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ABSTRACT  
 
Ukraine’s recent history has been wrought with political crises. In the past three years, the 

country has undergone a revolution, lost Crimea to Russia through annexation, and seen a war 

begin on its territory. In the wake of these crises, Ukrainian society has been marked by political 

disagreement. I examine people’s attitudes toward those with whom they disagree and analyze 

how social networks are changing. What factors make someone more likely to have a 

fundamental difference in opinion with someone in their inner circle? Why is it so difficult for 

some to bear disagreement in their relationships that they choose to interact less with those 

people? Is it the very fact of identifying with a group that initiates conflict, or is are economic 

and political conflict of interests the real barriers for people who disagree to get along? To 

address these questions, I rely on a framework of social polarization, which focuses not on the 

issues people are disagreeing about but on their attitudes toward the outgroup with whom they 

disagree. Using long-form interviews and data from the 2015 Ukrainian Longitudinal Monitoring 

Survey, I evaluate how people interact with the “other” in Ukrainian society. I find that in 

Ukraine, more contact across difference breeds more conflict. But it is strong social 

identification, not difference alone, that makes people seek out more homogenous social 

networks. When ethnic division is politically salient, people react badly to political difference—

in Ukraine, this means that ethnic Russians in the Donbass are prone to cutting off ties after 

disagreement, but ethnic Russians elsewhere are not. These findings show that the right 

conditions for contact to be able to reduce conflict are hard to find in Ukrainian society, and 

probably in many societies. It is possible to maintain relationships that are marked by 

disagreement, and many Ukrainians manage it. Overall, however, we should be cautious about 

relying on contact across lines of difference to reduce conflict. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This project began at the dining room table in my Ohio home, where I first observed my 

father, raised in Ukraine but a resident of the United States for nearly twenty years, and uncle 

arguing for hours at a time while my mother tried to divert the conversation away from 

Ukrainian politics. Over many dinner conversations like this, I watched my father’s relationship 

with his half-brother deteriorate. In this next few years, several of my father’s longtime 

friendships became strained: disagreements would start on Facebook or email and then 

conversation would stop altogether. This was my first glimpse of how relationships had been 

affected by the recent political crises in Ukraine. When I travelled to Ukraine in the summer of 

2016, a picture of a divided Ukrainian society began to crystallize for me. It seemed like 

everyone I met, from interview subjects to cab drivers, had a family member or close friend from 

whom they had recently become estranged due to political disagreement. 

The society was politically charged, and not without reason. In the past three years, a 

revolution ousted the sitting president, Crimea was annexed, and a separatist war in the Donbass 

began. While interviewing people in Odessa, the city of my birth, I began trying to understand 

how these political crises had affected social networks and exacerbated divisions in Ukrainian 

society.   

To get a more holistic picture of the division outside of Odessa, I started to analyze data 

from the Ukrainian Monitoring Survey. One question asked whether respondents had had 

“fundamental disagreement” over recent political events with people in their inner circle, and if 

so, how they had reacted to that disagreement. This question became the basis of my analysis, 

allowing me to address questions about polarization and intergroup conflict. What kinds of 
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people have fundamental disagreements over recent political events and who is finding those 

differences so intolerable that they avoid that relationship altogether? (It is important to point out 

that people can have different opinions about politics without seeing that difference as 

“fundamental.”) When ethnicity or language difference is involved in the disagreement, does that 

make it worse? At the root of this study are a few broader questions: how do people deal with 

difference, and what makes some people sever ties with others over those differences? What can 

be done about political polarization and the outgroup antagonism that accompanies it, especially 

in a multi-ethnic and multi-linguistic society? 

In 2015, 81 percent of respondents to the Ukrainian Monitoring Survey said that they 

disagreed fundamentally with someone they were close to about recent political events. Sixty-

two percent of respondents said they changed how they interact with those people because of 

those political differences. Social networks in Ukraine are changing. The recent political crises—

Euromaidan, Crimea, and the war—are at the center of those changes.  

I encountered seemingly conflicting realities about political division in Ukraine: 

increasing numbers of people agreed on certain geopolitical questions, but many people also 

struggled to tolerate those who did not share their views. The distinction between issue and 

social polarization helps explain this reality. What people think about policy issues is distinct 

from the way people interact with people who disagree with them, even if the number of people 

they disagree with is fewer, overall. I use the interviews I conducted in Odessa to give on-the-

ground examples of what in-group bias and out-group antagonism can look like and why they 

can lead to social fragmentation.  

The quantitative findings show that when people in Ukraine are more likely to encounter 

difference, they are more likely to encounter disagreement. This means that ethnic Ukrainians 
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who speak Russian as a native language and people living in big cities have diverse social 

networks and are disagreeing the most. Additionally, people holding contentious political views 

associated with Russia and the politically engaged are more likely to have fundamental 

disagreement. But these people are just as likely as anyone else to interact less after 

disagreement. In other words, many people encountering disagreement are able to maintain their 

relationships across difference. However, when social identification is strong and cleavages are 

salient, contact is difficult to maintain. This is the case for ethnic Russians in the Donbass, for 

men more than for women, and for people using online discussion forums. This thesis speculates 

that both social identification and real and economic political conflict contribute to these 

divisions.  

In the first chapter, I put the literatures on intergroup conflict and polarization in 

conversation with one another to understand competing theories of how people get along across 

difference. The second chapter takes the reader to Odessa, where interview subjects exhibit 

social polarization, share stories of stereotyping and of marginalization, and give their own 

explanations for division. In this chapter, the last names of the interview subjects have been 

omitted to protect their anonymity. The third chapter describes quantitative methods used to 

analyze the data from the Ukrainian Monitoring Survey, including descriptions of the variables 

used to test the hypotheses considered in the final chapter. In the fourth and final chapter, the 

quantitative findings are analyzed to determine who is more likely to disagree and to interact 

less, telling us whether or under what conditions contact escalates conflict and whether salient 

identity division explains political polarization.   

When I first read about the contact hypothesis, I was optimistic about the idea that 

conflict could be reduced by getting people to talk with one another and empathize with each 
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other. My findings have sobered me—it is possible that contact can reduce conflict, but under 

conditions that are hard to find in Ukrainian society, at least. People do manage to maintain 

relationships that cut across fundamental differences of opinion throughout Ukraine. But when 

identity cleavages are salient and people hold strong political opinions, it is particularly difficult 

for people to maintain relationships across difference. This is a significant barrier to reducing 

intergroup conflict and political polarization.  
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CHAPTER 1: HOW WE GET ALONG  

 Shared crises shape identities and alter social networks.1 “Identities trigger out of 

events—seeking control over uncertainty and thus over fellow identities.”2 Shared crises, which 

include war, revolution, social movements, create shared interests and solidarity. But they also 

have the potential foster conflict and to break social ties. This thesis studies the aftermath of 

three geopolitical crises in Ukraine that occurred in the three years—the Euromaidan Revolution, 

Russia’s annexation of Crimea, and the War in the Donbass—focusing on where conflict has 

arisen and where ties have been broken among citizens.  

 This chapter provides a theoretical lens through which we can understand political 

disagreements and changes to social networks that follow. To do so, it combines the literature on 

intergroup conflict, which focuses on how conflict might be reduced between different ethnic 

groups or races, and political polarization, which focuses on ideologies going to extremes. In 

Ukraine, we find a conflict over recent political events in which ethnicity plays a part, but does 

not tell the whole story. This chapter will present the theoretical frameworks as hypotheses that 

will inform what the interviews in in Odessa, Ukraine and the national survey data tell us about 

interpersonal conflict in Ukraine. 

 Can conflict between groups be reduced via contact, or does contact only make conflict 

worse? How likely is contact between diverse groups to occur in light of homophily, the process 

                                                
1 Putnam, Robert. Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community. New York: Simon & 
Schuster, 2000, 153. 
Democracies in Flux: The Evolution of Social Capital in Contemporary Society. Ed. Roger Putnam. Oxford 
University Press, 2002, 18.  
Diani, Mario. “Social Movements and Social Capital: A Network Perspective on Movement Outcomes.” 
Mobilization: An International Journal 2 (1997), 129-147 
2 White, Harrison. Identity and Control: How Social Formations Emerge Vol 2. Princeton: Princeton University 
Press. Print, 2.  
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by which like attracts like? Is conflict a product of attachment to social identities, or is social 

identification a product of economic or political conflict? Does how different groups are matter 

for conflict? Furthermore, do homogenous networks make political views more extreme and 

under what conditions can heterogeneous networks dampen views? These are the theoretical 

questions considered in this chapter.  

 The first part of this chapter begins with competing psychology theories of how groups 

get along. It details the contact hypothesis and competing theories—homophily, group threat 

theory, social identity theory, and realistic conflict theory. The second part of the chapter focuses 

on polarization literature. First, the text focuses on social polarization theory, builds off of social 

identity theory. Then we consider how homogenous networks, including online networks, affect 

polarization. 

1.1 COMPETING THEORIES OF INTERGROUP CONFLICT 

 In the late 1940’s, psychological studies began to emerge showing that contact between 

groups could reduce conflict. In 1947, Robin Williams was among the first to affirm that 

intergroup contact could reduce hostility.3 It was Gordon Allport’s The Nature of Prejudice that 

laid the foundation for contemporary contact hypothesis theory.4 The contact hypothesis, posits 

that, under the right conditions, contact can reduce conflict by diminishing prejudice. Since then, 

an abundance of psychology research has been conducted on the contact hypothesis. Social 

scientists have relied on the theory to craft solutions to intergroup conflict, ranging from 

cooperation projects like international student exchange programs to integrated schools.5  

                                                
3 Williams Jr, Robin. "The reduction of intergroup tensions: a survey of research on problems of ethnic, racial, and 
religious group relations." Social Science Research Council Bulletin 57 (1947): 135-145. 
4 Allport, Gordon. The Nature of Prejudice. Cambridge: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 1954. Print. 
5 Amir, Yehuda. “Contact Hypothesis in Ethnic Relations.” Psychological Bulletin 71.5 (1969), 319. 
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However, all the research on the contact hypothesis has produced mixed empirical 

results: “There are roughly equal numbers of studies showing favorable, unfavorable, and no 

effects of intergroup contact.”6 Analyzing the empirical research, Hugh D. Forbes argues that 

results, while mixed, can be categorized into three distinct groups with at least somewhat 

consistent results within the categories. First are studies of the effects of interaction on conflict: 

most of these studies find that interaction with members of an out-group is associated with more 

positive attitudes toward that group. Second are studies of proximity, which show mixed results 

but tend toward the finding that voluntary interaction in integrated spaces is somewhat correlated 

with more positive attitudes, but proximity alone is not. Third are studies of proportions, which 

show that where the greatest proportion of outgroup members to in-group members, there is the 

most conflict.  

The outcome of Forbes’ analysis is a seemingly contradictory result: “Prejudice is 

relatively low among individuals who have friends or acquaintances from a particular out-group, 

but it is often high in areas of the world where that out-group is a relatively large part of the 

population and thus where there are many opportunities for interpersonal contact.”7 The rest of 

this section outlines the competing theories that would help explain these confusing results.  

THE CONTACT HYPOTHESIS 

 The contact hypothesis is a psychological theory of individual group behavior. It tracks 

changes in individual attitudes of in-group members after contact with individual outgroup 

members. Its underlying assumption is that conflict comes from a lack of contact—from 

                                                
6 Rothbart, Myron, and Oliver P. John. "Intergroup relations and stereotype change: A social-cognitive analysis and 
some longitudinal findings." Prejudice, politics, and the American dilemma (1993): 42. 
7 Forbes, Hugh Donald. Ethnic conflict: Commerce, culture, and the contact hypothesis. Yale University Press, 
1997, 206.  
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unfounded prejudice. Thus, conflict can be reduced by interacting with real members of the 

outgroup, who will disprove falsely held negative assumptions. 

 Allport did not claim that just any contact will reduce conflict, only contact under certain 

conditions. For this reason, the contact hypothesis can be understood as a situational theory. Five 

of his conditions have been become the main tenants of the hypothesis. Under these conditions, 

prejudice will likely decrease after contact: 1) equal group status within the situation, 2) common 

goals, 3) intergroup cooperation rather than competition, and 4) authority support for contact.8 

The fifth stipulation, that 5) contact should be intimate rather than superficial, is contested.9 In 

1969, Yehuda Amir conducted a review of the contact theory literature and found support for the 

importance of the fifth condition for intimate contact in reducing conflict.10 

One limitation to these findings is that studies testing the contact hypothesis focus their 

analysis on attitudinal changes in majority status group members, but other studies have found 

that in-group or majority status group members are more likely to change their attitudes than 

minority group members.11  

The meta-analysis of the contact hypothesis literature by Tropp and Pettigrew shows that 

contact on an individual level tends to reduce prejudice, in addition to the handful of other meta-

analyses that have been conducted.12 However, other meta-analyses are critical of the rigor of 

                                                
8 Allport, Gordon. The Nature of Prejudice. Cambridge: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 1954. Print.  
9 Yancey, George. Interracial Contact and Social Change. Boulder: Lynne Reiner Publishers, 2007. Print, 25.  
10 Amir, “Contact Hypothesis in Ethnic Relations.” 
11 Tropp, Linda, and Thomas Pettigrew. "Relationships between intergroup contact and prejudice among minority 
and majority status groups." Psychological Science 16.12 (2005): 951-957. 
12 Pettigrew, Thomas F., and Linda R. Tropp. "A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory." Journal of 
personality and social psychology 90.5 (2006): 751. 
Lemmer, Gunnar, and Ulrich Wagner. "Can we really reduce ethnic prejudice outside the lab? A meta-analysis of 
direct and indirect contact interventions." European Journal of Social Psychology 45.2 (2015): 152-168. 
Davies, Kristin, et al. "Cross-group friendships and intergroup attitudes: A meta-analytic review." Personality and 
Social Psychology Review 15.4 (2011): 332-351. 
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contact hypothesis research, claiming that the conditions of the contact hypothesis are so specific 

and demanding that they render the theory useless in real-life situations.13 

BRDIGING SOCIAL CAPITAL 

Political scientists have relied on the premise of the contact hypothesis to construct their 

own theories and studies about what might reduce ethnic violence. Trying to explain variations 

in ethnic violence between Hindus and Muslims in various cities across India, Ashutosh 

Varshney finds that what matters is “whether social and civic ties cut across ethnic groups.”14 

Robert Putnam first distinguished between bridging and bonding associations in his literature on 

social capital: cross-cutting ties are known as bridging across differences, while bonding brings 

people together who are like one another according to various identities.15 These cross-cutting 

networks of engagement explain why there is variation in ethnic peace and violence.16 A high 

degree of bonding social capital (i.e. homogenous social networks), without bridging social 

capital, is incapable of preventing Hindu-Muslim riots but actually is associated with an 

escalation in communal violence.17 As Putnam put it, “bonding without bridging equals 

Bosnia.”18 

HOMOPHILY 

 Even if the contact hypothesis was proven absolutely true and the four following theories 

did not exist challenge it, getting people of different groups to interact together would be a 

challenge. A sociological literature explains why with “homophily”—the process by which 

                                                
13 Ford, W. Scott. "Favorable intergroup contact may not reduce prejudice: Inconclusive journal evidence, 1960–
1984." Sociology and Social Research 70.4 (1986): 256-258. 
14 Varshney, Ashutosh. “Ethnic Conflict and Civil Society: India and Beyond.” World Politics 53 (2001), 392. 
15 Democracies in Flux, ed. Robert Putnam, 11.  
16 Varshney, “Ethnic Conflict and Civic Life,” 370.  
17 Ibid., 392.  
18 Democracies in Flux, ed. Robert Putnam, 12.  
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similarity breeds connection.19 People seek out those who are similar to them when building their 

social networks. In small groups, people consistently self-segregate by age, education, race, 

religion, and ethnicity, as well as by attitudes and intelligence.20 This is also true for political 

identities: in what is called “value homophily,” adults show a “considerable tendency 

to…associate with those of their own political affiliation.”21  

 Though it is not a given that contact will reduce conflict, for any contact at all to be 

achieved, homophily must be overcome. Homophily exhibits itself in where people choose to 

live and who they choose to talk to. In The Big Sort, Bill Bishop analyzes decades of data to 

conclude that Americans have been residentially segregating themselves into neighborhoods and 

counties based on several identity characteristics including race, education, age, wages and 

political views.22 Bishop also finds increasing political homogeneity in places of worship and a 

gulf, nicknamed the “God gap,” between church-goers and nonbelievers. While church used to 

be a place for cross-cutting political discourse, the political divide between the religious and 

nonreligious has grown significantly, such that political division is rare among those who attend 

church.23 All of this is to say that, even if contact was the clear solution, conditions for contact to 

occur naturally between diverse groups, let alone conflictual groups, may be rare. 

                                                
19 McPherson, Miller, Lynn Smith-Lovin, and James M. Cook. "Birds of a feather: Homophily in social networks." 
Annual review of sociology 27.1 (2001): 415-444. 
20 Sunstein, Cass. Going to Extremes: How Like Minds Unite and Divide. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009. 
Print, 83. 
21 Ibid., 84. 
22 Bishop, Bill. The Big Sort: Why the Clustering of Like-Minded America is Tearing Us Apart. New York, 
Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, Print. 2009. 
Abrams, Samuel J., and Morris P. Fiorina. "“The Big Sort” That Wasn't: A Skeptical Reexamination." PS: Political 
Science & Politics 45.02 (2012): 203-210. 
In an attack on Bishop’s book, Fiorina and Abrams agree that Americans are becoming more like-minded and have 
increasing difficulty comprehending people unlike them, but claim that Bishop does relies too heavily on anecdotal 
evidence and on data from presidential elections for his political categorizations. 
23 Putnam, Robert and David Campbell. American Grace: How Religion Divides and Unites Us. New York: Simon 
& Schuster, 2010. Print. 
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 There are few naturally occurring spaces that facilitate contact that meets the conditions 

of the contact hypothesis. Proximity studies of integrated neighborhoods find that many people 

will choose not to interact with their neighbors if they are different from them.24 Workplaces 

have shown more promising, but still mixed, outcomes on conflict reduction. Yehuda Amir cites 

several studies that show working with outgroup members had a limited effect on prejudice of 

Americans in the fifties, including a study by Harding and Hogrefe which found that working 

with black Americans could have a positive, negative, or no effect on attitudes toward blacks, 

depending “primarily on the work situation and the type of attitude measured.”25 In the 

workplace, self-segregation tends to be relatively low, contact is frequent, and cooperation is part 

of the environment, which some studies have found to be positively correlated with a reduction 

in conflict, but discriminatory hiring practices can mitigate those effects.26 In voluntary 

organizations, people tend to cluster with like-others, whether it is in nationalistic organizations27 

or in mono-racial churches, as in the United States.28 

GROUP THREAT THEORY 

Group threat theory hypothesizes that, as more outgroup members become visible to the 

majority in-group, the more likely it is that the in-group will see the out-group as a threat. This 

theory helps explain Forbes’ proportionality cases, in which there tends to be conflict in areas 

                                                
24 Amir, “Contact Hypothesis in Ethnic Relations.” 322 
Pettigrew, Thomas F. "Intergroup contact theory." Annual review of psychology 49.1 (1998): 72. 
25 Harding, John, and Russell Hogrefe. "Attitudes of White Department Store Employees Toward Negro Co-
Workers." Journal of Social Issues 8.1 (1952): 28. 
Amir, “Contact Hypothesis in Ethnic Relations.” 331-332. 
26 Mutz, Diana C., and Jeffery Mondak. “The Workplace as a Context for Cross-Cutting Political Discourse.” The 
Journal of Politics 68.1, 2006. 
Pickering, Paula. “Generating social capital for bridging ethnic divisions in the Balkans: Case studies of two 
Bosniak cities.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 29, 79-103.  
27 Pickering, “Bridging ethnic divisions in the Balkans,” 87.  
28 Putnam and Campbell, American Grace, 2010. 
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where there are higher proportions of outgroup members to in-group members. As opposed to 

the contact hypothesis, the group threat theory focuses on group behavior instead of on 

individual attitudes.  

