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A Nation in Transition: Language Policy and

Its Impact on Russian-Language Education in Ukraine

Karen Lynne McCulloch Chilstrom, Ph.D.

The University of Texas at Austin, 2016

Supervisor: Thomas J. Garza

In its transition from a Soviet republic to an independent nation, Ukraine has
struggled to bridge a centuries-old political, cultural, and linguistic divide that in the
twentieth century alone has spawned deadly protests, two revolutions, the ousting of a
president, the annexation of Crimea by Russia, and an ongoing war in eastern Ukraine.
Current political tensions between Russia and Ukraine threaten to split the country in
two, so questions of language policy and national unity have taken on even greater
urgency since 2014.

This dissertation examines the evolution of policy related to Russian-language
education in Ukraine at the primary and secondary levels and explores the impact of
changes in policy on the teaching of Russian in that country. Based on data collected
through interviews with seventeen teachers of Russian in Ukraine, this study presents an
ethnographic portrait of Russian-language education after Maidan and answers three
broad questions: 1) How have policies related to the role and status of the Russian

language in Ukraine evolved since Ukraine became an independent nation, and how has
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this evolution in language policy affected the teaching of Russian there?; 2) How do
geography and political conditions in contemporary Ukraine affect language policy,
attitudes toward the Russian language, and the teaching of Russian?; and 3) How has the
geopolitical relationship between Ukraine and Russia affected the status of, and attitudes
toward, the Russian language and the study of Russian in Ukraine?

An analysis of the data leads to several major findings: 1) Modifications to
language policy in post-Soviet Ukraine have resulted in sweeping changes in the role of
the Russian language within the education system and led to an end to compulsory
Russian language studies, a drop in the prestige of the Russian language within the
education system, and increasingly negative attitudes toward the study of Russian. 2)
Political conditions and the historic cultural and linguist divide between western and
eastern Ukraine continue to influence attitudes toward the Russian language in
predictable ways. 3) Attitudes toward the Russian language in Ukraine worsened
considerably following Euromaidan and Russia’s annexation of Crimea, and negative
attitudes persist due to Russia’s ongoing support of the war in Donbas. These findings
suggest that language issues in Ukraine will continue to be of critical importance in the
years to come and, if left unresolved, may lead to further division and conflict on a

national and international scale.
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Chapter 1: Background and Context of the Study

IN LIEU OF AN INTRODUCTION

My first trip to Ukraine fifteen years ago felt eerily like earlier visits I had made
to Russia. The process of applying for a visa was the same: tedious and laborious. The
dreary lines at passport inspection and customs felt comfortingly familiar to me. The ride
from the airport into Kiev was along a bumpy highway lined with trees, very much like
the road that leads from Domodedovo Airport into Moscow. And with its gray, Soviet-era
buildings and its street signs and billboards in Russian, Kiev resembled the large cities I
had visited in Russia. Kiev had its unique history and charms, to be sure, but the city felt
Russian. On that first trip to Kiev and Dnepropetrovsk, nothing stood out as Ukrainian to
me. [ saw no signage in Ukrainian, nor did I hear it spoken on the streets or on the radio
or television.

Over the course of subsequent visits, I witnessed Ukraine’s efforts to shake off its
Soviet past and stake its place in modern-day Europe. Visa requirements for tourists were
lifted, which allowed me to travel there freely. Signage was displayed in both Ukrainian
and Russian, and both languages could be heard throughout the city. New construction
and renovations graced Kiev with a more European and less Soviet feel. Kiev, now Kyiv,
emerged from the gray into a brightly colored world.

In the summer of 2013, I studied advanced Russian in Kyiv on a Title VIII grant.
As I explored the familiar streets of the capital, I noticed that the bilingual signage was

largely gone; Kyiv had transitioned to a Ukrainian-speaking city. I was addressed in



Ukrainian in restaurants and shops, but I felt no hostility when I responded in Russian.
From what I could see, the two languages coexisted quite nicely.

One weekend, I visited a friend in Russian-speaking eastern Ukraine, which had
retained more of its Soviet-era feel than had Kyiv. As we strolled toward downtown one
afternoon, some graffiti scrawled on a fence caught my eye. A glaring mistake stood out
to me: a misspelling of the demonstrative pronoun “this,” as in “This is a bird.”! It is a
simple three-letter word in Russian—amo—easily mastered by my students of Russian
during week one of their studies. I pointed out the error to my friend Marina,> who, to my
surprise, did not appear in the least bit shocked by the misspelling. She explained that in
recent years, most of the Russian-language schools in her city had closed, and now the
children—native speakers of Russian—were being taught exclusively in Ukrainian. Since
the number of hours devoted to the study of Russian had dropped, in many cases, to zero,
the newest generation of children was lacking literacy skills in their native Russian.
Marina recounted that her daughter, a college freshman at the time, had attended Russian-
language schools and was fully literate in Russian. In contrast, Marina’s son, age ten,
struggled to read and write in Russian, because he was attending a Ukrainian-language
school where the study of Russian was not offered. If enough parents of the children in
her son’s school contributed money to cover related expenses, the administration might

agree to offer Russian as an extra-curricular course after school. At the moment, no such

I'In the graffiti message, the first letter of the Russian word amo was spelled using the Ukrainian letter e.
2 All personal names mentioned are pseudonyms.



arrangement had been made. So as a language teacher herself, Marina carved out time in
the evenings to help her son develop reading skills in his native language.

Marina’s personal account of the effects of language policy on her own family
piqued my interest. I wondered how the closure of Russian-language schools had affected
other Russian-speaking families in Ukraine. I was curious to explore the policy changes
that had led to Marina’s experiences and hear more about their effects on the education
system and on those who work within it. As a teacher of Russian, language policy was a
new area of research for me that would complement my long-standing interest in
language pedagogy. I returned to the States, eager to explore Ukraine’s language and
education policies and, I hoped, to return the following year to gather more first-hand
accounts of those affected by changes in the language laws. Little did I know that within
a few short months, Ukraine would be shaken by a revolution, the annexation of Crimea,
the downing of a Malaysian airliner, and an armed conflict in Donbas. These events
would ultimately alter the shape and scope of this study and the fabric of Ukraine itself.

Two years later, Olena Tereshchuk, age 45, worked quietly at her desk before her
next class began in Gymnasium #3 in a large city in western Ukraine. She had been
teaching Russian for twenty-one years, having entered the profession just three years
after Ukraine’s independence from the Soviet Union in 1991. Like other classrooms in
this typical three-story brick school, hers was sparse. It contained little more than rows of
desks that seated two students each, a linoleum floor, bookshelves and chalkboards. The
appearance of her classroom had changed little since Soviet times. She looked up as her

seventh-grade students entered the room, chatting among themselves in Ukrainian. They



found their seats and took out their textbooks: Baranov’s Russian Language, published in
1986. According to Olena, very little governmental funding is allocated to the study of
Russian, which is why so few new textbooks are available. As such, she spends much of
her time outside of class preparing materials to present at lessons.

When the bell rings, Olena rises from her desk and begins the lesson. But on the
other side of the country, a war rages between Ukrainian governmental troops and pro-
Russian separatists, driven by competing ideologies, languages, and values. The
Ukrainian and Russian languages in Ukraine have long lived both in harmony and at odds
with each other, and this latest clash of political and cultural ideologies has led to
bloodshed and heartache for thousands of Ukrainians and further destabilized a nation
that has struggled with questions of national identity throughout its history.

Olena, an ethnic Ukrainian, has loved the Russian language since she began
studying it as a girl in what was at the time the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. She
attended a Ukrainian-language school and began studying Russian in fifth grade. At that
time, in the 1980s, students at her Ukrainian-language school studied Russian twice as
many hours as they studied Ukrainian, and Olena says she knew Russian literature better
than she knew Ukrainian literature. Today, however, students want to study English, as
they view it as a more popular language and believe it will open doors to greater
opportunities for employment. When she was growing up, all students in Ukraine studied
Russian, but today, the school where Olena works is one of only three in her city that
offer Russian, and then only as an elective course. The rest of the schools in her city have

stopped teaching Russian altogether. Some of Olena’s students, particularly those who



have fled the war zone in eastern Ukraine, enjoy studying Russian and competing in
Russian-language competitions. Other students express contempt toward the Russian
language, calling it “the language of the aggressor.” Olena herself expresses mixed
feelings about the need for Ukrainians to study Russian. While she would like students to
become multilingual so that they will gain the respect of others and demonstrate that
Ukraine is an educated and cosmopolitan nation, she laments that the school allots only
one hour per week to the study of Russian, a widespread second language in her country.
Over the past twenty-one years as a teacher of Russian, Olena has witnessed a fall in the
prestige of her profession and is unsure what the future holds for the study of Russian in
Ukraine. Her country has been struggling with questions of language and national unity

for as long as Olena can remember, and she sees no resolution in sight.

An Introduction to Ukraine
Geography

Covering an area of 603,628 square kilometers (or 233,060 square miles), Ukraine
is the largest country located entirely within the borders of Europe. With a population of
45.49 million? as of 2013, Ukraine is also the most populous country with boundaries

entirely in Europe. The country is bordered by Belarus to the northwest, Poland and

3 Total population is based on the de facto definition of population, which counts all residents regardless of
legal status or citizenship—except for refugees not permanently settled in the country of asylum, who are
generally considered part of the population of their country of origin. The population of Ukraine cited here
is a mid-2013 estimate made by the World Bank (http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL).



Slovakia to the west, Hungary, Romania and Moldova to the southwest, and Russia to the
east.

Ukraine is strategically located between Central Europe and Russia. Due to its
history and geographical location, Ukraine falls under two overlapping spheres of
influence: the European Union and the Russian Federation. These competing centers of
power both contribute to and prolong a political, cultural and linguistic divide between
western and eastern Ukraine. The Ukrainian-speaking west tends to be more nationalistic
and to model its cultural values on those of Europe, whereas the primarily Russian-
speaking east and south take their cultural cues from Russia. This divergence in
ideologies has led to significant political turmoil in post-Soviet Ukraine, including the
Orange Revolution of 2004, widespread protests and civil unrest in 2013, and, in 2014,
the ousting of President Yanukovych, the annexation of Crimea by Russia, and a civil

war in eastern Ukraine that continues to this day.

Administrative Divisions

Ukraine is a unitary state, meaning that it is governed as a single power by a
central government, and administrative divisions within the country exercise only those
powers that the central government chooses to delegate through the Ukrainian
Constitution and by law. Ukraine is divided into 27 administrative units: 24 oblasts, or
administrative regions, one autonomous republic—the Autonomous Republic of

Crimea—and two “cities with special status”: Kyiv, the capital, and Sevastopol, which is



located on the Crimean Peninsula but is politically separate from the autonomous

republic itself.*

Languages of Ukraine

Ukraine is a multilingual nation. Twenty-five native languages are spoken there,
and eleven of these languages boast 100,000 or more native speakers. The most widely
spoken languages, in order of descending numbers of speakers, are as follows: Ukrainian,
Russian, Eastern Yiddish, Rusyn, Romanian/Moldovan, Belarusian, Crimean Tatar,
Bulgarian, Ukrainian Sign Language, Hungarian, and Polish. Six other languages are
spoken by 20,000 or more people: Armenian, Urum, German, Gaguaz, Carpathian
Romani, and Czech.

Languages in Ukraine fall under one or more of four official classifications: the
state language (Ukrainian), indigenous languages (Crimean Tatar, Krymchak, Karaim,
and Urum), regional languages (Russian, Hungarian, and Romanian), and minority
languages (Belarusian, Bulgarian, Crimean Tatar, Gagauz, German, Greek, Hungarian,
Yiddish, Moldovan, Polish, Romanian, Russian, and Slovak). All of the countries that

border Ukraine have languages that are recognized in Ukraine as minority languages.’

The Russian Language in Ukraine

Under Soviet rule in the 20th century, authorities sought to strengthen Russian

national, political, and linguistic influence in Ukraine through a structured campaign of

4 Since the annexation of Crimea by the Russian Federation on March 18, 2014, Ukraine’s control of the
Autonomous Republic of Crimea and the city of Sevastopol has been disputed.

5 The free development, use, and protection of minority languages in Ukraine is guaranteed by the
Ukrainian constitution.



Russification.b These efforts led to an increase in the use of the Russian language in many
public and private establishments. As Soviet rule weakened, the Ukrainian government
sought to revive and increase the use of the Ukrainian language through its adoption as
the state language in 1989 and legislation to promote Ukrainian culture in education,
publishing, government, and religion. While the Ukrainian language is the sole state
language of Ukraine and has enjoyed an upsurge in use and popularity in much of the
country, Russian continues to be the dominant language in southern and eastern areas of
the country, particularly among the urban population. Russian is a common second
language throughout much of the country and remains the primary language of ethnic
Russians (22% of the population) and other non-Ukrainian ethnic minorities in Ukraine
(Pavlenko, 2006). Russian is widely spoken in about a third of Ukraine —the areas in
green on the map on the next page. In the 2001 census, a full third of Ukrainian citizens

indicated Russian to be their native language.

6 Russification refers to official and unofficial policies in Imperial Russia and, later, in the Soviet Union,
aimed at spreading the Russian language and culture to achieve domination over non-Russian minority
groups.



Russian as a native tongue in Ukraine

Chor:ihiv
Volyn . Chernihiv
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Odessa Zaporizhia
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Percent by region of residents of Ukraine who identified
Russian as their native tongue, as of 2001

Source: All-Ukrainian population census 2001, State Statistics Committee of Ukraine

Once the dominant and official language of the Soviet Union, Russian continues
to play an influential role in the policies of Ukraine and other post-Soviet countries. As
Verschik (2009) noted, “all languages spoken on post-Soviet territory have been or still
are in contact with Russian” (299). Many scholars researching post-Soviet language
policy and schooling have argued that current developments can be understood either as a
reaction to or an extension of Soviet-era policies promoting Russian. Besters-Dilger
(2007) posited that Ukrainian-language policy “can only be understood from a historical
perspective, as a reaction to the Russification policy of the twentieth century” (283). The
use and status of the language continues to be an object of political disputes within

Ukrainian society.



THE LANGUAGE PROBLEM

Since the early years of Ukrainian independence, one of the most controversial
issues in public discourse and political process has been the so-called language
problem, pertaining first and foremost to balancing the statuses and scopes of use
of the country’s most widespread languages, Ukrainian and Russian. Despite its
unabated political prominence, both native and foreign scholars pay rather little
attention to the problem’s substance and prospects of solution (Kulyk, 2013, p.

280).

The so-called language problem is deeply embedded in Ukraine’s cultural and
historical background. Since Ukrainian independence in 1991, the language problem has
been a source of controversy both within the establishment and in society as a whole,
with some segments of the population denying the existence of the problem, and others
describing far-reaching implications of the language situation in their country.

Efforts to meet the linguistic needs and rights of all Ukrainian citizens have led to
a series of language-related policies that have been well received by some and reviled by
others. Language policies in Ukraine have swung back and forth between laws that favor
Ukrainian and those that favor Russian, although on the whole, policymakers have sought
to broaden the use of Ukrainian while at the same time protecting the language rights of
speakers of minority languages. A balance that satisfies the majority of Ukrainian citizens
has yet to be struck.

The language problem in Ukraine is closely related to nationalism,

Ukrainianization’ efforts, and geopolitical relations with neighboring countries,

particularly Russia. Ukraine wishes to assert its status as an independent nation, and

7 Ukrainianization is often cited as a response and a means to address the consequences of previous policies
aimed at suppressing or even eradicating the Ukrainian language and culture from most spheres of public
life, most frequently a policy of Russification on the part of the Russian Empire and again under Stalin, but
also Polonization and Rumanization in some western Ukrainian regions.
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maintaining Ukrainian as a sole state language is one way to demonstrate and assert its
independence. But the wording of language policy that is legislated does not always
translate directly into what happens on the ground, nor does it have a direct and

immediate influence on attitudes toward language.

LANGUAGE PoLICY AND ETHNOGRAPHY IN UKRAINE

Language issues have taken on greater urgency as various populations within
independent Ukraine struggle to shape the political and linguistic landscape of that
country. Since current language policies seem to satisfy neither the predominantly pro-
European west nor the historically pro-Russian east, legislation pertaining to language
use has the very real potential to stabilize or destabilize the country. The issue of
language policy needs to be addressed and analyzed in depth, because laws and practices
related to language use help shape the political and cultural landscape and affect stability
of the nation as a whole.

Language policy encompasses much more than official mandates issued by
legislative bodies. Instead, language policy refers to a whole range of processes:
practices, attitudes, ideologies, and mechanisms that overtly or covertly influence
people’s language choices in everyday life. Far from being a prescriptive document,
language policy “exists even where it has not been made explicit or established by
authority” Spolsky (2004, p. 8). In order to explore language policy and understand its
impact on the teaching of Russian in Ukraine, this study takes an ethnographic approach,

which allows the researcher to “move beyond top-down policy constructs to the level of
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teachers’ practice where policy actually takes shape” (McCarty, 2001, p. 17). Due to its
emphasis on cultural interpretation and “thick description,” a term popularized by Geertz
(1973), ethnography is “ideally suited to critically examine these language policy

processes” (McCarty, p. xii).

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

Although the collapse of the Soviet Union provided an opportunity for researchers
to study education in depth during the period of transition, extensive research on
transformations within the realm of education has not been conducted and
remains mainly secondary. Notably missing from the literature are the voices of
teachers —unarguably one of the groups most significantly and directly affected
by post-Soviet reforms in elementary and secondary education (Kutsyuruba,

2011, p. 233).

Kulyk (2013) suggests that while the advantages of combining quantitative and
qualitative methods (such as those used in ethnographic studies) are widely recognized,
such a combination has rarely been used in studies of language policy in Ukraine or other
post-Soviet countries.? Kutsyuruba (2011) argues that “explor[ing] school practices
through the eye of teachers, one of the groups most significantly affected by educational
reforms,” allows researchers “to make sense of the complexities of post-Soviet
transformations in education” (26). Leclercq (1996), too, asserts: “secondary teachers in
the countries of Central and Eastern Europe constitute an occupational category about
which relatively little is known™ (74).

Statistics related to the teaching of Russian—e.g., how many schools offer the

language in their curriculum, whether Russian is a required or elective course, how many

8 A notable exception is Laitin’s 1998 work entitled Identity in Formation: The Russian-Speaking
Populations in the Near Abroad.
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teachers of Russian are employed in Ukraine —offer minimal information about the state
of Russian-language education today. Numbers do not tell a story or offer a nuanced
understanding of what goes on in Ukraine’s classrooms. Furthermore, statistics can be
easily manipulated to meet the aims of those reporting or requesting them. As human
beings, we are drawn to the human aspects of phenomena. We seek to understand how
others experience their lives and their world. By drawing on data from demographic
questionnaires and interviews with teachers of Russian in Ukraine, this study offers an

insider’s perspective on Russian-language education in post-Maidan Ukraine.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

This study documents the evolution of language policy in post-Soviet Ukraine,
focusing on the ways in which changes in policies related to language and education have
affected the teaching of Russian in Ukrainian schools. The pertinent literature used to
place this study in an ongoing conversation about issues related to language-in-education
policies in Ukraine can be divided among five categories that largely overlap:

1) language planning and policy, 2) educational policy, 3) language-in-education policy,
4) the use of ethnographies in language policy, and 5) ethnographic policy research in

Ukraine.

LANGUAGE PLANNING AND POLICY

Although they often appear together in scholarly literature, the terms language
planning and language policy are not entirely interchangeable, even though most scholars
agree that language planning and language policy are closely related but different
activities (Johnson, 2013). Both terms emerged in the mid-twentieth century,® just as
scholars began to recognize language planning and policy as a discrete field, a new
branch of sociolinguistics (Ricento, 2006).10 In current practice, the term language policy

is used to describe both language planning and language policy, with some scholars, such

9 The first book in the Library of Congress to include the words “language policy” in its title was published
by Cebollero (1945), whereas the first title that referenced “language planning” was published by Haugen
(1966). Haugen’s book was based on a journal article published in 1959 with the words “language
planning” in its title.

10 Wright (2003) notes that as an informal activity, language planning and policy “is as old as language
itself” and is integral “in the distribution of power and resources in all societies” (1).
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as Hornberger (2006), suggesting that the fields have, for all intents and purposes,
coalesced into one. For the purposes of this dissertation, the term language policy refers
to language planning and policy (LPP) as a whole. I choose to use the term language
policy for two reasons: first, it is more concise than language planning and policy, and
second, current literature in the field confirms that the term may now be used to refer to

LPP as a whole.

Language Planning: History and Definitions

Although language planning is not a new phenomenon, it is a relatively new
discipline. Evidence of significant interest in the area of language planning, which
initially focused primarily on the decolonization of certain African states, first appeared
in the early 1960s, while major research in the field began in the late 1970s (Kaplan and
Baldauf, 1997). Since research in language planning was performed by scholars working
in a variety of fields, the defining literature for this relatively new and complex academic
discipline remained for decades scattered across books and journals in many fields,
including history, education, and anthropology. The field of language planning grew
considerably more complex as interest in language issues continued to develop in the
final decade of the 20" century, fueled in large part by the “imperious spread of English
and other global languages and, reciprocally, the alarming loss and endangerment of
indigenous and small language communities world-wide” (Hornberger, 2006, p. 24).
Scholars of that day called for or proposed new theoretical directions. Cooper (1989), for

example, noted “we have as yet no generally accepted language planning theory, if by
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theory we mean a set of logically interrelated, empirically testable propositions” (41). He
believed a theory of social change was needed in order to move the field forward.
Tollefson (1991), too, sought to “contribute to a theory of language planning that locates
the field within social theory” (8).

Just as the field of language planning has evolved over the past sixty years, so too
have definitions of the discipline. Indeed, scholars in the field are not consistent in their
definitions of language planning. Einar Haugen (1959), one of the earliest language-
planning researchers, uses the term language planning to refer to the preparation of a
normative grammar that could be used by writers and speakers in a non-homogeneous
community. In the late 1960s and early 1970s, language planning—originally designated
“language engineering” —began focusing on language issues in newly independent
developing countries (Kaplan and Baldauf xi). By the mid-1970s, however, it became
clear that language issues existed outside of newly independent nations, and research in
language planning increased in breadth to include applied linguists” work with
governmental agencies and multinational corporations.

In his seminal book on the subject, Cooper (1989) defines language planning as
“deliberate efforts to influence the behavior of others with respect to the acquisition,
structure, or functional allocation of their language codes” (45). He posits that any
“systematic, theory-based, rational, and organized societal attention to language
problems” may be termed language planning (31). Fettes (1997) argues that Cooper
defines language planning too broadly, and that if understood this way, language

planning comprises all systematic language policy development and implementation,
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including foreign language planning and language-in-education planning. Fettes takes
issue with this interpretation, suggesting instead that a large amount of language policy-
making “goes on in a haphazard or uncoordinated way, far removed from the language
planning ideal” (14). He suggests, as did Grabe (1994), that the field of study “would be
better described as ‘language policy and planning,” LPP” (14). He envisions the
connection between language planning and language policy thus:

Language planning...must be linked to the critical evaluation of language policy:

the former providing standards of rationality and effectiveness, the latter testing

these ideas against actual practice in order to promote the development of better

(more sophisticated, more useful) language planning models (14).

In the 1990s, some researchers added the word policy to language planning
(Kaplan and Baldauf, 1997; Ricento and Hornberger, 1996), although researchers still
debate whether planning is a component of policy or policy is a component of planning
(Ricento, 2000). The relationship between the two is complex and understood differently
by different scholars. Does planning subsume policy (Fettes, 1997, p. 14), or policy
subsume planning (Ricento, 2000, p. 209; Schiffman, 1996, p. 4)? Kaplan and Baldauf
describe language planning as a decision-making process aimed at changing language
practice in order to address a perceived linguistic problem, while language policy is a set
of tools, such as texts, ideas, discourses, practices, etc. That is, Kaplan and Baldauf view
language planning as a process through which policy is established. In contrast, Djité
(1994) defines language planning as the processes adopted to implement policy decisions

that have been made. Diallo (2014) sums up the interrelatedness of these two terms by
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stating that language policy leads to, or is directed by, language planning. Language
planning work is both a precursor to policy in the sense that it is a process through which
policy is developed and a consequence of policy in that it is the process through which
policy is implemented. Hornberger (2006) finds the LPP designation useful both as a
reminder of the deeply interrelated nature of language planning and language policy (and
of the recognition of the important role of each) and as a way around the lack of
agreement on the exact nature of the relationship. LPP “offers a unified conceptual rubric
under which to pursue fuller understanding of the complexity of the policy-planning

relationship and in turn of its insertion in processes of social change” (25).

Language Policy: Definitions

As a field of study and practice, language policy touches on several social science
disciplines. Today, language policy is part of the field of study commonly referred to as
language planning and policy, or LPP. Although the term LPP has become widely
accepted as an abbreviation of the name of the field since it was introduced a generation
ago, continued debate leads some scholars to change the order of these two interrelated
fields, suggesting that policy plays a superordinate role.

In terms of definition, the natural first question is: What is language policy?
Concrete definitions of the term are less commonly offered than discussions of language
policy in terms of types, goals, or examples (Johnson, 2013). Complicating the question
is the relationship between language policy and the term that preceded it, language

planning. Definitions of language policy, therefore, vary widely; some definitions focus
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solely on the norms of language use, whereas others refer to legislation pertaining to
language use. In other words, some definitions of language policy include references to
language planning, whereas some scholars choose to distinguish between these largely
overlapping fields. In order to find a definition appropriate for the purposes of this
dissertation, I will examine four commonly cited definitions of language policy: those of
Schiffman, Kaplan and Baldauf, Ricento, and Spolsky.

Schiffman (1996) defines language policy as primarily a social construct, explicit
or implicit. Schiffman focuses not on language-related legislation but on language policy
as a phenomenon that is created and developed by society or as a perception that is
“constructed” through cultural or social practice (276). Schiffman’s primary argument is
that whether or not a particular polity has created explicit documents to shape and carry
out language policies, language policy is, first and foremost, grounded in what he refers
to as linguistic culture, which is the “sum totality of ideas, values, beliefs, attitudes,
prejudices, religious strictures, and all the other cultural ‘baggage’ that speakers bring to
their dealings with language from their background” (276). Schiffman’s definition of
language policy as primarily a social construct does not fully apply to the context of this
study, which focuses both on an examination of language-related legislation and on
actual language practices. While I do not argue that language policy is a social construct,
this study focuses more on the motives that drive language policy and the legislation that
stems from these motives, which are specific components of policy lacking in

Schiffman’s definition.
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Kaplan and Baldauf (1997) expand on Schiffman’s definition in their description
of language policy as a “body of ideas, laws, regulations, rules and practices intended to
achieve the planned language change in the societies, group or system” (xi). They focus
less on the practice of language use and more on the laws, regulations, or rules issued by
an authority as part of a language plan. While Ukrainianization efforts, for example, are
clearly geared toward achieving language change —namely an increase in the use of the
Ukrainian language —this dissertation focuses less specifically on Ukrainianization
efforts themselves and more specifically on how these efforts affect Russian language
education. Therefore, a definition that encompasses not only policy legislation, but also
the language beliefs and ideology that shape the legislation itself, is needed.

Tollefson (1991) looks at language policy from an altogether different angle,
defining it as:

the institutionalization of language as a basis for distinctions among social groups

(classes). That is, language policy is one mechanism for locating language within

social structure so that language determines who has access to political power and

economic recourses. Language policy is one mechanism by which dominant

groups establish hegemony in language use (16).

Rather than focusing on language policy solely in terms of basic language practices or as
a way to generate changes in language use, he goes one step further in an attempt to
define the underlying motives of those who create language policy: to maintain power
and authority. Here, Tollefson adds a critical approach to LPP research that other

definitions lack. While I agree with Tollefson’s assertion that language policy is used as a
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basis for distinctions among social groups, his definition does not easily lend itself to the
context of this study, which focuses primarily on language policy as a mechanism to
achieve national unity and to counteract the legacy left by centuries of dominance by
outside powers. Furthermore, the language situation in Ukraine—where a previously
oppressed national language (Ukrainian) was overshadowed by Russian, the language of
the educated Soviet elite—does not lend itself to Tollefson’s assertion that language
policy is one method used by dominant groups to establish hegemony in language use. In
the case of Ukraine, Ukrainianization is being used not by the group that has been
traditionally dominant in Ukraine —the Russian-speaking elite—but by those who have
traditionally been marginalized: native speakers of Ukrainian. While it is important to
recognize the power of language policies to marginalize minority and indigenous
languages, language policies can have the opposite effect, as in Ukraine, “specifically
when they are designed to promote access to, education in, and use of minority and
indigenous languages” (Johnson, 2013, p. 8).!!

While each of these three definitions sheds a unique light on questions of
language use and policy and might serve well in particular contexts, the definition of
language policy offered by Spolsky (2004) lends itself best to the purpose of this study.
Spolsky describes three major subfields to language policy: acquisition planning, status

planning, and corpus planning, all three of which are addressed in this study.

T The complicated history of the Ukrainian and Russian languages in Ukraine makes it difficult to define
the relative statuses of these languages. While in terms of numbers of native speakers, Russian is a minority
language in Ukraine, the historical dominance of Russian over Ukrainian and the active repression and
marginalization of the Ukrainian language have left Ukrainian with many features of a traditional minority
language.
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Furthermore, he succinctly describes what he considers to be three components of the
language policy of a speech community: language practices —the habitual pattern of
selecting among the varieties that make up its linguistic repertoire; language beliefs or
ideology —beliefs about language and language use; and any specific efforts made to
modify or influence that practice by any kind of language intervention, planning or
management (5). His definition encompasses not only policy legislation, which I will
compare with language practices described by the interviewees, but also the language
beliefs or ideology that shape the legislation itself. While this study focuses on language
legislation and how this legislation has affected the teaching of Russian in Ukraine, the
study also focuses on actual language practices—most specifically in the classroom—and
language beliefs and ideologies that drive both language practices and language-related

laws. Spolsky’s definition of language policy, then, is the one that shapes this study.

Language Policy in Ukraine

Researchers and politicians have long debated what kinds of language policies
best suit the needs of Ukrainian citizens in light of that country’s unique history and
relations with neighboring countries. Beginning in the mid-1990s, half a dozen years after
Ukraine adopted its Law on Languages,!'? researchers began documenting the impact of
this law and debating its relative success in increasing the use and status of the Ukrainian

language in that country.

12 The “Law on Languages in the Ukrainian SSR” codified Ukrainian as the sole state language and
guaranteed each child the right to receive an education in Ukrainian. See Chapter 3 “Language and
Education Policy in Ukraine” for more information about this and other language-related legislation in
Ukraine.
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While scholars’ views on language policy in Ukraine have evolved significantly
over the past twenty years, there is a general consensus regarding what factors contribute
to the contentious nature of the language issue. Arel (1995) suggested that the central
issue in Ukrainian language policy was the collision between politics of anxiety among
Russian-speakers, who feared being marginalized on account of increasing post-
independence Ukrainianization, and politics of identity among nationally-conscious
Ukrainians, for whom it was a question of principle that the use of Ukrainian be more
widespread. He defined language politics in the Ukrainian context as the politics of
threatened identity, and he expressed specific concerns regarding the state of language
politics in Ukraine. First, he declared that the 1992 Law on National Minorities of
Ukraine!? was at odds with the language law and suggested that it made too many
allowances for the use of Russian in Ukraine. Second, he asserted that the
implementation of the new language policy had been regionally uneven. Third, he
observed that Russian-speakers —speakers of the Russian language either natively or by
preference —in the east and south of the country did not wish to use Ukrainian in their
official capacities. They demanded that Russian be declared a “second state language,” at
least at the regional level, leading to territorial bilingualism.!# Fourth, he suggested that
Russian-speakers in the east and south feared the Ukrainianization of their regions and

wished to preserve their “historic” distinctness (615). As we will see later in this

13 The 1992 Law on National Minorities of Ukraine guarantees national-cultural autonomy for all national
minorities and the right to native-language instruction for all schoolchildren in Ukraine.

14 Territorial bilingualism is defined as a situation in which “each group finds itself mostly within its own
politically defined territory, with the two (or more) languages having official status in their own territory”
(Hamers, 2000, p. 31). Examples of territorial bilingualism can be found in Switzerland, Spain, and
Canada.
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dissertation, many of Arel’s early concerns and conclusions regarding the nature of the
language issue in Ukraine still hold true today.

While Arel focused on disputes related to the rights of speakers of Ukrainian and
Russian, Solchanyk (1998) concluded that on a practical level, the status of Ukrainian as
the sole state language had been rendered largely meaningless by the fact that the 1989
Law on Languages allowed for widespread use of Russian and all other languages used in
Ukraine, particularly in “places compactly inhabited by citizens of other [non-Ukrainian]
nationalities” (542). He expressed concern that the law provided timelines of up to ten
years for the implementation of several of its provisions and that no mechanism had been
established to enforce the law. He concurred with Chinn and Kaiser’s (1996) assertion
that the law had relatively little impact in the years immediately following its passage and
was “still largely irrelevant” (155). Solchanyk also expressed that it appeared that
Moscow believed the Russian minority in Ukraine required its attention—specifically,
that the Russian language and culture were under siege (547). Clearly, Solchanyk’s
assertion continues to hold true nearly twenty years later, because as of the summer of
2016, Russia continues to wage war against Ukrainian soldiers and to support separatist
troops in eastern Ukraine, all under the guise of protecting the rights of ethnic Russians
living in Ukraine.

Bilaniuk and Melnyk (2008) explore the persistent struggles over language policy
in Ukraine and the uneven implementations of existing policies. They further argue that
language laws in Ukraine continue to be sensitive barometers of Ukraine’s and other

post-Soviet countries’ political leanings. They state: “The choice between Ukrainian and
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Russian is often portrayed as shorthand for the choice between two polar political and
cultural allegiances: with Russia, in the case of Russian language, or with Europe and the
West, in the case of Ukrainian” (340). They pose important questions that are central to
the language issue in Ukraine and that still have yet to be answered: Should all Ukrainian
citizens be able to understand and speak Ukrainian? Will the titular language unify the
population and consolidate independence? Should all Ukrainian citizens know Russian,
and if so, is it for practical reasons and/or in support of a spiritual East-Slavic kinship?
Should Russian be prioritized over other minority languages in Ukraine? They believe
that the answers to these questions affect people’s sense of identity and social status and
go so far as to impact the country’s politics.

Recent research on language policy in Ukraine by Kulyk (2013) proposes possible
solutions to Ukraine’s language problem based on his research in that country. He
suggests that although Ukrainian speakers would prefer that Ukrainian be the dominant
language in all domains and throughout the country, they are willing to accept the
widespread use of Russian, provided that their own right to use Ukrainian is not
questioned and that Ukrainian retain both its status as sole state language and its priority
status and exclusive role in certain symbolically important practices. In contrast, Russian
speakers prefer an upgrade of the status of Russian, which they suggest as a way to
ensure the equality of speakers of the two languages. Just as Arel (1995) concluded,

Kulyk further declares that most Russian-speakers in Ukraine actually want official
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bilingualism to allow them to remain unilingual'’ in their capacities both as citizens and
employees. He suggests, then, that the best solution would be to adopt compromise
legislation providing for a limited upgrade of the status of Russian and then facilitate its

observance by both bureaucrats and citizens (280).

LANGUAGE-IN-EDUCATION PLANNING AND POLICY

Although it is important to look at language policy in general in order to explore
issues that are raised during language policy research, this dissertation focuses more
specifically on language-in-education planning and policy, the subfield within language
planning and policy that focuses on those policies related to the language of instruction in
the classroom. The field of language-in-education planning, also referred to as language
policies in education or language education policies, encompasses not only medium-of-
instruction policies but also decisions that govern which languages will be taught when
and by whom, using which materials and assessments (Kaplan and Baldauf, 1997).

Tollefson (2013) argues strongly that the world has entered a time of crisis when
it comes to language policy in education, with global capitalism leading to the spread of
English at the expense of children’s home languages. Support for right-wing political
movements, he claims, has led to a widespread reassertion of dominant languages in
education (e.g., in France, England, Australia, and the United States). Transformations in

the role of nationalism and identity in language policies have resulted in major

15 Here, the term “unilingual” refers to the desire of Russian-speakers in Ukraine to conduct the business of
their daily lives in Russian instead of having to learn Ukrainian.
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implications for language policies in education and changing paradigms in language
policy research.

Tollefson makes the following four major generalizations about language policies
in education: first, that multilingualism is common in today’s world, despite continuing
efforts to create monolingual policies; second, that nations use language policies to
influence social and political conflict; third, that the conflicts that develop over language
policies are usually based on the influence a particular language has in determining the
distribution of political power and economic resources; and fourth, that in order to
understand how policies are created and perceived, further attention needs to be paid to
the connection between policy and ideology. In the 21* century, Tollefson further posits,
ongoing discussions of power, inequality, and the rights of linguistic minorities have
expanded to include questions related to political and economic crises. He outlines six
questions that have most recently emerged in the field of language policy in education:

(1) How have the processes of global capitalism, such as migration, increasing

economic inequality, widespread state violence, and the severe economic crisis of

the system, affected language policies in schools?

(2) What is the role of corporations and other non-governmental agents in

language policy-making?

(3) How have nationalist, anti-immigrant, and similar political movements

affected language policies, and how can ethnolinguistic minorities and their

progressive allies resist these movements?

27



(4) How has the spread of the discourse of human rights affected language

policymaking?

(5) How are newly emerging conceptions of identity linked with language policies

in education?

(6) What methodologies in language policy research are appropriate for the study

of current issues in language policy? (4)

Tollefson could not have predicted even three years ago what urgency his first and third
questions would take on by the year 2016, as migration and increasing economic
inequalities have led to quarrels among nations regarding how to meet the needs of waves
of migrants fleeing such areas as Syria, Afghanistan, and Africa. Many nations,
particularly in Europe, are struggling to meet the educational needs of students from a
variety of linguistic backgrounds while addressing anti-immigrant policies within their
own countries. At the same time, Tollefson’s fifth question, which addresses how newly
emerging conceptions of identity are linked with language policies in education, is of
particular relevance in Ukraine, where Ukrainian-speaking and Russian-speaking citizens
alike have embraced their identity as Ukrainian nationals and called for greater expansion
of the Ukrainian language in schools.

Alidou (2004) discusses the role of the nation-state in language-in-education
planning, making the important point that education in rural villages was carried out in
local languages before the rise of the nation-state. Intense debates about the medium of
instruction arose only after the introduction of state and/or colonial educational systems,

a common pattern in acquisition planning. Before that, “there was no debate about
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medium of instruction, as such education was linguistically and culturally contextualized
in order to respond to the needs of the population” (197). Given that medium-of-
instruction policies emerged alongside nationalist projects, Tollefson states, “Language
policies in education must be understood with reference to the aims and institutions of the
nation-state and associated processes of nationalism, especially the fundamental state
function of allocating among social groups access to economic resources and political

power” (18).

LANGUAGE PoLICY AND EDUCATION IN UKRAINE

Under Soviet rule, Russian was a required course in all Ukrainian schools and was
taught as the language of the educated elite. Knowledge of Russian was crucial for
entrance to the university and for advancement in many careers. Today, Ukraine, like
many other successor states to the Soviet Union, has attempted to expand the functions
and raise the prestige of the titular language in all spheres, including education. Brown
(2013) argues that even though post-Soviet states inherited schools with a Soviet-era
commitment to multilingualism, these states — Ukraine included—have been challenged
to transform these schools into new types of plurilingual institutions —ones that both
promote the titular language and allow for instruction in minority languages (238).
Indeed, Ukraine faces the same kinds of challenges that other nations face as they seek to
strike a balance among languages. The ongoing discussion in Ukraine about the so-called

language problem reflects an enduring debate in LPP research and practice: competing
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ideologies of “one nation/one language” versus the value of individual and societal
multilingualism (McCarty, 2011, p. 6).

While excellent scholarship has been published on both language policy (e.g.,
Arel, 2014; Bilaniuk, 2005; Kulyk, 2015) and education policy (e.g., Fimyar, 2008;
Janmaat, 2000; Polese, 2010) in post-Soviet Ukraine, Brown (2013) argues that the nexus
of language policy and education merits particular attention. She maintains that
schooling, i.e., what Spolsky refers to as acquisition planning, is the primary state
institution for influencing knowledge, and that language policy and use in schools
influences the vitality of languages (239). She calls, therefore, for deeper research in
language-in-education policy in post-Soviet states. Besters-Dilger (2007) also notes that
language instruction in schools is a “crucial” area that “will decide the fate of the
Ukrainian language, since as many are convinced, the use of the language...will have a
decisive impact on the language preferences of Ukrainian youth” (258).

Research in language and education policy in post-Soviet states reveals strong ties
between the Soviet past and post-Soviet present and posits that the Soviet experience
“continues to play a formative role in current developments in language policy and
education” (240-241). Like other post-Soviet states, Ukraine grapples with the enduring
legacy of Soviet language policies in education, but unlike other states, it inherited
schools that used not only Russian but also Hungarian, Polish, and Romanian/Moldovan
as the medium of instruction (Kulyk, 2013), a practice that has facilitated the
development of non-dominant language instruction in the post-Soviet period. In its

attempts to address the historic asymmetries evident in the curriculum, the Ukrainian
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government utilizes schools to promote language competencies both in Ukrainian and
other minority languages (Brown 244), including Russian. Researchers working in post-
Soviet Ukraine have noted, for example, the dramatic increase in the percentage of
schools using Ukrainian as the language of instruction —from 45% in 1991 to 78% in
2005 (Bilaniuk and Melnyk, 2008). Yet, asymmetries persist in the availability and
quality of instruction in Ukrainian. In the case of Ukraine, geography frequently dictates
the availability of native-language instruction. Research (Besters-Dilger, 2007,
Kalynovska, 2009) points to a regional underrepresentation of Ukrainian-language
schools in the southern and eastern regions of the country as well as in Crimea. This
imbalance led Besters-Dilger to suggest that one potential development in Ukraine could
be a “west-east polarization (or Ukrainian-Russian segregation)” with an absence of
Ukrainian-medium schools [what I refer to in this dissertation as Ukrainian-language
schools] in the eastern part of the country and of Russian-language schools in the western
region (Besters-Dilger, 2007, p. 282).

Just as the ideal status of Russian in Ukraine as a whole is a matter of debate, so
too is the role of Russian and other languages in Ukrainian schools. While Russian is
taught as a native language in Russian-language schools, its role in Ukrainian-language
schools differs from that of a foreign language. Bulajeva and Hogan-Brun (2010) noted
that in Soviet times, Russian was considered a second rather than a foreign language, and
even today, there is little consensus regarding what role it should play in Ukrainian
schools. More than two decades after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Soviet-era

language practices endure in Ukrainian schools and do not easily or quickly change with
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new policies. Furthermore, evidence from Ukraine (Besters-Dilger, 2007; Bilaniuk and
Melnyk, 2008; Kalynovska, 2009; Polese, 2010) suggests that the language of instruction
in what is deemed a Ukrainian-language school can camouflage language dominance and
practice within schools. Besters-Dilger (2007) identified a dynamic in Ukraine where
some schools are categorized as Ukrainian-language institutions, when, in fact, Russian
dominates as the language of instruction. Kalynovska (2009, p. 209) labeled the
educational environment in some Ukrainian schools as “hidden bilingual,” with
Ukrainian as the medium of instruction and Russian used for the language of
communication outside of class, particularly in the eastern and southern regions.

Another theme being explored in language policy and education in Ukraine
centers on the role of teachers as mediators of policy. In these research findings, teachers
emerge as professionals who relax or enforce policies related to language use in their
schools. Since teachers enjoy a certain amount of autonomy in the classroom, schools
generally provide a relatively free space for making pedagogical and ideological
decisions related to language. Polese (2010), for example, discusses the ways that
teachers in Odesa act as “mediators” of national-level discourse on language (50). He
found that in Odesa, educators experience relative freedom from complying “with official
instructions, [which in turn] allows for the development of a Ukrainian identity in timing
and modalities that vary from teacher to teacher, and from one student to another” (58).
Recent research has confirmed that language ideologies and policies inform teachers’
pedagogical practices in the post-Soviet context. Friedman’s (2009) detailed ethnographic

research in Ukraine concluded that an ideology of “pure language” influenced Ukrainian
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teachers to the point of correcting their elementary-age students’ use of Russian forms
when speaking Ukrainian (347). As students responded to teachers’ correction or self-
initiated corrective practices, they displayed allegiance to ideologically mediated
standards of correctness that treat language mixing as a violation of the natural
boundaries between languages, thereby reifying and naturalizing pure Ukrainian as the

standard upon which all Ukrainian-language practices can be evaluated (364).

ETHNOGRAPHIES IN LANGUAGE PLANNING AND POLICY

A variety of methodological approaches may be employed in the study of
language policy, including historical, ethnographic, linguistic, geolinguistic, and
psychosociological (Ricento, 2006). This study seeks to present an ethnographic portrait
of the state of Russian language education in Ukrainian schools, and as such, I provide an
overview of research related to ethnographic approaches to language policy.

