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Voting Stability, Political Gridlock:
Ukraine's 1998 Parliamentary Elections
ANDREW WILSON & SARAH BIRCH

MUCHOFTHEINITIAL
COMMENT
on the 1998 Ukrainian elections focused on the strong

performanceof the Communist Party.1The Communists did indeed emerge as the
largest single force, with 24.65% of the list vote and 122 out of 450 seats in
parliament(Verkhovna Rada). However, the real story of the elections was one of
underlying stability and limited change.2 The elections confirmed overall voting
patternsthat were initially apparentin the transitionelections of 1990-94. Ukraine
still has no real national party system, only a set of local systems, but the sum total
of these systems now seems to produce overall results that are fairly predictable.
Although the Communistsbenefited from a realignment of forces within the left
camp, the left as a whole won roughly the same proportionof votes and seats as in
1994 (40%), when the last parliamentaryelections were held.3 The 1998 elections
confirmed that the left parties command plurality, but not majority support.4The
nationalistor, in Ukrainianterminology, 'national-democratic'mainstreamunderperformed slightly on its traditional 20-25% with under 15% of the seats (Rukh,
members of other rightist parties elected in single-memberseats, plus independents).
The far right won 2-3% of the vote, which, despite some commentatorscrowing at
its failure to win significantnumbersof seats,5was roughly the same as in 1994 (see
Table 1). The elections therefore confirmed the strictly limited base of support for
Ukrainian ethnonationalism.6Significant change came only in the political centre,
which took the same proportionof seats as in 1994, but where properpolitical parties
have now emerged for the first time.
This article is in five parts.First, we give an overview of the election law used for
the 1998 elections, followed by an examination of the main groups contesting the
poll. We then describe the voter survey designed by the authorsand conductedby the
Kiev InternationalInstitute of Sociology in the last two weeks of the election
campaign and use its data to constructa model of party support.The voting results
are then analysed in detail, before a final section discusses the process of faction
formation in parliamentafter the elections.
The election law

In both the 1990 and 1994 elections Ukraine used the Soviet-era system of a
majoritariandouble ballot. In 1994 the election law added the damaging stipulation
that a 'majority' in any constituency (okruh) requiredboth a 50% vote and a 50%
ISSN 0966-8136 print/ISSN 1465-3427 online/0601039-30 ? 1999 University of Glasgow
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TABLE 1
OVERALL RESULTS, MARCH 1998 UKRAINIAN PARLIAMENTARYELECTIONS

Communist
Socialist/Village
ProgressiveSocialists
WorkingUkraine
Otherleft
Total left
Social LiberalUnion
(SLOn)
Partyof Regional Revival
Soyuz
OtherRussophile
Total Russophile
Greens
PopularDemocrats
Hromada
Social Democrats(United)
Agrarians
Reforms and Order
Razom
ForwardUkraine!
ChristianDemocraticParty
NEP
Othercentre
Total Centre
Rukh
NationalFront
Menshe sliv
Otherright
Total Right
Against all
Independents
Invalid

List votes
(%)

List
seats

List seats
(%)

SM
votes

SM
seats

SM seats
(%)

Total seats
(out of 450)

24.65
8.56
4.05
3.06
1.10
40.63
0.91

84
29
14
-

37.33
12.89
6.22
-

13.94
4.36
0.98
0.53

38
5
2
1

16.89
2.22
0.89
0.44

122
34
16
1

27.11
7.56
3.56
0.22

(

127

56.44

46
1

20.44
0.44

173
1

38.44
0.22

(

2
1

0.89
0.44

2
1

0.44
0.22

4

1.78

12
7
3
8
3
1
2
2
1

5.33
3.11
1.33
3.56
1.33
0.44
0.89
0.89
0.44

39
14
5
1

17.33
6.22
2.22
0.44

20

8.89

4
19
29
23
17
8
3
1
2
2
1
105
46
5
1
52

0.89
4.22
6.44
5.11
3.78
1.78
0.67
0.22
0.44
0.44
0.22
23.34
10.22
1.11
0.22
11.56

(1

116

51.56

116

25.78

(4

0.91
0.70
2.52
5.44
5.01
4.68
4.01
3.68
3.13
1.89
1.74
1.30
1.23
2.38
34.52
9.40
2.72
0.17
0.94
13.23
5.26

0

19
17
16
14
-

8.44
7.56
7.11
6.22
-

0.94
4.30
4.47
1.71
3.18
1.73

66
32
-

29.33
14.22
-

6.23
2.59

32

14.22

3.09

Total seats (1
(%)
o

Total electorate:37 540 092 (38 204 100 in 1994); turnout:70.8% (74.8% in 1994).
Sources: Uryadovyikur"er,9 April 1998, p. 5; 21 April 1998, pp. 4-10; Holos Ukrainy,18 April 1998, pp. 3-9; 28 April 1998, p. 3; 1
p. 2; MykhailoPohrebyns'kyi& Oleksii Tolpyho, 'Narodi partiya-edyni?', Politychnyiportret Ukrainy,1998, 21, pp. 29-42, at p. 31,
kalendar, 1998, 7 (April), pp. 78-88. Only partialinformationwas availablefor the constituencypartyvote.

This content downloaded from 220.244.242.201 on Sun, 28 Sep 2014 02:04:33 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

UKRAINE'S 1998 ELECTIONS

1041

turnout.As a result, only 338 out of 450 seats were filled at the first attempt and,
despite more than half a dozen repeat attempts,36 were still empty on the eve of the
1998 poll. The other key criticism of the system was the handicapit placed on party
formation,a problem that was exacerbatedby the nominationproceduresadopted for
the 1994 elections, which favouredwork collectives and 'groups of voters' over party
assemblies.
The law adopted for the 1998 elections was based on the Russian system used in
the 1993 and 1995 Duma elections (half of deputies to be elected in single mandate
territorialconstituencies in a single round plurality vote, and half on national party
lists), with two key modifications. There was no turnout requirement, and the
thresholdfor representationon the list vote was fixed at 4%, not 5%. There was also
a switch to positive voting, althoughvoters could still vote 'against all of the above'
(5.26% eventually did so). Deputies seem to have picked on a 4% threshold via the
formula 'Russia-1%'(a 3% thresholdwas considered,but only 165 deputies voted in
favour),7to help assist the process of partyformationin Ukraine.Ukraineis, however,
significantly different from Russia in that most of its smaller political parties are
located in the centre of the ideological spectrum.The new electoral system could have
produced very different results. Although eight parties eventually cleared the
threshold(three from the left, four from the centre and one from the right), three of
the four centre parties were above 4% but below 5%, and the elections came within
a whisker of producing an artificiallypolarised assembly.
Voter education about the new system was minimal.8 Uncertainty was also
engenderedby the use of several different voting systems for the simultaneouslocal
elections and by a last-minuteConstitutionalCourtruling that declaredmany aspects
of the electoral law unconstitutional,including most notably the original provision
that candidates were allowed to stand both on party lists and in single member
constituencies.9The performanceof the Centraland local ElectoralCommissions was
awful. Results were promised for the night of the elections, but failed to emerge in
full for several weeks, damaging the transparencyof the process and allowing
accusations of fraud to fester.
Contendersand issues
Thirty parties and blocs of parties were on the final ballot for the list vote.10The
qualification criteria (200 000 signatures, including at least 10 000 in any 14 of
Ukraine's 26 administrativedistricts) were not particularlyonerous or, more exactly,
were not taken particularlyseriously (one reportfrom Sumy oblast' claimed to have
found the signaturesof Leonid Brezhnev, DzhokharDudaev, Boris El'tsin et al. all
in the same block of flats).1 Only two of 32 aspirantsfailed to make it onto the list.
We have placed the 30 in a conventional left-centre-rightclassification, in so far as
this was the parties' own self-description.The Russophile parties could perhaps be
placed on the right with other (Ukrainian)nationalist parties, but in the Ukrainian
context the Russophiles tend to make common cause with the left (see Table 2).
Several of the 30 were, however, little more than 'spoiler parties', created in the
run-upto the elections largely to draw votes away from the left-wing parties, which
had enjoyed a relatively clear run in 1994. The AgrarianParty was set up with state
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TABLE 2
THEELECTION
CONTENDERS

Party/bloc*
Left
Communists
Socialists/Village*
Progressive Socialists
WorkingUkraine*
All-UkrainianWorkers
Defenders of the Fatherland
Russophiles
Party of Regional Revival
Soyuz
Social Liberals (SLOn)*
Centre
Agrarians
ForwardUkraine!*
Hromada
PopularDemocrats (NDP)
NEP*
Reforms and Order
Razom*
ChristianDemocraticPartyof Ukraine
Social Democrats(United)
Social Democrats
EuropeanChoice*
Partyof National-EconomicDevelopment
Women's Initiatives
Greens
Spiritual,Economic and Social Progress
Partyof Muslims
Right
Rukh
National Front*
RepublicanChristianParty
UkrainianNational Assembly
Menshe sliv*

