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Summary

On March 29, 1998, on the day of
Ukraine's parliamentary election, thefirst-
ever Exit Poll was conducted in Ukraine.
The PoU accurately predi ted thevotes
received by political parties and the results
were made public on election might. The
Exit Poll showed that voter turnout was
lower among young adults (under 30 years
of age) than older ones, that yater turnout
increased with education, and that the
rural population was morelikely to Yote
than urban residents were. Additionally,
the Poll comfirmisd the importance of
political campajgns, especially for young
voters and for small political parties.

Analysis of the Poll showed that the
political orientation of votersin Ukraine
leanstowards the center and the center-
right of the political spectrum, with the
| eftist {emmmumnist) parties having asmaller
constituency than partie inthe center and
center-right. This finding on the political
orientation of voters suggests that the
voters' political preference may not be fully
replicated in Ukraine's legislative branch;
thi= isnot the result of any regulations or a
historical | gacy, but due to the fragmenta-
tion of the partiesin the center and the
center-right What al so distinguishesvoters
on the left and the right of the political
spectrum was their attitude towards the
future.Votersfor the center and right-of-
center partieswere slightly more optimistic
than votersfor theleftist parties, that is,
more likely to expect conditions toimprove
as a result of the election. Underpinning
this sptimism may be the voters' attitude
towards the election and the political
parties: those politically centrist and right-
of-center tended to describe the election as
honest and were more likely to view their
parties as agents of change.

In addition to theinformational value
of the Exit Pall, it visibly demonstrated the
depth and breadth of democracy in
Ukraine. This was thefirst time that voters
could select from parties that scanned the
political pectrum from left to right. Even
though the fragmentation of center and
right-oF-center parties precluded giving
full representation to many votes, the
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election confirmed Ukraine’s multiparty
system. The country's open and free
atmosphere made it possible to conduct
10,000 interviews without any incident and
voterswho participated willingly re-
sponded to all of the questions. The
communications environment, especially
the emerging independent media, pro-
vided the means for broad dissemination
of Exit Poll resultsin a timely manner.
Thus, the Pall is a testament to the open-
ness and dynarnism of Ukraine's civic
SOciety, suggesting that in Ukraine democ-
racy isirrever ibleif the public is given the
choice.

Introduction

Thi report is based on an analysis of
the Exit Poll conducted in Ukraine on
March 29,1998, on the day of Ukraine's
inaugural parliamentary election under the
new Constitution. This was the first time
votersin Ukraine were given a choice of
poLitical parties. Of the 450 seats in the
Verkhovna Rada (Ukraine's parliament),
one-half of the deputies (225) were elected
by votes cast for a political party; the ballot
listed thirty partiesand in order towina

eat a party had to receive at least 4 percent
of the electoral vote. The other half of the
deputies (also 225) were elected directly by
popular vote and winning candidates
needed a simplemajority.

This was also thefirst time an exit
poll was conducted in Ukraine. Essentially,
an exit poll documents the profile and
opininns of voters. Much of the informa-
tion is of a confinnatory nature, affirming
what is generally known and attesting to
the insight of political analysts and com-
mentators. The uniqueness of exit poll data
isits quantified nature and the scientific
methodol ogy of sampling and data collec-
tion that allows for projection of results
from the sample to votersingeneral .
Therefore, an exit poll providesaccurate
measures that can complement existing
anecdotal information. In some cases,
results of a poll may bein conflict or
tension with preconceptions or generaliza-
tions about public attitudes and prefer-
ences. In this, an exit poll can serve as a
reality check, identify the spuriousness of




broad conclusions about voters, generaliza-
tion that o frequently are made on the
basis of fragmentary and anecdotal infor-
mation. Therefore, in terms of use, findings
from an exit poll canserveinfivedistin t
ways: predict the results of an election well
in advance of the release of the official

re uldts; provide ba eline documentation
about voters; identify factors that can assist
in strategic planning of political cam-
paigns; render a reality check of percep-
tions and generalizations; and outline an
agenda for dialogueb tween political
leaders and the electorate.

The Exit Poll from Ukraine has been
criticaly reviewed for methodological
soundness. Thefindings are empirical
evidence and can be used to objectively
and critically review conventionally
accepted ¢ nelusions about voters and
their expectations. Thus, the PoU, aswell as
surveysin general, augment theinforma-
tion ba e and minimize the need for
relying on anecdotal data. For example,
analysis of the Exit PoU can identify
population ubgroupsthatare m stand
least likely to vote, information u eful in
devel oping and streamlining voter out-
reach programs, and baseline documenta-
tion to guide campaign strategie .

In terms of scope, the Exit Poll was
limited and measured opinionson only a
few issues (the Poll had only eight ques-
tions, including demographics). The small
number of questions was dictated by
conditions, especially Ukraine's telecom-
munications network, and by concerns
about fieldwork. The data needed to be
limited since the results of 10,000 inter-
views had to be delivered from around
Ukraineto acentral computer in Kyiv; the
only availableelectronic transmi sion of
datawas via telephone using per onal
cal . Equally important was a concern that
the lack of familiarity with exit polls could
makevoters reluctant to an wer questions
and itwas hoped that afew short ques-
tionswould not pose an impediment to the
completion of interviews. (For more
detailed discussion on these issues, ee
pages 16-17).

Thisr port contains question-by-
question results and cross tabulations by
respondent characteristics, specificaly: the

demographic profile of the voters; assess-
ment of the election; expectationsfor the
immediate future; and when voters de-
cided on their party vote.

Thereport a o discusses the appeal
of leading parties, the overall political
leaning of voters, and whether any of the
political parties are seen as agents of
change. A concluding section presents a
short historical overview of the Exit PoU -
its planning, methodol ogy, and manage-
ment.

The Exit PoU was sponsored by the
Democratic I nitiatives Foundation, the
Ukrainian Media Club, and SOCIS, a
Gallup affiliate in Ukraine; the Washingt n,
D.C.-based firm QEV Analytics pro ided
consultations and conducted the analyses
of the results. Funding for the PoU was
pro ided by agrant from the Eurasia
Foundation.

Data Base

Thedata base for this report are the
respons of anationally representative
sample of 10,000 votersin Ukraine. The
Poll was fielded on March 2 ,1998, the day
of Ukraine's parliamentary election. The
Exit Poll accurately predicted thevotefor
political parties; Poll results were released
at midnight and were the mainfeature of
"Election ight 1998," a three-hiour
nationwide television how hosted by
Studio 1+1.

On March 29, 1998, at 400 randomly
selected polling districts, interviews were
conducted with a sample of 10,000 voters
as they were leaving the voting place. This
sampl e represents the views and the
opinion of the voting publicin Ukraine.
Thesamplede ign used a tratified, multi-

tage approach and was prepared sepa-
rately for urban and rural populations.
Interviewswere allocated to each obla t
and to Crimea, thedi tribution of inter-
views proportional to the electoratein each
of theregi n . The management of al
aspects of fieldwork was the responsibility
of SO IS-Gallup. (For detail on the

ample design, see pages 16-17, and
footnote 7.)

The Exit Poll was designed to provide
timely indicators of the party vote and to
measure overall attitudes towards the
election process. The questionnaire con-



tamed eight questions. Four questions
measured opinions on the election, specifi-
cally: for which political party an indi-
vidual voted; when the choice on the party
was made; if the election was fair and
honest; and what the expectations were for
the immediatefuture. Four questions
recorded personal attributes: sex, age, level
of education, and ethnic identity. To expe-
diteinterviewing, when they were asked to
name the party for which they voted,
respondents were given a copy of the balot.
Theballot listed thirty parties and the last
entry was “dl not support any political
party (or bloc)." After each party name, the
ballot listed individual swhowould become
deputiesif the party recelv d the 4 percent
threshold vote (to win a seat, a party h d to
receive at least 4 percent of the vote). (The
Appendix contains the English text of the
ExitPoll questions and an English transla-
tion of the ballot listing the political parties,
pages 18--19.)