Ethnography is “a way of seeing” (Wolcott, 2008, p. 69) that is situated and
systematic, and a “way of looking” (43) that is grounded in long-term, in-depth, first-
hand accounts. Wolcott argues that at its core, an ethnographic analysis is a cultural
analysis—a peeling back of layers of meaning to answer the question, “What is going on
here?” (73). The primary methods used to conduct ethnographic research include
participant observation, in-depth interviews, and document analysis. These methods can
uncover the “situated logic” of implicit and explicit policymaking, offering insights into
“why practice takes shape the way it does” (Stritikus and Wiese, 2006, p. 21). Indeed,

ethnography “pushes beyond the study of language policies as abstract, disembodied
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texts, putting policy in motion...by looking closely and critically at the human-built
environments in which policy performs its social role” (McCarty, 2011, p. 17). In other
words, ethnography examines layers of experience in order to analyze how official
language policy actually affects teachers. The outer layers of the onion represent broader
policy processes, whereas the inner layers represent local policy accommodations,
resistance to the broader policy, and transformations as they occur in everyday practice
(Ricento and Hornberger, 1996). By “slicing the onion ethnographically” (Hornberger
and Johnson, 2007, p. 509), we can examine the nuances of each layer and observe how
each layer works with others to make a whole.

The use of ethnography in language policy research first emerged in the 1980s.
Dell Hymes, a linguist, sociolinguist, anthropologist, and folklorist laid early groundwork
for ethnography in language policy by establishing disciplinary foundations for
ethnographic studies of language use. Johnson (2013) lists twenty-two ethnographies of
language policy, beginning with Hornberger’s groundbreaking and often-cited study of
Spanish-Quechua bilingual education and community norms of interaction in Peru
(1988). While four significant ethnographies of language policy were published during
the 1990s, the field of ethnography in language policy began to expand significantly only
at the beginning of the 21st century, with Canagarajah (2005) noting “...the growing
popularity of ethnographic approaches in LPP” (195). Canagarajah (2006) also discusses
the rationale, development, and contributions of ethnographic methods in language
planning, demonstrating the potential of ethnographic research as a starting point for

language planning and policy model-building. He documents cases of language planning
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from the bottom up, as does Hornberger (1997), and suggests that ethnographic research
can counteract dominant paradigms and ideologies in LPP.
Hornberger and Johnson (2011) suggest that ethnographic research in language
policy can:
1) illuminate and inform the development of LPP in this various types —status,
corpus, and acquisition—and across the various processes of the LPP cycle —
creation, interpretation, and appropriation;
2) shed light on how official top-down LPP plays out in particular contexts,
including its interaction with bottom-up LPP;
3) uncover the indistinct voices, covert motivations, embedded ideologies,
invisible instances, or unintended consequences of LPP (275)
As Hornberger and Johnson suggest, this particular study uses ethnography to shed light
on the differences between the policy issued by the Ministry of Education of Ukraine and
what actually takes place in Ukrainian schools. By examining conversations with teachers
as they discuss the impact of language policy on their work in schools, ethnography
allows us to go beyond numbers and official reports of policy to uncover the

consequences of LPP in Ukrainian schools.

ETHNOGRAPHIC RESEARCH IN UKRAINIAN LANGUAGE PLANNING AND POLICY

While ethnographic research is not unknown in Ukraine, only a small percentage
of ethnographers publish studies based on data collected in Ukrainian educational

institutions. Fournier (2007) focuses on citizenship education in Kyiv schools, whereas

35



Sovik (2007) examines motivation in language policy in Kharkiv. Finally, Peacock
(2011) draws upon data collected at public schools in Ukraine in her exploration of
identity construction among teenagers.

Even among the small number of ethnographic studies that have been conducted
in Ukrainian schools, only a few have focused specifically on language education.
Bilaniuk (2005) touches on language education in her discussions of language politics
and cultural correction in Ukraine. Friedman (2009) explores error correction as a
language socialization practice in a pair of Ukrainian classrooms, and Goodman (2013)
uses ethnographic fieldwork to explore the ecology of language at a university in
Dnipropetrovsk, Ukraine. While both Friedman and Goodman explore language
education in Ukraine, there is a wide gap in ethnographic research focusing specifically

on the teaching of Russian in that country.

THE ETHNOGRAPHIC PORTRAIT

In 1983, Sara Lawrence-Lightfoot introduced the research community to a unique
social science inquiry method that she had developed, which she called “portraiture.”
Lawrence-Lightfoot and Davis (1997, p. xv) define the portraiture method as follows:

Portraiture is a method of qualitative research that blurs the boundaries of

aesthetics and empiricism in an effort to capture the complexity, dynamics, and

subtlety of human experience and organizational life. Portraitists seek to record
and interpret the perspectives and experience of the people they are studying,

documenting their voice and their visions—their authority, knowledge, and
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wisdom. The drawing of the portrait is placed in social and cultural context and

shaped through dialogue between the portraitist and the subject, each one

negotiating the discourse and shaping the evolving image.
The use of ethnographic portraiture is uniquely suited to this research study, in that
portraiture allows for a more a nuanced understanding of a given phenomenon, in this
case, the teaching of Russian in contemporary Ukraine. Using the methodology
developed by Lawrence-Lightfoot, this study presents research results not only in facts
and figures, but in the words of the very teachers most affected by policies related to
Russian-language education in Ukraine. Like other approaches to qualitative research,
portraiture can help draw attention to and unpack the intricacy of language, identity, and
school categories. Given that in Ukraine, “identity and language labels that subsume a
great deal of complexity” may not be captured in statistical data, the kind of attention to
the “micro-sociolinguistic” context proposed by Lawrence-Lightfoot provides rich
insights into “the forces that shape language use, and the social and political impact of
language use” (Bilaniuk and Melnyk, 2008, p. 357). These insights fill an important gap
in the literature by providing a unique perspective on the teaching of Russian in Ukraine

that has not been explored prior to this study.
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Chapter 3: Language and Education Policy in Ukraine

A familiarity with the history and evolution of language policy in Ukraine allows
for a deeper understanding of the contentious nature of language issues in that country.
Language issues are not new to Ukraine; indeed, the country has undergone a series of
changes in policy toward language use over the centuries, which has “created an
atmosphere of hostility toward Russian in some places, and toward Ukrainian in others”
(Grenoble, 2003, p. 82). An understanding of the “turbulent history” (Bilaniuk and
Melnyk, 2008, p. 347) of the Ukrainian-Russian language issue is indispensable in

placing the current language issues in context.

LANGUAGE POLICY IN UKRAINE
Eighteenth Century

There are relatively few sources on language policies and practices of the Russian
empire prior to the 1917 Russian Revolution (Pavlenko, 2006). The Tsardom of Russia,
which had claimed the lands of eastern Ukraine in the seventeenth century, had no
consistent language policy until the eighteenth century (Belikov and Krysin, 2001;
Weeks, 2001). Since the Russian government was accustomed to using translators to
communicate with local populations within its vast, multilingual empire, Russification
was not a priority among government officials at that time. Tsar Peter I (Peter the Great),
who proclaimed the establishment of the Russian Empire when he took power in 1721,
was the first to formulate consistent—and fairly liberal —policies with regard to ethnic

and linguistic minorities (Belikov and Krysin, 2001).
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Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries

From 1804 until the 1917 Russian Revolution, the Ukrainian language was
banned from schools in the Russian Empire, which encompassed the majority of
Ukrainian territory at the time.!¢ Active repression of Ukrainian can be dated at least as
far back as 1876, when an official proclamation of Tsar Alexander II, entitled Ems Ukaz,
prohibited the use of Ukrainian in all schools, theaters, and public performances and
banned the use of the Ukrainian language in print. This proclamation was part of a greater
change in language policy in the direction of Russification under Alexander II, whose
administration sought to unify the empire, in part through the spread of Russian. Five
years later, Tsar Alexander III loosened the restrictions found in the proclamation by
allowing limited use, with special permission, of Ukrainian in theaters and allowing the
printing of Ukrainian dictionaries, provided that they used Russian Cyrillic, but he
continued the previous tsar’s mandate that Ukrainian not be used in schools. Since
Ukrainian-only theaters and troupes could not be established and performances of
Ukrainian plays and humorous songs had to be approved by local authorities, Ukrainian

cultural development practically ceased.

16 At the time, 85% of the Ukrainian population lived in Ukrainian Russia. In Transcarpathia, where 3% of
the Ukrainian population lived, the use of Ukrainian was severely restricted, and Hungarian was the sole
official language. Only 13% of the Ukrainian population —those residing in Austrian Ukraine—were
permitted free use of the Ukrainian language. There, a Ukrainian press was developed, and Ukrainian was
used extensively in the schools. This freedom to use Ukrainian continued until 1916, with the exception of
the time period of the Russian occupation during World War I (1914-1915), when the public use of
Ukrainian was virtually outlawed and Ukrainian institutions were oppressed. Figures from Rusov (1916,
pp. 381-406), cited in Shevelov (1989, p. 5).
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During the beginning of the twentieth century, the results of the repression of the
Ukrainian language became apparent. Since the use of Ukrainian was prohibited in
education and in all official capacities, it was not spoken among the elite. Instead, the
educated classes spoke Russian, and the Ukrainian language was held in very low
prestige (Grenoble, 2003, p. 83). Two initial attempts (1917-18 and then 1919) at Soviet
rule in the region immediately following the Revolution failed, largely due to an
inadequate understanding of the nationalities issue there. Only in the summer of 1919,
when the Soviet Ukrainian government was forced to seek asylum in Moscow twice that
year, did the Bolshevik leadership comprehend the magnitude of the problem. A
rethinking of policy resulted in Lenin’s Draft Resolution of the Central Committee of the
Russian Communist Party on Soviet Rule in Ukraine, which mandated the “free
development” of the Ukrainian language and culture and included instructions that
employees of all state institutions should be conversant in Ukrainian (Grenoble, 83).

In 1919, the Third Congress of Soviets issued a decree that mandated school
instruction of Ukrainian language, history, and geography. The following year, the use of
Ukrainian alongside Russian in all government institutions was mandated. The Council of
People’s Commissars reinforced these decrees in two subsequent decisions in 1920 and
1921. The status of Ukrainian was legally codified in 1922 in legislation that declared
both Ukrainian and Russian to be of national significance as the majority languages (in
villages and cities, respectively) and authorized their use in education. Despite these and
other attempts to make Ukrainian and Russian official languages of Soviet Ukraine, such

measures were defeated at the full plenary session of the Central Committee of the
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Communist Party, which instead declared them to be “two generally used languages”
(Grenoble, 84).

In 1920, the All-Ukrainian Central Executive Committee decreed Ukrainian to
have equal status with Russian. In the summer of 1920, the Council of People’s
Commissars ordered plans to make Ukrainian the language of instruction in all schools.
Books and newspapers were to be published in Ukrainian, and language courses were to
be organized by government officials. Change was slow but steady. In 1923, 61% of
elementary schools were Ukrainian-language schools, while nearly 12% had both
Russian and Ukrainian as languages of instruction. Two years later, 71% of schools
offered instruction in Ukrainian, whereas 7% of the schools offered instruction in both
languages (84).

The Soviet indigenization policies of the 1920s, during the first years of
Bolshevik rule, were part of a widespread Soviet policy of Korenizatsiya (literally
“putting down roots”) that sought to undo the forced Russification of nations under the
Russian empire and harmonize relationships among the nations of the Soviet Union by
creating policies that would appeal to ethnic non-Russians. These policies were also
aimed at strengthening Soviet power in the territory of Soviet Ukraine and across the
Union as a whole. In Ukraine, the government began a campaign of Ukrainianization, a

policy of increasing the use and facilitating the development of the Ukrainian language
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and promoting other elements of Ukrainian culture, in various spheres of public life such
as education, publishing, government, and religion.!”

While an official commitment to Ukrainianization continued throughout the
1920s, Soviet policy toward the Ukrainian language changed abruptly in late 1932 and
early 1933 with the termination of the policy of Ukrainianization. The following years
were characterized by massive repression and discrimination against speakers of
Ukrainian. At the same time, purges of the Ukrainian intelligentsia, including scholars,
cultural leaders, and many of the leading figures in the pro-Ukrainian language
movement, began in earnest. A concerted effort toward Russification was begun.
Ukrainian lost its primary position in higher education and the media and was demoted to
a language of secondary importance. The systematic assault on Ukrainian identity,
culture, and education, combined with the effects of an artificial famine (Holodomor)
upon the peasantry, the main bearers of Ukrainian culture, dealt the Ukrainian language
and culture a crippling blow.

Stalin’s death in 1953 heralded major changes in language policy in Ukraine and
in the Soviet Union as a whole. The general political thaw under Khrushchev made it
possible for Ukrainians to return to developing their language and culture. Ukrainian
language journals were established, and a number of printed declarations of the

importance of Ukrainian were published. At the same time, however, the status of

I7 Ukrainianization is often cited as a response and a means to address the consequences of previous
policies aimed at suppressing or even eradicating the Ukrainian language and culture from many spheres of
public life. Ukrainianization most frequently sought to correct the effects of Russification on the part of the
Russian Empire and again under Stalin, but also those of Polonization and Rumanization in some western
Ukrainian regions.
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Russian was in no way diminished, and Russification efforts continued in Ukraine and
throughout the Soviet Union. For one, successful careers required a good command of
Russian, which led parents to send their children to Russian-language schools. At the
same time, a suppression of Ukrainian nationalism contributed to a lessening interest in
Ukrainian. Although on paper, policies related to language use in Ukraine allowed for
freedom of language choice during the Khrushchev era, in practice, a lack of protection
against the expansion of the Russian language contributed to the continued lack of
prestige of the Ukrainian language during this period.

From the early 1960s until the early 1970s, language policy in Ukraine again
moved toward relative acceptance of the development of the Ukrainian language. The
Communist Party leader Petro Shelest actively promoted the Ukrainian language and
Ukraine’s interests as a whole. During his tenure as the First Secretary of the Communist
party in the Ukrainian SSR, there was a brief resurgence of the Ukrainian national
culture. He was forced into retirement by Brezhnev, however, for his Ukrainian
nationalist tendencies. The new leader of the Communist Party of Ukraine, Volodymyr
Shcherbystky, greatly expanded Russification policies and insisted that Russian be
spoken at all official functions.

As a result of Shcherbystky’s Russification policies and strong stance against
dissent, Ukraine was slower to liberalize under Gorbachev’s reforms in the late 1980s
than even Russia itself. Although Ukrainian persisted as the native language for the
majority of the citizens of Ukraine on the eve of Ukrainian independence, the Russian

language continued to dominate in the government, media, and commerce.
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A significant symbolic step toward the reclamation of Ukrainian as a national
language was the issuance of a law entitled “On languages in the Ukrainian SSR,” which
was adopted in the fall of 1989 and declared Ukrainian to be the sole state language'® of
Ukraine, a provision later embodied in the 1996 Constitution. The choice of Ukrainian as
a single state language can be understood as a “strategy of resistance to the high level of
Russification,” (Pavlenko, 2006, p. 86), motivated by factors including a strong
nationalist movement; a high degree of titular language maintenance, particularly in
western Ukraine; competence in the titular language among ethnic Russians who attended
Ukrainian-language schools; and a relatively pro-Western orientation within the
country’s administration (Bilaniuk, 2005; Kuzio, 1998; Savoskul, 2001; Wanner, 1998).
The language law, as it is more commonly known (Solchanyk, 1998), also legalized the
concept of “languages of international communication,” which were identified as
“Ukrainian, Russian, and other languages” (541-2). The lawmakers did not specify what
was to be understood by this designation, which leads to the conclusion that on a practical
level, the status of Ukrainian as the sole state language is rendered largely meaningless
by the fact that Russian and, indeed, all other languages used in Ukraine are granted

broad privileges in the public sector.

I8 The term “state language” is what English-speakers generally refer to as an “official language”: one that
is given a special legal status in a particular country, state, or other jurisdiction. The term “state language”
does not typically refer to the language used by a people or country, but by its government.
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Language Policy in Post-Soviet Ukraine (1991 - Present)

Upon declaring independence in 1991, Ukraine found itself with the largest
Russian diaspora of all the former Soviet republics, numbering 11.4 million out of 47
million Ukrainian citizens (Pavlenko, 2006). In addition, 72% of citizens living in eastern
Ukraine spoke Russian as their first language (Zevelev, 2001), as did many other ethnic
minorities. The 1989 language law that had declared Ukrainian the sole state language of
Ukraine remained in force, and, following independence, Ukraine maintained a single
language policy with de facto bilingualism in the titular language and in Russian.

Both the 1992 Law on National Minorities and the 1996 Constitution of Ukraine
supported the 1989 language law. Article 10 of the Constitution, adopted at the Fifth
Session of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine on 28 June 1996, states the following:

1) The state language of Ukraine is the Ukrainian language.

2) The State ensures the comprehensive development and functioning of the
Ukrainian language in all spheres of social life throughout the entire territory
of Ukraine.

3) In Ukraine, the free development, use and protection of Russian'® and other
languages of national minorities of Ukraine is guaranteed.

4) The State promotes the learning of languages of international communication.

5) The use of languages in Ukraine is guaranteed by the Constitution of Ukraine

and is determined by law.

19 Bilaniuk and Melnyk (2008) noted the privileged status of Russian compared to other minority
languages, as it is the only minority language named.
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The next major piece of language-related legislation, the European Charter for
Regional or Minority Languages, came into effect in Ukraine in 2006. This treaty was
adopted in 1992 to protect and promote historical regional and minority languages in
Europe. When Ukraine ratified the treaty in 2005, it did so on behalf of the languages of
what it had deemed to be ethnic minorities, including Russians. Following the ratification
of the European Charter, pro-Russian legislators sought to secure recognition for Russian
as a regional language in the southern and eastern regions of Ukraine or even in the
country as a whole, allegedly in accordance with the charter. During the presidency
(2005-2010) of Viktor Yushchenko, who supported the status of Ukrainian as sole state
language, these attempts were unsuccessful. Following the election of Viktor
Yanukovych, however, Russian-speaking areas rallied for an upgrade in the status of the
Russian language in Ukraine. Two years later, in 2012, Yanukovych’s Party of Regions
succeeded in adopting a new law, “On the principles of the state language policy,” that
granted Russian the status of regional language?® on roughly half of Ukraine’s territory
and legalized its use in many domains throughout the country. Opponents of the law said
that it undermined and supplanted the role of the Ukrainian language and did not conform
to Article 10 of the Constitution. The debate over adopting Russian as a regional
language in Ukraine raised strong criticism, sparked protests, and led to fistfights in

Parliament and to the resignation of one lawmaker in an attempt to block the bill. A

20 By virtue of its being spoken by at least 10% of the population in those areas, Russian was, under this
law, elevated to the status of regional language in seven oblasts and two cities in Ukraine. Achieving the
status of regional language allowed Russian to become an accepted medium of communication in
education, local government offices, courts, and official correspondence. Today, Russian is the regional
language of the following oblasts: Dnipropetrovsk, Donetsk, Kharkiv (Kharkiv city only), Kherson,
Luhansk (Luhansk city and Krasny Luch only), Mykolaiv, Odesa, Sevastopol City, and Zaporizhia.
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proposal to repeal the law was approved by a majority vote in the Ukrainian parliament in
2014 but was postponed by acting president Oleksandr Turchynov, who ordered a draft of
a new law that would “accommodate the interests of both eastern and western Ukraine
and of all ethnic groups and minorities” (TASS, 1 March 2014). Later in the year, newly
elected president Petro Poroshenko declared that the language policy in Ukraine would be

amended, but the bill to repeal the law has not been signed.

Russian Rights Activists in Ukraine

The policy of Ukrainianization carried out by Ukrainian authorities over the past
two decades has been met with resistance in the traditionally Russian-speaking areas of
Ukraine, particularly in Crimea, where educational establishments continued to teach in
Russian after Ukrainian was declared the state language (Wanner, 1998). Champions of
Russian have tried from the early years of independence to make Russian a second state
language, while the supporters of wider use of Ukrainian have sought to maintain the
status of Ukrainian as the sole state language. Efforts to create a unified nation under the
titular language have, in some cases, led to charges of Ukrainianization on the part of
some members of the Russian-speaking population. In western Ukraine, Russians
complained that ultranationalist Ukrainian groups fostered ethnic hatred and that local
authorities failed to take appropriate action in such cases, and by the late 1990s, the main
complaint of Russian rights activists was that any language-related legislation issued by
the central government was often vague and abstract enough to allow local officials to act

however they desired (Solchanyk, 1998). Russians in Ukraine desired a language policy
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that would specifically protect their rights to use Russian in all spheres. Given the
roughly equal strengths of the two parties in the parliament, attempts to adopt a new
language law have failed. In the meantime, pro-Russian political forces have tried to
promote the rights of the Russian language by entitling it to official use in many
predominantly Russian-speaking oblasts and cities where they controlled the
regional/local councils.

The 1998 conference on the “Dialogue of Ukrainian and Russian Cultures in
Ukraine” adopted recommendations that referred to the “juridically and unjustified forced
and illegal acceleration of eliminating the Russian language and culture...and the
artificial demolition of the historical affinity of the Ukrainian-Russian linguistic and
artistic cultures” (Shulga, 1998). The First Congress of Russians in Ukraine, which was
convened in May 1999, accused the government of “establishing a policy directed at the
massive expulsion of the Russian ethno-cultural factor from all aspects of society”
(“Russian Orthodox”, 1999).

Parties such as the Party of Regions, Communist Party of Ukraine, and the
Progressive Socialist Party have enjoyed great popularity among Russophone Ukrainians
and Russians in Crimea, southern, and southeastern regions of Ukraine. The Party of
Regions came in first in the 2002, 2007, and 2012 parliamentary elections, winning the
largest number of seats. In the 2014 parliamentary election, the Petro Poroshenko Bloc
overtook the Party of Regions successor, Opposition Bloc, which finished fourth. This

loss for the pro-Russian party may be explained by the fact that due to the annexation of
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Crimea and the unrest in Donbas, elections were not held in those areas, which had been
historic strongholds of the Party of Regions and the Communist Party of Ukraine.

While many political parties and movements advocate a moderate pro-Russian
policy, a few pro-Russian political organizations are considered radical by observers.
While their numbers are numerically small, their activities generate extended media
coverage and commentary from politicians at the highest levels. These movements
openly state their mission as the disintegration of Ukraine and restoration of Russia
within the borders of the former Russian Empire (“Radical Russian Outcasts”, 2006).

In the wake of Euromaidan and the 2014 Ukrainian revolution, a new wave of
Pro-Russian unrest broke out in Ukraine. Beginning at the end of February 2014,
demonstrations by pro-Russian and anti-government groups were held in major cities in
eastern and southern Ukraine. Protests in Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts escalated into an
armed separatist insurgency that led to a military counteroffensive against the insurgents
and to the War in Donbas shortly thereafter. Pro-Russian activists also led protests in
Crimea, Kharkiv, and Odesa.

Given that the Ukrainian constitution protects the status of Ukrainian as the sole
state language of Ukraine and that altering this status would require the support of a
majority of 300 votes in Parliament and a nationwide referendum, efforts to change
current policy related to the state language of Ukraine “would, in all likelihood, be
doomed to fail” (Moser, 2013, p. 35). In light of this situation, advocates for the Russian
language in Ukraine have cited the European Charter for Regional and Minority

Languages in their efforts to promote the Russian language in Ukraine. Moser (2013),

49



however, argues that the Russian language “has never been under threat in Ukraine, but
on the contrary tends to threaten the vitality of the Ukrainian language” (36). He also
posits that all major language policy changes since the ratification of the European
Charter have been based on a misreading of the Charter because “Russian is by definition
neither a regional nor a minority language in Ukraine” (36).

In 2016, Russian continues to be widely used in eastern Ukraine, and in particular
in Kyiv, Donbas, and Crimea, where both Russians and Russophone Ukrainians living in
these territories use Russian on a daily basis and favor Russian-language press, media,
and literature; at the same time, linguistic competence in and prestige of Ukrainian have
grown significantly in these areas (Arel, 1996, 2002; Bilaniuk, 2005; Melnyk, 2005;
Pavlenko, 2006; Savoskul, 2001; Wanner, 1998). According to Savoskul’s (2001) survey,
46% of the population of the country favor the idea of making Russian a second official
language (see also Menshikov, 2003), and efforts in this direction continue to the time of

this writing.

Russia’s Reaction to Post-Soviet Language Policy in Ukraine

Intergovernmental relations between Ukraine and Russia have been volatile since
the dissolution of the Soviet Union and have since affected attitudes toward the Russian
language. The overall perception of relations with Russia has relied largely on regional
factors, particularly prior to the February 2014 revolution. Historically, those in the
Russian-speaking eastern and southern regions, which are home to the majority of the

Russian diaspora in Ukraine, have desired closer relations with Russian. Central and
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western regions of Ukraine have historically expressed greater interest in closer ties with
Europe.

While speakers of Russian in Ukraine have expressed concern over the years
about policies related to language use, Russia, too, has long posited that Ukrainianization
efforts have alienated Russian-speakers in Ukraine and trampled on their rights. For over
two decades, relations between Ukraine and Russia have played a significant role in
Ukraine’s ongoing struggle to solve the language issue and create a unified nation.

On the eve of his visit to Kyiv in May 1997 to sign the Black Sea Fleet
agreements, former Russian Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin publicly expressed his
concern about “the line, which is increasingly manifesting itself in Ukraine towards
restriction and actually ousting of the Russian language and culture from the state and
intellectual life of the society” (Interfax-Ukraine, 27 May 1997). A top aide to Russian
President Boris Yeltsin told journalists in Kyiv a few days later that restrictions on the
rights of Russian-speakers to Russian-language education and information would be on
the agenda of the upcoming presidential summit that was to result in the signing of a
friendship treaty between the two countries. The Russian State Duma then delayed
ratification of the treaty for more than a year. According to one Russian lawmaker, his
colleagues objected first and foremost to the “artificial restrictions” on the Russian
language and insisted that these concerns be taken into account by Ukraine (Interfax-
Ukraine, 22 January 1998). When the State Duma approved the treaty in December 1998,

this approval was accompanied by a separate statement that referred to restrictions on the
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rights of Russian-speakers in Ukraine as an issue that needed to be resolved by Kyiv.?!
Georgii Tikhonov, who at the time headed the State Duma Committee on CIS Affairs and
Ties with Compatriots, argued that Kyiv’s policies amounted to a “total pogrom against
Russian culture” in Ukraine .22 While Tikhonov exaggerated the issue, his views
proceeded from a frame of reference shared, at least at the time, by most of Russia’s
political class.

This frame of reference does not accommodate the notion of Russians in Ukraine
as an “ordinary” national minority. In mid-December 1999, Ukraine’s Constitutional
Court issued a ruling declaring Ukrainian the “obligatory language of instruction in all
state educational institutions of the county.” It stipulated that the use and study of
languages of the national minorities, including Russian, required authorization. The
Ukrainian language was also declared obligatory “on the entire territory of Ukraine in
implementing the authority of the organs of state power and the organs of local self-
administration and in other spheres of public life” (Den’ 2 February 2000). These new
Ukrainianization measures elicited a negative response from the Russian government,
with the two governments engaging in a heated exchange that was soon termed a
linguistic war (Savoskul, 2001). A month after the Ukrainian government issued the
proposal, the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs reacted with a message to the
Ukrainian embassy in Moscow, expressing the hope that Ukraine would implement its

policies with regard to Russian-speakers in the spirit of the Ukrainian-Russian friendship

21 For the text, see Sobranie zakonodatel’stva Rossiiskoi Federatsii 2 (11 January 1999): 316-17.
22 Kievskie vedomosti, 21 July 1998.
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treaty. At the same time, it issued a statement criticizing Kyiv’s moves as a violation of
Ukraine’s constitution.

Later, when the Council on Questions of Language Policy attached to Kuchma’s
office approved a draft decree “On Additional Measures to Broaden the Functioning of
Ukrainian as the State Language,” which foresaw, among other things, screening state
officials at all levels with respect to their knowledge and use of Ukrainian in the
performance of their duties and completing the process of bringing language instruction
in schools in line with the country’s national composition, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
in Moscow issued a statement asserting that “certain forces in Ukraine seem determined
to create a phenomenon unseen in Europe before—to make the native language of the
overwhelming majority of the population [sic] an actual outcast, reduce its status to
marginal, and possibly even squeeze it out” (Interfax, 9 February 2000). Russia’s Human
Rights Commissioner urged international organizations to increase their monitoring of
the situation in Ukraine (RFE/RL Newsline 11 February 2000). In Kyiv, Russian rights
activists appealed to the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe to render
assistance in the observation of the rights of all citizens of Ukraine regardless of their
origin or language.

In 2008, Russia unilaterally withdrew from the Ukrainian-Russian
intergovernmental agreement signed in 1997, and relations between the two countries
further deteriorated during the Russo-Georgian war later that year. After Ukraine
launched a bid in 2008 to join NATO, Russian President Vladimir Putin spoke of

Russia’s responsibility to ethnic Russians residing in Ukraine and challenged the
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territorial integrity of Ukraine. Russian leaders, adamantly opposed to NATO
enlargement, made it clear that they would not stand by and idly accept Ukraine’s
transformation into a “Western bastion” (Mearsheimer, 2014, p. 77). Fights over the price
of natural gas in 2009 further strained relations between the two governments, and
Russian president Dmitry Medvedev criticized Ukrainian president Viktor Yushchenko
for his role in the deteriorating Russia-Ukraine relations.

In 2013, the Russian Customs Service stopped the import of all goods coming
from Ukraine, a move that some politicians saw as the beginning of a trade war against
Ukraine in an effort to prevent Ukraine from signing a trade agreement with the European
Union. According to Sergey Glazyev, President Putin’s chief economic adviser, trade
restrictions with Ukraine were a warning against the “suicidal” step of signing an
association agreement with European Union (“Trading”, 2013). Russia, which considers
Ukraine part of its sphere of influence, continues to express dissatisfaction with
Ukraine’s interest in closer ties with the European Union.

A major rift in Ukraine-Russia relations resulted from the 2014 Ukrainian
revolution. While pro-European protesters were expressing outrage over Kremlin-leaning
Ukrainian president Yanukovych’s decision not to sign legislation that was to strengthen
eventual ties with Europe and ultimately lead to Ukraine’s membership in the European
Union, other protests were staged by groups of mainly ethnic Russians who opposed the
events in Kyiv and wanted closer ties or integration with Russia. For Russian President
Putin, the overthrow of Ukraine’s pro-Russian president was “the final straw”

(Mearsheimer, 2014, p. 77). He responded by seizing Crimea, a peninsula with the
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potential of hosting a NATO naval base. Ukraine responded with sanctions against
Russia, and Russia responded with similar measures against Ukraine. Later that year,
newly elected Ukrainian president Petro Poroshenko stated that bilateral relations with
Russia could not be normalized unless Russia returned control of Crimea to Ukraine.23

In early 2015, Ukraine’s parliament registered a draft decree on suspending
diplomatic relations with Russia, but the suspension did not take place. Since then,
however, Ukraine has suspended military cooperation with Russia, banned all direct
flights between Ukraine and Russia, and closed its air space to Russian aircraft. Since that
time, Russian media reports characterizing Ukrainians as anti-Russian nationalists have
resulted in an increase in negative attitudes toward Ukraine on the part of many Russians,
and Russian support of separatist troops in eastern Ukraine have led to increased hostility
toward Russia on the part of many Ukrainians. To date, under the guise of protecting the
interests of Russians in Ukraine, Russia maintains aggressive action toward Ukraine in
the areas of diplomacy, dissemination of information, military intervention, and
economic sanctions. During this year’s St. Petersburg International Economic Forum
(June 16-18), Putin indirectly accused NATO of acting to “scare the Russian-speaking
population of southeastern Ukraine and Crimea” and declared that Moscow “simply had
to take measures to protect certain social groups” in Ukraine (“Plenary”). Such
statements on the part of Russian leaders continue to inflame the anti-Russia sentiment

that has grown among Ukrainians since Euromaidan, and this climate of mutual mistrust

23 As an artifact of post-colonialism, Putin’s seizure of Crimea harkens back to Soviet empirism. Twenty-
five years after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Putin still seeks to control neighboring Belarus and
Ukraine. His annexation of Crimea and occupation of portions of eastern Ukraine are reminiscent of
Soviet— particularly Stalinist—efforts to acquire lands in an effort to enlarge his “empire.”
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and hostility has resulted in a worsening of attitudes toward the Russian language since

that time.

EDUCATION POLICY IN UKRAINE: AN INTRODUCTION

Language policy and language use in schools play a vital role in the development
and dissemination of languages. As Besters-Dilger (2007) noted, instruction is
understood to be a “crucial area” that “will decide the fate of the Ukrainian language,
since as many are convinced, the use of the language...will have a decisive impact on the
language preferences of Ukrainian youth” (258). Language policy in Ukrainian schools
affects not only the fate of the Ukrainian language, but also the future of Russian and
other minority languages within Ukraine. The idea of language policy as a “legally
backed mechanism to organize, manage or manipulate language behaviors” (Bulajeva
and Hogan-Brun, 2010, p. 80) indicates the importance of understanding the vast
potential impact of legislation related to languages in schools. A review of historical

policies related to language use in Ukrainian schools provides a context for this study.

Education Policy in Ukraine Under Late Tsarist and Soviet Rule

Tsarist policy denied the existence of Ukrainian as a separate language and the
Ukrainian people as a distinct nation, a notion that persists among some to this day. This
view of Ukrainian as a dialect of Russian was reflected in Alexander I’s educational
reform law of 1804, which allowed for the teaching of the non-Russian languages of the
Empire but did not include Ukrainian as one of them (Krawchenko, 1985). Consequently,

Ukrainian was banned from schools both as a language of instruction and as a subject.
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The absence of Ukrainian-language schools most often denied the Ukrainian peasantry
access to education, which resulted in lower literacy rates among Ukrainians compared
with Russians (Arel, 1993).

After emerging victorious from the devastating civil war, the Bolsheviks
overturned the Russification efforts that had defined the Tsarist era and introduced a
national policy that intended to make the non-Russian languages and peoples equal in
status to Russian and the Russians. They aimed to stimulate the use of non-Russian
languages by providing education in the titular language (Arel, 1993).

The Education Laws of 1923 and 1924 were created as a direct result of
Korenizatsiya efforts, referred to in Ukraine as Ukrainizatsiya, or Ukrainianization.
These laws stipulated that in areas predominantly populated by ethnic Ukrainians, pupils
were to be instructed in Ukrainian. They also mandated that both Ukrainian and Russian
be made compulsory subjects in all schools, regardless of the language of instruction.
Furthermore, national minorities in compact settlements were guaranteed instruction in
their native language if it was not Russian or Ukrainian.

Aided by these two laws, access to Ukrainian-language schools rose sharply.
Despite significant shortages of Ukrainian-language teachers and textbooks, 94% of
ethnically Ukrainian schoolchildren and 76% of all pupils were enrolled in Ukrainian-
language schools by 1927. The large-scale introduction of Ukrainian-language schools
increased the overall literacy rates of Ukrainians from 24% in 1920 to 42% in 1926

(Krawchenko, 1985).
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Stalin’s rise to power at the beginning of the 1930s ushered in anti-Korenizatsiya
policies that led to significant repression of the Ukrainian language in all spheres. The
Ukrainian Bolshevik leader Mykola Skrypnyk, who, as the People’s Commissar of
Education, had led the cultural Ukrainianization efforts from 1925 to 1933, was one of
the first victims of Stalin’s massive purges of Ukrainian state and party officials. When
the Soviet Union introduced a union-wide educational plan in 1934, the regime offered a
unified, state-mandated curriculum that detailed what was to be taught and which
textbooks were to be used (Stepanenko, 1999). The principal function of education for a
totalitarian state like the Soviet Union was to inculcate students with Marxist-Leninist
ideology (Janmaat, 2000). Teachers were not allowed to express their opinions freely,
parents were not given a say in school-related matters, and the creation of private and
parochial schools was banned.

The 1936 revised constitution of the USSR guaranteed instruction in languages
other than Russian, but this provision was not enforced. Instead, a 1938 decree making
Russian a compulsory subject beginning in the second grade greatly increased the number
of hours of Russian language instruction and introduced courses in Russian culture and
literature in all schools (Anderson and Silver, 1989; Krawchenko, 1985). At the same
time, the content of Ukrainian literature and history courses was thoroughly revised and
in secondary schools, courses in Ukrainian history were remove from the curriculum
altogether (Janmaat, 2000). The proportion of pupils enrolled in Ukrainian-language

schools fell from 88.5% in 1933 to 79% in 1940.
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Unlike the Bolsheviks in Soviet Ukraine, the Poles, who had been granted most of
former Austro-Hungarian Ukraine after World War I, discouraged the use of Ukrainian.
Due to bureaucratic obstacles to opening and maintaining Ukrainian schools (all local
administrations were entirely in Polish hands), the number of Ukrainian-language
elementary schools dropped sharply. After the western Ukrainian lands were united with
Soviet Ukraine following World War II, these lands were subject to the centralization and
Russification policies under which the rest of the country operated.

In 1938, the central government declared the study of Russian to be obligatory in
the national schools. A nearly identical decree was ratified a month later at the Fourteenth
Party Congress of the Ukrainian Communist Party, under the direction of its newly
appointed leader, Nikita Khrushchev. Khrushchev declared that, as of that day, “all of the
peoples will be studying Russian” (Grenoble, 2003, p. 84). In other words, Russian
became a required course of study throughout Ukraine and in every Soviet school,
regardless of the language of instruction.

In addition to Khrushchev’s policies, another much-criticized political act of the
late 1950s led to even greater Russification in schools: the Kremlin’s move to pressure
individual republics into making the titular language an optional subject in Russian-
language schools, while at the same time retaining the compulsory status of Russian
language and literature for titular schools (Krawchenko, 1985; Solchanyk, 1985).

Yet, the 1958 school reform that allowed parents to choose the language of
primary instruction for their children, unpopular among the national intelligentsia in parts

of the USSR, meant that non-Russian languages would slowly give way to Russian in
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light of the pressures of survival and advancement. The gains of the past, already largely
reversed during the Stalin era, were offset by the liberal attitude towards the requirement
to study the local languages. (The requirement to study Russian remained.) Parents were
generally free to choose the language of study for their children, and they often chose
Russian, which reinforced the resulting Russification. At the time, successful careers
required a good command of Russian, while knowledge of Ukrainian was not vital, so it
was common for Ukrainian parents to send their children to Russian-language schools,
even though Ukrainian-language schools were usually available. While Ukrainian was
supposed to be learned as a second language at a level comparable to Russian, the
instruction of the remaining school subjects was in Russian and, as a result, students
possessed a greater command of Russian than Ukrainian upon graduation.

The complete suppression of all expressions of separatism or Ukrainian
nationalism also contributed to lessening interest in the Ukrainian language. Some people
who persistently used Ukrainian on a daily basis were often perceived as expressing
sympathy towards, or even being members of, the political opposition. This perception,
combined with advantages given by Russian fluency and usage, made Russian the
primary language of choice for many Ukrainians. In any event, the mild liberalization in
Ukraine and elsewhere was stifled by a new suppression of freedoms at the end of the
Khrushchev era (1963) when a policy of gradually creeping suppression of Ukrainian was
re-instituted.

Legislation that limited the use of Ukrainian was frequently met with opposition

from Ukrainian Party officials and writers. For example, the 1958 decision of the USSR
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Council of Ministers to rescind obligatory mother-tongue instruction in native schools
was looked upon unfavorably by high-ranking Communist Party officials in Ukraine. The
two Ukrainian deputies who were involved in drafting the Supreme Soviet decision
argued for maintaining mother-tongue study, an argument that was also voiced in the
press by the secretary of the Kiev Region Party committee, published in the Party journal
Komunist Ukrainy. Party members of the writers’ union in Kiev argued in favor of
parental control over the language of instruction in schools. For many, this pressure was a
sign not only of Russification, but also creeping centralization of the education system, a
process that was formalized in the mid-1960s with the creation of a ministry of education
at the Union level. This ministry took over many of the powers of the republican
ministries and standardized the curricula of elementary and secondary schools throughout
the Soviet Union (Bilinsky, 1968). In the 1970s, the USSR Ministry of Education took
further steps to expand and improve the teaching of Russian in titular schools by, among
other things, paying teachers of Russian fifteen percent more than they paid titular
language teachers (Arel, 1993).

In 1959, Khrushchev accelerated Russification by introducing a controversial law
that granted parents the right to choose the language of instruction for their children. As a
result, the Bolsheviks’ policy of making the language of instruction dependent on the
ethnic composition of the local population was abandoned (Arel, 1993). Given that in

Ukraine many vuzy?* functioned exclusively in Russian, the law had the intended effect

24 Vuz is singular and vuzy is plural for institutions of higher education. From the Russian acronym 6y3:
“higher educational establishment.”
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of encouraging Ukrainian parents to send their children to Russian-language schools. The
proportion of Ukrainian-instructed pupils declined from 74% in 1956 to 47.5% in 1988,
and the percentage of Russian-instructed pupils rose accordingly. This creeping
Russification of the school system angered many nationally conscious Ukrainians in the
Glasnost years (Janmaat, 2000).

While glasnost and perestroika resulted in new demands for language equality on
the part of Soviet citizens of non-Russian titular languages, in Ukraine, the opposition
movement, Rukh, found it much more difficult to mobilize the titular population, as a
large proportion of the population was Russian-speaking. Immediately following the
retirement of the conservative First Secretary of the CPU in September 1989, the
Ukrainian Supreme Soviet passed the “Law on Languages in the Ukrainian SSR,” which
made Ukrainian the sole state language. In terms of education, the law established the
following regulations:

1. The free choice of the language of instruction is an inalienable right of the

citizens of the Ukrainian SSR;

2. The Ukrainian SSR guarantees each child the right to be brought up and to

receive education in its national language;

3. In the schools of the Ukrainian SSR, teaching will be done in Ukrainian. In

places of compact settlements?3 of civilians or other nationalities, schools can be

established in which the language of teaching will be their national language or

another language;

25 The law did not specify what was meant by “compact settlement.”
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4. In schools, separate classes can be created in which the language of teaching is
Ukrainian or the language of people of a different nationality;
5. In all schools, the study of the Ukrainian language and the Russian language is
compulsory
6. In institutions of special secondary, professional technical, and higher
education of the Ukrainian SSR, Ukrainian is the language of teaching. In places
of settlement of a majority of citizens of other nationalities, the language of
teaching is in their national language, alongside Ukrainian;
7. In the above-mentioned institutions, groups can also be created with the
Russian language of instruction in cases determined by the appropriate organs of
state administration;
8. In all groups with the Russian language of instruction and in non-Ukrainian
institutions, irrespective of their departmental subordination, the study of the
Ukrainian language is guaranteed;
9. Students wishing admission to an institution of higher or specialized secondary
education have to take a Ukrainian-language entrance exam on a competitive
basis. The manner in which entrance exams are taken by persons not having been
attested in Ukrainian is determined by the Ministry of Higher and Specialized
Secondary Education of the Ukrainian SSR.
If we look closely at them, we see the contradictory nature of some of these regulations.
For example, the first regulation is a reiteration of Khrushchev’s decree and implies that

the amount of Ukrainian- and Russian-language instruction is determined by parental
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need, whereas the three other principals state that nationality, not parental need, should
determine the language of instruction. If rules number 2, 3 and 4 are enforced, it is
possible that in areas that are predominantly Ukrainian-speaking, parental demands for
Russian-language education may be denied, rendering the first regulation void. If the first
regulation is followed, the share of Russian-language education in certain areas may far
exceed the share of ethnic Russians in the local population, which runs counter to the
other rules. According to Arel (1995), the first regulation, the one that guarantees the free
choice of the language of instruction, was not a part of the draft version of the law and
was added following parliamentary debates. Members of the Rukh movement were
disappointed by this addition, because they specifically blamed the freedom-of-choice
clause for the large numbers of Ukrainian pupils attending Russian-language schools in
the south and east (Janmaat, 2000).

Following the passage of the Law on Languages, implementing its regulations
proved difficult, and little changed in terms of language use in education (Arel, 1995).
Leading state and party officials feared a backlash both from ethnic Ukrainians and
Russians, and not enough of the population of Ukraine was fully proficient in Ukrainian
and able to implement the law. Furthermore, lawmakers had failed to outline penalties for
non-compliance, which may have contributed to the slow execution of the law. Schools
were granted a period of ten years to switch to Ukrainian. In the school year following
the adoption of the law, the number of pupils instructed in Ukrainian increased by only

0.4 percent nationwide when compared to the year before (Janmaat, 2000).
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In 1991, per a decree from the increasingly nationalist Cabinet of Ministers, the
State Program on the Development of the Ukrainian Language was implemented.
Although the document served primarily to specify the terms of implementation of the
Law on Languages, it also changed some regulations and added some new ones. For
example, instead of repeating the freedom of choice principal, the program urged state
organs to “create conditions to ensure the constitutional right of citizens to educate their
children in their native language” (Article 21). According to Janmaat (2000), the word
“native” was meant to be interpreted as “national,” because the next sentence calls for the
introduction of a “network of educational institutions in accordance with the national
composition and the needs of the population” (Article 22). In other words, this measure
stipulated that the amount of Ukrainian-language and Russian-language education should
correspond to the number of ethnic Ukrainians and Russians in the local population. The
program offered a detailed timetable that specified when the optimal number of
Ukrainian-language kindergartens and schools had to be reached in each oblast. Oblasts
in the east and south were granted ten years to comply with the regulations, just as they
had been by the Law on Languages. These measures were likely based on the idea that
pupils should receive instruction in the language of their parents’ nationality in order to
preserve their own national identity. One can safely argue, continues Janmaat (2000), that
the real intent of these measures was to force the large group of Russian-speaking
Ukrainians in the east and south to send their children to Ukrainian-language schools.
Naturally, the principle of freedom of choice worked against this intention. In an effort to

avoid having Ukrainians send their children to Russian-language schools, the Ministry of
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Education sought to make Ukrainian-language education more appealing. Shortly after
the adoption of the state program, Russian schools were directed to open Ukrainian
classes — Ukrainian-language curricula for select groups of students—if they received
eight to ten requests from parents to have their child instructed in Ukrainian. Given that
the average size of classes was about thirty students, the Ministry clearly speculated that
small classes would persuade parents to enroll their children in Ukrainian classes.
Interestingly, the reverse did not hold; Ukrainian-language schools were not obligated to
open Russian classes (Janmaat, 2000).