Date of
registration

Sitting
deputies on list

October 1993

46
25
3
2
2
1

July 1996
June 1997
July 1997
November 1997
June 1997

14
4
0

December 1996

26
19
15
12
10
7
5
3
3
2
1
1li
0
0
0
0

March 1994
May 1996
October 1997
November 1992
July 1996
November 1991
January1997
October 1997
May 1991
June 1994
November 1997
February1990
July 1997
December 1994

23
13
3
3
0O

*All blocs were formed in the run-up to the elections. Their constituent parts were:
Socialists/Village: Socialist Party (November 1991), Village Party (January 1993);
WorkingUkraine:Civic Congressof Ukraine(June1993),Partyof Justice(February1993);
SLOn: InterregionalBlock for Reforms (January1995), Constitutional-Democrats(May
1993); Forward Ukraine!: Ukrainian Christian Democratic Party (November 1991),
Christian-People'sUnion (March 1997); NEP: DemocraticParty(August 1991), Partyof
Economic Revival (March 1993) (formerly the Party of Economic Revival of Crimea);
Razom: LabourParty (January1993), Liberal Party (October 1991); EuropeanChoice:
Village DemocratParty (January1991), Liberal-DemocraticParty (July 1992); National
Front:Congress of UkrainianNationalists (January1993), RepublicanParty (November
1990), Conservative Republican Party (July 1992); Menshe sliv: Social-National Party
(October 1995), State Independenceof Ukraine(March 1993).
Sources:HryhoriiAndrushchaket al., PolitychnipartirUkrai'ny(Kiev, KIS, 1998);Mykola
Tomenko& Oleh Protsenko(eds), Pravo vyboru:politychniparti ta vyborchibloky(Kiev,
Instituteof PostcommunistSociety, 1998), passim;authors'calculationsfrom information
in Vybory '98: politychnyi kompas vybortsya(Kiev, KIS, 1998).
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support to challenge the hitherto uncontested monopoly of the Village (Selyans'ka)
Party in the Ukrainian countryside; Working Ukraine (de facto backed by the
Federationof TradeUnions of Ukraine),the Partyof Defenders of the Fatherlandand
the All-Ukrainian Workers' Party were designed to challenge the organisational
foundationsof the Communistvote in tradeunion and veterans' groups;the Progressive Socialist Party initially was rumouredto receive covert state supportas a splinter
group from the Socialists. We have classed the Progressive Socialists as part of a
single 'left bloc', but in fact their electoral success was a great blow to left unity. The
Communistand Socialist press were soon full of attackson a party they regardedas
having been created by President Kuchma.12
The 'spoiler' tactic, already a familiar one in many post-communiststates (as for
example in the 1995 Russian elections), was in a sense successful. The Progressive
Socialists crossed the thresholdwith 4.04%, and the other 'spoiler parties' collected
a total of 7.84%. The Communistswere unable to sweep the board in their heartland
areas as they had in 1994, as for example in the Donbas, where Working Ukraine in
particularproved a more effective opponent than the local business parties (Razom),
winning 16.2%in Donets'k and 6.2% in Luhans'k(always the more radicalof the two
oblasti).

Our analysis thereforefocuses on four key parties which were a genuine force in
the elections: the Communistsrepresentingthe mainstreamleft; the Socialist/Village
party bloc as the would-be more 'social-democratic'and patriotic leftist alternative;
the main establishmentcentre party, the National Democratic Party (NDP); and the
People's Movement of Ukraine(NarodnyiRukh Ukrainyor NRU, normallyRukh for
short), the main Ukrainiannationalistparty.
The self-proclaimed 'Leninist Communist Party of Ukraine' is one of the most
left-wing communist successor parties in the former Soviet bloc. Its election programmelaunchedan uncompromisingattackon the 'banditclass' in power and their
'genocide of the people', and called for a 'restorationof state and workers' control'
in parallel to a 'savage war against shadow [sic] business'. On the national question,
the Communistscalled for 'the Russian language, as the native language of one half
of the populationof Ukraine, to be given the status of a state language alongside the
Ukrainianlanguage' and unambiguouslysupported'the voluntarycreationof an equal
Union of fraternalpeoples' on the territoryof the former USSR.13
The Socialist/Village Bloc was more moderatein tone, confining itself to a call for
'securingeffective state control over the bankingsystem and over strategicand highly
profitablemarkets',and 'effective regulationof prices'. On the nationalissue, the two
parties promised to resist all attempts to 'turn Ukraine into a colony, an appendage
to NATO', but limited their Slavophile nostalgia to a call for 'good-neighbourly,
fraternaleconomic and political relations, above all with the Slavonic world, Russia
and Belarus, other states'.
Rukh avoided the grand rhetoricof liberal reform, well aware of its unpopularity,
calling instead for lower taxes, 'the development of small and medium business', an
anti-mafiacampaign and a 'Programmefor the Struggle with Poverty'. In terms of
nationalistvalues, however, Rukh was much more unambiguous,calling for 'a return
to Europe' and 'insisting on the National Idea as a guarantee of strengthening
statehood, the rebirth and unification of the Ukrainiannation'. Nevertheless, Rukh
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was still outflankedon its right by the National Front, whose slogan was 'Ukrainian
Power in Ukraine!', and which retreatedfrom the idea of open marketeconomics by
calling for a 'nationalmarketdefendedfrom tradeand price aggression from abroad'.
The various centre parties had a less distinct image. The NDP claimed rather
defensively that 'the state apparatusis not a monster' and promisedprosperitythrough
a policy of 'every citizen a property-owner.This is not a fable. Privatisationis not just
for the privatisers'. In other words, the NDP stood for a continuation of reform,
although this was masked by the anti-corruptionrhetoriccommon to all parties. The
NDP's media campaign stressed the virtues of experience (the party list was headed
by the Prime Minister,Valerii Pustovoitenko).On the nationalissue the partytrod the
middle ground, talking vaguely of the need for culturalpluralismand balancing 'the
progressive integration of Ukraine into the European and world community' with
'friendly relationswith neighbouringcountries, above all the countries of the CIS'.14

Data and methods

The determinants of party support were investigated through the analysis of a
nation-wide voter survey conducted in March 1998. Our survey was administeredin
the last two weeks of the campaign,when a representativesample of 1742 voters was
interviewed in 25 constituencies throughoutUkraine (see Appendix 3 for details of
the survey). In order to explain the causal logic of voting behaviourwe chose a path
analysis of the various relationshipsbetween the different variables hypothesised to
affect vote choice. At the first stage we located those aspects of voter identity least
susceptible to subjective manipulation-age, gender, education level, ethnic group,
religion, religiosity, employment situation and place of residence (region and settlement type)-on which none of the other variables in the model could reasonablybe
said to have an impact (for details on these variables, see Appendix 1). These are
factors which have been found in previous studies to influence vote choice in Ukraine
and other former Soviet states.15
These variables were then hypothesised to influence a series of intervening
variables.The first of these was language.A numberof recent studies have found that
language use in Ukraine is a better predictor of vote choice than ethnic group.'6It
appearson closer inspection that the main reason for this finding is that language use
is itself a composite effect of a numberof other underlyingfactors, the most important
of which are place of residence and ethnicity. When language is understoodin this
way as an interveningvariable,it becomes more obvious why its effect on vote choice
appearsto be greater than that of ethnicity when the two variables are entered into
models at the same level. Because languageuse is closer to vote choice in the 'funnel
of causality','7 it partly masks the effects of ethnicity.
The second intervening variable was economic welfare, which was modelled
in terms of the socio-demographicvariables referredto above and measuredby the
use of a three-item additive scale designed to tap both objective and subjective
perceptions of welfare. The survey questions employed to this end were (1) a
five-point measure of income adjusted for family size; (2) a five-point measure of
perceived income adequacy; and (3) a five-point question about retrospective
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TABLE 3
WHICH OF THE PROBLEMS CURRENTLY FACING UKRAINE CONCERNS YOU MOST? (ANSWERS RANK
ORDERED ACCORDING TO FEQUENCY OF RESPONSE)