In many empirical studies of proportion, there tends to be a correlation between racial or 

ethnic heterogeneity and prejudice. Many studies of this kind are concentrated on racial attitudes 

in America, finding “an adverse relationship between the number of people of color in a 

community or city and the progressive racial attitudes of majority group members.”29 One study 

compared prejudice and proportion of blacks in eight American cities, four in the South and four 

in the New England. Two cities in each region had a high proportion of blacks and two had a low 

proportion of blacks. And sure enough, in the four cities that had a high proportion of blacks, 

regardless of whether they were in the South or New England, greater rates of prejudice were 

found.30 In a meta-analysis of many of these studies of proportion, Forbes finds the same 

correlation repeating.31 

According to the contact hypothesis, there would be more opportunities for intergroup 

contact in areas with large numbers of outgroup members, which would reduce conflict, but this 

is not the case. Group threat theory explains that outgroup members become seen as competitors 

                                                
29 Yancey, Interracial Contact and Social Change, 21-22. 
Giles, Micheal W., and Arthur Evans. "The power approach to intergroup hostility." Journal of Conflict Resolution 
30.3 (1986): 469-486. 
Quillian, Lincoln. "Group threat and regional change in attitudes toward African-Americans." American Journal of 
Sociology 102.3 (1996): 816-860. 
Burr, Jeffrey A., Omer R. Galle, and Mark A. Fossett. "Racial occupational inequality in southern metropolitan 
areas, 1940-1980: Revisiting the visibility-discrimination hypothesis." Social Forces (1991): 831-850.  
Taylor, Marylee C. "How white attitudes vary with the racial composition of local populations: Numbers count." 
American Sociological Review (1998): 512-535. 
30 Pettigrew, Thomas F. "Regional differences in anti-Negro prejudice." The Journal of Abnormal and Social 
Psychology 59.1 (1959): 28-36. 
31 Forbes, Ethnic Conflict, 97-111. 
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for limited economic and social resources.32 When this happens, the outgroup members are seen 

as a threat by the in-group members, and prejudice toward the outgroup increases.  There are 

several different kinds of group threat; one meta-analysis found that “realistic threat, symbolic 

threat, intergroup anxiety, negative stereotypes, and group esteem threat” all had a correlation 

with negative out-group attitude.33 

Though there are many studies that show a relationship between proportion of outgroup 

and in-group prejudice toward the outgroup, the effect is not consistent across all studies. Some 

studies find no relationship between group size and prejudice toward the minority,34 while others 

add nuance to the explanation. For example, one study finds that group threat theory better 

explains White attitudes toward Black Americans than it does for Hispanics and Asians, 

suggesting that there may be more at play than a theory of proportions.35 Some studies find that 

perceived immigrant population size is a better predictor of prejudice than actual immigrant 

size.36  

Group threat theory tends to align with realistic conflict theory, in which negative 

attitudes toward the outgroup are caused by competition for resources.37 But in some instances, it 

does not work against but operates at the same time as the contact hypothesis of intergroup 

relations. In one study, group threat theory explained regional differences in levels of prejudice, 

                                                
32 Yancey, Interracial Contact and Social Change, 21-22.  
33 Riek, Blake M., Eric W. Mania, and Samuel L. Gaertner. "Intergroup threat and outgroup attitudes: A meta-
analytic review." Personality and Social Psychology Review 10.4 (2006): 336-353. 
34 Hjerm, Mikael. "Do numbers really count? Group threat theory revisited." Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 
33.8 (2007): 1253-1275. 
Wagner, Ulrich, et al. "Prejudice and minority proportion: Contact instead of threat effects." Social psychology 
quarterly 69.4 (2006): 380-390. 
35 Dixon, Jeffrey C. "The Ties That Bind an Those That Don't: Toward Reconciling Group Threat and Contact 
Theories of Prejudice." Soc. F. 84 (2005): 2179. 
36 Semyonov, Moshe, et al. "Population size, perceived threat, and exclusion: A multiple-indicators analysis of 
attitudes toward foreigners in Germany." Social Science Research 33.4 (2004): 681-701. 
37 Giles, Micheal W., and Kaenan Hertz. "Racial threat and partisan identification." American Political Science 
Review 88.02 (1994): 317-326. 
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but at the same time, individuals that experienced intergroup contact were less prejudiced, 

regardless of region.38 In another example, larger immigrant population size was associated with 

increased anti-immigrant prejudice, but instances where intergroup contact occurred were 

associated with a decline in anti-immigrant views for those individuals.39 In these cases, it is 

possible that overall prejudice was not reduced because greater numbers of outgroup members 

did not actually produce more intergroup contact under the right conditions. In these studies, the 

contact hypothesis explains how prejudice and contact work on an individual level, while group 

threat theory explains larger-scale levels of prejudice. 

SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY 

 Social identity theory can be understood as a counter to the contact hypothesis, focusing 

on shared prejudice caused by group identification as opposed to individual prejudice changes. 

Social identity theory is a social psychology theory of intergroup relations and conflict first 

developed by Henri Tajfel in the 1970’s. As opposed to focusing on individual prejudice, social 

identity theory is based on the premise that group behavior comes from in-group identification, 

and the in-group bias and out-group negative bias that comes with it.40  

In social identity theory, intergroup conflict is caused by identification with a group. 

Social identification affects treatment of the in-group and out-group. In-group identification 

breeds increased loyalty, mobilizes solidarity, and creates social support for members of the in-

                                                
38 Dixon, Jeffrey C., and Michael S. Rosenbaum. "Nice to Know You? Testing Contact, Cultural, and Group Threat 
Theories of Anti-Black and Anti-Hispanic Stereotypes." Social Science Quarterly 85.2 (2004): 257-280. 
39 Schlueter, Elmar, and Peer Scheepers. "The relationship between outgroup size and anti-outgroup attitudes: A 
theoretical synthesis and empirical test of group threat-and intergroup contact theory." Social Science Research 39.2 
(2010): 285-295. 
40 Tajfel, Henri, and John C. Turner. "An integrative theory of intergroup conflict." The social psychology of 
intergroup relations 33.47 (1979), 33-47. 
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group.41 But “the very factors that make ingroup attachment and allegiance important to 

individuals also provide a fertile ground for antagonism and distrust of those outside the ingroup 

boundaries.”42 Out-group antagonism has a range: from in-group favoritism to prejudice to 

outright violence.  

In one example of what out-group negative bias looks like in practice, Daniel Posner 

compared interview responses from two ethnic groups in conflict in Zambia, and the same ethnic 

groups, not in conflict, in Malawi. When asked to describe the other ethnic group, the groups not 

in conflict in Malawi relied exclusively on objective characteristics. But individuals from the 

ethnic groups in conflict from Zambia would supplement their objective descriptions with 

subjective, moral ones, calling them nepotistic, boastful, selfish, crooks, too clever, and lazy.43  

REALISTIC GROUP CONFLICT THEORY 

 Realistic group conflict theory, in contrast to social identity theory, treats social-

identification as an outcome of some economic, social, or political conflict, not a cause. Realistic 

group conflict theory posits that real conflict of interests causes group conflict. Developed by 

Muzafer Sherif in the late 1960’s, the functionalist theory posits that conflict arises when groups 

compete for limited economic, political, or social resources; the consequence is in-group bias 

and outgroup antagonism.44 Intergroup behavior is then “determined by the compatibility or 
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incompatibility of group goals.”45 Like social identity theory but unlike the contact hypothesis, 

realistic conflict theory is a theory of group, not individual, behavior and prejudice.  

 Sherif brought experiments, as opposed to just observational studies, to the study of 

intergroup conflict. In his most famous experiment, preteen-aged boys were sent to a summer 

camp, separated into two arbitrary groups, and then engaged in cooperative and competitive 

activities. Observations showed that competitive activities exacerbated group divisions, while 

cooperative activities facilitated intergroup friendships.46 Experiments like these do not prove or 

disprove the realistic group conflict theory as it pertains to actual ethnic groups in conflict, but it 

does provide a theoretical framework that we can apply to other works, even if they do not 

explicitly discuss the realistic group conflict hypothesis.  

 Elizabeth Wood’s work on the consequences of war for social networks can be 

interpreted in the tradition of realistic group conflict theory. Wartime political mobilization and 

polarization reshape identities and social networks, fracturing communities and fostering 

segregation: “former neighbors are shunned and coloyalists favored.”47 People are forced to 

choose sides, sometimes to gain protection or as moral outrage in response to violence.48 Where 

people go to church becomes perceived as support for one side or another, as in El Salvador, and 

even communities with high degrees of intermarriage can split, as in Bosnia, Croatia, and 

Rwanda.49 
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48 Ibid., 548. 
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Why do individuals identify with some groups more than others? Realistic group conflict 

theory offers an explanation for why certain group identities are more salient than others: the 

group identities that are being pitted against each other in a conflict are the salient ones. For one 

example, we can return to Daniel Posner’s work on the political salience of cultural difference in 

Zambia and Malawi. Posner explains that ethnicity is salient in one country but not in the other 

because of a difference in the size of the ethnic groups. Ethnic groups are mobilized by Zambian 

politicians as support bases for political parties, enforcing ethnic cleavages and making ethnic 

identities salient. Whether politicians see ethnic groups as “useful vehicles for political 

competition” depends on the sizes of the groups in question relative to the country size.50 

Posner’s explanation reminds us that group threat theory and realistic conflict theory can be used 

together to explain intergroup conflict. Posner argues that the size of the group matters for the 

level of prejudice toward the outgroup. In his version, prejudice is an outcome of political 

conflict, as politicians pit ethnic groups against each other and create divergent goals.  

Implicit in realistic group conflict theory is that contact does not reduce conflict for 

groups that are competing for resources. Since attitudes are the products of competition, we 

should not treat the symptom by trying to change attitudes. Instead, to reduce conflictual 

intergroup attitudes and behaviors, the state of competition between groups should be altered.   

LINGUISTIC MODEL OF ETHNIC CONFLICT 

 In an attempt to combine individual and group-level analysis, Hugh Forbes creates an 

alternative theory of intergroup relations. In Forbes’ theory, which he calls the linguistic model 

of ethnic conflict, “Conflict may be a natural and unavoidable consequence of the cooperation 
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among culturally distinct groups that is motivated by common economic and political 

interests.”51 His theory builds off of the realistic group conflict theory in that real conflicting 

economic and political interests pit groups against each other. But Forbes also adds an analysis 

of ethnic difference into his theory. He claims that the greater the difference between ethnic 

groups, the more likely there is to be conflict between them. The theory puts ethnic or cultural 

difference as a central, causal factor of intergroup conflict. In the linguistic model of ethnic 

conflict, the “basic rule is that the greater the contact between groups and the greater the 

differences between them, the greater the conflict.”52 

1.2 POLITICAL POLARIZATION  

 Theories of intergroup conflict tend to focus on racial or ethnic conflict, but they can be 

applied to the realm of political attitudes and identities as well. Can political polarization be 

reduced by putting people of different opinions in contact, under the conditions of the contact 

hypothesis? Is people’s attachment to their political identities the cause of conflict between 

political groups, as social identity theory would suggest? Or are divergent interests at the root of 

the conflict, and partisan bias is just the effect? By applying the intergroup conflict theories to 

the realm of politics, we can study political conflict alongside intergroup conflict—the two are 

often intertwined, including in Ukraine, where ethnic Russians have become associated with 

geopolitical views supporting closer ties to Russia.  

 The literature on polarization is distinct from theories of intergroup conflict. In fact, 

social polarization literature makes assumptions based on the contact hypothesis and on social 

identity theory. But it also adds to our understanding of intergroup conflict. Though putting 
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groups in contact may increase conflict, we also know from studies of group polarization that 

homogenous networks encourage extremism in the realm of political opinions.  

SOCIAL POLARIZATION  

Polarization is commonly defined by the movement of political attitudes to ideological 

extremes, a definition which focuses on issue polarization. Scholars debate whether the 

American electorate are actually polarized along the issues.53 The focus of this section, however, 

is on social polarization, which draws attention to the effects of polarization on the public, to the 

attitudes and behaviors that people affected by polarization exhibit toward one another.  

Social polarization involves the study of political identities and their consequences. In 

this way, this branch of the literature directly builds off of social identity theory, which assumes 

that attachment to identities causes conflict, not the other way around.54 It is important to 

remember, though, that political polarization does not constitute intergroup conflict in and of 

itself. 

Lilliana Mason writes that the American electorate “may agree on many things, but 

nonetheless cannot get along.”55 How is this possible? If the American electorate is not 

necessarily more extreme according to the issues, why would people still have trouble getting 

along? 

The powerful effects of political identities account for increased rates of partisan bias, 

anger toward the out-group and the out-group presidential candidate, and political activism in the 
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American electorate.56 Partisan, or in-group, bias means that partisans evaluate their own parties 

more positively without reason. When political identity is the driving motivator for people’s 

actions, political bias, political participation, and political emotion all become involved, meaning 

that Americans can grow increasingly uncivil in their interactions, even when they hold 

relatively moderate issue positions. Shanto Iyengar et al have a different name for the same 

phenomenon: affective polarization. They find that Americans increasingly dislike the opposing 

party, assume negative characteristics of members of the out-party, and permeates judgements 

about social relations.57  

Social polarization literature claims that partisan identification is causing the bias and 

attitude changes, not the other way around. Iyengar et al argue that “partisan affect is 

inconsistently related to policy preferences and that the relationship… has not strengthened over 

time.”58 Partisan feelings become more negative after presidential election campaigns.59 Since 

views on positions are not actually becoming stronger and are subject to the influence of the 

media, Iyengar et al take this as evidence that political identities are causing conflict, akin to 

social identity theory. However, it is possible that the root of conflict is not partisan 

identification, but opposite economic interests, for example, as realistic conflict theory would 

suggest. 
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MAKING MATTERS WORSE 

GROUP POLARIZATION 

Group polarization, a phenomenon described in social psychology, contributes to the 

literature the dangers of homogenous political networks. Group psychology states that “When 

people find themselves in groups of like-minded types, they are especially likely to move to 

extremes.”60 Group polarization has been found in hundreds of studies involving more than a 

dozen countries, from the United States to Afghanistan to New Zealand.61 “When people talk to 

like-minded others, they tend to amplify their preexisting views, and to do so in a way that 

reduces their internal diversity.”62 If a group starts off with an average opinion before 

deliberating, it will end with a more extreme opinion, often more extreme than many of the 

group members. After speaking to one another, white people who show significant racial 

prejudice will show more racial prejudice. Those who approve of a war effort will become even 

more supportive of it after speaking to one another.63  

Why does group polarization occur? People’s views become more extreme “simply 

because their initial views have been corroborated” and they have become more confident in 

them, so that confidence leads to more extreme views.64 Furthermore, people shift their views for 

the sake of their reputation and how they see themselves: once people hear what others have to 

say, they adjust their position slightly in the direction of the dominant opinion to preserve self-

image.65Group polarization informs our understanding of social networks: “Social networks can 
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operate as polarization machines because they help to confirm and thus amplify people’s 

antecedent views.”66  

Though group polarization alerts us to the likelihood that homogeneous networks act as 

echo chambers that foster extreme views, it does not prove that heterogeneous networks will 

reduce conflict between political groups. It is not evidence for the contact hypothesis as a 

solution to intergroup conflict, but it is a warning about the dangers of homophily, including 

value homophily, in which adults show a “considerable tendency to…associate with those of 

their own political affiliation.”  

WHEN POLITICAL ATTITUDES AND GROUP IDENTITIES OVERLAP 

Shared group identity can increase the extent of polarization.67 In psychology 

experiments, in groups united by factors like family, ethnicity, politics, or religion, the size and 

likelihood of the shift will increase. Furthermore, in divided groups, calling attention to differing 

group membership made people less likely to shift toward the median.  In divided groups where 

group membership was not pointed out, people were more likely to experience a convergence of 

opinion toward the middle of two opposing positions.68 In other words, depolarization is more 

likely to occur when shared group identity is not emphasized or is not at play.  

The implications is that shared group identities make political polarization difficult to 

dampen. However, these experiments do not prove that just any shared identities have an effect 

on polarization. Many political cleavages fall along ethnic lines, but there are just as many 

counter-examples when cultural cleavage and political conflict does not correspond—the 
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division between Catholics and Protestants in Northern Ireland may be salient, but not the one 

between Presbyterians and Episcopalians. 69 The presence of examples do not prove that cultural 

cleavages deepen political divides, only that they sometimes correspond, and when they do, 

polarization will be more difficult to reduce.  

STRONG OPINIONS 

When people have strong opinions, they are not likely to change their minds. With long-

debated issues, like abortion in the United states, or with people who have entrenched 

viewpoints, moving toward the middle is not likely to occur after discussion with their 

adversaries.70 “No movement will occur if people now what they think and think that those who 

disagree are knaves or fools.”71 Another way to phrase this is that people have a threshold for 

changing their opinions, and those with more entrenched viewpoints have a much higher 

threshold for changing their views.72 Especially for people with strong opinions, it is unlikely 

that cross-cutting discourse can depolarize. 

CROSS-CUTTING DISCOURSE ONLINE?   

Scholars were hopeful that the internet widen people’s access to diverse opinions, 

contributing to depolarization. Unfortunately, the internet may exacerbate polarization through 

selective exposure, in which people interact with like-minded people online.73 People who 

participate in online discussion forums wind up in political chat rooms where people agree with 
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one another, cross-cutting discourse does not occur, and perspectives are reinforced.74 This 

literature suggests that people who join chatrooms are those with strong opinions already, 

seeking out like-minded others for debate. In other online social networks, political cleavages 

may also be shaping interactions. One study found that users of VKontakte, a popular social 

network site akin to Facebook in Ukraine and Russia, formed online connections that 

corresponded to the regional divide in national politics on the eve of two national elections.75  

It is possible that not all discussions on the internet are politically homogenous. 

Wojcieszak and Mutz also found that a majority of people surveyed in the United states who 

discussed politics online did so in nonpolitical forums based on leisure, work or religion. And in 

those forums, participants frequently disagreed with each other.76 These results show promise 

that not all political discussions on the internet contribute to polarization. Some studies have 

shown that ideological segregation on the internet is lower, at least, than in face-to-face 

interactions.77 It is unclear whether all those discussing politics online have entrenched opinions. 

If they do not, it is possible that online social networks and forums could actually contribute to 

depolarization. 

1.3 CONCLUSION   

This chapter has examined competing theories of intergroup contact and studied what 

political polarization can contribute to those theories. We do not know if contact between groups 
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reduces conflict. Contact that meets certain conditions between groups can reduce individual 

prejudice. But it also often the case that where there is a greater proportion of outgroup members 

to in-group members, prejudice is much higher. We also do not know if social identities cause 

conflict or are the products of conflict. We do know that homogenous networks can amplify 

political opinions. We know that scholars struggle to find naturally occurring scenarios where 

people of different groups, political or identity, interact in a positive way, including online. The 

following chapter will use these theories to examine how intergroup contact occurs in Ukraine.  
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CHAPTER 2: ON THE GROUND IN ODESSA, UKRAINE  

 In August 2016, I am in Odessa, a port city on the Black Sea in the South of Ukraine. I 

am sitting in the kitchen of Yuri’s apartment, an elderly professor of Marine Biology at a 

university in Odessa. Yuri, who was born in Smolensk, Russia, tells me about the hatred he has 

been experiencing in the past few years.  

“When nationalism prevents me from expressing my love for my country, nationalism 

becomes Nazi-ism. I wouldn’t have anything against it if it was about Ukrainian culture, 

folklore, music, poetry…But when you ban another people and their culture… That’s hatred of 

another nation of people,” Yuri tells me, lamenting about how the rise of Ukrainian nationalism 

has been antagonistic toward him, and other Russians like him.  

This conversation about polarization and its personal effects on people, and several 

conversations like it, comprise this chapter. It was on this visit to Ukraine that I heard the 

personal stories of people breaking bonds with friends and family over political disagreements, 

listened to tales of marginalization as well as of anger, and became familiar with “folk 

explanations” for polarization.   

 The interviews reveal the affective or social polarization described by Mason and 

Iyengar. The people I talked to in Odessa ascribed negative characteristics to the outgroup; 

antagonism and resentment colored their descriptions of the “other.” They explained interacting 

less with people through an inverse of value homophily: an inability to be tolerate those who 

were not like-minded. But they did not describe the “other” in linguistic or ethnic terms. They 

identified “the other” via views of recent political events: one respondent said that two words—

“чей  Крым?” (who does Crimea belong to?)—could tell you everything you need to know 
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about someone. Only two respondents identified ethnicity as being important in any way to 

identifying the “other.” Both realistic conflict theory and social identity theory fit these stories of 

polarization: real political crises have made identities salient and contributed to polarization, but 

it is also possible that social identification has contributed to polarization more than the actual 

crises have.  

 This chapter gives the reader an idea of how people in Ukraine—specifically people in 

the city of Odessa, Ukraine—describe the fundamental disagreement, polarization, and social 

fragmentation that they see around them in their own words. This is not to say that the interviews 

conducted do not interact with the survey data analyzed in the following chapters. On the 

contrary, when asked “who is disagreeing in Ukraine?” or “who is the polarization between?”, 

interviewees commented on what variables they personally observed contributing to division. 

For instance, interview respondents weighed in on whether they saw Russian speakers as more 

likely to get into disagreements, and the role of language in terms of polarization.  

 This chapter begins with commentary from interview subjects on their experiences with 

interacting less with people due to recent political events and on their personal perspectives on 

polarization. They reflect on the alien forces of polarization they attribute to contentious 

opinions: Russian media and the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Moscow Patriarchate. 

Interview subjects comment on the role that Russian language has played in the polarization they 

experience: one talks about marginalization, another about shame and incentive to learn 

Ukrainian as a symbolic gesture. The interview subjects shared stereotypes about ‘the other 

side,’ sometimes expressing antagonism and sometimes, just an inability to understand them.  
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2.1 QUALITATIVE RESEARCH METHODS 

From August 1st to August 4th, I conducted ten interviews in Odessa, Ukraine, a port city 

on the Black Sea in the South of Ukraine, located in Odessa oblast. The interviews were 

conducted with people active in civil society,  “experts” like professors, and people who held 

strong political views. The interview subjects had a narrow range: all were native Russian 

speakers and many were ethnically Russian. Only one supported the annexation of Crimea and 

viewed Putin favorably. The interviews were long-form, all of them lasting over an hour and a 

half. During the interviews, I asked questions like: is there a divide in Ukrainian society, is there 

polarization, who is the divide between. In addition, I asked them to talk about personal 

experiences with polarization.  

