed similar sentiments about the need to avoid selling Ukraine’s economic resources in
exchange for control by another state: «I don’t want Europe or Russia. | want the state to develop and not to sell
itself out as it has been doing for the past four years. We need to start with ourselves [...]. And the situation in
Kharkiv with the authorities is well known».

The statement here combines a plea for Ukraine to remain independent of external states with a critique of
local government leaders.

Concluding, various areas of general agreement in 2014 consisted of strong opposition to separatism and
joining Russia; opposition to the seizure of local administration buildings and to the use of force, anti-Yanukovych
attitudes and hatred of the corrupt practices of the Ukrainian leaders. In addition, large numbers of people favored
decentralization, and some even backed federalism as solutions to improved governance in Ukraine. Loyalty to

7 https://vk.com/wall
¥ https://vk.com/wall
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Ukraine as an independent state, beholden to neither Europe nor Russia seems to resonate with large numbers of
Kharkovites; instead, growing numbers of citizens do not want to make a choice between Russia and the EU —an
issue that deserves more research.
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