The irregularpayment of wages, pensions, grants
Unemployment
Corruptionin official structures
The quality of social services, education,health care in Ukraine
Relations with Russia
Crime
The rebirthof the Ukrainiannation
Inflation
Ukraineas an independentstate
Relations with the West
The position of the Russian language and culture in Ukraine
Otheror none
Don't know or no answer

n

%

583
473
165
127
108
76
41
25
19
5
5
67
47

33.5
27.2
9.5
7.3
6.2
4.3
2.4
1.4
1.1
0.3
0.3
3.8
2.7

evaluation of recent changes in the respondent's economic situation.18These three
measures were combined into an economic welfare scale for which the Cronbach's
alpha reliability measure (which varies in theory from 0 to 1) was 0.5467.19
The last stage in the causal model was voter values. The general opening question
placed at the beginning of our survey revealed that at the time of the elections voters
were most concerned about three main issues: economic hardship,crime and corruption, and a series of issues relatedto ethnicity,statehoodand the definitionof Ukraine,
which can be summed up under the rubric of nationalist issues (see Table 3).
Economic issues were clearly predominant,but only two of the three issue areas
producedlarge differences of opinion amongst Ukrainians;crime and corruptiontend
to be 'valence' issues (in other words, issues that nearly all voters see as problematic).
The model therefore included at the final stage variables designed to measure
economic values and nationalist values.
Two questions were used to tap views on questions of nationalism.A scale of two
survey items was constructed in which one item measured the external (foreign
policy) dimension and one the internal(ethnic politics) aspect of this issue. The first
question asked the degree to which (on a scale of 1-5) respondents agreed 'that
Ukraine should be first and foremost a state of the Ukrainian nation' or 'first and
foremost a state without ethnic definition'. The second question asked whether (on a
similar scale) respondents thought 'Ukraine should move away from Russia as
quickly as possible' or whetherthe two 'should once again be united in a single state'.
Cronbach'salpha for this scale was 0.5650.20We expected nationalist values to be
defined by ethnicity, region of residence and religion; with ethnic Ukrainians,those
living in the west and members of the 'national' Churchesbanned under Soviet rule
(the Greek Catholic and Autocephalous Orthodox Churches) being more likely to
hold such values.
To tap economic values, respondentswere asked to place their own opinion on a
scale (1-5) between the extremes 'Ukraine should have a market economy' and
'Ukraine should restore a planned, state socialist economy'. We expected economic
values to be determined by those factors which determine individuals' ability to
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survive and perhapsprosperin the new conditions:whetherthey are employed, where
they are employed, age, gender, education and place of residence.
Respondents were then asked to state their attitude toward each of four main
parties/partyblocs (the Communists,Socialists/Village Bloc, the NDP and Rukh) on
a scale ranging from 'strongly dislike' to 'strongly like', with three (unspecified)
intermediatepositions. High values thus indicate positive evaluations of the party in
question. Obviously party supportis not the same as vote choice. However, there is
a strong relationshipbetween the two variables, especially in the case of the leftist
parties; of those who gave the Communists a rating of 4 or 5, 84.2% declared an
intentionto vote for them; the correspondingfigure for the Socialist/Village bloc was
81.6%, for the NDP 69.8%, and for Rukh 68.4%. Attitudes toward these parties are
thus a good indicator of vote intention, but it is importantnot to equate the two.
Attitudes toward parties are better understoodas basic value orientationsthat may
well form the basis for long-term patternsof party identificationand support.
Determinants of party support

The causal patternsin question were mappedwith a series of OLS regressionmodels.
The path coefficients in Figures 1-4 indicate the structureof the supportbase of each
of the four majorparties/partyblocs. To simplify the diagrams,path coefficients were
only includedfor beta values of 0.10 or greater.Full regressionequationsare included
in Appendix 2. The models include all variables significant at the 0.05 level.
Language model

Where a person lives in Ukraine is a much more importantpredictorof the language
they speak than the ethnic group with which they identify (interestingly,religion is
not significant in the equation for language use). Those living in the south-east and
in large cities are much more likely to speak Russian than ruralinhabitantsand those
in the central and western regions. Ethnicity is the second major determinantof
language use. Educationcomes a distantthird;those with higher education levels are
slightly-though significantly-more likely to use the Russian language than those
with less education(the effect is slight enough for this relationshipto be omitted from
the diagrams,but see the full equation in Appendix 2).
Economic welfare model

A person's economic welfare is determinedby a large numberof factors. As is well
known from previous studies, the better educated, urban residents, non-manual
workers and men are relatively advantaged economically under post-communist
conditions over less well educated, rural residents, manual workers and women.
Unsurprisingly the unemployed are significantly worse off than other categories
(employed and non-employed). It is interestingto note that Russian language use is
also a significant and fairly substantialpredictorof economic well-being, indicating
that residence in the south-eastand Russian ethnicity have indirecteffects on welfare,
whereas urban residence has both a direct effect and an indirect effect mediated
through language use. Youth, private-sector employment, and affiliation with a
formerly banned Ukrainian Church have secondary though significant positive
impacts on economic welfare (see Appendix 2).
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Economic values model
Economic values are strongly determinedby economic welfare; the better off are on
the whole more sanguine about the market, whereas those in worse economic
positions tend to prefer the old command economy. Yet age and education are also
strong independent predictors of economic values; regardless of their material
situation, the young and the better educated are more likely to support the market.
Residence in the south-east is negatively associated with a pro-marketstance. The
west is less strongly differentiatedfrom the centre but, all else considered, western
residentsare more pro-market,and men tend to be slightly more supportiveof market
values than women.
Nationalist values model
Like economic values, nationalistvalues are most influenced by region of residence:
those who live in the south-east are considerably less inclined to favour nationalist
positions than those who live in the central and western regions of the country.
Adherence to one of the formerly banned Ukrainian Churches is, however, the
strongestpredictorof nationalistvalues, strongereven than ethnicity, while adherence
to one of the Russian-orientedChurches predicts lack of (Ukrainian) nationalism.
The more affluent also tend to be slightly more nationalistic, as do men, and the
two extremes of the occupational categorisation-manual workers and managers/
professionals. Ukrainianlanguage users are slightly more nationalistic than Russophones, though this relationshipis weaker than the direct effect of ethnicity.
Communistsupport model
The two strongest influences on supportfor the Communists were, as expected, the
two sets of values located closest in the funnel of causality. In fact, none of the other
variables had a direct effect on Communistsupport,except affiliation to a formerly
banned UkrainianChurch (with which Communist supportis negatively correlated).
Note that economic values are a stronger predictor of Communist support than
nationalist values (though less strong than nationalist values and Church affiliation
combined). Nevertheless, the Communists gained extra strength from dormant but
still potentially powerful ethno-linguistic issues.21 Ethnic Russians were twice as
likely to vote for the party as ethnic Ukrainians,32.3% as opposed to 16.7%.
Socialist/Village Party model
Anti-marketeconomic values are also the strongest determinantof Socialist/Village
support; (anti-)nationalistvalues have only a slight (though significant) impact on
attitudestowardthis bloc. The other majorinfluences in this model are geographical.
As might be expected of a bloc with a Village Party component, settlement size is
negatively correlated with this variable. This bloc's support base has another geographicalspecificity: it is strongerin the centralregions of the countrythan either the
west or the south-east. Education is the final variable that is significant in this
equation; the bloc's support appears to be marginally stronger among the less
educated.
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TABLE 4
TOTAL EFFECT OF SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHICAND GEOGRAPHICALVARIABLES

Variable

Communist Socialist/Village

Education
-0.05
0.04
Age
Gender
0.01
0.01
Unemployed
Manual worker
0.01
0.03
(Russian)Ethnicity
Formerly-bannedUkrainian
Churchaffiliates
-0.05
- 0.01
Settlementsize
0.08
Region: south-east
Region: west

-0.09
0.03
0.004
0.01
0.005
-0.001
-0.15
0.20
-0.15

NDP

Rukh

0.03
-0.03
- 0.004
- 0.008
- 0.004
-0.01

0.02
-0.02
- 0.003
- 0.006
- 0.003
- 0.07

0.03
0.01
-0.02

0.10
- 0.02
- 0.14

NDP model

Two value variablesaccountfor the bulk of NDP support;nationalistsand pro-market
respondentswere more favourably disposed to this party, all else considered. Other
minor influences were residence in the west of the country and religiosity, while the
non-employed(pensioners,students,etc.) were less inclined to supportthe NDP than
either the employed or the unemployed. The coefficients for these variables are not
of great magnitude, but these findings are nevertheless of interest. The strong
historical association in the Russian empire between Church and state may account
for the fact that frequent church attenders are more supportive of the party of
government.Yet those most dependenton the government-the non-employed-are
most hostile to the party, reflecting the general malaise in Ukraine vis-a-vis the
currentpractice of governance.
Rukh model