In conjunction with the requirement to open Ukrainian classes in Russian-
language schools, the Ministry ordered all Russian-language schools that were formerly
Ukrainian-language schools to open only Ukrainian first-grade classes as of the fall of
1992. Although the measure appeared to be at odds with the principle of freedom of
choice, education officials were able to justify the order by stating that the mandate did
not forbid parents to choose the language of instruction for their child; the nearest
Russian-language school might simply be farther away. This increased distance, Janmaat
argues, could have acted as a powerful incentive for parents to consider sending their
Russian-speaking children to a Ukrainian school, as many parents valued the proximity

of their children’s school (64).

Education Policy in Post-Soviet Ukraine

After the failed coup attempt against Gorbachev’s reforms in Moscow in August

1991, members of the Ukrainian Supreme Soviet quickly cast off communist allegiances
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and declared Ukraine an independent state. Their newly found patriotism did not lead to
an insistence on the use of the Ukrainian language, however, as the country’s leadership
did not wish to alienate the Russians and other minorities. In October 1991, the national
parliament, renamed the Supreme Rada [Verkhovna Rada Ukrainy], adopted the Law on
Ukrainian Citizenship, which made all residents of Ukraine state citizens and removed
the line used to indicate nationality in internal passports. In basing nationality on
geographical residence rather than ethnicity, the Ukrainian government drew praise from
European human rights watchdog organizations (Deychakiwsky, 1994). Another piece of
legislation designed to convince national minorities that the Ukrainian lawmakers
embraced an inclusive concept of nationhood was the November 1991 Declaration of the
Rights of Nationalities of Ukraine. It guaranteed all nations and national groups the right
to use their mother tongue in all spheres of public life, including education. Liberal as
this declaration may seem, however, it also made the nationality of a person and not his
or her first language the criterion for the use of a language other than Ukrainian in public
spheres. Thus, it recognized minorities on national grounds, not on linguistic ones. As
such, the declaration tacitly approved the intention of the state program to encourage
Russian-speaking Ukrainians to speak Ukrainian (Janmaat, 2000).

While post-independence policy-making focused heavily on promoting the use of
Ukrainian in the public domain, the most drastic measures by far to promote the use of
Ukrainian over other languages were taken in the field of education (Arel, 1995), and as a
result, the use of Ukrainian as the main language of instruction has increased dramatically

since independence (Bilaniuk and Melnyk, 2008). Following Ukraine’s declaration of
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independence, government authorities pledged to introduce sweeping reforms in the
education system. In practice, however, the centralized education system, a relic of the
Soviet era, kept school education almost totally in state hands. While the educational
system saw a brief interlude in the 1990s when parents, teachers and regional school
authorities were granted greater freedom in determining their own curricula, this
temporary relaxation of the regime may have been a result of Kyiv’s inability to quickly
restore central control, not a genuine desire to give schools more freedom of movement.
Indeed, the Ministry of Education quickly resumed control of schools and regional
authorities once it had prepared new programs and procured new textbooks in the mid-
nineties (Janmaat, 2000).

Dissatisfied with the slow rate of growth of Ukrainian-language instruction, the
Minister of Education, Petro Talunchuk, accused the heads of schools of ignoring the
stipulations of the State Program and sought to find new ways to reach the goals outlined
in the legislation. He decreed that the network of first-graders be brought in line with the
national composition of the population in each region by 1 September 1993. By focusing
on first-grade students instead of all students, he allowed students already enrolled in
Russian classes to continue their Russian-language education. Using this gradual
approach, Talunchuk hoped to persuade local educational authorities to comply with the
legislation.

Despite these measures, those in the Ministry of Education remained deeply
dissatisfied with the results of their efforts to increase levels of Ukrainian-language

instruction in schools. In July 1993, Talanchuk wrote a letter to schools in which he
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complained that local educational authorities in the south and east were obstructing
efforts to increase Ukrainian-language instruction by allowing too many Russian schools
to declare themselves to be lyceums, gymnasiums or colleges2¢ (Zbirnyk Minosvity, 1993,
No. 19). To end this practice, the Minister suggested that these new types of schools be
opened with Ukrainian as the language of instruction. By permitting local authorities to
open only Ukrainian-language lyceums and gymnasiums, the Ministry surely hoped to
encourage Russian-language schools to switch to Ukrainian before applying for such
higher-status designations (Arel, 1995). Another administrative incentive for Russian-
language schools to adopt Ukrainian as their language of instruction was Talanchuk’s
order to give schools transferring to Ukrainian priority in receiving textbooks, a strong
incentive considering the historic shortage of textbooks in Ukraine (Janmaat, 2000, p.
67).

Talanchuk further denounced what he perceived as bureaucratic obstacles for
parents wishing to send their children to Ukrainian classes or Ukrainian-language
schools. He forbade schools to demand official written requests from these parents. In his
opinion, only parents wishing to enroll their children in schools that had languages of
instruction other than Ukraine could be asked to write a special letter of application. With
these measures, Talanchuk clearly wanted to indicate that Ukrainian-language schools
and schools with other languages of instruction were not to be treated as equals; the
former were to be the norm, the latter, the exception (Janmaat, 2000). For admittance to

the former, there would be no obstacles whatsoever, and if parents did not apply for a

26 Brief definitions of these various types of educational institutions can be found later in this chapter.
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specific language of instruction, their children would automatically be assigned to a
Ukrainian-language school. Obviously, posits Janmaat (2000), the Ministry hoped that
parental passivity would result in many children being enrolled in Ukrainian-language
schools.

Evolving education policies affected not only the language of classroom
instruction in Ukraine but also the school curricula, including the teaching of Russian
language and literature. In January 1993, the First Deputy Minister of Education
informed educational authorities that as of the beginning of the 1993-1994 school year,
Russian literature would cease to be taught as a separate subject in Ukrainian schools
(Zbirnyk Minosvity, 1993, No. 5). Certain works of Russian literature would instead be
included in the course entitled “World Literature” and would make up no more than one-
fourth of the total curriculum of the course. Ukrainian-language schools were further
allowed to cease offering courses in Russian language altogether, in violation of the
Language Law, which held that Russian was a compulsory subject in all schools.

Russian language and literature had been prominent subjects in Soviet-era
Ukrainian schools, but following Ukrainian independence, the teaching of Russian began
to decline. While certain municipalities had begun removing Russian language and
literature from their curricula several years earlier, the subjects were removed altogether
from the 1997-1998 curriculum for all Ukrainian-language schools. The removal of these
subjects from the curriculum did not mean, however, that the Russian language was
banned from Ukrainian-language schools. Instead, Ukrainian-language schools had three

options for continuing with Russian-language education: 1) as a compulsory foreign
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language, 2) as an optional subject chosen by the school, or 3) as an optional subject

chosen by individual students (Janmaat, 2000).

Education Policy in the Self-Proclaimed People’s Republics and Crimea

Three geographical areas of Ukraine that fell under Ukrainian jurisdiction until
the spring of 2014 and are still considered by the Ukrainian government to be Ukrainian
territory include the Donetsk People’s Republic, the Luhansk People’s Republic, and
Crimea. Although the official status of these territories is disputed, the Ukrainian
government considers these lands to be Ukrainian territories, so information about
Russian-language education in these areas is included in this dissertation.

The Luhansk People’s Republic (LPR) is a self-proclaimed state in eastern
Ukraine, bordering the Russian Federation, the Donetsk People’s Republic (DPR), and
Ukraine. It declared independence from Ukraine in May of 2014. The Luhansk People’s
Republic has its own government and ministry of education. The northern portion of
Luhansk Oblast, which is predominantly Ukrainian-speaking, has remained under
Ukrainian control.

The Donetsk People’s Republic (DPR) is a self-proclaimed state in the Donetsk
Oblast of Ukraine that declared independence from Ukraine in April of 2014. Although
the DPR receives humanitarian aid and military support from Russia, the state is not
recognized by Russia or Ukraine. In fact, no entities other than the Republic of South
Ossetia recognize the sovereignty of the Donetsk People’s Republic. Like the Luhansk

People’s Republic, the DPR has its own government and ministries, including a ministry
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of education. By the beginning of the 2015-2016 academic year, the ministry of
education had overhauled the curriculum, decreasing the number of hours per week
devoted to the study of Ukrainian from around eight hours a week to two, while at the
same time increasing the number of hours devoted to Russian language and literature.
The grading system was changed from Ukraine’s twelve-point system to Russia’s five-
point system. According to an August 2015 article in The Guardian, graduates of schools
in the DPR receive diplomas that are supposed to allow them to enter universities in
Russia (“Rebel-Held”). However, in an e-mail to the author in June of 2016, the director
of a school in the non-occupied area of the Donetsk Oblast reported that students in the
DPR earn diplomas that are recognized neither by Ukraine nor by Russia. According to
this director, the Ukrainian government has created opportunities for children in occupied
territories to obtain a diploma and enroll in institutions of higher education in Ukraine,
but the authorities within the occupied territories strictly monitor these students and take
measures to prevent such activities.

According to its Law on Education, the DPR guarantees education in state
languages and a choice of language of instruction within the capabilities of the
educational system. Citizens of the DPR have the right to be educated in their native
language, provided the language is that of a recognized ethnic group living within the
territory of the DPR.

Like the Ukrainian-controlled northern areas of the Luhansk Oblast, only the

eastern territory of the Donetsk Oblast is occupied by separatist troops. In areas that are
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not occupied, the governmental system, including the education system and language
curriculum, has not changed.

Crimea, administered de facto by the Russian Federation and de jure by Ukraine,
was annexed by Russia in 2014 following the ousting of the Ukrainian president and the
subsequent takeover of the region by pro-Russian separatists and Russian special forces.
Russia incorporated Crimea as two federal subjects: the Republic of Crimea and the
federal city of Sevastopol. Although Russia has control over Crimea, sovereignty over the
Peninsula remains disputed as Ukraine and the majority of the international community

view the annexation as having been illegal.

EDUCATION SYSTEM IN UKRAINE

In order to contextualize language policy in Ukraine, it is helpful to understand
the current structure of the Ukrainian education system and the content of the language

curricula.

Structure

According to the Ukrainian law “On Education,” children in Ukraine are required
to attend eleven years of schooling. Elementary education —accreditation level I—
comprises grades one through four. Basic (lower secondary) education—accreditation
level I —includes grades five through nine. Senior (upper secondary) education—
accreditation level III—includes grades ten and eleven.

Children start school at the age of six or seven, generally depending on when their

birthday falls in the year. The option to complete primary education in three years is
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provided by law, and it is not uncommon for some children—particularly gifted
children—to be admitted directly into the second grade.

Basic compulsory general secondary education lasts five years (grades five
through nine) and is provided by basic secondary schools. After finishing ninth grade and
passing final examinations, students are awarded the Certificate of Basic General
Secondary Education. This certificate allows graduates to either continue education at the
senior (upper) secondary school level or pursue further education in professional trade
schools, technical schools, or vocational schools.

At the end of grade eleven, successful graduates receive the Certificate of
Complete General Secondary Education. Those students receiving a complete secondary
education integrated with vocational training can be issued a Diploma of Qualified
Worker or Junior Specialist in addition to a Certificate of Complete General Secondary

Education.

Types of Schools

There are several types of public educational institutions in Ukraine, including
middle schools of general education; lyceums, which carried the name tekhnikum under
the Soviet system, and gymnasiums. There are also boarding schools, which are referred
to as school-internats or lyceum-internats. Educational institutions provide one, two, or
all three levels of education. Students generally study in the same school throughout their

primary and secondary education.
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The term middle school [zahal'noosvitnya shkola), or ZOSh, refers to institutions
that combine primary and secondary education. As such, most middle schools offer all
three levels of education (grades one through eleven). Some remote schools meet only the
minimum requirement for education in Ukraine: first and second levels of accreditation
(grades one through nine).

General schools with intensive programs in certain subjects such as foreign
languages, science, fine arts, and music are referred to as specialized schools.
Gymnasiums are level II-III elite schools with intensive programs in a particular subject
or subjects in accordance with the school’s specialization. Lyceums are level III elite
schools providing specialized education and pre-vocational training.

Private schools began operating in Ukraine in the early 1990s (1992-1993). By
the late 1990s, rates of private education in Ukraine remained insignificant, with private
schools enrolling less than 1 percent of all students in 1998-1999. The number of students
attending private schools increased significantly in the beginning of the 2000s and

reached 23,700 students in 2007-2008.

Curriculum

Since 1991, the basic curriculum in Ukrainian schools has consisted of two main
types of courses: state-mandated and school-mandated. The state-mandated component of
the curriculum is determined by the Ministry of Education and Science (MoES) of
Ukraine and is obligatory for all secondary educational institutions. In consultation with

parents and community organizations, individual institutions develop the school-
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mandated components of the curriculum, which are designed to meet the needs of the
individual objectives of the school. All curricula include approximately three to ten of
these school-mandated hours per week. All students in a given school attend both state-
mandated and school-mandated courses, and if there are more than twenty-seven students
in a group, the group may be divided into two for state-mandated courses and language
courses. Elective and extra-curricular courses are offered in addition to state-mandated

and school-mandated courses.

LANGUAGE EDUCATION IN UKRAINE

While the majority of Ukrainian students attend schools in which Ukrainian is the
primary language of instruction, schooling is also offered in Russian and other minority
languages (Romanian, Hungarian, Moldovan, and Polish). These so-called minority-
language schools are located in areas where those languages have been declared to be
regional languages per the 2012 law that stipulates that a language spoken by at least

10% of an oblast's population may be elevated to the status of regional language.

Ukrainian Language

Changes in language and education policy in post-Soviet Ukraine have resulted in
a significant increase in the percentage of Ukrainian schoolchildren studying in
Ukrainian-language schools. As the sole state language of Ukraine, Ukrainian is a
required subject in all Ukrainian schools, including those in which instruction takes place

in a regional language. Due to the fact that students in Ukraine take exit exams in
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Ukrainian, there is a significant incentive for parents to send their children to Ukrainian-

language schools.

Russian Language

Just as the ideal status of Russian in Ukraine as a whole is a matter of debate, so
too is the role of Russian in Ukrainian schools. While Russian is taught as a native
language in Russian-language schools and classes, its role in Ukrainian-language schools
differs from that of a foreign language. Bulajeva and Hogan-Brun (2010) noted that in
Soviet times, Russian was considered a second rather than a foreign language. This
phenomenon laid the expectation and curricular space for an alternative foreign language,
like English, to take the place of Russian after 1991.

As a minority language in Ukraine, Russian may be a language of instruction or
be studied as a school-mandated, elective, or extracurricular course, depending on the
school. Russian was a required course in all Ukrainian schools from 1938 until Ukraine
gained its independence from the Soviet Union in 1991, but now Russian is a required
course only in Russian-language schools, for students in Russian-language classes within
Ukrainian-language schools, and for students in schools that have opted to include

Russian within their school-mandated curricula.

Foreign Languages

Four foreign languages are commonly taught in Ukrainian schools: English,
German, French, and Spanish. The most commonly taught foreign language is English. In

terms of a second foreign language, the most common languages offered are English,
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German, French, Spanish, and Chinese. Students who study in Ukrainian-language
schools study both a foreign language and a second foreign language beginning in fifth
grade. In schools specializing in foreign languages, compulsory foreign language
education begins in the first grade and a second foreign language is introduced in the fifth

grade.

World Literature

In Ukrainian-language schools, World Literature (zarubizhna/zarubezhnaya
literatura) courses include not only works of Russian literature, but also literature from
other countries. Russian literature makes up no more than 10-13% of the literature
offered in these courses (e-mail message to author, April 16,2016). During the study of
Russian-language works, the use of Russian is allowed, just as English may be used when
discussing American and British works, and German may be heard during discussions of
German works, depending on the level of language proficiency of the teachers and their
students. Teachers work with texts translated into Ukrainian, but to understand the works
better, teachers occasionally refer to them in their original language. In Russian-language
schools, World Literature is replaced with an integrated course entitled Literature, in

which students focus primarily on the works of Russian writers in Russian.

Given Ukraine’s history of ethnic, political, and social conflict, language policy

plays a pivotal role in education, in that language and education policy have the potential

to unite or divide the next generation of Ukrainian citizens. Pavlenko (“I Never Knew,”
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2003) argues that “classroom discourses play an important role in shaping students’
membership in [...] communities and legitimizing new identity options” (266), and these
new options include those that strengthen a sense of national unity among Ukrainians.
Indeed, classrooms “can either reproduce existing power structures and narrowly defined
identity categories or create conditions for challenging and reimagining them” (Friedman
2016, p. 166). As such, policies related to language and education can be powerful tools

as Ukraine continues to shape its future as an independent nation.
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Chapter 4: Methodology and Description of Study

Just two months after undertaking this project in September 2013, a wave of
demonstrations and civil unrest broke out in Ukraine in response to unexpected actions
on the part of then-President Viktor Yanukovych: his decision to suspend preparations to
sign the Ukraine-European Union Association Agreement. This agreement had been
created in an effort to establish a political and economic association between Ukraine, the
European Union, and The European Atomic Energy Community, and proponents of the
alliance had heralded it as a step toward closer European integration. Although Ukraine
had appeared to be moving closer to a democratic model following the Orange
Revolution of 2004-2005, corruption and political infighting continued to plague
independent Ukraine in the years that followed. Although continued internal political
issues garnered less international attention in the wake of the Orange Revolution, the
public protests of 2013 again thrust the nation into the world’s spotlight and brought
attention to the “stark deterioration of democracy and the rule of law” that had prevented
it from achieving integration into the European Union (“EU Leaders”). These protests
ultimately led to the 2014 Ukrainian revolution, the flight of President Yanukovych and
other high government officials from the country, and the removal of Yanukovych from
office. The unrest also led, in March of 2014, to two major events: Russia’s annexation of
Crimea and the beginning of an armed conflict with pro-Russian forces in the Donbas

region of Ukraine that has continued into 2016. The ongoing ramifications of this
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political turmoil and the significant destabilization of the nation of Ukraine as a whole
greatly affected the research methodology for this dissertation.

The original plan was to collect data via face-to-face interviews with teachers of
Russian in Ukraine during the fall of 2015. In 2014, however, major funding for research
in Ukraine was suspended by the United States Department of State, and Ukraine was
added to the University of Texas restricted regions list. Since travel to the country as a
whole was deemed a “medium” risk, and travel to warring regions in the eastern part of
the country was assigned a risk rating of “extreme,” the likelihood of obtaining special
authorization to conduct research in Ukraine was slim. As such, plans to conduct research
in-country were abandoned, and research was conducted remotely from the United States.

While data could not be gathered on the ground in Ukraine in 2015, the urgency
to report on the unique perspectives and experiences of teachers grew even stronger as a
result of the fast-changing political climate. The goal was that ultimately, the voice of
language teachers during this time of turmoil in Ukraine would add an important human
dimension to this research and set it apart from faceless lists of statistics, declarations
posted on social media, and carefully composed sound bites broadcast on news programs
throughout the world. It was hoped that reporting these teachers’ experiences would lead
to a more nuanced understanding of the impact of politics on the status of Russian and
Russian-language education in Ukraine, in essence, an ethnographic portrait and critical
description of how political turmoil has impacted teachers of Russian and the teaching of

Russian during a time of internal conflict and upheaval. So while conducting research
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remotely presented certain challenges during the process of collecting data, every effort

was made to reach teachers and collect as much valuable information as possible.

PRE-DISSERTATION BETA STUDY

In the fall of 2014, a beta study was conducted to test potential questions being
considered for inclusion in the dissertation research. The purpose of the beta study was to
analyze data collected from teachers of Russian in Ukraine by means of a five-page
questionnaire (see Appendices 1 and 2). The questionnaire, distributed in Russian,
gathered information about teachers’ educational backgrounds and work experience,
language preparation, the schools where they taught and their working conditions, the
challenges they faced in their work as teachers of Russian, and their personal opinions
regarding the status of Russian in Ukraine and the future of the Russian language within
the Ukrainian educational system. Due to the relatively small number of respondents —
thirty-three—it was understood that the data offered a window into the experiences of a
small group of teachers of Russian in Ukraine but did not pretend to describe fully and
accurately the experiences of Russian-language teachers in Ukraine as a whole.
Responses to the questionnaire informed the shape and scope of the interview questions
later used to gather primary data for the dissertation.

Knowledge gained while conducting the beta study led to greater overall
preparation for, and execution of, the research study itself. First, many areas of interest
related to Russian-language education in Ukraine could not be explored within the scope

of a single study, so preparing for and conducting the beta study helped narrow the focus

82



of the research. Second, analyzing the responses gathered from teachers in the beta study
led to greater insight into how best to phrase interview questions in order to elicit
successfully the data needed to address the research questions for the study. Questions
that did not elicit appropriate or relevant data were not included in the final interview
protocol. Third, the format and content of the questionnaire, which was carefully
constructed and revised based on feedback received from native speakers of Russian, was
easily adapted for later transformation into the pre-interview questionnaire designed to
gather demographic information from interviewees. Fourth, optional contact information
provided by participants in the beta study served as a starting point in the recruitment of

teachers for the actual dissertation research study.

Distribution of Beta Study Questionnaires

After the final version of the beta study questionnaire was completed, electronic
copies were e-mailed to contacts in Ukraine for distribution to teachers of Russian.
Copies of the questionnaire were also e-mailed directly to schools whose addresses were
found through Internet searches. A letter of introduction and support from the faculty
advisor for this study accompanied each copy of the questionnaire. In total, the
questionnaire was distributed to 320 teachers of Russian in fifteen Ukrainian cities.
Thirty-three completed questionnaires, or approximately 10% of those originally sent out,
were returned. A variety of factors contributed to a relatively low response rate: the
researcher’s not being in Ukraine to distribute the questionnaires personally and instead

having to rely on contacts there to help distribute them; a lack of personal contacts
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outside of a handful of cities; little incentive for teachers to complete the questionnaire; a
general distrust of requests for help received through unsolicited e-mail; the lack of
complete anonymity for teachers, as completed questionnaires had to be returned by e-
mail; the extra steps that were required to print out, complete, scan and return the
questionnaires; a largely older population of Russian teachers lacking access to
technology or not being as familiar and comfortable with technology as younger
generations; hesitation to express opinions or to put them in writing; the sensitive nature
of language issues in Ukraine; and a general tension in Ukraine related to recent political

unrest and the ongoing civil war being fought in the eastern part of that country.

Beta Study Findings

Of the thirty-three teachers who returned questionnaires to the researcher, nine of
the respondents, or 27%, taught at schools where Russian was the language of instruction,
whereas twenty-four, or 73%, taught at schools where Ukrainian was the language of
instruction. Due to a strong movement toward more Ukrainian-language instruction in
schools following the disintegration of the Soviet Union, it was not surprising that more
than twice as many respondents to the questionnaire taught at schools with Ukrainian as
the language of instruction as did those who taught in schools where Russian was the
medium of instruction.

In terms of geographical representation, responses were received from teachers
from across Ukraine, primarily from urban areas. Thirteen responses came from teachers

in Kyiv, the nation’s capital, which lies in the north and falls roughly on the dividing line

84



between what is historically considered eastern and western Ukraine. Five responses were
received from Odesa, a largely Russian-speaking city in southern Ukraine; four from
Kharkiv in the north, two from Dnipropetrovsk in south-central Ukraine, and one from
Donetsk in eastern Ukraine, all Russian-speaking areas; four from Lutsk and one from
Vinnytsia, largely Ukrainian-speaking cities in western Ukraine; and three from the
villages of Velyka Volytsya and Liubar, also in the Ukrainian-speaking western part of
the country.

Russian was a required course in two-thirds of the schools where the respondents
taught, and an elective course in one-third of the schools. Ukrainian was the language of
instruction in all but four of the schools represented. In the four non-Ukrainian-language
schools—of which two were located in Kyiv, one in Odesa, and one in Kharkiv—Russian
was the language of instruction. Of the thirty-three teachers surveyed, ten taught Russian
as a native language, and eleven taught it as a second foreign language (five beginning in
first grade, one beginning in second grade, one beginning in third grade, and four
beginning in fifth grade). The multi-layered status of the Russian language in Ukraine,
however, complicated the question of whether Russian was taught as a first, second, or
foreign language, and twelve teachers wrote in their own descriptions of the status of the
Russian language within their schools. Seven teachers specified that they taught Russian
as an elective course. Three teachers indicated that they taught Russian as a national
minority language. One teacher explained that she taught in a bilingual setting, with
Ukrainian as the state language and Russian as a regional language. And one teacher,

who teaches at a school that offers instruction to some students in Ukrainian and to others
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in Russian, indicated that she taught Russian as both a native and a second language.
Notably, two teachers from the same Ukrainian-language school offered differing
descriptions of the role of Russian in their institution, which, together with commentary
provided by teachers, indicates that even two decades after the dissolution of the Soviet
Union and the Soviet-era education system in Ukraine, the status of Russian in Ukrainian
schools remains unresolved.

An average of four teachers of Russian worked at the schools where respondents
taught. All but four teachers of the thirty-three respondents taught other courses as well,
including math, Ukrainian language and literature, world literature, natural science,
health, art, industrial arts, and literacy. Only elementary-school teachers taught such a
wide variety of courses, because for them, Russian language was just one of many
subjects they taught. The teachers taught Russian an average of eight hours per week, and
their overall teaching load averaged seventeen hours per week. One teacher, the director
of a Russian-language school in Kyiv, did not teach Russian language at all; she taught
Russian literature eight hours a week. In addition to teaching Russian, six of the thirty-
three teachers—about 16% —taught elective courses as well: two taught basic courses in
Christian ethics, another taught courses in world art and classical literature, a fourth
taught a course entitled “Literary Mosaic™ to sixth-graders, a fifth taught a special course
entitled “Images of World Literature Within the Musical Arts,” and a sixth teacher led a
course related to the literary museum housed at her school.

Other information solicited in the beta study questionnaires included teachers’

opinions about the textbooks used in Russian classes. The names and publishers of the
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textbooks were collected, along with teachers’ ratings and commentaries about them. On
a scale of one to ten, with ten being the highest score, teachers gave an average rating of
8 to their Russian-language textbooks in terms of how they corresponded to the academic
programs of their schools. They rated their textbooks slightly lower, an average of 7.7,
with regard to how they met the needs of their students. The advantages teachers cited
regarding their textbooks included the inclusion of good texts for the development of
conversation skills, the presence of theoretical material, large print (this from a teacher
who had taught Russian for forty-eight years), good exercises for pair or group work,
color illustrations, and an overall feeling, particularly among teachers in Kyiv, that the
textbooks adhered to the guidelines of the academic program in Russian. It is unclear
whether the teachers in Kyiv were referring to school-specific or national Russian-
language curricula, because contrary to teachers in Kyiv, teachers in Lutsk, in western
Ukraine, felt that their textbooks did not align with the academic programs of their
schools at all. In terms of negative feedback about the textbooks, teachers mentioned a
lack of explicit grammar instruction, “boring” texts, insufficient time to cover the
material, not enough theoretical background, and not enough quality exercises,
particularly in grammar, spelling and punctuation.

Teachers were also surveyed about the supplementary materials used in class, the
technology available to them in the classroom and which kinds they used, how well their
students spoke Russian, what specific difficulties their students experienced as they
learned Russian, and what kinds of Russian-language-related extracurricular events their

students participated in.
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Following questions about their schools and working conditions, teachers were
asked to share their personal opinions about the status of the Russian language in
Ukraine. One contact in central Ukraine—a teacher of middle- and high-school English
who helped recruit research subjects for this study —recommended omitting questions
related to the status of Russian and suggested that inquiries containing political overtones
be removed in favor of questions that would instead elicit impersonal quantitative data.
Due to the policy-related focus of this dissertation, however, questions about teachers’
opinions regarding the state of the Russian language in Ukraine were key to answering
the research questions associated with this study. To this end, the following questions
were asked:

One: In your opinion, should Russian be a required course in all Ukrainian
schools? Nine of the thirty-three teachers strongly agreed that Russian should be a
required course, fifteen teachers agreed, and seven teachers expressed a neutral opinion.
So 75% of respondents agreed that Russian should be a required course in all Ukrainian
schools, and an additional 22% expressed a neutral opinion. Only one respondent
disagreed that Russian should be a required course. So even though a majority of
respondents--81%--considered themselves Ukrainian, three-quarters of all respondents
felt that Russian language should be a required course in all Ukrainian schools.

The second Russian-language-related question asked was the following: what
should be the status of the Russian language in Ukraine? The responses were quite evenly
divided among three of the four available options. No respondent reported feeling that

Russian should be the sole state language of Ukraine (instead of Ukrainian). Nine
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teachers felt Russian should be a second official language (alongside Ukrainian), the
same number of teachers thought it should be a recognized second language, and a
slightly larger number of teachers—thirteen versus nine for the other two options —felt it
should remain a protected minority language, as it is today. One respondent chose “other”
and expressed the following: “Russian should be a foreign language (and, consequently,
be studied as a foreign language, on the same level as English and French, but not as a
national minority language, because a very large number of Ukrainian citizens speak it,
even though those in power fight against it, whether openly or not).”

The third question was about the status of the Russian language within the
educational system, and more than half of the respondents —66% —felt that Russian had
lost importance within the educational system following Ukrainian independence. Less
than 1% of respondents felt that Russian had grown in importance since Ukraine gained
independence, and a quarter of respondents felt its significance had not changed. One
teacher wrote in response: “They make Russian unnecessary and indoctrinate a new
generation into thinking that Russian isn’t necessary —and not unsuccessfully.”

The fourth language-related question was about the role of Russian-language
schools in Ukraine. Many Russian-language schools—schools where Russian is the
language of instruction—closed after the fall of the Soviet Union due partly to a decline
in birthrates and partly to a significant shift toward Ukrainian as the language of
instruction. Even though more than two-thirds of those who completed the questionnaire
for the beta study taught at Ukrainian-language schools, nearly three-quarters of the

teachers agreed or strongly agreed that Russian-language schools still played an
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important role in the Ukrainian educational system, and a further 20% expressed a neutral
opinion. Less than 1% of respondents felt that Russian-language schools did not play an
important role in the educational system in Ukraine. Significantly, three-quarters of the
teachers agreed that Russian-language schools played an important role in Ukraine, even
though two-thirds of the respondents were teachers in Ukrainian-language schools.

The final question in this section of the questionnaire asked teachers to share what
they considered to be the most pressing issues facing the educational system in Ukraine
in terms of the teaching of Russian. The three issues most often raised were: 1) too few
hours allotted to Russian-language study, 2) the unclear status of the Russian language in
Ukraine, and 3) insufficient and outdated teaching materials. Below is a sample of the

responses received:

Too few hours of Russian taught in general and at the high-school level in
particular;
* An insufficient theoretical base of knowledge among the students;

* Teachers not given enough leeway to use literature in the classroom or to choose
their own textbooks;

¢ The removal of dictation exercises from the curriculum;

* New textbooks are needed to meet the new curriculum requirements in grades five
and six;

* The study of Russian needs to be obligatory;

* A more pleasant learning environment for the students needs to be fostered;
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* Moral education needs to be a required subject;

* There is a lack of contemporary Russian literary texts;

* There are too few Russian-language schools and too few hours in the day devoted
to the Russian language;

* Continued uncertainty about the status of Russian in Ukraine;

* Russian-speaking children are not required to learn Russian;

* Not enough qualified teachers of Russian;

* Teaching materials have become out of date;

* Very low teacher pay;

* Poor teacher-training and a lack of motivation among teachers;

* The high average age of teachers. (The teacher who mentioned this said that the

average age of Russian-language teachers at her school in Kyiv was 59.)

The third and final section of the questionnaire included questions about teachers’
language and educational backgrounds, how they had learned Russian, the number of
years they had taught, and whether they lived in a predominantly Russian-speaking or
Ukrainian-speaking area of the country. In terms of teaching experience, only three
respondents had taught fewer than ten years. The teacher with the least experience
teaching Russian was a first-year teacher, whereas the teacher with the most experience
had taught the language for forty-eight years. On average, the teachers had twenty-five
years of experience teaching Russian and twenty-seven years of teaching experience in

general. 81% of the teachers considered themselves Ukrainian, and the other 19% of
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teachers considered themselves Russian. One-third of the teachers considered Ukrainian
to be their native language, just over half considered Russian their native language, and
12% cited both of them as their native languages. So even though more than 80% of the
respondents considered themselves Ukrainian, 65% considered Russian to be their native

or one of their native languages.

Conclusions

The results of the beta study indicated that rich quantitative and qualitative data
could be collected from teachers by means of a carefully constructed questionnaire. Due
to the fluid political and social situation in Ukraine, qualitative data seemed to provide a
richer context for understanding the current state of the teaching of Russian in Ukraine.
The experience of conducting the beta study and analyzing the data collected during the
study ultimately shaped the content and scope of the research questions, the content and
format of the demographic questionnaire, and the content and structure of the participant

interviews.

THE RESEARCH STUDY
Research Questions

The research questions for this study were the following:

1) How have policies related to the role and status of the Russian language in
Ukraine evolved since Ukraine became an independent nation, and how has this

evolution in language policy affected the teaching of Russian there?
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2) How do geography and political conditions in contemporary Ukraine affect
language policy, attitudes toward the Russian language, and the teaching of Russian?
3) How has the geopolitical relationship between Ukraine and Russia affected the

status of, and attitudes toward, the Russian language and the study of Russian in Ukraine?

Hypotheses

Several major themes emerged from the data collected during the beta study. The
results of the beta study led to the formation of the following hypotheses:

1) Changes in language policy in post-Soviet Ukraine have negatively affected the
status of, and attitudes toward, the Russian language both in general and within the
education system. Changes in language policy have led to a significant decrease in the
number of Russian-language schools in Ukraine, a drop in prestige of the Russian
language within the education system, and a sharp decline in the number of hours
devoted to Russian language studies in school where Ukrainian is the language of
instruction.

2) Both politics and geography have a significant effect on policies and attitudes
toward the Russian language and the teaching of Russian in Ukraine. Those who live in
western Ukraine feel most strongly about maintaining the status of Ukrainian as the sole
state language, whereas those in the east argue a need to preserve the rights of Russian-
speakers in Ukraine. The political climate also affects attitudes toward the Russian

language and the teaching of Russian in Ukraine, as the passage of new language policies
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and ongoing political tensions lead to discontent on both sides of the language debate
between Ukrainian and Russian.

4) Political tensions between Ukraine and Russia since 2014 have led to a
worsening of attitudes toward the study of Russian in Ukrainian schools and led to a
decline in interest in studying the language. Russia’s ongoing support of the war in
Donbas has led to an increase in negative attitudes toward Russia, which has resulted in

an increase in negative attitudes toward the Russian language.

Recruitment and Interview Processes

Interviews for the research study were conducted via Skype, an application that
allows users to video chat with others around the world, provided both parties have an
Internet-enabled device and a webcam. In addition to Skype, a third-party software
application called Call Recorder, which automatically records and saves audio and video
files during Skype calls, was implemented. Video files were then converted to audio-only
files, which were professionally transcribed by a native speaker of Russian and returned

in Microsoft Word formatting for subsequent coding and analysis.

Gathering Data Remotely

While conducting participant interviews in Ukraine rather than remotely would
have been the ideal, conducting interviews via Skype did present a few minor
conveniences. First, the Call Recorder software automatically recorded the interviews
with teachers, virtually eliminating the possibility of human error: that of forgetting to

turn on the recorder. Second, the Call Recorder software saved each file directly to cloud
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storage, eliminating the need to upload the file from a handheld recording device. Finally,
reliable and widespread Internet access here in the United States allowed for convenient
Internet-based research and frequent electronic contact with interviewees.

Despite a small handful of logistical advantages to conducting research remotely,
the disadvantages of conducting research from outside Ukraine greatly outweighed the
advantages. Locating policy-related data, for one, proved problematic. While a limited
amount of policy-related information was available through Internet sources and contacts
in Ukraine, certain data remained elusive. Ukraine does not have the same tradition of
open access to information that we have in the United States, statistics are generally not
well kept, and there is little reliable information published online. While the Ukrainian
Parliament gave preliminary approval in March of 2015 to a law that would make more
public information available online (“Ukraine Advances Bill”’), a 2016 progress report
published by the Open Government Partnership confirms that Ukraine has not yet met its
legislative commitments to provide open data (6) and establish rules on processing
official information (8).

In addition to difficulties gathering policy-related information online, the remote
coordination of interviews to collect the qualitative data needed for this study also proved
challenging. First, conducting interviews remotely made it more difficult to recruit
teachers who did not have access to the technology required to take part in the study.
Conducting research from the United States made it virtually impossible to locate and
contact teachers who did not have Internet access or whose schools did not have an

online presence.
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Second, I had to rely on others to help recruit research subjects. Personal efforts
from the United States to reach school principals and teachers resulted in relatively few
interviews. In Ukraine, personal connections smooth the way when meeting others, and
personal relationships are essential for conducting business in Ukraine (McCarthy et al.,
2008). So-called “cold calls” in Ukraine are comparatively less likely to be successful,
which proved to be the case in efforts to reach out to schools through their websites. Even
when addressed by name, which was in nearly every single case, efforts to connect with
school principals through their websites resulted in very few contacts that led to
interviews. Had research been conducted in Ukraine, the research proposal could have
been presented to groups of teachers in order to generate interest in the project, and
interested teachers could have then spoken with colleagues in other schools and
introduced them to the project.

Finally, relying on contact by e-mail and not being able to speak with potential
research participants face-to-face created conditions that made it easier for teachers to
disregard requests for interviews. Teachers could choose not to respond to the
communications sent to them by e-mail, and doing so led to no negative repercussions.

During the beta study for this project, which had been conducted in the months
leading up to Euromaidan,?” one could not have anticipated the political tensions that
would soon grip Ukraine and hinder efforts to recruit research subjects for the

dissertation itself. While data was eventually collected from seventeen teachers,

27 Euromaidan was the name given to the demonstrations and civil unrest in Ukraine that began in
November 2013 with public protests in Maidan Nezalezhnosti (Independence Square) in Kyiv.
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arranging and conducting these interviews required significantly more time and effort
than had initially been anticipated. The five months that had been budgeted for
recruitment and interviews stretched out to ten months by the time of completion of the
final interview. Despite the extended time needed to recruit and interview teachers,
however, there is no evidence to suggest that remote interviews adversely affected the
quality of the data gathered. Although the interviews were conducted via Skype, they still
took place face-to-face, allowing for natural conversation that featured personal
connections, eye contact, and opportunities to ask teachers to elaborate on topics and
clarify statements being made.

While one could argue that people the world over are wary of responding to
unsolicited requests for information, those living in Ukraine, particularly during times of
political unrest and uncertainty, have even more reason to shun requests for contact from
strangers. After all, some interview questions related directly to politics, and their
responses could have gotten them in trouble with officials from their school or
government. Several teachers who eventually agreed to participate in the research still
chose not to answer the questions related to politics. For example, when asked toward the
end of her interview what she felt the status of Russian should be in Ukraine, one teacher,
Olga, with whom the researcher had established significant rapport during the seven
months leading up to the interview, politely responded, “May I not answer that
question?” Based on her age (66), the fact that she was born and raised in Russia, and her
responses to other language-related questions that had been asked, the researcher

surmised that Olga would like Russian to enjoy equal status with Ukrainian. Perhaps
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Olga’s unwillingness to go on record to express what may be a rather common but
largely unspoken and politically incorrect opinion among Russian-speakers living in
Ukraine, even with the understanding that her remarks would remain anonymous, spoke
both to current political tensions and to a legacy of fear cultivated during decades of
living under Soviet power. A different research subject, Vera, who did not agree to an
interview but did answer questions in written form, chose not to respond to any of the
queries related to politics and refused requests for follow-up information via e-mail or
Skype. Another contact, Vladimir, offered his own explanation for people’s fears. He had
returned completed questionnaires for the beta study from two teachers in the fall of
2014. Since these teachers had not provided their contact information, Vladimir was
asked in the fall of 2015 to find out if those same two teachers would be willing to be
interviewed. He responded thus: “Unfortunately, I am no longer able to help you. Due to
the grave sociopolitical situation and the threat to human life, I had to leave Ukraine. I
can only add that in the context of permanent terror, both through the media and through
state support of the permanent presence of neo-Nazi symbolism and organizations, not
only teachers, but the population as a whole, is in a state of depression, with a high level
of mistrust and suspicion. This has been caused, to a large extent, by the widespread
practice of denunciations by pupils, students, their parents, and their colleagues, who are
seeking to settle political or personal scores. I doubt that people in such a state will offer
sincere answers to your questions or even agree to be interviewed at all. There is a fear of
wiretapping and of the monitoring of electronic communications by members of the

Ukrainian secret service” (e-mail message to author, October 22, 2015).
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Other contacts who agreed to help recruit research subjects reported similar
difficulties finding teachers willing to be interviewed. Yeva, an ethnic Ukrainian living in
the United States who had been born, raised and educated in western Ukraine sent e-
mails to teachers who were personal friends and acquaintances and asked them to take
part in my research study. When Yeva initially reported that she had been unable to
recruit any research subjects, she was asked whether the teachers she had contacted had
simply not responded to her requests or had actually responded but refused to participate.
She responded, “They flat refused. There were five altogether... actually, six, because
one of my contacts used to be a teacher of Russian himself. He refused and gave no
reason except ‘he doesn't want to talk about it.” No one else in Lviv that I asked knew of
anybody....I can try to ask somebody in Ivano-Frankivsk to locate me a teacher; no
guarantee though. There seems to be a major trauma with these people. The Hungarian
woman [from Berehove] never responded; I wrote twice and she saw the messages, so |
dare not write again” (e-mail message to author, October 18, 2015).

Just as Yeva was not able to recruit research subjects from among her own friends
and acquaintances in Ukraine, a professor in Kharkiv who had recruited teachers to
complete the questionnaire for the beta study reported similar difficulties finding teachers
who would agree to be interviewed. Following an appeal to her by e-mail, she responded:
“About your request.... I really want to help you. Alas, in the present political situation,
no one would take part in the survey and fill out the form. I am very sorry about it. I

cannot do anything” (e-mail message to author, October 23, 2015).
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A further example of the fear expressed by potential research subjects was
uncovered during attempts to recruit one particular teacher of Russian from Kryvyi Rih, a
city in south-central Ukraine. This teacher, by the name of Marina, was the friend of an
acquaintance. The acquaintance, Anna, felt fairly certain that based on her friendship
with Marina and the fact that Anna could vouch for the research study, Marina would
agree to be interviewed. Anna contacted Marina and let her know that she would soon be
contacted by the researcher. After four unsuccessful attempts to schedule an interview
with Marina, Anna herself intervened. Marina refused to take part in the research study,
explaining that she was “afraid [the researcher] would try to brainwash her” (e-mail
message to author, April 7,2016). Such anecdotal evidence demonstrates that even
educators in Ukraine with personal/professional contacts there had a difficult time finding
colleagues willing to be interviewed, including those colleagues who had earlier
completed questionnaires for the beta study. When pressed for an explanation, political
tensions or other mitigating factors, such as fear of reprisals at work, were most

frequently cited.

Technology Used to Conduct Interviews

In addition to difficulties recruiting research subjects, another disadvantage of
conducting research remotely stemmed from the reliance on technology to conduct
interviews. Several potential research subjects were hesitant to be interviewed on Skype,
citing that they were unfamiliar with the program, had never used it, or did not have a

Skype account. While two such research subjects were eventually persuaded to seek help
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logging onto Skype for an interview, most research subjects who were not familiar with
Skype, even those who had previously expressed interest in participating in the study,
refused to be interviewed. Perhaps they did not want to take the time to learn to use an
unfamiliar application, or risk downloading malware to do so. Furthermore, due to a lack
of physical proximity, an interview via Skype can feel less personal than an interview
conducted face to face. Interviewing subjects in person allows researchers and
interviewees to be implicitly connected through non-verbal communication that is more
difficult to detect through a digital medium such as Skype. Although Skype is superior to
telephone contact for communication through non-verbal cues, the medium is still
inferior to face-to-face contact for reasons that include inconsistent upload and download
speeds and unpredictable video and sound quality. Furthermore, through neuroception
(Fosha, Siegel, and Solomon, 2009, p. 28), a person’s nervous system detects the state of
another person’s nervous system below the level of conscious awareness and makes
adjustments accordingly. It is reasonable to consider that an interviewee might feel
nervous during the interview, and during face-to-face communication, it would be much
easier to put that person at ease due to the implicit connection and neuroception taking
place between them. Even among those participants familiar with Skype, therefore, the
less personal nature of an interview conducted over the Internet may have led to greater
hesitation to participate in the study.