Interview subjects were identified via social connections. I was born in Odessa city and 

my father grew up there, moving away when he was 33 years old. On my first day in Odessa, my 

father connected me to Olga and Igor, who were his schoolmates and who were active in civil 

society (my father was in touch with them via Facebook). These people in turn connected me to 

other people they knew, particularly those active in civil society or experts. As a result, most of 

the people interviewed were particularly politically engaged and held strong political opinions. 

Since I do not speak or understand Ukrainian, interviews were conducted in Russian, 

recorded, and transcribed in English. Language is a sensitive question in Ukraine. When I was 

working at an English-language newspaper in Ukraine in June 2016, I conducted interviews for 

articles over the phone and often had to ask people to switch from Ukrainian to Russian language 

so I could understand them. No one ever complained, but once when I hung up the phone, the 

photo-journalist at the desk next to mine said I better explain to people that I do not know 

Ukrainian because I am a foreigner, or they might get offended or interpret my refusal to speak 
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Ukrainian as a political statement. Given that all my interview subjects were native Russian 

speakers and 80% of people in Odessa city are native Russian speakers, a negative reaction to 

my Russian language was not likely. That being said, it is possible that people were less open 

with me about their dislike for Russian language or ethnic Russian people. 

2.2 ODESSA CONTEXT AND BACKGROUND 

 Before explaining the experiences of interview respondents in their own words, it is 

important to get a bird’s eye view of Odessa city, or as close an estimate as the data will allow. 

This means a brief analysis of the data in the big cities in Odessa oblast, which limits the analysis 

to Odessa city. Odessa city has a population of approximately one million: the next largest cities 

in Odessa oblast are Izmail and Chernomorsk at less than 100,000 people. I am relying on the 

Ukrainian Monitoring Survey data because the last Census of Ukraine was conducted in 2001.  

Table 2.1: Independent variables in Odessa city, Odessa oblast, and the South 
          
Independent 
variables 
 
Area 

Ethnic 
Russian 

Native 
Russian 
speaker 

Speak 
Russian 
at home 

Support 
Putin 

Support 
Slavic 
Union 

Support 
Euromaidan 

Support 
Russian 
becoming 
an 
official 
language 

Higher 
education 

Interacting 
with 
politics 
online 

Odessa Big 
City 

0.33 0.82 0.57 0.27 0.59 0.27 0.59 0.41 0.39 

Odessa 
oblast 

0.29 0.68 0.37 0.23 0.49 0.18 0.49 0.40 0.30 

South 0.18 0.43 0.49 0.24 0.34 0.35 0.40 0.31 0.38 
All 
respondents 

0.08 0.25 0.26 0.18 0.22 0.43 0.46 0.39 0.36 

 Table 2.1 shows that Odessa city’s residents are particularly Russian—there are 33% 

ethnic Russians, slightly higher than in the Donbass region. There are more native Russian 

speakers in Odessa city than in the unoccupied parts of the Donbass region as well: 82% native 

Russian speakers in Odessa city compared to 72% in the Donbass. A high percentage (59%) of 

respondents support Ukraine’s accession to the Slavic Union and Russian becoming an official 

language (59%), but the percentage supporting Putin are much lower at 27%. Support for the 
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Euromaidan revolution is particularly low compared to the South or to Ukraine as a whole, but 

higher than in Odessa oblast as a whole. Somewhat surprisingly, more people lack higher 

education in Odessa city than in Odessa oblast or compared to all respondents, and 

approximately the same proportion of people are interacting with politics online. In this context 

dominated by Russian speakers and where supporting the Slavic Union is a majority opinion, 

speaking Russian and supporting the Slavic Union may affect social networks in a completely 

different way than in the rest of Ukraine, where people are in the linguistic or political minority 

if they speak Russian or support the Slavic Union.   

2.3 BREAKING (AND FORGING)  BONDS  

 Several interview subjects described interacting less with family or friends as a result of 

political disagreement, or cutting off communication altogether. They described an inverse to 

value homophily, in which they or people they knew found it impossible to tolerate opinions 

different from their own. In one instance, a respondent described a new relationship 

strengthening on the basis of political agreement in value homophily. The picture described is 

that of society beginning to fragment along political lines. The descriptions of social 

fragmentation did not emphasize Russian language or ethnicity.  

Some of the people cut off from respondents’ social networks lived in Ukraine, while 

others, in Russia. Igor, a 56 year old ethnically Russian man in the interior design business, 

stopped talking with friends and a brother living in Russia over disagreement about political 

views. When I interviewed him, Igor was wearing a t-shirt bearing the Ukrainian crest and a blue 

and yellow wristband, representing the national colors of Ukraine. Igor described a friend who 

lived in Moscow that took “a strong anti-Ukrainian stance”: “We were friends before and got 

along very well,” Igor said, indicating that their relationship had gone south since that point. Igor 
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had trouble getting along with anyone who took the opposing view, which he saw as “anti-

Ukrainian.” He pegged the deterioration of his relationship with his brother specifically on the 

Euromaidan revolution. “I have many relatives in Russia. I can’t talk with them anymore. My 

brother is from Russia. He had opinions about the events on Khreschatyk [the main street in 

Kyiv that intersected the Euromaidan protests in 2013-2014]. I couldn’t listen to this.” Igor 

described ‘not being able to bear’ listening to his brother’s opposing opinion of the Euromaidan 

revolution, indicative of the emotional response Igor was having when talking about certain 

recent political issues.  

Yuri, an elderly, ethnically Russian professor, described getting into an argument with a 

friend who lived in his apartment building, and how the friend cut off ties with him afterward. 

The argument was about whether Ukraine’s accession to the European Union was best for living 

conditions in Ukraine (Yuri believed that the European Union would not benefit living 

conditions in Ukraine very much). The friend was “offended and said that he didn’t want to talk 

to me,” according to Yuri. Yuri felt the climate was so hostile in Odessa that he wanted to move 

to Crimea. Recall that in The Big Sort, Americans moved in order to be around more like-minded 

people. Yuri did not move to Crimea, explaining that, because his wife has her family and 

friends in the city, it was “too hard to leave it behind.” Though Yuri has lived in Odessa for most 

of his life, he did not express remorse at leaving his own friends, saying only that his wife would 

miss her friends and family, a testament to the alienation from Odessa and its residents that Yuri 

feels. 

 Though several interview subjects describing the breaking of bonds between friends, one 

also described what she observed as the building of bonds or the creation of new relationships 

along political lines. Evgeniya, a professor of politics at a university in Odessa, explained that 



 35 

her mother, who is ethnically Russian, watches Russian television, and holds certain political 

views supporting Russia, has built a new relationship with her brother’s wife in the past couple 

of years. “People who support Putin are shamed. They encounter this everywhere. Then they find 

people who share their opinion and talk to each other. My mother for example never had a 

relationship with her brother’s wife. [Her brother’s wife] lives in Crimea. Now, they talk on the 

phone for hours and hours,” Evgeniya described.  

Evgeniya implied that her mother was experiencing social shame or at least feeling 

uncomfortable around her typical inner circle. In response to these feelings, she altered her social 

networks to include people whose political opinions aligned with her own. This anecdote is an 

example of value homophily, in which like political opinion attracts like. 

2.4 “FOLK” EXPLANATIONS FOR POLARIZATION 

 When I asked interview subjects who the polarization was between in Ukraine (who is 

disagreeing with whom?), I received a range of creative responses, many of which revealed 

affective polarization. Many interview subjects attributed the divide to a lack of critical thinking 

abilities on the part of the “pro-Russians,” which in turn made them vulnerable to ‘alien’ social 

forces like Russian television and the Moscow Patriarchate Orthodox Church.  

Very few people attributed the divide to concrete factors like language, ethnicity, 

education levels, all of which are considered in the quantitative results and are found to have an 

effect on either propensity to disagree or to interact less. Only the politics professor I 

interviewed, Evgeniya, listed concrete dividing lines. In her perception, age was a major dividing 

factor: older people, she said, are more likely to have been born in the Soviet Union, to have 

nostalgia for the Soviet Union and thus for Russia, and to be “steeped in Russian culture.”  
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“THE GENE OF FREEDOM”  

 “Does a person fear freedom?” is the first thing Igor said to me when I asked him who the 

polarization is between in Ukraine. Igor then went further to say that the polarization is between 

people who have the “gene of freedom,” describing freedom as a crucial “spiritual category.” 

Not only does Igor attribute a divide between people as a philosophical category like freedom, he 

also describes it as something genetic, inherited, and interminable. In other words, the categories 

are fixed in his mind: either someone has the gene of freedom, or they do not.  

 Groups in conflict use negative, subjective descriptors. When Posner conducted a 

comparative study of Chewas and Tumbukas in Malawi and in Zambia, he finds one important 

difference in how the two ethnic groups talk about one another. In Malawi, where the two ethnic 

groups are in conflict, they “supplement their list of objective differences with negative 

statements about members of the other community.”78 Malawian Chewas called Tumbukas self-

loving, selfish, or boastful, adding that there is a “great division” between the groups, while the 

Tumbukas called the Chewas crooks, too clever, or lazy. In Zambia, where the groups were not 

in conflict, neither ethnic group added negative characteristics to their descriptions.   

 Mark, an activist who heads a political organization in Odessa supporting Ukrainian 

security, also told me that the “gene of freedom” was the most significant difference between 

people on either side of the divide. “What is inside you matters. Whether it is a free person or 

not. This is a war over people’s thoughts,” Mark said. Mark explained that in the Soviet Union, 

thought was collectivized rather than independent. In this comment, Mark created a dichotomy 

between the free-thinker and the new Ukraine, and between the Soviet Union and an old, 

                                                
78 Posner, “The Political Salience of Cultural Difference,” 533.  
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“collectivized” way of thinking. Evgeniya also identified loyalty to the Soviet Union as an 

incriminating trait of the “other” political side. Mark tied together the importance of freedom in 

his conception of the national moment and nation-building: “The national freedom movement is 

going on now.”  

 Some respondents answered that freedom of thought was the dividing line for 

polarization, but did not attribute that to genetics. Olga, an ethnically mixed woman in her fifties 

who is active in civil society organizations that support the Ukrainian military, said that “the line 

is between someone’s ability to understand reality, which can be described as their level of 

critical thought.” Olga explained that those who have their opinions and do not internalize 

propaganda are “pro-Ukrainian.” Evgeniya, the university professor, said that political 

polarization is occurring between people who are susceptible toward Russian propaganda and 

those who are not as likely to believe it.  

All the interview subjects using freedom or freedom of thought to explain polarization 

are exhibiting in-group bias. They are assuming that someone who has thought through their 

opinions would not be supportive of Russia. They are also assuming that people who are “pro-

Ukrainian,” as Olga identifies herself, have thought through their ideas, often by deviating from 

the message of Russian propaganda. These kinds of assumptions about ‘the other’ sound like the 

negative descriptors that the Chewas and Tumbukas share about ‘the other’ in Malawi. How 

nearly all of the interview subjects approached the question “along what lines is society 

polarized” reveals their bias, characteristic of social groups in conflict.  

REALISTIC POLITICAL CONFLICT 

Interview subjects disagree about when the polarization began. While Igor described 

bonds breaking with the start of the Euromaidan Revolution, Olga says that Odessa was not that 
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involved with the Revolution (indeed, only 27% of respondents in Odessa city supported the 

Euromaidan revolution in 2015, according to Ukrainian Monitoring Survey).  

In line with realistic conflict theory, Olga explains that antagonism between Russian and 

Ukrainian ethnicity began when the first person was killed on Ukrainian territory. “It didn’t 

occur to anyone to hate Russian people. Every Ukrainian nationalist had a Russian wife. When 

Russian people killed the first Ukrainian person in Crimea and then didn’t stop, that’s when 

Russians became our enemies.” Olga was the only respondent to identify “Russians” as the 

“other.” Olga, who is partially ethnic Russian herself, identifies Russians who support the 

Russian state aggression in Ukraine as the “other.” In this instance, Olga explains that ethnic 

difference became salient as a result of violent conflict, an explanation that falls in line with 

realistic conflict theory. However, the actual role of these conflicts in facilitating social 

identification is not definitive. In sum, though interview subjects had different opinions about 

which political events were most divisive, they did identify contentious political views as 

primarily responsible for polarization. 

ALIEN FORCES OF POLARIZATION 

 In addition to identifying cleavages in Ukrainian society when I asked about polarization, 

some of the respondents identified two forces that acted to polarize the public: the Ukrainian 

Orthodox Church of the Moscow Patriarchate and the Russian media. These are factors that beg 

further explanation: we do not know, and only one of the respondents hazarded a guess on, what 

makes people likely to join the Moscow Patriarchate Church or to watch Russian television. 

Nevertheless, that interview subjects identified these forces as important to their understanding 

of polarization is significant. Both the Moscow Patriarchate and Russian television are perceived 
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as alien invasions from Russia that are ‘taking over,’ as Olga put it, some Ukrainian citizens and 

contributing to the divide in the country, if not being one of the primary causes.  

THE UKRAINIAN ORTHODOX CHURCH OF THE MOSCOW PATRIARCHATE 

“The people who actively attend services at the Church of the Moscow Patriarchate are 

all separatists or at least pro-Russian,” Olga said, describing the role of the Moscow Patriarchate 

Orthodox Church in the conflict in Ukraine. The connection between attending the Moscow 

Patriarchate Church and someone’s geopolitical views are inextricable in Olga’s mind. She 

explained that the Moscow Patriarchate of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church was an essential 

element of polarization. One of Olga’s friends had been “taken over” by the Moscow 

Patriarchate and fell to the “Russian side,” as Olga put it. The Moscow Patriarchate is a branch 

of the Russian Orthodox Church that operates in Ukraine: it is the only Orthodox church 

formally recognized by the international Orthodox community. The Kyiv Patriarchate, a 

schismatic Orthodox church in Ukraine, split off from the Moscow Patriarchate in 1992 and has 

slowly been gaining a following, from 12% of Ukrainians surveyed by the Razumkov Center in 

2000 to 25% in 2016.  

The divide between the two patriarchates has become extremely politicized, with the 

Kyiv Patriarchate associated with “pro-Ukrainian” views and the Moscow Patriarchate, with 

“pro-Russian.” The Kyiv Patriarchate provided support for protesters during the Euromaidan 

Revolution, while the Moscow Patriarchate has supported the annexation of Crimea in the past, 

including a press statements supporting “Russian warriors defending freedom” on the eve of the 

annexation. Tensions mounted when a priest from the Moscow Patriarchate stabbed a priest from 

the Kyiv Patriarchate in 2015. The conflict between the two churches became expressly political 

when the Speaker of the Verkhovna Rada, Ukraine’s parliament, pushed for a request to be sent 
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to the Pan-Orthodox Council to recognize a legitimate national church in Ukraine, implying that 

the Kyiv Patriarchate should be recognized as legitimate. 

 The divide between the Moscow and Kyiv Patriarchates of the Orthodox Church might 

be where polarization is happening in Ukraine in the sphere of religion, rather than between the 

Orthodox and the nonreligious. Unfortunately, the Ukrainian Monitoring Survey does not inquire 

about the Patriarchate affiliation in its questionnaire. That the percentage of people identifying as 

“just Orthodox” has fallen from 39% in 2000 to 21% in 2016 is evidence of the polarization in 

this sphere of Ukrainian society. And that fewer people are choosing the Ukrainian Orthodox 

Church of the Moscow Patriarchate and more are choosing the Kyiv Patriarchate also aligns with 

the trend of fewer people supporting Putin and the Slavic Union.  

Figure 2.1: Orthodox Church belonging across time in Ukraine by patriarchate (Razumkov Center) 

 

“Religion is now a political instrument,” Mark said of the Moscow Patriarchate, echoing 

sentiments heard in the leadership of the Kyiv Patriarchate. “Moscow is using its influence over 

Ukraine in the church as an instrument of hybrid warfare against Ukraine,” said Archbishop of 

the Kyiv Patriarchate Yevstratiy Zoria told me when I interviewed him for a newspaper article 

on Ukraine’s religious division in June. The Kyiv Patriarchate leadership paints itself as 
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supportive of Ukraine: “the Kyiv Patriarchate is the spiritual aid of any person fighting for the 

interests of the country,” said Father Sergii Dmytriev, head of the Kyiv Patriarchate social policy 

department.  

RUSSIAN MEDIA IN UKRAINE 

“Every single person on the Russian side watches Russian television. [Watching Russian 

television] would make anyone else vomit,” said Aleksey, an ethnically Jewish contemporary 

artist who is a native Russian speaker. His wife, Olga, chimed in: “Oh, I can’t bear watching that. 

You can’t make me watch that if you don’t pay me. People who watch that get their emotional, 

regular dose of hatred.” Several interview subjects referred to Russian television or Russian 

propaganda to explain what made someone’s opinion intolerable to listen to. That is, watching 

Russian television and the going to church with Moscow Patriarchate were talked about in the 

same way: they both shape people’s opinions, in a way that opponents of the “Russian 

perspective” find irrational.  

Evgeniya explained that people who are “vulnerable to Russian propaganda” are those 

holding contentious views and disagreeing with people. Evgeniya identifies this vulnerability 

particularly in older people, especially those born in the Soviet Union, and in uneducated people. 

She also said that people who tend to have “emotional reactions” are subject to the influence of 

propaganda. While we do not know the influence that Russian media had had on Ukrainian 

citizens based on data and a deeper analysis is beyond the scope of this paper, it is important in 

and of itself that Evgeniya thinks that Russian media is a force of polarization in Ukraine.  

Yuri, who claimed that one of the best things Ukraine could do was “admit that Ukraine 

is so close to the Russian people,” was very aware of the stereotype that “pro-Russians” are 

brainwashed by Russian television. He defended himself when he brought up the stereotype 
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about watching Russian television, explaining that Russian televisions stations have actually 

been banned. “There is no pro-Russian television. They turned it all off. That’s the first thing 

they did. There’s Russian language channels, but they’re pro-Ukrainian. It’s gotten to the point 

where they don’t show soccer, or films with people who support the annexation of Crimea.” Yuri 

is fighting against the notion that propaganda is responsible for his views by explaining that he 

does not have access to Russian television at all.  

 Yuri countered the claim that people who watch Russian television do not have opinions 

of their own with his own accusation of primitive opinions: “There’s a war against a different 

point of view. They automatically call you a separatist if you say anything about a federated 

state. They just all say—it’s a reflex—Glory to Ukraine (slava Ukraina)” (a federated state is a 

territorial and constitutional community forming part of a federation; Yuri was referring to 

Ukraine being part of a federated state in which its regions have more autonomy). Just as some 

interview subjects accuse others of not critically assessing Russian media, Yuri says that his 

opponents have ‘reflexive’ reactions, like reverting to nationalistic slogans, instead of engaging 

with the information he presents. People on both sides of the divide simplify the perspectives of 

the other side, assuming that they are not critically thinking through their arguments. This is 

another example of how some people have trouble comprehending one another across this 

divide, evidence of social polarization.    

2.5 THE ROLE OF RUSSIAN LANGUAGE 

 No one that I interviewed told me that people who were native Russian speakers or spoke 

Russian at home were more likely to experience conflicts. The responses reflect that language 

was a not dividing demographic line, but that does not mean that language was a non-issue for 

interview subjects. Rather, several of them explained that language had gained symbolic 



 43 

significance as an indicator of support for the contemporary Ukrainian state and its nation-

building project.  

 “I’m ashamed, but I speak Russian,” Igor, a self-described pro-Ukrainian, said. Igor was 

speaking to the symbolic status that the Ukrainian language has for him. Igor has started to learn 

Ukrainian, a language he never learned in school growing up in Odessa. He explained that 

learning Ukrainian was optional in school and only a few friends made the choice, but it is a 

decision that he regrets today. Igor is not alone in learning Ukrainian: for example, Olga also 

admitted to working on her Ukrainian language skills in the past couple of years.  

Aleksey explained that some people hold that Ukrainian is “a tarnished version of 

Russian.” He has personally made an effort to distance himself from that opinion, learning 

Ukrainian and, at the very least, arguing for its viability. Historically, Ukrainian has been 

referred to as a peasant language. In Odessa, Aleksey said that speaking and learning Ukrainian 

can be interpreted as an affront to Russian imperialism.   

For one interview subject, however, his native language contributed to his feelings of 

marginalization from the Ukrainian state and made making Russian an official language a 

priority. Yuri explained that the implementation of Ukrainian as an official language has been a 

significant challenge for him. “In Ukraine, everyone understands Russian and is totally happy to 

respond in Russian. Unless some official person is watching,” Yuri said, blaming the 

enforcement of Ukrainian on the state apparatus rather than on the people, revealing his 

perceived marginalization at the hands of the state.  

Yuri described being forced to transition into lecturing in Ukrainian rather than in 

Russian, which he said made him appear clumsy, slow, and illiterate in front of his students. He 

explained that he would have to write out his lectures word for word in Ukrainian in order to 
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deliver them, and still, “I mess it up. The students started asking for Russian again, because I 

sound like a fool.” Furthermore, he explained that most technical books and textbooks were in 

Russian, following up the statement by saying “The country’s not ready. And we don’t need 

this,” with reference to the enforced linguistic Ukrainianization. Yuri felt that the language 

requirement was keeping him from doing his job, making him feel marginalized and alienated 

from the Ukrainian state. These challenges were so significant for Yuri that he listed making 

Russian an official language of Ukraine at the top of his list of what needs to be done to resolve 

conflict in Ukraine. Yuri kept returning to the language question throughout our conversation, 

making comments like, “Language… they imposed the language onto me.” 