As with the NDP, support for Rukh is strongest among nationalists and free
marketeers, but in this case nationalist values far outweigh economic ones as
determinantsof support. The other major effect in this model is language use;
Russophonesare less inclined to supportRukh than Ukrainophones(this direct effect
of languagecounteractsthe slight indirecteffect via economic welfare and economic
values, which both predispose Russophones to supportRukh). Frequency of church
attendance,employment in the private sector, residence in the west of the country,
and male gender have secondary effects on supportfor Rukh.
In general, it can be said that socio-demographicfactors are strongly mediated by
values, especially economic values; secondary direct (unmediated) effects include
Church affiliation (the Communists), place of residence (Socialist/Village support),
and language use (Rukh support)-i.e. many of the same factors that determine
nationalistvalues. This implies that nationalistvalues per se have a weaker mediating
effect than economic values (though they are betterdeterminedby social factors than
economic values-the R2 statistic for the nationalistvalues equation is nearly twice
as large as that for the economic values equation).Table 4 shows the relative effect
of different socio-demographicand geographicalvariables.22
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It can be noted from Table 4 that there is a clear divide between the left and the
rest. The signs of almost all the variables are the same for, on the one hand, the
Communistsand the Socialist/Village bloc and the NDP and Rukh on the other. The
educated, the young, men, the employed, non-manualworkers and residents of the
centre and west are more likely to supportthe NDP and Rukh,whereasthose with less
education,the old, women, the unemployedand residentsof the south-eastdefine the
supportbases of the Communistsand the Socialist/Village bloc. The only exceptions
to this left/centre-right divide are ethnicity (a very slight tendency for ethnic
Ukrainiansto supportthe Socialist/Village bloc, and settlement size (here the slight
rural bias in the support base of Rukh is the exception). As might be expected,
affiliation to one of the previously banned Ukrainian Churches is correlated with
supportfor the NDP and Rukh, and with a disinclinationto think favourably of the
Communists.
The predominanceof economic issues and of perceived economic hardshipobviously favoured the left. In answer to our survey questions, a massive 65.5% agreed
that 'the materialstate of you and your family' had become 'a lot worse' since the
last elections and a further 16.7% claimed it had become 'somewhat worse'. Only
11.6% agreed that 'the economic sacrifices of the last four-five years' had been
'necessary for long-term positive changes in the Ukrainian economy'. However,
althoughthe Communistsand the Socialist/Village bloc are all communist 'successor'
parties, employment-relatedvariables do not figure strongly in determining the
structureof their support. Manual workers and the unemployed are slightly more
inclined to support these parties than those of the centre and right, and not
surprisinglythe non-employed tend to withhold their supportfrom the party associated with a government that has had conspicuous difficulty in maintaining social
services, but these effects are slight.
Voting Results

National turnoutin the elections was 70.8%, a creditable level and only marginally
down on the 74.8% in the first round of the 1994 vote. Turnoutwas, however, up to
10 to 15 points lower in the east and south (64.5% in Donets'k, 64.3% in Crimea, as
opposed to 79.7% in L'viv), which meant that left support was actually somewhat
lower than it could have been.23The Communiststopped the list vote, on which eight
parties/blocseventuallypassed the 4% threshold.The new voting system reduced the
number of non-party deputies from a half to around a quarter, although in the
constituencies the proportionwas little changed.
Although left, right and centre received similar total votes to 1994, there was
considerablechange within each camp. On the left, the apparentsuccess of the joint
bloc of the Socialist and Village parties was only superficial. The 1998 results
representeda widening of the gap between the left parties, with the Communists
becoming the more dominantpartner.The Communistfaction eventually contained
123 deputies, against 35 for the Socialist/Village bloc. In 1994 the Communists
originally had 95 deputies;the Socialists only had 14, but soon expanded to 27;24 the
Village partyhad 18 deputies,later a maximumstrengthof 52. The gap in the popular
vote was also somewhat wider in 1998, with the Communists on 24.7% and the
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Socialist/Villagers on 8.6%. Exact analysis of the vote in 1994 is difficult because
none of the three parties put up candidatesin every constituency,but amongst those
who did stand the Socialists won 3.7% of the vote and the Village Party 3.2%,
somewhat closer behind the Communists on 14.8% than in 1998 (that is about
one-half, ratherthan one-thirdof their total vote). A similar phenomenonof Communist consolidation occurred between the 1993 and 1995 Russian elections, with the
Russian Agrariansfailing to clear the 5% hurdle in 1995 (there is no real Russian
equivalent of the UkrainianSocialists).25
In the centre, four partieswon more than 4%. The Greens were a surprisepackage,
largely because they had sold their name to business and banking interests, which
paid for a slick mass media campaign. Hromadaand the United Social Democrats,
both led by former prime ministers (Kuchma's bitter rival Pavel Lazarenko for
Hromada,his predecessorEvhen Marchukand formerpresidentLeonid Kravchukfor
the Social Democrats),joined the NDP in parliament,but no centre groups won more
than 6%. Significantly, the centre-right,Ukraine's 'liberal patriots', failed to enter
parliamenton the list ballot, as they were fatally split between Reformsand Orderand
ForwardUkraine!
On the right, Rukh was more decisively ahead of its more nationalistrivals than in
1994, when it won only 6.0%, comparedwith 2.9% for the RepublicanParty, 1.4%
for the Congress of UkrainianNationalists and 0.4% for the ConservativeRepublicans.26Standingtogetherin 1998 as the National Front,the latterthree partiesmissed
the threshold with only 2.7%. The far right was clearly handicappedby the new
voting system (not only by the threshold;it was also harderfor the extreme parties
to win the larger territorialconstituencies),but its underlyingsupportbase remained
stable.
Table 5 shows the regional breakdownof the list vote by oblast'. Table 6 shows
the result of the voting in the 225 territorialconstituencies.Twenty-seven of the 225
results were subject to legal challenges, but in the end only five were overturned.
Repeat elections in these five constituencieson 16 August did little to alterthe overall
balance of forces (one more Communistwas elected and one more for the NDP, plus
three independents).27Significantly, voting patterns in the territorialconstituencies
were not massively differentfrom those on the party list. Overall supportfor parties
was lower, given the large numberof independentcandidates.The Greens, and to a
lesser extent, the Social Democrats,fared significantlyworse, given their dependence
on nationalTV advertising,as did the Progressive Socialists. The National Front did
slightly better, with concentratedsupport in Galicia, western Ukraine, as did the
Agrarians, with significant pockets of patronage support in the countryside (see
Table 1).
Results by region

It is interestingto note that, for all parties except the NDP, the largest coefficients in
our model of vote choice are those associated with place of residence. Yet residence
in the west (as opposed to the centre) of Ukraineis only a major differentiatorin the
case of the Socialist/Village bloc; in all other cases the significantdivide is between
the south-eastand the rest of the country.It is clear that place of residence is a much
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TABLE 5
BREAKDOWN OF THE LIST VOTE BY OBLAST'

Communists Rukh Soc/Village Greens
Transcarpathia
Chernivtsi
L'viv
Ivano-Frankivs'k
Ternopil'
Volyn'
Rivne
Khmel'nyts'kyi
Zhytomyr
Vinnytsya
Cherkasy
Kirovohrad
Kiev
Kiev city
Poltava
Sumy
Chernihiv
Kharkiv
Donets'k
Luhans'k
Dnipropetrovs'k
Zaporizhzhya
Kherson
Mykolaiv
Odesa
Crimea
Sevastopil'
National total

7.47
22.71
4.24
3.24
3.16
10.47
8.26
23.02
25.32
26.49
20.42
31.30
22.72
15.76
25.75
28.25
33.22
39.59
38.69
49.69
27.10
34.86
37.10
41.56
30.97
43.62
55.36
24.65

8.08
17.66
33.27
30.20
30.80
19.61
32.57
8.88
11.25
4.85
8.34
4.92
8.84
12.38
7.94
3.93
6.58
3.69
2.40
2.37
5.35
3.81
5.19
6.82
4.48
7.47
2.13
9.40

2.69
7.48
1.69
2.19
2.26
6.79
7.28
23.07
16.51
20.20
27.99
18.53
17.84
5.17
23.10
14.49
20.76
6.62
1.94
5.38
3.35
5.68
12.16
5.98
8.19
1.78
1.88
8.56

6.06
3.82
3.30
4.53
4.79
7.14
6.99
5.14
6.24
4.85
5.31
4.99
7.43
9.57
5.18
4.74
5.77
6.11
4.40
5.13
5.12
8.44
6.97
6.13
11.79
6.27
7.12
5.44

NDP

Hromada

PSPU

7.05
5.62
5.70
5.52
4.85
5.77
4.10
6.66
5.04
12.92
5.98
6.04
6.20
3.55
4.17
3.93
5.26
6.76
3.75
3.49
3.20
6.72
4.65
11.20
3.92
4.79
8.33
5.01

3.31
1.58
0.93
1.66
1.93
2.35
1.73
1.55
1.78
2.18
1.76
6.73
2.02
3.30
1.29
1.75
2.16
2.78
2.93
4.10
37.37
3.21
5.35
2.23
1.40
3.23
3.14
4.68

1.27
1.79
0.70
0.62
0.58
1.31
1.33
2.83
3.76
3.44
4.94
4.00
5.59
4.95
3.41
23.21
7.51
11.10
4.62
4.78
1.83
7.07
4.52
4.34
3.10
1.60
1.15
4.05

Key: R&O-Reforms and Order;WU-Working Ukraine;FU!-Forward Ukraine!
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National
SDPU(U) Agrarians Front Other
35.05
10.17
4.46
4.30
4.28
3.72
4.73
3.52
3.92
1.75
3.98
4.06
4.41
9.35
3.13
2.82
2.26
3.90
2.01
2.59
2.53
3.69
2.85
3.72
3.81
2.10
1.51
4.01