In addition to a lack of familiarity with Skype, access to a reliable Internet
connection during interviews presented occasional difficulties. During portions of several

interviews, poor sound quality made it challenging to hear and understand the research
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subjects and led to difficulties during the process of transcribing the interviews. In
addition to issues of sound quality, two of the research participants who had previously
had access to reliable Internet connections faced difficulties when it came time to be
interviewed. A teacher in eastern Ukraine who was interviewed during the war in Donbas
explained that due to frequent, unannounced power outages, she could not promise to be
able to connect at the appointed time. The teacher from Crimea expressed similar
uncertainty over her ability to take part in the interview as planned, because Crimea was
experiencing rolling blackouts at the time (December 2015). In three other cases, Skype
calls were dropped due to irregularities in Internet connectivity among the interviewees,
which necessitated reconnection in order to complete the interviews. In one of those
cases, the connection failed completely and could not be reestablished, so a continuation
of the interview had to be scheduled for two weeks later.

In addition to technology-related disadvantages to conducting research remotely,
the effort required on the part of the teachers to participate in the study proved to be an
obstacle to recruitment. Research subjects could not simply appear at the appointed time,
sign a consent form, and take part in an interview. Instead, teachers had to download and
print the consent form and three-page questionnaire, fill them out, sign the consent form,
scan or photograph the consent form and questionnaire, return the scans or photos of
these forms to the researcher by e-mail, arrange for a date and time for the interview by e-
mail, familiarize themselves with Skype, and take time out of a busy day to take part in
the interview. These activities required significant time and effort on the part of research

subjects, who received nothing tangible in return for their efforts—no financial
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compensation, no opportunity to converse with the interviewer over a cup of coffee
before or after the interview, and no positive recognition from others for their
participations. Not all teachers were willing or able to commit such time and energy to
the study. If anything, given the politically charged climate at the time, those teachers
who agreed to speak about their experiences did so at the risk—whether real or
perceived —of unfavorable reactions from school administrators, colleagues and others.
This potential for negative repercussions, coupled with long work hours, low wages and
other hardships already faced by teachers in Ukraine, may have served as a disincentive
to participate.

Another disadvantage to conducting research remotely was that the inability to
meet with research subjects in person made it more difficult to secure original signatures
on consent forms and even deterred potential research subjects from participating in the
study. Research subjects needed to fill out consent forms, sign them, and return scans or
photographs of the forms before interviews could be conducted. Not all of the research
subjects had access to a scanner, and the time required to locate one frequently delayed
the scheduling of interviews. In the case of four potential research subjects who had
agreed to be interviewed and who had submitted their completed pre-interview
questionnaires, only a lack of signed, written consent prevented the scheduling of
interviews. It is possible that the requirement to either scan or photograph the signed
consent form, attach it to an e-mail message and return it to the researcher discouraged
these particular subjects from following through on their earlier agreement to take part in

the study.
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Further disadvantages encountered while conducting research remotely included
the following: the inability to deepen relationships with teachers through face-to-face
contact; missed opportunities to visit schools and to observe research subjects in their
own environment; the inability to collect literature such as handouts, worksheets and
printed materials about Russian programs that then could have been coded and analyzed;
and an inability to examine language textbooks and materials used in the Russian-

language classroom in order to discuss the quality of those materials as part of this study.

Recruitment of Research Subjects

Participants were recruited through school websites, teachers’ blogs, messages on
the social media site VK22 and with the help of prior contacts and acquaintances in
Ukraine. In total, eleven months (June 2015 through April 2016) were spent recruiting
and interviewing a total of seventeen research subjects. Approximately 170 individual
teachers and an additional 57 school principals were addressed by name via e-mail, and
by the time interviews were arranged, a total of 450 e-mails had been sent to potential
research participants.

Those research subjects who eventually participated in the study were recruited
through a variety of means. Six teachers agreed to be interviewed in response to e-mails
addressed to their school principals. Four other teachers, all of whom had returned
questionnaires during the beta study and expressed interest in taking part in related

dissertation research, also participated in the study. Direct contact with teachers through

28 VK (originally VKontakte) is an online social networking service. Similar to Facebook in structure and
layout, VK is especially popular among Russian-speaking users.
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their blogs, which had been found during Internet searches, resulted in one interview, and
the rest of the teachers were recruited through contacts both in the United States and
Ukraine or recruited by other interviewees. Whereas the questionnaires sent out for the
beta study were returned at a rate of approximately ten percent, finding teachers willing
to be interviewed about their thoughts and opinions proved even more difficult.
Unfortunately, in the time between the distribution of beta study questionnaires and the
recruitment of research subjects for the dissertation itself, the political situation in
Ukraine had continued to deteriorate. As a result, only seven of the thirty-three teachers
who had returned questionnaires as part of the beta study ultimately agreed to be
interviewed for the research study. Of the individuals contacted directly, eight percent of
them were eventually interviewed. The figure of eight percent, however, does not include
attempts made by others, including contacts both in the United States and in Ukraine, to
recruit teachers. The low response to requests for interviews, coupled with
correspondence from teachers that expressed discomfort surrounding the topic of the
study, indicate that the ongoing political strife and unrest in Ukraine have rendered
language policy and the status of the Russian language even more delicate topics for

Ukrainians at the moment.

Collection of Demographic Questionnaire Data

In order to collect demographic data and background information about the
research subjects prior to the interviews, teachers were asked to complete a three-page

questionnaire (see Appendices 3 and 4). By means of this questionnaire, the following
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information was gathered about the subjects: age; place and date of birth; contact
information; years of teaching experience (both general and Russian-language); rank and
title; how and where they acquired their Russian-language skills; where they completed
their higher education; their native language and how they identify themselves; which
language(s) they speak at home; the name, location, and type of institution where they
work; whether Russian is taught as a native language, second or foreign language, or
other variation, at the educational institution where they work; how many teachers of
Russian work at their school; whether Russian is a required course at their school and if
so, for which students; the number of hours per week that students at each grade level
study Russian; number of teaching hours per week (total and Russian-language); and
other courses taught in addition to Russian.

Advance collection of basic information about research subjects and the schools
where they worked allowed for interview questions to be tailored to each teacher and
ensured that the desired demographic information would be easily accessible for later
analysis. Furthermore, collecting demographic information in advance of the interviews
allowed for valuable face-to-face time to be spent clarifying the information they had
provided and asking in-depth questions to elicit qualitative data. All questionnaires were
returned before interviews were scheduled, ensuring that the researcher had

demographics-related information from all research subjects.
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Interview Protocol

Prior to each interview, signed, written consent was obtained from teachers (see
Appendices 5 and 6). Following receipt of the signed consent form and completed
questionnaire, Skype contact information was exchanged and interview dates and times
were arranged. As part of the interview process, certain questions were asked of every
research subject, whereas other inquiries were unique to each teacher based on the
responses provided on the questionnaire.

The interviews themselves opened with a series of questions about the teachers’
places of work: how long they had worked at their schools, how they had decided to
become teachers, which languages were taught at their schools, whether Russian was
taught as a native or foreign language, how many hours they taught per week and how
their teaching load compared to the teaching loads of other language teachers at their
schools, and about the ethnic and linguistic make-up of their students. After gathering
information about their experiences as teachers and about the role of Russian-language
studies in their schools, the line of questioning turned to how Russian-language teaching
methodologies had changed since the interviewees themselves had studied in school, how
the role of the Russian language within the Ukrainian education system had changed
since the fall of the Soviet Union, whether they thought that Russian should be a required
course for all students in Ukraine, whether there was still a need for Russian-language
schools in Ukraine, and if so, what role they played, how the current political situation in
Ukraine affected the status of Russian and the study of Russian in Ukraine, how the

geopolitical relationships between Russia and Ukraine affected the teaching of Russian in
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Ukraine, and what the status of the Russian language should be in Ukraine. I completed
my line of questioning by asking about the most pressing challenges facing teachers of
Russian in Ukraine today. This question was asked last in order to provide a final
opportunity for teachers to express concerns that might not have come up earlier in the
interview.

Interviews lasted approximately one hour, with the average interview lasting
sixty-one minutes. According to Glesne (2011), an hour of steady conversation is
generally an appropriate length of time for an interview conducted as part of a qualitative
research study (114), so the interview protocol for this study was created with Glesne’s
suggestion in mind. In total, interviews ranged from thirty-six minutes to one hour and
fifty-four minutes. While the content and quantity of questions remained uniform across
the interviews, some teachers provided more detailed information and extended

anecdotes, which accounted for the difference in length of interviews.

Research Participants

The initial plan for the study was to collect and analyze data from ten to fifteen
teachers of Russian from various regions of Ukraine and from communities of various
sizes. The goal was to collect as representative a sample of participants as possible in
terms of demographics: sex, years of teaching experience, and types of schools (general-

education schools, lyceums, gymnasiums and boarding schools). Ultimately, seventeen
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teachers of Russian—sixteen female and one male —were interviewed.?® In addition to
teachers of Russian in Ukraine, one teacher from Crimea, which was annexed from
Ukraine by Russia in March of 2014, was also interviewed. This interview took place
after the annexation.

Due to the fact that villages do not enjoy the same Internet connectivity as urban
areas, contacting teachers from communities with populations below 10,000 proved
difficult. The most widespread recruitment of teachers from rural areas took place with
the help of an acquaintance at a district board of education west-central Ukraine. The
methodologist for Russian-language studies in that district provided the e-mail addresses
of all of the rural schools in the area. Even accompanied by a letter of introduction from
the dissertation advisor and an explanation that the methodologist for the district had
provided consent for this research, the thirty-one e-mails sent to rural schools did not
result in a single interview. Only one response from a teacher was received, and that was
from a teacher who had returned a questionnaire for the beta study and also, eventually, a
pre-interview questionnaire. After she returned the pre-interview questionnaire, two
requests for an interview were sent, and the teacher responded that she couldn’t help
because she did not have Skype. Over the course of four months, four more requests were
made, including the suggestion that she respond in written form. These requests went

unacknowledged.

29 In Ukraine, the vast majority of schoolteachers are female. Teachers’ explanations for this disparity can
be found later in this chapter.
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A second significant effort to recruit teachers from rural areas was made through
a contact who teaches English in a village, who was asked if she would help recruit one
or both of the teachers who taught Russian at the school where she worked. Within days,
consent forms and pre-interview questionnaires were received from both teachers. The
first teacher refused an interview. The second teacher, who received requests for
interviews several times over the course of three months, remained silent. The English-
teacher contact was asked for help in encouraging this teacher to participate in the study.
When the teacher mentioned not having Skype, the contact suggested she answer
questions by e-mail. The questions were prepared and sent to the teacher, but they were
never returned, and follow-up e-mails went unanswered. Two months later, with the help
of the English teacher at that school, an interview was finally arranged. As a result of
securing this interview, not only do the research subjects for this study represent Ukraine

well geographically, the responses of a teacher in a rural area are included as well.

Geographical Representation

In terms of geographical representation, three of the seventeen teachers were from
western Ukraine: two from the far west and one from the northwest. Eight teachers were
from central regions: one from the west central region, three from the north central
region, three from the mid-central region, and one from the south central region. Four
teachers were from the east: one from the northeast and three from the southeast. There

were also two teachers from the south: one from southern Ukraine and one from Crimea,
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formerly part of Ukraine. For a breakdown of the geographical representation of the
research subjects, see the table in Appendix 7 and map in Appendix 8.

In addition to encompassing a wide range of geographical areas within Ukraine,
the research participants represent communities of varying sizes. In addition to the village
teacher, who lives in a community of approximately 2,000 people, interviews were
conducted with research participants from cities that fell well below the largest twenty in
Ukraine in terms of population: three cities with populations in the 200,000 range; two
cities between 80,000 and 120,000, and a small city of approximately 16,000.

In addition to teachers from rural areas and smaller cities, teachers were recruited
from the largest cities in Ukraine in order to represent the voice of urban teachers in their
respective regions. Teachers were interviewed from four of the five largest cities in

Ukraine: Kyiv, Kharkiv, Donetsk, and Odesa.

Gender Representation

In 2014, 98.9% of primary education teachers and 88.2% of secondary education
teachers in Ukraine were female.3? Reasons cited for this high proportion of female
teachers and recent “male teachers’ exodus from the classroom” (Magno, 2007, p. 654)
are a decline in the prestige of the teaching profession in Ukraine and other post-Soviet

republics and a decrease in teacher salaries.

30 Data collected from the World Bank’s Gender Data Portal (http://datatopics.worldbank .org/gender/).
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While data from both male and female teachers were sought for this study, only
one male teacher of Russian was located for an interview. When asked to help recruit
male colleagues to be interviewed, teachers responded without exception that there
weren’t any male teachers of Russian in Ukraine or that they didn’t know any. In follow-
up e-mails, interviewees who were asked to share their thoughts about why there were so
few male teachers of Russian language and literature in Ukraine explained that in Soviet
times when teacher pay was higher, there were many more male teachers, but that today,
low pay is a serious deterrent. They also suggested that men are traditionally drawn to
other fields such as history and the hard sciences. Valentina, a teacher from central
Ukraine, provided three reasons for the low numbers of male teachers in her field,
reasons that were cited by other teachers who participated in the study:

1) Men are more interested in technology and engineering; 2) Correcting

homework is not prestigious work for men; 3) There is a connection between low

pay and the lack of male teachers: recent graduates earn about 2,000 hryvnias

[80.6 U.S. dollars per the exchange rate August 10, 2016] per month, so they

can’t support a family....Ukrainian philologists can earn money on the side as

tutors, but Russian-language tutoring does not enjoy such demand.
Valentina’s assertions partly mirror those of Kutsyuruba (2011), who also credits
“unfavorable economic and social transformations” (294) for the overall decrease of male
teachers in post-Soviet Ukraine. Given the low numbers of males in the teaching

profession over all and in the humanities in particular, the ratio of male to female
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research subjects for this study reflects the actual gender demographics of teachers in

Ukrainian schools.

Age of Research Participants

According to a 2010 report issued by the World Bank, the average age of teachers
in Ukraine and other CIS countries is rapidly rising. This rise in the average age of
teachers is cited as evidence that the teaching profession is becoming less attractive in
these countries (248). Of the seventeen teachers of Russian interviewed for this study,
three were in their thirties, nine in their forties, three in their fifties, and two in their
sixties. The average age of the teachers, which was forty-eight, and the median age, forty-
five, suggest that teachers of Russian in Ukraine as a whole are older than workers
employed in other fields. Since relatively fewer university graduates in Ukraine enter the
teaching field, even without data from young teachers, the sample of research subjects is
still representative of the teaching population as a whole, i.e., with an average age

approaching fifty.

Place of Birth versus Ethnic Identification

In Ukraine, citizenship and nationality are treated separately, with the term
“nationality” traditionally referring to ethnicity. The custom of separating citizenship and
nationality became deeply rooted in society during Soviet times, when the state
maintained information about nationality in many administrative records and when
citizenship (hromadianstvo/grazhdanstvo) and ethnicity/nationality

(natsional'nist'/natsional'nost") were indicated separately in Soviet passports. For
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example, a person could live in the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic and at the same
time indicate Polish, Czech, Georgian or Russian nationality. As explained Mikhailo, a
history teacher in western Ukraine:

This obviously makes us different from the United States, which operates under

the concept of a melting pot, whereby those who come to the United States

become Americans. In the Soviet Union, too, the obvious goal was to erode

national differences and make everyone into one “Soviet people,” but they were

not able to do this.
The fact that the term “Ukrainian” refers to both citizenship and ethnicity complicates the
question of how those living in Ukraine identify themselves. Therefore, rather than being
prompted to indicate their ethnicity or nationality, participants in this study were asked,
“Whom do you consider yourself to be?” This question offered teachers the opportunity
to describe themselves based either on national self-perception or on their identification
with an ethnic group. This approach to self-identification was based on a research study
discussed in Zalizniak’s “Language Orientations and the Civilisation Choice for
Ukrainians” (2009, p. 161). For further discussion of ethnicity versus nationality, see
Chapter 3.

While there was some correlation between the research subjects’ place of birth
and how they identified themselves, having been born in Ukraine did not consistently
equate to teachers’ identification of themselves as Ukrainian. Of the seventeen research
subjects, twelve were born in Ukraine, two in Russia, and one each in Kazakhstan,

Belarus and Bessarabia, a historical region in southern Ukraine belonging partly to
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Moldova and partly to Ukraine. Of the twelve teachers who had been born in Ukraine,
eight of them considered themselves Ukrainian, and four considered themselves Russian.
All eight teachers who considered themselves Ukrainian had been born in central or
western Ukraine; indeed, every teacher who had been born in central or western Ukraine,
regardless of native language, considered himself or herself to be Ukrainian. Of those
born in Ukraine who identified themselves as Russian, three had been born in eastern
Ukraine, and one had been born in Crimea. As with those who identified themselves as
Ukrainian, every teacher interviewed who had been born in eastern Ukraine or Crimea
considered himself or herself to be Russian.

Of the five research subjects born outside of Ukraine, three considered themselves
Russian: the teacher who had been born in Bessarabia—a largely Russian-speaking
area—and both of the teachers who had been born in Russia. The teachers who had been

born in Kazakhstan and Belarus, however, both considered themselves Ukrainian.

Language

A distinctive feature of Ukraine’s language situation and a legacy of Soviet
language policy is a lack of consistent correlation between ethnicity and language in
Ukraine (Kulyk, 2013). Answers to questions related to one’s native language in Ukraine
can differ significantly from those related to ethnic identification (Masenko, 2009).
Likewise, many ethnic Ukrainians speak Russian as their primary language (Arel, 1996,
2002; Bilniuk, 2005; Pavlenko, 2006; Bilaniuk and Melnyk, 2008), and Russian is widely

used as a language of communication by those of a variety of ethnic backgrounds,
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particularly in urban areas. Due to this “vast discrepancy between ethnic and language
identities on one hand and between language identity and practice on the other” (Kulyk,
2013, p. 282), research subjects were asked to identify not only their native language, but
also the languages spoken at home and around them. This data was gathered in order to
allow for analysis of the relationships between subjects’ native languages, the languages

spoken at home, and the languages spoken around them.

Native Language and Language Spoken at Home

Of the seventeen research subjects, seven cited Ukrainian as their native language,
and ten cited Russian. All seven teachers who cited Ukrainian as their native language
also considered themselves Ukrainian. All seven teachers who considered themselves
Russian, as well as three who considered themselves Ukrainian, cited Russian as their
native language. All ten subjects who cited Russian as their native language spoke

predominantly Russian at home.

Predominant Language of the Area

The research subjects can be divided into three roughly equal-sized groups in
terms of the dominant language spoken where they live: five indicated that they lived in a
predominantly Ukrainian-speaking area of Ukraine, six indicated residence in an area
where Ukrainian and Russian were spoken equally, and six—including the teacher in
Crimea— reported living in a predominantly Russian-speaking area of the country.

Of the five teachers who claimed to live in a predominantly Ukrainian-speaking

area of Ukraine, four considered themselves Ukrainian and cited Ukrainian as their native
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language, whereas one considered herself Russian and cited Russian as her native
language. (This teacher had been born in Russia.) Of these five teachers living in
predominantly Ukrainian-speaking areas, two spoke Ukrainian in the home, two spoke
equal amounts of Ukrainian and Russian at home, and one spoke predominantly Russian
at home.

Five teachers of the six who claimed to live in an area where Ukrainian and
Russian were spoken equally considered themselves Ukrainian and cited Ukrainian as
their native language, whereas one, born in Bessarabia, considered herself Russian and
cited Russian as her native language. Among these six teachers, two spoke equal amounts
of Ukrainian and Russian at home, and four spoke predominantly in Russian.

All six teachers who claimed to live in predominantly Russian-speaking areas of
the country cited Russian as their native language and spoke Russian at home. Five
considered themselves Russian, and one, who had been born in Kazakhstan, considered

herself Ukrainian.

Types of Schools

Of the seventeen teachers of Russian who were interviewed for this study, six
teach exclusively at gymnasiums (himnazii/gimnazii) 3! four teach at lyceums (litsei), one
teaches at an academic-educational complex (navchal'no-vikhovnyi kompleks/uchebno-
vospitatel'nyi kompleks) that offers specialized instruction in the humanities, one teaches

at a middle school of general education, or ZOSh (zahal'noosvitnia shkoka I-111

31 For a short explanation of the three main types of government-funded educational institutions for
children in Ukraine— gymnasiums, lyceums, and schools— see chapter three.
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stupeniv/obshcheobrazovatel'naia shkola I-111 stupenei), which combines primary and
secondary levels of education, and two teach in specialized schools (spetsializovani
shkoly/spetsializirovannye shkoly), i.e., secondary schools with enhanced coverage of
certain subjects that constitute the specialization of the school. A total of three teachers
teach Russian at two different educational institutions: one teaches at a specialized
boarding school (spetsializovanalspetsalizirovannaya shkola-internat) and a teachers
college (pedahohichnyi koledzh/pedagogicheskoe uchilishche), another teaches at a
teachers college and the lyceum associated with that college, and a third teaches at both a
boarding school a general-education school. In this study, which focuses on Russian-
language education in government-funded educational institutions for students in grades

one through eleven, data related to the teachers colleges are not included.

Russian as a Required or Elective Language

Data was collected from seventeen teachers of Russian in fifteen educational
institutions across Ukraine, including Crimea. Of these fifteen institutions, Russian is
taught as a required course in ten of them and as an elective course in five. Of the ten
institutions where Russian is taught as a required course, it is taught as a native language
(ridna mova/rodnoi iazyk) in five: in the Russian-language schools in western Ukraine,
Kyiv and Crimea, and in a Ukrainian-language school in eastern Ukraine. Of the other
five schools that teach Russian as a required course, it is required per administrative
mandate in two, is taught as a second foreign language (druha inozemna mova/vtoroi

inostrannyi iazyk) beginning in fifth grade in two others, is taught as a second foreign
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language beginning in first grade in one school, and is taught as a national minority
language (mova natsional'nykh menshyn/iazyk natsional'nykh men'shinstv) in another
school. In the five schools where Russian is not a required course, it is taught as an
elective course (fakul'tatyvnyil/fakul'tativnyi predmet) in one, as a national minority
language in another, and as a second foreign language beginning in fifth grade —either
for all students or for select groups of students—in three others. In one school in western
Ukraine where Russian is no longer offered to incoming students, Russian is taught only
to those three groups of students, who are currently in grades seven, eight and nine, who
began studying it in fifth grade.

To underscore the difficulty in categorizing the ever-changing role of the Russian
language in schools in post-Soviet Ukraine, it should be noted that two teachers of
Russian who work in the same school characterized the study of the Russian language at
their school in different ways. One teacher indicated that Russian was taught as a third
foreign language (tretia inozemna movaltretii inostrannyi iazyk) language beginning in
the sixth grade, whereas the other identified Russian as a second foreign language
beginning in fifth grade and as an elective course. A closer look at what was said during
interviews with these teachers indicates that prior to the 2015-2016 academic year,
Russian had been taught to all students beginning in fifth grade, whereas this year, per

government mandate, incoming fifth-graders do not study Russian.
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Hours of Russian Language Instruction

The number of hours per week of Russian language instruction in Ukrainian
schools is determined by the Ministry of Education and varies depending on the type,
specialization, and language of instruction of the school. Detailed information about the
various Russian language curricula can be found in chapter 3.

Of the schools represented in this study, three of them offer Russian in the
primary grades, and in all three schools, Russian is taught as a native language and is the
language of instruction. In two of the schools, first-and second-graders study Russian six
hours per week, and third- and fourth-graders study Russian five hours per week. In the
other school, students in grades one through four study Russian five hours per week.

In the secondary schools where Russian is taught as a native language, students
study Russian between two and six hours a week, with the number of hours per week of
study declining as the students move into higher grades. In schools where Russian is not

taught as a native language, students study Russian between zero and two hours a week.

Profiles of Research Participants

The following are profiles of the participants who took part in this empirical
study, presented in the order in which they were interviewed. For the purposes of this
study, a village [vyselok/prysilok/selishche/selo/selishche mis'kogo typu] refers to a
geographical area with a population under 10,000, a town [mistechko] refers to an area

with a population of 10,000 to 75,000 residents, a city [misto] refers to an area with a
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population between 75,000 and 300,000 residents, and a large city [velike misto] refers to
an area with a population of 300,000 or more residents.
The information provided in the profiles below was gathered from questionnaires

and interviews.

1. Kostya, 38, lives and works in a mid-size industrial city, in which both Russian and
Ukrainian are spoken, in central Ukraine. He teaches Russian at two institutions: a
regional specialized boarding school and a teachers college. Ukrainian is the language of
instruction at both institutions. Students in grades eight through eleven study at the
boarding school, which is affiliated with the local teachers college and serves gifted
children from rural areas. Per a decision made by the administration of the boarding
school, which has chosen to use elective hours for Russian study, all students at the
school study Russian as a required course one hour per week. Kostya has thirteen years’
teaching experience and has taught Russian throughout his teaching career. While he
identifies himself as Ukrainian and as a native speaker of Ukrainian, Kostya speaks
Russian at home and reports having learned Russian while growing up in a Russian-
speaking environment. At the boarding school where he works, Kostya teaches a total of

twelve hours per week: four hours of Russian and eight hours of world literature.

2. Katya, 42, teaches Russian at a gymnasium in a mid-size Russian- and Ukrainian-
speaking city in central Ukraine. Ukrainian is the language of instruction at her
institution, which is open to students in grades five through eleven. Russian is taught as a

second foreign language there beginning in the fifth grade and is a required course for
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students specializing in math and in history and law. Katya has a total of seventeen years’
teaching experience, including fifteen years teaching foreign literature and two years
teaching Russian. Born in Belarus, Katya moved to Ukraine as a young child. She
considers herself Ukrainian and cites Ukrainian as her native language. At home, Katya
speaks both Ukrainian and Russian. She reports having learned Russian both in school,
where Russian was the language of instruction, and at the institute. Katya teaches a total
of eighteen hours a week: six hours of Russian and twelve hours of world literature. She
also supervises the Young Journalists’ Club and the Intellectual Games Club at the

gymnasium where she works.

3. Galina, 49, teaches Russian literature and works as the director of a Russian-language
gymnasium in a large Russian- and Ukrainian-speaking city in central Ukraine. Russian
is taught as a native language and is a required course for all students (grades one through
eleven) at the gymnasium. While she considers herself Ukrainian, she cites Russian as
her native language and speaks Russian at home. Galina has thirty-two years’ teaching
experience and has taught Russian for twenty-seven years. She currently teaches Russian

literature eight hours per week.

4. Tanya, 44, teaches Russian at a Russian-language gymnasium in a large Russian- and
Ukrainian-speaking city in central Ukraine. At her gymnasium, Russian is taught as a
native language and is a required course for all students (grades one through eleven).
While she considers herself Ukrainian, she cites Russian as her native language and

speaks Russian at home. Tanya has twenty-five years’ teaching experience and has taught
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Russian throughout her teaching career. She teaches twelve hours per week: six hours of
Russian and six hours of world literature. She also oversees the Museum Club, which
organizes literature-related activities and excursions of the museum located in her

gymnasium.

5. Valentina, 57, teaches Russian at two institutions: a teachers college and the lyceum
affiliated with it. She lives and works in a mid-size industrial city in central Ukraine
where both Russian and Ukrainian are spoken widely. Ukrainian is the language of
instruction at both institutions. At the lyceum, which is open to students in grades eight
through eleven, all students study Russian one hour per week per administrative
discretion. Valentina has thirty years’ experience teaching Russian and has taught a total
of thirty-eight years. While she identifies herself as Ukrainian and cites Ukrainian as her
native language, Valentina speaks both Ukrainian and Russian at home. She reports
having learned Russian as a child in a bilingual environment, during her studies in school
and at a teachers college, and through Russian classics and contemporary literature.
Valentina teaches a total of twenty-two hours per week, including seven hours of
Russian. In addition to Russian, Valentina teaches foreign literature and two elective
courses: Russian Orthography and a course that prepares students to defend research

papers at the Minor Academy of Sciences of Ukraine.32

32 The Minor Academy of Sciences of Ukraine, which has operated in its current form since 1993 based on
roots dating back nearly seventy years, is a governmental organization that supports high-school student
research activities in Ukraine. For further information, see http://man.gov.ua.
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6. Lyuba, 42, teaches at a lyceum in a small, central, predominantly Ukrainian-speaking
town. Ukrainian is the language of instruction at her lyceum, which specializes in
economics and mathematics. Russian is offered to students of all grades (eight through
eleven) at the lyceum but is not a required course. Lyuba identifies herself as Ukrainian
and as a native speaker of Ukrainian. She learned to speak Russian in her family growing
up, and as an adult, she speaks both Ukrainian and Russian at home. Lyuba has been
teaching Russian for fifteen years and has a total of seventeen years’ teaching experience.
She teaches a total of nine hours per week. In addition to two hours of Russian per week,

she teaches two elective courses: foreign literature and Ukrainian language and literature.

7. Tamara, 63, teaches Russian at a specialized school in a mid-size Ukrainian-speaking
city in western Ukraine. Her school, which specializes in intensive English language
study in all grades (one through eleven), is the only one of its kind in the oblast that
features Russian as the general language of instruction. Tamara was born and raised in
Russia and settled in western Ukraine at the age of twenty-two. She considers herself
Russian and considers Russian her native language. She has been teaching Russian
throughout her thirty-four-year teaching career. From 1981 until 1995, she taught Russian
language and Russian and foreign literature to students in the upper grades. In 1995,
when Russian ceased to be a required course in Ukrainian schools, she began teaching
students in the elementary grades. She teaches a total of thirteen hours per week,

including five hours of Russian.

124



8. Yana, 43, teaches foreign literature and Ukrainian language and literature in a small
Ukrainian-speaking city in western Ukraine. She has twenty years’ teaching experience.
Students in grades one through eleven study at her school. Russian is not a required
course in her school, and the study of Russian is only offered to those students who began
learning it in fifth grade, i.e., students in grades seven through nine during the 2015-2016
academic year. These students study Russian two hours per week. While Yana identifies
herself as Ukrainian and as a native speaker of Ukrainian, she speaks both Ukrainian and
Russian at home, and she learned to speak Russian in school. Like all of the teachers of
Russian interviewed for this study, Yana studied to become a teacher of Russian language
and literature. She also earned credentials in Ukrainian philology .33 When Russian was
withdrawn from the curriculum in the schools in her city in 2014, she began teaching

Ukrainian. She currently teaches twenty hours per week.

9. Oksana, 49, is the only teacher of Russian at a school that specializes in information
technology in a large Russian- and Ukrainian-speaking city in central Ukraine. Ukrainian
is the language of instruction at her school, which serves students in grades one through
eleven. Russian, an elective course, is offered as a second foreign language two hours per
week in grades five through nine. Oksana was born and raised in Bessarabia, a historical
region whose territory includes parts of Moldova and southern Ukraine. She considers

herself Russian, cites Russian as her native language, and speaks Russian at home. She

33 Philology is the study of language in written historical sources. It is a combination of literary criticism,
history, and linguistics. Philology is more commonly defined as the study of literary texts and written
records, the establishment of their authenticity and their original form, and the determination of their
meaning. Philology can also refer more generically to linguistics—especially those of ancient, dead
languages—and historical and comparative linguistics.
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has taught Russian a total of twenty-eight years: twenty-four years at a large school in the
Odesa region, and then, after moving to central Ukraine, four years at the school where
she now teaches. Oksana teaches Russian exclusively for a total of twenty hours per

week.

10. Nadya, 48, teaches Russian at a lyceum in a large Russian-speaking city in eastern
Ukraine. In addition to being a candidate of pedagogical sciences,?* she has been
recognized by the Ministry of Education and Science of Ukraine for excellence in the
sphere of education, and she bears the honorary title Honored Teacher of Ukraine that
was awarded to her by the president of Ukraine. Although she was born in Ukraine, she
considers herself Russian and speaks Russian at home and as a native language. She has
been teaching for twenty-six years and has taught Russian throughout her career. Russian
is the language of instruction and a required course for all students at the lyceum where
she teaches, which is open to students in grades five through eleven. Nadya teaches
Russian a total of twenty-four hours a week. She also teaches an elective course entitled

Basics of Christian Ethics.

11. Alexandra, 35, teaches Russian at a lyceum in a large Russian-speaking city in
eastern Ukraine. Although she was born in Ukraine, she considers herself Russian and
speaks Russian at home and as a native language. She has six years’ teaching experience

and has taught Russian throughout these six years. Russian is the language of instruction

34 The Candidate of Sciences [kandidat nauk) degree is a post-graduate academic degree in the Soviet
Union and in some former Eastern Bloc countries, including Ukraine, that is awarded for completion of
original research that constitutes a significant contribution to the field of specialization. This degree is
usually deemed equivalent to the Ph.D. in the United States, depending on the quality of the dissertation.
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and is a required course for all students, who are in grades five through eleven, at the
lyceum where she works. Alexandra’s total teaching load is twenty-four hours per week.

She teaches Russian fifteen hours a week and literature nine hours per week.

12. Olena, 45, teaches Russian at a gymnasium in a mid-size Ukrainian-speaking city in
northwestern Ukraine. She considers herself Ukrainian and speaks Ukrainian as a native
language and at home. She learned Russian in school and while studying at the institute.
She has twenty-one years’ teaching experience and has taught Russian throughout her
teaching career. While Ukrainian is the language of instruction at her gymnasium,
Russian is a required course that is taught as a second foreign language beginning in
grade five. Olena teaches eighteen hours per week, including six hours of Russian and

twelve hours of foreign literature.

13. Svetlana, 57, teaches Russian at a lyceum offering specialized and college-
preparatory training in a large Russian-speaking city in northeastern Ukraine. She was
born in Kazakhstan but considers herself Ukrainian. She considers Russian, which she
speaks at home, her native language. She has taught Russian throughout her thirty-two-
year teaching career. At her lyceum, Russian is the language of instruction, is taught as a
national minority language, and is a required course for students of all grades (one
through eleven). Svetlana teaches twenty hours per week, including six hours of Russian

and fourteen hours of literature (Russian and foreign).
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14. Natasha, 43, teaches Russian at two schools in a large Russian-speaking city in
Crimea.* Natasha considers herself Russian and speaks Russian as her native language
and at home. She has sixteen years’ teaching experience and has taught Russian since the
beginning of her teaching career. Russian is the language of instruction at the schools
where she teaches, which now, like all other public schools in Crimea, fall under the
jurisdiction of the Ministry of Education and Science of the Russian Federation. Russian
is taught as a native language and as a required course in all grades (one through eleven)
at the main school where Natasha teaches fives days per week. In total, she teaches
twenty-four hours per week, including eight hours of Russian, in grades five and nine.
She also teaches literature and an area studies course that focuses on the history of her

city.

15. Olga, 66, has taught Russian for thirty-eight years at a specialized school in a large
Russian-speaking city in southern Ukraine. At the school where Olga teaches, which
serves students in grades one through eleven, Ukrainian is the language of instruction for
just over two-thirds of the students, while Russian is the language of instruction for the
remaining one-third. Russian is a required course at Olga’s school and is taught as a
second foreign language beginning in the first grade. Olga was born and raised in Russia
and moved to southern Ukraine at the age of twenty-three. Russian is Olga’s native

language, and she identifies herself as Russian. She has been teaching Russian throughout

35 As a result of the 2014 Ukrainian revolution and subsequent annexation of Crimea by the Russian
Federation, the political status of Crimea is the subject of a political and territorial dispute between Ukraine
and the Russian Federation. Crimea was part of Ukraine during the early stages of this study, and Natasha
taught Russian in Ukrainian-controlled Crimea during the fourteen years leading up to its annexation by
Russia.
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her forty-one-year teaching career in Ukraine. She teaches Russian exclusively, a total of
eighteen hours per week. The number of hours per week that students study Russian at
her school varies from one hour to five and a half, depending on grade level and area of
specialization (music, English philology, Ukrainian philology, information technology,

etc.).

16. Vera, 43, teaches Russian at a gymnasium in a large Russian-speaking city in eastern
Ukraine. Although she was born in Ukraine, she considers herself Russian and speaks
Russian at home and as a native language. At the gymnasium where Vera teaches,
Ukrainian is the language of instruction for all students (grades one through eleven).
Russian is taught as a national minority language3¢ at her gymnasium but is not a required
course. Vera teaches a total of twenty-five hours per week —ten hours of Russian plus
four other courses: foreign literature, economics, music and an integrative literature

course. Vera has been teaching Russian throughout her nineteen-year teaching career.

17. Lyudmyla, 56, teaches Russian at a gymnasium in a Ukrainian-speaking village
[selishche mis'kogo typu] in west-central Ukraine. While she considers herself Ukrainian
and speaks Ukrainian as a native language and at home, she studied Russian in middle
and high school. Ukrainian is the language of instruction at the gymnasium where
Lyudmyla works, which educates children in grades one through eleven. Although
Russian is a national minority language in the region where the gymnasium is located,

Russian is not a required course and is currently being taught to two groups of students

36 For a discussion of the status of the Russian language in Ukraine, see chapter 3.
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only —those who are in the seventh and eighth grades this year—who happen to study
under a curriculum that offers Russian in grades five through nine. Although students in
grades three and four are also budgeted one hour of Russian instruction per week at her
gymnasium, teachers informally have the option to use this hour for other purposes.
Lyudmyla teaches Russian a total of eighteen hours per week. She has been teaching

Russian throughout her thirty-five-year teaching career.
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Chapter 5: Data Presentation and Analysis

POLICY AND THE TEACHING OF RUSSIAN

The first research question for this study focused on how policies related to the
role and status of the Russian language in Ukraine have evolved since Ukraine became an
independent nation, and how this evolution in language policy has affected the teaching
of Russian there. The hypothesis was that changes in language policy in post-Soviet
Ukraine have negatively affected the status of, and attitudes toward, the Russian language
in general and within the education system and have led to decreased hours devoted to
Russian language studies in the curriculum. The question of how language policies have
evolved in post-Soviet Ukraine was answered in chapter 3, which presented a detailed
summary of these changes. The question of how the evolution of language policy has
affected the teaching of Russian in Ukraine will be answered based on an analysis of data
collected in response to four related questions posed during interviews with the research

subjects.

Should Russian be a Required Course in Ukrainian Schools?

One of the most significant changes in language policy following Ukraine’s
independence from the Soviet Union was the end of compulsory Russian-language study
in Ukrainian schools in which Russian was not the language of instruction. Considering
that Russian, which had been a required course in Ukrainian schools for over fifty years,
has been phased out of the curricula of many types of schools altogether, teachers were

asked whether they believed Russian should be a required course for all schoolchildren in

131



Ukraine. Responses were analyzed based on where the teachers lived, their self-
identification, and the language of instruction of the schools in which they worked.

Given that Russian has historically been either a dominant language or a
widespread second language in Ukraine, one might expect that teachers of Russian would
prefer that the language be taught in all Ukrainian schools. On the contrary, a slight
majority of teachers interviewed for this study —ten of seventeen—responded that
Russian should not be a required course in all Ukrainian schools.

Of the three teachers from predominantly Ukrainian-speaking western Ukraine,
all expressed that Russian should not be a required course. Of the ten teachers from
historically bilingual central and southern Ukraine, exactly half —five teachers —posited
that Russian should not be a required course in Ukrainian schools, and the other half
expressed that Russian should, indeed, be a required course for all pre-university students
in Ukraine. Of the three teachers interviewed from predominantly Russian-speaking
eastern Ukraine, one stated that Russian should not be taught as a required course,
whereas two insisted it should be. These responses provide evidence that the historic
political and linguistic divide between eastern and western Ukraine does influence
opinions related to language policy in Ukraine in predictable ways, with teachers in
western Ukraine demonstrating a greater interest in advancing the Ukrainian language,
teachers in central regions being divided in their opinions, and teachers in eastern regions
siding with efforts to maintain the linguistic rights of native speakers of Russian.

One might expect a correlation between ethnicity and opinions regarding the

status of Russian in Ukrainian schools among teachers interviewed for this study, with
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teachers who identify themselves as Russian expressing greater interest in a return of
Russian as a compulsory language. The data indicated that among those teachers who
expressed that Russian should be a required course in all Ukrainian school, three
identified themselves as Ukrainian, and four self-identified as Russian. Among teachers
who were of the opinion that Russian should not be a required course, seven identified
themselves as Ukrainian, and three identified themselves as Russian. In other words, a
higher number of those who identified themselves as Ukrainian were of the opinion that
Russian should not be a required course, whereas a higher number of those who
identified themselves as Russian expressed that Russian should be a required course. The
data, therefore, demonstrate a loose correlation between ethnic self-identification and
opinions about whether Russian should be a required course in schools. This correlation,
however, is not absolute: three teachers who self-identified as Russian and three who
self-identified as Ukrainian expressed the opposite view of what might have been
expected. This lack of a consistent correlation between ethnicity and opinions about
language study in Ukrainian schools suggests that factors other than ethnicity also affect
opinions related to language use in Ukraine.

In terms of responses to the question of whether Russian should be a required
course in all Ukrainian schools, no clear pattern emerged based on the language of
instruction of the schools where respondents taught. While one might expect teachers
from Russian-language schools to be most interested in preserving Russian language
studies in all Ukrainian schools, one might also conjecture that as the number of hours

devoted to the study of Russian decreases in Ukrainian-language schools, the teachers in
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those schools might be even more troubled by the decline in Russian language studies
than those teachers who work in schools where Russian is taught as a required course.
The data demonstrate that a slight majority of teachers at both Ukrainian-language
schools (six of ten) and Russian-language schools (four of seven) were of the opinion that
Russian should not be a compulsory subject. Thus, not only are a majority of teachers—
ten of seventeen—against the compulsory study of Russian in all Ukrainian schools; the
majority of teachers in both Ukrainian- and Russian-language schools are of this opinion.
These findings suggest that the language of instruction of the schools where teachers in
this study work does not influence their opinions regarding whether Russian language
studies should be compulsory in all Ukrainian schools.

As to reasons why Russian should not be taught as a required course in Ukrainian
schools, teachers most frequently cited a belief that parents, not the Ukrainian Ministry of
Education, should choose which languages children study. A total of six teachers out of
ten expressed this view. Lyuba, like several of her colleagues, suggested that the choice
of language study should depend on the region and on parental input. Tamara stated that
Russian should be available as an elective course for all students but should not be a
required course. Tanya, like Tamara, suggested that even though there were few Russian
speakers in western Ukraine, Russian could still be offered as a foreign language. Oksana
expressed overall dislike for a common standard for all students and thought that students
should have more of a say in what they study in general.

Kostya expressed mixed feelings about whether Russian should be taught as a

required course. At first he declared that Russian should be a required course and then
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later suggested, as did the teachers above, that it would be best if there were a choice. He
expressed his thoughts this way:

It’s good to learn Russian. For us, learning Russian is simple and easy; we all

know how to speak it anyway. But I don’t think it should be a required course. |

think there should be a choice. To be honest, this is a hard question to answer. It
doesn’t depend on us, on teachers of Russian, or even on the people. It all depends
on politics.

Like Kostya, Natasha at first declared that Russian should be a mandatory subject
in Ukrainian schools, but then changed her mind:

Maybe it would be better to split the country. Southern Ukraine should study

Russian, while western Ukraine should study Polish or Hungarian. They are

closer to Poland and Hungary, and they go there to make money to supplement

their incomes. Russian is, however, a language of international communication, so
maybe they should still study it a little bit, at least so that they can speak it. Well,
they should decide for themselves.

Several teachers suggested that languages other than Russian could be required
courses of study in certain regions, but that no languages other than Ukrainian should be
compulsory nationwide. Olena, for example, offered that Polish would be the best choice
for a required language. “These days,” she explained, “our students go to Poland to study.
They study in Europe, in Germany, in England.... No one goes to Russia to study
anymore.” “They all stay in Ukraine or go to Europe,” added Tanya. Yana offered her

own ideas about language requirements, suggesting that in her region (Zakarpattia),
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Hungarian or Slovenian should be a required language. Upon further reflection, however,
she declared that she would like to remove language requirements altogether. “People
should be able to decide what they want to study and what they feel they need to study.
But definitely not Russian.”

Several teachers cited the current political tensions between Russia and Ukraine
as reasons that Russian should not be a required course in Ukrainian schools. Tanya, for
example, said that, given the current situation, it would be “wrong to force students to
study Russian.” “To this day,” she explained, “there is irreconcilable hostility toward
Russia dating back to when Soviet troops occupied western Ukraine. Our country is now
united by the patriotic idea of opposition to Russia.”37 Olena expressed a similar opinion:
“Why should Russian be a required course? We can do without Russian these days. All
economic relations with Russia have been broken off.”

In her explanation for why Russian should not be a required course, Galina, the
director of a Russian-language gymnasium in central Ukraine, did not cite politics or a
desire for students to have a choice of which languages they study. Instead, she reported
that since she worked in a Russian-language institution, she felt obligated to declare that
all children in Ukraine should learn Russian, but that she didn’t, personally, hold that
belief. Instead, she suggested that at the very least, in order to be part of the working
class, knowledge of Ukrainian is enough. “In principle,” she said, “the official language

is Ukrainian, and Ukrainian is also the language of business. Therefore, people can make

37 Evidence of continued support of close political ties with Russia on the part of many Ukrainian citizens
in eastern Ukraine contradicts Tanya’s assertion that Ukraine is “united by the patriotic idea of opposition
to Russia.” Tanya, who lives in central Ukraine, may be expressing the sentiments she has heard expressed
by those around her.
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do with Ukrainian alone.” Galina’s commentary suggests that the need to promote
Russian as part of her job as director of a Russian-language institution goes against her
personal beliefs related to the relative importance of the Russian language in Ukraine.
Given that her elite gymnasium educates college-prep students who would benefit from
knowledge of several languages, it appears that her claim that people can “make do with
Ukrainian alone” does not apply to her own students.