After explaining that his wife’s family prevented him from fulfilling his wish and moving 

to Crimea, Yuri described a desire that he often tells his children: “Look for an old folks’ home 

for me where people speak Russian and play chess and I’ll await my death there.” In describing 

the circumstances under which he would like to die, a Russian language community was the 

primary requisite for Yuri. He only listed the ability to play chess alongside the language 

requirement. Though Yuri’s comment displayed his sense of cynical humor, it also emphasized 

just how important Russian language had become to this man.   

Furthermore, Yuri described how Russian language and political views, specifically 

supporting Putin, have been conflated, simplified, and demonized into a negative stereotype that 

has been attributed to him. “They have made an enemy out of Putin. They call him Hitler. And I 

have to answer for this because I was born in Smolensk and speak Russian,” Yuri said. In his 

comments, Yuri is expressing resentment at the fact that his Russian language and place of birth 

has been turned into a stereotype and conflated with certain political views. The respondents 

talked about language, not ethnicity, but it is important to note that ethnic Russians are still in the 
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minority in Odessa city, even at a relatively much higher 33% of ethnic Russians. Yuri  also 

resents the demonization of Putin, who he sees as a complicated figure that cannot be depicted 

accurately with an over-simplified comparison to Hitler.  

Olga recounted that a friend of hers living in Odessa was, like Yuri, burdened by the 

change from Russian to Ukrainian as an official language. “She had trouble filling out a form 

once,” Olga said, whose tone was sarcastic, criticizing what she apparently did not see as a 

significant burden. Since independence in 1991, Ukraine has been slowly implementing 

Ukrainian as the official government language, so that everything from government documents 

to primary education is conducted in Ukrainian. Olga described her friend as being “lost” to the 

“Russians.”  

2.6 CONCLUSION  

 Interview subjects shared with me their personal experiences with social networks 

fragmentation and polarization, contributing their own explanations to the division they see in 

Ukrainian society. Language and ethnicity was not a dividing line for the subjects who self-

identified as “pro-Ukrainian.” Rather, they attributed a lack of critical thinking skills or even a 

gene for freedom to those on the other side of the divide, revealing in-group bias and even 

hatred, signs of affective polarization. But for Yuri, who supports Putin, Russian language was 

fundamental both to his feelings of marginalization and to the division, which he understands as 

people stereotyping him based on his birthplace and native Russian language.  

 The respondents describe being unable to withstand contact with the “other,” a significant 

blow for the contact hypothesis. Realistic conflict theory and social identity theory both fit to 

explain the conflict and polarization that the respondents described in Odessa. For the most part, 
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it is political identities that were identified, rather than ethnic or linguistic ones, except for Yuri. 

Several respondents explained polarization with reference to certain recent political events, 

implying that Crimea or the Euromaidan Revolution were responsible for the conflicts, as in 

realistic group conflict theory. Interestingly, the ongoing separatist war was rarely mentioned by 

respondents, but this may be because I specifically asked them when polarization began. It is just 

possible that social identification has affected polarization more than the actual political crises 

have.  

 The picture painted by the interview respondents is by no means a definitive one of 

intergroup conflict and polarization in Odessa, let alone in Ukraine as a whole. An analysis of the 

Ukrainian Monitoring Survey data in Chapter 4 finds that the South tends to be less prone to 

conflict than other regions in Ukraine, but all the respondents described polarization and 

breaking bonds. All the respondents interviewed had a higher education and many were 

politically engaged, perhaps leading to a disproportionately conflictual picture. Furthermore, the 

respondents all lived in a big city, where Chapter 4 shows fundamental disagreements are more 

likely to occur.   

 The following chapter will use quantitative methods to comment on the explanations of 

divisions that people gave and offer up its own argument for what make polarization more likely 

to occur. Some explanations, like the role of the Russian media and of the Moscow Patriarchate, 

will remain untested for lack of data, and many new variables will be introduced.  
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CHAPTER 3: QUANTITATIVE METHODS 

The explanations for polarization given by interview subjects in Odessa inspired the 

quantitative analysis that begins in this chapter. What does survey data tell us about polarization 

and how people interact with people in their inner circle across difference? I am able to test 

certain factors like age, language, and ethnicity that interview subjects commented on. Many of 

the explanations given I am not able to test it in the data. For instance, the survey does not ask 

whether someone belongs to the Moscow or to the Kyiv Patriarchate, nor does it ask whether 

someone watches Russian state television. This leaves the question of whether people are “under 

the influence” of propaganda up to be considered in future work. 

In the following two chapters, data from the Ukrainian Monitoring Surveys is analyzed to 

learn more about polarization in Ukraine. The analysis will determine which lines of difference 

have become salient in Ukraine and which, if any, have contributed to social division and the 

fracturing of social networks. Whether someone encounters fundamental disagreements and/or 

interacts less with someone in their inner circle are proxies for intergroup or inter-political 

conflict. In Ukraine, political conflict, we will see, is falling somewhat along identity lines.  

Furthermore, the analysis will test theories of intergroup conflict when possible. Does 

increased contact breed more conflict? Do identity cleavages make political polarization worse? 

Are political identities contributing to polarization or do political identities come from real 

economic or political conflict? Does group threat theory account for differences in conflict levels 

between regions? These are the questions that the hypotheses are written to address in the 

analysis chapter that follows.  

The following hypotheses and the variables used to test them are detailed in this chapter: 
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Hypothesis 1: Identity group identification makes political polarization worse.  
Hypothesis 2: Contentious political views have turned into political identities. Those who hold 
contentious views will encounter more fundamental disagreement in opinion and interact less.  
Hypothesis 3: The politically engaged becoming attached to political identities, which increases 
conflict.  
Hypothesis 4: Where the out-group is most visible to the in-group, the in-group sees the out-
group as a threat and conflict is high.  
Hypothesis 5: Where people of differing views come into contact more, conflict is more likely to 
arise.  

3.1 UKRAINIAN LONGITUDINAL MONITORING SURVEY 

 The findings of this chapter come from analysis of the Ukrainian Society Sociological 

Monitoring Surveys, which are surveys conducted by the Institute of Sociology of the National 

Academy of Science in Ukraine in conjunction with the Democratic Initiatives Fund. The 

monitoring surveys have been conducted annually since 1994. The research primarily intends to 

“analyze trends in sociological changes in Ukraine society.”79  

The surveys were initially developed in 1994 to measure progress in democratization and 

“well-being” (economic, political, moral, and physical) in Ukrainian society.80 The project was 

designed after independence to track Ukraine’s progress along certain democratization 

indicators. In addition, certain scales were developed from the surveys including: the cynicism 

scale, the scale of national distance (level of national awareness, national isolationism, 

prevalence of xenophobic tendencies), scale of social well-being, and the scale of social tension 

(number of individuals with protest potential). The questions inquire into the respondents’ views 

on: Ukraine’s economic situation; the political situation; legal awareness and social protest; 

                                                
79 Panina, Natalya Viktorivna. Ukrainian Society 1994-2005: Sociological Monitoring. Sophia, 2005, 14. 
80 Ibid., 15. 
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social morale, conflicts, and trust; international relations and the spoken language; sense of well-

being and public mood; living conditions; and demographic questions.  

The questionnaire is comprised of two parts: 1) the monitoring section, of which most but 

not all of the questions are repeated annually, and 2) the exploratory and research section, which 

contains one-time (nonrepeating) questions that allow for deeper analysis. The dependent 

variables used in this research come from the exploratory part of the questionnaire, while the 

independent variables come primarily from the monitoring section.  

 The sample size of every survey is approximately 1,800 individuals representing the adult 

population of Ukraine (18 years and older).81 The sample size was 1,802 people in 2015 and 

1,800 in 2014. Sampling was three-tiered: stratified, random, and quota screening. Places of 

residence where the surveys would be conducted according to geographical region were selected 

in the first stage. In the second, postal addresses were chosen based on their proximity to 

highways or intersections. In the third stage, specific respondents were chosen at those addresses. 

Quota screening in the final stage allowed for proportions of settlement size, sex, age and 

education level to be maintained for each region.82 

 Respondents filled out the surveys on their own. In 2014 and in 2015, the questionnaires 

were written in Ukrainian or in Russian, but is unclear whether respondents were given the 

choice between languages in advance. In 2014 and in 2015, Crimea and the occupied regions of 

the Donbass (Donetsk and Lugansk oblasts) were not included in the sample.  

 

                                                
81 Panina, Ukrainian Society, 17. 
82 Ibid., 17. 
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3.2 DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

 My anecdotal observations have shown me that people are disagreeing with one another 

in Ukrainian society in a way that is altering social networks. This chapter tests that with 

empirical evidence collected from survey data. This thesis attempts to answer “who is 

disagreeing about recent political events in Ukraine?” and “how are people reacting to political 

differences and how is that affecting their social networks?”. How do people who are already in 

contact but have fundamental disagreements experience conflict? 

WHO IS DISAGREEING IN UKRAINE? 

 In order to understand how people are dealing with political disagreement in Ukraine, we 

must understand who is doing the disagreeing. Asking who is disagreeing in Ukraine is 

substantially different than asking what people are disagreeing about. It is one thing to track the 

evolution of public opinion on certain policy questions, like Ukraine’s geopolitical orientation 

toward Russia. It is another thing to track whether those political questions are causing 

disagreement, conflict, or altering social networks. This framing is in line with theories of social 

or affective polarization, which focus on how people see and behave toward the outgroup. This is 

not to say, however, that this thesis ignores the question of what people are disagreeing about. 

Rather, the dependent variable asks what factors make it more likely that someone experiences 

fundamental disagreement in opinion with someone in their inner circle.  

Dependent variable 1: Encountering fundamental disagreement over recent political events 

In order to measure who is disagreeing in Ukrainian society, this thesis relies primarily 

on a question in the 2015 Ukrainian Monitoring Survey, which asks: “If you encountered 

fundamental disagreement over recent political events with people in your inner circle (вашего 
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ближайшего окружения), how has it affected your communication in your relationship (ваше 

общение)? (Check one most appropriate answer).” The responders chose one of eight possible 

answers, the last one being that they did not experience such disagreement within their inner 

circle.  

This first dependent variable is a binary, categorical variable, such that responses coded 

for “1” had fundamentally different views on recent political events than those in their inner 

circle, and “0” had not encountered such fundamental disagreement among their inner circle.   

Figure 3.1: Fundamental disagreement over recent political events (2015) 

 

 This variable is an imperfect indicator of social polarization. This question was not 

repeated on the Ukrainian Monitoring Survey when it was conducted in previous years, so there 

is no way to track whether conflict is increasing, decreasing, or staying the same. An empirical 

trend like this would also have provided more space for a causal argument between the recent 

political events and the extent of disagreement occurring in society. Finally, the question does 

not differentiate between different levels of political disagreement, and it is up to the 

respondent’s discretion what fundamental means.  

The phrasing of the question does allow, however, for a direct link to be made between 

the recent political events that the question refers to and the existing level of disagreement. 

19% 

81% 

Percentage of respondents encuontering fundamental 
disagreement (2015)
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Rather than being about political disagreement more generally, the question does allow an 

anchoring in recent political events. 

Analyzing correlations with this dependent variable will make it possible to understand 

which identities, views, or traits make it more or less likely that a person will encounter 

fundamental disagreements recent political events in Ukraine. This analysis will be an indicator 

of which social identities have become activated by the recent political events. Along what lines, 

or according to what identities, is social polarization occurring?    

HOW ARE PEOPLE DEALING WITH DISAGREEMENT?   

Dependent variable 2: Interacting less due to fundamental disagreement 

 This dependent variable addresses the second question, “how are people reacting to 

political disagreement and how is that affecting their social networks?”. When people self-

segregate, they are acting on homophily, the process by which like attracts like. Analysis of this 

variable will explain what forces are pulling some people together while pushing others apart.  

This variable relies on the 2015 question about disagreement over recent political events. 

This time, the variable is coded specifically to assess the extent to which people are self-

segregating, and whether certain people are more or less likely to self-segregate than others. This 

dependent variable is a binary variable, such that responses coded for “1” have begun interacting 

less with people in their inner circle as a result of disagreement; “0” responses have experienced 

disagreement but are not interacting less. Responses coded for “1” have a wide range: “We 

began to communicate less, on my initiative,” “We began to communicate less on the initiative 

of my friends, acquaintances, or relatives, “Communication was virtually stopped on my 
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initiative,” “Communication was virtually stopped at the initiative of my friends, acquaintances, 

relatives,” or “Communication stopped at the same time on both sides.”  

Table 3.1: Changes to communication after disagreement due to recent political events 
Reacting to 
disagreement 

Interact the same 
(0) 

Avoid controversial 
topics (0) 

Interact less (1) 

% Respondents .38 .42 .21 

3.3 INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

The independent variables are presented as a list of hypotheses that anticipate an impact 

on disagreement and social networks. The hypotheses can be grouped into three categories: 

effect of identity cleavages, effect of civic or political engagement, and the effect of 

homogeneity or heterogeneity. It is hypothesized that independent variables will have similar 

effects on the likelihood that someone encounters disagreement and interacts less. The 

independent variables are all binary, categorical variables.  

IDENTITY CLEAVAGES 

Hypothesis 1: Identity group identification makes political polarization worse. 

In Ukraine, nationality, language, and those who are nonreligious are correlated with 

political views. When ethnicity or other identity characteristics are involved in difference, 

contact may not work to reduce conflict. Hypothesis 1 will be empirically tested with several 

independent variables: ethnicity, language (native language and language spoken at home), 

religion, and religiosity.  

ETHNICITY AND LANGUAGE  

Ethnicity, native language, and language spoken at home are intertwined but not 

matching identity characteristics in Ukraine. There is significant gap in identification with 

Russian ethnicity and Russian language, with many more respondents identifying as Russian 

speakers than as ethnic Russians. In addition to the gap between ethnicity and language, these 
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identities are by no means stable: fewer people are reporting speaking Russian at home or even 

being native Russian speakers.  

Figure 3.2: Ethnicity and language identification in Ukraine (2015) 

 

Ethnicity, native language, and language spoken at home are intertwined but not 

matching identity characteristics in Ukraine. There is significant gap in identification with 

Russian ethnicity and Russian language, with many more respondents identifying as Russian 

speakers than as ethnic Russians. In addition to the gap between ethnicity and language, these 

identities are by no means stable: fewer people are reporting speaking Russian at home or even 

being native Russian speakers.  

Figure 3.3: Linguistic and ethnic breakdown of respondents (2015)  
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The Russian nationality is a small minority in Ukraine, making up just 8% of the 

population in 2015. They are also segmented to specific parts of Ukraine: 34% of Russians live 

in the Donbass region, 34% live in the South, and the remaining 32% are scattered throughout 

the country.  Russian ethnicity has become associated with unfavorable or even threatening 

politics in Ukraine. Half of ethnic Russians support Ukraine joining a Slavic Union, compared to 

22% of all respondents.  

Native Russian speaking is somewhat correlated with political views that favor close ties 

with Russia: 38% of native Russian speakers support the Slavic Union, compared to 22% among 

the entire population, a smaller portion than ethnic Russians but still a significant increase 

compared to the population as a whole. Twenty-six percent of respondents report speaking 

Russian at home. Speaking Russian at home is likely somewhat correlated with political views 

that favor closer ties with Russia. Thirty-five percent who report speaking Russian support the 

Slavic Union, slightly less than native Russian speakers. Twenty percent of respondents are 

Ukrainian but speak Russian at home, meaning that the linguistic and ethnic identities are not 

aligned in many people. 

RELIGION AND RELIGIOSITY 

 Religion is represented with a binary variable, coding “1” for Orthodox and “0” for 

everyone else. Seventy-five percent of respondents answered that they were Orthodox. 

Religiosity is measured and tested in three ways. First, with categorical variables ranging from 

the not religious at all to the very religious. Second, with a binary variable for the very religious 

(1 indicating very religious): 9% of respondents reported being very religious, answering that 

they were either extremely or very religious. These two measures of religiosity come from one 

question that allows respondents to choose from one of eight options of religiosity.  
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Table 3.2: Reported religiosity (2015)  
Reported 
religiosity 

Not religious at 
all 

Somewhat not 
religious 

In the middle Moderately 
religious  

Very religious 

Proportion of 
respondents 

.09 .13 .20 .50 .09 

Third and finally, religiosity is measured with a binary variable indicating the 

nonreligious (1) and everyone else (0). This third measure for the nonreligious comes from a 

separate question, the same one that asks about religious identity. Instead of giving respondents 

three ways to answer that they are nonreligious, this question only gives respondents the options 

to choose “nonreligious” or another religion. Twelve percent of respondents reported being 

nonreligious in this variable.  

Being nonreligious somewhat correlated with Russian ethnicity and contentious political 

views. Twenty-three percent of ethnic Russians are nonreligious, compared to 11% of ethnic 

Ukrainians. And 16% of those who support the Slavic Union are nonreligious. There is also a 

higher proportion of nonreligious respondents in the Donbass region: 24% of respondents from 

the Donbass were nonreligious, compared to no more than 15% in any other region. Due to these 

correlations, the nonreligious are expected to experience more fundamental disagreement and 

interact less as a result of that disagreement.  

Testing both religion and religiosity helps distinguish whether there is a “God gap” in 

Ukraine, as in the United States, where political views can be distinguished by churchgoing. If 

there is, then the very religious and the nonreligious may both be more likely to experience 

fundamental disagreement and interact less. Otherwise, the effect of religiosity may be limited to 

its relationship to other identities and political attitudes in Ukraine. 
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POLITICAL ATTITUDES  

Hypothesis 2: Contentious political views have turned into political identities. Those who 

hold contentious views will encounter more disagreement and interact less. 

Certain views that favor Russia in any way will be associated with an increased 

likelihood that respondents experience fundamental disagreement and interact less with people 

following the disagreement. These views include: supporting Ukraine’s accession to the Slavic 

Union, rating Putin favorably, supporting the Euromaidan Revolution, and making Russian an 

official language. Due to the overlap between these views, only supporting Putin and Ukraine’s 

accession to the Slavic Union were used in the regressions in the following chapter.  

These variables are all binary variables, where “1” codes for support. Respondents who 

support the Slavic Union view Ukraine’s accession to a Slavic Union “mostly positively,” as 

opposed to “mostly negatively or “hard to say.” Respondents who rate Putin positively ranked 

Putin from a “6” to “10” on a scale of “1” to “10”, with ten being the most positive. Respondents 

supporting the Euromaidan Revolution answered that they support Euromaidan, or that they once 

did not support but now support Euromaidan. Those who support making Russian an official 

language answered “yes” to the question on the survey.  

Figure 3.4 Political preferences of respondents (2013-2015) 

   

50.8 49 36.623.1 24.8
48 32.217.5 21.8

42.6
25.8

0

50

100

Putin Slavic Union Euromaidan Making Russian 
an official 
language

Percentage of Respondants Supporting:

2013 2014 2015



 58 

 From 2013 to 2015, the proportion of respondents fell for all of the views. The fall from 

50% supporting Putin in 2013 to 18% in 2015 and the fall for support for the Slavic Union was 

particularly large. Ukrainians society is becoming less, not more, divided in issue polarization 

terms.  

POLITICAL ENGAGEMENT 

Hypothesis 3: The politically engaged becoming attached to political identities, which 

increases conflict in the form of disagreement and interacting less.  

This hypothesis tests whether it is true in this case that when people read more about 

politics and have more political discussions, they also become more polarized. Social psychology 

experiments suggest that when people read information about issues, even balanced information, 

they become more confident in their views and thus more extreme.83 

Two variables help measure political engagement, one directly and one indirectly. The 

first variable is political internet use—whether respondents engage with politics on the internet. 

The second is higher education, which literature has shown to be highly correlated with political 

engagement. These variables are correlated, so that those who have a higher education are more 

likely to engage with politics on the internet. Fifty percent of those with a higher education 

interact with politics on the internet, compared to 27% of those who do not have a higher 

education. There is significant proportion that does not overlap, though (46% of respondents who 

interact with politics on the internet do not have a higher education), making the variables 

distinct. 

 

                                                
83 Sunstein, Going to Extremes, 51. 
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POLITICAL INTERNET USE 

 Thirty-six percent of respondents answered that they interact with politics on the internet. 

This survey defines political internet use as binary variable that includes engaging in any of the 

following: keeping track of news in socio-political life; reading blogs or sites of politicians and 

public figures; commenting on the blogs or sites of politicians, public figures, state institutions, 

political parties, etc.; commenting on publications regarding socio-political issues; discussing 

socio-political and public life issues on forums, conferences, social networks; support activities 

in the public interest initiated by users on the network (somehow help internally displaced 

people, ATO soldiers, the sick; protests against illegal construction, etc.); personally initiating 

certain activities in the public interest on the internet.  

To isolate the effect of discussing politics online specifically, this survey also creates a 

binary variable. Only 6% of respondents (108 people) answered that they discuss politics online 

on discussion forums. 

HIGHER EDUCATION  

 Higher education is a binary variable, with 40% of respondents reporting that they have a 

higher education. This includes respondents who with a bachelor’s, master’s or doctorate degree, 

but does not include those who attended the equivalent of a technical school (44% of 

respondents). There is a literature connecting education to political engagement. If political 

engagement is more likely to make  If people with a higher education are more likely to 

experience fundamental disagreement and to interact less, then education facilitates the decline 

of ambivalence and the creation of political identities.  
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REGION 

Hypothesis 4: Where the out-group is most visible to the in-group, the in-group sees the 

out-group as a threat and conflict is high.  