To ensure that the Exit Poll sample
reflects as accurately as possible the profile
of thevotersin Ukraine, data were
weighted, and, thus, removing fieldwork
biases, such as respondent selection, non-
completion of interviews, refusals, and iz
like. Weights were developed separately
for each oblast, Crimea, and Kyiv; weights
were calculated on the basis of official
election results using the total number of
votes cast (in each oblast, Crimea, and
Kyiv) and the number of votes cast for the
ten leading partie. Weighting minimmally
affected the results, as would be expected,
since the Exit Poll accurately predicted the
vote. However, weighting ensured the
representativeness of the ampleand that
the findings of the Exit PoU-the responses
of the sample of 10,000 wisters—could be
confidently projected unto all of th
electorate who participated in the 1998
Parliamentary elections.

Demogr aphic profile of voters

On March 29, 1998, some seventy-two
percent (71.6 percent) of Ukraine's elector-
ate took partin the country's first parlia-
mentary election held under the new
Constitution. The Exit Poll, fielded on that
day, sought to fill-out the prufile of the
voters and to provide timely indicators of
thevotes cast for politica parties.

The Poll showed different levels of
voter turnout among demographic groups.
In some cases the diff erences were mini-
mal, but in others, turnout differed mark-
edly among population subgroups (Table 1
on folJowing page).

Generally, men were more likely to
vote than women.

Y oung adults, thise under 30 years of
age, wereless likely to vote than their
el ders-turnout among those under 30
dropped to 62 percent, whereas it was
around 72 percent among the older age
groups. Voter turnout of the ethnically
Rusd an population was below the national
figure and dropped to one-half among
other national minorities.

Rural settlements generally had a
higher turnout than did urban centers.
Data suggest that turn ut wasinversely
related to city si ze-smaller proportions of
the electorate voted in large cities than in
smaller towns. illustrative of this patternis
the electoratein Kyiv and Simferopol. In
both of these politi aly significant cities,
voter tumoutwas much lower than it was
in tlleir respective regions: in Kyiv voter
turnout was 59 percent, whileitwas 72
percentin the Kyiv kaoblast; in
Simferopol51 percent came out to vote,
while 65 percent voted in Crimea.

Looking at thevoting by educational
groups, data suggest that voter turmoit
increa ed with education and was |owest
among those with only a primary educa-
tion. In large measure, this affirms the
known phenomenon about the importance
of education for aliberal political system
and demonstrates the importance of
education for avital civic society.

Voter turnout dillered geographically,
from 80 percent to the low sixties. It was
highest in thewest and the northwest and
lowest in the east and the southeast,
including Crimea. Within many of the
geographic ar as, turnoutwas roughly
comparablein theoblasts, but in the
northern and western regions differences
among the oblasts were notable. In the
western region, the Lvivska oblast had a
much lower voter turnout than the neigh-
boring oblasts and in the northern region,
turnout was lowest in the Kyivska obl ast
(see Table 2 on the following page).




Tablel. Voter Turnout, 1998 Election
(in percent)

Demegraphics Voters | Population | Voter Turnout] Differencein Turnout
Sex;

Male 48 46 16 Sightly Higher
Female 52 54 69 Sightly Lower
Age:

Linder 30 20 23 62 Lower

31-55 47 46 73 No Difference
OverS 32 2 72 No Difference
Ethnic Identity:

Ukrainian 74 75 71 No Difference
Hussan 21 23 65 Lower

Cither 4 6 48 Much Lower
Residence:

Urban 64 68 67 L wer

Rural 36 32 81 Higher
Nationwide 71.6

SOURCE: Voter profiles based on the March 29, 1998, Exit Poll. Population
estimates are from: sex, Statistical Bureau o Ukraine, Arillual Report 1997, age
and ethnic identity, the Statistical Bureau of Ukraine based on the 1989 census
and updated by SOCIS; residence from the 1997 nationwide survey sponsored
by the International Fowldation for Election Systems.

Table 2. Voter Turmnout by Oblast, 1998 Election

Keglon: oblastldty Y% Voting Region: abtlasticity U Voting
Northern: ZhytomyTska 78.06 Western: TemopUska 84.429
Chernihivska 7791 Ivano Frankivslca 79.84
Kytvska 71.84 Lvivska 73.609
North Eastern ~ Sumska 74.901 South Western: Chemivetska 7312
Kharkivska 66.08 Zakarpatska 69.044
Eastern Luhanska 67.97 Southern: Mykolaivska 6.1
Donetska 61.32 Khersonska 67.743
South Eastern  Zaporizka 67.56 Odesska 67.09
Dnipropetrov ka  66.79 Crimes 64.84
Centra: Poltavska 76.73 Kyiv 59.34
Vynnytska 75.986 Sevastopol 50.84
Kirovohradska 75.9974 Total for Wcraine 71.59
Cherk ka 7419
North Western:  Rivnenska 80.4608 Source: Center for S cial Psychological Stuudhed
KhmeLnytska 80.48 and Political Management, "Elections'98. Docu
Volynska 78,667 ments, Statistical Data, An, lysis." 1998. Kyiv.




Assesament of the 1998 election

By more than a three-to-onemargin, a
maj ori ty of voters described the ele tion as
"proceeding honestly; without irregulari-
ties (fraud)," rejecting the proposition that
it was "proceedingdi honestly [and tfa]
the results will be fraudulent" (17 percent
agreed. with the negativea sessment). A
positive view of the € ection prevailed.
among al demographic groups, a beit by
varying margins. Crpinions ranged from a
high of over two-thirds (69 percent) among
rural residentsto around one-half (48
percent) among young women, those 30
years of age and younger. Among ethnic
groups, those ethnically Ukrainian had a
more favorable opinion of the election than
did Russian group (compare
60 percent of the ethnically Ukrainian to 49
percent of the ethnically Russian group).

Positive views of theelection in-
creased with age, from 50 percent of those
under 30 years of age to 61 percent of those
56 and over.

Favorableopinionsabout the election
declined with education--61 percent of
those with a primary education and 54
percent of those with ahigher education
described the election as honest.

rate. Data were collected. as voters were
leaving the voting place and respondents
may have been uncomfortable to judge
the election process before its compl etion;
before the counting and reporting of the
votes. The high non-response rate also
may reflect the newness of the election
process-after all, thiswasthefirst time
voters were given a multiparty slate. The
high non-responserate also suggests
caution in interpreting the results; not-
withstanding the net positiveopinion
about the election, the finding cannot be
viewed as an endorsement of the electoral
process.
Expectationsfor the immediate future
Many voters tended to be hopeful
about the immediate future and expected
the newly elected ParUament to bring
about the much needed changes. Close to
one-half (46 percent) believed that asa
result of th parliamentary election,
conditions in Ukraine "would improve."
Over one-fourth (28 percent) were con-
vinced that "nothingwould change,” and a
few (5 percent) said that "conditions will
worsen." A sizeable proportion-one-
fifth-would not or could not comment on
their expectations of the new parliament.

Table 3. Assessment of the 1998 Election: Exit Poll, March 29, 1998

Age Educati on Res dence
Election W] TOTAL| Under 33055 | 56+ prim. | Sec. |  Fiighe] Urban| Rural
Honest 57% 50% 58% 61% 61% 58% 54% 51% 69%
Not Honest | 17% 22% 17% 14% 12% 17% 19% 20% 11%
Don't Know | 25% 28% 24% 26% 27% 24% 26% 29% 19%

Among ail of the demograph.ic
groups, one-fourth or more expressed no
epinion on how the election was proceed-
ing. Even among the most highly educated,
who generally have a much lower non-
response rate, one-fourth (26 percent) did
not express an high non-
response rate is uncharacteristic of
Ukraine, much higher than what is isually
recorded in nationwide surveys. Thevery
highnon-resp nserat istroubling because
of its magnitude and the fact that it did not
shift among demographic groups, espe-
cially by education. There may be extenu-
ating reasons for the high non-response

Table 4. Expectations of the New
Parliament Exit Poll, 29 March 1998

Percent fvoters who th ught Parfismentary
election would:

Improve condia ns 46%
Change rrithimg 28%
Worsen condition 5%
Don't kniry 22%

1hedistribution of opinionson how the
electionwill impact conditionswas somewhat
imilar amongall demographic groups, except
for thevariationsin the nonresponse rateo




The proportion of those not expres ing
an opinion decreased as educational attain-
ment increased (26 percent of thosewith a
primary education, but 20 percent of those
with a higher education gave no response).