2.28
3.27
7.24
5.60
4.47
16.85
10.73
6.22
5.33
1.76
2.87
2.05
3.98
1.70
4.23
2.63
3.00
3.22
2.13
2.64
1.27
3.18
3.54
2.86
6.80
3.51
1.72
3.68

3.28
4.17
10.08
25.71
22.61
4.27
2.86
1.60
0.79
0.90
0.80
0.42
1.60
2.90
0.44
0.63
0.69
0.42
0.32
0.20
0.56
0.37
0.65
0.39
0.51
0.18
0.46
2.72

5.49
5.14
13.25
4.70

4.44 (

4.75 (
4.85 (

4.42 (

9.57 (
5.27 (

16.16 (
6.15 (

6.44 (

11.83 (

TABLE 6
BREAKDOWN OF TERRITORIALCONSTITUENCIESBY OBLAST'

Communists Rukh
Transcarpathia
Chernivtsi
L'viv
Ivano-Frankivs'k
Ternopil'
Volyn'
Rivne
1
Khmel'nyts'kyi
1
Zhytomyr
1
Vinnytsya
2
Cherkasy
Kirovohrad
Kiev
Kiev city
Poltava
3
1
Sumy
Chernihiv
Kharkiv
2
Donets'k
7
Luhans'k
8
3
Dnipropetrovs'k
3 (4)
Zaporizhzhya
Kherson
1
Mykolaiv
Odesa
2
Crimea
2
1
Sevastopil'
Nationaltotal
38 (39)

Soc/Village Greens

NDP

Hromada

PSPU

3
0 (2)

0(1)
0(1)
0 (1)
0 (4)

1
4
3 (4)

1(3)
0(1)
0 (4)
2 (5)
2 (3)
1(3)
0 (4)
0 (3)
0 (2)
0 ()

3
I Soc
1 Village
1
I
1

1 Soc

0 (2)

0(1)
0 (1)

0 (1)
14 (16)

1 Soc

0(1)

1 Village

0(1)

5 (6)

0 (5)

0 (2)

1
0 (2)
0(1)
2

1 (2)
1 (9)
0 (9)
0 (2)
0 (3)
0(1)
0 (2)
2 (4)
0(4)
2 (4)
12 (76)

0(1)

0(1)
0 (1)

0(1)
0 (3)
0(1)
5 (8)
0(1)
1
0(2)
0(1)
7 (24)

2 R&O, ISNPU, 1 Agrarian,
2 KUN, I FU!
1 KUN
1 Agrarian,1 URP, 1 DemPU
1 URP
1 ChristianDemocrat

0 (1)

0 (2)

Other

SDPU(O)

0(1)
2 (3)

3(11)

1 Agrarian
1 R&O
1 Justice

1 Agrarian
2 Regional Revival, 1 Liberal

1 Agrarian,'l InterregionalBlo
1 Agrarian
1 ChristianDemocrat
1 Agrarian
1 Agrarian
1 Soyuz
28

Note:The firstfigureshows the numberselected for each partyin each oblast'. The figuresin bracketsshow how manyterritorialdeputieswer
1998.
Sources:Authors'calculationsfrom informationin Politychnyikalendar, 1998, 7 (April), pp. 78-88 and the list of factions publishedin Ho
p. 3.
Key: R&O-Reforms and Order:SNPU-Social-National Party;KUN-Congress of UkrainianNationalists;URP-Ukrainian RepublicanPa
Partyof Ukraine.
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more important factor than any of the other variables normally associated with
ethnicity-language, religious denominationor statedethnic group.Wherepeople live
in Ukraine is more importantthan who they are in determiningvalues and political
attitudes, even when the other possible explanations of regional differences are
controlledfor-indicating thatregion has an independenteffect above and beyond its
ethnodemographiccorrelates.28
This finding largely confirms those who have analysed the regional dimension of
Ukrainianvoting patterns.29But the fact that region is not such a predominantfactor
in the model for NDP support,however, leads one to wonder whether the new crop
of centristpartiesthat formed between 1994 and 1998 might not be cutting across the
cleavage lines established prior to this election.30Only time will tell whether this is
indeed the case, but through the 1998 elections regional divisions appear to have
remained a highly significant determinantof electoral support.
None of the other centrist parties has a supportbase that is so clearly defined by
the east-west divide as the Communists and Rukh, although the Agrarians and
Reforms and Orderboth had a strong western tilt (see Table 5). The electoral base
of the largely unsuccessfulRussophilepartieswas obviously located in the south-east,
but even there they enjoyed few real concentratedpockets of support.Interestingly,
the Party of Regional Revival, which was backed by the Moscow Patriarchate,
received its highest scores in the westernoblasti of Chernivtsi(5.1%-also helped by
the votes of the local Romanian minority) and Volyn' (1.8%), both traditional
Orthodoxregions at the sharp end of conflict with the Catholic world.
The regional definitionof partiessuch as Hromada,the Social Democrats(United),
and possibly the Progressive Socialists (23.2% in Sumy) was more clearly based on
administrativedivisions and probablylinked to oblast'-level bases of political power.
This may be indicative of a new form of regional mobilisation-not on cultural
grounds but ratheron the basis of political patronagestructures.As Table 5 shows,
Hromada was above 4% only in Lazarenko's home territory of Dnipropetrovs'k,
where it won a massive 37.4%, and in the neighbouringoblasti of Kirovohradand
Kherson (plus Luhans'k). The Social Democrats (United), despite running a professional media campaign,31were forced to rely on massive supportin the western
fringe oblasti of Transcarpathia(35.1%) and Chernivtsi (10.2%) to squeeze past the
4% threshold.Three out of five constituency deputies in Transcarpathiaand two out
of four in Chemivtsi also eventuallyjoined the party. Otherparties which were little
more than fronts for regional interests were similarly concentrated,such as Razom,
representingproducer groups in the Donbas. In contrast, the Greens, without such
local pockets of support and heavily dependent on national TV advertising, scored
evenly throughoutUkraine and were almost invisible in the constituency elections
(see Table 1).
The Communistsare the closest thing to a true nationalpolitical party in Ukraine.
The party was weak only in the three western regions of Galicia, Transcarpathiaand
Volhynia, where its vote fell under 10%. Everywhere else it was consistently over
20%, except for Kiev city, although its 15.8% in the capital was a considerable
improvementon 1994 (see the section on Rukh below). Its highest scores of 49.7%
in Luhans'kand 55.4% in Sevastopil' were not remotely matchedby any other party.
(The CommunistParty of Crimea was also the largest party in the Crimean Soviet,
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winning 36 seats out of 100. This was a much strongerperformancethan in 1994,
when the Crimeanelections were dominatedby the local 'Russia Bloc'.32This time,
the main successor party to the Russia Bloc, Soyuz, won only four seats.33Unlike in
1994-98, the same partythereforenow dominatesCrimeanrepresentationin Kiev and
local politics in Simferopil'.)
The main national-democraticparty Rukh was not only well behind the Communists overall, but was unable to spread out from the west in the same way the
Communistsspreadout from the east. Rukh's total numberof seats went up from 25
to 46, but supportfor the right as a whole fell back, largely because Rukh was the
only rightistparty to clear the 4% threshold.Supportin Galicia was consistent at just
over 30%, but way short of the appeal by Rukh leader V'yacheslav Chorovil for the
'supportyou gave me in 1991' (during his campaignfor Ukraine's first presidential
election),34which was between 80% and 85% in Galicia. Rukh failed to build up the
big scores in west Ukraine (its highest score was in L'viv, 33.3%) that the
Communistswere able to win in the east and south (four totals over 40%, 11 over
30%).
In the far west, Rukh was still weak in Transcarpathia(8.1%), but then so were the
Communists(7.5%). Chemivtsi, on the other hand, was the only oblast' in Ukraine
where support for Rukh (17.7%) and the Communists (22.7%) was both high and
comparable.In its other traditionalstrongholds,supportfor Rukh in Rivne matched
that in Galicia (32.6%) and was not far behind in Volyn' (19.6%), but only in one
centralUkrainianoblast' was it over 10% (11.3% in Zhytomyr).Supportfor Rukh's
main rightistrival, the National Front, was even more regionally concentrated.It ran
Rukhclose in Galicia (25.7% in Ivano-Frankivs'k,22.6% in Ternopil'), but in the rest
of the west it was far behind. Nowhere east of Khmel'nyts'kyi oblast', apart from
Kiev, was its vote over 1%.
Particularly disappointing was Rukh's 12.4% in Kiev city-barely above its
national average. Outside of west Ukraine, the capital has usually been Ukrainian
nationalists' most fertile ground. However, in 1998 the right did considerablyworse
than 1994's admittedlyincomplete results. In 1994 only five out of 23 seats in Kiev
were filled at the first attempt,but all the winners were national-democraticcandidates, who also won 58.7% of the total second round vote.35In the same year, the
national-democratbloc Stolitsya (Capital)won 38 out of 69 seats on the city council
(16 were membersof Rukh), comparedwith four for the Communistsand one for the
Socialists.36In 1998, on the other hand, the Communistsreturnedas the largest party
on the list vote (15.8%, and 22.7% in the surroundingoblast'), beating Rukh into
second place (12.4% and 8.8%). Kiev's territorialconstituencies returned a high
numberof independents(10 out of 12).
In eastern and southern Ukraine, as in 1990 and 1994, Rukh had few
successes, and even lost ground in places. Its hope that hidden reserves of support
would be revealed by the semi-proportionalsystem was disappointed.Rukh's highest
score was a mere 6.8% in Mykolaiv. Only two of the 16 constituency deputies who
had joined the Rukh faction by June 1998 came from outside the west or Kiev. One
(OleksandrKulyk) was from Poltava;the other was Refat Chubarov,deputy leader of
the Crimean Tatar parliament (Qurultay).Ten of the 16 were from three western
oblasti-L'viv, Ternopil' and Rivne. The elections were a last hurrahfor Chornovil,
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with his brandof romanticnationalismnow under strong pressurefrom younger and
more pragmatic politicians such as Oleksandr Lavrynovych and Yurii Kostenko
(Rukh duly split in February1999 before Chorovil met an untimely death in a car
crash in March). The decision to place foreign minister Henadii Udovenko and
regional leaders such as Bohdan Boyko, head of Teropil' oblast' council, high on the
Rukh list (at numbers three and seven) had the effect of blurring the distinction
between Rukh and the authorities.In an election where negative sentiment towards
the powers-that-bewas the paramountfactor, this was undoubtedlya serious mistake.
Rukh's high vote of 7.5% in Crimea was boosted by the supportof the Crimean
Tatars. Rukh had placed Mustafa Jemiloglu, the leader of the Qurultay,at number
nine on its list, and in returnthe CrimeanTatarshad voted for Rukh en masse. The
deal may well have been mutually beneficial. As Rukh's total national list vote of
2 494 381 won it 32 deputies at 77 695 votes a deputy, the approximately90 000
eligible CrimeanTatarvoters could well have added an extra deputy to the Rukh total
in returnfor the election of Jemiloglu.37On the other hand, there is no evidence as
to the indirecteffect that Rukh's close association with the Tatarsmay have had on
its overall vote, either in Crimeaor in Ukraineas a whole. The Qurultayitself did not
participatedirectly in the elections (though leading membersNadir Bekirov and Ilmy
Umerov won 4.7% and 10% in Simferopil'). Last-minute calls for some kind of
special representationhad not been heeded. The fact that the so-called 'Muslim Party'
was actually based in Donets'k was demonstratedby its meager 1.7% of the vote in
Crimea.
The elections threw a harsh spotlight on the issue of representationof the Crimean
Tatar minority (still only around 11% of the population of the peninsula). The
abolition of the PR element in the local elections deprived the Tatars of their 14
seats.38In the national vote, Jemiloglu was joined by his deputy Chubarov, who
sneaked a surprisingwin in Krasnohvardiis'kyiraion with 17.8% of the vote, as his
opponents were divided. The Crimean Tatars now at least had a two-man 'lobby'
in Kiev, but neither was elected by a method that would guarantee long-term
representation.
As argued above, the Socialist/Village bloc was less effective than the sum of its
original parts. On the other hand, it fulfilled hopes expressed in 1994-97 that the two
parties' more moderateand more 'national' image would allow them to reach areas
of Ukrainian-speakingcentral Ukraine where the Communists were weaker.39The
Socialist/Village bloc was indeed ahead of the Communists in Cherkasy (28% to
20.4%) and Khmel'nyts'kyi(23.1% to 23%), and close behind in othercentraloblasti,
including Kiev and Poltava. On the other hand, in the constituencyelections the bloc
only managed to pick up a furtherfive seats, scatteredall over Ukraine (one each in
Kiev, Khmel'nyts'kyi, Cherkasy, Kherson and Odesa). The Socialists arguably
emerged from the elections the dominant partner in the bloc, but the election of
Village Party leader Oleksandr Tkachenko as chairman of parliament led to a
recrudescenceof the latter's ambition,and in September1998 the predictedbreak-up
of the faction into its two constituentparts.40
The performanceof the main establishmentparty, the National Democratic Party
(NDP), in the list vote was poor, even comparedwith its rough equivalentOur Home
is Russia's 10.1% in the 1995 Russian Duma elections-despite the NDP being the
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top-spendingparty and dominatingthe mass media. Even in Kiev the NDP won only
3.6% (Our Home is Russia won 19.4% of the vote in Moscow in 1995). The NDP
had pockets of obvious patronagepower (12.9% in Vinnytsya, 11.8% in Mykolalv),
but most local big-wigs only chose to join the party after the elections (see below).
The NDP was, however, originally establishedby a merger of smaller parties. 'New
Wave' in L'viv, which won four seats in 1994, helped the party to 5.7% in 1998; the
old Party of Democratic Revival, based in Kharkiv, contributedtowards a vote of
6.8% for the NDP in the eastern oblast'. Neither score was particularlyimpressive,
however, and there were signs of tension after the elections as the NDP's constituent
parts began to question the wisdom of being too closely associated with the existing
powers.41This diversity was also reflected in the variety of alliances that regional
branchesof the NDP formed duringthe elections (normallywith other centre parties,
but with Rukh in L'viv, and even with some Russophiles in the east).
Faction formation

