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Abstract: The paper criticizes electoral geography studies of Ukraine, where the territory of the country is artificially
divided into a number of regions following administrative divisions. The study reveals intraregional variability in the territorial
patterns of voting behavior in Ukraine in 2002-2014. Zakarpattya, Chernivtsi, Sumy, Chernigiv, and Zhytomyr oblasts have the
highest intraregional variance of electoral preferences for conventional “national-democratic” and “Communists and pro-
Russian” political parties. All oblasts of Ukraine have internal variations of voting behavior. It was studied based on electoral
results data for rayons and cities with special administrative status (n=675). Scatterplot with a time scale, filters for oblasts and
rayons/cities, and the opportunity to draw electoral preferences trajectories from 2002 to 2014 parliamentary elections was
used as a research instrument. The study also reveals region-specific voting patterns of cities and territorial outliers, which are
bounded by administrative borders places with unique voting behavior. The paper accentuates place-specific and region-as-
context understanding of electoral behavior as an essential conceptual framework for the further electoral geography studies
of Ukraine.
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BHYTPILLUHbOPEINOHAJIbHA BAPIATUBHICTb TA MICLIEBA CNELIU®IKA
ENIEKTOPAJIbHOI MOBEAIHKU B YKPAIHI

Mukona JOBULL

Kuigcokul HayioHaneHUt yHisepcumem imeHi Tapaca Lllesyerka, Ykpaita
mpetrovych@gmail.com

AHoTauia: B cTaTTi KpUTKKYOTbCA efleKTopanbHO-reorpadiuHi gocnigxeHHAa YKpaiHu, AKi WTYYHO AiNATb Teputopito
KpaiHW Ha perioHn, cnigyoun agmiHicTpaTMBHUM KopaoHam. lposefeHe AOCNIAXEHHA PO3KPUBAE BHYTPilLHbOPErioHaNbHi
BiAMIHHOCTI TepuTOpianbHUX 3aKOHOMIPHOCTEeN ronocyBaHHA B YKpaiHi B 2002-2014 pokax. 3akapnaTcbka, YepHiBeubKa,
CymcbKa, YepHiriBcbka Ta MumTtomumpcbka obnacti maloTb Halbinblie 3HauyeHHA BHYTpilWHboOperioHanbHOi Bapiauii B
efleKTopanbHUX BNoAoOaHHAX YMOBHMUX «HaLiOHaNbHO-AEMOKPATUUHUX» Ta KKOMYHICTUYHMX Ta NPOPOCINCbKMNX» MONITUYHUX
napTin. Bci obnacti YKkpaiHu MatoTb BHYTPIiWHI BigMIHHOCTI enekTopanbHOi NoBeAiHKW. [JocnigXeHHA MpPoBOAMAOCA Ha
OCHOBI flaHMX pe3ynbTaTiB BMOOPIB Ha PiBHi palioHiB Ta MicT obnacHoro nignopaakyBaHHA (n=675). My BMKopucTOBYBanu
CKaTTepnyIoT 3 YacoBOI WKanot, GinbTpamy 3a 06nacTAMM Ta paioHaMW/MiCTaMK, @ TaKOXK MOXKIMBICTIO MPOManboBYBaTU
TPaeKTOpilo enekTopanbHMX BNoAo6aHb Bif MapnaMeHTCbKMX BM6opiB 2002 poKy A0 nNapnameHTCbKux Bnbopis 2014 poky
AK [OCNIAHULBKUA IHCTPYMEHT. [JoCnifAXKeHHA TaKoX PO3KPMBAE perioHanbHi 0cob6nMBOCTi 3aKOHOMIPHOCTEl FofIoCyBaHHA
MIiCT Ta TepuTOpianbHi CTaTUCTUYHO BigMexoBaHi pe3ynbtaTtu (outliers), Aki ABNATL 06010 0OMEXeHi aAMiHICTPaTUBHUMM
KOPAOHAaMM MiCLAMM 3 YHIKaNIbHOIO eneKkTopanbHO nosefiHKolo. CTaTTA HaronoLWy€E Ha PO3YMiHHI efleKTopanbHOI NOBeAiHKMN
AK BU3HauyeHoi crneyndikol reorpadiyHMx Micub Ta PErioHOM-AK-KOHTEKCTOM AK BaXkJIMBMX KOHLEMTYaJbHUX pPaMOK
0N nojanblnX JOCAIAXKeHb enekTopaNbHOI reorpadii YkpaiHu. Micys i perioHn B enekTopanbHiini reorpadii € yacoso-
NPOCTOPOBUMM KOHOIrypauiamm, Wo MaTb TPaH3UTOPHUN TMMYACOBUI xapakTep. KopenauinHuin aHania KoMnosuuinHmx
3MiHHUX He 34aTHUI NOBHOIO MiPOI0 PO3KPUTU NPUUYMHK GOPMYBaHHA Pi3HUX NPOCTOPOBUX CTPYKTYP NOBEAiHKM FOfI0CyBaHHA
Y Pi3HMX YaCOBUX KOHTEKCTaX i, BOAHOYAC, ICHYBAHHA CTINKMX 3aKOHOMIPHOCTEN eNeKTOpaNbHNX NepeBar B MeXXax OKpeMmnx
TepuTopin. byab-AKa perioHanisauia, 3giicHeHa 3 MeTOI0 JOCAIAXKEHHA, € AOBINbHO, TOMY HayKOBLAM CNif Hacamnepeg
3BepTatM 0cob6nuBY yBary Ha Te, AK TepuTopia KpaiHW CTPYKTypoBaHa BMOOPUMMW pe3ynbTaTaMu Ha HaNHUXYOMY
MOXNMBOMY PiBHI Ta Yy ANHaMILi 3aANA BUABNEHHA PerioHanbHUX Ta JIOKaNbHMUX MOAEeNen ronocyBaHHA. PerioHn Ta micua He
€ OQHOPIAHUMN, | MOXYTb MO-PiI3HOMY CAPUNMATUCA PI3HUMK COUiafibHUMKN FPpynamun, CTBOPIOYM, NPOTE, YHiKanbHi YMOBMN
ANA enekTopasbHUX CMMNaTIn.