'Utehighest recorded non-responsewas
amongwomen over 55 years of age. In all
other gender and age groups, roughly one-
fifth gave no response, while among the

Idest group of women, it was 26 percent
(levelsof "don't know:" 21 percent of men
under 30; 20 percent of men 3D-55; 20
percent of men over 55; 21 percent of women
under 30; and 22 percent of women 3D-55).
(For adiscussion how optimi ts tended to
vote along party lines, see "Parties Seen as
Agents of Change" 'ection, pages 15- 16.)
Decision on party vote

The Exit Poll sought to dtermime when
individuals made up their minds about their
partyvote.lnresponseto thequesti n"when
didyou decide for which party youwould
viabe,” seven possibl e answers were recorded:
"long before theelection; when thecampaign
started; beforetheelection- morethan a
month, onemonth, oneweek, or one ;™
andin "thevoting booth." Only a few voters
(3 percent) could not or would n tsay when
they made their decision.

Half of the voters made up their
mindswelJ in advance of the parliamentary
campaign. A plurality (41 percent) knew
"long before the election" and an additional
14 percent decided when the campaign
started. Among therest, most made up their
minds one month (20 percent) or oneweek
(12 percent) before the election. Only one-in-
ten made thedeci ion oneday beforethe
election or on election day (5 percent amid 6
percent respectively)

Table5. Deciding on the party vote:
Exit Poll, 29 M arch 1998

When decided | Total Age
on partv vote 1A=H1 | 31-55| 56+
Well in advance

f the election 41% 28% 40% | 51%
When campaign

started 14% 14% 14% | 14%
Betore d ection:

More than or

one mimih 20% 25% 20% | 15%
Cine wesk 11% 16% 12% | 7%
Oneday 5% 6% 5% 5%

| At s'ofine olace | 6% 7% 5% 6%
Don't know/
Norespo e 3% 3% 3% 2%

Thieriz w ere slight differences in the
timeline on party vote among demo-
graphic groups and notable one among
age groups. Overall, urbanites were
slightly morelikely than rural resident to
have decided on their party otewell in
advance of the campaign (43 percent of the
urban versus 39 percent of the rural
residents), a difference that may be ac-
counted for by educational level and the
age profile of the two populations. Among
educational groups, thebest educated were
slightly m relikely to havedecided well
before the campaign than the less educated
(made up their minds before the cam-
pai gn--44 percent of those with a higher
education, 40 percent of thosewith a
secondary, and 41 percent of thosewith a
primary education).

Asalready mentioned, voters of
different ages had different timelinesin
deciding on their party vote. Youngvoters,
those under 30 years of age, tended to
make their decision much later than older
adultsdid. One-half (51 percent) of those
over 44 years of age decided well in
advance of the election, whereas only 28
percent of those tmder thirty did s .
Moreover, the largest proportion of young
voters (under 30) decided one month or
oneweek before theelection (41 percent).
Similar to other age groups, only asmall
proportion of young voters (7 percent)
decided on a party when voting.

There are also significant differences
on the timeline by party vote. A definite
majority of voters for the two leading
parties, the Communist Party and Rukh,
made up their mindswell inadvance of
the campaign (68 percent and 62 percent,
respectively).In ontrast, thedecisi n to
votefor the other parties was made later.
Only about one-third to one-fourth of the
votersfor the other parties-i.e., other than
the Communist Party and Rukh-made up
their minds before the campaign began,
Mostvoter for theseother partiestend d
to make up their minds during the cam-
paign, ranging from 46 percent of voters
for the Reform and Order Party to 33
percent of those who voted for the Progres-
sive Socialist Party

Thedifferent timelines along party
Lines may refl ect the influence of party



Table 6. Deciding on Vote by Political Parties: Exit Poll, March 29, 1998

Decided n
Party Vote

Total Rukh| Social
Peasan{

Bloc

Communist

Green

Hromada| Soc.
[T

cratic

People's
Chepmiis-
cratic

Reform
& Order

Prog
Soc.
Bloc

Before

Campaign | 41% | 68% 62% | 34%

25%

32% 27% 23% |37% | 27%

W hen
Campaign
Started

14% | 11% 12% | 15%

15%

13% 18% 23% |13%| 16%

Before
Election:
One

Month 20% | 10% 12% | 22%

One

Week 11% | 5% 6% 15%

One Day 5% 2% 3% 7%

30%

15%

6%

25% 29% 31% |[21% | 28%

16% 14% 1% |[12%]| 18%

8% 5% 6% 9% | 5%

At Voting

Place 6% 3% 4% 6%

%

6% 6% 6% 7% | 6%

Don't Know| 3% 1% 2% 1%

1%

1% 1% 1% 2%

campaigns. However, datais not available
to confirm or deny this hypothe is, to
examine if party campaigns reiniorced
voting decisions and how attentive voters
were to campai gn messages. Therefore,
findings on the time line cannot be used to
eval uate campaigns or messages. What the
Exit Poll unambiguously howed was that
large numb rsof votersdo make up their
minds during the campaign.

The Exit Poll dataalsi attested to the
need of parties to have strong organiza-
tions, implement outreach programs, and
develop grass roots supportwell in ad-
vance of an gection. Extensive and on-
goinginteraction with the public is charac-
teristic of the American political party

ystem. A day after the November 4, 1996,
pre idential election, apolitical activist
observed "w# took one day off and tomor-
row we beginto prepare for the election
cycle fal our gubernatorial racein Novem-
ber 1997. During the next 362 days, we will
raise operating funds and identify volun-
teerswho will be trained in canva sing
voters, distributing literature, and acting as
channels of communications. When the
campaign tarts, thevolunteers canvass
their neighborhood and host meetings so
that neighbors can meet their candidates.
During a campaign, volunteers makean

average of 600 telephonecallsin neweek
to known and potential supporters.™
Votesfor poUtical parties

To predi t the election, the Exit Poll
measured for which political party indi-
vidual s voted. To expedite interviewing,
respondents were given a copy of the ballot
(seeTable 7). Only afew (2 percent) could
not or would not say for which political
party they voted, a non-r sponse rate
confirming field staff reports that voters
willingly participated in the poU.

None of the parties can be viewed as
having broad national appeal . The Commu-
nist Party has an unquestioned lead, but a
lead that does not give it anational mandate
sinceit captured only one-fourth of thevote.
Indistant second place is Rukh, closely
followed by the Socialists-Peasant Bloc.
Other parties that received the 4 percent
threshold vote nationwide were the Social-
it-Peasant Bloc, the Greens, the People's
Democratic Party, the Hromada Party, the
Social Democratic Party, and the Progressive
Socialist Party. (This rank-order of political
parties, along with the percent of votes for
each party; represents the Exit Poll results
released on election night.)

Nor doe anyone party stand out
a an uncontested leader in anyone oblast,
except in the Luhanska oblast where the




Table7. Votesfor Political Parties, 1998 Exit Poll Results™

Vote
2%

1%

5%

1%
[T}
6%
4%
6%
26%
1%
2%
2%

3%

3%

1%
10%
1%
1%
5%
1%
1%
%

4%
3%
"

4%
5%

Poli tical Parties as listed on ballot

1. Bloc “Ffarty of Labor and United (Ukrainian Party of Labor , Ukrainian Liberal
Party)

2. Party for Regional Fenaissance of Llkraine 1

3. Bloc “Less wowds™ [All-Ukrainian Polrtical Unit “State Independence of Llkeralne.” Social
National Party of Likraire)

4. Party of All-Ulkrainian Association Hromada

5. Republican Christian Party

6. Ukrainian Nationd Assembly

7. Party of the Defenders of the Homeland

8. Party

9. Agrarian Party of Ukraine

10. Green Party of Ukraine

11. Communist Party of Ukraine

12. Union Party

13. Bloc Christian Democratic Party & Chedstian People’ Union)

14. Bloc of Democratic Parties - MEI" (people's Power, Economic, Order) [L'krairdarn Democratic
Party, Party of Economic Renaissance)

15. Bloc “Wurking Ukraine” (Ukrainian Party of Justice, Civil Congress of Likradrw]
16. acia Democratic Party

17. Bloc "Eurapean Chose of Llkraine™ (Ukrainian Liberal Democratic Party, Likrainian peasants'
Democratic Party)

18. Bloc "National Frant” (Congress of Llkrairdan Nationalists, Ukrainian Conservative National
Party, Ukrainian National Party)

19. Social-Liberd Association SLON (I nterregional Reform Bloc, Constitutional - Democratic Party)
20. Ukrainian People's Movement Ruikh

21. All-Ulkrainian Party of Workers

22. Party for the National Economic Development of Ukraine

23. P ople's Democratic Party

24, Ali-Ukradrdan Party of Women' |Initiatives

25. Ukrainian Cheistiam Democratic Party

26. Bloc “Fuwr Truth, for the People, for Party, Llkrainian Peasants'
Party)

27. Ukrainian Social Democratic Party (united)

28. Reform and Order Party

29. Party of Spiritual, Economic and

30. Ukrainian Progressive Socialist Party

1do not support any of the political parties (el ectoral blocs)

"Percentage differences of Exit Poll amd official results are due to rounding
** Less than one-percent.