While more than half of the teachers interviewed thought that Russian should not
be a required course in Ukraine, six teachers expressed the opposite view: that Russian
should be a required course in all Ukrainian schools. The reasons behind this belief
varied considerably, with teachers citing, for example, the beauty of the Russian language
and the practicality of knowing a language that has enjoyed a long history in Ukraine.
Katya, who teaches in central Ukraine, explained her thoughts this way:

Should Russian be a required course for all students in Ukraine? I think so, yes.

You know, of course, that there is a war going on, that we are experiencing

aggression on the part of Russia, and that Crimea has been annexed. Many

children don’t want to study Russian. Some children said that they did not want to
study the language of the aggressor. Many of them have fathers who are fighting
in the war. I responded, ‘Children, look. In Nazi Germany, there was Hitler, but
we still study German, we read Goethe, we enjoy the works of Schiller. And in

Italy there was Mussolini, but we still study Dante.” Russian is a beautiful

language with exquisite literature, and if you learn another language, if you learn
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it well and speak it beautifully, that can only be a positive thing. I feel that the

language is necessary.

Alexandra expressed a sentiment frequently echoed by other teachers, particularly
teachers in eastern Ukraine: “[Should] all students in Ukraine [study Russian]? Of course,
because we are Slavs.” She believes that as a language of international communication in
the sciences and as a “spiritual repository of Russian culture,” the Russian language
“should not, under any circumstances, be rejected or forgotten by anyone.”

Lyudmyla, who described herself as “a great patriot of Ukraine,” expressed more
practical reasons why Russian should be a required course in Ukrainian schools.

The Ukrainian government overcompensated when they removed the Russian-

language requirement in schools, because Russian is a necessity in a multinational

country such as Ukraine, where almost everyone speaks Russian in the east, in the
south, and in cities. [The presence of] Russian does not degrade the prestige of the

Ukrainian language.

Nadya listed several reasons why Russian should be a required course in
Ukrainian schools: Russia is the largest country in the world; hundreds of millions of
people speak Russian; the Russian culture is, as she put it, one of the most fascinating
cultures; Russian goes hand in hand with the study of business, science, political science,
engineering, and other languages; and Russian leads to spiritual self-awareness on the
part of students. She believes that Russian offers a unique opportunity for spiritual

growth within the educational system. Echoing Alexandra’s words, Nadya specifically
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cited the importance of Russian in the scientific world, pointing out that Russian is the
language of publication for many scientific journals.

Of the teachers who believed that Russian should be a required course in
Ukrainian schools, Olga expressed her opinion most passionately.

Russian should be a required course not only in Ukraine, but worldwide. The

nineteenth century was the golden age of Russian literature. How can you study it

in an English translation or French or German? How? You can only do it in

Russian! The humanities should only be taught in Russian, not only in Ukraine,

but around the world. It is such a beautiful language. It is filled with such feeling,

so much ecstasy, charm, compassion... How could it not be a required language?

It must be!

While Olga expresses deep affection for the Russian language, her opinion that it should
be a required course for all students in Ukraine raises important questions, including
those related to the value of reading works in translation and, moreover, those regarding
the determination of required versus elective courses.

The data demonstrate that, in spite of Ukraine’s long relationship with Russia and
their language and a decades-long tradition of compulsory Russian language education in
Soviet schools during the twentieth century, teachers do not appear to embrace a
nostalgic or historic mandate to keep the Russian language in Ukrainian schools. While a
clear majority of the teachers—ten of seventeen—are of the opinion that Russian should
not be a required language, their responses demonstrate new allegiances to Ukraine as an

independent state that transcend traditional ethnic and regional lines.
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Russian-Language Schools in Independent Ukraine (1991 - Present)

Another change in language policy in post-Soviet Ukraine that had a significant
impact on the teaching of Russian in that country was the mandate to increase the
percentage of students studying in Ukrainian-language schools. The closure of Russian-
language schools or their conversion to schools offering Ukrainian as the language of
instruction led to a significant decrease in the number of Russian-language schools in
Ukraine and in the percentage of schoolchildren studying in them. Given the efforts in
post-Soviet Ukraine to counteract decades of Russification, an analysis of discussions
regarding the place and status of Russian-language schools in post-Soviet Ukraine will
help answer the question of how the evolution of language policy has affected the
teaching of Russian in that country.

When asked to share their thoughts about the role of Russian-language schools
and whether a need for them persists in post-Soviet Ukraine, teachers responded nearly
unanimously: sixteen out of seventeen teachers stated that there was still a place and need
for Russian-language schools in Ukraine. Only one teacher, Katya, was of the opinion
that there is no need for Russian-language schools. She said:

What is the point of having them now, when Ukrainian is the state language? If

Muslims came to America, would you build Arabic-language schools for them?

Any self-respecting country or nation [...] must insist that if you come to live

here, you live among us. For that reason, we need to quietly get rid of Russian-

language schools. Should we study Russian? Yes. Should there be Russian-

language schools? No.
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Perhaps rather than a reference to the construction of Arabic-language schools in the
United States, a closer parallel would be the support of Spanish-language schools in
places where Spanish had once been a primary language, e.g., Texas. Many people
believe there should be Spanish-language schools in these places, although pushback is
evident from many English-speakers. A similar parallel can be found in issues related to
French-language schools in Quebec. So while Katya was alone in her opinion that there
was no longer a place in Ukraine for Russian-language schools, her response does raise
relevant issues related to the coexistence of Russian and Ukrainian in her country,
particularly whether continuing to offer Russian-language schools in Ukraine hinders
national unity by allowing Russian-speakers to maintain a monolingual environment and
not integrate into Ukrainian society as a whole. Katya’s unease reflects Kulyk’s (2013)
concern that Russian-speakers who seek to raise the status of Russian in Ukraine actually
wish to do so in order to remain unilingual.

Regarding their support of Russian-language schools, seven of the seventeen
teachers interviewed cited an overall need for such schools in Ukraine. Natasha sees a
need for Russian-language schools in Ukraine but doesn’t think those in power will allow
those schools to develop further. She said, “As long as [President] Poroshenko is in
power...he will do everything to try to suppress it [Russian]. But people will speak in the
language they want.... You can’t destroy a language, no matter how hard you try, but
they will try to suppress Russian.” Vera added that Russian-language schools are
important for the Russian-speaking population, because “Russian is their language, their

culture, and the language of their ancestors.”
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Olena expressed that Russian-language schools were needed in the regions that
border Russia, such as Kharkiv, Luhansk, and Donetsk, but at the same time she
questions why the languages of other neighboring countries such as Belarus are less
studied in Ukraine. Like Olena, Svetlana does not see a need for Russian-language
schools in western Ukraine but recognizes a need for them in the east. She explained her
thoughts this way: “There is a huge number of Russian-speakers in Ukraine. Like any
diaspora, even overseas ones, they are trying not to forget their language. Of course, they
should study their language. In areas where Russian is heard everywhere, it would be
unnatural not to teach Russian.”

Three teachers, two from central Ukraine and one from western Ukraine, cited a
need for Russian-language schools based on the patterns of migration to their areas.
Kostya declared that there was “definitely a need” for Russian-language schools, citing
the large number of families settling in his area not only from eastern Ukraine but also
from the Caucasus. He indicated that because those families do not know Ukrainian very
well, it is easier for their children to study in schools where Russian is the language of
instruction. Valentina cited the same need for Russian-language schools as Kostya: for
students of other nationalities. She explained that in her city, there is a Russian-language
school just for students whose parents have come to the city on business or on a mission.
Lyudmyla said that even though there is only one Russian-language school left in the
administrative center of her oblast, which used to offer five or six, she still sees a need,
especially for those who have migrated from eastern Ukraine. She said, “If they migrate

to a large city, why shouldn’t they be able to send their children to a Russian-language
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school? In our village, we don’t need one. There is simply no need for one; who would
send their child to study there? But in cities, there should at least be one, especially now
that we have migrants.”

Two teachers cited a need to maintain Russian-language schools as a show of
support for minority language needs, with Lyuba summing up such thoughts this way:

A lot of Russians live here—a lot of people who are ethnically Russian. We have

Hungarian-language schools, Polish-language schools, and schools where

students study Hebrew and take all of their classes in Hebrew. And since there is

such a large number of Russians here, it’s absolutely necessary for there to be

Russian-language schools in order not to infringe on the unique national character

of these people.

Other reasons cited for Russian-language schools include a necessity to maintain
a high level of literacy among speakers of Russian—a concern also expressed by
Bilaniuk (2008) and the same issue that prompted this study; the belief that parents have
the right to educate their children in their native language; and a need to counterbalance
“an overcorrection of twentieth-century language policy” and “protect the Russian
language” (Nadya).

While one might conjecture that attitudes toward Russian-language schools in
Ukraine would be divided across ethnic or geographical lines, the data demonstrate the
opposite: nearly unanimous support for such schools. Regardless of their ethnic
identification, all of the teachers who were born in Ukraine expressed support for

Russian-language schools in their country. Geography did not appear to play a role in
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attitudes, either. For example, all of the teachers from western Ukraine, which is
predominantly Ukrainian-speaking, expressed support for Russian-language schools in
their country. No expressions of resentment were evident regarding earlier Soviet-era
Russification efforts in Ukraine, nor were suggestions to eliminate Russian-language
schools to make up for the previous suppression of the Ukrainian language. Instead,
teachers expressed willingness and a desire to accommodate not only the largely Russian-
speaking population in eastern Ukraine, but also Russian-speaking migrants from eastern
Ukraine, Russia, and the Caucasus.

For their part, teachers from eastern Ukraine, all of whom also expressed support
for Russian-language schools, cited a need for such schools from a strictly practical
standpoint: such schools meet the needs of the Russian-speaking population. No teacher
expressed a belief that the Russian language was superior to Ukrainian or should be
taught out of a sense of tradition or nostalgia for a time when Russian-language schools
were the norm and not the exception. In their commentary about Russian-language
schools in Ukraine, teachers across the country, with the exception of a single teacher in
central Ukraine, expressed not only tolerance toward Russian-language schools, but
genuine support for native-language instruction for speakers of Russian and of other
minority languages. These data suggest that in spite of the ongoing Ukrainian-versus-
Russian debate and the contentious language policy rhetoric offered by politicians on
both sides of this divide, the language educators who participated in this study embrace
Ukraine’s historical tolerance as a multilingual nation. The open-minded attitudes

expressed by these teachers toward native-language instruction for all children in Ukraine
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coincide neatly with a common argument cited by more than one of the teachers and also
by Kulyk (2013): that “there is no genuine language problem in Ukraine, and politicians
keep creating it artificially for their own purposes— or that there would be no problem if
it were not for politicians” (286). These attitudes also reflect Kulyk’s (2015) later
findings: that even in post-Euromaidan Ukraine, Ukrainians “largely support the

uninhibited use of Russian” (2).

The Status of the Russian Language in Ukraine

Another major change in language policy that has affected the teaching of Russian
in Ukraine was the adoption of Ukrainian as the sole state language in 1989. This
declaration marked the beginning of efforts to foster national unity under a single
language and ushered in a time of uncertainty regarding the status and future of the
Russian language in Ukraine. Since that time, the use and status of the Russian language
has been a subject of political disputes within the Ukrainian government and in society as
a whole. While Russian is recognized as a national minority language throughout Ukraine
and, as of 2012, as a regional language in several southern and eastern oblasts and cities,
questions related to the ideal status of Russian and whether Russian should be granted the
status of state language alongside Ukrainian continue to be a topic of debate in Ukraine.
Given that language policy plays a significant role in education policy by influencing
decisions related to languages of instruction, languages offered in schools, and the status

of languages within schools, the seventeen teachers interviewed were asked what they
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thought the status of Russian should be in their country. Teachers were free to articulate

their thoughts using whatever terminology they wished.

Suggested Status of Russian in Ukraine Number of Responses
Sole state language

Second state language

Regional language

National minority language

Language of international communication
Foreign language

No answer

N[N [RO

Suggested Status of Russian in Ukraine and Number of Responses

Although no teacher suggested that Russian should be the sole state language of
Ukraine, four teachers were of the opinion that Russian should be a second state language
alongside Ukrainian. Two teachers expressed that Russian should be a regional language
only, i.e., should be allowed to have official status only in those regions that have
declared it to be a regional language based on the percentage of Russian-speakers in those
areas. The largest number of teachers —five —thought Russian should retain its current
status, that of a national minority language. Two teachers suggested that Russian should
be recognized according to its former unofficial status, that of a language of international
communication.?® Two other teachers thought that Russian should have the same status as

any other foreign language in Ukraine, i.e., Russian should not enjoy any official status.

38 The term “language of international communication” is not an official status granted by a legislature.
Instead, the term refers to what is commonly known as an international auxiliary language. An auxiliary
language is primarily a second language meant to facilitate communication among peoples of various
nations who do not share a common first language. Within the Soviet Union, Russian was promoted as an
auxiliary language. Since auxiliary languages are generally associated with a dominant, elite culture, they
are frequently met with resistance by those wishing to preserve their national cultures and languages.
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Finally, one teacher requested not to share her opinion about the status of Russian, and

another refused to answer the question.

Second State Language

Among the four teachers who thought Russian should be a state language
alongside Ukrainian, two of them live in southeastern Ukraine, in the historically
Russian-speaking region of Donbas; one lives in Kyiv but was raised in a Russian-
speaking area of Bessarabia; and one lives in Crimea. All four of these teachers consider
themselves Russian and cited Russian as their native language. They expressed a desire
for the Russian language to have full legal status alongside Ukrainian for historical and
practical reasons.

Alexandra, Oksana, and Natasha suggested that since Russian is a majority3 [sic]
language, it should enjoy the status of a state language. Alexandra declared that Russian
should be a second state language due to the large percentage of Ukrainian citizens who
are ethnically Russian. “As a rule,” she said, “no matter where you go, no matter where
you look, you see Russians.” Oksana expressed her thoughts this way: “I think...Russian
as a majority language —it truly is the language of the majority —should have some kind
of special status. Almost everyone who lives in Ukraine speaks this language. I mean,
even on television we see that the deputies in the Verkhovna Rada*® speak Russian.”

Oksana, who suggested twice that Russian was deserving of special status, also lamented

39 While Ukrainian is the majority language in Ukraine as a whole, Russian is the majority language in the
areas where these four teachers grew up and where three of them still live.

40 Composed of 450 deputies, the Verhovna Rada of Ukraine (literally Supreme Council of Ukraine) is the
unicameral parliament of Ukraine and the sole body of legislative power in that country.
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that many schools were dropping Russian from the curriculum. This reaction reflects
what Chinn and Kaiser (1996) expressed: that Russian populations outside of Russia have
faced a dramatic decline in status since the dissolution of the Soviet Union. According to
these authors, Russians’ protests regarding the status of Russian revolve around their
dominant status being downgraded to a simple minority status in the post-Soviet states.
Nadya cited historical reasons why Russian should be a second state language in
Ukraine. “Since Donbas has always been a bilingual region, we fought over which
language should be our main regional language: Ukrainian or Russian. Seventy or eighty
percent of us consider Russian our native language, but we have always respected the

Ukrainian language. Ukrainian and Russian have always existed side by side.”

Regional Language

Of the seventeen teachers interviewed, two teachers expressed that Russian
should be a regional language, but both hesitated to answer the question and expressed
uncertainty as to the ideal status of Russian. Kostya agreed with the decision to make
Russian a regional language in some oblasts, but since the language was already widely
spoken, he did not believe that the status of regional language made any difference.
Kostya expressed that the status of Russian didn’t matter to him, as long as a decision
about its status—some sort of compromise —ended the confrontation and promoted
peace. He explained his thoughts this way:

Russian is in a category of its own, sort of separate. You have foreign

languages —you have English, German, French—but Russian is sort of...not a
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foreign language, not a state language, but simply.... Well, the Russian language

stands alone! I would like it to have whatever status it needs in order for the

confrontation to end.

Katya, however, expressed that Russian should be a regional language or simply a
language in which some people choose to communicate, but stressed that in either case,
there was no need to protect the Russian language in Ukraine. “We don’t protect English
in Ukraine. Ukrainian should be protected in Ukraine, and English in England, and
Russian in Russia. We should protect our Ukrainian language and not Russian. Let

Russia protect Russian.”

National Minority Language

The largest number of teachers in the study —five of seventeen —expressed
satisfaction with the current status of Russian as a protected national minority language.
Yana’s response best summed up these teachers’ thoughts: “There are a lot of national
minority languages in Ukraine, including Russian. But we aren’t looking to make
Hungarian or Polish a second state language, so Russian should be on the same level as
they are.”

One of the five teachers, Tanya, who teaches at a Russian-language school,
expressed that she had once thought Russian and Ukrainian could be state languages
alongside each other, but that she no longer held that view. She expressed very mixed
feelings about the protected national minority status of Russian, sharing her thoughts

about the current status of Russian this way: “We can’t call Russian a national minority
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language. It’s incorrect to call our school a national minority school. But in the current
political situation, I don’t even know what kind of status [Russian] should be granted.

[...] This conflict [the war] wouldn’t be taking place were it not for Russia.”

Language of International Communication

Two teachers responded that in Ukraine, Russian should enjoy the status that it
used have: that of a language of national and international communication. Valentina
articulated her thoughts this way: “Russian-speakers should be allowed to communicate
in this language [Russian]. Books should be published, they should allow television
programs in the language. I don’t think the language is going to bother anyone.”
Lyudmyla, in turn, explained her choice: “We can’t learn Hebrew, after all, or
Hungarian...so in order to communicate, Russian is an option. Ukrainian could also be
learned by Hungarians and Jews, or, well, by anyone, but given the current situation, |
think Russian should be a language of communication.” Given efforts by Ukraine to
foster closer relations with its European neighbors to the west, the teachers who suggest
that Russian should receive greater recognition as a language of international
communication may recognize the importance of protecting the Russian language in
accordance with the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages (1992) and
may also see the protection of language rights in Ukraine as a way to fulfill one of the

requirements for Ukraine to become a member of the European Union in the future.*!

41 The Russian language, like other minority languages in Ukraine, is protected under the Ukrainian
Constitution. This protection is in place to ensure the linguistic rights of speakers of minority languages,
but as outlined in chapter 3, ambiguity regarding the nature of this protection persists.
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Foreign Language
Two other teachers, both of whom expressly stated their opposition to making
Russian a state language in Ukraine, expressed their desire for Russian to be considered a
second language or foreign language like any other. Olena stated that even though
Ukraine has a large Russian-speaking population and many people wish Russian were a
state language, it should have the status of a foreign language, because there should be
only one state language. Svetlana expressed that raising Russian to the level of a state
language would be too much of a promotion, whereas its current status as a national
minority language is too low. “They have reduced it [Russian] to the level of Hungarian,”
she explained, and continued:
I don’t know how many Hungarian-language schools there are in Ukraine, if there
are any or not. But why should Russian be a state language? In principal, if there
weren’t so many heated political debates around it, for God’s sake, let it be a
second state language. But right now, particularly in light of the current
situation... we don’t need it. Let Ukrainian be the sole state language of Ukraine.
But Russian is a language of education, a language of communication, maybe,

because it will still remain one of the world languages. You can’t get around that.

No Response
Of the two teachers who did not answer the question regarding the status of
Russian in Ukraine, Olga asked if she could refuse to answer the question and then

suggested that I guess her opinion myself. Based on what I know about her —her location
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in southern Ukraine, that she was born and raised in Russia, and that she considers herself
Russian and cites Russian as her native language—1I am led to believe that Olga would
like Russian to be a second state language but that she felt uncomfortable expressing this
opinion. Her discomfort could stem from not wanting to admit on record to views that are
contrary to the currently language policy in her country.

Vera, who lives in Donbas and agreed to answer questions only in written form,
refused to answer this and other policy-related questions that were posed to her. Given
the tense political situation and ongoing war in her area of the country between the
Ukrainian military and pro-Russian separatists, I speculate that Vera felt uncomfortable
or unsafe going on record with her opinions related to politics.

Over all, the data demonstrate that while teachers of Russian hold a variety of
views regarding the official status of the Russian language in Ukraine, a solid majority of
them —thirteen of seventeen—believe that Ukrainian should retain the status of sole state
language. However, nearly the same number of teachers (four) reported that they would
like the status of Russian to be elevated to that of a state language, as did those who were
content with Russian’s current status as a protected minority language (five). The fact
that all four teachers who reported that they would like Russian to be a state language
identified themselves as Russian, and four out of five of the teachers who were content
with Russian’s current status as a protected minority language identified themselves as
Ukrainian, reveals a correlation between ethnic identification and opinions regarding
official recognition of the two languages. While ethnic Ukrainian and ethnic Russian

teachers were united in their opinions regarding acceptance of Russian-language schools
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in Ukraine, the ethnic Ukrainians’ tolerance toward Russian did not extend as far as
accepting equal state status for the two languages. This finding is in line with Kulyk’s
(2015) assertion that “while Ukrainians largely support the uninhibited use of Russian,

they also want the state to promote Ukrainian” (2).

Changes in the Role of Russian in Ukrainian Schools

The changes in language policy that Ukraine has experienced over the past two
decades have led to significant changes in education policy related to the study of
Russian. Given the end of compulsory Russian studies, the decline in the number of
schools offering Russian as the language of instruction, and the rise in the status of the
Ukrainian language in both policy and practice, one would expect that the role of Russian
in Ukrainian schools has changed significantly. In order to provide a more detailed and
nuanced answer to the first research question for this study —regarding how changes in
language policy have affected the teaching of Russian in Ukraine —teachers were asked
to describe how the role of the Russian language has changed within the Ukrainian
education system in post-Soviet Ukraine.

In general, teachers interviewed reported significant changes in the role of the
Russian language in the Ukrainian school system in post-Soviet Ukraine, with the most
abrupt changes beginning in 2014, following Euromaidan. Their responses focus on two

main categories: changes in policy and changes in attitude.
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Policy Changes

Teachers cited the following policy changes affecting the teaching of Russian in
general and their own teaching experiences in particular: 1) fewer hours devoted to
Russian language studies; 2) the closure of Russian-language schools or their conversion
to Ukrainian-language schools; 3) a change in status of the Russian language within the
curriculum—a transition from a compulsory course to an elective course or to one that
has been dropped altogether; 4) the fact that all curricula and correspondence from the
Ukrainian Ministry of Education are issued in Ukrainian, and the expectation that all
work-related documents created by teachers will be written in Ukrainian; 5) the
elimination of Russian literature as a course in the curriculum of Ukrainian-language
schools; 6) the elimination of university entrance exams in Russian; 7) fewer Russian-
language classes (groups of students who study in Russian); 8) a lack of availability of
professional-development and classroom materials in Russian due to lower demand; and
9) the status of Russian as minority language, as opposed to its prior status as a language
of international communication.

Teachers most frequently cited changes in language policy that were related to the
status of the Russian language in Ukrainian schools, i.e., its place in the curriculum. Five
teachers mentioned that in Soviet times, Russian had been taught as a language of
international communication, whereas now, it is taught as a national minority language.
Nadya, who lives in Donbas, takes particular exception to the national minority language

status of Russian: “For the Russian language as a living entity, this is a very painful topic.
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Russian is gone. Russian was deemed a minority language. From a political standpoint, it
is very difficult to understand this.... Our two languages used to exist side by side.”

In terms of the changing role of Russian in the education system, five teachers
reported that their work had been affected by changes in policies related to the language
of instruction. Katya witnessed a drastic change in terms of languages of instruction in
her city: “There was a single Ukrainian-language school in the city where I studied, right
here in the geographic center of Ukraine. Is that proper? No, it’s not proper. And now we
have two Russian-language schools out of thirty-seven schools, and the Ukrainian-
language schools have started, well, to dominate.” Yana, too, has seen a significant
transformation in terms of Russian language education in her city: “We had a Russian-
language school in our city, and this year [2015], they didn’t open a single Russian-
language class for incoming first-graders. They only opened Ukrainian-language
classes.”

Oksana witnessed firsthand how changes in the language of instruction affected
teachers in her school: “[When we became a Ukrainian-only school], they gave us a very
short time to learn Ukrainian, so many teachers either left, or stayed and continued to use
Russian in the classroom. There were not enough teachers of Ukrainian in our region, so
we were a Ukrainian-language school, but [instruction was conducted] in Russian.”
Oksana’s description of the widespread use of Russian in her Ukrainian-language school
reflects Besters-Dilger’s (2007) assertion that the language of instruction in what is
deemed a Ukrainian-language school can camouflage language dominance and practice

within schools.
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Attitudes toward the Russian Language

In addition to affecting curriculum, language policies related to the teaching of
Russian have also led to changes in attitudes toward the Russian language, which have in
turn affected teachers’ work as language instructors. In response to questions regarding
the changing role of Russian in the Ukrainian education system, nearly all teachers
discussed changes in attitudes toward the Russian language. Teachers cited more
difficulty motivating students to study Russian, a worsening of attitudes toward the
Russian language, teachers being labeled as separatists, people connecting the Russian
language to the “enemy,” and a drop in the status of Russian.

Seven teachers specifically reported a worsening of attitudes toward the Russian
language in the education system, particularly since 2014. Tanya, from central Ukraine,
summed up this worsening of attitudes when she reported the following: “Beginning in
2014, the attitude changed abruptly. Now the attitude is that Ukrainian is the main
language, and people are turning away from Russian. Many people say that Russian is the
language of the aggressor.”

Although the overwhelming majority of teachers reported that changes in policy
had affected their work life in a negative way, two teachers out of seventeen reported no
changes in the role of the Russian language in Ukrainian schools. Galina, a teacher of
Russian literature and director of a Russian-language school in central Ukraine, reported
the following: “Since I work in a Russian-language school, and Russian-speaking

families come here, I can’t say that the status of Russian has dropped. It’s just that the
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status of Ukrainian has risen.” Alexandra, who teaches in Donbas, also reported that in
her region, nothing had changed in terms of attitudes toward Russian.

Galina’s and Alexandra’s suggestion that the role of Russian in Ukrainian schools
has not changed can be explained by the fact that they both teach in prestigious Russian-
language institutions where Russian is still a compulsory subject. Furthermore, their
institutions have remained Russian-only; they have not had to open Ukrainian-language
classes. In essence, these two teachers have not witnessed firsthand the changes in
curriculum that teachers of Russian have had to follow in Ukrainian-language schools,
which may partly explain their assertions that attitudes toward the Russian language have
not changed.

Over all, the data collected in response to these four questions support the
hypothesis that changes in language policy in post-Soviet Ukraine have negatively
affected the status of, and attitudes toward, the Russian language both in general and
within the education system. The teachers’ descriptions of the negative impact of policy
changes include, among other things, the closure of Russian-language schools, a drop in
the status of the Russian language, the elimination of Russian literature in Ukrainian-
language schools, a lack of availability of professional-development and classroom

materials in Russian, and a worsening of attitudes toward the Russian language.

UKRAINIAN POLITICS AND THE TEACHING OF RUSSIAN

Throughout recent history, political conditions and governmental policies in

Ukraine have affected the teaching of Russian. The second research question, therefore,
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asks how geography and political conditions in contemporary Ukraine affect language
policy, attitudes toward the Russian language, and the teaching of Russian. The
hypothesis was that the political, linguistic, and cultural divide between eastern and
western Ukraine affects attitudes toward the Russian language. In chapter 3, information
was presented about how geography has traditionally influenced language policy and
attitudes toward the Russian language. Data are presented here to test the other part of the
hypothesis: whether the political climate in Ukraine affects attitudes toward the Russian
language.

Questions related to how the current political situation in Ukraine affects attitudes
toward the Russian language and the teaching of Russian elicited very strong opinions
among teachers, who reported that politics affected not only the status and teaching of
Russian in Ukraine, but also relationships and daily life. Even those teachers who
claimed lack of interest in politics were quick to volunteer information about its influence
on their lives. Given traditional regional differences in political leanings and attitudes
toward the Russian language, answers to this research question are grouped based on

geographic regions in Ukraine.
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Map of the four regions referenced in the section entitled “Ukrainian Politics and
the Teaching of Russian”

Central Regions

The eight teachers interviewed from central Ukraine were equally divided in their
views regarding how Ukrainian politics affect the status and teaching of Russian, with
half of them expressing that politics had a significant effect on attitudes toward the
Russian language and the teaching of Russian, and the other half reporting that politics
had little to no effect on attitudes toward the Russian language and the teaching of
Russian.

Among the explanations provided for why politics had little to no effect on
attitudes toward the Russian language, the main reason cited was that if the people do not
accept the decisions made by politicians, the policy will not work. “We as a people are
very difficult to budge if we have already made a decision. Go ahead; just try to reassure

us that we don’t need Russian. We will fight for it. We will defend it.... No matter what
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politicians decide, if the people and society do not accept their decision, it won’t work,
and that’s what leads to protests” (Valentina).

In terms of the teaching of Russian, Kostya also related that he had seen no
changes due to politics. He reported that the curriculum had remained the same, that
students studied Russian the same number of hours per week as before, that Russian-
language competitions had been planned for that year [2015-2016], that students would
prepare and defend research papers in Russian at the Minor Academy of Sciences of
Ukraine and, if he was not mistaken, that the title of Teacher of the Year would go to a
teacher of Russian that year.

Galina, like Kostya, had not seen that Russian had been reduced or removed from
schools.

We don’t feel anyone is prejudiced against us as a Russian-language school...so |

really can’t say anything negative about the current political climate. Furthermore,

the Ukrainian government has begun to emphasize the achievements of national
minority schools to promote an understanding of the importance of Russian to
those in the east, the importance of Ukrainian to those in the west, and the fact
that those in the middle support both sides.

While four of the teachers in central Ukraine indicated little to no influence of
politics on their work or the status of the Russian language, four other teachers in that
region reported that politics in Ukraine “greatly affect language policy and attitudes

toward Russian” (Katya). Lyudmyla reported:
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We have serious language issues.... I am a patriot. I love Ukraine very much. And
ethnically, I’'m Ukrainian. But we don’t need to inflame the situation. A lot of
people speak Russian, and we don’t need to pit people against one another. We
don’t have a language problem; the problem is thrown at us from above.

[...] It all has to do with politics, of course.

Lyuba believes that due to the current political situation in Ukraine, fewer people
wish to study Russian. “Take my foreign literature class as an example. Students may
choose whether to study Russian poetry in Russian or in a Ukrainian translation. They
used to all choose the Russian version, and now they choose the Ukrainian translation.”

Oksana reported that politics affected the creation of textbooks and had crept into
the working environment of schools, creating “Ukrainian Only” spaces:

The political situation is leading to the end of Russian language studies. They

want to remove everything that is Russian, just close up shop and not speak it at

all anymore. Korsakov, an author of textbooks for Ukrainian-language schools,
spoke to us [as part of a roundtable discussion]. They have forbidden him to
publish textbooks containing the word “Moscow” and anything else connected
with Russia. [...] Now everything has gotten worse. Worse and worse. In our
faculty lounge there is an announcement hanging on the wall that stipulates that
we must all speak Ukrainian in class. In other words, it’s a requirement. [...]All
paperwork has to be completed in Ukrainian. All of the journals [i.e., lesson plans
and reports] have to be in Ukrainian, and so do announcements, for example, that

I’m going to be taking days off. They all have to be written in Ukrainian.
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Western Ukraine

Of all of the teachers interviewed, those in western Ukraine, which is a
traditionally pro-Europe and anti-Russian area of the country, reported the greatest
changes in attitudes toward the Russian language due to politics.

Yana, who teaches at a Ukrainian-language school, reported significant changes
in the Russian-language curriculum in her city. She reported that the 2015-2016 school
year was the second year that Russian was no longer taught to new groups of students in
her school, but only to those students who had begun studying Russian in fifth grade.
“Russian is no longer taught [in my city],” she said. She also reported that in the only
Russian-language school in her city, no Russian-language classes were opened for
incoming first-graders in 2015. The school opened Ukrainian-language classes instead.*?

In Yana’s school, the students who began seventh grade in the fall of 2015 studied
under a new curriculum, a new state standard. Yana reported:

A second foreign language is included in the new state standard, and parents

decide which language will be offered. Here in our school, the administration

decided that the parents would choose German. Teachers don’t have a say in the
matter. But on the other hand, we should be happy about this situation, happy that
they are allowing the seventh-, eighth- and ninth-graders to continue studying

Russian. Because I know that other schools removed Russian from the curriculum

421t is not uncommon in Ukrainian schools to have one or more groups of students study in Russian while
other students in the same grade study in Ukrainian. In schools where curricula are offered in both
Ukrainian and Russian, students, together with their parents, choose whether to study content material in
Ukrainian or in Russian, and students follow the prescribed course of study chosen when they first enroll in
school. Changes to the curriculum issued by the Ukrainian Ministry of Education apply to new incoming
students only.
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altogether. They didn’t even allow students who were supposed to study Russian
in grades five through nine to complete their Russian studies. But our school is
letting them finish. So we need to be glad, especially since there are three of us
[teachers of Russian]. For that reason, I left [my position as a teacher of Russian],
because I understood that there weren’t going to be enough teaching hours for all
three of us.3
Olena, who also teaches in western Ukraine, chose to compare current politics
with the politics from thirty years ago, during the era of Mikhail Gorbachev’s reforms:
When I graduated from high school in 1987, Russian was very prestigious. Our
government provided us certain privileges. In our Russian classes, we as a group
were divided into two half-groups, just as students today study Ukrainian and
English [in half-size groups]. When I was in school, though, we studied Russian
more than Ukrainian. Now we consider that to be genocide [of the Ukrainian
language], but you can’t escape history. In our city, [...] the parents are against
studying Russian, and so are their children. They distributed a public opinion poll,

and that’s it; the children don’t study [Russian] anymore.

Southern Ukraine

The cities in southern Ukraine are predominantly Russian-speaking. Olga, who

has taught Russian for thirty-eight years at a specialized school in a large Russian-

43 In Ukrainian schools, teachers are paid according not only to their rank and title, but also to the number
of hours they teach per week.
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speaking city in southern Ukraine, has witnessed significant changes in attitudes toward

the Russian language over the years.
[Our city] is a very tolerant one. More than one hundred thirty-one nationalities
live in our oblast alone. So we live together, rejoice in one another’s culture, and
we communicate with one another. For example, five years ago, a teacher of
Ukrainian and I prepared a program entitled ‘Christmas Holidays.” Part of the
script was written in Ukrainian, and the other part was written in Russian. I spoke
in Russian, and she spoke in Ukrainian. We didn’t duplicate what the other was
saying; we just spoke our own parts in our own languages. It was great! I say to
others, ‘Speak to me in Ukrainian, because my job is to learn Ukrainian. I already
know Russian.’ I didn’t study Ukrainian, but I want to learn it. I never studied
Ukrainian [in Russia], but I’d like to learn it. I’d like to learn to speak it, and I

even try a little.

Crimea

The very fact that the Russian Federation annexed Crimea in the spring of 2014
indicates that politics plays an enormous role in language policy and affects attitudes
toward the Russian language and the teaching of Russian in this region. When Russia
seized control of Crimea, the status of the Russian language changed in that territory
from a national minority language to one of three state languages, together with

Ukrainian and Crimean Tatar.
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Natasha, who has lived in Crimea since birth, began her career as a teacher of
Russian in what was at the time Ukraine and is now the Russian Federation. Natasha,
therefore, is in a unique position to speak about how her life as a teacher of Russian has
changed not only since the beginning of her career seventeen years ago, but particularly
during the two years she has taught since Crimea was annexed by the Russian Federation.

After the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russia became a foreign language in

Ukraine. The hours devoted to Russian were reduced under [Ukrainian President]

Yushchenko.* Then under Yanukovych# everything somehow stabilized, they

started leaving the language issue alone, and our salaries were even enough to live

on. But there were no huge changes. Russian was considered a foreign language,
and that was how it remained. But they did allow us to fill out our journals in

Russian.

Under the Ukrainian education system, Russian was taught as a foreign language

in Crimea, the same way English, for example, was taught: at a conversational

level. Under the Russian system, however, Russian is taught as a native language,
so we teach the students how to write correctly. December 2nd [2015], our

eleventh-graders took the Unified State Exam.*¢ These students, who had studied

44 Viktor Yushchenko served as the third president of Ukraine from 23 January 2005 to 25 February 2010.
Yushchenko was one of the two main candidates in the 2004 presidential election and won the presidency
after a repeat runoff election against Prime Minister Viktor Yanukovych. Public protests prompted by
alleged electoral fraud led to Ukraine’s so-called Orange Revolution in late 2004.

45 Viktor Yanukovych served as the fourth president of Ukraine from 25 February 2010 until he was ousted
on 22 February 2014.

46 The Unified State Exam [Yediniy gosudarstvenniy ekzamen, EGE] is a series of exams that students in
Russia must pass not only to be allowed to go on to receive higher education, but also to earn a high school
diploma.
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in Ukraine and hadn’t done a lot of writing in Russian, had to catch up to the
Russian curriculum and learn it in a year and a half or two years. Our students
have been frantically... learning how to write compositions. So that’s the first
difference: the oral teaching of Russian in Ukraine versus in-depth writing in
Russia. Also, in Ukraine, they tried to push the Russian language into the
background.

According to Natasha, other differences in the education system between Ukraine

and Russia that affect her work as a teacher of Russian include the following: in Ukraine-

controlled Crimea, courses in both Russian and foreign literature were offered. Now they

study only Russian literature. Also, Ukraine used a twelve-point grading system, whereas

the Russian system is based on a five-point scale. Another difference Natasha reported

was that in Russia, students are expected to acquire knowledge themselves during class.

Our students [in Ukraine] were used to acquiring knowledge through the teacher.
In other words, I speak, and the students listen. But here they are expected to learn
on their own. And advanced technology is everywhere here: computers,
interactive whiteboards, presentations, projects, research—this is still all a little
bit tricky for us. ...I recently took a group of Moscow schoolchildren on a seven-
day excursion around Crimea. I had always had the impression that any child
from Moscow was some kind of child prodigy. But I found out that the kids are
exactly like ours here. I wouldn’t say that they are smarter than our kids. They
may be more technologically savvy; not every child here can have a computer or

laptop. And some of our parents try to limit their children’s access to technology.
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I’11 tell you what: [technology-wise] it’s as if those kids from Moscow were from
another country. What kinds of changes we’ll see in the future, I don’t know.
Another difference between the Ukrainian education system and the Russian
system is that, according to Natasha, the curriculum handed down by the Russian
Ministry of Education is more complex in terms of expectations of teachers for the
completion of more paperwork and more in-depth documentation of the content of daily
lessons.
I teach, for example, the same number of hours in ninth grade [as I used to]: five
hours per week. But under the Russian system, I also have to record my lesson
plans. What we used to call in Ukraine ‘planning’ is called a ‘program of work’ in
Russia. We have to write what we have planned for each lesson—that is,
immediately —the children’s abilities and skills, what the results should be, what
homework will be assigned, the goals of the lesson, what type of lesson it is... In
Ukraine, of course, it was easier, even though we had to do our planning in
Ukrainian. In Russia, everything is complicated. The curriculum isn’t bad. I just
don’t like all the paperwork.
Natasha went on to add some comments about her compensation:
Our education system here is a madhouse. There are so many problems—I can’t
even begin to tell you. [...] And, of course, pay. Salaries are something else. I get
paid less now. I don’t know why. They allocate a lot of money to...Crimea and

Sevastopol, but we only hear about it. In the summer, I can make that extra money
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in a single day.#’” Also, in Russia, you have to create a teaching portfolio. This is
new for us. And in it, you have to demonstrate how smart, beautiful, and
wonderful you are. Your salary depends on it. Your salary isn’t fixed. It’s based
on how many hours a week you work, what classes you teach, what rank you
have, and also how you work each month. [...] The salary is laughable. In regular

schools, the pay is ridiculous. It would be unrealistic to try to live on it.

Eastern Ukraine

Eastern Ukraine encompasses three of the five oblasts with the highest percentage
of Ukrainian citizens citing Russian as their native language: 44.3% in Kharkiv, 68.8% in
Luhansk, and 74.9% in Donetsk.*® Therefore, eastern Ukraine has traditionally fought for
Russian language rights and allied itself with Russia. Given that significant portions of
eastern Ukraine are currently occupied by separatist troops, one would expect responses
to be affected by the ongoing war and military occupation of far-eastern areas of Ukraine,
particularly in the Donbas region.

Svetlana, who teaches in northeastern Ukraine, reported that while no one forbids
people [in her area] from speaking Russian, attitudes toward the Russian language have
worsened. “It’s like this: ‘I have no need for Russian. I need English, because then I can
travel. I need Ukrainian because I need it to pass exit exams. But Russian, well, okay, I
know it, and that’s good enough.’” In contrast, many parents have told her that

knowledge of Russian is essential and that they feel bad that their children study Russian

47 Natasha works part-time as a freelance tour guide.
48 According to the 2001 Ukrainian census.
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only one hour a week. “As soon as someone new comes to power, they start to change the
curriculum. But what is there to change in the Russian curriculum? Nothing! All you can
do is cut down on hours.” Svetlana’s thoughts on the low number of hours of Russian
language instruction—no more than one or two hours per week in Ukrainian-language

schools —reflect those of teachers across Ukraine.

Donbas

Three teachers interviewed live and work in the Donbas region of Ukraine: one in
an unoccupied area that falls under the jurisdiction of Ukraine, and two in the self-
proclaimed People’s Republic of Donetsk, which the Ukrainian government refers to as a
“temporarily occupied territory” and has designated a terrorist organization. Although the
three teachers interviewed from Donbas live within seventy miles of one another, their
location—either inside or outside of occupied territory —affects their experiences as
teachers of Russian.

According to a report issued by the Office of the United Nations High
Commissioner for Human Rights (2016), the ongoing war in Donbas has displaced over
two million citizens (7) and disrupted the education of some 50,000 children in the
second half of 2014 alone (UNICEF, 2014). Schools in non-occupied territories still
follow the programs of study handed down by the Ukrainian Ministry of Education but
have taken in children whose families have fled from occupied territories, whereas
teachers in occupied territories now follow the curriculum created by the Ministry of

Education of the self-declared people’s republic where they live, and receive their
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salaries in Russian rubles, an indication of the extent of Russia’s influence in the
occupied territories.

Vera, who lives in an unoccupied area, refused to answer questions related to the
influence of Ukrainian politics on attitudes toward the Russian language and the teaching
of Russian. The director of her school, however, reported the following:

[Our city] has not been occupied by Russians. We are in a war zone, but our city

has not been captured. Nothing about the educational system has changed, other

than the fact that young men who protect us and our territory perish every day.

With regard to the occupied territories, a large portion of the population has

moved. Over two thousand children of immigrants [from occupied territories]

study in our city alone. There, schools were completely closed for quite a long
time. Only since about October of last year [2015] have the schools been open
again. Whether all of them are open or not, I don’t know.

When asked how political conditions in contemporary Ukraine affect language
policy and, more specifically, the teaching of Russian, Nadya, who lives in an occupied
territory, did not know how to respond at first and said that she just wanted the war to
end. She believes that teachers should remain outside of politics and finds the discussion
of politics very painful. She recounted the following:

Here in Ukraine, Russian has gone through a whole range of stages. When I was a

young girl visiting Donbas, [...] I went to a Russian-language school where

Russian was studied first and foremost, and Ukrainian was of secondary

importance. But when I came back to Donbas to enter the university, Ukrainian
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was the more important language, and Russian was secondary. Then the Soviet
Union fell, and Russian and Ukrainian were equalized. Then, about eight years
ago, Russian became a second foreign language here. It disappeared. [...] They
even gave Russian the status of a minority language. For Donbas, this was a very
serious matter, because from a political standpoint, this designation was very
difficult to understand. But we managed to focus again on our Ukrainian, which
had gotten rusty over the course of those eight years. And then two years ago
[following Euromaidan], there was another reshuffle, and now Ukrainian has been
replaced by Russian, and all of our documentation has to be in Russian again.
Our politicians overstepped when they decided that all documentation had to be in
Ukrainian.

Aside from issues of language policy, Nadya also expressed difficulties on account of the

ongoing war in her area. She explained:
Today, since so many teachers have left Donbas, we have a disaster on our hands.
There are not enough teachers, especially teachers of Russian language and
literature. There are not enough teachers to fill the vacancies in schools, because
everyone has left. But what can I say? I love my students. I stayed for them. They
have even threatened to take away our job titles. Take away everything. Remove
all academic degrees from any university professor who stays here and won’t
leave. But I love Donbas, so I stayed. It's hard, just hard. Two of our teachers
were killed by shrapnel. They were protecting their students, their first graders, by

shielding them with their bodies. Glass shards flew through the air, and those
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teachers died. There is so much mourning. Another teacher had his leg blown off,

but he saved a fifth-grader. But he was lucky. He survived.