 If group threat theory explains variation between regions, being from the Donbass should 

have the highest rates of disagreement and of interacting less. The South region should also have 

high rates of conflict. Using Russian ethnicity to compare across regions, the Donbass and the 

South have the greatest proportion of ethnic Russians to ethnic Ukrainians. The other regions 

should have comparable rates of conflict.  

Table 3.3: Ethnic, Linguistic, and Political Heterogeneity across Regions (2015) 
Region 
% Respondents 

West Center Kyiv City South East Donbass 

Ethnic 
Russians 

0.01 0.03 0.08 0.18 0.06 0.32 

Language       
Native 
Russian 
speakers 

0.03 0.14 0.38 0.43 0.34 0.72 

Speaking 
Russian at 
home 

0.02 0.18 0.39 0.37 0.46 0.64 

Speaking 
both at home 

0.07 0.42 0.47 0.47 0.22 0.3 

Politics       

Slavic Union 0.05 0.25 0.12 0.34 0.26 0.41 

Putin 0.09 0.17 0.15 0.24 0.29 0.21 

Official 
language 

0.08 0.21 0.19 0.4 0.25 0.60 

 Region is a categorical variable comprised of oblasts. The West region is comprised of 

the following oblasts: Volyn, Zhytomyr, Transcarpathia, Ivano-Frankivsk, Lviv, Rivne, Ternopil, 

Khmelnytskyi, and Chernivtsi. The Center region is comprised of Vinnytsia, Dnipropetrovsk, 

Kyiv (excluding Kyiv City), Kirovograd, Poltava, Cherkasy, and Chernihiv. Kyiv City is coded 

as its own region. The South region is Zaporizhia, Mykolaiv, Odessa, and Kherson. The East 
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region is Sums and Kharkiv; the Donbass region includes Donetsk and Luhansk. Crimea is not 

included in this survey. 

SETTLEMENT SIZE 

Hypothesis 5: Where people of differing views come into contact more, conflict is more 

likely to arise.  

People are more likely to encounter fundamental disagreement in their circle and interact 

less after experiencing those disagreements in a big city than in a small city or village, because 

villages and small cities are more likely to be homogenous. Ethnic Russians and native Russian 

speakers are more likely to live in big cities than small cities, and more likely to live in small 

cities than villages. The exception to the hypothesis is Kyiv city, which is quite politically 

homogenous. Compared to regional heterogeneity, the homogeneity of one’s city should have a 

more significant effect, because it describes the people more directly surrounding respondents.  

Like region, settlement size is a categorical variable that has more than two categories. 

Table 3.4: Proportion of respondents by the size of where they are from (2015) 
Settlement type Kyiv city Big city Small city Village  
% respondents 0.08 0.24 0.28 0.40 

3.3 CONTROL VARIABLES  

Gender and age act as the control variables in this study; neither are anticipated to have an effect 

on conflict, despite some predictions from interview subjects in Odessa on the matter of age.   

To represent gender, a male indicator binary variable coded ‘1’ for male and ‘0’ for 

female is included. Forty-five percent of the respondents are male and 55 percent are female for 

the 2015 data set. Forty-four percent of the respondents are male and 56 percent are female in 

2014. Unlike many of the variables, gender is approximately even distributed among regions and 
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linguistic divisions, among other cleavages. An effect of gender on propensity to have 

fundamental disagreement or to interact less as a result of them is not anticipated. Though males 

may be more prone to aggressive behavior than females, this effect is not anticipated to be shown 

in the results. 

Age is continuous, quantitative variable that is not anticipated to have an effect on 

propensity to have disagreements or interact less as a result of them. For 2015, age ranges from 

18 to 90 years old; 44 years is the median age and 44.8 years is the mean age. For 2014, the 

variable is similar: age ranges from 18 to 89 years, 46 years is the median, and 46.8 years is the 

mean.  

3.4 ADDITIONAL TESTS (2014) 

 In addition to the regressions run using the 2015 data, this thesis will also include a 2014 

regression to test additional variables not included in the 2014 survey and check the robustness 

of the 2015 findings.  

DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

In addition to the 2015 question about fundamental disagreement of recent political 

events, a question in the 2014 survey asks: “Have you experienced, in your sphere of daily 

interaction (with relatives, neighbors, colleagues, or at school), conflicts related to views of the 

events that happened on public square in Ukraine from December 2013 to February 2014?”. 

Respondents chose among four answers: “I did not have any conflicts,” “There have been 

conflicts, but they have hardly affected our relationship,” “There were fairly serious conflicts, 

but we’ve managed to resolve them completely,” and “The conflicts were serious and continue to 

this day.”  



 63 

This question will act as a tertiary dependent variable. It is a binary, categorical variable, 

such that the responses coded for “1” answered that they had some conflicts over their views of 

the Euromaidan Revolution with their inner circle, and “0” had not had such conflicts over 

Euromaidan in their inner circle.  

Table 3.3: Conflicts over Euromaidan Revolution within Inner Circle 
Type of conflict None Any Some (resolved) Serious (resolved) Serious (ongoing) 
% Respondents 0.56 0.44 0.33 0.07 0.04 

 
Notice that the proportion of those who had conflicts over Euromaidan in 2014 (44 

percent) was nearly half that of those who fundamentally disagreed with someone in their circle 

over recent political events in 2015 (81 percent). As a result of the gap between these two 

variables, they are incomparable. This second dependent variable limits conflicts specifically to 

Euromaidan, rather than including a broader range of recent political events. This limits the 

scope and usefulness of the dependent variable significantly, especially because some people 

may have ambivalent views on Euromaidan but stronger views on Crimea, the war in the east, 

orientation toward Russia, or other recent political events. It also specifies conflict as opposed to 

fundamental disagreement, which is a higher bar for respondents that may be subject to social 

desirability bias, in which it is more socially desirable to answer that conflicts have been 

resolved with people close to you. This measure is also imprecise because the responses conflate 

seriousness of conflict with whether or not a conflict is ongoing. The respondents are only able 

to choose between not serious conflicts that have been resolved, very serious conflicts that have 

been resolved, and very serious, ongoing conflicts, leaving out the option of somewhat serious 

conflicts that are ongoing. Due to these limitations, this question is not at the forefront of the 

analysis like the first dependent variable is.  
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ADDITIONAL INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Hypothesis 3 (2014): The politically engaged becoming attached to political identities, 

which increases conflict in the form of disagreement and interacting less.  

Analyzing the 2014 data also gives us the opportunity to test an additional variable that 

only appears on the 2014 questionnaire: civil society participation. Participating in civil society 

associations should increase the likelihood that respondents will come into conflict with others 

over Euromaidan. This hypothesis predicts that those who are civically engaged are more likely 

to encounter conflicts over Euromaidan in their daily sphere of interaction. Those engaged in 

civil society are more likely to have strong opinions and political identities, causing conflict. 

This question appears only on the 2014 survey, and not on the 2015 survey. In 2014, only 

13 percent of respondents (233) participate in any of the organizations listed in the survey. 

Activities is a binary variable that includes participating in any of the following: an interest club, 

a political party, a socio-political movement, an environmental movement, a public organization, 

foundation, or association, an alternative union, a creative alliance, a sports club, a professional 

association, a student society or youth organization, a religious organization or church 

community, an association of farmers, or other any other organization.  

3.5 CONCLUSION 

 This chapter was used to outline the dependent and independent variables that will be 

used to test theories about polarization and intergroup conflict in the following chapter. Having 

fundamental disagreement and interacting less are measures of conflict and social fragmentation. 

In the following chapter, analysis will allow us to conclude whether in this case: group identities 

and political engagement make political polarization worse, political identities that contribute to 
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polarization have formed, group threat theory explains conflict rates, and if more contact fosters 

more conflict.  
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CHAPTER 4: QUANTITATIVE RESULTS 

The quantitative analysis shows that when people encounter more difference, they have 

more disagreement. The premise of the contact hypothesis is that, under certain conditions, if 

people would interact across difference we could reduce conflict. In the case of Ukraine in 2015, 

what we see is people interacting across difference and fundamental disagreement arising as a 

result. It is unlikely that in Ukrainian society, or in many societies, there are naturally occurring 

conditions for contact that would allow contact to reduce conflict.  

Though experiencing fundamental disagreement is a sign of increased conflict, it is 

encouraging that people who are more likely to encounter differences are not also more likely to 

react by self-segregating. In other words, many people who encounter disagreement are still able 

to maintain relationships.  

People who encounter difference more frequently, including people in big cities and 

ethnic Ukrainians who speak Russian as their native language, are more likely to have 

fundamental disagreements with people in their inner circle. (Ethnic Russians are just as likely as 

ethnic Ukrainians to encounter fundamental difference.) Those who are more educated and 

politically engaged are also more likely to experience disagreement, as are those with 

contentious political views. 

What makes people more likely to socially segregate themselves after encountering 

fundamental disagreement is completely different from what makes them disagree in the first 

place. When people interact less, homophily is at play—people are acting on a desire to be 

around others like them. People who join political chatrooms and ethnic Russians in the Donbass 

are most likely to interact less after encountering disagreement. This means that homophily is 
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most strongly at play for people who hold strong political views and for Russians in one region 

in Ukraine, where Russian identity is more associated with the Russian state and where Russians 

are more alienated from the Ukrainian state. 

That people using political discussion forums are most likely to interact less is evidence 

for the social identity theory of intergroup relations. People discussing politics in online forums 

are so passionate about their political views that they cannot bear engaging with people who do 

not agree with them: their political views become political identities. This political identification 

creates conflict, rather than identification being a product of conflict. Most likely, people are 

interacting with like-minded others in these forums, confirming their own opinions and making 

their views more extreme.84 Even if they are engaging with people who hold different opinions, 

these forums clearly are not promoting intergroup empathy and understanding. People who seek 

out political discussion forums have such strong opinions that if they do encounter someone with 

a different opinion, they find it difficult to interact with them. 

That being ethnically Russian in the Donbass region makes someone prone to self-

segregation after encountering disagreement shows that salient ethnic cleavages are a significant 

barrier to conflict reduction. Whether the salient ethnic divide in the Donbass was caused by 

stronger group identification or by real conflict of interest remains unclear. Did social 

identification lead to realistic conflict, vice versa, or did they both arise independently? On the 

one hand, ethnic Russians in the Donbass may have a stronger “Russian” identity, one that is 

more closely connected to Russia as a country or even to the Soviet Union. On the other hand, 

we know that ethnicity is not divisive in and of itself. Economic marginalization and differing 

geopolitical interests in the Donbass, like a desire to have closer ties with Russia, may have 

                                                
84 Sunstein, “Going to Extremes, 4, 8, 23.  
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exacerbated ethnic division. This line of reasoning would support realistic group theory. The 

separatist war has affected the daily lives of people in the Donbass most, exacerbating ethnic 

divides. But the separatist war itself is in some ways a product of salient ethnic cleavages as 

well. Whether social identity theory or realistic conflict theory explains the start of the ethnic 

salience is unclear, but factors are contributing to the salience of the ethnic divide now. As a 

result, ethnic Russians in the Donbass are more likely to perceive prejudice and stereotyping on 

the basis of their ethnicity, making them particularly prone to homophily, self-segregation, and 

the construction of homogenous networks that amplify their views. 

4.1 ENCOUNTERING FUNDAMENTAL DISAGREEMENT  

Where people are more likely to encounter difference, they are more likely to encounter 

disagreement. This seems like an intuitive result, and in some ways it is. But it poses a serious 

challenge to the contact hypothesis, which posits that conflict comes from a lack of contact. 

The contact hypothesis requires certain conditions for contact to reduce conflict. Because 

of the high rates of fundamental disagreement respondents reported in the 2015 Ukrainian 

Monitoring Survey, it is possible those are not being met here. Though it is unlikely that all the 

conditions are being met (for this to happen, people interacting across difference in Ukraine 

should be of equal status, share common goals, cooperate, and find authority support for 

contact).  It is most likely that the conditions for the contact hypothesis to be successful are 

difficult to find, especially when certain cleavages are made salient in society. Put simply, this is 

not promising for the contact hypothesis, but does not necessarily undermine it. Especially since, 

as we will see in the next section, these cleavages are not causing people to interact less after 

disagreement, which would be a disaster for the contact hypothesis.  



 69 

As we will see below, people who speak Russian as a native language, have contentious 

political views, are politically engaged, or are from big cities are more likely to experience 

fundamental disagreement. Those from villages and from the West are less likely to experience 

disagreement.  

Table 4.1 shows several logistic regressions testing hypotheses that are predicted to affect 

the propensity that someone encounters fundamental disagreement. Model 1 regresses propensity 

to encounter fundamental disagreement on the control variables, age and gender. Model 2 and 3 

test whether shared group identities make conflict worse; Model 2 regresses propensity to 

encounter disagreement on Russian ethnicity, native language, and being very religious, while 

Model 3 tests being nonreligious. Model 4 regresses propensity to encounter fundamental 

difference on contentious political views (support for the Slavic Union and for Putin). Model 5 

tests the effects of political engagement, regressing propensity to disagree against higher 

education and interacting with politics on the internet. Model 6 regresses propensity to encounter 

disagreement against region and settlement size, which test whether group threat theory is at play 

and whether disagreement is more likely in cities, where there is more difference. Model 7 

includes all the variables that had statistically significant effects (p < 0.05) on the likelihood that 

someone encounters fundamental disagreement.  
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Table 4.1 Logistic Regression for Propensity to Encounter Fundamental Disagreement 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 
Male Indicator 1.13 1.122 1.11 1.182 1.159 1.165 1.182 
   (0.889, 

1.438) 
(0.880, 
1.432) 

(0.870, 
1.419) 

(0.928, 
1.510) 

(0.908, 
1.481) 

(0.912, 
1.490) 

(0.921, 
1.520) 

Age   0.999 0.998 0.999 0.998 1.007* 0.998 1.005 
  (0.992, 

1.006) 
(0.991, 
1.006) 

(0.992, 
1.006) 

(0.991, 
1.006) 

(0.999, 
1.014) 

(0.991, 
1.005) 

(0.993, 
1.008) 

Russian nationality indicator 0.703          

   (0.409, 
1.235) 

      

Native Russian speaker   2.237***        1.219 
    (1.557, 

3.297) 
     (0.842, 

1.784) 
Very religious indicator   1.116          
    (0.715, 

1.804) 
     

Nonreligious indicator     1.178         
    (0.801, 

1.780) 
    

Support for Slavic Union      1.495**       
      (1.074, 

2.115) 
   

Support for Putin indicator    1.496**     1.357 

      (1.038, 
2.206) 

  (0.938, 
2.008) 

Higher education indicator      1.807***   1.713*** 
       (1.380, 

2.383) 
 (1.298, 

2.276) 
Politics online 
  

       1.819***   1.792*** 

       (1.372, 
2.430) 

 (1.338, 
2.417) 

Donbass            1.558 1.405 
        (0.922, 

2.761) 
(0.793, 
2.594) 

East            1.378 1.235 
        (0.843, 

2.334) 
(0.747, 
2.113) 

Kyiv city            1.147 0.992 
        (0.694, 

1.950) 
(0.584, 
1.730) 

South            1.054 0.965 

        (0.705, 
1.595) 

(0.634, 
1.485) 

West            0.469*** 0.470*** 

        (0.344, 
0.636) 

(0.343, 
0.642) 

Small city            1.361** 1.171 

        (1.019, 
1.828) 

(0.869, 
1.584) 

Big city             1.983*** 1.699*** 

       (1.403, 
2.841) 

(1.192, 
2.454) 

Constant   4.318*** 3.854*** 4.359*** 3.894*** 2.074*** 4.215*** 2.185*** 
  (3.012, 

6.231) 
(2.676, 
5.585) 

(3.023, 
6.329) 

(2.697, 
5.661) 

(1.369, 
3.157) 

(2.728, 
6.568) 

(1.351, 
3.556) 

Observations 
  

1,802 1,780 1,790 1,785 1,802 1,802 1,788 

Note: *p**p***p<0.01. The numbers represented are odds ratios with confidence intervals below. All variables are indicator 
variables, save age, region, settlement size. Age is a continuous variable; region and settlement size are categorical. The omitted 
category for region is “Center” and  for settlement size is “Village.” 
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IDENTITY CLEAVAGE: NATIVE RUSSIAN SPEAKERS 
 

The findings in Table 4.1 show that fundamental disagreement in Ukraine are more likely 

to occur among people who have different native languages, not between those of different 

nationalities, different religions, or different levels of religiosity. Native Russian is one of the 

most cross-cutting cleavages, combining people with different ethnicities and levels of 

religiosity, but it is also the one that is correlated the most with disagreement. It is because native 

Russian language is cross-cutting that it is more highly correlated with disagreement than other 

identity cleavages. In other words, fundamental disagreement is more likely to occur among 

people who speak the minority language but are relatively integrated within society, because they 

are most likely to encounter difference and disagreement. 

The findings in Models 2 and 3 in Table 4.1 show that group identities do make conflict 

worse, but not necessarily when group identities are most highly correlated with contentious 

political views. To increase the likelihood that someone encounters fundamental difference, it 

matters how dispersed a group identity is throughout the population and thus how likely a person 

from that identity group is to encounter views different from his own. 

Native Russian speakers are less likely than ethnic Russians to hold contentious political 

views. Twenty-nine percent of native Russian speakers and 34% of ethnic Russians ranked Putin 

favorably in 2015, compared to 17% of all respondents. Thirty-seven percent of Native Russian 

speakers and 50% of ethnic Russians support Ukraine’s accession to the Slavic Union, compared 

to 22% of all respondents. Ethnic Russians rank higher on contentious political views, so 

shouldn’t native Russian speakers be less likely than ethnic Russians to encounter 

disagreements? 
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In Table 4.1, Model 2, ethnicity does not have a statistically significant effect on the 

likelihood that respondents experience fundamental difference in opinion with people (p > 0.10), 

while being a native Russian speaker makes someone 120% more likely than a native Ukrainian 

speaker to encounter a fundamental difference (p < 0.01). Even when only the control variables 

are included, Russian ethnicity has no effect on propensity to encounter fundamental 

disagreement (p > 0.10) Why might this be the case? Because native Russian speakers are more 

dispersed throughout the population than ethnic Russians are, and in this case, more difference 

breeds more disagreement.  

To be clear, it is not ethnic Russians who speak Russian that are disagreeing more, but 

ethnic Ukrainians who are native Russian speakers (Table 5.1 in Appendix). Native Russian 

speakers who are ethnically Ukrainian are 120% more likely to encounter fundamental 

disagreement with people in their inner circle than ethnic Ukrainians who speak Ukrainian as 

their native language; the effect is statistically significant (p < 0.01). The effect of being a native 

Russian speaker who is ethnically Russian, compared to an ethnic Ukrainian speaking Ukrainian, 

on the likelihood that someone encounters disagreement is not statistically significant (p < 0.10). 

Native Russian speaking, ethnic Ukrainians are part of mixed-ethnic communities, while ethnic 

Russians tend are likely to part of more homogenous communities, making ethnic Russians less 

likely to encounter disagreement.  

Recall that ethnic Russians make up only 8% of the population, and in the West and 

Center, 3% or less of the population (Table 4.2). Only the South and the Donbass region have a 

‘critical mass’ of ethnic Russians that are likely to be enter into people’s daily spheres of 

interactions or their inner circles—as in group threat theory. Native Russian speakers, on the 
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other hand, made up 25% of respondents in 2015 and there are greater proportions of them in 

each region (Table 4.3).  

Table 4.2: Ethnic Russians by Region (2015)                         Table 4.3: Native Russian Speakers  by Region (2015) 

  
  
POLITICAL ATTITUDES 

It seems self-evident that holding contentious political views makes people more likely to 

have fundamental disagreement. And indeed, in Model 4, which regresses contentious political 

views against propensity to encounter fundamental difference, supporting Ukraine’s accession to 

a Slavic Union or ranking Putin favorably makes someone 50% more likely to have fundamental 

disagreement with people in their inner circle (p< 0.05). It is possible that people could have 

different political views without considering the disagreement “fundamental.” The effect of 

supporting the Slavic Union on propensity to encounter disagreement speaks to how contentious 

these political issues are. 

It is crucial to point out that what is at stake here is social polarization, not issue 

polarization. From 2013 to 2015, more people in Ukraine are agreeing on Ukraine’s geopolitical 

orientation and on their opinion of Russia. Support for Putin, a Slavic Union, and making 

Russian an official language in Ukraine have all fallen from 2013 to 2015. But even as more 
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people are agreeing, 81% of respondents have fundamental disagreement about the recent 

political events in Ukraine with people in their inner circle. Though we do not have annual data, 

the question the dependent variable is based on does specify that disagreement is happening due 

to recent political events. 

POLITICAL ENGAGEMENT 

The politically engaged are more likely to have fundamental disagreement. Education 

reduces ambivalence, emboldens identities, and encourages the development of stronger opinions 

which engenders conflict.85  To test whether political engagement engenders conflict, Table 4.1 

Model 5 regresses propensity to encounter disagreements against higher education and 

interacting with politics on the internet.  