Communi t Party; received close to one-half of
thiz votes. Therank order of palitical parties
and the magnitude of votesdiffer notably
from oblast to oblast. Generally, the leading
party received about ume-third of the vote, the
party in second place lessthan ten percent,
and an additional 2-7 parties received votesin
the singledigits, usually less than 6 percent
(see Table 8 on the next page).

e The Communist Party was in first place
in 16 of the 24 oblasts and in Crimea and
Kyiv.

» The Party had avery strong lead in 10
oblasts-Chemihivska, Kharkivska,
Luhanska, Donetska, Zaporizka,
Kirovohradska, Chernivetska,
Mykolaivska, Khersonska, and Odesska,
and in Crimea. In each of these oblasts, the
Party was far ahead of the party in second
place; in some oblasts the Commlimist vote
was four to five times as large as that of the
party in second place (see Table 9 on next
page).

« In 3 oblasts--Zhytomyrska, Kyivska, and
Vynnytska the Communists took a small
lead over the Socialist-Peasant Bloc.

* In 3 oblasts, the Communist Party was
very close to the party in second place. In
the Poltavska oblast the Communi st Party
wasslightly ahead and in the Khmel nytska
oblast neck and neck with the Socialist-
Peasant Bloc; in the Sumska oblast, the
CommunistswereslighUy ahead f the
Progressive Socialist Party.

* InKyiv, the Communist Party had aclose
lead over Rukh.

* Rukh took thelead infive oblasts.

* Rukh had a strongfirst placein two
oblasts- in the Lvivskaoblast, where it
was far ahead of the Party of Reform and
Order, and in the Rivnenska oblast, where
Rukh o utdjstanced the party in econd
place, the Agrarian Party.

* In the Temopilska oblast Rukh had a
definite lead over the party in second place,
the National Front Party.

* Rukhhad adose contender in two oblasts,
in the Volynskaoblast very close to the
Agrarian Party and in lvano-Frankivska,
doseto the National Front Party.

« In three oblasts, three parties captured the
lead-the Hromada Bloc of

Socialist and Peasant Parties, and the
Social Democratic Party.

* Hromada was in the lead in the
Dnipropetrovska oblast, with the Commu-
nist Party in second place.

» The Socialist and Peasant Bloc had a
definite lead in the Cherkaska oblast, with
the Communist Party taking second place.
The Social Democratic Party was in the
lead in the Zakarpatska obl ast, outdi stanc-
ing the second placed Rukh by four to one.

In almost al oblasts, anywhere from 6
to 10 parties received the 4 percent thresh-
oldvote, except in the Dnipropetrovska
oblast, where only 4 parties had the
required minimum of 4 percent, and in
Crimeaw here only five parties received
the required minimum. The widest disper-
sion of votes (i .e, the largest number of
parties receiving the threshold vote) was
recorded in 4 oblastss Zhytomyrska,
Zaporizka, Kirovohradska, and
Zakarpatska- and inthecity of Kyiv.In
many of the other oblasts, 6 to 8 parties
received at least 4 percent of the vote. The
votes cast for the many different political
parties underscores the fragmentation of
political partiesin Ukraine and illustrates
the failure of leaders to establish a coalition
that could have broad national appeal. (See
Table 8 for a listing of political parties by
oblast)

The political parties competingin the
1998 election, in terms of political and
econcmic orientation, were unequal ly
distributed. There were a large number of
parties in the center and center-right and a
few on the left, representing the civmmumist
ideology. As aresult, the dispersal of the
vote affected the centrist and center-right
parties more than those on the left. In other
words, the fragmentation on theright- toa
large degree-impeded the expression of
public will in the country's legisJature, an
i suewhich isdiscussed later in this article
(see section "Left-Right Orientation" on
pages 13 and 15).

The paragraphs below briefly di cuss
the profile of voters for the leading parties
and the last section describes the main
attributes of those who voted against all
parties. Tlle profile of party voters may
differ from that known about the party's
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Table 8. Leading Political Parties in Oblasts, Crimea and Kyiv: Exit Poll, March
29,1998

Regionl kst city st place % nd place % 3rd plags % 4th place % 5th pilsoa % No
Party

Mamhemm:

I it A alea Camranmmssd 25 Soc. P " Bloc 16 Rukh u Cierid 6 A e 5 0

Ohrrmil v Coiravrami 31  Soc. Peas. Bloc X P, Soc. 7 Rukh 6 Crria S 6

Eytrsha TETRER B i1 2 Soc. Peas. Bloc 17 Rukh 8 Cirrps 7 People's Demo. 6 6

orth Farierm:

Tatimba Cairateidis| 26 Prog. Soc. 2 Soc. Peas. Bloc 13 Cirera 5 Rukh 4 5

Ehurhichradoa LT T 37 Prog. Soc. 10 People’. Demo. 6 Soc. Peas. Bloc 6 Cirezs 6 6
[

Ll i b T i 47  Soc leas. Bloc 5 Crerms S Prog. Soc. Bloc Hruriadi 5

Dl tidah muranist 37  Wjwssl Bloc 13 Labeealil Bloc 6 Crremms Prog. Soc. Bloe 5
South Fasibei 1

Fagmiiinka T 33 reens B Prog. Soc. Bloc LabwrsLil Bloc 6 People’. Demo. 6 5

Dnipropetrovska Hingitada 36  Linmimmands 26 Rukh S reis 5 3
i il

Poltav ka Communist 25 Soc. Peas. Bloc 22 Rukh 8 Crer S People's Buriuns. 5 S

T s Caltuiimtin 26 Soc. Peas, Bloc 20  People's [k 13 Rukh S Crerr 5 6

e diiailela Crotrainisind 30 Soc. 18 Labor Bloc 7 Ferrrmala 6 Preprie's Dosn, 6 6

Ch. rkaska Soc. Peas. Bloe 26 ColJunurust 19 Rukh 8 People's Dietiar. 6 Cermm 5 5
Faritl rwamtrimn

Rivfirishi Rukh 31 Agrerian 10 Cisssmamist 8 Soc. Peas. Bloc Coremms 6 8

(TP R T nunmisi 22 Soc 22 Rukh 9 Peasjile’s Demo. Agrarian 6 6

Wikraka Rukh 20 Agrarian 17 Cormdmmidsl u iTeens Soc. Peas. Bloc 7
Ymlam

Tty by Rukh 31 Nat. Pront 23 Pesple’s demo. S reens 5 A grarian S

Ivano Finkivika Rukh 29 at Front 25 Apmarian S reens S People’. Demo. S 5

Lsivaha Rukh 34 Refermwidsder 13 Nat. Front u A jgraria 7 Peoplée's Dheitw. 6 4
Sesaill sl e

Chrimiiveisla CaiaTearml 21 Rukb 16 Soc. Deoma 10 at. Front 7 Soc. Peas. Bloc 7

Febanuniba Soc. Dl 37  Rukh 9 People's D 8 nuran bai 8 Gty 7
Southern:

Mykolaivska Comm"nJ.t 41 People's Demo. 11 Rulkh Creens 6 Soc, Peas. Bloc 6

Elrrecamba Canaiwmimi 36  Soc. Peas. Bloc 12 reens Jwist Demo. 6 Rukh S 6

Cirl e ommunist 29 reens 1 Soc. Peas. Bloc A grarian 6 Rukh ] S

rimea Comrnniibi 42 Usdimi 12 Rukh Greens People’. Demo. 5 8
Kyiv s Tt 15  Rukh n Wi reens Soc. Dermo.