KniouoBi cnoBa: enektopanbHa reorpadia YKpaiHu, BHYTpilWlHbOperioHanbHi BiAMIHHOCTI B rofocyBaHHi, Micue-AK-
KOHTEKCT, perioH-AK-KOHTEKCT, perioHanbHi BigMiHHOCTI B YKpaiHi.
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Introduction

Understanding of region as an essential primordial
formation or using of region concept for artificially
grouped administrative units cannot grasp spatial
heterogeneity of electoral preferences in Ukraine.
The semantic flexibility of the concept of region also
causes conflicts over its use in geographical studies
(Paasi, 1991). Cartographic anxiety, when the territory of
the country is pushed to be represented as a cartographic-
friendly bounded whole (Painter, 2008), also limits
understanding of regional dimension of voting behavior
in Ukraine. Most of the research on regional differences
in electoral preferences in the country is based on a
binary opposition between East and West (S. Birch &
Wilson, 1999; Brooks, Nieuwbeerta, & Manza, 2006;
R. S. Clem & Craumer, 2008; Kubicek, 1999; Liber,
1998; Riabchuk, 2015), artificial division of Ukraine
into decided by scholar number of regions (Barrington,
1997; Barrington & Herron, 2004; R. Clem & Craumer,
2005; R. S. Clem & Craumer, 2008; Colton, 2011;
Holdar, 1995; Katchanovski, 2014), use of administrative
borders at oblast level for the shape of historical regions
(Sarah Birch, 2000; Haydukiewicz, 2011; Katchanovski,
2006), use of administrative units as a key for statistical
analysis and interpretation of electoral results in Ukraine
(Brooks et al., 2006; Hinich, Khmelko, & Ordeshook,
1999; Khmelko, Semenova, Teleshun, & Titarenko,
2011; Shevel, 2015). Consequently, the concept of region
in electoral studies of Ukraine should be reviewed
considering existing geographical theory of region-as-
context, blurred and fluid territorial shapes of regions,
and correspondence between region and place.

Chorological approach to regional studies is
still essential for scientific constructions of regional
variables. However, analysis of electoral results in
Ukraine is often based not on the preliminary study of
the spatial differences of settlement process, legacies of
previous political borders, economic development path,
and cultural peculiarities of the territories to draw lines
between places that have specific criteria of distinction,
but on construction of simplified and artificial macro-
regions that are composed of administrative oblasts.
Administrative units became an essential part of
structuration of territorial phenomena in electoral studies
of Ukraine. Partially it is due to an obsession with
quantitative analysis and available statistics. However,
Paasi (1991) accentuates that regions could not be
narrowed to administrative borders and Agnew (1996) in
his place theory also underlines limits of analysis based
on categories that are accumulated for administrative
units. Therefore, available data for quantitative analysis
creates a trap for geographical studies and understanding
of territorial shapes of electoral results.