In Table 4.1 Model 5, using the internet politically and having a higher education each 

make someone 80% more likely to have fundamental disagreement, relative to those who do not 

have a higher education or use the internet politically (p < 0.01). Model 5 includes both 

variables, indicating that both have independent effects apart from each other. The effect does 

not change much in Model 7 when all the significant variables are included, as having a higher 

education makes someone 71% more likely to encounter disagreements and interacting with 

politics on the internet makes someone 80% more likely (p < 0.01). 

The additional regression conducted using the 2014 findings provide more support for the 

relationship between engagement and propensity to have disagreement (Table 5.2 in Appendix). 

Participation in civil society organizations makes someone 60% more likely to have conflicts 

over Euromaidan, relative to those who do not participate (p < 0.01). In this case, civic 

                                                
85 Sunstein, Going to Extremes, 49. 
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engagement is most likely related to political engagement, providing more evidence for the 

theory that the politically engaged hold stronger, less ambivalent views and are more likely to 

encounter conflict as a consequence. It is also possible that those participating in civil society 

organizations have more people and wider range of opinions present in their spheres of daily 

interaction, creating more opportunity for disagreement.  

That civic engagement is correlated with higher rates of disagreement should make us 

more cautious about bridging social capital as the solution for polarization or conflict in Ukraine, 

or in any country where joining a civil society organization is only for the already quite engaged. 

It is challenging to create organizations that bring people together across differences, especially 

if the people participating in organizations are more polarized or conflictual. Though it is 

possible that existing organizations in Ukraine are particularly bonding, increasing in-group bias 

and out-group antagonism, it seems more likely that those who choose to join civil society 

organizations in Ukraine are already politically inclined. Since there are such low numbers of 

people participating in civil society organizations in Ukraine,86 these organizations are probably 

attracting people who are quite engaged, and therefore, may be quite attached to their political 

views.  

 

                                                
86 Howard, Marc. The Weakness of Civil Society in Post-Communist Europe. Cambridge, Cambridge University 
Press, 2003. 
Aberg, Martin. “Putnam’s Social Capital Theory Goes East: A Case Study of Western Ukraine and L’viv.” Europe-
Asia Studies 52.2 (2000). 
Hrycak, Alexandra. “Orange Harvest?: Women’s Activism and Civil Society in Ukraine, Belarus and Russia since 
2004.” Canadian-American Slavic Studies 44 (2010), 151-177. 
Evans, Geoffrey. “The Social Bases of Political Divisions in Post-Communist Eastern Europe.” Annual Review of 
Sociology 32 (2006), 245-270. 
Stewart, Susan. “NGO Development in Ukraine since the Orange Revolution.” In Ukraine on its Way to Europe. Ed. 
Peter Lang Verlag, Frankfurt a.M., et al. 2009. 
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HOMOGENEITY & HETEROGENEITY  

 Where there is not very much difference, there is not very much disagreement. Where 

there is more difference, there is more disagreement—but only in terms of immediate 

surroundings. In big cities and small cities, people are more likely to encounter disagreement in 

their inner circle than they are in villages. But it is not true for the Donbass or any other region as 

a whole, where respondents are not more likely to encounter disagreement in their inner circle. 

Table 4.1 Model 6 regresses propensity to disagree on region and settlement size to come to 

these conclusions. 

REGION 

Being from the West makes someone 50% less likely than someone from the Center to 

have fundamental disagreement (p < 0.01). There is homogeneity on all counts in the West: there 

is one percent of ethnic Russians, three percent of native Russians speakers, and five percent 

who support Ukraine’s accession to the Slavic Union. Incredibly, though, 70% of respondents in 

the West still reported encountering fundamental disagreement about recent political events in 

their inner circle (Table 4.4). Relative homogeneity helps to decrease rates of encountering 

fundamental disagreement, but is nowhere close to eradicating it.  

Table 4.4: Disagreement by Region (2015) 

Region West Center Kyiv 
city 

South East Donbass All 
respondents 

%Encountering 
disagreement 

0.70 0.84 0.83 0.86 0.89 0.89 0.81 

 

The Donbass and the East have the highest rates of encountering disagreement at 89% of 

respondents, but being from either of those regions is not correlated with a statistically 



 77 

significant increase in likelihood to encounter fundamental disagreement. Heterogeneity of one’s 

region creates the opportunity for conflict, but it is not enough to raise rates of disagreement. 

Higher rates of support for the Slavic Union are the driving force behind the increased 

rates of disagreement, in addition to interacting with politics on the internet (Table 5.3, Model 8 

in Appendix). In the Donbass region specifically, supporting Ukraine’s accession to the Slavic 

Union makes someone 400% more likely to encounter fundamental disagreement than someone 

who does not support the Slavic Union (p < 0.05). Among respondents from the Center, 

however, support for the Slavic Union does not have a statistically significant effect on 

propensity to have disagreements (Table 5.4 Model; p > 0.10). Twenty-five percent of 

respondents reported supporting the Slavic Union, so lower rates of disagreement in the region 

are not caused by political homogeneity. 

This indicates that what is driving disagreement is not the same for each region in 

Ukraine. Why would support Ukraine’s accession to the Slavic Union be “salient” in the 

Donbass region but not in the Center? Ukraine joining the Slavic Union could have more, or be 

perceived to have more, economic or political consequences in the Donbass. Alternatively, 

support for joining the Slavic Union may be conflated with separatism in the Donbass, but not 

the Center. This illustrates that disagreement is not synonymous with difference. Regional 

dynamics and identities are important in Ukraine for making certain differences salient. Elise 

Giulano writes that “Boundaries are not activated by pre-existing ethnic or linguistic identities” 

(emphasis added), but by “specific political developments” unique to the Donbass region that 

“contribute to alienation from the central state.”87 

                                                
87 Giuliano, Elise. “The Social Bases of Support for Self-determination in East Ukraine.” Ethnopolitics 14.5, 513.  
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SETTLEMENT SIZE  

In Table 4.1 Model 6, which regresses disagreement on region and settlement size, being 

from a big city makes someone 98% more likely to encounter disagreements than someone from 

a village, and being from a small city makes someone 36% more likely to encounter 

disagreements than someone from a village. The effect is statistically significant at the .01 level. 

This suggests that in people’s immediate surroundings, more difference breeds more 

disagreement. The higher proportion of native Russian speakers living in big cities compared to 

villages is likely to driving the increased rates of disagreement in big cities (Figure 4.1). When 

both native Russian speaking and settlement size is included in the regression, the effect of big 

cities remains statistically significant, but the effect of being a native Russian speaker does not, 

further suggesting the two variables are correlated.  

Figure 4.1: Proportion of Native Russian Speakers by Settlement Size 

  
When both settlement size and region are included in the regression, the effect of 

settlement size remains statistically significant at the .01 level, as does the effect of being from 

the West. Table 4.5 shows that there are disproportionately more villages in the West, where 

there is already regional homogeneity; there is some overlap between the variables, but still, the 

independent effect remains. When it comes to the effect of big cities on disagreement, only seven 
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percent of big cities are in the Donbass, which implies that there is not any regional effect 

driving the effect of big cities on fundamental disagreement.  

Table 4.5: Settlement Size by Region (2015) 

Region 

Settlement size 

West Center South East Donbass 

Big city 0.15 0.31 0.28 0.21 0.07 

Small city 0.32 0.34 0.11 0.08 0.16 

Village 0.35 0.31 0.16 0.10 0.08 

 
4.2 INTERACTING LESS 

When people interact less after encountering fundamental disagreement, they are altering 

their social networks to be more homogenous in views of recent political events. This is an 

indicator of value homophily and of the beginnings of social segregation. The findings in Table 

4.6 show that people are not more likely to interact less where they are more likely to encounter 

difference. Rather, it is when identities are particularly emboldened or cleavages are most salient 

that social segregation is most likely to occur. Ethnic Russians living in the Donbass and people 

who participate in online political discussion forums are most likely to not be able to tolerate 

different opinions in their relationships. It is encouraging for the contact hypothesis that many 

people are able to maintain relationships with people with whom they fundamentally disagree. 

But when people choose to interact less, the risk of extremism, bias, and antagonism rises, 

threatening cooperation.  

Table 4.6 shows a series of logistic regressions testing how certain variables affect the 

likelihood that someone interacts less after encountering disagreement. The models follow the 

same pattern as Table 4.1, with the exceptions of Model 6 onwards. Model 1 represents the 

anticipated control variables, age and gender. Model 2 and 3 test the effects of group identities 
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on the likelihood that respondents interact less. Model 4 regresses propensity to interact less on 

contentious political views. Models 5 and 6 test the effects of political engagement; Model 5 

regresses propensity to disagree against higher education and interacting with politics on the 

internet, while Model 6 tests the effect of using political discussion forums specifically. Model 7 

tests the effect of region and settlement size on interacting less. Model 8 includes all the 

variables that had statistically significant effects (p < 0.05)  in Models 1-7 on the likelihood that 

someone interacts less, which includes region, Russian ethnicity, and using online political 

discussion forums. 

ETHNIC RUSSIANS IN THE DONBASS 

Identity divisions break up relationships where those identity divisions are made salient. 

This is true in the Donbass where, compared to other regions, Russian ethnicity is a salient 

cleavage. In the Donbass in particular, Russians feel marginalized from Ukrainian society and do 

not trust their countrymen. They are then more likely to respond to interpersonal disagreement 

by interacting less, retreating into their identity communities to find social support. This might be 

because they feel that much more marginalized or ‘other-ized’ by stereotyping, or because the 

community of support is strong, or all of these factors combined. The identity-based stereotyping 

and interacting less that follows pose significant challenge to contact being able to reduce 

conflict.  

Ethnic Russians in the Donbass could be more prone to homophily than Russians 

elsewhere for two reasons, one in line with realistic group conflict theory and one in line with 

social identity theory. Social identity theory would say that ethnic Russians in the Donbass 
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Table 4.6 Logistic Regression for Propensity to Interact Less after Encountering Disagreement 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

Male 1.309** 1.338** 1.248* 1.319** 1.326** 1.311** 1.330** 1.344** 
 (1.016, 

1.688) 
(1.034, 
1.732) 

(0.964, 
1.617) 

(1.022, 
1.705) 

(1.026, 
1.714) 

(1.015, 
1.695) 

(1.029, 
1.720) 

(1.038, 
1.741) 

Age 1.001 1 1.002 1.001 1.001 1.003 1.001 1.001 
 (0.993, 

1.009) 
(0.992, 
1.008) 

(0.994, 
1.010) 

(0.993, 
1.009) 

(0.992, 
1.009) 

(0.995, 
1.011) 

(0.993, 
1.009) 

(0.993, 
1.009) 

Russian nationality  1.662**      1.540* 
  (1.035, 

2.650) 
     (0.982, 

2.380) 
Native Russian language 1.155       
  (0.830, 

1.590) 
      

Very religious  1.281       
  (0.776, 

2.046) 
      

Nonreligious   1.551**      
   (1.071, 

2.219) 
     

Supports Slavic Union   1.128     
    (0.816, 

1.547) 
    

Supports Putin    0.938     
    (0.655, 

1.326) 
    

Higher education     1.059 0.994   
     (0.809, 

1.385) 
(0.761, 
1.295) 

  

Politics online     0.878    
     (0.663, 

1.159) 
   

Political online forums     1.929***  1.832*** 
      (1.212, 

3.013) 
 (1.144, 

2.879) 
Donbass       2.413*** 2.051*** 
       (1.590, 

3.653) 
(1.327, 
3.155) 

East       1.192 1.125 
       (0.771, 

1.821) 
(0.725, 
1.724) 

Kyiv city       1.119 1.061 
       (0.650, 

1.882) 
(0.628, 
1.743) 

South       0.724 0.698* 
       (0.471, 

1.098) 
(0.452, 
1.063) 

West       0.891 0.877 
       (0.613, 

1.289) 
(0.604, 
1.265) 

Small city       0.886  
       (0.774, 

1.506) 
 

Big city       1.081  
       (0.637, 

1.227) 
 

Constant 0.214*** 0.205*** 0.203*** 0.215*** 0.225*** 0.192*** 0.205*** 0.190*** 
 (0.143, 

0.318) 
(0.135, 
0.308) 

(0.135, 
0.303) 

(0.142, 
0.322) 

(0.140, 
0.359) 

(0.122, 
0.299) 

(0.126, 
0.330) 

(0.119, 
0.301) 

Observations 1,468 1,447 1,461 1,457 1,468 1,468 1,468 1,459 
Note: *p**p***p<0.01. The numbers represented are odds ratios with confidence intervals below. All variables are 
indicator variables, save age, region, settlement size. Age is a continuous variable; region and settlement size are 
categorical. The omitted category for region is “Center” and  for settlement size is “Village.” 
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have a stronger group identity that has developed due to the region’s historical close ties to 

Russia and the Soviet Union: for instance, the region is marked by nostalgia for the Soviet 

Union.88 Thus, Russians here are more likely to be stereotypically associated with loyalty to 

Russia, which increases antagonism, marginalization, and conflict in society. Realistic group 

conflict theory would say that the separatist war in the Donbass region has pitted the ethnic 

groups against each other and made people choose sides, more so than in other parts of the 

country because the war interrupts people’s day-to-day lives and separatism affects Donbass 

residents (though the separatist war itself could be argued to have started due to ethnic division). 

Or perhaps economic downturn in the region contributed to the ethnic Russians’ alienation from 

the Ukrainian state there, more than elsewhere—Giuliano writes that Donbass economy depends 

on selling industry (primarily mining) products to Russia, making economic interests in the 

region tied to the state.89 It is difficult to tease out whether the beginning of the conflict is better 

explained by social identity theory or by realistic conflict theory, but clearly one has exacerbated 

the other. Both theories in this case help us understand why ethnic Russians in the Donbass are 

prone to take conflict personally. More research should be conducted on regional differences in 

ethnic cleavages in Ukraine to understand whether ethnic Russians are more likely to be 

stereotyped because of stronger group identification or because of real conflict. 

Ethnic Russians in the Donbass in particular are separating themselves from people with 

whom they disagree after conflict. In Table 4.7 Model 9 (below), in an interaction of an indicator 

variable for the Donbass and for Russian nationality, being Russian in the Donbass region makes 

                                                
88 Giuliano, “Self-determination in East Ukraine,” 513.  
89 Ibid., 518. 
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someone 500% more likely to interact less, relative to someone who was not from the Donbass 

and not ethnically Russian. 

Being ethnically Russian does not have an effect on the 

likelihood that someone interacts less when region is 

controlled for.90 In Table 4.6 Model 8, which regresses 

Russian ethnicity, region, and interacting with politics 

online, being from the Donbass makes someone 200% 

more likely than someone from the Center to interact 

less (p < 0.01) while the effect of being ethnically 

Russian is not statistically significant (p < 0.10). There 

is not much variation between the West, Center, East, 

and Kyiv city for rates of interacting less (Table 4.7 

below), and being from one of those regions does not 

have a statistically significant effect on interacting less 

(Table 4.6 Model 8). A closer look reveals that Russian ethnicity is driving the higher rates of 

interacting less in the Donbass.  

Table 4.7: Proportion of Respondents Interacting Less by Region 

 West Center Kyiv city South East Donbass All  

% Interacting 
less 

0.18 0.19 0.22 0.15 0.23 0.36 0.20 

This means that when political conflict arises, in the places the conflict affects most, 

people of different ethnicities who are already connected have a hard time staying connected. 

                                                
90 In Table 4.6 Model 2, which regresses propensity to interact less on Russian native language, Russian ethnicity, 
and being very religious and which does not control for region, the effect of Russian ethnicity on interacting less is 
positive and statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Table 4.7 Propensity to Interact Less after 
Disagreement 
Model 9 
Age 1 

 (0.992, 1.008) 

Russian nationality 
indicator 

0.801 

 (0.416, 1.430) 

Donbass indicator 1.512* 

 (0.938, 2.371) 

Russian nationality: 
Donbass indicator 

5.072*** 

 (1.977, 13.622) 

Constant 0.233*** 

 (0.158, 0.341) 

Observations 1,459 
Note: *p**p***p<0.01. The numbers represented are 
odds ratios with confidence intervals below. Russian 
nationality and Donbass are indicator variables. The 
regression tests an interaction 
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Imagine there was a ethno-political conflict in the United States that was being fought in the 

South. The analogy would be that if people had fundamental disagreement over politics, white 

people would be likely to stay friends with other white people in light of that disagreement while 

interracial friendships would be more likely to fall apart. This would be the case only in the 

South, where the conflict was affecting people, while in other parts of the country, interracial 

friendships would not be less likely to fall apart.  

When political division overlaps with an identity division, people might perceive the 

connection between the identity and the political view as inextricable, adding an extra barrier to 

getting along. People of an identity group associated with politics antagonistic to the in-group 

might be more likely to feel stereotyped, attacked, and to thus take disagreement personally. In 

other words, they are more likely to perceive disagreement they encounter as prejudice toward 

their identity category. This is a concerning finding for ethnic, racial, or religious conflict, 

because it affirms that identity cleavages make political conflict more difficult to resolve.   

This finding does not mean that people in the Donbass cannot tolerate ethnic Russians: 

57% of people in the Donbass said they would accept a Russian person as a member of their 

family, compared to 9% of respondents from the Center, for example. Only one person from the 

Donbass said they would not let Russians into the country even as tourists, compared to 19% of 

respondents from the Center. It is not that people want Russians exiled from the country. It is 

that Russian people are more likely to be stereotyped and feel associated with contentious views, 

in addition to having a strong community to retreat into. This could also point to a distinction 

between how people say they feel about ethnic Russians and how ethnic Russians perceive they 

are being treated. For example, ethnic Ukrainians in the Donbass may claim to be tolerant of 

Russians or truly feel they are, while ethnic Russians in the Donbass who hold contentious views 
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feel stereotyped, marginalized, or threatened on the basis of their ethnicity. Take Yuri’s example 

from the Odessa chapter: Yuri felt marginalized and stereotyped on the basis of his Russian 

ethnicity, while other interviewees insisted that the issue was not about ethnicity. The other 

interviewees emphatically opposed Putin, unlike Yuri, and only Yuri was the one that felt 

stereotyped. Though Russian ethnicity is not more likely to make someone interact less in the 

rest of the country in general, Yuri’s story of marginalization might help us understand how 

many ethnics Russians in the Donbass feel. 

Trust is not a perfect approximation of these feelings, but it does give a sense of how 

people are feeling toward one another. Low trust toward the “other” is associated with increased 

levels of social isolation and antagonism toward the out-group, combined with strong in-group 

loyalty.91 When asked whether they trust their countrymen, 52% of all respondents answered that 

they did, compared to 39% of ethnic Russian respondents. In the Donbass, those numbers were 

significantly lower: only 33% of people in the Donbass reported trusting their countrymen. For 

ethnic Russians in the Donbass, that number dropped further: 25% of ethnic Russians in the 

Donbass trusted their countrymen. These numbers show that ethnic Russians in the Donbass 

have lower rates trust of other Ukrainian citizens than anyone else in the country. Low social 

trust can be an indicator of marginalization from fellow citizens, which would help explain why 

ethnic Russians in the Donbass feel the need to retreat into enclaves where people agree with 

them.  

                                                
91 Putnam, Bowling Alone, 23. 
DiPrete, Thomas, Andrew Gelman, Tyler McCormick, Julien Teitler, and Tian Zheng. “Segregation in Social 
Networks Based on Acquaintanceship and Trust.” American Journal of Sociology 116.4 (2011), 1234-83. 
Varshney, “Ethnic Conflict and Civil Society,” 388.  
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Such a level of distrust implies that Russians in the Donbass in particular see themselves 

as distinct from the rest of Ukraine as a state. In-group loyalty breeds distrust of outgroup 

members, while a shared national identity encourages interethnic cooperation.92 It could be that 

Russians in the Donbass feel excluded from a shared national identity in Ukraine, causing them 

to distrust other Ukrainian citizens, to perceive interethnic competition, and to believe that the 

Ukrainian people and government are working against them.   

The group threat theory of proportions does not fully explain why there is greater conflict 

in the Donbass. The size of the ethnic Russian community in the Donbass is greater in the 

Donbass. The region has 32% ethnic Russians, significantly more than the other regions, which 

have anywhere from 1 to 18% ethnic Russians. Group threat theory may be at play, which says 

that when more out-group members (ethnic Russians) are visible to the in-group (ethnic 

Ukrainians), the in-group will see the out-group as a threat. 

However, the mere presence of larger numbers of ethnic Russians is not enough to make 

ethnic division salient. A case in point is the southern region of Ukraine, which has the lowest 

rates of interacting less of any region at 15% but the second-highest proportion of ethnic 

Russians at 18% of the population. In the South, Russian ethnicity has no statistically significant 

effect on the likelihood that someone interacts less (Table 5.5 Model 2 in Appendix; p > 0.10). 

This could be because, with the war a more distant reality in the South, people are less likely to 

look to ethnic Russians as aggressors in a war effort. Furthermore, separatist sentiment may not 

be an issue in the South, but may be extremely prevalent and divisive in the Donbass. It could 

also be that ethnic Russians in the South are just less of a cohesive group identity. As a result, 

ethnic Russians in the South may feel more comfortable supporting Putin or Ukraine’s accession 

                                                
92 Charnysh, “National Identity Salience.”   
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the Slavic Union, with less risk of feeling stereotyped or marginalized. While social identity 

theory and realistic group conflict theory could both be at play, it is unlikely that the distance 

between the ethnic groups is greater in the Donbass than in the South, so the linguistic model for 

ethnic conflict does not help understand this conflict.  