In oblasts where other partiz= recorded at |east 4 percent f the vote: Zhytomyrska- People's Democratic (5
percent); Labor + Liberal Bloc (4 percent); %pered Bloc (4 percent), Social Democratic (4 percent); Mrgressive
Socialist (4 percent). Chemikiv ka People's Democratic (5 percent). Kyivska- Progressive Socidlist (5 percent);
Socid Democratic (4 percent); Agrarian (4 pemeritl. Sumska Pe pie's Democratic (4 percent). Kharkivska-
Social Democratic (4 percent); Luhan ka-L abor+Uberal Bloc (4 percent); Labor Bloc (4 percent). Donetska-
People's Democratic (4 percent); Reform + Order (4 percent). Zaporizka-Reform + Order (6 percent), Socialist
Peasant Bloc (5 percent); Rukh (4 percent); Social Democratic (4 percent). PoHavska-Agrarian (4 percent),
Labor Bloc (4 percent); Peopl e's Democratic (4 percent). Vynnytska- Progressive Socialist (4 percent); Social
Democratic (4 percent); Reform + Order (4 percent). Kirovohradska- Green" (5 percent), Rukh (5 percent); Socid
Democratic (4 percent); 'mgr  sive Sadialist (4 percent). Cherkaska-Progressive Socidlist (5 percent); Social
Democratic (4 percent). Rivnenska- People's Oem cratic (4 percent); Ukrainian National Assembly (4 percent);
Social Democratic (4 percent). Khmelnytska-Creens (5 percent). Volynska- PeopJe's Democratic (6 percent);
Nationd Front (6 percent). Temopilska-Social Democrats (4 percent); Reform + Order (4 percent). Ivana-
Frankivska-Reform + Order (5 pereent], Sodal Democratic (4 percent); Bloc Democratic NEP (4 percent).
Lvivska-Social Democratic (5 percent), Communist (4 percent), Chemivetska- People's Democratic (5

per ent), Regional Renaissance of Ukraine (4 p rcent); Greens (4 percent). Zakarpatska- National Front (5
percent), Reform and Order (4 percent); Hromada (4 pe.rcent); Vpered Bloc (4 percent). Mykolaivska- Progres-
sive Socialist (4 percent), Labor Blo (4 percent); Socia Democratic (4 percent). Khersonska-Hromada (5
percent), People's Democratic (5 percent), Pragressive S cialist (4 percent). Odesska- People's Democratic (4
percent); Socid Dem era (4 percent); Reform + Order (4 percent). Kyiv, Reform + Order (6 percent); Socialist
Peasant Bloc (5 per ent); Progressive Socialist (S percent); National Front (4 percent).



members and supporters. Such differences
do not negate the findings of the Exit PoU,
nor should they raise questions about the
composition of party members and sup-
porters. The Exit Poll data describes voters
who ca tabalJot and, therefore, the pool of
individual s tends to be much larger than
party members or acknowledged party
supporters.

The Communist Party drew its
support from the eldest age cohort (55
years and older). This age group was more
than twice aslikely to vote for the Commu-
nists as those under 30 years of age.
Support for the party decreased notably
with education (30 percent of those with a
primary education, but 20 percent of those
with ahigher education voted for the
Party). Also, the ethnically Russian popula-
tion was more likely to support the Com-
munist Party than the ethnically Ukrainian
(38 percent of former versus 22 percent of
the latter). This difference among ethnic
groups, however, may reflect the pro-
nounced regional differences in the vote for
the Communist Party.

demographic attributes did not define the
voters of Rukh, ethnic identity was a factor.
Rukh recorded only afew ethnically
Russian voters, which is not surprising due
to the party's origin as an association of
peoples opposed to communism and
committed to the sovereignty of Ukraine.
Its national “Ukrainian™ attribute remains
one of its distinctive features, and, there-
fore, the low appeal of Rukh among the
ethnically Russian population.

What differentiates Rukh voters from
those who voted for other partieswas the
more optimistic outlook of Rukh voters.
Rukh voters were much more likely to
expect that the parliamentary election will
bring about improvements in Ukraine than
did votersfor most of the other parties.

Bloc

The appeal of the Bloc "For Truth, for
the People, for Ukraine," the coalition of
the Socialist Party and the Peasants' Party,
was roughly similar among age and
educational groups, and among men and
women. The Bloc received aslightly larger
proportion of the rural than the urban vote,
and aslightly larger vote among the

Table 9. Votersfor the Commumist Party: Exit Poll, 290 March 1998

Age Education
Party Total | 18=30 | 31-55 56+ Primary | Secondary| Higher
Communist | 26% | 15% 23% 37% 1 260 1200

Table 10. Votersfor Rukh: Exit Poll, 29 March 1998

Erhindc |dentity Residence
Party Total Ukrainian | Russian Urban | Rural
Rukh 10% 12% 1204 8% | 12

Data suggest that the Communi st
Party appeal ed to al demographic groups,
with broadest appeal to those over 55 years
of age, who livein the eastern oblasts, and
who have only aprimary education.

Rukh

The appeal of the Ukrainian People's
Movement Rukh did not differ among men
and women, among age groups, or along
educational lines. Therewas a small
difference among urban and rural resi -
dents, with rural dwellers more likely than
urbanites to vote for Rukh. Although

ethnically Ukrainian than the ethnically
Russian population.
Green Party

Theonedistinctive feature of the Green
Party was its appeal to youth. Among thse
under 30 years of age, the party received one
out of every ten votes, whereas only a few (3
percent) of the eldest age groups (56 years of
age and older) voted for the Greens. Thi: lack
of other differences along demographic lines
suggests that the party has broad appeal to
educational groupsand to urban aswell as
rural residents.

11
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Table U. Voters for the Green Party
Exit Poll, March 29, 1998

Age Education
Party Total | 18-301 31-551 56+ Primary ISecondary I Higher
Greens | 6% 11% 16% 13% 4% 16% I 6%

Table 12. Vioters for the Sodal Democratic Party

Exit Poll, March 29, 1998

Age Education
Party Total | 18=41| 31-55] 56+ | Primary| Secondary Higher
Socia 4% | 6% 5% 2% | 3% 4% 5%
Democrat]

Table 13. Viaters for the Agrarian Party, 1998

Exit Poll, March 29,1998

Residence

Party Total | Urban | Rural | Uksairdan |

Ethnic Identity
Russian

Agrarian | 4% 2% I 7% 5%

IZ%

People's Democratic Party

The People's Democratic Party drew
votersin roughly similar proportions from all
demographic groups. Nor did votersfor the
Democratic Party how any distinctive features
on the atti tudes masasurad in the Exit Poll.
Hromada

As already mentioned, the All-
Ukrainian Association Hromada was the
lead party in the Dnipropetrovska oblast.
Generally, the party attracted roughly
similar proportions of men and women,
from among age and educational groups,
aswell a from the two main ethnic
groups. By attracting equal proportions
from among the ethnically Ukrainian (5
percent) and the ethnically Russian (5
percent), the Hromada Party differsin its
ethnic vote from voters for Rukh and the
SocieLi t and Peasants Bloc.

Voters for Hr mada, by and large,
tended to be optimistic about the future
and, similar to voters for Rukh, were more
likely than other to expect that conditions
would improvea the result of the election.
Sodal Democratic Party

Votersfor the Social Democratic Party
(united) tended to be educated and young.
The appeal of the Party increased with
educationand decreased with age. In terms of

education, the increasewas small; in tenns of
age, there was a notabl e cut-off for party
support among the el dest age group—unly a
few of those over 56 voted for the Social
Democratic Party. The party received imilar
proportions of votes from urban and rural
residents aswell asfrom among ethnic
groups.
Progressive Sodalist Party

Voters for the Progressive Socialist
Party did not differ by demographics,
except that slightly more urban than rural
residentsvoted for the Party.
Agrarian Party

Aswould be expected, the Agrarian
Party drew more voters from rural than
from urban areas. Ai o, those ethnically
Ukrainian were more likely to vote for the
Agrarian Party than did the ethnically
Russian population (see Table 13).
Opponentsto all partiesand blocs

As mentioned earlier, in addition to
the thirty political parties the ballot offered
the option "do not support any of the
poLitica parties (electoral blocs)." Not
surprisingly, the "anti-parties" group was
negative about the election and pessimistic
about the immediate future. They tended
to describe the electiona unfair and to
predict that conditions would worsen after



Table14. Anti HParties Voters
Exit Poll, March 29, 1998

Age El ection Was Comctitions Will
Party | Ti#al [ 18-3| 31-55 56+ | Fair| NotFaéil Improve| Remain Same Worsen
“Bo [ 5% | 6% |5% | 3% | 3% 11% 2% 9% 14%
Party"

the election. Also, YOW1g adults, those
W1lder 30 years of age, were much more
likely to fal inthe "anti parties" group
than those S6 years of age and older.