Finally, a brief word is necessary about the process of faction formation after the
elections. The new factions were all originally based on the eight successful list
parties/blocs (itself importantprogress in achieving more transparencyand accountability in the representationprocess), but political manoeuvring brought about
considerablechange, particularlyamongstthe centre partiesand amongstthe constituency deputies (the figures in bracketsin Table 6 show the developmentof each party
faction amongstthe latterup to August 1998).42Although 116 of the 225 constituency
deputies were originallyelected as independents,by the summeronly 37 of them had
failed to join one of the eight factions. Many deputies elected from partiesthat failed
to meet the 4% threshold had also joined factions (although three each from the
Agrarians,Reforms and Order and the National Front, two from ForwardUkraine!
and one each from Soyuz, the ChristianDemocrats and Menshe sliv continuedto sit
as independents).The left parties gained hardly any ground with the inrush.Nor did
the Greens (only five) or Rukh (two). The Social Democrats were moderately
successful in adding eight new members, but the real contest was between the two
main patronageparties-Hromada and the NDP.
The NDP grew spectacularly.By June its ranks amongst the constituencydeputies
had expanded from 12 to 76, allowing the party to treble the size of its overall
representationfrom 29 to 93-second only to the Communists' 123 and the closest
thing to a national faction, with deputies from 22 out of 24 oblasti, including nine
from both Donets'k and Kharkiv,four from Ivano-Frankivs'k,four from Crimea,and
almost a clean sweep in Right Bank Ukraine. The NDP also had three out of five
deputies in Volyn', four out of six in Mykolaiv and four out of 11 in Odesa.
In the main, the NDP's new 'catch-all' status was a reflection of the power of
patronageand the continuingcomparativeadvantageof state power in Ukraine's only
partially privatised economy. A telling example was in Donets'k, where Prime
MinisterPustovoitenkoleant on the local authoritiesto supportthe NDP in the run-up
to the elections, demanding'40%' of the vote.43This had little effect on the list result
(38.7% for the Communistsagainst 3.8% for the NDP), but in the constituenciesthe
NDP was ahead by nine to seven, although none of those nine had originally stood
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on the NDP ticket. In the very different rural oblasti of the Right Bank the NDP
originally secured only six deputies, but 20 eventually joined the party factionmainly leaders of local authorities and businessmen dependent on state favour. The
NDP also swallowed many of the smaller parties-three of the eight deputies elected
for the Agrarian Party, two Christian Democrats, one Democratic Party deputy, one
MBR and both members of the Party of Regional Revival.
Hromada, on the other hand, added an extra 17 members to expand from seven to
24, gathering its new supporters mainly from south-east Ukraine (11 out of 17), plus
a handful of businessmen alienated from the current regime, such as publishing
magnate Mykhailo Brods'kyi from Kiev (and even a defector from the nationalist
Republican Party, Mykhailo Pavlovs'kyi). The regional bias was significant, but also
indicated that Hromada was able to expand out of its power-base in Dnipropetrovs'k.
The authorities therefore stepped up their campaign against the party after the election
(Hromada leader Lazarenko was arrested in Switzerland in December 1998 and fled
to the USA before being deprived of his deputy immunity the following February,
whereafter Hromada split in two). Adding together the list and constituency deputies,
the overall balance of forces in parliament in August 1998 was as shown in Table 7.44
The new factional balance left parliament deadlocked. So long as Rukh and the
majority of the centre parties (the NDP, Greens and Social Democrats) continued to
vote together they had a slight edge over the left (189 to 175), usually bolstered by
the handful of far right deputies sitting as independents, but the rough parity of forces
meant that neither side could obtain the 225 votes necessary to elect a chairman of
parliament and begin work. Kuchma seized the opportunity to resume his criticism of
the Rada, and in June began attempting to impose economic measures by decree.
The penultimate (18th) attempt to elect a speaker gave Oleksandr Bondarenko of
the NDP 222 votes, only three short of the necessary majority. However, the growing
strength of Hromada (40 deputies) and its tactical alliance with the left finally