Alexandra, who also lives and works in an occupied area, explained that
politicians, no matter how hard they try, cannot create conflict between people who have
been so closely connected for centuries:

Regardless of the will of the politicians, the love of Russian culture and of

Ukrainian culture and language will not change. [...] But [in the people’s

republic] the number of hours devoted to the study of Russian has increased.

Before, we studied Ukrainian two hours a week and Russian two hours a week...

But the Ministry of Education [of the people’s republic] decided just this year that

we would teach more Russian.

When asked how the political climate over the past two years has affected her work,
Alexandra said that she and others try to distance themselves from politics. They try to
“live in their own little world of kindness and warmth in an effort to create an atmosphere
that is far away from the war. [...] Of course, everyone understands that there is a war
going on, so it’s hard to keep morale up.”

The responses from teachers in eastern Ukraine indicate that politics greatly
affects the teaching of Russian in that part of the country, with responses varying
considerably between northeastern areas and Donbas. The teachers in the northeast,
which is not occupied by separatist troops, reported issues similar to those of other

teachers in Ukrainian-language schools: a reduced number of hours of Russian language
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studies and a worsening in attitudes toward the Russian language. In occupied areas of
Donbas, the influence of politics on the teaching of Russian is considerably greater.
There, the ongoing war has resulted in the closure of schools, displacement of students,
an insufficient number of teachers due to their fleeing the region, and even deaths among
students and teachers who choose to remain in those territories. The education policies
created by self-proclaimed people’s republics in Donbas have resulted in changes in the
status of the Russian language in schools and the number of hours devoted to Russian
language study, with Russian experiencing a rise in status and now holding a place of
greater prominence in the curriculum. Education policies in Ukraine-controlled areas of
Donbas have not changed as a result of the war, as those areas continue to fall under the
jurisdiction of the Ukrainian Ministry of Education. However, the work of teachers is
affected by the war due to large numbers of displaced children now studying in their
schools.

The data demonstrate that Ukrainian politics and geography have a significant
effect on attitudes toward the Russian language and the teaching of Russian throughout
Ukraine, with a greater effect on teachers in the east and west and a lesser effect on
teachers in the central regions. Responses from teachers in central regions, the dividing
line between the traditionally pro-European west and pro-Russian east, revealed a split in
attitudes that reflected this historic division of attitudes. Southern regions continued to
display their longstanding tolerance toward multilingualism. The greatest changes in
attitudes were, predictably, reported from teachers in the west and east. In the west,

which has long fought to raise the status of the Ukrainian language and increase respect
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toward the nation as an independent state, worsening attitudes toward the Russian
language result from aggression on the part of Russia toward Ukraine. In the east,
attitudes toward Russian are negatively affected by the politically motivated war in
Donbas. The education system in Crimea, now controlled by Russia, is described as a
“madhouse,” indicating that the political unrest and subsequent annexation of that
territory from Ukraine has had a significant effect on teachers throughout that area.

GEOPOLITICAL RELATIONS BETWEEN RUSSIA AND UKRAINE AND ATTITUDES TOWARD
THE RUSSIAN LANGUAGE

The third research question for this study was how current geopolitical relations
between Russia and Ukraine have affected the status of, and attitudes toward, the Russian
language and the study of Russian in Ukraine. The hypothesis was that heightened
political tensions between Russia and Ukraine since 2014 have led to a worsening of
attitudes toward the Russian language and toward the study of Russian in Ukrainian
schools. With seventeen of nineteen teachers indicating that the conflict between Russia
and Ukraine has negatively affected attitudes toward the Russian language both in
general and in schools, the interview data support this hypothesis.

Tanya, a teacher in north central Ukraine, expressed that the conflict between
Russia and Ukraine had significantly affected attitudes toward the Russian language both
within her school and the country at large. In terms of how political tensions have
affected her work as a teacher of Russian, she stated that the conflict between Russia and
Ukraine had ruined relationships between former colleagues. She also reported the

experience of a colleague of hers who works at a different school in the same community:
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“My colleague gave a student a low grade for his incorrect completion of an exercise, and
the parents of this child wrote in the grade book ‘Russian is the language of the enemy’ in
Ukrainian. At the moment, this is a very big problem.”
Tanya went on to discuss how the conflict between Ukraine and Russia has
affected attitudes toward the Russian language.
Beginning in 2014, in 2014 and 2015, attitudes toward the Russian language have
just begun to change. I understand that right now, the attitude is that Ukrainian is
the main language, and people are turning away from Russian. The image of the
enemy is so glaring [...]. When our colleagues, male teachers from our school, are
called to report to the military enlistment office, and it’s possible that they will be
drafted into the army, well, they’ve changed that, and they aren’t going to draft
teachers anymore, but still, the thought is so hard to stomach. And that’s what’s
going on right now. This whole situation is based on an image of the enemy.
Many people say that Russia is the aggressor. Russia has its version of the truth,
and Ukraine has its own version, too. A lot of people look at all this and find it
ideologically painful [...].
Tanya also expressed the opinion that Crimea and eastern Ukraine had broken off from
the rest of Ukraine due mostly to a decree adopted after the 2014 revolution that upheld
Ukrainian as the sole state language.
They shouldn’t have brought that up. They raised the language issue, and panic
ensued immediately. People in Crimea and in eastern Ukraine feared that

everyone would be forced to speak Ukrainian. And that’s simply not true. [...] |
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can speak Ukrainian, I can speak Russian, but no one in my native city of
Kiev...has ever commented...on what language I speak. People are very patient
and tolerant, but there are people who have seen so much of the enemy, and
there’s nothing you can do about them. But regardless, there was competition to
enter our school this year [2015]. I mean, we didn’t have to drag children in from
off the street. There were three or four applications for every open seat in the
school. So regardless of current events, our school has children, and there are
children in other Russian-language schools, too. Because smart people, wise
people, they understand that it’s impossible to make people speak a language
immediately. It should be an organic process that takes place over the course of
years. [...] I never thought I’d live in a country under martial law. It’s not that
Ukrainians are good and Russians are bad or Russians are good and Ukrainians
are bad. On both sides there are a lot of stupid, uneducated and short-sighted
people who do not understand. All they can see is the face of the enemy. In this
situation, it’s very hard to say what kind of status Russian will have in the next

five years.

Katya reported significant changes in attitude toward the Russian language in her
classroom due to deteriorating geopolitical relations between Ukraine and Russian. She
stated that many children no longer wished to study Russian. On the first day of school in
2014, several of her students told her that they did not want to study “the language of the

aggressor.” She said that Russia had always lobbied to make Russian the second state
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language in Ukraine but that “there cannot be two state languages when a nation such as
Russia is in your backyard.” She cited the fate of the Belarusian language as an example,
explaining that she has a lot of relatives in Belarus whom she visits. “They have two state
languages there...and Belorussian is dying,” she explained. “It doesn’t exist anymore. It
is even recognized by UNESCO as a dying language.” Katya’s assertion that students
don’t want to study “the language of the aggressor” reflects Bilaniuk and Melynk’s
(2008) findings that choosing Russian over Ukrainian is frequently viewed as a statement
of political and cultural allegiance to Russia (340). Additionally, Katya’s statement that
Russia has always lobbied to make Russian the second state language in Ukraine mirrors
Solchanyk’s assertion that Moscow believes the Russian minority in Ukraine requires its
attention due to the repression of the Russian language in Ukraine (547).

When asked whether the geopolitical relationship between Ukraine and Russia
affected the teaching of Russian, opinions varied among teachers in western Ukraine.
Tamara replied that it probably affected the teaching of Russian somewhere in Ukraine,
but that in her community, the effect had been imperceptible.

Iryna, my colleague and a teacher of history in western Ukraine, cited a
conversation with Larissa, a teacher of Russian at her school, as protests began on
Maidan:

Larissa asked, ‘How do you feel about us?’ I said, ‘What do you mean, how do

we feel about you? Have there been any problems at work because you are

Russian? Or does anyone say anything to you when they hear you speaking

Russian on public transportation? No. Why do you say that the Russian language
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is being persecuted, is not supported, is discriminated against?” She didn’t answer

my question. She said that we were going to execute or beat them [the Russians].

I told her, ‘No one is going to beat anyone, because I have always treated you as a

teacher, as a colleague.... My relationship with you will not change because you

speak Russian and I am Ukrainian.’#?
Iryna’s account, like Tanya’s, demonstrates that Ukrainians generally do not hold
negative attitudes toward ethnic Russians in Ukraine, even in light of the current political
tensions between Ukraine and Russia. Both of these teachers, however, indicate that
Russian-speakers feel persecuted by ethnic Ukrainians.

Olena, who teaches Russian in northwestern Ukraine, reported the following:
“Parents and students don’t want to study Russian anymore. They are all patriots, and
they say that they don’t need this language. They study foreign languages, but they don’t
want to study Russian. It all has to do with Russian aggression. The Russians tried to kill
our speech, our language. We studied their language, but they didn’t study ours. They
still feel Ukrainian isn’t even a language.” The assertion that Ukrainian is a dialect of
Russian and not a separate language has persisted for centuries, as stated by Krawchenko
(1985). Confidence in the value of one’s native language allows people to claim social
legitimacy and establish a sense of their social worth (Bilaniuk, 2005, p. 2), so the
suggestion that others don’t recognize Olena’s native tongue — Ukrainian—as a legitimate

language could cause her and others like her to feel marginalized and disrespected.

49 According to Iryna, Larissa left Ukraine with her young daughter and settled in Russia. The researcher
contacted Larissa by e-mail, and Larissa responded with information about the experiences that led her to
flee the country. Unfortunately, Larissa did not respond to a request for permission to share her personal
account of how the Russia-Ukraine conflict had affected her work as a teacher of Russian.
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Although the majority of teachers reported that tensions between Ukraine and
Russia had affected their work, three teachers reported no significant changes in their
work life since 2014. Kostya, while admitting he could speak only for his city and his
school, said that the ongoing tensions had not affected his work. He did, however, note
that in the process of asserting itself politically and embracing democratic values,
Ukraine has witnessed a growing interest in its own culture and language. He reported,
for example, that bands that perform music in Ukrainian have grown in popularity and
that he has witnessed greater interest in Ukrainian-language literature, writers, and poets.
Furthermore, he reported, people now try to speak Ukrainian more. While he has not seen
people pretend not to understand Russian, he has definitely witnessed that Ukrainian is
being spoken more now.

Valentina reported that attitudes toward the Russian language in Ukraine had not
changed due to the geopolitical tensions between Russia and Ukraine. “Nothing at all has
changed. If your friends and neighbors speak Russian, how can you change your attitudes
toward them? ...There are a few nationalists who say that everything in Ukraine should
be in Ukrainian, but their numbers are miniscule, and honestly, no one listens to them.”
Valentina did, however, take issue with politicians’ efforts to make Ukraine and Russia
into enemies. “It’s the politicians who started this propaganda machine who have turned
us into enemies. Deep inside, we’re not enemies. But they make their people think that
we are their enemies.” This sentiment reflects Kulyk’s (2015) finding that most of the

Ukrainians in the focus groups he studied in early 2015 “stressed that their negative
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attitude toward the state does not extend to the Russian people,” but that “some felt
Russians were guilty [...] in preferring to believe official propaganda” (3).

While two of the seventeen teachers interviewed indicated that the geopolitical
relationship between Ukraine and Russia had not affected their work, they did report
having witnessed an increased interest in the Ukrainian culture and language and an
emergence of Ukraine as a “political nation [...] that definitively embraces democratic
values” (Kostya). This commentary from both teachers indicates that while the
geopolitical relationship between Ukraine and Russia may not have affected their work —
indeed, the Ukrainian Ministry of Education has not made sweeping changes to the
curriculum in the past several years—ongoing tensions between Ukraine and Russia have
had a negative impact on attitudes toward language and culture in Ukraine in general.
Overall, the data demonstrate that political tensions between Ukraine and Russia since
2014 have, indeed, led to a worsening of attitudes toward the Russian language and
toward the study of Russian in Ukrainian schools, harmed relationships between teachers,
and lessened students’ interest in studying Russian. While the majority of the teachers
interviewed would like to see more, or at least a continuing amount, of Russian language
instruction offered, some parents and children have turned against Russian as a
demonstration of allegiance to Ukraine. It appears, therefore, that attempts by Russia to
retain Ukraine in its sphere of influence have not resulted in closer relations between the
two countries, but, instead, have led to increased animosity toward and rejection of

Russia and the Russian language on the part of many Ukrainians.
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MoOST PRESSING ISSUES FACING TEACHERS OF RUSSIAN IN CONTEMPORARY UKRAINE

In order to glean information that would lead to a more nuanced understanding of
the challenges faced by teachers of Russian in Ukraine today, research subjects were
offered an opportunity to express opinions about what they viewed as the most pressing
issues faced by teachers of Russian in their country. Their comments encompassed three

general categories: Material Support, Working Conditions, and Other Issues.

Material Support

The issue most often cited by teachers was related to the quality and/or
availability of Russian-language teaching materials. Ten of sixteen teachers cited issues
related to material support, and in all ten cases, this lack of support was the first issue

raised.

Textbooks

The majority of materials-related issues expressed by teachers were related to
Russian language textbooks, including not receiving textbooks on time, a lack of
available textbooks to meet changing standards in the curriculum, and the poor quality of
available textbooks.

Four teachers cited frustration over not receiving textbooks in time for the
beginning of the school year, and the fact that state-mandated changes in curricula are not
always accompanied by textbooks that meet the new standards. Lyudmyla summed up
the situation this way: “This is our third year with a new program for seventh-graders. All

of the textbooks should have been ready by September 1. We received them in the second
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semester, after New Year’s. So we had a curriculum but no textbooks.” Katya reported
that the teachers at her school received textbooks created for the wrong curriculum, with
“absolutely nothing that the teachers needed.” She and her students had to download
textbooks onto their tablets and print them out. The complaints of these teachers confirm
Janmaat’s (2000) assertions about the historic shortage of textbooks in Ukraine.

Four teachers complained about the quality of the Russian-language textbooks
available to them. Nadya summed up the situation this way, “We have serious problems
with textbooks. This has always been a problem. There are no good, high-grade,
competently written textbooks.” Tamara went so far as to label the textbooks and literary
readings for Russian “disgusting.” “They created new ones after the fall of the Soviet
Union in an attempt to make everything over,” she explained. “They ended up bad and
poorly thought out.” Valentina explained the situation this way:

The paradox is that those who prepare textbooks have never been in a school.

They are scholars of some kind. They throw the textbook at us and say, ‘Here!

Use it.” And the textbooks have mistakes, because some petty official sits there,

some guy who has never been in a school and can’t even imagine how things need

to be taught there. I was visiting an elementary school and picked up a textbook

just to look at it and page through it. Without even trying, I found two mistakes.

Another issue expressed by teachers is the age of textbooks, i.e., having to choose
between textbooks published in the Soviet era and newer textbooks, if they are available,

that contain fewer grammar explanations. Olena expressed exasperation about the issue
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of textbooks: “The [newer] textbooks are awful. They have only text, but almost no
grammar rules. So we are forced to use methods from 1986. I use a book and assessment
materials written by Baranov. It’s an ancient textbook from 1986.” When asked why she
uses that textbook, she explained that first, there was no money for new ones, and second,
attitudes toward Russian in Ukraine were such that money is not invested into the study
of Russian in general.

While nearly all teachers were displeased with their textbooks, Alexandra voiced
an opposite view. She teaches in an occupied area in Donbas and works, therefore, under
a different ministry of education. She said, “Now we can teach using textbooks that we
had [from Ukraine] and ones that we receive from Moscow. We are widening the
worldview of our students, who can see how they teach Russian in Russia and compare
those textbooks with ours.” Lyuba, who teaches in a specialized lyceum in central
Ukraine, also does not face the same issues as her peers in other schools. She said,
“There’s no problem with resources. A creative teacher can find all the materials she
wants and needs or can create them herself. Our textbooks are very good. They are

written by Ukrainian scholars.”

Methodological Materials

Closely tied to issues related to textbooks were those related to the availability of
methodological materials for use in teaching Russian. Several teachers related that fewer
methodological materials are available now that Russian is less widely taught. A couple

of teachers conjectured that the lack of materials was tied to the political situation and the
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fact that since the Ukrainian language has taken on greater importance in the education
system, it is more profitable for publishers to create materials for the Ukrainian language
classroom. Svetlana related, “I went to a bookstore to look at new books and materials
created for the new curriculum, but there were very few. Sometimes I go up and ask what
they have that’s new for Russian language and literature for the new curriculum. They
say they don’t have anything. Or just one or two little books.” Olena lamented: “Teachers
have to spend a lot of time preparing for lessons, because we have almost no
methodological materials. We have to do everything ourselves. But that’s only for
Russian. Other subjects have great materials. Our students study English with books from
Oxford. But Russian, that’s a separate conversation.” Tanya expressed similar views,
adding that a lot of literature doesn’t make it to them from Russia, because everything
that comes to Ukraine has to be approved by the Ministry of Education. “If there is no
stamp that reads ‘Approved by the Ministry of Education,” we can’t use those
textbooks... We just experienced a huge scandal because they gave us textbooks with the
Russian coat of arms and some texts that glorify Russia and Russian achievements. Some
parents protested and complained, saying that their children would not study using those

textbooks. Really? Just because of the Russian coat of arms?”

Access to Technology

Three teachers cited a lack of access to instructional technology such as
interactive boards and computers as a pressing issue facing teachers of Russian in

Ukraine. Lyudmyla asked, “How can I organize my work if I have to bring a computer

184



from home, just one for everyone to look at, so that I can show them something? Imagine
if every child had one on his table? Or an interactive board? I have a ton of materials, but
how am I supposed to show them? On my fingers?” Oksana expressed that in terms of
challenges faced by teachers of Russian in Ukraine, a lack of material resources was
above all. “It’s a disaster,” she explained. “My classroom has bare walls and nothing in it.
I have pens, paper, and chalk. That’s it. That’s all I have to teach with. I get to use a
smart board once a year: when I give an open lesson. I don’t even have a computer at

school.”

Working Conditions
Lack of hours

Another issue teachers frequently cited is a lack of teaching hours. Given the
closure of many Russian-language schools and the fact that Russian is no longer taught as
a required course in the majority of Ukrainian-language schools, the number of hours
devoted to Russian-language studies has dropped significantly. While one teacher
expressed concern that salaries are now tied to a lower number of hours, most of the
teachers who cited lower hours as a major concern focused on insufficient time to cover
material. Valentina explained her answer this way: “I think two hours a week would be
sufficient to make teachers’ jobs easier and to allow students to learn the language more
easily. If they gave us just one more hour a week, I wouldn’t be against it; just one more
hour, and then everything would be great.” Lyudmyla expressed her concerns this way:

“When Russian was taught two or three hours a week, children wrote more correctly.
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Now, there are no hours devoted to Russian. In western Ukraine, Russian is not taught at
all.”

Galina, the director of a Russian-language gymnasium, explained the situation
this way: “The main problem is a lack of hours. Teachers of Ukrainian divide their
classes in half, so they have enough hours, but teachers of Russian don’t, so they have
fewer hours. Since there always used to be a lot of teachers of Russian, many had to be
let go—there were a lot at this school. Now, in order not to have to let more teachers go, I
try to divide up the hours in order to satisfy everyone.”

The comments from these teachers about the reduced hours devoted to Russian
language studies in the current curriculum, combined with the policy-related data in the
third chapter detailing the number of hours allotted to Russian language studies in
contemporary Ukraine, support the second part of the first hypothesis: that changes in
language policy have resulted in decreased hours devoted to the study of Russian in

Ukrainian schools.

Low Salaries

In addition to concerns about fewer hours devoted to Russian, teachers also cited
low salaries as a major issue for them. Olena said, “There is no money. My colleague
who left to teach in Russia gets paid nine times more than we do.” Natasha, who teaches
in Crimea, recalls the following:

In Ukraine, we were paid according to seniority... and category. In order to do so

[reach the highest category], we gave lessons, we worked really hard, but the
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difference in salary was, I believe, 100 hryvnia [approximately $4] per month.
That was nothing. So why do it? You use up a lot of nerves and a lot of paper in
order to earn an extra 100 hryvnia a month. It’s better to be alive and well for

essentially the same salary.

Other Issues

Other issues cited by teachers included those related to literacy or that have an
impact on literacy: a lack of desire among students to study; poor literacy skills and a
poor knowledge of literature among students; and the notion that children are spending
more time on computers and less time reading these days. “The older they get, the less
they want to read,” explained Galina. “They have limited vocabularies and can’t express
themselves,” added Valentina.

The poor quality of continuing education courses, heavy course loads among
students, burnout among teachers, the notion that some teachers do not take their jobs
seriously, and a loss of prestige were also mentioned. “Now that Russian is no longer

taught, the prestige of our profession is zero,” explained Lyudmyla.

Positive Responses

While nearly all teachers interviewed expressed dissatisfaction with the current
state of Russian language education in Ukraine, two teachers had positive things to say
about their experiences as teachers. Alexandra reported that Russian teachers in her
region “have enough hours.” For his part, Kostya reported that he “can’t complain,”

because there are “no major problems.” He went on to suggest that “actually, it’s a little
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easier to be a teacher of Russian, because there is less responsibility and more freedom.
There are lots of Ukrainian language contests in addition to Olympiads and exit exams,
so there are a lot of demands on teachers of Ukrainian.”

Alexandra’s response to this question can be explained by her unique working
conditions. First, Alexandra lives and works in an occupied area in Donbas, in a Russian-
language lyceum where Russian is a required course for all students. Furthermore,
students in her lyceum study Russian the highest number of hours per week of any of the
teachers interviewed: six hours per week in grade five, five hours per week in grades six
through eight, and four hours per week in grades nine through eleven. Students of
Russian in non-specialized Ukrainian-language schools, on the other hand, study Russian
a maximum of one hour per week, so it is not surprising that teachers in Ukrainian-

language schools report struggling to get enough hours.

This study set out to answer three questions: 1) How have policies related to the
role and status of the Russian language in Ukraine evolved since Ukraine became an
independent nation, and how has this evolution in language policy affected the teaching
of Russian there?; 2) How do geography and political conditions in contemporary
Ukraine affect language policy, attitudes toward the Russian language, and the teaching
of Russian?; and 3) How has the geopolitical relationship between Ukraine and Russia
affected the status of, and attitudes toward, the Russian language and the study of Russian

in Ukraine? A close analysis of language and education policies in post-Soviet Ukraine,
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together with interviews with seventeen teachers of Russian in that country, yielded a rich
set of data from which to form answers to these questions.

Since Ukraine became an independent nation in 1991, policies related to the role
and status of the Russian language in Ukraine have aimed to counteract Soviet policies of
Russification in favor of the promotion of the Ukrainian language and culture. This
evolution in language policy has resulted in sweeping changes in the role of the Russian
language within the education system, leading to an end to compulsory Russian language
studies, a drop in the prestige of the Russian language within the education system, a
significant drop in the percentage of students studying Russian in Ukrainian schools, the
closure of many Russian-language schools, a drop in the number of hours in the
curriculum devoted to the study of Russian, the removal of Russian literature courses
from Ukrainian-language schools, and increasingly negative attitudes toward the study of
the Russian language.

In contemporary Ukraine, geography and political conditions also affect attitudes
toward the Russian language and the teaching of Russian. The historic political, cultural,
and linguistic divide between pro-European western Ukraine and pro-Russian eastern
Ukraine continues to influence attitudes toward the Russian language in predictable ways.
Political conditions—who is in power in Ukraine and what kinds of efforts they make to
influence language policy in that country —also influence attitudes toward the Russian
language and the teaching of Russian. The teachers who were interviewed for this study
indicated that language policy and attitudes toward the Russian language have, indeed,

been closely linked to significant changes in Ukrainian politics.
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Since the dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991, the geopolitical relationship
between Ukraine and Russia has affected the status of, and attitudes toward, the Russian
language and the study of Russian in Ukraine. Russia’s attempts over the years at
intervention in Ukrainian language policy with the supposed aim of protecting rights of
Russian-speakers in Ukraine have led to resentment on the part of many Ukrainian
citizens, who sense that Russia continues to try to undermine their sovereignty, even
nearly a quarter century after Ukraine became an independent nation. Attitudes toward
the Russian language worsened considerably following Euromaidan and Russia’s
annexation of Crimea, and negative attitudes persist due to Russia’s ongoing support of
the war in Donbas. This dissatisfaction over Ukraine’s relationship with Russia has also
led to a significant decrease in interest in Russian language studies in schools. Yana, one
of the teachers interviewed for this study, best sums up how the geopolitical relationship
between Ukraine and Russia affects attitudes toward the Russian language: “Whatever

our relationship is with Russia— so, too, is the status of the Russian language.”
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Chapter 6: Findings and Conclusions

This chapter will summarize the findings related to the research questions, discuss
them in the context of the relevant literature, present implications for policy, outline the

limitations of the study, and offer suggestions for further research.

SUMMARY OF PROCEDURES AND FINDINGS

Seventeen research subjects, all of them teachers of Russian in Ukraine,
participated in this study. The research subjects first completed demographic
questionnaires, and then participated in interviews via Skype. Data from the
questionnaires and interviews were analyzed, as were language and education policies in
post-Soviet Ukraine.

The first research question investigates how policies related to the role and status
of the Russian language in Ukraine have evolved since Ukraine became an independent
nation, and how this evolution in language policy has affected the teaching of Russian in
that country. The data demonstrate that 1) language policy in post-Soviet Ukraine has
been directed toward promoting the use of the Ukrainian language while at the same time
protecting Russian and other minority languages; 2) changes in language policy have led
to significant changes in the education system, including, but not limited to, an end to
compulsory Russian language studies and a drop in the percentage of students studying
Russian overall, a decline in the prestige of the Russian language, the closure of many

Russian-language schools, a drop in the number of hours in the curriculum devoted to the
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study of Russian, the removal of Russian literature courses from Ukrainian-language
schools, and increasingly negative attitudes toward the study of the Russian language.

The second research question investigates how geography and political conditions
in contemporary Ukraine affect language policy, attitudes toward the Russian language,
and the teaching of Russian. The data demonstrate that 1) the historic political, cultural,
and linguistic divide between pro-European western Ukraine and pro-Russian eastern
Ukraine continues to influence policy and attitudes toward the Russian language in
predictable ways; 2) language policy and attitudes toward the Russian language are
closely linked to changes in Ukrainian politics; and 3) geography and political conditions
in contemporary Ukraine affect the teaching of Russian by influencing the languages of
instruction and whether Russian is offered as a course of study.

The third research question asks how the geopolitical relationship between
Ukraine and Russia has affected attitudes toward the Russian language and the study of
Russian in Ukraine. The data demonstrate that 1) Russia’s attempts over the years at
intervention in Ukrainian language policy have led to resentment on the part of many
Ukrainian citizens, which has led to a worsening of attitudes toward the Russian language
both in general and within the education system; 2) attitudes toward the Russian language
have worsened significantly since Euromaidan and Russia’s annexation of Crimea; 3)
negative attitudes persist due to Russia’s ongoing support of the war in Donbas and anti-
Ukraine messages in the media; and 4) dissatisfaction over Ukraine’s relationship with

Russia has led to a significant decrease in interest in Russian language studies in schools.
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DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS
Research Question One: Language Policies and the Teaching of Russian

Language policy in post-Soviet Ukraine holds that Ukrainian is the sole state
language and also guarantees the right to the free development, use, and protection of
other languages of national minorities. A lack of clarity about the role and status of the
Russian language vis-a-vis Ukrainian, however, has not only opened the door to internal
debates and conflicts over the relative status of these two languages, but also left Ukraine
at the mercy of influence from Russia and from politicians determined to promote their
own agenda. These findings are consistent with Carnysh’s (2013) assertion that Ukraine’s
“complex linguistic landscape incentivizes politicians to rely excessively on identity
cleavages that ultimately obstruct the country’s democratic transition” (10). The lack of
clarity in the language policy also leads to discontent and nervousness among those on
both sides of the language issue, because neither Ukrainian-speakers nor Russian-
speakers have a clear understanding of their linguistic rights or their protections under the
law. Given that this lack of clarity and enforceability of language policy has caused
political destabilization, impeded nation-building, and made it more difficult for Ukraine
to assert itself as an independent nation, a compromise solution that will be acceptable to
all parties could create much-needed stability in the country. This suggestion reflects a
similar suggestion by Kulyk (2013), who posits that “the best solution would be to adopt
compromise legislation [...] and then facilitate its observance by both bureaucrats and

citizens” (280).
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The sweeping changes in language policy since Ukraine gained independence
have left the education system in disarray. As Cairncross states, “For the moment,
Ukrainian education is too inward-looking, too corrupt and too poor to do a good job”
(2010). Major changes that have affected teachers and influenced attitudes toward the
Russian language include the abrupt end to the compulsory study of Russian in Ukrainian
schools, and the sharp drop in the number—or outright elimination—of hours in the
curriculum devoted to the study of Russian. These changes have led to an overall decline
in Russian literacy, negatively impacting society as a whole. After all, strong literacy
skills in Russian, a language of international communication, can open doors to careers
that are unavailable to those who speak only Ukrainian. By neglecting this reality,
Ukrainians may themselves be creating a permanent underclass.’0 It is possible that
Ukraine has eliminated Russian from many school programs in an effort to promote
Ukrainian and, at the same time, to send a signal to Russia that Ukraine is no longer
interested in close ties with that country. Many years from now, however, Ukraine may
regret its decision to remove Russian from the curriculum. Ukraine had a strong system
of Russian language education in place when it gained independence from the Soviet
Union, so rather than eliminate Russian from its schools, Ukraine could instead draw on
its tradition of excellence in language education and cultivate further language

opportunities for its young people.

50 A similar phenomenon occurs in Hawaii, where some people insist on speaking Hawaiian for political
reasons and do not become fully literate in English, which leads to decreased educational and career
opportunities.
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The closure of many Russian-language schools or their conversion to Ukrainian-
language schools has led to a loss of jobs for many teachers of Russian and fewer options
regarding native-language education for Russian-speakers. In those schools that remained
open and experienced a rapid change in language of instruction, some teachers of Russian
found themselves without work or without the Ukrainian language skills needed to
perform their jobs. In some areas of the country, particularly those that were
predominantly Russian-speaking, a lack of teachers skilled in Ukrainian caused a rocky
and uneven transition to a new language of instruction. These findings reflect Bilaniuk’s
(2008) assertion that there are insufficient numbers of well-trained bilingual teachers to
provide good instruction in the subject of Ukrainian in Russian-speaking areas (356).

Finally, the Ukrainian Ministry of Education devotes relatively few resources to
the teaching of Russian, which has led to the publication of fewer textbooks and
methodology-related literature for the teaching of Russian. This lack of appropriate
teaching materials—a major complaint among the teachers who participated in the
study —leads to frustration, lowered morale, and a feeling of being marginalized, which
may in turn lead to resentment and translate into fewer efforts to perform well in the
classroom. The Ministry of Education needs to show more support for teachers of
Russian in order to attract and maintain high-quality educators for the next generation of
students, particularly as the current population of language teachers in Ukraine ages out

of the system.
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Research Question Two: The Effects of Politics and Historic Divisions on Attitudes
Toward the Russian Language and the Teaching of Russian

Given the historic political, cultural, and linguistic divide between pro-Ukrainian,
pro-European western Ukraine and pro-Russian, pro-Kremlin eastern Ukraine, much of
the data was analyzed to determine the extent to which this east-west dichotomy affects
attitudes related to language. This examination of qualitative data organized by region
follows Jackson’s (1998) suggestion to question the “assumption that Ukraine is neatly
divided into east and west along lines of cultural and political allegiances” (99), because
“while east-west differences exist, there is also a need to examine subtler differences and
processes of change on a smaller scale” (101).

The data demonstrate that responses to certain questions fall neatly along
geographic, ethnic, and linguistic lines, whereas other responses transcend geography,
ethnicity, and language. For example, all of the teachers who were born in Ukraine
expressed support for Russian-language schools in their country, regardless of their
geographic location. This support for minority-language education transcends historic
divisions in Ukraine, suggesting not only tolerance but also outright support for minority-
language education. On the opposite end of the spectrum, the only teachers who
supported an upgrade in status for Russian to that of a state language alongside Ukrainian
were all native speakers of Russian from Russian-speaking areas of the country. These
responses provide evidence that while the historic political and linguistic divide between
eastern and western Ukraine does influence opinions related to certain aspects of

language policy, other attitudes transcend this divide. Perhaps nation-building practices

196



and efforts to foster a sense of unity among Ukrainians as citizens of a single nation have
been, in some cases, successful. The fact that geography still influences other attitudes,
however, suggests that certain Soviet-era or ethnic notions persist. These findings suggest
that in order to gain the support of a broad base of Ukrainians, policymakers and
politicians must avoid appealing to constituents based solely on where they live or on
their ethnic or linguistic background. By treating voters according to outdated
stereotypes, politicians risk alienating a citizenship that is evolving new notions of
nationality and new allegiances to Ukraine as an independent state.

That fact that the data demonstrate that language policy and attitudes toward the
Russian language are influenced by Ukrainian politics suggests that policymakers need to
focus on maintaining rights for speakers of all languages while not aggravating the
language issue by suggesting or forcing through policy that might appear to infringe on
people’s linguistic rights. Kulyk (2013), for example, argues that while Ukrainian-
speakers would like Ukrainian be the dominant language throughout the country, they are
“ready to put up with the widespread use of Russian, provided that [...] the titular
language retains the priority status” (280). The fact that campaigns to strengthen minority
languages can lead to fistfights in Parliament, as happened during the passage of the law
in 2012 that granted regional status to Russian and several other minority groups,
demonstrates that lawmakers need to avoid testing the patience and tolerance of
Ukrainian-speakers, who have already clearly demonstrated their allegiance to the

Ukrainian language. Given that the language bill signed into law by President
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Yanukovych was widely perceived as endangering the use of Ukrainian, its passage
“contributed to confrontation rather than compromise” (Kulyk, 2013, p. 280).

One final observation following the analysis of the data related to the second
research question was that the percentage of teachers in this study who thought Russian
should be granted equal status alongside Ukrainian—24% —is the same as the percentage
of respondents who expressed this sentiment in a nationwide survey conducted in
September 2104 by the Kyiv International Institute of Sociology, as reported by Kulyk
(2015, p. 5). This finding serves to further validate the representative quality of the group
of participants in this study.

Research Question Three: The Effects of the Geopolitical Relationship Between

Ukraine and Russia on Attitudes Toward the Russian Language and the Study of
Russian in Ukraine

According to prevailing opinions in the West, the current political crisis in
Ukraine “can be blamed almost entirely on Russian aggression” (Mearsheimer, 2014, p.
77). The data demonstrate that Russia’s hostility toward Ukraine in the areas of
diplomacy, dissemination of information, military intervention, and economic sanctions
have negatively affected attitudes toward the Russian language and the study of Russian
in Ukrainian schools.

For many Ukrainians, the Russian language symbolizes Russia as a nation and as
a former colonizer and oppressor. Ukrainians in their forties or older grew up under
Soviet-era language policies and remember the marginalization of the Ukrainian language

in favor of Russian. While the research subjects in this study display great tolerance for
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Russians as a people and for the widespread use of Russian in their country, Ukrainians’
anger over Russian intervention in their politics has spilled over into attitudes toward the
language.

Ukrainians’ dissatisfaction over their country’s relations with Russia has led to a
significant decrease in interest in the study of the Russian language in schools. Reports
from teachers of their students’ refusal to study “the language of the aggressor” and of
similar attitudes toward the language on the part of many parents demonstrate that more

Russian intervention in Ukrainian politics leads to a backlash from Ukrainians.

PRACTICAL POLICY IMPLICATIONS FOR LANGUAGE AND EDUCATION

Given that language policy and attitudes toward the Russian language are closely
linked to Ukrainian politics, policymakers in Ukraine need to focus on ensuring linguistic
rights for speakers of all languages regardless of who is in power, rather than attempt to
pass legislation related only to the interests of their party, as did President Viktor
Yanukovych in his “unconstitutional adoption” (Moser, 2013, p. 36) of the 2012
language bill “On Principles of the State Language Policy.”

Russia needs to stop supporting separatist movements in eastern Ukraine, as its
intervention antagonizes the Ukrainian population and results in increasingly negative
attitudes toward Russia. Furthermore, Russia needs to stop interfering in Ukrainian
language policy under the guise of ensuring the rights of ethnic Russians outside of its
borders. Inciting the Ukrainian population will only worsen relations with Russia and

galvanize Ukraine’s resolve to align itself with the West.
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Ukraine needs to recognize that in order to become a respected member of the
European community, it needs to focus at least some of its efforts on solving the language
issue. Instead of coopting the law on minority languages to promote Russian, Ukrainian
policymakers need to demonstrate to European leaders and Ukrainians alike that Ukraine
truly respects the rights of speakers of all languages within its borders and embraces its
status as a multilingual nation.

Given the vital role that schools play in the dissemination of values and attitudes
toward language —particularly the languages of bordering countries —education policy in
Ukraine needs to align with the nation’s values as a whole, not just with those of
outspoken extremists on the far ends of the language issue or those of the political figures
in power at a given moment. Thoughtful, forward-looking attention to promoting the
Ukrainian language while protecting the rights of other languages is needed when making
long-term decisions about language policies in education. If Ukraine chooses to promote
Ukrainian at the expense of other languages, the nation risks losing critical languages

such as Russian, potentially weakening its viability as a geopolitical entity in this region.

LIMITATIONS

First, as ethnographic research, this study may have benefited from in-country
collection of data, which would have allowed for interviews with research subjects to
occur face-to-face. The lack of physical proximity during interviews via Skype may have
affected the comfort levels of research participants, which, in turn, may have influenced

the tenor or content of their responses. Second, while the participants in this study
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represented a range of geographic areas and institutional types in Ukraine, a larger pool

of respondents may have led to a broader range of responses. Third, as some

ethnographic studies rely on a researcher’s immersion in a site as a participant observer

and analysis of collected materials, these approaches could have been incorporated into

the research. Interviews and demographic questionnaires, however, were deemed the

most appropriate means to collect qualitative data for this particular study.

DIRECTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Further research related to this study would include follow-up investigations to

explore how the research participants characterize the teaching of Russian in Ukraine

over time, preferably in face-to-face interviews conducted in Ukraine.

Other avenues of possible exploration include the following:

The future of the Russian language in Ukrainian schools, i.e., will the
language continue to be marginalized? Will it be eliminated from the
curriculum altogether? Will it be recognized as a critical language in the
region and gain a more prominent place in Ukrainian schools?

The fate of Russian-language schools in Ukraine. Do they still have a
place in contemporary Ukraine?

An assessment of the effectiveness of schools taught in other minority
languages of Ukraine, e.g., one or more of the languages that are also
official languages of the European Union.

The administration of the Test of Russian as a Foreign Language (TORFL

or Rus: TPKH)—a standardized test supervised by the Russian Ministry
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of Education and Science—to obtain quantitative data in order to assess

the quality of the Russian being taught in Ukrainian schools.
CONCLUSION

The results of this study provide an inside look at how language policy and the
geopolitical relationship between Ukraine and Russia affect the teaching of Russian in
Ukraine. Although the study focuses on these two countries specifically, the relationship
between them may be viewed as a microcosm of global diaspora. The findings of the
study, therefore, will be of interest not only to those focusing on language education, but
also to those researching the post-Soviet sphere, dispersed populations, language policy,
immigration issues, and bilingualism.

The results of this study confirm that Russia’s aggressive stance toward Ukraine
has created an enormous rift between the two countries that has grown wider over the
past two years. While the protests on Maidan, the 2014 Ukrainian revolution, and the
annexation of Crimea are in the past, the data demonstrate that the animus between
Russia and Ukraine remains. Far from an isolated description of Ukraine’s language
policies and its geopolitical relationship with Russia, this dissertation serves as a case
study of language issues around the world, especially, but not exclusively, those related
to countries that border one another.

Given the uncertain present and future role of the Russian language in the
education system and in Ukrainian society as a whole, language issues in Ukraine will
continue to be of critical importance in the years to come and, if left unresolved, may lead

to further division and conflict. Even if uprisings over language rights are avoided or
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suppressed in the short term, unresolved issues related to languages taught and spoken in
that country will certainly arise again, only with greater urgency, should Ukraine gain
entry to the European Union.

From the unresolved status of the Spanish language in Texas to the emerging use
of Arabic and related languages in Europe, issues related to language policy both locally
and worldwide have taken on even greater importance in the 21st century. The results of
this study represent global issues regarding migration, both voluntary and forced, and
how people of disparate backgrounds and cultures must learn to communicate with one
another. While this particular study focuses on language policy within a single country,
the results serve as a cautionary tale for similar conflicts that many nations are facing or

will face in the near future.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: Questionnaire for Beta Study (English)

Questionnaire for teachers of Russian

as part of dissertation research on the following theme:

“The Influence of Language Policy

on the Teaching of Russian in Ukrainian Schools”

I. Questions about your work

1. You teach Russian in ...

0 a school where Russian is the language of instruction
0 a school where Ukrainian is the language of instruction

O other

2. Location of school (city or village)

3. In your school, Russian is taught ...
O as a first/native language
O as a second foreign language beginning in grade

O other

4. How many teachers of Russian work at your school?
5.Is Russian a required course in your school?

o Yes
o No

5.1. If so, for students in which concentrations?
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6. Number of hours that Russian is taught, in accordance with the prescribed
curriculum at your educational institution:

Elementary School Secondary School Upper Grades
Grade Hours per Grade Hours per Grade Hours per
week week week
Ist grade 5th grade 10th grade
2nd grade 6th grade 11th grade
3rd grade 7th grade
4th grade 8th grade
Oth grade
7. Your weekly teaching load: hours.
7.1. Within your weekly teaching load, you teach Russian hours.

8. Which other subjects do you teach?

9. Do you oversee clubs or teach optional or enrichment courses? Which ones?

10. Which of the following devices are available to you, and which of them do you
use in your Russian language, literature or culture courses?

Available
for
classroom
use

Used by you
in the
classroom

tablet computer

desktop computer with Internet access

smartphone with educational mobile apps

smartboard

portable stereo/ CD player/MP3 player

laptop computer

television with DVD player/ Blue-ray player

other:
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11. Which is your main textbook of Russian? (Please include the name, author and
publisher of the textbook)

11.1. How well does the textbook meet the needs laid out in the Russian curriculum?
(on a scale of 1 to 10)

11.2. How well does the textbook meet the needs of your students?
(on a scale of 1 to 10)

11.3. What do you like about the textbook? What are its positive attributes?

11.4. What problems do you face in using this textbook?

11.5. Name any supplementary textbooks or resources that you use in your Russian
courses:

1.

2.
3.

12. How would you rate your students' knowledge of Russian?
O native-like
O as a foreign langauge:
o high 0 medium o low

Comments
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13. Which of the following difficulties do your students face in their study of
Russian?

. limited vocabulary;

. poor knowledge of grammar;

. insufficient conversational practice;

. lack of materials to meet their needs;

. difficulties in reading, speaking, conversation, listening, writing;
. other

14. In what kinds of Russian-language-related events do your students participate?
How often?

II. Questions about your opinions

15. In your opinion, Russian should be taught as a required course in all Ukrainian
schools.

o Strongly agree

O Agree

o No opinion

o Disagree

o Strongly disagree
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16. In your opinion, the Russian language in Ukraine should be...

O the official state language

0 a second official language (together with Ukrainian)
O a recognized second language

O a protected national minority language

O other:

17. In your opinion, after Ukraine gained independence from the Soviet Union, the
role of the Russian language within the educational system of Ukraine...

0 became more important
0 became less important
O its value remained the same

18. Russian-language schools play an important role in the Ukrainian educational
system.

o Strongly agree

O Agree

o No opinion

o Disagree

o Strongly disagree

19. What are the most pressing issues facing the teaching of Russian in the
educational system in Ukraine?
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II1. Questions about yourself

20. Experience teaching Russian: years.

21. Overall teaching experience: years.

22. Category and title:

o Specialist

0 2nd Category

o 1st Category

o Higher Category

o Senior Teacher

0 Teacher-Methodologist
0 Other:

23. Where and how did you acquire proficiency in Russian?

24. University attended

25. Major
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26. Where I live, most people speak...

0 Ukrainian
o Russian
o Ukrainian and Russian equally

27. At home I speak...

0 Ukrainian
o Russian
o Ukrainian and Russian equally

28. I consider myself to be...

0 Ukrainian
o Russian
0 Other nationality:

29. My native language is...

0 Ukrainian
O Russian
o Other:

In order to ensure anonymity, I will be analyzing your this data in a general way. |
promise not to publish identifying information. If you'd like to take place in further
dissertation research about the teaching of Russian in Ukraine, please provide your e-mail
address below:

E-mail:

Thank you for completing the questionnaire!
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Appendix 2: Questionnaire for Beta Study (Russian)

Omnpoc aas yunresiel pyccKoro si3bika
B paMKax paGoThl HaJ| AUccepTalyen no reme:
“Baunsinve A3bIKOBOM MOJUTHKHA
Ha MpenojaBaHue PyCCKOro si3bIKa B MIKOJaX Y KpanHbl”’

I. Bonpocsi 0 Bamux kypcax

1. Bl npenopaeTte pycckum A3bIK ...

O B LIKOJIE C PyCCKHUM $I3bIKOM OOyYEHUS

O B LIKOJIE C YKPAMHCKUM SI3bIKOM OOy4YEeHUsI

O ApYro¥ BapuaHT

2. HacelleHHBIN MMYHKT

3. Pycckuit s13bIK B Ballen MIKOJie U3y4aeTcs ...
0 KaK POAHOM SA3BIK
0O KaK BTOPOI MHOCTPAHHBIN C KJjlacca

O ApYro¥ BapuaHT

4. CKOJIbKO yuHnTeIel pyccKoro si3pika padoraer B Bamei mkose?

5. SIBnsieTcs in 00SA3aTETBHBIM U3YyYECHHE PYCCKOrI'o sA3bIKa B Bamen mkoJe?

o Ja

o Her

5.1. Eciim «ga», To B KJ1accax Kakoro npoguis?
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6. KotnmuecTBo 4acoB, KOTOpoe, COrJIacHO y4eOHOMY IJIaHy / IporpaMme, OTBOIUTCS

HA U3YYC€HUE PYCCKOr'O sA3bIKA B HEAETIO0:

HavanbHas mkosa Cpennsist mikosa Crapiume K1accol
KITACC KOJI-BO KITACC KOJI-BO KITACC KOJI-BO
YacoB B YacoB B YacoB B
HEJIEITIO HEJIEITIO HEJIEITIO
1 knace 5 kJtace 10 kyace
2 KJacc 6 kJacc 11 knacc
3 kJacc 7 kJacc 12 kyace
4 xnacc 8 kJacc
9 knacc
7. Bama Hefe/ibHAs MeIaroruyeckasl Harpy3ka: YacoB.
7.1. U3 obuiero uuciia 4acos, Bel npenogaere pycckuii sa3bIK YJaCoOB.