These data sugge t that opponents to
political parties may well be the most
pessimisti c of voters and their anti-party
vote probably expressed their dissatisfac-
tion with conditionsin the country, a well
as the activities of political parties.
Left-right orientation of voters

To examine the political leaning of al
voters who took part inthe 1998 parlia-
mentary eection, political partieswere
placed in two distinct groups-the commu-
nist, leftist parties, and the centrist and
right-of-center (the anticommunist) parties.
This broad-based grouping of parties
allowed identification of the political
orientati.on of voters and, by including al
who participated in the election, provided
amore complete view of the political
values and attitudes of Ukraine's voters.®
This analysis offered a more manageable
picture of voters by reducing thefocal
pOint of analysis from thirty parties to
three groups: lithe left"-the voters for the
communist parties; "the right"-thosewho
voted for the center and center-right
parties, and the "anti- party" group, those
who voted the last option, against parties
and electoral blocs.*

When taking aU of the votes into
accoWlt, the non-communist parties had an
edge--51 percent of thevoters feU in the
rightist group and 44 percent in the leftist
group. This distribution was typica of
urban and rural residents, and amongmen
and women. However, political orientation
differsamong age, educational, and ethnic
groups. Pro-right entiments decreased with
age, increased with education, and were
more widely expressed by the ethnically
Lkrainian than ethnically Russian group
(see dso Table 15 on next page).

Twice as many yoW1g adults (W1der
30years of age) voted for the centristand
center-right parties than for parties on the
left (63 percent to 30 percent). The middle-
aged group (31 to S5 years of age) aso
favored theright, but by a much smaller
margin (53 percent right to 42 percent left).
in contrast, a slim majority of the el dest age
group (56 and over) voted for the leftist,
communist parties (56 percent left to 41
percent right).

The distribution of left-right political
orientation among those with a higher
education was almost a mirror image of
thosewith only a primary education.
Among those with ahigher education, a
small majority voted for centrist or right of
center parties, whereas among those with a
primary education asmall majority voted
for the left.

The ethnically Ukrainian group
favored centrist and right of center parties
by a definite margin (5S percent center and
center-right to 41 percent left), whereas the
ethnically Russian group voted for the
leftist parties by awide margin (56 percent
left to 37 percent center and center-right).

Placing votersinto three groups summa-
rizes thedifferences in whenvoters decided
their party vote (see findings on pages 6-7).
As Téable 16 on the next page shows, individu-
als who voted for the centristsand center-right
parties (theright group) tended to make up
their minds during the campaign, while those
who voted for the leftwere morelikely to
have been committed prior to the campaign.
This overview of voter'stima line dramati-
cally illustrates the relevance and importance
of campaigns for the centristand right-of-
center parties.

The political profile of oblasts also
differed notably, aswould be expected
sinceregional diiferencesin party vote
were pronoW1ced. The distribution of
voters by political orientation in the oblasts

13



Table 15. Political Orientation by Table 16. Decision on Party Vote by

Demogr aphic Groups. Political Orientation.
Exit Poll, March 29, 1998 Exit Poll, March 29, 1998
Adtriknabe Left No Party| Eight Decided on Party| Left | No Party| Right
(Total) (44%) (5%) (51%) [Total) (44%) (5%) (51%)
Sex WEell in ad ance
Male 42% 5% 52% of election 56% | 2% 42%
Female 46% 4% 50% )
When caivpaign
Age started 41% | 3% 56%
18-320 30% 7% 63% Before election:
31-55 22% 5% 53% Over one month | 34% | 5% 61%
56+ 56% 3% 41%
Onem nth 33% | 4% 63%
Education o . . )
Primary 55% | 3% 42% ne ek 37% | 4% 59%
Secondary 15% 6% 50% One day 37% | 9% 54%
Higher 38% 4% 57% )
- At voting place 36% | 5% 59%
Residence
Urban 45% 5% 5204 Don't know 17% | 58% 24%
Rural 43% 5% 52%
Exhirde [dentity
Ukrainian 41% 4% 55%
Russian 56% 6% 37%
Other EE 5% 51%
Tablel7. Political O nentation Hy Oblasts.* Exit Poll, March 29, 1998
Reglom==nblast / city Lt No Party| Right
(Nationwide) (44%) (5%) (51%)
Northern: Zhytomyrska 49 -- 51
Chernihivska 62 6 31
Kyivska 48 6 46
Northeastern: Sainska 66 5 29
Kharkivska 56 7 37
Eastern: Luhanska 65 5 30
Donetska 58 6 37
Southeastern: Zaporizka 48 5 46
Dniproperovska | 35 3 61
Central: Poltavska 55 5 40
Wymnytsha 53 6 41
Kirovohradska 61 4 35
Cherkaska 56 5 39
Northwestern: Rivnenska 18 75
Khmetnyiskas 51 5 44
Volynska 23 -- 78
Western: Ternopilska 7 -- 93
Ivano Frankivska| 6 5 89
Lvivska 7 4 90
Southwestern: Chemivetska 33 7 61
Fakarpat=ka 1 -- 8
Southern: Mykolaivska 59 -- 41
Khers onzkn 53 6 41
Odesska 47 5 48
Crimea 60 8 33
Kyiv 26 7 67

*“The tables on thispage are based on 9,762 cases, since 241 did not respond.



summarizesthe overall political prefer-
ences of votersand indicates the pool of
potential voters for a candidate on the left
and the right.

Vast mg rities of residents inthe
northwestern, western, and outhwestern
regions were politicall y centrist or center-
right, aswerevotersin the Dnipropetrovska
oblast and in Kyiv. In the northwestern
region, however, voters in the Khmelnytska
oblast did not follow this pattern. In the
oblast residents politically leaned more to
the left than the right (51 percent to 44
percent). In two northem oblasts-
Zhytomyrskaand Kyivska-residentswere
roughJdy evenly divided betw en the right
and th |eft, as they were in the Zaporizka
oblast in the southea tern region. In the
rest of the oblasts and in Crimea, by

arying margins, residents politically
leaned in favor of the left.

Finding on the political orientation
of otersconfirmed thevery extensive
fragmentation of partieson the right and
center-right of the political spectrum. This
does not mean that Ukraine hould or
should not have fewer parties, since there
isno magic number fhow many parties
are best for a country. Some successful
demaocracies, such as the U.S,, traditionally
have had two national parties and a few
small third partie ; someestablished
democracies have more than adozen
political parties. The issue is not how many
parties there should be, but how this
fragmentation affected the election results.S

The analysis of the Exit Poll demon-
strated that the overall orientation of voters
in Ukraine is more right than left leaning.
However, this overall leaningis not
reflected in Ukraine’s |egislative branch.
The country's 1998 parliamentary election
provided voterswith a few choices on the
left and over twenty choices in the center
and center-right. This distribution was so
numerically unbalanced that thi choices, in
effect, became too diffused to be meaning-
ful. Moreover, the first 4 percent re eived
by a party ise sentially a10 t vote and,
with so many parties on the right and
center-right, the "lost votes" can add up.
As a result, fragmentation in Ukrainein
fact denie the expression of the public
will. The fault for this is not with the

oters, but with the inability of leaders to
accept thw political reality that to be elected
to national office, it is necessary to secure
broad-based support.

Parties seen as agents of change

The Exit Poll confirmed what many
opinion analysts have argued, that demo-
graphic attributes do not fully explain
voting preferences. Although, as already
noted, the Exit Poll was limited by neces-
sity in its scope (of issues measured), the
few attitudinal questions underscore the
importan e of attitudes in understanding
the voting public.