Why is it Russian ethnicity in the Donbass and not Russian native language that has such 

a strong effect on propensity to interact less? In Table 4.6 Model 2, being a native Russian 

speaker does not have an effect on the likelihood that someone interacts less after disagreement 

(p > 0.10). Compared to ethnic Russians, native Russian speakers are less likely to have 

contentious political views, less likely to be stereotyped and associated with contentious views, 

and, importantly, less likely to have a community to retreat into when they feel threatened. In the 

1989 Soviet Census, 72% of ethnic Ukrainians were bilingual, speaking both Russian and 

Ukrainian (5% of ethnic Ukrainians actually did not speak Ukrainian at all).93 Though that 

number has surely fallen since Ukrainian has become the working language in many contexts 

like education, Ukraine has a history as a bilingual country, in which Russian language was not 

necessarily closely associated with an aggressor.94 That Russian-speaking is more widespread 

does not eradicate the association between Russian-speaking and contentious political views, but 

it does dilute it. Furthermore, since Russian speaking is common, Russian speakers are less 

likely to form a distinct community apart from Ukrainian speakers. So when ethnic Ukrainians 

who speak Russian as their native language get into conflicts with their inner circle, they do not 

have a distinct of a linguistic community to retreat to. In the Donbass in particular, where most 

                                                
93 Soviet Union. “Soviet Census of 1989 Population.” Census Bureau. 1989. As found in: 
http://demoscope.ru/weekly/ssp/sng_nac_lan_89_uk.php.  
94 The 2001 Ukrainian Census, the most recent census to be conducted in Ukraine, does not ask about language 
proficiency, but it does report that 15% of ethnic Ukrainians spoke Russian as their native language. 



 88 

of the marginalization is occurring, 73% of respondents have Russian as their native language, 

reiterating the point that Russian language is common and is not tied to marginalization to the 

same extent.  

Being nonreligious and being ethnically Russian are highly correlated variables. Like the 

Russian ethnicity variable, being nonreligious does not have a statistically significant effect on 

the likelihood that someone interacts less after disagreement when region is controlled for (Table 

5.7 in Appendix; p < 0.10). When Russian nationality and being nonreligious are both included 

in the regression, for the subset of respondents that are from the Donbass, being nonreligious 

does not have an effect on propensity to interact less (Table 5.8 in the Appendix; p > 0.10). This 

means that Russian nationality, not the nonreligious identity, is the driving force behind 

increased rates of interacting less in the Donbass region. 

ONLINE DISCUSSION FORUMS 

 Emphasized identities increase social segregation. We saw this with ethnic Russians in 

the Donbass, and it is also the case for those who participate in online political discussion 

forums. People who are a part of these forums talk about politics in a way that reinforces what 

they believe. They find it difficult to tolerate those with different views on recent political 

events. For the contact hypothesis, this means that a space that could be used for people to 

encounter difference is being used as an echo-chamber space for the politically engaged.  

In Table 4.6 Model 6, those who participate in discussion forums are 93% more likely to 

interact less after disagreement than those who do not (p < 0.01). To be clear, this variable 

specifies participating in political discussion forums online, rather than interacting with politics 

online more generally. This group includes only 6% of respondents and is thus selecting for the 
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highly politically engaged. For those who interact with politics online generally, there is no 

effect on the likelihood that someone interacts less after disagreement.  

The effect of participating in online discussion forums is evidence for social identity 

theory and for the power of social identification to create conflict. It is unlikely that real political 

or economic conflict is motivating people to participate in these chatrooms. People from the 

Donbass, for instance, are not any more likely to participate in these forums. This finding does 

not disprove the contact hypothesis: it is likely that people are not engaging in cross-cutting 

discourse in these forums. Rather, it shows that spaces for cross-cutting difference where it is 

possible that the contact hypothesis occurs are few and far between.   

GENDER  

Men are 30% more likely than women to interact less after disagreement (p < 0.05). This 

effect is approximately consistent across the eight models included in Table 4.6. Gender was 

initially included as a control variable, but in fact, men are more likely than women to cut off ties 

or interact less after disagreement has occurred. This is not necessarily because men talk about 

politics more than women, as men are not more likely than women to encounter fundamental 

disagreement: In Table 4.1, the effect of being male on the likelihood that someone encounters 

fundamental disagreement is not statistically significant (p >  0.10). These findings suggest that 

men are more prone than women to social segregation, perhaps because men are likely to be 

more attached to their political identities (as in social identity theory) or to take disagreement 

personally. The gender variable is drastically underrepresented in the literatures of ethnic and 

political conflict: more research should be done to better understand how men, as opposed to 

women, react to conflict.  
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4.3 CONCLUSION 

This chapter has used an analysis of the Ukrainian Monitoring Survey to better 

understand polarization in Ukraine. It has debunked the perception of many Odessa interview 

subjects that age matters or that ethnicity and language do not matter. Why were the Odessa 

residents unable to identify so many of the variables affecting polarization? In part, Odessa is not 

representative of the country as a whole. Russian speaking may be associated with more conflict 

in Ukraine in general, but this is not the case in the South or in Odessa, which has very a high 

percentage of native Russian speakers. In addition, many interview subjects were stuck on 

“cultural stereotypes” about the critical thinking skills of people they call “pro-Russian.” The 

prevalence of these stereotypes does not help researchers identify the kinds of people who 

interact less, but it does serve as evidence of the conflict in Ukraine and the bias and antagonism 

that have come along with it.  

 This chapter has found that where there is more difference, there is more disagreement. 

This shows that conditions that make the contact hypothesis possible are not likely occurring in 

Ukrainian society, and they are probably rarely found in many societies. It has found that when 

identities are emphasized, they contribute to social segregation. Social identification matters, but 

it is still unclear whether it is the result or cause of conflict.  

In some ways, what does not have an effect on the likelihood that someone interacts less 

is just as important as what does. Just because native Russian speakers or Putin supporters or big 

city residents are encountering more fundamental disagreement does not mean that they are 

interacting less. These people are just as likely to maintain their relationships, which are marked 

by disagreement, as anyone else in Ukraine. I assumed that where there is more disagreement, 

there would be more social segregation. This was not the case. In terms of conflict reduction, this 
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finding is encouraging. It means that people are managing to stay friends with each other despite 

linguistic and political differences, and despite encountering more difference in their 

surroundings. This is an encouraging finding for political conflict, for it shows that more 

disagreement does not necessarily lead to more social segregation.  

But the people who are not managing to maintain their relationships with people they 

disagree with are men, those using online political discussion forums, and ethnic Russians in the 

Donbass region. These are categories of people who are particularly attached to their social 

identities and for whom social segregation is most likely after they experience fundamental 

disagreement. In online political discussion forums, attachment to social identities is fostering 

conflict. For ethnic Russians in the Donbass, social identification matters and defined a story of 

marginalization; it is possible that real conflict is causing that social identification or vice versa. 

For men, it is possible that they take politics more personally than women do, but there needs to 

be more academic literature to elaborate on such speculations.  

 Some possible explanations for social segregation are left untested. I could not test the 

effect of participating in civil society activities on interacting less because the 2014 Ukrainian 

Monitoring Survey does not ask respondents about how they have reacted to recent political 

disagreements in their relationships. I also could not test the effect of the Moscow Patriarchate or 

Russian state television on people because the Ukrainian Monitoring Surveys do not ask which 

Patriarchate people attend, which television channels they watch, or which websites they visit. 

Further work on social division in Ukraine should analyze these effects. 

 What the data do tell us is that when social identities are particularly salient, they are 

dangerous; they make people experience disagreement in such a way that makes them unable to 
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maintain relationships with people different from them. This is the greatest barrier for the contact 

hypothesis to be able to reduce conflict.  
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CONCLUSION 
 
 Recent political events, including the annexation of Crimea, the Euromaidan Revolution, 

and separatist war, have contributed to division in Ukrainian society. Eighty percent of people 

surveyed in the Ukrainian Monitoring Survey said that they experienced fundamental 

disagreement with someone in their inner circle over recent political events. Twenty percent of 

those respondents said they started interacting less as a result of that disagreement. Throughout 

the country, people are struggling to see eye to eye.  

Ukrainian society is experiencing social polarization, as opposed to issue polarization. 

People increasingly agree that Putin is not a good leader and that Ukraine should not join with 

Russia in a Slavic Union. But rates of disagreement are high and some people would rather cut 

off ties than tolerate difference. Interview respondents in Odessa revealed negative, moral 

judgment toward those with whom the disagreed, revealing in-group bias and antagonism toward 

the outgroup. 

The findings tell us that when people are more likely to encounter difference, they are 

more likely to encounter disagreement. Contact does not reduce conflict. Ethnic Ukrainians who 

speak Russian encounter disagreement in their more diverse social networks and people living in 

big cities are more likely to disagree. People who have strong political views, including those 

with a higher education and who are politically engaged, are also more likely to disagree. But 

many of these people are still able to maintain relationships across political difference. 

 Though most people did not identify ethnicity or language as salient cleavages, survey 

data suggests that ethnic Russians in the Donbass particularly feel marginalized from Ukraine, 

feel stereotyped by fellow citizens, and do not trust their countrymen. In the Donbass, ethnic 
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Russians are prone to homophily and act on the desire to be around those who agree with them 

by choosing to interact less after they encounter fundamental disagreement. Cleavages are 

activated in the Donbass more so than in other regions. It is possible that this is caused by real 

political conflict brought on more by the separatist war or by conflicting economic interests. It 

could also be caused by a particularly distinct ethnic Russian identity in the Donbass that 

developed over time due to the Donbass’ history with the Soviet Union. Further research on 

regional identity in the Donbass and on the political and economic conflicts in the region should 

be conducted. That people who participate in online political discussion forums are also more 

likely to interact less after disagreement falls in line with social identity theory, such that people 

attached to their political identities find it difficult to event relate across difference. The data 

show that marginalization is true in the Donbass, but the interview conducted with Yuri in 

Odessa suggests that some Russians in other parts of Ukraine may feel alienated as well, though 

their numbers may be much smaller. 

It is not good news for the contact hypothesis that contact has contributed to polarization 

in Ukraine, and that people with strong identities find it difficult to talk to each other. It means 

that, while the contact hypothesis might work if the conditions are right, the right conditions are 

hard to find in Ukraine, and probably in many societies. It might help if Ukraine had a robust 

network of cross-cutting civil society organizations,95 or it might not, for the people who would 

be most likely to join are also most likely to be unable to bear differences in political opinion.  

The forces of homophily and social and political identification are strong. These forces 

make people unable to bear conversations with their brothers, sisters, and friends. But ethnic or 

                                                
95 Varshney, Ashutosh. Ethnic Conflict and Civic Life: Hindus and Muslims in India. New Haven, Yale University 
Press, 2002. 
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political difference does not have to drive people apart, and for many people in Ukraine, it does 

not. In the face of conflict, even when political and ethnic cleavages overlap, many people 

manage to maintain relationships. This finding is encouraging. Even in the face of significant 

political crises and fundamental disagreement, many people are able to maintain their 

relationships, a testament to the resilience of social ties. 
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APPENDIX 
 
 
Table 5.1 Propensity to Encounter Disagreement (Ethnicity and Language Combined, 2015) 
             Model 1 

Male indicator 1.121 
 (0.881, 1.429) 
Age 0.998 
 (0.991, 1.006) 
Ethnic Ukrainian; Russian 
native language 

2.199*** 

 (1.518, 3.283) 
Ethnic Russian; Russian 
native language 

1.585* 

 (0.987, 2.671) 
Constant 3.866*** 
 (2.684, 5.604) 
Observations 1,784 
Note: *p**p***p<0.01. The numbers represented are 
odds ratios with confidence intervals below.  
Variables are indicator variables combining ethnicity 
and native language identification. Ethnic Ukrainians 
whose native language is Ukrainian is the omitted 
category. 
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Table 5.2 Propensity to Encounter Conflicts about Euromaidan (2014) 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Male Indicator 1.019 1.021 1.029 1.021 1.038 
 (0.784, 

1.321) 
(0.786, 
1.324) 

(0.792, 
1.335) 

(0.784, 
1.328) 

(0.798, 
1.349) 

Age 1.001 1.002 1.001 1.002 1.002 
 (0.993, 

1.009) 
(0.993, 
1.010) 

(0.993, 
1.009) 

(0.994, 
1.010) 

(0.994, 
1.010) 

Russian nationality indicator 0.931    
  (0.564, 

1.503) 
   

Native Russian speaker 1.107    
  (0.802, 

1.511) 
   

Support for Slavic Union  0.937   
   (0.688, 

1.262) 
  

Higher education indicator  1.213  
    (0.902, 

1.621) 
 

Activities indicator   1.532**  
    (1.072, 

2.157) 
 

Donbass     0.772 
     (0.499, 

1.177) 
East     0.904 
     (0.547, 

1.453) 
Kyiv city     1.04 
     (0.562, 

1.853) 
South     1.347 
     (0.917, 

1.967) 
West     0.699* 
     (0.477, 

1.018) 
Small city     1.26 
     (0.894, 

1.781) 
Big city     1.382* 
     (0.973, 

1.967) 
Constant 0.167*** 0.162*** 0.169*** 0.143*** 0.149*** 
 (0.110, 

0.252) 
(0.105, 
0.248) 

(0.111, 
0.256) 

(0.091, 
0.222) 

(0.087, 
0.251) 

Observations 1,793 1,791 1,782 1,793 1,788 
Note: *p**p***p<0.01. The numbers represented are odds ratios with confidence intervals 
below. All variables are indicator variables, save age, region, settlement size. Age is a 
continuous variable; region and settlement size are categorical. The omitted category for 
region is “Center” and  for settlement size is “Village.” 
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Table 5.3 Propensity to Encounter Disagreement (Donbass 2015)  
  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 
Male Indicator  0.723 0.817 0.888 0.69 0.786 0.679 0.705 0.66 
   (0.267, 

1.961) 
(0.293, 
2.283) 

(0.308, 
2.626) 

(0.247, 
1.914) 

(0.287, 
2.149) 

(0.229, 
1.969) 

(0.258, 
1.920) 

(0.229, 
1.880) 

Age  0.99 0.992 0.985 0.984 0.99 0.996 0.99 0.99 
  (0.961, 

1.020) 
(0.962, 
1.023) 

(0.955, 
1.016) 

(0.955, 
1.013) 

(0.961, 
1.020) 

(0.966, 
1.026) 

(0.960, 
1.020) 

(0.961, 
1.020) 

Russian 
nationality 
indicator 

  0.376       

   (0.110, 
1.211) 

     1.736 

Native Russian 
speaker 

  2.800*      1.736 

    (0.849, 
9.592) 

     (0.569, 
5.072) 

Nonreligious 
indicator 

   0.683      

    (0.217, 
2.398) 

     

Support for 
Slavic Union 

    4.349**    4.959** 

     (1.339, 
19.617) 

   (1.472, 
22.886) 

Support for 
Putin indicator 

     3.656    

      (0.694, 
67.536) 

   

Higher 
education 
indicator 

      0.912   

       (0.273, 
3.303) 

  

Polweb       3.187*  4.334** 
       (0.923, 

14.940) 
 (1.250, 

20.601) 
Small city        1.226  
        (0.374, 

3.917) 
 

Big city        0.581  
        (0.159, 

2.198) 
 

Constant  15.245*** 9.298** 20.477*** 13.618*** 12.698*** 8.996** 16.163*** 4.624 
  (3.316, 

85.209) 
(1.761, 
58.704) 

(4.066, 
126.832) 

(2.971, 
75.580) 

(2.757, 
70.920) 

(1.635, 
62.285) 

(3.080, 
106.572) 

(0.768, 
31.661) 

Observations  166 165 165 166 166 166 166 166 
Note: *p**p***p<0.01. The numbers represented are odds ratios with confidence intervals below. All variables are indicator 
variables, save age, region, settlement size. Age is a continuous variable; region and settlement size are categorical. The omitted 
category for region is “Center” and  for settlement size is “Village.” 
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Table 5.4 Propensity to Encounter Disagreement (Center 2015) 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 
Male Indicator 1.074 1.023 1.125 1.132 1.084 1.112 1.066 1.077 
  (0.671, 

1.729) 
(0.637, 
1.652) 

(0.697, 
1.831) 

(0.702, 
1.842) 

(0.677, 
1.749) 

(0.686, 
1.816) 

(0.661, 
1.731) 

(0.658, 
1.775) 

Age 1.008 1.008 1.008 1.008 1.008 1.019** 1.006 1.018** 
 (0.993, 

1.023) 
(0.993, 
1.023) 

(0.993, 
1.023) 

(0.993, 
1.023) 

(0.994, 
1.023) 

(1.004, 
1.035) 

(0.992, 
1.022) 

(1.003, 
1.035) 

Russian 
nationality 
indicator 

 1.64       

   (0.277, 
31.274) 

      

Native Russian 
speaker 

 2.656*      1.922 

   (1.095, 
8.087) 

     (0.786, 
5.773) 

Nonreligious 
indicator 

  0.737      

    (0.378, 
1.536) 

     

Support for 
Slavic Union 

   1.419     

     (0.804, 
2.637) 

    

Support for 
Putin indicator 

    1.895*   1.286 

      (0.955, 
4.209) 

  (0.622, 
2.934) 

Higher 
education 
indicator 

     2.552***  2.273*** 

       (1.459, 
4.659) 

 (1.271, 
4.228) 

Polweb      2.681***  2.537*** 
       (1.488, 

5.108) 
 (1.383, 

4.904) 
Small city       1.612* 1.3 
        (0.964, 

2.749) 
(0.761, 
2.258) 

Big city       5.266*** 4.071*** 
        (2.460, 

13.070) 
(1.854, 
10.283) 

Constant 3.637*** 3.308*** 3.708*** 3.348*** 3.221*** 1.246 2.492** 0.897 
 (1.790, 

7.589) 
(1.620, 
6.931) 

(1.800, 
7.827) 

(1.629, 
7.061) 

(1.570, 
6.778) 

(0.554, 
2.841) 

(1.186, 
5.351) 

(0.382, 
2.123) 

Observations 528 524 523 520 528 528 528 526 
Note: *p**p***p<0.01. The numbers represented are odds ratios with confidence intervals below. All variables are indicator 
variables, save age, region, settlement size. Age is a continuous variable; region and settlement size are categorical. The omitted 
category for region is “Center” and  for settlement size is “Village.” 
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Table 5.5 Propensity to Interact Less after Disagreement (South 2015) 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 
Male indicator 1.649 1.765 1.483 1.572 1.483 1.719 1.659 
 (0.828, 

3.335) 
(0.870, 
3.650) 

(0.732, 
3.032) 

(0.779, 
3.214) 

(0.727, 
3.056) 

(0.858, 
3.501) 

(0.832, 3.355) 

Age 1.012 1.013 1.012 1.013 1.018 1.014 1.011 
 (0.992, 

1.032) 
(0.993, 
1.033) 

(0.992, 
1.032) 

(0.993, 
1.033) 

(0.997, 
1.040) 

(0.994, 
1.035) 

(0.992, 1.032) 

Russian nationality indicator 0.811      
  (0.257, 

2.351) 
     

Native Russian language 0.862      
  (0.370, 

1.894) 
     

Very religious 1.6      
  (0.229, 

6.963) 
     

Nonreligious  2.771**     

   (1.111, 
6.485) 

    

Slavic Union support   0.837    
    (0.378, 

1.750) 
   

Higher education indicator   0.929   
     (0.431, 

1.949) 
  

Political internet use    2.091*   

     (0.972, 
4.563) 

  

Political discussion forums    2.675  
      (0.562, 

9.770) 
 

Small city       1.232 

       (0.436, 3.234) 

Big city       1.385 
       (0.645, 3.043) 

Constant 0.068*** 0.069*** 0.061*** 0.070*** 0.041*** 0.057*** 0.058*** 

 (0.021, 
0.195) 

(0.021, 
0.201) 

(0.019, 
0.177) 

(0.021, 
0.212) 

(0.011, 
0.145) 

(0.017, 
0.171) 

(0.017, 0.180) 

Observations 291 289 291 287 291 291 291 

Note: *p**p***p<0.01. The numbers represented are odds ratios with confidence intervals below. All variables are 
indicator variables, save age, region, settlement size. Age is a continuous variable; region and settlement size are 
categorical. The omitted category for region is “Center” and  for settlement size is “Village.” 
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Table 5.7 Propensity to Interact Less   
After Disagreement (2015)   

Model 10   
Age 1.001 
 (0.993, 1.010) 

Russian nationality 
indicator 

1.538* 

 (0.979, 2.383) 

Nonreligious indicator 1.390* 

 (0.951, 2.004) 

Political online forums 
indicator 

1.805** 

 (1.127, 2.835) 

Donbass 1.970*** 

 (1.273, 3.034) 

East 1.139 
 (0.732, 1.747) 

Kyiv City 1.042 
 (0.613, 1.722) 

South 0.703 
 (0.454, 1.070) 

West 0.906 
 (0.624, 1.308) 

Constant 0.207*** 
 (0.131, 0.323) 

Observations 1,453 

Note: *p**p***p<0.01. The numbers 
represented are odds ratios with confidence 
intervals below. All variables are indicator 
variables, save age and region. Age is a 
continuous variable; region and is 
categorical. The omitted category for region 
is “Center.” 
 