The paper aims to clarify the use of region and place
concepts in the interpretation of electoral preferences in
Ukraine and reveals intraregional variability, temporal
and persistent territorial shapes of voting behavior in
the country. The study is based on data from Central
Electoral Office on electoral returns at the level of rayons
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and cities with spatial administrative status (n=675) for
parliamentary elections of 2002, 2006, 2007, 2012, and
2014. Parties in Ukraine where conventionally divided
into “national-democratic” and “communist and pro-
Russian” groups following polarization and the main
fault lines of Ukrainian politics in 2002-2014. Such
artificial divide was constructed for the comparative
study of parliamentary elections 2002-2014 because
some parties were disappearing, and some emerged in the
Ukrainian political landscape during the studied period.
Small parties who received less than 1% of the popular
vote were excluded from the sample with the exception
for strongly pro-Russian in their rhetoric parties like
Russkiy Block, ZUBR, SOUZ. Parties who built their
rhetoric on the “third side” position (for example,
Socialist Party and Lytvyn’s Block) were not included
in these two rivalry groups. Using Microsoft Power BI
as an instrument, scatterplot with a timescale, filters for
oblasts and rayons, and the opportunity to draw electoral
preferences trajectories of rayons and cities was created.
It was used as an analytical tool to reveal intraregional
variability, outliers, and temporal and persistent patterns
of voting behavior. The paper is organized into three
sections. The first examines opportunities of the existing
theories of region and regional identity to be used in
electoral geography. The second reveals intraregional
variability within oblasts as the most common units of
analysis in electoral geography studies of Ukraine. The
third analyzes regions as context for the interpretation
of electoral results and rayons and cities that are
outliers form their regional patterns as specific places
of electoral behavior.

Understanding place and region in electoral
geography studies

Murphy (2008, p. 9) argues that metageographical
conceptions are essential in organizing understandings
of the world. Place and region are such concepts that are
the most frequently used in the interpretation of electoral
returns. Agnew (1999, p. 97) assumes that regions
reflect differences in the world as well as ideas about
differences. Consequently, interpretation of electoral
preferences using regional variable reveals how ideas
about differences in Ukraine are framed. First, we have
a scalar fix of the West-East divide, which also includes
orientalization of Eastern Ukraine (von Lowis, 2015).
Second, an artificial construction of regions and use
of administrative borders of oblasts shows domination
of quantitative approach without additional in-depth
studies or qualitative research as well as the examination
of intraregional variability. Third, appeal to historical
legacies, culture, and identity is often limited to the
territorial shape of historical or identity regions using
contemporary administrative boundaries. However,
some studies got rid of that trap. Osipian (2012) study
of historical experiences reveals intraregional variations
in South-Eastern Ukraine. It corresponds with Schmitt-
Egner (2002) understanding of region as a historical
landscape with collective historical memories. Peisakhin
(2013b, 2013a) also shows differences in political views
along the historical border of Austrian and Russian
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empires, which divides historical regions of Galicia,
Bukovina, Volhynia, and Podolia. Gentile (2015)
reveals local peculiarities of geopolitical orientations
among citizens of Lugansk and Stakhanov (renamed
to Kadiivka) criticizing homogenization of regions
in Ukraine.

O’Loughlin (2001) and Gentile (2015) are critical of
typical regional dummies in studies of political views in
Ukraine. However, region is not about level of analysis
and could not be reduced to the scale of research (Paasi,
1991). Paasi historical and institutional approach to
the understanding of region and regionalism may have
value for the understanding of electoral behavior in
Ukraine, but the inertia of administrative structures and
superiority of the administrative elites over traditional
regionalists in Ukraine (Stolting et al., 2005) put some
limitations on it. Establishment of the region, despite
possible blurred and fluid borders, in Paasi (1986; 1991;
2002) terms should have four fundamental components:
(1) territorial shape, (2) symbolic shape, (3) number of
institutions, (4) established identity. Despite the absence
of studies which use Paasi’s theory for the analysis of
spatial differences in political beliefs in Ukraine, we may
suggest that mobilization of Donbas region by Party of
Regions in 2002-2012 was based on all four components
of region in Paasi’s model. However, we should admit
that electoral maps on polling station level reveal that
territorial shape of electoral Donbas region was not
limited to the historical industrial region of Donbas but
was also spread to less urbanized and industrialized
north of Donetsk and Lugansk oblasts showing the
power of administrative elites in Ukraine. It supposes
that regional financial-oligarchic clans in Ukraine are
also not only connected to specific industrial places
where wealth is created but project their influence on
the whole administrative units. Therefore, Paasi (1991)
model use in electoral studies can reveal how territorial
and symbolical shapes of regions are created by parties
and in the case of Ukraine by administrative elites
and oligarchs. Although Paasi (2013) was studying
mobilization of regional identity in regional planning,
we assume that political parties also might mobilize
regional identities to reach their political goals, which
is illustrated by the case of the Party of Regions
in Donbas.

The concept of regional identity also has semantic
ambiguity. First, we should distinguish regional
consciousness from identity of the region (Paasi, 1986;
2003). Most of the works on regions in Ukraine are
rather about identity of the region, which could be (1)
scientific classification to demonstrate territoriality of
some phenomena, (2) images of the regions by outsiders
and insiders, which are not revealing the existence
of regional consciousness as such (Paasi, 1986). In
this case, regional geographers may be involved in
power-knowledge relations when “creating bounded
‘orders’ on the earth” (Paasi, 2003). However, not
only geographers but also parties and their political
consultants as practitioners of electoral campaigns may
create those “bounded orders” of how population should
perceive the symbolical shape of the country’s territory.
Consequently, mediation between agency and structure

can be revealed through the abstract concept of region.
Territorial shapes that could be found on electoral maps
are hints for the studies of agency that resulted in such
territorial structure. In Paasi (1991) terms such territorial
structures are reproduced by (1) formal identity-framing
vehicles — education, law, and local politics, (2) local
organizations, clubs, media, and societies, (3) informal
conventions. Such reproduction may be also essential
for political parties to maintain their level of support.
Rodgers (2006) study of the politics of school textbooks
in Kharkiv, Sumy, and Lugansk oblasts in Ukraine
reveals how education can frame political views. While
Sumy is the most aligned with the Center narrative of
the history of Ukraine, Kharkiv and Lugansk narratives
about territory and history of their regions conflict with
“official” state narration.