8. Kakmue gpyrue npeamets! Bol npenopaere?

9. Benere iu Bol fononHuTenbHbIe KPYKKU WM (pakyiabraTtusbl? Kakue?

10. Kakue TexHumyeckue cpefcTtBa AocTynHbl Bam m kakumm cpeacrBamu Bel
NoJIb3yeTech Ha YPOKaX PYCCKOro si3bIKa (PyCCKOM JIUTEPaATyPhbl, KYJbTYpPbI)?

HocTynHsbl
Bam

Brei
UCNOJIb3yeTe

IUIQHIIET

KOMITBIOTEPBI € OCTYNOM K IHTepHETY

cMapT@OH ¢ y4eOHbIM MOOWIIBHBIM MTPUIIOKEHUEM

HWHTCPAKTUBHAA JOCKa

marantogoH / CD/MP3 nneep

HOYTOYK

tenesu3op ¢ DVD / Blue-ray nieepom

Apyroe
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11. Kakoii y4eOHUK MO pyccKoMy si3bIKy Bbl ncnosib3yere B KauecTBe OCHOBHOTO?
(moxanyicra, yKaxkuTe Ha3BaHue Y4eOHUKA, aBTOPOB M U3aTeJIbCTBO)

11.1. HacKoJIbKO Y4eOHMK COOTBETCTBYET y4eOHOI mporpamme?
(onennTe mo 10-6a;TBLHONM MIKaJIE)

11.2. HacKoJbKO Yy4eOHMK COOTBETCTBYET MOTPEOHOCTSM Y4EHUKOB?
(onennTe mo 10-6a;TLHONM MIKaJIE)

11.3. KakoBbl npeumyiiecTBa yueoHuKa?

11.4. Kakue npoojieMbl BO3HMKAIOT NP PadoTe ¢ ITUM YIYeOHUKOM?

11.5. Ha3zoBuTe yueOHUKM / MOCOOMSI, KOTOPbIe BbI HCMOIb3yeTe HA YPOKaX PycCKOro
s13bIKa B KQ4eCTBE ONMOTHUTETbHBIX:

12. OueHuTe ypoBeHb BIaJeHUsA PYCCKUM SI3bIKOM CBOMX yYALIUXCSH:
O YPOBEHb BJIAJICHUS PYCCKUM S13bIKOM KaK POJHBIM
O YPOBEHb BJIAJICHUS PYCCKUM SI3bIKOM KaK MHOCTPAHHBIM:
O BBICOKUI O cpefHui 0O HU3KUN

Kommenrapnit
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13. OxapakTepu3yiTe TPYAHOCTH, KOTOPbIe MCIBITHIBAIOT y4Yauyecs Npyu U3y4eHuu
PYCCKOro si3bIKa

. HEJOCTATOYHBIN CJIOBAPHBIN 3arac;

. cnaboe 3HaHWe rPaMMATHKU;

. HEJJ0CTaTOYHAasl peueBasi MpakTUKa;

. OTCYTCTBUE COOTBETCTBYIOLMX NOTPEOHOCTSM YUaIlMXCsl TOCOOMIA;
o TPYAHOCTU B YTCHUH, MOHOJIOI'E, MTUAJIOIC, ayUPOBAHUU, ITUCHEME;

* Apyroe

14. B Kakux MeponpusITUsSIX, CBSI3AHHBIX C U3yY€HHEM PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa, Y4ACTBYIOT
Bammu yyamumecs? Kak yacro?

I1. Bonpocel 0 Bamnx MHeHUSIX

15. Ha Bamu B3rJisii, pycCKUM SI3bIK JOJIKEH MPenogaBaThCcs B KauecTBe
00513aTeILHOTO SA3bIKA BO BCEX YKPAMHCKHUX MIKOJIAX.

0 IlomHOCTRIO corlacen/coriiacHa

o0 Cornacen/coryacHa

0 [IpupepxuBatroch HENTPAIBHON MO3ULUN
0 He cornacen/ne cormacHa

0 KaTreropuuecky He COrJjiaceH/He coryiacHa
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16. ITo Bamemy MHeHMIO, PYCCKHMT S3bIK B Y KpauHe 10JIKeH ObITb...

0 0(PULAAIIBHBIM TOCYIAPCTBEHHBIM SI3bIKOM

O BTOPbIM FOCYJAPCTBEHHBIM SI3bIKOM (BMECTE C YKPAMHCKUM)
0O oOuIeNnpU3HAHHBIM BTOPBIM SI3bIKOM

0 3aUIIEHHBIM SI3bIKOM Hal|. MEHBIIIMHCTBA

O IpyruMm:

17. Ilo Bamemy MHeHHM10, TOCJIE TOTO, KAK Y KpauHa CTajla He3aBUCUMOM, PYCCKUN
SI3BIK B CHICTeMe 00pa30BaHusi Y KPanHbI

O ctaj 60Jiee BasKHBIM
O CcTAJI MEHEC Ba>KHbBIM
0O ero 3HauYeHNe OCTAJIOCH MPESKHUM

18. Pycckosi3bIuHbIe MKOJIbI MTPAIOT BaXKHYK POJIb B CCTeMe 00pa30BaHUs B
Ykpaune.

0 IlomHOCTBIO corlacen/coriiacHa

o0 Cornacen/coryacHa

0 [Ipupep>xuBaroch HENTPATBHON MO3ULUN
0 He cornacen/ne cormacHa

0 KaTeropuuecku He COrjlaceH/He COryiacHa

19. KakoBsl HanooJee akTyajJbHbIe BOMPOCHI, CTOSIIIHE Tepe]] HbIHEeIHeN
YKPaMHCKOW CHCTEMOI 00Pa30BaHusI ¢ TOYKH 3PeHUsl PenoiaBaHust PyccKoro
A3bIKA?
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I11. BonpocsI o cede

20. OnbIT NpenogaBaHusi pyCCKOro si3bIKa: JIET.

21. O0mmi nefjarorn4ecKui CTax: JIET.
22.Kareropusi 1 3BaHuU:

0 Cnenpanuct

O 2 kareropus

o 1 kareropus

0 Beicias kaTeropust
0 Crapumil yuuTesb
O YunTeIb-METOAUCT

o Hpyroe:

23.I'me u kakum oopa3zom BbI oBiagen pyccKum si3bIKom?

24. Kakonn BY 3 BrI 3akounin?

25. Oopa3oBaHue, CIeUATIBHOCTH
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26. Tam, rae s XKUBY, OOJIBIIMHCTBO JIKOE TOBOPUT...

O NO-YKPaWHCKH
0O NO-pyCCKHU
O B PaBHOW CTEMEHU MO-YKPAUHCKU U TIO-PYCCKU

27. [loma s1 rOBOPIO. ..

O B OCHOBHOM IO-YKPAWHCKH
O B OCHOBHOM IO-PYCCKH
O B PaBHOW CTENEHU MO-YKPAUHCKU U TIO-PYCCKU

28. 4 ce6s cunTao...
0 yKpauHLIEeM/YKPaunHKOW

O pPyCCKHAM/PYCCKOMN
O gpyrast HaMOHAJIBHOCT!

29. Mou poaHO# SI3BIK...

O YKPauHCKUA
O pyCCKun

O ApYyrou:

B uensx coxpaHeHusi Bamieil aHOHUMHOCTH s Oy AaHAJIM3UPOBATh TaHHbIE
00001IEHHO. S o6emaro He MyOGIMKOBATh HATTIE WCHTU(UIMPYIOUIYIO BaC MH(OPMALHIO.
Ecmm Bu1 xoTure NPUHATH YYaCTUEC B MOUX JIELHBHGI?IHIPIX AUCCEPTATNOHHBIX
MCCJIEIOBAHUSIX O MPENojjaBaHui PyCCKOTO sI3bIKa B Y KpauHe, MoXKanyicTa, yKaKuTe

CBOI1 e-mail;

E-mail:

baaropapio Bac 3a yuactue B onpoce!
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Appendix 3: Demographic Questionnaire (English)

Questionnaire

Personal information wil not be published (either in printed form or electronically)
and will not to available to anyone other than the researcher.

Full name

Today's date

Date and place of birth

Sex

Telephone / E-mail

Residence

Teaching experience: years.
Year of most recent rise in qualification:
Category and title:

o Specialist

o 2nd Category

o 1st Category

o Higher Category

o Senior Teacher

0 Teacher-Methodologist
0 Other:

Experience teaching Russian: years.

Where and how did you acquire proficiency in Russian?
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University attended

Major

Where I live, most people speak...

0 Ukrainian
o Russian
o Ukrainian and Russian equally

At home, I speak...

0 Ukrainian
o Russian
o Ukrainian and Russian equally

I consider myself to be...
0 Ukrainian

0 Russian
0 Other nationality:

Moi1 pogHO¥ SI3bIK. ..

0 Ukrainian
O Russian
o Other:

Questions about your courses

You teach Russian ...
O in an educational institution where Russian is the language of instruction
O in an educational institution where Ukrainian is the language of instruction

O other

Name of the educational institution where you teach
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Location (city, village) of educational institution

In the educational institution where you work, Russian is taught...

O as a first language/native language
O as a second foreign language beginning in grade

O other

How many teachers of Russian work in your educational institution?

Is Russian a required course in your educational institution?

o Yes
o No

If so, for students in which concentrations?

Number of hours that Russian is taught, in accordance with the prescribed curriculum at

your educational institution:

Elementary School Secondary School Upper Grades
Grade Hours per Grade Hours per Grade Hours per
week week week
Ist grade 5th grade 10th grade
2nd grade 6th grade 11th grade
3rd grade 7th grade
4th grade 8th grade
Oth grade
Your weekly teaching load: hours.
Out of your weekly teaching load, you teach Russian hours.

Which other subjects do you teach?

Do you oversee clubs or teach optional or enrichment courses? Which ones?
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Appendix 4: Demographic Questionnaire (Russian)

AHKeTa
JInuHbIe JaHHbIE PeCNOHIEHTOB HUKOTIa He OYAYT ONMyOJIUKOBAHBI HY B KAKOM BUIe

(HU B Me4YaTHOM, HHM B 3JIEKTPOHHOM) U
He OYAYT HOCTYNHBI HUKOMY, KpOMe HCCJIeoBaTeJIsl.

(35[0

JaTa 3anonHeHns aHKEThI

JlaTa 1 MecTo poKieHust

ITon

Tenedon / E-mail

MecTo XKuTeIbCTBa

OO0Immi megarorm4eckuil CTax: JeT.
I'op mocaeHero NoBbIIEHUS KBATM(DUKALAN:
Kareropws n 3Banus:

0 Cnenpanuct

O 2 Kareropus

o 1 kareropus

O Beicias kaTeropust
0 Crapumil yuuTesb
O YUnTeIb-METOAUCT

o Hpyroe:

OnbIT NpenojiaBaHust pyCCKOro si3bIKa: JerT.

I'ne n kakuM 06pa3zom Bbl OBJIa/Ies I PyCCKUM SI3bIKOM?
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Kakoii By3 Bl okoHunim?

CrienmaabHOCTD

Tawm, rje 51 >kKuBy, OOJBLIIMHCTBO JIFOJIE TOBOPUT. ..
O MO-yKPauHCKU

0 NO-pyCCKHU
O B PABHOW CTENEHU MO-YKPAUHCKU U TIO-PYCCKU

Jloma s roBOpIO. ..
O B OCHOBHOM I10-YKPanHCKU
O B OCHOBHOM MO-PYCCKH
O B paBHOW CTENEHU NO-YKPAUHCKU U NO-PYCCKU

S ceOs cunTalo. ..

0 YKpauHLEeM/YKPauHKOW
O pPyCCKUM/PYCCKOMN

O pyras HalMOHAIBHOCTb:

Moi1 pogHO¥ SI3bIK. ..

O YKPauHCKUA
O pyCCKun

O ApYrou:

Bomnpockl 0 Bammx kypcax

BeI npenopaeTe pycckuii A3bIK ...

O B y4eOHOM 3aBEJIEHNH C PYCCKUM SI3bIKOM OOy4eHUsI
O B y4eOHOM 3aBEJIECHNN C YKPAUHCKUM SI3bIKOM OOYYEHHUS

O ApYro¥ BapuaHT

Hasganue yuyeOHOro 3aBefieHus1, B KOTOpoM Bbl paboTaeTe
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HaceneHHbIil MyHKT

Pycckuii a3pIk B BatieM yueOHOM 3aBefIeHUN U3y4aeTcs ...

0 KaK POAHOM SA3BIK
O KaK BTOPOI MHOCTPAHHBIN C Kjacca

O ApYro¥ BapuaHT

CKOJIbKO yuuTeNel pyccKoro si3bika padoTtaeT B Baiem yueGHOM 3aBefieHUn?

ABnsieTcs mm 00s13aTEIBLHBIM M3YYEHME PYCCKOTO si3bIKa B Baniem yuyeOHOM 3aBefieHnn?

o Ja

o Her

Ecim «1a», TO B Kitaccax Kakoro npodussi?

KomnuecTBo yacoB, KOTOpoe, COrJIacHO y4eOHOMY IUIaHy / MporpaMMe, OTBOJUTCST HAa
U3y4YeHUE PYCCKOrO SI3bIKa B HEJIEJIIO:

HavanbHas mkosa Cpennsist mikosna Crapime KJ1accol
KJIACC KOJI-BO KJIACC KOJI-BO KJIACC KOJI-BO
YacoB B YacoB B YacoB B
HEJEI0 HEJEIOo HEJEI0
1 kmacc 5 Kkjacc 10 kmmacc
2 Knacc 6 xnacc 11 xnacc
3 Kjacc 7 Kjmacc
4 kJacc 8 Kmacc
9 xnacc
Bamia HepennbHast neflarornyeckast Harpy3Ka: YacoB.
N3 o61ero yncna yacos, Bel npenopgaete pycckui si3bIK YacoB.

Kakwue npyrue npeameTts! Bel npenopgaere?

Benere nmu Bel fononHuTebHBIE KPYXKKH MM pakyabTaTuBbl? Kakne?
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Appendix 5: Consent form (English)

Title: A Nation in Transition: Language Policy in Ukraine and Its Impact on the
Education System
Conducted By: Karen Chilstrom

Of The University of Texas at Austin, Department of Slavic and Eurasian Studies
Telephone: (512) 471-3607
E-mail: Karen.Chilstrom@gmail.com

CONSENT FORM

You are being asked to participate in a research study. This form provides you with
information about the study. The person in charge of this research will also describe
this study to you and can answer all of your questions. Please read the information
below and ask any questions you might have before deciding whether or not to take
part. Your participation is entirely voluntary. You can refuse to participate without
penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. You can stop your
participation at any time; to do so simply tell the researcher you wish to stop
participation. The researcher will provide you with a copy of this consent for your
records.

The purpose of this study is to better understand the impact of Ukrainian
language policy on the education system in that country.

If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to do any or all of the following:
e Complete a written questionnaire regarding education in Ukraine.
e Take part in an interview with the researcher via the telephone or Internet.

e Allow the researcher to make an audio recording of interview to review and
record data. The audio recording will not be shared with others.

Total estimated time to participate in the study is two hours.

Risks of taking part in this study:
* The risks associated with this study are no greater than everyday life.
e This research may involve risks that are currently unforeseeable. If you wish to
discuss the information above or any other risks you may experience, you may

ask questions now or call the principal investigator listed on the front page of
this form.

Benefits of being in the study include:

* The opportunity to develop a deeper understanding of the impact of Ukrainian
language policy on the education system.
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* Documentation of your experiences and unique points of view, which
could prompt future research in the field of applied linguistics and
language policy.

Compensation:
* No compensation is provided, though the researcher is willing to share with you
the findings of this research study.

Confidentiality and Privacy Protections:

*  Your name and identifying information will be immediately changed to an ID
number. Your identification will never be reported or available to anyone
except the researcher.

* Observations will be digitally audiotaped, and audio files will be coded so that
no personally identifying information is visible on them. Files will be kept in a
secure, password-protected computer and UT server. Tapes will be heard only
for research purposes by the researcher and his or her associates. Recordings
will be retained indefinitely.

Contacts and Questions:

If you have any questions about the study, please contact Karen Chilstrom
now. If you have questions later, want additional information, or wish to withdraw
your participation, you will find Karen Chilstrom’s phone numbers and e-mail address
on the front page of this consent form.

You will be given a copy of this information for your
records.

Statement of Consent:

I have read the above information and have sufficient information to make a decision
about participating in this study. I consent to participate in the study as follows:

[ ] Yes, I will participate in questionnaires and interviews with this researcher.

Please indicate your phone/email contact in order to coordinate interviews:

Phone/Email:
Printed Name: Date:
Signature: Date:

Signature of Investigator:
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Appendix 6: Consent form (Russian)

Hasganme: CTpaHa B porecce nepeMeH: sSi3bIKOBasi OJIMTHKA W €€ BIMSIHUE Ha CUCTEMY
00pa3oBaHusl B YKpanHe

Uccnenoarens: Yuncrpom Kapen

AcrmpanT Texacckoro yausepcutera B Octune (University of Texas at Austin),
Kaderpa CIaBIHCKUX SI3bIKOB 1 €BPA3UICKHUX UCCIIEIOBAHNI

Tenedon: 1-512-471-3607

E-mail: Karen.Chilstrom@gmail.com

3ASABJEHUE O 1OBPOBOJIBHOM COI'/TACUH

Bac npurnamarot npuHsaTh yyactre B uccienoBanuu. Mugopmaiys o0 uccienoBanum
MPEOCTABJIECHA B 3TOM 3as1BJIEHUHN. JINIIO, OTBETCTBEHHOE 32 MPOBECHUE ITOTO
VICCJIEIOBAHNS, TAKKE OMMILIET BaM CYTb MCCIIE[IOBAHUS U MOXKET OTBETUTh HA BCE BALLIN
Bonpockl. [ToxxanyiicTa, 03HAKOMBTECH C IPUBEICHHON HIKE MH(OPMAaLEN U 3a/1aiiTe
JIF00OBIE BO3HMKIIKE Y BAaC BOMPOCHI 10 MPUHATHS PEIEHNs 00 YYaCTHUU B UCCIIEIOBAHNH.
Baie yyactue sBnseTcsl NOJHOCTBIO JOOPOBOJIBHBIM. Ballr 0TKa3 OT yyacTusi He OBJeYeT
3a co00¥ ITpaHbIE CAHKLIMY WU YTPATY JIbIOT, HA KOTOPBIE Bbl IMEJN ObI TPaBO B
MPOTHUBHOM cilydae. Bbl MoXeTe npepBaTh y4acTHe B JIF0O0€ BpeMsT; [IJIsl ITOTO BaM
HY>KHO BCEro JIMIIb CKa3aTb UCCIIEAOBATENIO, YTO Bbl XOTUTE NPEPBATh yYacTHE.
HccnenoBaTens NpeloCTaBAT BaM KOIMIO 3TOTO 3asiBJICHUS O JOOPOBOJIBHOM COTJIACUM.

Iennio 1aHHOrO UCCEAOBAHUS SBIISIETCS JTyYlliee TOHMMaHUE BO3JEMCTBUS YKPAMHCKON
SI3bIKOBOW MOJIMTUKK HA CUCTEMY 00pa30BaHUs B 3TOU CTpaHe.

Ecam BbI coriiacutrech NpUHATH Y4acTHe B 3TOM MCCIIEJOBAHNHU, MbI IIPOCUM BaC
BBITIOJIHUTH JTII000€ WM BCe M3 CIEAYIOINX NelCTBUIM:
* 3anoJHATH MMCBMEHHBIN OMPOC 00 0Opa30BaHNM B Y KPauHe.
* [IpuHATHL yyacTiie B UHTEPBBIO C MccliefoBaTesieM no tenegony nm MHTepHeTy.
* Pa3peluTh McceoBaTeto CAeNaTh ayJM03aiuCch UHTEPBbIO U1l U3yUeHUs U
3anMcy JaHHbIX. [locTyn K 3anucy He OyJeT MPeIOCTaBIEH TOCTOPOHHNM.

Oﬁmee pacCuY€THOE BpeMA y4acTusl B UCCIICAOBAHUM: [IBA Haca.

Pucku yyactus B uccliefJoOBaHUM:
* Pucku, CBA3aHHBIE C 9TUM HUCCIIEIOBAHNEM, HE NTPEBBILLIAIOT PUCKU B
MOBCEMHEBHON >KU3HU.
* JTO UCCJIEJOBAHNE MOXKET BKIIFOYATh B CE0sl pUCKH, KOTOPbIE HEBO3MOKHO
NPEABUACTD B HACTOSIIIEE BpeMsi. Eci Bbl XOTUTE 0OCY/IUTD BBILIETIPUBECHHY IO
MH(pOPMaLMIO WM KaKye-I100 APYTrie BO3MOXKHBIE PUCKH, BBl MOXKETE 33/1aTh
BONPOCHI NMPSIMO CEMYAC WM O3BOHUTH MO TeNNe(POHY IITaBHOMY UCCIIEIOBATEIIO,
HOMEpP KOTOPOr0 HaXO[WTCS Ha NEPBOW CTPAHULIE 3TON (DOPMBI.

IIpenmymecTBa yyacTusi B UCCIIEJOBAHUM BKJTIOYAIOT B CEOSI:

* BO3MOXHOCTB yrilyOUTb MOHUMAHUE BO3JENCTBUSI YKPAUHCKON S3bIKOBOM
MOJIMTUKK HAa CUCTEMY OOpa30BaHuUs.
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¢ JlToKyMEeHTalMs Balllero ONnbITa M YHUKAIbHOW TOUKHU 3PEHUST MOXKET JJaTh
TOJIYOK OYyIIMM MCCIIEIOBAHUSIM B OOJIACTH MPUKJIAHON JIMHTBUCTUKHU U
SI3BLIKOBOM TTOJINTUKH.

Komnencamnns:
* Bam He OyjieT npeiocTaBiieHa JIeHe XKHasi KOMITIEHCAIUs!, HO CCIIEIOBATEIb TOTOB
TIOJIENIUTHCS C BAMU Pe3yJIbTaTaMi 3TOTO MCCIIEIOBAHUS.

KonduaeHumansHOCTh M 3a1MTa YaCTHOM MH(OpMaLUK:
* VM5 m upeHTHUIMpPYoLas Bac nHgopManus OylyT HEMEJIEHHO U3MEHEHBI Ha
UIEHTU(OUKALMOHHBI HOMEP. IleHTuUIMpyolMe Bac JaHHbIE HUKOT/A HE
OynyT OOHApPOJOBaHbI U HE OY/IET JOCTYHbI HUKOMY , KPOME MCCIIEIOBATEIS.
* HaGmonenns OyayT 3anucanbl B g poBoM ayauodopmare. Ayanodaiissl OyayT
3aKOIMPOBAHbI TAKUM 00pa30M, YTOOBI B HUX HE OTOOPaKAJIUCh JIMYHbIE
UeHTUULMPYIOLLIYE TaHHbIe. Paiiyibl OYIyT XPaHUTHCS B HAJIESKHOM,
3alMILEHHOM MapoJieM KOMIBIOTEPE U Ha cepBepe TexacCKoro yHuBepCUTeTa.
3anucu OyayT NPOCyIIaHbl UCKJIFOUUTELHO B UCCIIEOBATENIbCKUX LENSX CaMUM
WCCJIEIOBATEJIEM U €€ MTAPTHEPAMM IO NMPOEKTY. 3anucy OylyT XpaHUThCA
0GECCPOYHO.

KonrakTHas nHgopmanus u BONpoCkL:

Ecam y Bac BO3HMKIIM Kakue-1100 BOMPOCHI 10 MOBOJY MCCIIEIOBAHMS, TOXKAYIICTA,
ceskuTech ¢ Kapen HYuncrpowm npsiMo ceftdac. Ecim y Bac BO3HUKHYT BOITPOCHI MO3XKeE,
BbI 3aXOTUTE MOJYYUTh JOMOJHATENIBHYO NH(POPMALMIO WJIM OTO3BATh CBOE COrJIacUe Ha
yyacTtue, cBsixkutech ¢ Kapen Hunctpom no Homepy TesiepoHa Wiv aJipecy 3J€KTPOHHON
MOYTHI, KOTOPbIE YKAa3aHbI HA MIEPBOI CTPAHULE 3TOW POPMBI.

Bam 6yoem npedocmasnena Konusi 3moii uHopmayuu 045 6auiux 3anucei.
3asBieHue 0 COrIacum:

S npounTasn(a) NPUBENEHHYIO BbIlIE NH(POPMALMIO U NMOTYYWII(a) JOCTATOYHO
nHpopMauun, YTOObI MPUHSTH PELIEHUE 00 yYacTHUM B JAHHOM MCCIIeIoBaHNH. 51 naro
COrJIaCHe Ha y4acTHe B UCCIIEJOBAaHNN CJIEAYOIIM 00pa3oM:

[ ][Ha, s Oyay yyacTBOBaTb B aHKETMPOBAHUM I MHTEPBBIO C 3TUM HUCCIIEIOBATEIIEM.
[Toxanyvicta, ykaxkure CBOI Tesne(OH / 3NEKTPOHHYIO MOYTY B LEJSAX KOOPAMHALN

VHTEPBBIO:

Tenedon / E-mail:

OUO:
IMopgnuce: Hara:
[Topmuck rccenoBaTes: Hara:

227



General region  Oblast
West Zakarpattia
Northwest Volyn
West Central Zhitomyr
North Central ~ Kyiv
Central Cherkasy
Central Poltava
South Central  Kirovohrad
South Odessa
Crimea Crimea
Northeast Kharkiv
Southeast Donetsk
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Appendix 8: Locations of Teachers Interviewed
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Appendix 9: Selected Transcripts of Interviews>!
Interview with Oksana, conducted October 28, 2015

K»apen: Kak uaMeHunace poJib pyccKoro
A3bIKa B YKPAUHCKON cucTeMe 00pa3oBaHMs 3a
nocJjeaaue 25 JIeT, TO eCTh, C MOMEHTA
obpereHust Y KparHo# He3aBucuMocTy B 1991
r.?

Karen: How has the role of the Russian
language in the Ukrainian educational system
changed over the past 25 years, in other words,
since Ukraine gained its independence in 1991?

Oxcana: [1o mafiana 66110 Bce Xopoio. beum
pYyCCcKue Kiacchl, OblM ykpauHckue. To ecTb B
LIKOJIE POJUTENIM CAaMU MOTJIM BbIOPATh, Ky/a
CBOEro peGeHKa OTJaTh, B PyCCKUII Ki1acc Iubo
B YKPAMHCKUII KJacc, KTo Kak xoten. Ho
MOCTYNATh B BbICIIME YUEOHbIE 3aBE/ICHMUS. . .
KOHEYHO, TpeOOBaNIM 3HAHUS YKPAUHCKOrO
s3blka. [ToaToMy MHOrMe BbIOMpAM BCe-TaK1
YKPauHCKHUE KJIACCHI.

Ho cnenmanucros He 6b110. Eciim 31€eck, B
HEHTPATLHON YaCTH, OHU OB, TOTOMY UYTO
37eCh BY3bI ObLIH, HY , YKPAaUHCKHE, TO TaM, I7Ie
s paboTaja, TO TaM Bce ObLIO Ha PyCCKOM
SI3BIKE, CIIEIUANIVICTOB HE OBIIO.

To ecTb B MOeil LIKOJIE, TOMYCTHM, ObLITA
GoJirapbl-MaTeMaTUKK, OHU JIaXKe C aKLEHTOM
roBopuiu. boarapckuii si3bIK, UM TSIKEJI0
OblII0, 3TO YyBCTBOBaJoCh. M npejicTaBnsiere,
UM TYT HaJIO ObIJI0 Obl MATEMATHKY 32
KOPOTKHUI NEPUOJ] BbIYUUTh HA YKPAMHCKOM
s3bike. M Tsikesio Ha pycckom! To ecTb,
MHOTHE MO0 yXOAUIIU, TUO0 OHU OCTAJUCh, HO
MPOJIOJIKAIOT /IO CUX MOP YUTATh Ha PyCCKOM.
B ykpaunHCKOJ 1LIKOJIE, HO HA PYCCKOM SI3bIKE.
ITouemy? IToTOMyY UTO HETY CIEUUATUCTOB,
HeTy. B nentpanbHoii yactu: MBaHo-
dpaHkoBcKasi, 3anagHasi — TaMm fia, IOTOMY
YTO UHCTUTYThI, OHU TOBOPSIT HA YKPAUHCKOM
s3blke. A Ha Beccapabuu, Tam Takoro Her.
[ToaTomy 10 MaiifaHa GbLIO BCe XOPOUIO, ObLT
BbIOOD, ObUIA JIOSTILHOCTD, ObLIM yUeOHUKH,
Obu1a mporpamma. [Tocne Maiiiana, ja, cTano
OYeHb MJI0X0. IMEHHO CTaJio MI0Xo.

Oksana: Up until Maidan, everything was fine.
Some classes were conducted in Russian, and
others were conducted in Ukrainian. In other
words, parents could decide for themselves
whether to have their children study in
Russian-language classes or Ukrainian-
language classes. But admission to a university
required knowledge of Ukrainian, and for that
reason, many chose Ukrainian-language
instruction regardless.

But there weren't enough [Ukrainian-language]
specialists. Here, in central Ukraine, there were
specialists, because there are Ukrainian
institutions of higher education here, but where
I worked, everything was in Russian, so there
weren't any Ukrainian-language specialists.

In my school, for example, there were
Bulgarian mathematicians. They even spoke
with an accent. They spoke Bulgarian, so
Russian was hard for them. You could tell.
Now imagine; in a short period of time, they
had to learn how to teach math in Ukrainian. It
was already hard for them in Russian! So a lot
of them either left, or they stayed and
continued to teach in Russian. It was a
Ukrainian-language school, but in Russian.
Why? Because there weren't any specialists.
None. In the central regions—in Ivano-
Frankovsk, in the west—there were specialists
there, because they spoke Ukrainian at the
institutes there. But in Bessarabia, there wasn't
anything like that. For that reason, everything
was fine until Maidan. There were choices.
There was loyalty. There were textbooks.
There was a curriculum. After Maidan, yes,
things became very bad. I mean, very bad.

SI'N.B.: White space has been placed within the transcripts to aid in readability.
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K»apeHn: A kak BaM KaxeTcs, JOJIKEeH JIn
PYCCKMIA SI3bIK MPENnojaBaThCcsl B KaUecTBe
00513aTeILHOTO SI3bIKa BCEM yUallUMCS
Yxpaunbl?

Karen: And in your opinion, should Russian
be a required course for all students in
Ukraine?

Oxkcana: He o6s3arensHo. [Touemy? [ToTomy
YTO A0JIKEH ObITh BbIOOP. BOT npuien
PEOEHOK B IIKOJY, OH [IOJIKEH BHIOPATH TE
MPEAMETbI, KOTOPbIE OH XOYET U3y4YaTh. XOUeT
n3yyaTb OMOJIOTUIO U XUMUIO — J1a MYCTh
U3Yy4aeT, 3a4eM ero (pU3MKOi rpy3uTh. Y Hac
00OLIMI1 CTaHAAPT [JIs1 BCEX, BCE MO OfIHY
rpebenky. [loaTomy, 51 cunTaro, 3T0 BHIOOD
KasKJ10ro.

Oksana: Not necessarily. Why? Because there
should be a choice. If a child comes to school,
he should choose the subjects he wants to
study. If he wants to study biology or
chemistry, then let him study those subjects.
Why burden him with physics? We have a
common standard for everyone —one size fits
all. For that reason, I think that each student
should choose.

K»apeHn: Y Bac ceifuac pycckuil si3bIK CUMTAETCS
3ALUUILEHHBIM SI3bIKOM HALMOHATIBHOTO
MEHBIIMHCTBA, & KAKUM, 110 BallleMy MHEHHMIO,
JIOJKEH ObITh CTATYC PYCCKOrO SI3bIKa B
Yxkpaune? OH MOXKeT ObITh OPUIUATIEHBIM, MU
BTOPbIM I'OCYJJAPCTBEHHBIM,, WU
00UIeNpU3HAHHBIM BTOPbIM 6€3 0co0oi
3aLUTHI. ...

Karen: Russian is currently considered a
protected national minority language. In your
opinion, what should be the status of the
Russian language in Ukraine? Official? A
second state language? A generally recognized
second language without special protection?

Oxkcana: 4 cuuraro, 4TO OH JIOJKEH OBITH, TTO
KpaiiHei Mepe... [IycTb He rocy/lapCTBEHHBIM,
€CJIM Mbl XKMBEM Ha Y KpauMHe, BCE IOKYMEHTHI,
MYCTb 3TO OY/IET... MbI JOJKHBI 3HATH SI3bIK
CTpaHbl, B KOTOpo#i Mbl XnseM. Ho u pycckuit
A3bIK, KaK S13bIK OOJILIUIMHCTBA, — OH
[EACTBUTEILHO S13bIK OOJBIIMHCTBA — OH TOXKE
[IOJKEH UMETh CTaTyc, o0s13arenbHo. [IpocTo
[aXK€e IO TEJIEBUACHUAIO Mbl BUIUM, 1a>Ke
penyTtatbl BepxoBHO# Pajibl roBopsiT Ha
PYCCKOM $I3bIK€. 3HAUUT, AOJKEH ObITh CTATYC.

Oksana: I think it should be, at the very
least...Well, not a state language. If we live in
Ukraine, all of the documents, well, let it be...
We should know the language of the country in
which we live. But as the language of the
majority —it really is the language of the
majority —Russian also deserves some kind of
special status. Absolutely. We even see on
television that the deputies in the Verkhovna
Rada speak in Russian. That means Russian
should have some kind of status.

K3peH: A Kak NoJMTUKA BIUSET HA U3YyUYEHUE
PYCCKOTO S13bIKa UJIM HA OTHOLLIEHUE K
PYCCKOMY $5I3bIKY B YKpause?

Karen: And how does politics affect the study
of Russian or attitudes toward the Russian
language in Ukraine?

Oxkcana: Hy, korja y Hac 6bUT MUHUCTD
oOpa3oBaHus TaGauHUK, OH pa3BUBaJl PyCCKUNI
A3bIK. MHOro ObLIO BCEro XOPOLIEro CAENAaHO,
HO U B Mapaslien YKPauHCKUN SI3bIK
Pa3BUBAJICSI, HEJIB351 TOBOPUTH, UTO 3TO TOJBKO
PYCCKUIl, — HET, YKPAUHCKOMY y Hac TOXe,
Kak rOBOpUTC, U oveT, u Bce. Ho... Xyxe,
XyKe crano, xyxe. Eciu s, Hanpumep, He
BJIAJICI0 YKPAUHCKUM S3bIKOM, 51 HE XBaCTalOCh
3TUM, 5 3TUM HE FOpP>KYChb — Jia, HAJI0 3HAaTh
S3bIKM, KOHEYHO, HAJl0 3HATh, HAJI0 TOBOPUTH,
HO $1 CYUTALO, €CJIU Thl YMEEIlb FTOBOPUTh, TO

Oksana: When [Dmytro] Tabachnyk was the
education minister of Ukraine [March 11, 2010
to February 23, 2014], he expanded Russian-
language education. He accomplished a lot, and
at the same time, he developed Ukrainian-
language education, so you can’t say that he
focused exclusively on Russian. But now
everything has gotten worse. Worse and worse.
For example, if I don’t speak Ukrainian, I don’t
brag about it. I’'m not proud of it. Yes, you
need to know languages, of course, you need to
know them, you need to be able to speak, but I
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Thl TOBOPUIIb, €CJIU Thl HE YMeellb, TO JIyYllie
nomoiiuath. C MeHs1 TpeOyIOT, U Y Hac B
YUUTETLCKOM BUCUT OOBSIBIIEHUE, TTIE Mbl
MIOJI>KHBI Pa3roBapuBaTh HA YKPAUHCKOM SI3bIKE
BO BpeMsl yueOHoro nmpouecca. To ecTb, OH1
TpedytoT. Ho s roBopro Ha TOM s3bIKE, Ha
KOTOPOM 5 MOT'Y TOBOPUTb — BCE.

IdeTn Ko MHE 0OpaIarTCcs Ha YKPAMHCKOM
A3bIKE, 51 UM OTBEYAI0 HA PYCCKOM, OHU MOTYT
MHE Ha PYCCKOM, HUKOI/]a HUYEro He
ucnpasio. IIpu oTBeTe Ha Bonpoc...
[IOMYCTUM, OH pa3OupaeT NpeyioKeHue u
3a0bU1, KaK CYIECTBUTEIBLHOE HA3bIBACTCS, 51
€My TaK ¥ FOBOPIO: HA YKPAWHCKOM SI3bIKE KakK?
51 roopto: xopoluo, Mosopel,. MHe Bce paBHO,
Ha KaKOM $I3bIK€ OH OTBETHUT, MHE Camoe
[JIaBHOE, MPABUJILHO JIM OH OTBETHUT. I 1aBHOE,
OH OTBEYAET NMPABUJILHO, HA KAKOM $SI3bIKE —
MHE BCE PaBHO. A MOJMTHKA TaKasl, YTO
TpeOyroT. Bce JOKYMEeHThI, KOHEYHO, Ha
YKPauHCKOM s13bIKe. 2KypHallbl Ha YKPaHCKOM
A3bIKE, 3asIBJICHUS, IOMYCTUM, B OTIYCK S,
KOHEYHO, Ha YKPAUHCKOM $I13bIKE JOJIKHA
HanucaTb. Ho y MeHs ecThb Komiera-noipyxka,
YUHUTEIb YKPAUHCKOTO $3bIKa, 51 ALY BCE Ha
PYCCKOM, OHa MHE OBICTPEHBKO MEPEBOJUT Ha
yKpauHCKuil s13bIK. VI MbI ¢ Heli obiaemcsi. Mbl
BMECTE C Hell NpuuIM paboTaTh B LIKOJY, OHA
S ner u 515 net B 9T0# wikoJie. M oHa co MHO#
Pa3roBapuBaeT TONBKO Ha YKPAUHCKOM SI3bIKE.
DTO ee POJIHOM SI3bIK, OHA IyMAET Ha
YKPauHCKOM. 51 ¢ Hell pa3roBapMBao Ha
pycckoMm. Bce BpeMsi Bce yAUBISIFOTCS, FOBOPSIT,
a Kak... Hy Bot nonumaem!

51 roBOpIO, UTO 51 HEMONUTUYHBIA YEJIOBEK, 51 HE
J06JTI0 TOBOPUTH O nosTrKe. [Touemy He
mo6m0? IToTromMy yTO §1 cpa3y roBOpro: s B HE
He pa3buparock. B Hell Hajjo pa3dupartbes s
TOro, 4YTOObI O HEW rOBOPUTH. 51 B HEll He
pa3buparochk. 5 XK1MBy cKOpee 3MOLUSIMH,
BNEYATICHUSIMUA OT YBUJIGHHOT'O U
ycablanHoro. Bor ecau g 3o BUXKYy, f1a, 51
MOTYy CKa3aTh, 3TO XOPOILO, 3TO MI0X0. 5l Mory
BBICKA3aTh CMEJIO CBOKO TOUKY 3peHus. [Ja, MHe

feel that if you can speak, then speak, and if
you can’t, then it’s better to stay quiet. They
expect me... in our faculty lounge there is an
announcement hanging on the wall that reads
that we all must speak Ukrainian in class. In
other words, it’s a requirement. But I speak in
the language in which I'm able to speak, and
that’s it.

My students speak to me in Ukrainian, and I
answer them in Russian, but they can address
me in Russian, in which case I never correct
anything they say. If, when they are responding
to a question, let's say, they are creating a
sentence and can't remember a particular word,
I ask, “And what is it in Ukrainian?” I say,
“Good. Very good.” I don't care what language
they respond in. What matters to me is that
they answer the question correctly. But politics
requires something else...All paperwork has to
be completed in Ukrainian. All of the journals
[i.e., lesson plans and reports] have to be in
Ukrainian, and so do announcements, for
example, that I’'m going to be taking days off.
They all have to be written in Ukrainian. But I
have a colleague, a friend of mine, a teacher of
Ukrainian, and I write everything in Russian,
and she quickly translates things into
Ukrainian. And we communicate just fine with
each other. We both started working at the
school at the same time, so we’ve both been
working here five years. And she speaks to me
only in Ukrainian. It’s her native language. She
thinks in Ukrainian. And I speak to her in
Russian. Everyone is surprised all the time, and
they say, “But how...?” But we understand
each other!

I always say that I’'m apolitical, that I don’t like
to talk about politics. Why don’t I like to talk
about it? You have to understand politics in
order to talk about it, and I don’t understand it.
I live through my emotions, through the
impressions I have gleaned based on what I
have seen and heard. So if I see something, I
can say, yes, that it’s good or that it’s bad. I can
boldly express my own point of view. Yes,
people have tried to call me a separatist. What

232




MBITATUCH TOBOPUTH, UTO 51 CENapaTUCTKA. do they mean, separatist?! What are they
Kakas cemapatuctka?! O yeM MoXxeT UATH talking about? I can’t respect people who say
peub? S mioxo 6yy OTHOCUTBCS K JIHOSIM, one thing one day and then, when someone
KOTOpBIE CETOJ{HS TOBOPSAT OJHO, a TIPHIILIIA new comes to power, start saying something
BJIACTb, IOMEHSJIACh, U OHU TYT XK€ Havajlu else. I’'m not one of those kinds of people. I
FOBOPUTH Apyroe. A He 3 Takux. S yBaxkaro respect my past and my teachers, thanks to
CBOE MPOLLJIOE, CBOUX YUUTeNei, 6aaropaps whom I know what I do now. Those who
KOTOPBIM 51 UMEIO, UTO 51 UMEIO, YEMY S taught me—how can I betray them? It would
Hayuyusach — Kak sl MOT'y 3To nmpefaTh? 3To be wrong to do that that; it would be a betrayal!
HEeJb3sl TaK, 3TO MPEeaTeIbCTBO!
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Interview with Tanya, conducted August 28,2015

K»apeHn: A Bbl caMu, KOHEUHO, YYUIIUCH B
LIKOJIE C PYCCKUM SI3bIKOM MpernojiaBaHus, Tak,
rjie Bbl cefiyac paboraete. A Kak BaM KasKeTcs,
€CThb JIU JIO CUX NOP B YKpauHe
BOCTPeOOBAHHOCTb PYCCKOS3bIYHbIX IIKOJI?

Karen: You, of course, studied in a Russian-
language school, in the same school where you
work now. In your opinion, is there still a need
for Russian-language schools in Ukraine?

Tans: [la, ects. Hy, 310 MOE MHeHue.
KoneuHo, ecTb. Bo-nepBbIx, MOTOMY 4YTO 51 BOT
yKe 0OBSICHSJIA, UTO YEJIOBEK, €CIIM OH TyMaeT
Ha PYCCKOM $I3bIKE, TO OH I0JIKEH I'PaMOTHO
MUCATh HAa 3TOM sA3bIKE. UeJIOBEK JOJKEH 3HATh
JUTEPATYPY, KOTOPasi ObLIa HAMKMCaHA Ha 3TOM
A3BIKE, U KJIACCUYECKY!O JuTeparypy. Ecim
JIO[M TOJIBKO TOBOPSIT HA PYCCKOM $I3bIKE, HO
HE YMEIOT MMUCaTh, OHU NMPOCTO yLIEPOHbIE, MHE
kaxeTtcsa. Y Te popurenn, KOTOpbIE 3TO
MOHMMAIOT, OHM OTHAOT JIETEH B IIKOJIbI C
PYCCKUM $I3bIKOM npenopaBanusi. OHu
MOHUMAIOT, YTO JIETIM OYJIeT TSKenee, IOTOMY
YTO TOpa3fjo MpOILE YUUTb TOIBKO YKPAUHCKUI
Y aHIJIMIACKWIA, paBa? Yem u3yyaTh pyccKuid,
YKPauHCKUI, aHIJIMACKANA — 3TO Harpy3ka Ha
pebeHKa, Ha CaMOM JIeJIe.