Analysis of the Exit Poll suggested
that the public in Ukraine, to alarge extent,
is issue-oriented and that personal values
and attitudes are a determining factor in

electing a political party. The data suggest
that the centrist and right-of-center parties
were seen as having the potential to bring
about the much needed changesin
LUkraine. Overall, optimistic voters-those
who believed that conctition in Ukraine
would improve after the election-tended
to vote for parties on the right and center-
right rather than parties on theleft. Al o,
voters for parties on the right were more
po itivein their assessment of the election
than those on the left.
Table 18. Attitudes and Political
Orientation*
Exit Poll, March 29, 1998

Issue Left No Party| Right
(Total) @4%) | (5%) (51%)
Conditions will:

Improve 44 2 55
Remain ame 44 9 47
Worsen 44 14 42
Don'tlen w 45 5 50
Election was:

Honest 43 3 54
Not honest 44 1 46
Don't know 47 4 49
"Table based on 9,762 cas ,since 241 did not
respond.

Therelationship between optimism
and overall political orientation is evi-
denced by comparing expectation for the
future among voters for the |eading
political parties. Predictions about what
changes the new parliament will bring not
only suggested an overall positive view of
political parties, but also placed a responsi -
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bility on the deputies, for the data suggest
that many considered the deputies and
their parties potentially capable of improv-
ing conditions in Ukraine.

On balance, voters for the left had
littde if any expectation that their party
would or could change conditionsin
Ukraine. Among votersfor the communist
parties, opinionsdivided roughly eVenly
among the three predictions of the future-
with as many predicting that conditions
will improve, will remain the same, as will
worsen. In contrast, those who voted for
the entrist or center-right parties, espe-
cially Rukh and Hromada, believed that
the party could be instrumental in altering
conditions. 1l1e pattern of voter onthe
right being more optimistic than those on
theleft did not hold for the Progressive
Socialist Party-among the voters for this
party, more were opti mistic than pessimis-
tic about the immediate future. (See Table
19 below).

Table 19. Parties and Expectations of
Change.
Exit Poll, March 29, 1998

CONDfTIONS WILL:

PARTY Remain

Improve| Same Worsen
Comuumist Party 25% 25% 27%
Rukh 12 7 5
Socialist/
Peasant Bloc 9 9 1
Green Party 5 7 4
People's
Democratic Party 6 5 4
Hromada
Agrarian 6 4 3
Progressive Socialist
Party Agrarian 6 5 2
Social Democratic
Party 5 4 3
ReJorm and
Order Party 4 3 2
Agrarian Party 4 3 5
National Front Party| 4 3 4
Other 28 27 27
No Party 2 9 14

Thedifferences in how the two political
groups--theleft and theright-viewed the

immediate future overald were small. This is
not surprisinginview of the widespread
pessimismaboutoverall conditionsin the
country and the economy. However, what is
notableis the pervasive pessimism of those
who voted against any and all parties. This
group by a margin of seven-to-one predicted
awarsening of conditionsin Ukraine. This
suggests that, by and large, in Ukrairiz
political parties have a positiveimage and
that the opponents to the party system may
be representing the most disaffected mem-
bers of the electorate and the most disillu-
sioned with the political party system.

the Exit Poll,

Methodology and Communications

Now afew wordsabout the plarnming
and the design of the Exit Poll. Initial discus-
sions, coUegid exchangesof viewpointsand
expectations, took placein May 1997 in
Washington D.C.6 IMars were made, costs
estimated, and the needed infonnation
identified. Various optionswere considered for
the design of a sampleand thequesticrnaine.
Anoveral plan was sketched withaview to
what was feasible and practical. M ethodol ogi-
cal issues appeared to bemoreeasily resolved
than communications problems, which, at
times, presented a seemingly insurmountable
challenge: how coudd interviewers scattered
throughout Ukraine " connect" withi acom-
puter in Kyiv? In otherword ,how could the
resudts of 1IN inkerviews bedelivered to a
computer inKyiv for processing and aggregat-
ing 50 that fimdingss couJd be presented two
hoursafter dl of theinterviewswere com-
pleted. The optimal solution ascompletely
rejected as too costly (the creation of an
electronic network using laptop computersin
thefield). This optimal solution, in addition to
itsimrnectiate benefits, could have Significantly
contributed to opening electronic communica-
tion networksin Ukraine.

Of equal concern at the planning stage
was the possiblereluctance of voters to be
questioned as tiley wereleaving the polling
station or interference by officialswith
interviewing doseto the polling place.
Although political pollshavebecomea part of
the Ukraine's civic culturesince the country's
independence, interviews conducted right
outside thevoting placewouJd bea new
experience for voters aswelJ as for the
election officials.



Towards the end of 1997, plans for an
exit poll had to be put on the back burner,
primarily because of funding difficulties.
The Democratic I nitiatives Foundation,
however, persevered and continued discus-
sions about an exit poll. A week before the
election, the Eurasia Foundation provided a
grant to the Democratic I nitiatives Fourdi-
tion and the Ukrainian Media Club, the sum
of which could not fully cover a poll.
However, professionalswho had discussed
the poll for months offered their services
gratis, substantially decreasing the costs.
The Ukrainian opinion research firm SOCIS,
a GalJup affiliate in Ukraine, conducted the
poB at cost and absorbed all administrative
expenses; QEV Analytics, a survey research
firm in Washington, D.C., donated anal yti-
cal and consulting services; Ukrainian
sociologists and pollsters participated in the
project without compensation and dis-
cus ed findings on a television broadcast on
election night. The television stati on Stii-
diol+1 made the Exit Poll results the main
feature of its "Election Night 1998 Show."
Thus, thanks to the generosity of the profes-
sionalsw ho were persuaded of the benefits
of the poll, the Exit Poll was conducted and
theresultswerediss minated.

The methodol ogy used in the Exit Poll
was firutlizid one week before theelection.
On Monday night, Mard123, Ukraine's
leading pollsters and sociologists met and
agreed upon themethodol ogical appmach—
the sampledesign, the selection of respon-
dents, and the question text. Standard
opinion research meth dswere used,
ensLring that the collected data (the re-
sponses of thesample) could be projected to
all voterswho participated in the election.
The sampledesign used a stratified, multi-
stagerandom approach. Th allocation of
interviews (to the oblasts and Crimea) was
based on the total population of votersin
each region; thedistribution of thesample
was done separately for therural and the
urban populations. Polling places at which
interviewswere conducted were randomly
selected; at each polling place 25 interviews
took place. Therewas no statistical data
about voters since the March 29 electionwas
thefirst multiparty one and Ukraine had
been redistricted. Tl lerefore, respondents
wereselected using tw different ap-

proadles: one-half of the sample (5,000) was

identified by the quota system-<ievel oped

on the basis of data from the 1994 post

election survey and the 1998 survey data on

voting intention - and the other half of the
amplewas selected randomiy’

In terms of collecting dataand trans-
mi tting the information to Kyiv, the March
29 Exit Poll was nothing short of a feat,
requiring innovative and creative manage-
ment approaches by a dedicated staff.

When polling places opened on March
29, 1998,400 interviewers arrived at 400
randomly selected polling districts, which
were scattered throughout Llkraine and
induded each oblast and Crimea. The 400
professional interviewersapproached and
queried 10,000 voters as they exited the
polling place. To ensure that results accu-
rately captured the voting public, voter
turnout of a previous election was used asa
model to allocateinterviewsthroughout the
day: 12were conducted before noon, 8in the
aftemoon (betweennoonand 4 PM),and 5in
the evening (between 4 and 8 PM). Each
respondentwas asked 8 qustinnis—i about
the election and 4 about personal attributes
(see Appendix for text). Theinterviewing
process proceeded without incident and
voterswillingly responded to the questions.

The answers of the 10,000 respondents
weredelivered to the Kyiv SOCIS officevia
voiceby telephone-theonly available
elactronic [ink between Kyiv and thefield. To
manage thedata processing, interviewers
tabulated the responsesand reported the
results to the Kyiv officeafter completing a
"wave' of interviews (i.e, the12inthe
morning, 8in theafternoon, and 5in the early
evening). In Kyiw, datawere received and
recorded, and the figures were entered into a
computer for aggregation by oblasts, by
elevengeographic regions, and for Ukraini as
awhole. As planned, aggregate datafor
oblasts, regions, and Ukraineasa wholewere
released at midnighton March 29, 1998,
during the Election Night Show. The plansfor
the Show itself were fimalized the preceding
Friday evening.