Therefore, region as a medium of social interactions
(Gilbert, 1988) is of higher value for electoral studies
than artificially constructed and composed with existing
administrative borders regions. At the same time, we
can understand regions as a local response to political
processes and agenda on the national level. In this
case, region is a context where interaction happens.
It is a setting where messages of political parties are
filtrated and interpreted. Following Sayer (1989) logic
regions are “causal contexts”, which frame how factors
of electoral behavior may be understood. On the other
hand, Agnew (1996) proposes a place-as-context concept
for the interpretation of territorial patterns of electoral
behavior. In his theory of place, it has no limitation to
specific geographical scale or level and is used to bind
together different geographical scales and opposes non-
geographical explanations of spatial differences in voting.
Therefore, in some cases region also could be understood
as a place in electoral geography. At the same time, Paasi
(1991, p. 249) assumes that region instead of place has
longer historical duration and higher scale history under
which individuals are socialized. He also assumes that
in everyday life regions may transform themselves to
constitute a part of one’s place and difference between
region and place is about their relationship to one’s daily
life (1986, p. 112).

Therefore, in Paasi logic places in electoral
geography might be understood as contexts of everyday
practices penetrated by electoral campaigns, while
regions are framing them as a context of socialization,
which may also influence political beliefs. At the same
time, parties may mobilize regional identities and be
institutions of regionalization creating a context for
socialization. Agnew (1996) suggests somewhat different
logic. For him, micro-geography of everyday life is only
part of the understanding of place concept for electoral
studies. Agnew (1996; 2002) suggests that electoral
behavior is influenced by place-specific social division of
labor, access to communication technology and nature of
it, social divisions in the place that are promulgated by
political movements, the way place is embedded into state,
political rhetoric in the place about region, other places,
nation, class, gender, and ethnicity. At the same time, place
should not be understood as a homogenous whole, but as
full of conflicts and differences (Agnew, 1996) framed
by mentioned above factors. Despite semantic variety
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and theoretical differences in understanding region and
place concepts, we can assumes that concept of region in
electoral geography of Ukraine may be used not only for
artificial divide of the territory following administrative
lines, but also as (1) institutionalized by parties bounded
whole with mobilization of regional identity for party
identification and alignment, (2) historical context into
which inhabitants are socialized and which is a “causal
context” for the interpretation of electoral behavior.
Following Agnew’s logic place in electoral geography
is not only about micro-geography of everyday life, but
also about place-specific political performance and local
response to that performance and is not limited to specific
geographical scale or level.

Intraregional variability of electoral preferences
in Ukraine

The most common approach to studies of regional
differences in electoral behavior in Ukraine is an
artificial division of the country into regions following
administrative borders of oblast level or using oblasts
as regions. There are two main problems with such
approach: (1) electoral preferences do not obviously
follow administrative borders, (2) it ignores intraregional
variability and simplifies electoral behavior to the effect of

population composition on electoral outcomes. Therefore,
we examined intraregional voting variability at the oblast
level using electoral data for administrative rayons and
cities with special status. The results (Table 1) show that
while some oblasts have a high level of the consolidation
of voting patterns, there is a significant variance of
electoral outcomes at analyzed parliamentary elections in
Sumy, Chernihiv, Chernivtsi, Zhytomyr, and Zakarpattya
oblasts (Figure 1, Annexes A, B, C). Contrarily, Donetsk
and Lugansk oblasts on the one territorial pole and
Lviv, Ternopil and Ivano-Frankivsk oblasts on the other
have the highest level of intraregional consolidation of
voting behavior. Dynamics of voting patterns reveals
that while Zakarpattya and Zhytomyr oblasts shifted to
“national-democratic” vote in 2014, Chernivtsi, Sumy,
and Chernihiv oblasts remained significantly divided.
However, not only mentioned above, oblasts with highest
intraregional deviations, have essential intraregional
differences. Poltava, Kyiv, Dnipropetrovsk, Volyn, and
Rivne oblasts have outliers with dramatically different
voting patterns. Kharkiv, Odesa, Kherson, Kirovograd,
Vinnytsya, and Khmelnytskyi have clusters of rayons and
cities with substantial variation of support for “national-
democratic” or “pro-Russian and communist” parties.
Intraregional variability of electoral preferences
has different nature that depends on regional contexts