Ho ykpanHCKuii 13bIK — rocyapCTBEHHbIN
A3bIK, 51 C 9TUM CIOPUTH HE OYAy, 3TO
MPaBUJILHO, TOTOMY YTO €CJIM Hallla CTpaHa
Y2K€ CaMOCTOSITEJILHOE I'OCYAapCTBO, TO
YKPauHCKUI SI3bIK IOJIKEH ObITh
rocyaapcTBeHHbIM. Ho S13bIK HalMOHAJIBHBIX
MEHBIIVHCTB... BOT MbI Ha3bIBaeMcsl «1IKOJIa
HaMOHAJIbHBIX MEHBIIMHCTB» ... XOTS OUYEHb
MHOTO JIIOfIeH, KoTophkle... To ecThb aTo0... Ha
CaMOM JieJie, TaKUe LIKOJIbI IOJKHbI ObITh. U,
[ECTBUTELHO, BOCTPEOOBAHHOCTh €CTh, HO, B
CBSI3U C TE€M, UYTO NMPOUCXOMUT TaKasi BOT
KOH(POHTALMS MEX/Y HALLIMMU ABYMSI
cTpaHamu, MmexKy Poccrei n Y kpanHoil, OueHb
MHOT'O UCIIOPTHJIOCH OTHOLLEHUI MEX/Y
KOJIJIeraMu OBbIBILIMMU, MEK/1y POJICTBEHHUKAMU
AK€, JIFOIU TOBOPSIT APYT APYTY TaKWE BELIU,
nocJie KOTOPbIX OOILEHUE MOTOM POJICTBEHHOE
CTAHOBUTCS Y>K€ HEBO3MOXKHBIM. [Ipy3bs, Korga
OHM IPEBBILLIE BCETO UEHAT, JOMYCTHUM,
MOJIMTUYECKUE aMOULIMY PYKOBOJUTENEH CBOUX
CTpaH, TOXe 3Ta Apy>K0a pacnajaeTcsl, U y Hac
MHOTI'O OY€Hb IETEN, KOTOPbIE CEfYac... Hy, KakK

Tanya: Yes, there is. Well, that’s my opinion.
Of course there is. First, as I already explained,
if a person thinks in Russian, that person
should know how to write in that language. A
person should know the literature that was
written in that language, and classical
literature, too. If people only speak Russian but
don’t know how to write in it, it seems to me
that they are simply defective. And parents
who understand this send their children to
Russian-language schools. They understand
that it will be harder on their children, because
it’s a lot easier to study only Ukrainian and
English—right?—than to study Russian,
Ukrainian and English. That’s a burden on the
child.

But Ukrainian is the state language.
I’m not going to argue with that. And that’s
how it should be, because if our country is now
an independent state, then Ukrainian should be
the state language. But a national minority
language...We call ourselves a national
minority language school...Even though many
people...

In truth, there need to be such schools. And
truly, there is a need, but, in connection with
what’s happening —the confrontation between
our two countries, between Russia and
Ukraine —relationships between former
colleagues, even between relatives, have
deteriorated greatly. People say such things to
one another, after which friendly family
relations become impossible. When friends
value, say, the political ambitions of their own
country’s leaders above all else, that friendship
also falls apart.
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Obl, U POJUTEJIEH TOXE, BOT POJAUTENU TOXKE. ..
Bot mos kosiera (B ipyrom paiioHe oHa
paboTaeT), OHa NOCTaBUJIA PEOCHKY «/IBOMKY»
3a HEeMPaBUJILHOE BBIMOJHEHUE YIPa>KHEeHus. A
POAUTENN 3TOr0 pebeHKa Hamucallu B TeTPajiu,
HY, Ha YKPaUHCKOM S$I3bIKe, [IuTaTa Ha
YKPaMHCKOM] TO €CTh PYCCKHUM A3bIK — 3TO
A3bIK Bpaxkeckuii, noHumaete? To ecThb B
HACTOSIIMIA MOMEHT 3TO OUYeHb O0JIbLIAS
npobaema. Ha camom aiesnte, KpbiM 1 BocTOK
YKpauHbl OHU YIIIJIU, HA CAMOM JIeJie, TOTOMY
1Mo 60JbIIEN YaCTH, UTO OJJHUM U3, CKAXKEM,
[AEKPETOB, KOTOPBIN ObUT MPUHSIT MOCJIE HALLIEH
PEBOITIOLMN,, OKA3AJIOCh, YTO SI3LIKOBOUW BOMPOC
ObLI MOJHST, MO MOBOJIY TOTO, UTO YKPAUHCKMUIA
A3bIK Oy/JIeT CaMbIM TJIaBHbIM U T. . He aTum
HY>KHO ObLJI0 3aHUMAaTbCs. OHU MOHSIN
S3bIKOBOW BOMPOC U cpa3y jwoau B Kpeimy, Ha
BOCTOKE Y KpaWHbI, Cpa3y MaHUKa, YTO HAC BCEX
3aCTaBSIT TOBOPUTH HA YKPAUHCKOM si3bIke. To
€CTb 3TO BCE Hempas/ia. MeHs HUKTO HUKOTTIA. . .
S1 Mory roBOpUThL Ha YKPAaUHCKOM $I3bIKE, MOTY
TFOBOPUTH Ha PYCCKOM $I3bIKE, HO MHE HUKTO
HUKOIJIa B MOEM POJIHOM TOPOJie, HUKTO MHE He
CKasall, He CJIeJIa]l 3aMEYaHne, HUKTO MHE HE
cKazaJl HuKoryia, 4ytTo «Ha KakoM si3bIke Thl
ropopuiib» u T. i. JIrtonn, Ha camom piene,
OYeHb TEPNUMbI, OUeHb TOJIepaHTHbI, HO ecTb
Takue, KOTOpble HACTOJILKO YBUJIeau oOpa3
Bpara — 1 BOT y»e€ HUYEro ¢ 3TUM CJieJaTh
Helnb3d. 1 BOT U3-3a 3TOro, KoHeyHo... Ho B
J0OOM cilyuae, B Halllell TMMHa31un KOHKYPC
Ob11 1 B 3TOM Tof1y. To ecThb He ObLIO Takoro,
4TO HaM NMPUXOUIIOCH MMPOCTO OpaTh JIETEN C
yauipl. 3-4 yejgoBeKa Ha OTHO MECTO, IETH
CHIAIOT 3K3aMeH, KOHKypc. To ecTh, HecMOTps
Ha TO, YTO TaKkue COOBLITUSI MPOUCXONIAT, B
Halleil TMMHA3UU JIETU €CTh, U B IPYTUX
pycckux mkojax — Toxe. [ToroMy 4To ymHbIe
JIFOJIU, MY/IpbI€ JIFOJI1, OHU MIOHUMAIOT, YTO
HEJb3s1 BOT TaK B3SITh U CPa3y 3aCTaBUTh
TFOBOPUTH HA SI3bIKE. DTO JIOTKHO ObIThH
OPraHuy4HoO, 3TO JIOJKHbI TPOUTH TOfbI.

Now, we have a lot of children who, well, and
parents, too.... Take, for example, my
colleague, who lives in a different part of town.
She gave her student a grade of “two”>2 for
incorrectly completing an exercise. And the
parents of this child wrote in the gradebook,
well, in Ukrainian, [citation in Ukrainian], in
other words, that Russian is the language of the
enemy, do you understand? So at the moment,
this is a very big problem. Actually, Crimea
and eastern Ukraine left, in fact, mostly due to
the fact that one of the decrees that had been
adopted after the [2014] revolution once again
raised the language issue as a reminder that
Ukrainian will continue to be the main
language.

They shouldn’t have concerned themselves
with that. They raised the language issue, and
panic immediately ensued. People in Crimea
and in eastern Ukraine feared that everyone
would be forced to speak Ukrainian. And that’s
simply not true. No one has ever... I can speak
Ukrainian, I can speak Russian, but no one in
my native city, no one has ever told me, has
ever commented... No one has ever concerned
themselves with what language I speak. People
are, in fact, very patient and tolerant.

But there are people who have seen the image
of the enemy so many times, and there’s
nothing you can do about it. So for that reason,
of course... But in any case, there was
competition for admission to our school this
year [2015]. I mean, we didn’t have to drag
children in from off the street. There were three
or four applications for every opening at the
school. So regardless of the events taking
place, our school has students, and there are
students in other Russian-language schools,
too. Because smart people, wise people, they
understand that it’s impossible to just up and
make people speak a language immediately. It
should be an organic process that takes place
over the course of years.

52 The grading scale in Ukrainian schools is based on a twelve-point system, with twelve being the highest

grade. The lowest passing grade is four.
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K»apen: Tax uTo, fa, 51 cnipammsaina. ..

Karen: I was asking...

Tans: O BocTpeOOBaHHOCTH S13bIKa, f1a. Ha
caMoM JieJie, BOCTpeOOBaH, HO 13-3a
MOJIUTUYECKON BOT 3TON CUTYyalliu, TOHUMAeTe,
MHOTHE B IITBIKK OTHOCATCH K SI3bIKY, XOTS
ITymxwun, JIepMoHTOB, [JOCTOEBCKMIA HUYEM HE
BUHOBATHI B TOM, UYTO CelYac MpOUCXOJIUT
BOKpyrT. M ux cbpachiBaTh C mapoxoja
COBPEMEHHOCTH Hedb3si. Kak rosopu
MasikoBCKMA.

Tanya: About the need for the language, yes.
In actuality, there is still a demand for it, but
because of this political situation, you
understand, many people feel hostility toward
the language, although Pushkin, Lermontov
and Dostoevsky are not to blame for what is
happening around us. And we shouldn’t throw
them from the ship of modernity, as
Mayakovsky said.

K»apeHn: A kak u3MeHWIaCh POJIb PYCCKOT0
s3bIKa B YKPAWHCKOW crcTeMe 00pa3oBaHus C
MOMEHTa 0OpeTeHUs He3aBUCUMOCTH B 91-M
ropy? To ectb 3a nocnepnue 25 net?

Karen: And how has the role of the Russian
language in the Ukrainian educational system
changed since Ukraine gained its independence
in 19917 Over the past 25 years, in other
words?

Tans: Hy, 3a nocnegHue 25 et B OCHOBHOM,
CKa’keM TakK, U3MEHWJIOCh OTHOILIEHUE K SI3bIKY.
B ocHOBHOM — B mocnieHMe ABa rofa. Haumnast
¢ 14-ro ropma, 14-15-11 rox, BOT TONBKO ceryac
M3MEHWJIOCH OTHOILIIeHUE K s13bIKY. U ceftuac,
HY, CKaXKeM TakK, 51 Obljla Ha aBI'YCTOBCKOM
KOH(pEepEeHLIMH, I7ie COOMPAJIUCh BCE YUUTEs
PYCCKOTO $13bIKa, ObLIM aBTOPbI MPOTPaMM MO
PYCCKOMY $I3bIKY, U XKYPHAJIbI, PyCCKOSI3bIUHbIE
>KypHaJbl npodeccruoHanbHbIe, OHU
3aKpbIBalOT. BOT 1Ba XXypHaina, «Pycckas
IKoJIa» N «Poccuiickast ClIOBECHOCTh» , /IBa
>KypHana 3akpbiBatoTcsi. To ecThb, aBTOPbI U
uzfaTeau 6yayT nogaBaTh B MUHUCTEPCTBO
00pa30BaHUs MPOLIEHKUE MO MOBOJY TOTO,
YTOObI 3T XXYPHAJIbI MpodeccuoHaNbHbIE 115
YUYUTENEN OCTAINCH, HO... [loHnMaeTe, eciim
YUYUTELHULIA TOBOPUT, UYTO €€ CenapaTUCTKOM
Ha3bIBAOT HA YPOKE YUEHUKU HEKOTOpbIE, TO...
To ecTb, 3TO BCce KyJbTypa poiUTENIei,
KyJbTypa CEMbH, KYJbTypa BOCIUTAHUS. ..
[ToaToMy TOJILKO MOC/IEHKE JIBA FOfa PE3KO,
CKasKeM Tak, poJib PyCCKOro si3bIKa... 5
MOHUMALO, YTO CElYac TaKOW HACTPOH, YTO
IJIaBHOE ... [JIABHBINA SI3bIK — YKPAWHCKWIA, a
PYCCKMIA MOCTeNeHHo cBopaunBaeT. [IpocTo,
3HaeTe, Korja o0pas Bpara OYeHb SIPKUil, 51 BaM
X0Uy CKa3aTh, 4TO s TEJIEBU30P MepecTaia
CMOTpETH, 1 CMOTpEJia HOBOCTH, 5 NJlaKana,
MOTOMY UTO KOTIJIa CMOTPUIIIb HOBOCTHU U
MOHKUMaelllb, B ThICSIU€ KUJIOMETPOB OT TeOs
B3pbIBAIOTCSI GOMOBI, TMOHYT I€TU, MY>KUMHbI,

Tanya: Well, let’s say that in general, attitudes
toward the language have changed over the
past twenty-five years. Mainly, over the past
two years. Beginning right now, in 2014, in
2014 and 2015, the attitude toward the
language has changed. And now, well, let’s say
it this way, I was at a conference in August, a
gathering of all of the Russian-language
teachers, and I met with authors of Russian-
language curricula and of journals, professional
Russian-language journals. They are all
closing. Two journals—“Russian School” and
“Russian Literature” —those two journals are
ending publication. Authors and publishers are
going to petition the Ministry of Education to
allow them to continue publishing these
professional journals for teachers, but...Do you
understand? If a teacher says that some
students call her a separatist during class,
then...I mean, this is all a reflection of the
culture of the parents, the culture of the family,
the culture of childrearing... For that reason
only in the past two years, shall we say, the
role of the Russian language has sharply... I
understand that right now, we have that
particular mindset, that the most important
thing...that the main language is Ukrainian,
and Russian is gradually shrinking. It’s just
that, you know, when the image of the enemy
is very bright, I want to tell you that I stopped
watching television. I used to watch the news
and cry, because when you watch the news and
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SKEHIIMHbI — 3TO HACTOJILKO CTPAIIHO, U KOT/Ia
€llle 3TO MOKAa3bIBAlOT, NOKA3bIBAIOT
YYaCTHUKOB 3TUX COOBITUI, U Thl TOHUMAaEllb,
YTO 3aBTPa 3TO MOXKET KOCHYThCS U TeOs1,
KOTJIa 9TO BCEe HarHeTaeTcsl, MOHUMAaeTe, Korja
MPUXOJISAT MOBECTKU HAILIUM KOJlJIeram,
MY>KUMHaM-TIpenojaBaTelisiM, Hallel 1KoJie
TOXE MPULLTA MOBECTKU, JIJIsl TOTO, YTOObI OHU
SIBUJIMCh B BOGHKOMAT M, BO3MOXHO, UX MOTJIN
Obl B34Th B JIeiCTBYIOIILYIO0 apMuto. Ceituac 3To
OTMEHWIU, YUUTEJIel MPU3bIBATh B APMUIO HE
OyyT, HO 3TO, 3HAETE, TAKOW MOMEHT,
KOTOPbIN OUYEHb TSI3KEN0 NepexkuBaThb. M BOT
3Ta BOT BCSI CUTYaL|sl, OHAa MPOBOLMPYET 06pa3
Bpara. O4eHb MHOTME TaK U CUUTAIOT, YTO BOT
Poccust — arpeccop, Bce. Beex pycckux nop
OJIHY I'peOEHKY , BCE TUIOXHUE.

B Poccun — Tam gpyras curyauusi. Bot Mos
cTapuiasi Jouka, OHa BbILIJIA 3aMYXK 32
MockBuya. Ho B MocCKBe >KMBET TOJIBKO €ro
MaMa, a I0YKa CO CBOMM MY>KEM, OHU JKVBYT B
I'epmanuu. OH TaMm paboTaeT, B Poccuto oH
BO3BpalllaThCs HE COOMPAETCS, M BOT OHU C
MOEN CTaplleil JOYKOI ceiyac >KUBYT B
I'epmanum. 1 BOT 51 KOTjja 1IETOM K HUM €371J1a,
Y MOM 34Tb MHE CKa3all: «5 cMOTpIO HOBOCTH
Ha HEMELKMX KaHaJlax, HA YKPauHCKUX U Ha
poccuiickux KaHajax. M Bce pacckasblBalOT 00
OJJTHOM COOBITUM COBEPLIEHHO MO-pa3HOMY .» To
ecTb y Poccnn cBost paBnia, y Y KpauHbl CBOs
npaspa, EBpona npuaepxxuBaeTcs: KakKux-To
CBOMX B3IJIS/IOB Ha BCIO 3Ty cuTyauuto... 1
MO¥ MYAPBIN 349Tb MHE TOBOPUT: «Bbl unTanu
Bynrakosa?» 4 rosopro: «KoneuHo, untana».
— «[Tomuute «Cobaube ceppue»? Uro
rosopuit npocpeccop IIpeobpakeHckuit
nokropy bopmentamo? «Hukorga He yuraiite
COBETCKUX razer» — «JIpyrux ke HeT.» —
«BOT HMKaKWX M HEe yuTaiTe». BoT Takoi
COBET i)l MHe Mol 35Tb. Ho MHOrO nropei,
KOTOPbIE CMOTPSAT 3TO BCE, U UIEOJIOTNYECKH
9TO O4YeHb TsKeno. [ToaTomMy Kak ganbiie
OyAyT pa3BUBATLCS COOBITUS U XBATUT JI
MY[POCTH Y PyKOBOIUTEJIEN HAILIMX CTPaH,
YTOOBI BCE-TaK/ COXPAHUTb XPYNKUI MUP U

understand that a thousand kilometers away
from you, bombs are exploding and children
and men and women are perishing, it’s so
frightening. And when they also show people
participating in these events, and you realize
that tomorrow, this could happen to you, when
all of this tension is being stoked, you
understand, when our colleagues, male teachers
from our school, are called to report to the
military enlistment office, and it’s possible that
they will be drafted into the army. Well,
they’ve changed that, and they aren’t going to
draft teachers anymore, but still, the thought is
so hard to stomach. And that’s what’s going on
right now. This whole situation creates an
image of an enemy. Many people say that
Russia is the aggressor. It’s as simple as that.
One size fits all: all Russians are bad.

In Russia, the situation is different. My elder
daughter married a Muscovite. But only his
mom lives in Moscow, while my daughter and
her husband live in Germany. He works there
and doesn’t plan to return to Russia, and so he
and my elder daughter now live in Germany.
When I went to visit them in the summer, my
son-in-law said, “I watch the news on German,
Ukrainian and Russian channels. And each one
describes events in a completely different
way.” Russia has its version of the truth, and
Ukraine has its own version, too. And Europe
has its own unique points of view about this
entire situation. And my wise son-in-law asks
me, “Have you read Bulgakov?” And I reply,
“Of course.” And he asks, “Do you remember
‘Heart of Dog’ and what Professor
Preobrazhensky says to Doctor Bormenthal?
Never read Soviet newspapers. ‘But there
aren’t any others.” ‘Then don’t read any at
all.”” That’s the advice my son-in-law gave me.
But a lot of people look upon all of this and
find it ideologically painful. For that reason,
how events will play out and whether those in
power in our countries will have enough
wisdom to somehow preserve some fragile
peace and give people the opportunity...
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[aThb JIOISIM BO3MOXKHOCTb. .. [IoTomMy yTO
OYeHb MHOTO yKpauHleB paboTtaeT B Poccuu,
OYEHb MHOT'O PYCCKMX paboTaeT 31iech. U
ceMbu... BoT, HanmpuMmep, Most MaMa pycckasi,
Mo# oTel] ykpausell. badyuika 6esopycka...
Takas BoT cembsi. My y MeHst apMsiHuH. 1
MOJIy4aeTcsl BOT TaKasi MHTEPHALMOHAIbHAS
cembs. [IoaTomy BOT Takast cutyaums. Kak
OyzeT panblie — s He 3Hato. Ho poss pycckoro
A3bIKa B Y KpauHe B MOCJIEIHUE /IBA IOfia
3HAYUTENBHO cy3uiack. Ele 1Ba roga Hazaj
3TU BOCTOYHbIE 067acTH, KpbIM, 3T0 ObLIM TE
pervoHbl — XapbkKOB — IJIe PYCCKOTOBOPSILLKX
ObL10 GOJIbLIE, HY U, CIIEI0BATEILHO, TaM ObLIO
60J1b1IE IIKOJI C PYCCKUM SI3bIKOM OO0YUEHMS.
Tam 6bUTM, KOHEUHO, U IIKOJIbI C YKPAUHCKUM
A3bIKOM 00YUEHUSI, HO OOJILIIMHCTBO OBLIO C
PYCCKUM SI3bIKOM 00yUeHMsl. A Kak Jlajblie
OyfieT — NpoCTO He 3Haro. XO0Ts, 3HaeTe. EcTb
PYCCKUE LIKOJIbI U B Y Kropoje, B MykaueBo
(3To 3akapnatbe), Bo JIbBOBE pyccKue 1IKOJIbI,
TO €CTh PYCCKHE LIKOJIbI N0 YKpauHe eCThb.
3anopoxse... To ecTb 310 He TONLKO B Kuese.
Pycckue 1Kounbl €CThb, HO BOT LJAC... YTO C
HUMU Oy[IeT faJiblIe. ..

Because many Ukrainians work in Russia, and
many Russians work here. And families... For
example, my mother is Russian, and my father
is Ukrainian. My grandmother is Belorussian...
That’s the kind of family we have. My husband
is Armenian. So we ended up with a very
international family. And that’s why we have
this kind of situation. How things will go in the
future—I don’t know. But the role of the
Russian language in Ukraine has worsened
significantly over the past two years. Two
years ago, these eastern regions, Crimea, it was
those regions--and Kharkov--where there were
more Russian-speakers, and, well, logically,
there were more Russian-language schools.
There were, of course, some Ukrainian-
language schools, but the majority were
Russian-language schools. What the future
holds, I simply don’t know. Although, you
know, there are Russian-language schools in
Uzhgorod, in Mukachevo (in Zakarpattia), and
in Lvov there are Russian-language schools, in
other words, there are still Russian-language
schools in Ukraine. And Zaporozhe...I mean,
not only in Kiev. There are still Russian-
language schools, but now...what will happen
to them in the future...
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Interview with Yana, conducted October 21, 2015

K»apen: Y Bac oOumii nefgarornueckuit ctax 20
JIeT. A 4TO BbI MpenojaBaiu B TeueHue 3Tux 20
net?

Karen: You have been teaching for twenty
years. What have you been teaching during
these twenty years?

Ana: 3apyOeskHyto JUTEepaTypy.

Yana: Foreign literature.

K»apen: Boi nucanu, uto Bbl npenojaBaiv
PYCCKMIA 13bIK 7 JIeT. A 3TO ObLIO B 3TON
mKoJie?

Karen: You wrote, that you taught Russian for
seven years. Was that at this school?

Ana: Bor B aToit [xx-i1] wikose. A nepeiisia B
LIKOJIY, 51 TIPenojjaBajga pyCCKui s3bIK.

Yana: It was at this school. I taught Russian
when I came to work at this school.

Kapen: Brl paboTaere B 11KOsIE ¢ yKPAMHCKUM
SI3BIKOM O0YYeHUSI, U N3yUEeHNEe PYyCCKOTro
sSI3bIKA HE SIBIISIETCS 00s13aTeIbHBIM y Bac. Boi
MCaJA, 9TO 3TO BTOPOU T'Ofl, KOT/Ia PYCCKUI
SI3BIK HE MPETIOfIaeTCsl B HOBBIX KJlaccax, KpoMe
TeX KJIACCOB, I7Ie OH U3yJalics ¢ 5 Kiacca. A
€CTb JIM ILIKOJIBI B BallleM ropofie, Iie BOOOLe
HE MPEeTofIaeTCsl PYCCKUH S3bIK?

Karen: You work in a Ukrainian-language
school, and Russian is not a required course
there. You wrote that this was the second year
that incoming classes didn’t study Russian,
other than in those classes that have studied it
since fifth grade. Are there schools in your city
where Russian is not taught at all?

Ana: OH He npenofiaeTcst yke HUrje.

Yana: It is no longer taught anywhere.

Kapen: Brr umeere B Bty B BariieM ropoje?
Wnu B Bawem paitone?

Karen: Do you mean in your city? In your
area?

Ana: B [MoeMm ropoyie] yke He npenojaeTcs
PYCCKUIA SI3bIK.

Yana: In [my city], Russian isn’t taught
anymore.

Kapen: MHTepecHo. A KTO peluun nepectarb
npenojaBaTh PyCCKUii A3bIK [B Batiem ropope]?

Karen: Interesting. Who decided to stop
teaching Russian [in your city]?

Ana: He MOr'y OTBETUTB Ha 9TOT BONPOC — KTO
pemunJ. A Ja>K€ TaM Hamnucalia, 4To y HacC OblTa
PYCCKas 1IKoJa, U B 9TOM IOy HC MMPUHSIIN
HeTeﬁ B HepBbIﬁ KJIaCC C PYCCKHUM A3BIKOM
06yqel-m9{. Onn He OTKPbLJIM HU OTHOT'O
PYCCKOro Kjacca.

Yana: I can’t answer that question—who
decided. I even wrote [to you] that we had a
Russian school, but that this year, they didn’t
accept any first-graders into Russian-language
classes. They didn’t open a single Russian-
language class.

Kapen: Tak y Bac B [ropoje] ofHa...

Karen: So in your city there is one...

Ana: Belna offHa pycckasl lKoJja, HO B 3TOM
rojly /laxKe B 9Ty PYCCKYIO IIKOJIY HE MPUHSIIA
[IETEN B PyCCKMI KJTacC, HE OTKPBUIA PyCCKOTO
KJjlacca.

Yana: There was one Russian-language school,
but this year even that school didn’t admit
Russian-language first-grade classes.

Kapen: A B aToil wiKosne ects 1 knacc? 910
YKPaWHOSI3bIYHBIH KJIACC B PYCCKOM HIKOoJe?

Karen: Does this school have a first-grade
class at all? Do they have a Ukrainian-language
class?

SAHa: YKpanHOSI3bIYHBINA KJacc.

Yana: They have a Ukrainian-language class.

Kapen: A [B Baweii mkosoii] o npouioro
rojla pyCCKUM 3bIK ObLT BAPUATHUBHBIN WA
VHBapUATUBHbIN NpeMET B 1IKoJe?

Karen: In your school, up until last year, was
Russian school-mandated course or a state-
mandated course?
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Ana: B aTom 5 gake He pa3dUparoCh, YTO
BapUaTUBHOE, YTO MHBAPUATUBHOE... 5 3HalO,
4TO IETH, KOTOPBIE ceivac B 7 Kitacce, OHA
00yy4aroTcsl 1o HOBOH nporpamMme. HoBbIi
rOCY/IapCTBEHHBIN CTAHAAPT. Y HUX €CTh
PYCCKM# A3bIK KaK BTOPO¥ MHOCTPaHHBIN.

Yana: I don’t even know what school-
mandated and what is state-mandated. I know
that this year’s seventh-graders are studying
under a new program. A new state standard.
They study Russian as a second foreign
language.

K»apeH: A y HUX aHTJIMACKUI NEPBbIT
VHOCTPAHHBINA?

Karen: Do they study English as a first foreign
language?

SAna: J[1a, nepBbIii MHOCTPAHHbBIN AHTJIMACKUNA. A
BTOPOY MHOCTPAHHbIN CUNTAETCS] PYCCKUN.

Yana: Yes, as a first foreign language. Russian
is considered a second foreign language.

K3peHn: A kpome YyKpamHCKOro, pyccKoro,
AHIINIICKOTO MPENojaeTCcs y BaC HEMEUKUiA, a?

Karen: Other than Ukrainian, Russian, and
English, your school offers German as well,
yes?

Ana: [la.

Yana: Yes.

K»apeHn: A aHrnuiickuil, HeMEUKUii — OHU 00a
SIBJITFOTCSI 00513aTEJTbHBIMMT ?

Karen: Are English and German required
languages?

Ana: Her. HeMeuxwnii sI3bIK B 5 Kitacce uieT
KaK BTOPO¥W MHOCTPAHHBIN.

Yana: No. German is a second foreign
language beginning in fifth grade.

Kapen: BmecTo pycckoro si3pika?

Karen: Instead of Russian?

Ana: Hy na, nonydaercs, yto Tak. Tam
HaMMCaHO, YTO POAUTEIN MOIIIM BbIOUPATh, HO
peanbHO pOAUTENEil HUKTO He CpaluBall,
XOTSIT OHU, HE XOTSIT... DTUM AETSIM BOOOLLE HE
HY>KEH OblI BTOPOX MHOCTPAHHbIN, UM U
nepeblil oxo uaet. PedeHok B 11 et umeet 7
YPOKOB, 3TO 7 4YaCOB OH CUJUT 32 NapToOi. ITO
OUEHb TSIKEJIO s IeTei.

Yana: Well, yes, that’s how it turns out. It’s
written that parents could choose, but in reality,
no one asked the parents whether they want
that or not. These kids didn’t even need a
second foreign language; they have a hard time
with the first one. At the age of eleven, children
study seven subjects. They sit at their desks for
seven hours. It’s really hard for children.

Kapen: Bri roBopHTe, y HUX CIUIIKOM MHOTO
npeaMeToB?

Karen: You’re saying that they study too many
subjects?

Ana: [1a, ouenb. Pe6eHky B TakoM Bo3pacTe
BCE 3TO OCBOUTh U BBICUJIETh, (PU3NYECKU
BBICUJIETb — 3TO OYEHb TSKEJO.

Yana: Yes, way too many. At that age, it’s
really hard for children to take everything in
and physically sit through all of it.

K3peH: A 3T0 B Ka>KA0# LLIKOJIE UM TOJILKO Y
Bac?

Karen: And is this in every school or just
yours?

Sna: [1a, 370 rocyjapcTBeHHas MporpamMma.

Yana: Yes, it’s the state program.

Kapen: Tak uro 3T0 MuH1cTEpCTBO
00pa3oBaHusl BbIOpao?

Karen: So the Ministry of Education created
it?

Ana: [la. 51 He BMemmBaioCh, YTO Tam
aJIMMHUCTpALMS IKOJbI BbIOUpaeT. EcTs,
HanpuMep, y HaC «3THKa» — 3TO 5 3HAKO, YTO
aJIMUHUCTpalMs BbiOpasna 3ToT npeameT. Kak
OH TaM WJIET, BAPUATUBHOE , THBAPUATUBHOE —
s B 9TOM He pa3bupatoch. Pycckoro si3bika He
JAJIH.

Yana: Yes. I don’t get involved in what the
administration of the school decides. We have,
for example, an ethics course. I do know that
the administration chose this course. Whether
it’s school-mandated or state-mandated, I don’t
really know. But they didn’t give us hours for
Russian.

Kapen: ¥Y Bac uzyvaror pycckuii s3bIk B 7, 8, 9
KJIaccax Mo 2 yaca B HEJIENIO.

Karen: At your school, Russian is taught two
hours per week in grades seven through nine.
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Ana: B 7 kyacce oH UIeT Kak BTOPOi
WHOCTpPAaHHBIH, a 8-9-e Kiacchl elle MeroT
BO3MOKHOCTh YUUTHCS 110 TOU CTapoit
nporpamme, 4To ObLIa 10 3TOro. A 7-e Kinacchl
WYT IO TIpOrpaMMe HOBOT'O TOCYAapCTBEHHOTO
CTaHpapra.

Yana: In seventh grade, Russian is taught as a
second foreign language. The eighth- and
ninth-graders still have the opportunity to study
under the old program, the one before this one.
But the seventh-graders study under the new
state standard.

K»apeH: A 4To BbI lymMaeTe 0 KOJIMYECTBE
YacoB, MOCBSIIEHHBIX U3YUEHUIO PYCCKOTO
sI3pIKa B Balieil mKoJjie? J1omskHo ObITE O0JIbIIe,
MeHbIe?

Karen: What do you think of the number of
hours devoted to the study of Russian in your
school? Should there be more? Fewer?

Ana: He gymaro, 4TO OJIKHO ObITH OOJBIIE.
OcTaBuUTb, Bce HOpMaNIbHO. Pycckuii I3bIK —
39TO HE aHTJIMICKUI, He HEMEUKUI, IeTh
CMOTPSIT TENEBU30P... [IBa 4aca HOpMaJbHO.

Yana: I don’t think there should be more.
Everything is fine as it is and can be left alone.
Russian isn’t English or German. Kids watch
[Russian on] TV... Two hours is fine.

K»apen: A yuaiuecs: camu BbIOUPAIOT SI3bIKH,
KOTOpPBIE OHU XOTST M3ydJaTh?

Karen: Do students themselves decide which
languages they want to study?

dua: Her.

Yana: No.

Kapen: Hy, y Bac rocygapcTBeHHast
nporpamma. Bel npenopaete 20 yacoB B
Heflelto. Bwl npenoflaeTe yKpanHCKui SI3bIK 1
JUTEPATYPY, U 3apyOEKHYIO TUTEpaTypy. A
CKOJIBKO JIET BBI TIPENojiaeTe YKPaWnHCKUIA
a3bIk ? Kak BaM HpaBuTcs?

Karen: Well, you have a state program. You
teach twenty hours per week. You teach
Ukrainian language and literature, and also
foreign literature. How many years have you
taught Ukrainian? How do you like it?

SIna: TombKo B 3TOM rojly s Havaja
TIpenoyiaBaTh.

Yana: I began teaching Ukrainian just this
year.

Kapen: A kaxk BaM HpaButcs?

Karen: And how do you like it?

Ana: He Mory cka3aTb, OHO MHE HPABUTCS UJIU
HE HPaBUTCS, 51 CMOTPIO Ha 3TO C TOW TOYKHU
3peHus, uTo... Mue 40 net, paboTaThb Hajlo, a
yacoB HeT. [ToaToMy s JOIKHA UMETh KaKyro-
TO paboTy. Bonpoc HpaBUTCS — He HpaBUTCS
He ctaBuTcsl. Hy>kHa Kakas-To paboTa, Hy>kKHa
Kakasi-To 3apmiata, npagaa? C 3Toii TOUKu
3penusi. Ecau Gbl Obl1a y MeHs Takast
BO3MOXHOCTb, 51 Obl HE NpenoiaBaa.

Yana: I can’t say whether I like it or not. I look
at it from the point of view, well... I’'m forty
years old, and I need to work, but there aren’t
enough hours. For that reason, I need to have
some kind of work. I don’t even consider
whether I like it or not. I need work. I need
some kind of income, right? From that point of
view. If I had the opportunity, I wouldn’t teach
1t.

Kapen: A kem Ob1 Bbl paboTanu?

Karen: What kind of work would you do?

Ana: 5 6b1 ocTanachk yunTeneM 3apyOeKHOM
JITEepaTyphl U He Jie3iia Obl B S3bIK.

Yana: I would teach foreign literature and
wouldn’t get involved in language teaching.

Kapen: A, Bbl penounTaeTe aureparypy!

Karen: So you prefer literature!

Ana: [1a, ecaiu 6b1 OblIa y MEHST BO3MOKHOCTD
BbIOODA, 51 Obl TOJILKO 3aHUMAJIaCh
JIUTEPATypPOM.

Yana: If I could choose, I would teach only
literature.

K»apeHn: A kakue y Bac Jito6UMble aBTOPbI?

Karen: And who are your favorite authors?
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Ana: Jlrooumeie? OYeHb TSKEIIO CKa3aTh.
JIro6imo oueHp MuHOTHX. JIT06m0 Bann3aka.
JIro61r0 03231r0. Takux 4TOObI OUYEHb
MPEANIOYTEHNI HET Yy MeHs. JIto0imo nountaTh
npo xopotuee. Koasnwo mobimto. C
YIOBOJILCTBAEM MHOTTIA KITACCUKY
MEPEYNTRLIBAFO.

Yana: My favorite? That’s really hard to say. I
have so many. I like Balzac. I like poetry. I
don’t have a huge preference for one author
over another. I like to read about pleasant
things. I like Coelho. It’s a pleasure to reread
classics from time to time.

Kapen: A kTo pemmi, KTo OyJeT NpenofaBaTh
PYCCKHUIi, KOrjja B rOpojie NepecTanu u3yyaThb
ero? [lupekTop mkoJibl? nu onn camu
permamn?

Karen: And who decided who would continue
to teach Russian when they stopped teaching it
in your city? The school director? The teachers
themselves?

Ana: 5 He Mory cka3aTb. Ho B HoBOM
roCyJapCTBEHHOM CTaHJIapTe €CTh BTOPOIi
WHOCTPAHHBIN SI3bIK. TaM upieT mo BEIGOPY
poputeneit. I pemmiy, 4To y HaC poguTeNn
OyayT BbIOMpATb HEMEUKWI. AJIMUHUCTPALUS
Tak pewnna. He yuurenst ato pewatot. C
NPYTO# CTOPOHBI, HATIO PATOBATHCS B ITOU
CUTYyalUU, YTO HAM OCTaBUJIM 3TH 7, 8, 9
Kiacchl. [ToToMy 9TO $1 3HarO, B APYTUX IIKOJIAX
3abpaiu BooO1Ie pPyCcCKuil si3bIK. [laxe He famu
3aKOHYUTHL U3yYEeHUE PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA MO 3TOMU
nporpamme, 4yto Obuta 5-9 knaccel. Ham fnanu
BO3MOXKHOCTb. Y HAaC UAYT [ICTHA, HO OHU [AOWAYT
no 9 kiracca — W Bce.

Hawm eme Hy>xHO pajioBaTbcs. Tem Oosee uTo
Hac TyT Tpoe. I motomy u yuuia, HoOTOMy 4YTO
MOHMMAIO, YTO Ha BCEX HAC TPOUX He OyfeT
xBaTaTh 4yacoB. COOTBETCTBEHHO, U 3aprJjaTa
Oy/ieT COBEPLUEHHO Apyras. ¥ MeHs €CThb
00pa3oBaHue, IIIOC AUMIIOM YKPAUHCKOTO
dusonora... Y HUX HETY. Y MOMX KOJUJIET HET, a
Yy MEH$ €CTb IMIIOM YKPauHCKOro uionora.

Yana: I can’t say. But the new state standard
has a second foreign language that parents get
to choose. It was decided that parents at our
school would choose German. The school
administration decided that. The teachers don’t
make those decisions. On the other hand, we
should be grateful that they allowed us to
continue teaching Russian in grades seven,
eight, and nine. I know that other schools
stopped teaching Russian altogether. They
didn’t even allow students studying under the
old program to finish their Russian studies. But
they allowed us to do this. Our students will
continue studying Russian until ninth grade,
but that’s it.

So we need to be glad, especially since there
are three Russian teachers at our school. For
that reason, I stopped teaching Russian. I
understand, that there aren’t enough teaching
hours for all three of us, and our salaries would
also be affected. I have a higher education, plus
additional credentials as a Ukrainian
philologist. They don’t have that. My
colleagues don’t have that, but I do.

K»apen: A ckaxuTte, Kak U3BMEHUJIACH POJIb
PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa B YKPAWHCKOM CUCTEME
00pa3oBaHus 3a NMocjeaHue 25 ner — ¢
MOMEHTa 00peTeHHsI Y KpauHO! HE3aBUCUMOCTH
B 1991 r.?

Karen: Tell me, how has the role of the
Russian language within the Ukrainian
education system changed over the past
twenty-five years—since Ukrainian gained
independence in 19917
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Ana: b1 nepuop, Korja oH He npenojaBanics,
MOTOM MpenojaBanics... S qymMaro, y Hac poJib
PYCCKOTO S13bIKa 3aBUCUT OT MOJUTUUYECKOI
00CTaHOBKH. ¥ Hac 3TO Kakas-To Mauus. C
JIpyTO¥ CTOPOHBI, 51 3Hat0, uTo B Knese noutu
BCE pa3roBaprBalOT Ha PYCCKOM si3bike. Ha
nepemMeHax, ieTu, B3pociible — TOJIbKO
PyCCKUiA S3bIK. Y HAc Tak HET. Y Hac [3amajHast
YKpauHa), y Hac JItOid pa3roBapuBaIOT HA
YKPAMHCKOM $I3bIKE, HA MECTHOM JIMAJIEKTE.

Yana: There was a time when it wasn’t taught,
and then it was taught... I think that the role of
Russian depends on the political situation. We
have some sort of craze here. On the other
hand, I know that almost everyone in Kiev
speaks Russian. During breaks, both children
and adults speak only in Russian. It’s not like
that here. Here in western Ukraine, people
speak Ukrainian, and the local dialect.

K»apeH: A kak Bam KaxeTcs, JOJIKEH JIn
PYCCKMIA SI3bIK MPENnojiaBaThCcsl B KauecTBe
00513aTeIbHOr0 BCEM yualumcst Y KpauHbi?

Karen: In your opinion, should Russian be a
required course for all students in Ukraine?

Ana: Her, He cunTaro, HeT. S OB cKka3ala, 4To
B [HalIeM pervone] mossKeH mpenojaBaThCs B
KayecTBe 00s13aTesIbHOro BeHrepekuii. Mnu
CJIOBEHCKMIA. 5 61 BooOUIE yOpasa ClIoBO
«00s13aTeNbHBIN» . 51 6bI CKa3ana, Ha BbIOOP,
YTO OHU XOTST M UTO CUNTAFOT Hy>KHbIM. Ho
TOYHO YTO HE PYCCKUI.

Yana: No, [ don’t think so. I would say that in
[our region], Hungarian should be a required
language. Or Slovenian. I would take away the
word “required” altogether. I would say that
students should be able to study what they want
and what they consider they need. But
definitely not Russian.

K3pen: A korja Bbl yUUIUCh, OH ObLI
00s3aTeIbHBIM NpeaMeToM?

Karen: When you were in school, was Russian
a required course?

Ana: [1a, koHeuHo. 4 euie yuusace B
COBETCKOI IIKOJIE.

Yana: Yes, of course. I studied in a Soviet
school.

Kapen: Y Bac B [ropojie] ofiHa pyccKOsI3bIUHAS
IIKOJIa. A KaK BaM KasKeTCsI, €CTh JIM JIO CUX
nop B YKpaunHe BOCTpeOOBAHHOCTh
PYCCKOSI3bIYHBIX HIKOJ?

Karen: There is one Russian-language school
in your city. In your opinion, is there still a
need for Russian-language schools in Ukraine?

Ana: Kaxpplil uMeeT npaBo o0y4aTh CBOEro
pe6eHKa Ha TOM SI3bIKe, KOTOPbIN OH J1s ce0st
CUMTAET POAHBIM. 3HAUUT, TAKUE LIKOJIbI
JOJKHBI ObITh. JJOMIKHBI OBbITh U [B HalIEM
ropopue], 1 B Apyrux ropopax, IoToMy 4To
PYCCKHX 3[IeCb MHOTO, JIFO/I OOLIAIOTCS Ha
9TOM SI3BIKE.

Yana: All parents have the right to have their
child educated in what they consider to be their
native language. That means that there should
be such schools. We should have them in our
city and in other cities, because there are lots of
Russians here, and people speak Russian.

K3pen: Bbl oueHb XOpoOLIO FrOBOPUTE MO-
PYCCKHU. A KaKMM $I3bIKOM BblI JIyYLlE BCETO
BiajieeTe? YKpauHCKUM unu pycckum? Iotomy
YTO y BaC YACTbII PyCCKMIA A3BIK.

Karen: You speak Russian very well. What
language do you speak better—Ukrainian or
Russian? Because your Russian is flawless.

SAna: 51, ecTecTBEHHO, BIAJC0 YKPAUHCKUM
A3bIKOM, HO 3TOT S13bIK MHE HE POJIHOIA. 51
BJIAJICI0 BEHT€PCKUM SI3bIKOM... ¥ MEHS OTel|
BEHI'P, O3TOMY 51 Pa3roBapuBar0 Ha
BEHI'€PCKOM $I3bIKE.

Yana: Naturally, I speak Ukrainian, but it’s not
my native language. I speak Hungarian... My
father is Hungarian, and for that reason, I speak
Hungarian.
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Kapen: Brl roBopure, 4To MonuTUKAa B
YKpauHe BIUSIET HA CTATYC PYCCKOIO S13bIKa U
Ha U3Y4YEHUE PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA, KaK MbI YK€
BUMIESIM. A KaK IeONOJUTUYECKUE OTHOLLEHUS
Mexy Poccueil u YKpanHoO# BIMSIOT Ha
CTaTyC PYCCKOIO s13bIKa U Ha U3y4YEHNE
PYCCKOrO si3bIKa B Y KpanHe?

Karen: You have said that politics in Ukraine
affect the status of Russian and the teaching of
Russian, as we have seen. And how does the
geopolitical relationship between Russia and
Ukraine affect the status of Russian and the
teaching of Russian in Ukraine?

Ana: Bot aTo u Bauser. Ha Hatry nonutuky,
Ha CTaTyC pycCcKoro si3blka. Bce aTo oueHb
B3auMocBs3aHo. Kakue otHomenus ¢ Poccuein
— Takoy OyJIeT CTaTyC PYyCCKOro s3bIKa.

Yana: It definitely affects both our politics and
the status of the Russian language. They are all
very interconnected. Whatever our relationship
1s with Russia— so, too, is the status of the
Russian language.
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