TABLE 7
OVERALL FACTIONS: ORIGINAL AND AUGUST 1998

Left
Communists
Socialists-Village
Progressive Socialists
Centre-left
lIromada
Centre
PopularDemocrats
Social Democrats
Greens
Right
Rukh
Independents

Original

August 1998

122
34
16

123
35
17

23

40

29
17
19

93
25
24

45
116

47
40

Total left: 175
Total left & Hromada:215

Total centre & right: 189

Sources:Politychnyi kalendar, 1998, 7 (April);Holos Ukrainy,2 June and 18 August 1998. Six deputies
were not included in the faction list published in Holos Ukraihy,2 June 1998.
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produceda majorityat the 19th time of asking on 7 July, when OleksandrTkachenko,
leader of the Village Party and deputy chairmanin the last parliament,was elected
chairmanby 232 votes to 27. The left's victory was confirmedby the election of the
CommunistAdam Martinyukas first deputy chairmanand Viktor Medvedchukof the
Social Democratsas his deputy. Six committees went to the Communists,five to the
NDP, four to Hromada,three to Rukh, two to the Socialists/Villagebloc and one each
to the Social Democrats and Greens.45
Conclusions

The vote models derived from our survey results did not produce any startlingnew
facts but helped to confirm earlier hypotheses. We expected association with
Ukrainiannationalistvalues to divide supportfor Rukh and the Communists,though,
as in previous elections, Rukh's supportbase is only a regional sub-set of the ethnic
Ukrainian electorate. Negative economic experiences since 1994 and anti-market
values were associated with supportfor the left parties, the opposite with supportfor
the NDP and, to a lesser extent, Rukh. Supportfor the NDP was not expected to be
associated with Ukrainiannationalistvalues. As there in fact turnedout to be a small
positive correlation,this was probablydue to the NDP's close association with liberal
patrioticforces in west Ukraine.A slight differentiationbetween the Communistsand
the Socialist/Village bloc was expected and found. Supportersof both were antimarket,but the supportbase of the latter was more ethnically Ukrainian.
Despite some movement within party camps, the new parliamenthas much the
same balance of forces as in 1994. The new speakerTkachenko,like his predecessor
Moroz, was chosen from the same moderateleftist camp, but, even after the increased
structuringof the political centre, no stable overall majorityexists. Finally, however,
although changes in faction size and composition after the elections had little to do
with original voting patterns,there can be little doubt that, when first elected, the
Rada reflected the Ukrainian electorate-a leftist plurality outweighing a rightist
minorityon either extreme and a substantialmiddle ground. Instabilityin parliamentary politics cannot be attributedto turbulencein the electorate's voting behaviour.
Rather, it can be attributedto instability in the party system at the elite level.
SSEES, University of London; University of Essex
Appendix 1: Definition of variables
(A) Primary variables

Age was definedin numbersof years.
Genderwas enteredin the equationsas a dummyvariable,with 1 = femaleand0 = male.
Educationwas measuredon a six-pointscale, where 1 = less than4 years,2 = 4-6 years,
3 = 7-9 yearsor 7-8 yearsplus vocationaltraining;4 = 10-11 years;5 = 10-11 yearsplus
vocationaltraining;6 = higher(at least 3 years).
thevastmajorityof Ukrainian
citizens
Ethnicityin Ukraineis bestconceivedas a continuum;
locatethemselvessomewherealonga spectrumrangingfrompureUkrainianto pureRussian.
For this reasonethnicitywas measuredon a five-pointscale, where 1 = 'Ukrainianonly',
2= 'moreUkrainianthanRussian',3= 'equallyUkrainianand Russian',4= 'moreRussian
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than Ukrainian', and 5 = 'Russian only'. This method of operationalisingethnicity captures
many of the nuances of subjective ethnic identificationin Ukraine; it has the disadvantage,
however, of excluding all those who belong to ethnic groups other than Ukrainianor Russian.
Yet this group comprises only 73 of the 1742 respondents in the present sample, or 4.2%.
It is worth noting that,in statisticalterms,this variableis a measureof 'Russianness',as high
values indicate a strongerRussian-orientedidentification.
Religion: Recent years have witnessed a numberof divisions within the Churchesthat have
traditionallyexisted in Ukraine. Given the close ties between religious politics and questions
of nationalism, it was decided to divide religious affiliation into three main categories: first,
those who belong to the two Ukrainian Churches banned during the Soviet period, the
AutocephalousOrthodoxand Greek Catholic Churches;second, those who claim adherenceto
either the Russian Orthodox Church or its Ukrainian incarnation, the Ukrainian Orthodox
Church (Moscow Patriarchate);and, finally, the would-be 'national' Orthodox Church, the
UkrainianOrthodox Church (Kievan Patriarchate).The UkrainianOrthodox Church (Kievan
Patriarchate)was used as a baseline for comparison, and the other two categories entered as
dummy variables. This classification excludes only that small number of respondents(2.5%)
who belonged to other religious denominations.
Religiosity was measuredon a five-point scale of frequency of church attendance,ranging
from attendance'once a week or more' to 'never', with intermediarycategories designated as
'once a month', 'only on religious holidays', and 'once a year or less'.
Employment:Three aspects of employment were included in the analysis, and in all cases
dummy variables were used to designate different categories. The variables were firstly,
employment situation: unemployed, non-employed and employed, with employed serving as
the baseline for comparison;secondly, budgetarysector: private versus state, and state-owned;
thirdly, occupational stratum:manual workers; clerical, technical and service; managers and
professionals, with the intermediarycategory serving as the baseline.46
Settlementsize was conceptualisedas a measure of 'urbanness',with 1 = village, 2 = town
('settlement of an urban type' in Soviet parlance);3 = city of less than 200 000 inhabitants,
4 = city of between 200 000 and 500 000, and 5 = city of more than 500 000.
Regional divisions were understoodaccordingto historicaldivides. The country was broken
down into three large areas, the west (Galicia-L'viv, Temopil' and Ivano-Frankivs'k;
Volhynia-Volyn' and Rivne; Transcarpathiaand Chernivtsi); the centre (the Right Bank
oblasti of Khmel'nyts'kyi, Vinnytsya, Zhytomyr, Kirovohrad,Cherkasy and Kiev, plus Kiev
city; and the Left Bank oblasti of Poltava, Sumy and Chernihiv);and the south-east (Odesa,
Mykolaliv,Kherson,Zaporizhzhya,Dnipropetrovs'k,Luhans'k, Donets'k and Kharkivoblasti,
and the AutonomousRepublic of Crimea).Dummy variableswere createdto designatethe west
and south-east, with the centre serving as the baseline category.

(B) Intervening Variables
Language use in Ukraine is, like ethnicity, best understoodas a continuumratherthan a series
of discretecategories. The measureemployed to operationalisethis variablewas a scale derived
from the interviewers' initial enquiry as to language preference.Respondentswere first asked
whetherthey would prefer to speak Ukrainianor Russian, and if they indicatedthat they could
speak either, they were furtherprobed to determinewhich language to conduct the interview
in. This process generated a six-point scale, ranging from an unequivocal preference for
Ukrainian to a similar preference for Russian. As with ethnicity, this measure can be
understoodstatisticallyas an indicatorof predilectionfor Russian language use, as high values
indicate a strongerpreference for Russian.
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(C) Questions for Intervening Variables
Nationalist Values: (i) 'Some people think that Ukraine should be first and foremost a state
of the Ukrainian nation. Others think that Ukraine should be first and foremost a state without
ethnic definition. Using the scale on this card (SHOW CARD), where ONE means that Ukraine
should be first and foremost a state of the Ukrainian nation, and FIVE means that that Ukraine
should be first and foremost a state without ethnic definition, where would you place your
position with regard to this question?'
(ii) 'Some people consider that Ukraine should move away from Russia as quickly as
possible. Other people think that Ukraine and Russia should once again be united in a single
state. Using the scale on this card (SHOW CARD), where would you place your position with
regard to this question?'
Economic values: 'Some people consider that Ukraine should have a market economy. Other
people think that Ukraine should restore a planned, state socialist economy. Using the scale on
this card (SHOW CARD), where would you place your position with regard to this question?'