 
  

Table 5.6 Propensity to Interact Less 
after Disagreement (2015) 
Model 9 
Age 1 

 (0.992, 1.009) 
Russian nationality 
indicator 

0.878 

 (0.199, 2.770) 
Donbass 1.46 

 (0.875, 2.387) 
East 1.25 

 (0.803, 1.921) 
Kyiv City 1.167 

 (0.681, 1.942) 
South 0.76 

 (0.481, 1.179) 
West 0.864 

 (0.594, 1.250) 
Russian nationality: 
Donbass 

4.623** 

 (1.166, 
23.818) 

Russian nationality: 
East 

0.413 

 (0.018, 4.006) 
Russian nationality: 
Kyiv City 

1.002 

 (0.108, 7.866) 
Russian nationality: 
South 

1.024 

 (0.219, 5.667) 

Russian nationality: 
West 

2.708 

 (0.104, 
40.702) 

Constant 0.239*** 
 (0.153, 0.370) 

Observations 1,459 

Note: *p**p***p<0.01. The numbers 
represented are odds ratios with confidence 
intervals below. All variables are indicator 
variables, save age and region. Age is a 
continuous variable; region is categorical. 
The omitted category for region is 
“Center.” 
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Table 5.8 Propensity to Interact Less 
after Disagreement (Donbass 2015) 
Model 1 
Male indicator 1.063 

 (0.514, 2.182) 

  

Age 0.991 

 (0.969, 1.012) 

  

Russian nationality 3.608*** 

 (1.747, 7.623) 

  

Nonreligious 
indicator 

0.793 

 (0.329, 1.827) 

  

Constant 0.476 

 (0.157, 1.405) 

Observations 164 

Note: *p**p***p<0.01. The numbers 
represented are odds ratios with 
confidence intervals below. Age is a 
continuous variable. Russian nationality 
and nonreligious are binary, indicator 
variables.  
 

Table 5.9 Propensity to Interact Less 
after Disagreement (Donbass 2015) 
Model 2 
Age 1.001 
 (0.993, 1.010) 

Russian nationality 
indicator 

1.538* 

 (0.979, 2.383) 

Nonreligious indicator 1.390* 

 (0.951, 2.004) 

Political online forums 1.805** 

 (1.127, 2.835) 

Donbass 1.970*** 

 (1.273, 3.034) 

East 1.139 
 (0.732, 1.747) 

Kyiv City 1.042 
 (0.613, 1.722) 

South 0.703 
 (0.454, 1.070) 

West 0.906 
 (0.624, 1.308) 

Constant 0.207*** 
 (0.131, 0.323) 

Observations 1,453 

Note: *p**p***p<0.01. The numbers 
represented are odds ratios with 
confidence intervals below. Age is a 
continuous variable. Russian nationality, 
nonreligious, and participation in online 
forums are binary, indicator variables. 
Region is a categorical variable; “Center” 
is the omitted category.  
 



 103 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 

Aberg, Martin. “Putnam’s Social Capital Theory Goes East: A Case Study of Western Ukraine and L’viv.” 
Europe-Asia Studies 52.2 (2000).  

Abramowitz, Alan and Kyle Saunders. “Is Polarization a Myth?” The Journal of Politics 70.2 (2008), 542-555.  

Abrams, Samuel J., and Morris P. Fiorina. "“The Big Sort” That Wasn't: A Skeptical Reexamination." PS: 
Political Science & Politics 45.02 (2012): 203-210. 

Adler, Paul and Seok-Woo Kwon. “Social Capital: Prospects for a New Concept.” The Academy of 
Management Review 27.1 (2002), 17-40.  

Allport, Gordon. The Nature of Prejudice. Cambridge: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 1954. Print.  

Amir, Yehuda. “Contact Hypothesis in Ethnic Relations.” Psychological Bulletin 71.5 (1969), 319-342.  

Anderson, Leslie. Social Capital in Developing Democracies. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010.  

Barrington, Lowell, Erik Herron, and Brian Silver, “The Motherland is Calling: Views of Homeland among 
Russians in the Near Abroad,” World Politics 55. 2 (2003).  

Barrington, Lowell. “Examining rival theories of demographic influences on political support: The power of 
regional, ethnic, and linguistic divisions in Ukraine.” European Journal of Political Research 41 (2002), 455-
491.  

Bishop, Bill. The Big Sort: Why the Clustering of Like-Minded America is Tearing Us Apart. New  York, 
Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, Print. 2009. 

Brewer, Marilynn. “The Psychology of Prejudice: Ingroup Love or Outgroup Hate?”. Journal of Social Issues 
55.3 (1999), 429-444.  

Brubaker, Rogers. “The Manichean Myth: Rethinking the Distinction Between 'Civic' and 'Ethnic' 
Nationalism.” Nation and National Identity: The European Experience in Perspective, 1999. 

Burr, Jeffrey A., Omer R. Galle, and Mark A. Fossett. "Racial occupational inequality in southern metropolitan 
areas, 1940-1980: Revisiting the visibility-discrimination hypothesis." Social Forces (1991): 831-850.  

Carsey, Thomas M., and Geoffrey C. Layman. "Changing sides or changing minds? Party identification and 
policy preferences in the American electorate." American Journal of Political Science 50.2 (2006): 464-477. 

Charnysh, Volha, Christopher Lucas, and Prerna Singh. “The Ties that Bind: National Identity Salience and 
Pro-Social Behavior Toward the Ethnic Other.” Comparative Political Studies (2014), 1-34.  

Craumer, Peter R. and James I. Clem, "Ukraine's Emerging Electoral Geography: A Regional Analysis of the 
1998 Parliamentary Elections," Post-Soviet Geography and Economics, 39, 1:1-26, January 1999.  

Davies, Kristin, et al. "Cross-group friendships and intergroup attitudes: A meta-analytic review." Personality 
and Social Psychology Review 15.4 (2011): 332-351. 

--. Democracies in Flux: The Evolution of Social Capital in Contemporary Society. Ed. Robert Putnam. Oxford 
University Press, 2002. 

Diani, Mario. “Social Movements and Social Capital: A Network Perspective on Movement Outcomes.” 
Mobilization: An International Journal 2 (1997), 129-147 

DiPrete, Thomas, Andrew Gelman, Tyler McCormick, Julien Teitler, and Tian Zheng. “Segregation in Social 
Networks Based on Acquaintanceship and Trust.” American Journal of Sociology 116.4 (2011), 1234-83.  

Dixon, Jeffrey C. "The Ties That Bind an Those That Don't: Toward Reconciling Group Threat and Contact 
Theories of Prejudice." Soc. F. 84 (2005): 2179. 

Dixon, Jeffrey C., and Michael S. Rosenbaum. "Nice to Know You? Testing Contact, Cultural, and Group 
Threat Theories of Anti-Black and Anti-Hispanic Stereotypes." Social Science Quarterly 85.2 (2004): 257-280. 



 104 

Duvanova, Dinissa, Alexander Semenov and Alexander Nikolaev. “Do social networks bridge political divides? 
The analysis of VKontakte social network communication in Ukraine.” Post-Soviet Affairs 31.3, 224-249.  

Edwards, Bob and Michael W. Foley, "Civil Society and Social Capital Beyond Robert Putnam," American 
Behavioral Scientist, 42, 1:124-139, September 1998.  

Evans, Geoffrey. “The Social Bases of Political Divisions in Post-Communist Eastern Europe.” Annual Review 
of Sociology 32 (2006), 245-270.  

Fearon, Robert and David Laitin, “Violence and the Social Construction of Ethnic Identity,” International 
Organization 54.4 (2000). 

Fiorina, Morris and Samuel Abrams. “Political Polarization in the American Public.” Annual Review of 
Political Science 11 (2008), 563-588.  

Foley, Michael and Bob Edwards. “The Paradox of Civil Society.” Journal of Democracy 7.3 (1996), 38-52.  

Forbes, Hugh Donald. Ethnic conflict: Commerce, culture, and the contact hypothesis. Yale University Press, 
1997. Print.  

Ford, W. Scott. "Favorable intergroup contact may not reduce prejudice: Inconclusive journal evidence, 1960–
1984." Sociology and Social Research 70.4 (1986): 256-258. 

Fuhrmann, Matthew. “A Tale of Two Social Capitals: Revolutionary Collective Action in Kyrgyzstan.” 
Problems of Post-Communism 53.6 (2006), 16-29.  

Fuhrmann, Matthew. “A Tale of Two Social Capitals: Revolutionary Collective Action in Kyrgyzstan.” 
Problems of Post-Communism 53.6 (2006), 16-29.  

Garred, Michelle. “The Power of Mindsets: Bridging, Bonding, and Associational Change in Deeply Divided 
Mindanao.” Journal of Civil Society 9.1 (2013), 21-40.  

Gentzkow, Matthew and Jesse Shapiro. “Ideological Segregation Online and Offline.” National Bureau of 
Economic Research (2010), 1-45.  

Giles, Micheal W., and Arthur Evans. "The power approach to intergroup hostility." Journal of Conflict 
Resolution 30.3 (1986): 469-486. 

Giles, Micheal W., and Kaenan Hertz. "Racial threat and partisan identification." American Political Science 
Review 88.02 (1994): 317-326. 

Giuliano, Elise. “The Social Bases of Support for Self-determination in East Ukraine.” Ethnopolitics 14.5, 513-
522. 

--. Handbook of Research Methods and Applications in Social Capital. Ed. Yaojun Li. Cheltenham: Edward 
Elgar Publishing Limited, 2015.  

Harding, John, and Russell Hogrefe. "Attitudes of White Department Store Employees Toward Negro Co	
Workers." Journal of Social Issues 8.1 (1952): 18-28. 

Hjerm, Mikael. "Do numbers really count? Group threat theory revisited." Journal of Ethnic and Migration 
Studies 33.8 (2007): 1253-1275. 

Howard, Marc. “The Weakness of Postcommunist Civil Society.” Journal of Democracy 13.1 (2002), 157-169.  

Howard, Marc. The Weakness of Civil Society in Post-Communist Europe. Cambridge, Cambridge University 
Press, 2003.  

Hrycak, Alexandra. “Orange Harvest?: Women’s Activism and Civil Society in Ukraine, Belarus and Russia 
since 2004.” Canadian-American Slavic Studies 44 (2010), 151-177. 

Huckfeldt, Robert, Jeanette Morehouse Mendez, and Tracy Osborn. "Disagreement, ambivalence, and 
engagement: The political consequences of heterogeneous networks." Political Psychology 25.1 (2004): 65-95. 
Iyengar, Shanto, Gaurav Sood, and Yphtach Lelkes. "Affect, not ideology a social identity perspective on 
polarization." Public opinion quarterly 76.3 (2012): 405-431. 



 105 

Katchanovski, Ivan. “East or West? Regional Political Divisions in Ukraine since the “Orange Revolution” and 
the “Euromaidan.” (2014), 1-43.  

Kubicek, Paul. “Civil Society, Trade Unions, and Post-Soviet Democratisation: Evidence from Russia and 
Ukraine.” Europe-Asia Studies 54.4 (603-624). 

Kuzio, Taras. State and Nation Building. Routledge: London, 1998. Print.  

Lemmer, Gunnar, and Ulrich Wagner. "Can we really reduce ethnic prejudice outside the lab? A meta-analysis 
of direct and indirect contact interventions." European Journal of Social Psychology 45.2 (2015): 152-168. 

Larson, Jennifer. “Interethnic Conflict, Incendiary Rumors, and the Networks that Help or Hurt.” Working 
Paper. 2013.  

Laurence, James. “The Effect of Ethnic Diversity and Community Disadvantage on Social Cohesion: A Multi-
Level Analysis of Social Capital and Interethnic Relations in UK Communities.” European Sociological 
Review, Oxford University Press, 2009.  

Letki, Natalia. “Investigating the Roots of Civic Morality: Trust, Social Capital, and Institutional Performance.” 
Political Behavior 28 (2006), 305-325.  

Marsh, Christopher. “Social Capital and Democracy in Russia.” Communist and Post-Communist Studies 33 
(2000), 183-199.  

Marsh, Christopher. “The Religious Dimension of Post-Communist “Ethnic” Conflict.” Nationalities Papers 
35:5 (2007), 811-830.  

Mason, Lilliana. ““I Disrespectfully Agree”: The Differential Effects of Partisan Sorting on Social and Issue 
Polarization.” Annual Journal of Political Science 59.1 (2015), 128-145.  

Mihaylova, Dimitrina. Social Capital in Central and Eastern Europe. Budapest: Center for Policy Studies 
Central European University, 2004. 

McPherson, Miller, Lynn Smith-Lovin, and James M. Cook. "Birds of a feather: Homophily in social 
networks." Annual review of sociology 27.1 (2001): 415-444. 

Motyl, Matt, Ravi Iyer, Shigehiro Oishi, Sophie Trawalter, Brian Nosek. “How ideological migration 
geographically segregates groups.” Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 51 (2014), 1-14.  

Mutz, Diana C. "Cross-cutting social networks: Testing democratic theory in practice." American Political 
Science Review 96.01 (2002): 111-126. 
Mutz, Diana C. "How the mass media divide us." Red and Blue Nation?: Characteristics and Causes of 
America’s Polarized Politics (2006): 223-248. 

Mutz, Diana C. "The consequences of cross-cutting networks for political participation." American Journal of 
Political Science (2002): 838-855. 
Mutz, Diana C., and Jeffery Mondak. “The Workplace as a Context for Cross-Cutting Political Discourse.” The 
Journal of Politics 68.1, 2006, 140–155.  

Mutz, Diana, and Paul Martin. "Facilitating communication across lines of political difference: The role of mass 
media." American Political Science Association. Vol. 95. No. 01. Cambridge University Press, 2001. 

Nagle, John. “Sites of Social Centrality and Segregation: Lefebvre in Belfast, a “Divided City.” Antipode 41.2 
(2009), 326-347. 

Narayan, Deepa. “Bonds and Bridges: Social Capital and Poverty.” World Bank Poverty Reduction and 
Economic Management (1999).  

O’Loughlin, John and James Bell. “The Political Geography of Civic Engagement in Ukraine.” Post-Soviet 
Geography and Economics 40.4, 223-266.  

Paldam, Martin and Gert Tinggaard Svendsen. “Missing Social Capital and the transition in Eastern Europe.” 
Journal for Institutional Innovation, Development, and Transition 2000.  



 106 

Panina, Natalya Viktorivna. Ukrainian Society 1994-2005: Sociological Monitoring. Sophia, 2005. 

Petro, Nicolai. “Creating Social Capital in Russia: The Novgorod Model.” World Development 29.2 (2001), 229 
– 244.  

Pettigrew, Thomas F. "Intergroup contact theory." Annual review of psychology 49.1 (1998): 65-85. 

Pettigrew, Thomas F. "Regional differences in anti-Negro prejudice." The Journal of Abnormal and Social 
Psychology 59.1 (1959): 28-36. 

Pettigrew, Thomas F., and Linda R. Tropp. "A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory." Journal of 
personality and social psychology 90.5 (2006): 751-783. 

Pickering, Paula. “Generating social capital for bridging ethnic divisions in the Balkans: Case studies of two 
Bosniak cities.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 29., 79-103.  

Posner, Daniel. “The Political Salience of Cultural Difference: Why Chewas and Tumbukas Are Allies in 
Zambia and Adversaries in Malawi.” The American Political Science Review 98.4 (2004).. 

Putnam, Robert and David Campbell. American Grace: How Religion Divides and Unites Us. New York: 
Simon & Schuster, 2010. Print.  

Putnam, Robert. Bowling Alone. New York: Simon & Schuster, 2000. 

Quillian, Lincoln. "Group threat and regional change in attitudes toward African-Americans." American Journal 
of Sociology 102.3 (1996): 816-860. 

Riek, Blake M., Eric W. Mania, and Samuel L. Gaertner. "Intergroup threat and outgroup attitudes: A meta-
analytic review." Personality and Social Psychology Review 10.4 (2006): 336-353. 

Riabchuk, Mykola. "'Two Ukraines' Reconsidered: The End of Ukranian Ambivalence?" Studies  

Rose, Richard, William Mishler, and Christian Haerpfer. “Social Capital in Civic and Stressful Societies.” 
Studies in Comparative International Development 32.3 (1997), 85-111. 

Rose, Richard. “Uses of Social Capital in Russia: Modern, Pre-Modern, and Anti-Modern.” Post-Soviet Affairs 
16.1 (2000), 33-57.  

Rothbart, Myron, and Oliver P. John. "Intergroup relations and stereotype change: A social-cognitive analysis 
and some longitudinal findings." Prejudice, politics, and the American dilemma (1993): 42. 

Schlueter, Elmar, and Peer Scheepers. "The relationship between outgroup size and anti-outgroup attitudes: A 
theoretical synthesis and empirical test of group threat-and intergroup contact theory." Social Science Research 
39.2 (2010): 285-295. 

Semyonov, Moshe, et al. "Population size, perceived threat, and exclusion: A multiple-indicators analysis of 
attitudes toward foreigners in Germany." Social Science Research 33.4 (2004): 681-701. 

Sereda, Viktoriya. "Ukraine After Euromaidan: What Difference Does a Revolution Make?" Atlantic Council. 
September 16, 2015. Accessed February 12, 2016. http://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/new-atlanticist/ukraine-
after-euromaidan-what-difference-does-a-revolution-make.  
Sherif, Muzafer. Group conflict and co-operation: Their social psychology. Vol. 29. Psychology Press, 2015. 

--. Soviet Union. “Soviet Census of 1989 Population.” Census Bureau. 1989. As found in: 
http://demoscope.ru/weekly/ssp/sng_nac_lan_89_uk.php. 

Stepanenko, Victor. “Civil Society in Post-Soviet Ukraine: Civic Ethos in the Framework of Corrupted 
Sociality?” East European Politics and Societies 20.4, 1–27. 

Stewart, Susan. “NGO Development in Ukraine since the Orange Revolution.” In Ukraine on its Way to 
Europe. Ed. Peter Lang Verlag, Frankfurt a.M., et al. 2009.  

Stroud, Natalie. “Polarization and Partisan Selective Exposure.” Journal of Communication 60 (2010), 556-576.  

Sunstein, Cass. Going to Extremes: How Like Minds Unite and Divide. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009. 
Print.  



 107 

Tajfel, Henri, and John C. Turner. "An integrative theory of intergroup conflict." The social psychology of 
intergroup relations 33.47 (1979), 33-47. 

Tajfel, Henri. “Social identity and intergroup behavior.” International Social Science Council, 1974, 65-93. 

Taylor, Donald M., and Fathali M. Moghaddam. Theories of intergroup relations: International social 
psychological perspectives. Greenwood Publishing Group, 1994. 

Taylor, Marylee C. "How white attitudes vary with the racial composition of local populations: Numbers 
count." American Sociological Review (1998): 512-535. 

Tropp, Linda, and Thomas Pettigrew. "Relationships between intergroup contact and prejudice among minority 
and majority status groups." Psychological Science 16.12 (2005): 951-957. 

Varshney, Ashutosh. “Ethnic Conflict and Civil Society: India and Beyond.” World Politics 53 (2001), 362-
398. 

Varshney, Ashutosh. “Nationalism, Ethnic Conflict, and Rationality.” Perspectives on Politics 1.1 (2003), 85-
99. 

Varshney, Ashutosh. Ethnic Conflict and Civic Life: Hindus and Muslims in India. New Haven, Yale University 
Press, 2002. 

Wagner, Ulrich, et al. "Prejudice and minority proportion: Contact instead of threat effects." Social psychology 
quarterly 69.4 (2006): 380-390. 

Welzel, Christian, Ronald Inglehart and Franziska Deutsch. “Social capital, voluntary associations and 
collective action: Which aspects of social capital have the greatest ‘civic’ payoff?,” Journal of Civil Society 1.2 
(2005), 121-146. 

White, Harrison. Identity and Control: How Social Formations Emerge Vol 2. Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 2008. Print. 

Williams Jr, Allen. "Reduction of tension through intergroup contact: A social psychological interpretation." 
Pacific Sociological Review 7.2 (1964): 81-88. 

Williams Jr, Robin. "The reduction of intergroup tensions: a survey of research on problems of ethnic, racial, 
and religious group relations." Social Science Research Council Bulletin 57 (1947): 135-145. 

Wilson, Andrew. “The Donbas in 2014: Explaining Civil Conflict Perhaps, but not Civil War.” Europe-Asia 
Studies 68.4, 631-652.  

Wojcieszak, Magdalena E., and Diana C. Mutz. "Online groups and political discourse: Do online discussion 
spaces facilitate exposure to political disagreement?." Journal of communication 59.1 (2009): 40-56. 
Wolz, Axel, Jana Fritzsch, Gertrud Buchenrieder, and Andriy Nedoborovskyy. “Does Cooperation Pay? The 
Role of Social Capital Among Household Plot Farmers in Ukraine.” SEE Journal (2010).  

Wood, Elisabeth. “The Social Processes of Civil War: The Wartime Transformation of Social Networks.” 
Annual Review of Political Science 11 (2008), 539-61. 

Woolcock, Michael and Deepa Narayan. “Social Capital: Implications for Development Theory, Research, and 
Policy.” The World Bank Research Observer 15.2 (2000), 225-49.  

Yancey, George. Interracial Contact and Social Change. Boulder: Lynne Reiner Publishers, 2007. Print.  
  



 108 

 

 

I pledge my honor that this thesis represents my own work in accordance with University 
regulations. 

 

Alexandra Markovich 

 

April 4, 2017 

 
 

 

  

  

  

 

 