Followingelection day, the question-
naireswere delivered to the Kyiv SOCISoffice
where the respinzes were coded, entered into
acomputer, and a data file created, the fili
used byQEV Analyticsto prepare this paper.
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Appendix

Questonnaire
Exit Poll, March 29, 1998. Ukraine, Parliamentary Election

1. In these elections for the Verkhovna Rada, you oted for the party lists. Plea e teU me for
which party you voted? You can simply teU me the party's number, which appeared, on the
ballot. (Show card, ze. 2 copy oftltepuriy list ballot)

2. When did you decide for which party you would vote?
-supported the party long before the election
-wvhen the campaign started, more than 3 months before the election
-more than a month before the election
—one month before the election
--one week before the election
-one day before the election
-decided at the voting place
-hard to say

3. How would you de cribe this election?

- itis proceeding honestly, without irregularitie
—-itis pro eeding dishonestly, the results will be fraudulent
-hard to say

4. In your opinion, will this Parliamentary election improve conditions in Ukraine?
—comditions will improve
- nothing will change
—coniditicans will worsen
-hard to say

5. Sex
- male
-female

6. Please tell me to which age group you belong:

-up to 30
-up to50
- 56 and over

7. Please teU me the level of your education
- Elementary
- Secondary/Secondary Special and Technical
- Incomplete and complete higher

8. Plea e name your ethnicity
-UKkrainian
- Ru sian
-Other

Region

Oblast

City or Village



Appendix
Party List Ballot, 1998 Parliamentary medion in Ukraine (shown to Exit Poll
respondents>

1. Bloc "Party of Labor and Liberal Party" United (Ukrainian Party of Labor, Ukrainian
Liberal Party) Scherban et &

2. Partyl or Regional Remumizsunse of Ukraine, Rybak et al.

3. Bloc “Lems mwwdls ™ (All-Ukrainian Political Unit "State Independence of Ukraine." Social
National. Party of Ukraine), Vansowska et d .

4. PartyojAl-Likrainian Assoctarion Hromada, Lazarenko et al.
5. Republican Christdan Farty, Porowski et al.

6. Likrirrdan National Assembly, Vitovych et al.

1. Party ojthe Deferders O] the Homeland, Kazakevych et al.

8. Llkrwdnian idamic ferdy, Brahin et al.

9. & Ukraing, Vachuk et al.

10. Green Party of{.fxmime, Kononow et al.

11. Communid Farty o) L.inmine, Symonenko et al.

12. Ullion Farfy, Savchenko et al.

13. Bloc “¥pered { firaina [ Ukrainian Christian Democratic Party & Christian People's Union),
Musiakaetd .

14. Blovof Demmerntic Partiess NEP (People'sPower, Economy, Order) (Ukrai nian Democratic
Party of Economic Renaissance), Y aworiwsky et al.

15. Boc “Workingy LMraime” (Ukrainian Party of Justice, Civil Congress of Ukraine),
Herasymov et a.

16. Sodal Demoacralic fiarty, Buzduhan et al.

17. Bloc “Ewripwsss Choicel or {fraime™ (Ukrainian Liberal Democratic Party, Ukrainian
Peasants' Democratic Party), Prysiazhniuk et al.

18. Bloc “Miatrewsd Fromi™ (Congress of Ukrainian Nationalists, Ukrainian Conservative
National Party, Ukrainian National Party), Lukianenko et al.

19. Social-Libaal Assacdadion SLON (Interregional Reform Bloc, Constitutional-Democratic
Party), Hrynov et al.

20. Efrusmizn People's Movemen/ * Rikd, Chomovil et al.

21. All-Wkrainian Party oj Hizkers, Stoyan et al.

22. Pariyl or the Natiows! Economic Pemedapment 0] Ukraing, Matvienko et al.
23. Peopl€'s Semuacratic Pardy, Pustovoytenko et d .

24. All-Ukrainian Party 0j Women's firitiatites, Dazenko et al.

25. {frritan Chetvtda Democratic Party, Zhuravsky et al.

26. Bloc “Fir Truth,j or thePeople, for Lfmmime" (Ukrainian Socialist Party, Ukrainian Peasants'
Party), Moroz et al.

27. ¢ frmirdnn Social Demsocrntic Parly (united), Kravchuk et al.
28. Reforrr and Order Party, Pinzenyk et al.

29. Party O] Spirifual, Economicamd’ Social Progress, Burdak et al.
30. Ukrainian Progressive Sacvialis Farty, Vitrenko et al.

| do not support any of the political parties (electoral blocs).
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Notes

1. Mr. Steven Wagner, President of QEV Analytics, and Mr. Wade Anderson, Director of
Researdl of QEV Analytics, developed and applied theweights using officia voting results
as reported by the entral Election Commission in "Election of the National Deputies of
Ukraine, March 29, 1998. Protocol." April 7, 1998, theCECReportNo.16and April 8, 1998, the
CEC Report No. 19, addendum 1.

2. Ms. Barbara F.Varon, Chair of the Providence District Democratic Committee, Fairfax
County, Virginia.

3. Analyses of opinion data show a strong correlation between attitudes and identification
with apolitical party. Inother word , individual s who shareasetof attitudes tend to identify
with the same political party. Factor analyses of survey data from Ukraine tested and
confirmed thisrelationship, see the U.S.Information Agency report by Skoczylasand Wagner
"Confidencein Government, Liberalismin Ukraineand Bd arus. A Comparative Analyses,"
June 25,1993 (M -158-63), pages 7-9.

4. The three groupswere: theleft, thosewho voted for theleftist, communist parties; theright
thosewho voted for parties politically and economically centrist and right-of-center; and the
no party group, those who voted against all parties and electoral blocs. The "left" group
included: Party of the D fenders of the Homeland, Communi st Party of Ukraine, Uni on Party,
Bloc "Working Ukraine, All-Ukrainian Party of Workers, Bloc"For Truth, for the People, for
Ukraine" ({Ukrainian Sodialist Party, Ukrainian Peasant's Party), and the Ukrainian
Progressive Socialist Party. The "right" group included: Bloc "Party of Labor and Liberal
Party," Party of Regional Renaissance of Ukraine, Bloc *Less Words," Party of All-Ukrainian
Associati n Hromada, Republican Christian Party, Ukrainian National Assembly, Ukrainian
Islamic Party, Agrarian Party of Ukraine, Green Party of Ukraine, Bloc "V pered Lkraina,”
Bloc of Democratic Parties NEP, Social Democratic Party, Bloc " European Choiceof Ukraine,"
Bloc National Front, Social-Liberal Association SLON, Ukrainian People's M ovement Rukh,
Party for the National Economic Development of Ukraine, Peoples' Democratic Party, All-
Likrainian Party of Women's Initiative, Ukrainian Christian Democratic Party, Ukrainian
Social Democratic Party, Reform and Order Party, Party of Spiritual and Economic Renewal.
5. For an xcellent analysis of the emergence of political parties in Ukraine and public
support from the various parties in the 1998 parliamentary election, see Mykhailo
Pohrebynsky and Oleksiy Tolpyho "People and Parties-United?' PoNtfen! Fartrmii Of

{ fErarse, NO. 21, 1998, pages 29-42.

6. Present at the initid exploratory meetings were Mr. Steven Wagner, President of QEV
Analytics (a Washington, D.C.-based research firm), Mr.l1ko Kudleriv, Director of the Kyiv-
based Democratic Initiatives Foundation, Ms. Elehle Natalie Skoczylas, Vice President of
International Development of QEV Analytics, and Mr. Wade Anderson, Director of Research
of QEV Analytics.

7. Mykola Churilov and Svitlana Pototska "Elections-98 in a Sociological Measures. 10,000

Voters Queried by SOCIS-GaUup on Election Day: The Conduct of the First 'Exit Poll' in

Ukraine." Sociology: TRy Method, Aardefitny, May-June, 1998/3; pp. 75-87. Evhen

Holovakha "Election -98 in a Sociological Measures. The First 'Exit Poll' in Ukraine:

Thoughts of an Expert." Sacimlney: Fieory. Metfod, Marfefing, May-June, 1998/3; pp. 88-92.

Iryna Bekeshkina liThe El ection-98, A Process of the Self-Determination of the Population."
Of trasne, No. 21, 1998, pp. 18-28.