Appendix 2: Regression models

1. DEPENDENT
VARIABLE:
LANGUAGE
USE
Variable
Education level
(Russian) ethnicity
Settlement size
Region: west
Region: south-east
Constant

b

Beta

0.1125c (0.0305)
0.2922c (0.0262)
0.3346c (0.0270)
-0.5310C (0.1134)
2.3601C(0.0936)
0.4243 (0.1474)

0.0630
0.1986
0.2187
- 0.0875
0.4977

N= 1657
adjustedR2= 0.5500
ap <0.05; bp <0.01; c P < 0.001; standarderrors are in brackets.

2. DEPENDENT
VARIABLE:
ECONOMIC
WELFARE
Variable
Language use
Education level
Age
Gender
Unemployed
Manual worker
Private sector employment
Affiliate of a formerly
banned UkrainianChurch
Settlement size
Constant
N= 1598
adjustedR2= 0.2007
ap <0.05; bp <0.01;

-

b

Beta

0.1193C(0.0215)
0.2370c (0.0387)
0.0086b (0.0032)
0.4546c (0.0973)
1.2721c (0.1510)
0.6519C(0.1321)
0.5600c (0.1481)

0.1386
0.1546
- 0.0719
- 0.1100
- 0.2056
-0.1217
0.0907

0.4160a (0.1968)
0.2803c (0.0333)
4.8189 (0.2928)

0.0495
0.2114

Cp <0.001;

standarderrors are in brackets.
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VARIABLE:
VALUES
ECONOMIC
3. DEPENDENT
b

Variable
Economic welfare
Education level
Age
Gender
Region: west
Region: south-east
Constant

Beta

0.1662C(0.0200)
0.1753c (0.0334)
- 0.0147c (0.0025)
- 0.1809a (0.0792)
0.3650b (0.1191)
- 0.3893c (0.0881)
1.9174 (0.2446)

0.2129
0.1405
- 0.1542
- 0.0562
0.0838
-0.1218

N= 1409
adjustedR2= 0.1533
ap <0.05; bp <0.01; cp < 0.001; standarderrorsare in brackets.

VARIABLE:
NATIONALIST
VALUES
4. DEPENDENT
b

Beta

0.0903b (0.0295)
0.0907b (0.0340)
0.2198c (0.0407)
0.2431a (0.1221)
0.7059c (0.1940)
0.3628a (0.1588)

0.0739
- 0.0852
- 0.1391
- 0.0476
0.0863
0.0552

2.6617c (0.2414)

0.2660

0.7263c (0.1771)
1.2752c (0.1528)
5.8093 (0.2205)

- 0.0959
- 0.2522

Variable
Economic welfare
Language
Ethnicity
Gender
Managers and professionals
Manual labourers
Affiliate of a formerly
banned UkrainianChurch
Affiliate of a Russianoriented Church
Region: south-east
Constant

N= 1321
adjustedR2= 0.3069
ap <0.05; 'P <0.01; cp <0.001; standarderrors are in brackets.

VARIABLE:
SUPPORT
5. DEPENDENT
COMMUNIST
Variable

b

Economic values
Nationalist values
Economic welfare
Age
Unemployed
Affiliate of a formerly
banned UkrainianChurch
Constant
N= 972
adjustedR2= .2444
ap <0.05;

bp <0.01;

cp

Beta

- 0.2606 (0.0307)
- 0.1233 (0.0200)
- 0.0746 (0.0219)
0.0069 (0.0028)
- 0.3507 (0.1367)

- 0.2735
- 0.2022
- 0.0998
0.0738
- 0.0753

- 0.7298 (0.1868)
4.6437 (0.2344)

- 0.1171

<0.001;

standard errors are in brackets.
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VARIABLE:
SOCIALIST/VILLAGE
SUPPORT
6. DEPENDENT
b

Variable
Economic values
Nationalist values
Education
Settlement size
Region: west
Region: south-east
Constant

-

0.1580c (0.0292)
0.0477a (0.0202)
0.0771b (0.0354)
0.1252c (0.0287)
0.5249C(0.1239)
0.4445c (0.0994)
4.7251 (0.1939)

Beta
-

0.1910
0.0893
0.0720
0.1442
0.1487
0.1666

N= 901
adjustedR2= 0.1225
ap <0.05; bp <0.01; cp < 0.001; standarderrors are in brackets.
7. DEPENDENT
VARIABLE:
NDP SUPPORT
b

Variable
Economic values
Nationalist values
Non-employed
Religiosity
Region: west
Constant

0.1433c (0.0282)
0.0556b (0.0185)
- 0.1756a (0.0842)
0.0817a (0.0386)
0.2840a (0.1188)
1.7254 (0.1355)

Beta
0.1823
0.1108
- 0.0685
0.0745
0.0860

N=859
adjustedR2= 0.1001
ap <0.05; bp <0.01; cp < 0.001; standarderrors are in brackets.

8. DEPENDENT
VARIABLE:
RUKHSUPPORT
Variable
Economic values
Nationalist values
Gender
Private sector
employment
Religiosity
Language
Region: west
Constant

b

Beta

0.1019c (0.0235)
0.1814c (0.0163)
- 0.1747a (0.0717)

0.1271
0.3560
- 0.0674

0.2197a (0.1005)
0.0766a (0.0333)
- 0.0591c (0.0166)
0.2448a (0.1061)
0.9204 (0.1462)

0.0595
0.0695
- 0.1084
0.0715

N= 1010
adjustedR2= 0.2913
ap <0.05; bp <0.01; cp < 0.001; standarderrors are in brackets.

Appendix 3: The survey
The survey was carried out by the Kiev International Institute of Sociology under the
supervision of Professor Valerii Khmel'ko and Ihor Yaroshenko. Interviewing was conducted
in 25 constituencies selected through stratified random sampling (see Table A3.1).
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TABLE A3.1
SAMPLED
CONSTITUENCIES
Number

10
20
24
30
34
43
46
58
65
83

89
92
101

Administrativecentre

Simferopil'
Luts'k
Dnipropetrovs'k
Dniprodzerzhyns'k
ZhovtiVody
Donets'k
Artemivs'k
Slov"yans'k
Berdychiv
Polohy

Nadvirna
Myronivka
Znam"yanka

Number

Administrativecentre

112
135
138
150
173
192
194
202
207

Stanychno-Luhans'ke
Odesa
Bilyalvka
Karlivka
Kharkiv
Kam"yanets'-Podil's'kyi
Starokostyanytyniv
Chernivtsi
Chernihiv

218

Kiev city

Kiev city
Sevastopil'

222
225

The survey employed a multi-stage clustered probability sample design. The population
sampledconsisted of adults 18 years or older on 29 March 1998 (the day of the elections). The
primarysampling units were the 25 constituenciesdescribed above. Within each constituency,
postal catchment areas were selected, and within these, blocs of contiguous addresses.
Respondentswere selected, within these blocs by the randomroute method (approximately10
per postal catchmentarea). Within each constituency 82 respondentswere selected, for a total
sample size of 2050. No substitutionswere allowed.
The questionnaireswere translatedinto Russian and Ukrainian,and the translationschecked
by the project researchers.Both questionnaireswere pre-tested between 17 and 27 February.
Interviewing took place between 14 and 28 March. The vast majority-83.3% of the
interviews-were conducted in the six day period between 17 and 22 March. All interviews
were conductedface-to-face. Respondentswere interviewedin their homes. The average length
of the interviewswas 50.1 minutes.All interviewerswere fluent in both Russian and Ukrainian.
The choice of language of interview was made by the respondent.The response rate was 1742
or 84.98%. The data were weighted to compensate for under-representationof the western
region in the achieved sample.

Furtherdetails of the survey design and execution are available from the authors upon
request.

Appendix 4: Survey questions employed in the construction of the scale of economic welfare

What is the overall (total) average monthly income of your family (including all payments and
any other income in cash or kind)? (SHOW CARD)
(a) 1-80 hryvnya
(b) 81-150 hryvnya
(c) 151-300 hryvnya
(d) 301-600 hryvnya
(e) more than 600 hryvnya
(f) no income
D/K
N/A

1
2
3
4
5
6
88
99
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How many members are there in your household? (INTERVIEWER TO RECORD) Taking
account of the number of people in your family, which of the descriptions on this card describes
how adequate your family income is? (SHOW CARD)
1
(a) We don't even have enough money to buy food
2
(b) We have enough money to buy food, but it's difficult to buy clothes or shoes
(c) We have enough money for food and clothes, and we can put some aside, but not
3
enough to buy things like, for example, a refrigerator or a television.
(d) We can buy a few expensive things (like, for example, a television or a refrigerator),
4
but we cannot have everything we want.
5
(e) We can buy anything we want.
88
D/K
N/A
99
Please tell me, how has the economic position of you and your family changed over the past
four or five years? Has it
-got
-got
-not
-got
-got
D/K
N/A

considerably worse
somewhat worse
changed at all
somewhat better, or
considerably better?

1
2
3
4
5
88
99
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