Table 1
Intraregional variance of voting in parliamentary elections 2002, 2012, and 2014
(calculated as average deviance from the regional mean for each group of parties at rayon level)
Region Hatioral- Corenurist/pro- Matioral- Corenurist/pro- Mational- Comremiztipro-
Democratic 2002 Fussian 2002 Derocratic 20012 Bussian 2012 Democratic 2014 Fussian 2014

&R Crimea 0.0504 00295 00395 0.03z1

Virrertsym 0072 00473 00556 0.0 564 00223 0.0106
Walym 0.0407 00344 00666 00595 00333 00131
Dmiprope trovsk 0.0605 00575 00428 00425 00573 0.0593
Donetsk 0.aiin 00422 00263 o310 0.0831* 00737+
Fhsors 0.0261 00755 R 0.07a0 00355 00202
Falkarpattym 00773 n.03e 00933 00226 00374 0.01:3
Faporizhya 00233 00437 0022 00620 0.0 00676
Frano-Frankivsk 0.0347 o1 00195 n.a1an 0015 0.004%
K 00619 00545 00663 00626 00204 n.01s2
Kirovolrad 0.0647 RIFRN) 00331 00536 00333 0.0273
Lugansk 00171 00522 00276 00281 0.06151* 0.06 42%
Lrnw 00357 00259 00159 0011 0.00z0 0.00a0
Nhdolary 0.0302 00623 00320 00574 00454 0.0462
Cde sza 0.0443 00904 00656 00622 00930 0.0z29
Poltava 00542 0.06 & 00466 00507 00263 00233
Rivre 00794 00525 0.0&70 00623 00252 0.0093
Suray 0.0261 01215 0129 012318 00926 00738
Terropil 0.0243 00124 00367 00299 noilg 0.00a7
Eharliv 00263 00693 00651 00674 00226 00225
Eherson 0.0404 00517 00659 0.0aa0 0.05 56 0.0s13
Ehree Lrgtslo 00619 00439 0.04%1 00426 002538 0.00%6
Clerkasy 0.0643 00411 0.0427 00445 0011 00149
Cle sl 01215 n.0&a7 n.11in 0.1004 00429 0.03a0
Cle rrahiv 0.0545 00964 00993 0093z 00603 0.0443
Eam city 0oL 00125 00163 nola2 0.014a naie
Sevvastopol city 00042 00126 00025 n.oae

* Results for Donetsk and Lugansk regions in parliamentary election 2014 are without uncontrolled territories
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and place-based factors. For instance, North-East
Ukraine (Sumy and Chernihiv oblasts) has the vividly
defined cluster of northern rayons and cities with
stronger support for Communists and Party of Regions
in 2002-2012 and Sylna Ukraina, Opposition Block,
and Communist Party in 2014 (Figure 1). However, this
cluster itself is not homogenous, and its borders were
fluid during 2002-2014. Higher support for “pro-Russian
and communist” parties in this neighboring part of two
oblasts cannot be understood only by compositional
characteristics. Seredyno-Budskyi rayon as an outlier
in 2007-2014 has a lower number of ethnic Russians,
while the highest number of Russian language speakers
according to 2001 Census data. Putyvlskyi rayon
having lower level of pro-Russian parties support than
Seredyno-Budskyi has ethnic Russian majority (51.6%)
and domination of Russian language. On the south of
Sumy oblast, Velykopysarivskyi rayon is second in the
oblast by the number of ethnic Russians and third by
Russian-speakers but is not so pro-Russian in electoral
preferences as northern rayons of the oblast. The same
is about Chernigiv oblast where the city of Chernihiv
has more Russian language speakers than Semenivskyi
rayon but vote more for “national-democratic” parties.
Moreover, those rayons have a different history.

2002
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% Yampilskyi

- Romny city

Communist and pro-Russian
@
o

.Nedrygailivskyi

04 06
National-Democratic

2012

.Seredyno—Budskyi

Putyvlskyi
Glukhivskyi/‘/

e——Novgorod-Siverskyi
Yampilskyi
°

Semenivskyi ‘.‘

.’w

b
.

o
Romny city

Communist and pro-Russian

. 04 [
National-Democratic

Putyvlskyi rayon was a part of Kursk gubernia in the
Russian Empire. Semenivskyi, Novgorod-Siverskyi,
and Seredyno-Budskyi rayons were not borderlands
until the independence of Ukraine in 1991. Chernigiv
gubernia also included Starodubshchyna, which is now
part of the Russian Federation and those regions had
only internal border with Starodubshchyna as well as
only internal border in the times of USSR. Moreover,
they have different patterns of political mobilization.
For instance, Konotopskyi rayon in 2002 was mobilized
by pro-Russian Progressive Socialists party based on
local campaigning intensity and in following elections
became not so supportive of pro-Russian parties.

In the case of Chernivtsi and Zakarpattya oblasts,
outliers are rayons with the biggest share of ethnic
minorities (Annexes A, C). However, it could be
hasty and deceptive to interpret ethnicity as a crucial
factor of voting preferences. In Beregivskyi rayon
and Beregove city in Zakarpattya oblast, Hungarian
minority constitutes the majority of the population
as well as Romanian minority in Gertsaivskyi rayon
and Moldovans minority in Novoselytskyi rayon of
Chernivtsi oblast. Those four administrative units have
the highest level of support for “pro-Russian” political
parties and lowest support for “national-democratic”.
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Figure 1. Intraregional variability of voting patterns in Sumy and Chernihiv oblasts
in the parliamentary elections of 2002, 2007, 2012, 2014
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Kharkiv oblast
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Svitlovodsk

Figure 2. Intraregional variability of voting among cities with special status
in Kharkiv and Kirovograd oblasts in 2012 parliamentary elections

However, Glybotskyi and Storozhynetskyi rayons
with substantial Romanian minority (45.3% and 36.8%
respectively) in Chernivtsi oblast and Uzhgorodskyi
(33.4%) and Vynogradivskyi (26.2%) with substantial
Hungarian minority in Zakarpattya oblast have lower
levels of support for pro-Russian parties than rayons
with ethnic Ukrainian population like Sokyryanskyi
and Novodnistrovsk city in Chernivtsi oblast and
Volovetskyi and Khustskyi in Zakarpattya oblast
(Annexes A, C). It rather questions local politics, the
nature of electoral campaigning and mobilization of the
electorate in places, which is understudied in Ukraine.
For example, Zhytomyr oblast (Annex B) has no
substantial differences in population composition but is
among oblasts with highest intraregional variability in
2002-2012. Korosten was a Communists stronghold in
Zhytomyr oblast for the 23 years before the Communist
party of Ukraine was banned. However, substantial
intraregional variability is not only in oblasts with
highest deviations from the regional mean. Language,
ethnicity, socioeconomic and other demographic
compositional variables are also without explanatory
power for such specific cases as intraregional variability
of cities electoral behavior. For instance, in Kharkiv
and Kirovograd oblasts cities there are more ethnic
Russians and Russian language is more often used than
in the periphery. However, in parliamentary elections
2006-2012, we can see (Figure 2) vivid divide within
cities of those oblasts. Kropyvnytskyi and Svitlovodsk
in Kirovograd oblast were more supportive of “national-
democratic” political parties as well as Kharkiv and
Lubotyn cities in Kharkiv oblast.

Place and region as a context for the interpretation
of electoral results in Ukraine

Place and region can be the contexts for causal
interpretations of electoral results as well as a
comparative understanding of electoral behavior.
Following Paasi (1991, 2003) understanding of regions

as of longer historical duration comparing to places,
we found that in Ukraine historical region of Galicia
has the lowest level of intraregional variability in the
2002-2014 parliamentary election. Only Turkivskyi
rayon in Lviv oblast is an outlier in 2002 parliamentary
elections because of the higher level of support for For
United Ukraine party. However, if we compare electoral
outcomes of cities in Galicia to cities in historical Volyn
region, we can see that Galician cities have higher levels
of support for pro-Russian and Communist parties than
region’s periphery (Figure 3) despite having higher
levels of support for “national-democratic” parties than
Volhynian cities. Contrarily, in Volyn region, cities
have higher levels of support for “national-democratic”
parties (Figure 3) and especially far-right parties than
the region’s periphery. Moreover, Johnston (1991) states
that regions are the deliberate product of those with
power. We can see that administrative elites dominate
traditional regionalist elites in Ukraine. At the same
time, historical borders can be revealed on electoral
maps in time-specific contexts. For example, the
northern part of Galician Ternopil oblast is historical
Volyn. In 2002-2007 as well as in 2014 parliamentary
elections, it did not demonstrate essential differences
in voting behavior from Galician part of the oblast.
However, in 2012 parliamentary election rayons parts
of which are historical Volyn (were not part of Austrian
Empire in contrast to Galician part of the oblast) had
more “pro-Russian and communist” patterns of voting
(Figure 3). However, electoral campaigning in Ukraine
is more often following administrative boundaries than
historical borders.

Moreover, places and regions patterns of voting
behavior in Ukraine are fluid. Consequently, they
could be better understood analyzing voting patterns
dynamics and not only cross-sectional dimension. We
analyzed electoral preferences trajectories of rayons and
cities with special administrative status in Ukraine and
revealed that dynamics of electoral support for “national-
democratic” or “communists and pro-Russian” political
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in parliamentary elections 2002, 2006, 2007, and 2012

parties in cities is region-specific, which reveals the role
of regions as contexts for electoral behavior in different
places. For instance, most of the cities in Odessa region
dramatically shifted to pro-Russian parties support in
2002-2006, have no essential dynamics in 2006-2007,
and turned to ‘“national-democratic” in 2007-2012
(Figure 4) and continued this trend in 2014. Contrarily,
cities in Cherkasy region (as well as Vinnytsya and
Khmelnytskyi regions) were constantly increasing
“national-democratic” electoral preferences in 2002-
2012 (Figure 4), which also continued from 2012 to
2014 elections. Cities in historical Volyn (simplified to
Volyn and Rivne oblasts), having similar to Cherkasy,
Vinnytsya and Khmelnytskyi oblasts more “national-
democratic” voting preferences, in 2002-2006 decreased
their support for “national-democratic” parties but did

not increase support for pro-Russian forces (Figure 4),
which means that those votes were distributed between
“third” parties or were not mobilized and appeared in
non-voters category.

Electoral preferences dynamics is essential not only
for cities in regions showing how important are regions
as interpretative contexts but also for rayons as the
periphery of oblasts. Rayons as geographical places could
be grouped not only based on their electoral preferences
in particular elections but also based on the dynamics
of their preferences. For instance, Odesa oblast rayons
electoral preferences trajectories between ‘“national-
democratic” and “communist and pro-Russian” poles in
2002-2012 parliamentary elections show three distinct
cases, which do not strictly follow territorial proximity.
Rayons in the first case (Figure 5) where constantly
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Figure 6. Electoral preferences trajectories in parliamentary elections from 2002 to 2012
in Volyn, Rivne, and Cherkasy oblasts

polarized shifting from the vote for “third” parties to
increase in support for both poles. The second case
shows those rayons that in the wave of Orange revolution
dramatically decreased support of “pro-Russian” parties
and Communists, but then were polarized back in 2006-
2012. The third case reveals rayons, which despite some
instability of voting patterns were increasing ‘“national-
democratic” parties support without changes in support
for “pro-Russian and Communists” parties.

Analysis of electoral preferences trajectories
also reveals regional contexts as well as intraregional
variability and place-specific contexts of changes
in voting behavior. For example, in the case of
historical Volyn (limited to Rivne and Volyn oblasts
for analysis), almost all rayons had similar electoral
preferences trajectory in 2002-2012 parliamentary
elections despite intraregional variability in electoral
outcomes. Only Lubeshivskyi, Zarichnenskyi, and
Sarnenskyi rayons had place-specific voting patterns,
which are bounded by administrative borders. The
case of Cherkasy oblast shows that the way how parties
structure regions territorially may differ in time.
Rayons of the oblast where following similar patterns
in 2002-2007, but from 2007 to 2012 their electoral
trajectories essentially changed. One group of regions
demonstrated a substantial shift to support of the Party

of Regions and Communists, while the other group
despite the existence of that turn in support of pro-
Russian parties had lower levels of change (Figure 6).
Sometimes place-specific voting is only temporary
phenomena as in the case of Pavlograd and Ternivka
cities in Dnipropetrovsk oblast and Teplodar city in
Odesa oblast vote for Yuliya Tymoshenko’s Block in
2002 parliamentary elections and when turning back
to their region’s average patterns of voting. In other
cases, cities or rayons in their administrative borders
have permanent voting patterns. For example, Nikopol
city in Dnipropetrovsk oblast (Figure 7) in 2002-2014
is an outlier with the stronger support of “national-
democratic” parties as well as Yuzhnoukrainsk city
in Mykolaiv oblast. At the same time, some cities
demonstrate such similar electoral preferences
dynamics that they might be understood as the same
electoral space and one place with specific voting
behavior. Two big cities, Dnipro and Kamyanske
(before  decommunization Dnipropetrovsk and
Dniprodzerzhynsk) are a great example (Figure 7).
Electoral dynamics at rayon and city levels reveals
how political parties structure territory of the country.
That process of political structuration has many aspects
that are not in the focus of this paper. However, we can
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in Kyiv and Poltava oblasts

admit that in 2002-2012 all oblasts of Ukraine had vivid
changes and shifts in the territorial structure of voting,
which were not changing intraregional variability but
grouped rayons and cities differently, which is more
polarized and less dispersed. For instance, in the case
of Kyiv and Poltava oblasts (Figure 8) those changes in
the structure of support are visible. Moreover, in Poltava
case, it resulted in the appearance of Komsomolsk city
as an outlier and consequently a place with specific
voting context. In contrast, Poliskyi rayon in Kyiv

oblast was a stable outlier for the 2002-2012 period
and remained such in 2014. At the same time, the
polarization of political beliefs in the oblast in 2002-
2012 resulted in the turn of specific rayons and cities to
stronger support of the Party of Regions (Boguslavskyi,
Myronivskyi, Slavutych). Nature of such turn was not
in the focus of this paper but is of great interest for
electoral geography studies of Ukraine.
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Discussion and conclusion

Intraregional variability of electoral preferences in
Ukraine in 2002-2014 reveals that there are persistent
outliers as well as groups of rayons with different from
the rest of the region political beliefs, which can be
understood as unique places for further electoral studies.
Zakarpattya, Chernivtsi, Chernigiv, Sumy,and Zhytomyr
oblasts had the highest average intraregional deviations
in 2002-2012. While Zhytomyr and Zakarpattya
homogenized in 2014 parliamentary elections,
Chernivtsi, Chernigiv, and Sumy oblasts remained
essentially divided in their electoral preferences. Other
oblasts of Ukraine also have substantial intraregional
variations. The most vivid are outliers that constitute
administratively bounded places with unique voting
patterns. Among them Komsomolsk city in Poltava
(2006-2014), Nikopol city in Dnipropetrovsk (2002-
2014), Gertsaivskyi rayon in Chernivtsi (2002-2014),
Seredyno-Budskyi (2002-2014) and Nedrygailivskyi
(2002-2007) in Sumy, Poliskyi in Kyiv (2002-2012),
Lubeshivskyi in Volyn (2006-2014), Zarichnenskyi
(2002-2014), Sarnenskyi (2007-2012), and Rokytnivskyi
rayon (2002) in Rivne, Turkivskyi (2002) in Lviv oblast.
Moreover, the study shows that cities electoral behavior
and dynamics is region-specific. Cities in Galician
oblasts demonstrate higher (not substantially but
higher) level of support for “pro-Russian” parties and
Communists in 2002-2012 than region periphery, while
cities in Volyn (simplified to Volyn and Rivne oblasts)
have stronger support for “national-democratic” parties
and nationalists in comparison to regions periphery.
Electoral preferences dynamics also matters. Cities in
Odesa oblast have distinctive electoral trajectories from

cities in Cherkasy, Vinnytsya and Khmelnytskyi oblasts.
Cities in Volyn region having the same trend as cities in
Cherkasy, Vinnytsya, and Khmelnytskyi in 2006-2014
had a different electoral trajectory in 2002-2006. Parties
structure Ukrainian electorate not only at the macro
level and East-West scale but also at the intraregional
dimension. The study reveals that different rayons in
different oblasts of Ukraine have significant variations
of electoral behavior dynamics. At the same time, there
are clusters of rayons and cities that have similar voting
patterns. It reveals how local places give a response to
regional and national contexts of voting.

Places and regions in electoral geography are time-
space configurations, which are not obviously permanent
and could emerge as temporary phenomena. Reasons
why the various time-contexts result in different spatial
structures of voting behavior and, at the same time, why
some places have stable patterns of electoral preferences
cannot be revealed only by correlation-based analysis
of compositional variables of those areas. Parties are
structuring territory of the country (Agnew, 2002)
and nature of electoral campaigns, party politics and
local political processes is of great interest for further
electoral studies of the territorial differences of political
beliefs in Ukraine. Every division of the territory of the
country for the study purposes is arbitrary; consequently,
scholars rather should primarily pay attention how
the territory of the country is structured by electoral
outcomes at the lowest possible level and in dynamics
to reveal region- and place-specific patterns of voting.
Regions and places themselves are not homogenous, and
they could be experienced differently by different social
groups (Massey, 1993). However, they create unique
contexts for electoral choices to be made.
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Annex A. Intraregional variability of voting patterns in Zakarpattya oblast
on parliamentary elections of 2002, 2007, 2012, 2014

1.0 19

2002 2007

o
2
o

Mukachevo  hust

00 02 08 0

04 06
National-Democratic

c [ =1
© i
5 g
e e
O 06 O o6
R a
T 2
S s Tyachivskyi
e ; e Khustskyi Mukachevo
5 Khustskyi o Volovetskyi 3 @
£ £
= ) £ Beregovo city
S o2 !' °, S 12 o & & _Volovetskyi
e ) Beregivskyi © o Ye
Beregivskyi LS . .
. Mukachivskyi
Irshavskyi  Beregovo
DOCU 02 04 06 08 1.0 Ooﬁ"! 04 06 10
National-Democratic National-Democratic
10

08 08
= 5 [
i Volovetskyi I
& Mizhgirskyi 2
[ =" i o
O 06 Beregivskyi BithChyn;klzll' o 06
= ° gorodskyi 5
ke ° Velykobereznyanskyi a°]
= Beregovo S
B o4 3 o4
=1 ® <
g ®® ___Uzhgorod g
g ) g Beregivskyi
o 02 O

02 Chop B7govo
O S
0.0

0.0 02 04 0.6 08 10
National-Democratic



Ekonomichna ta Sotsialna Geografiya, 2018, Vol. 80

17

Communist and pro-Russian

Communist and pro-Russian

Communist and pro-Russian

Communist and pro-Russian

Annex B. Intraregional variability of voting patterns in Zhytomyr oblast
on parliamentary elections of 2002, 2007, 2012, 2014
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Annex C. Intraregional variability of voting patterns in Chernivtsi oblast
on parliamentary elections of 2002, 2007, 2012, 2014
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