eIeKTOpaIbHy 0a3y, MOTPIOHO MaTH JAOCTYII J0 MEepCOHaIbHOI 1H(OopMaIlii BUOOPIIIB.
3BHUYAlHO, Y HAroJi CTaHyThb CIHUCKW MapTIHHUX NPUXWIBHUKIB 1 JaHI ariTaliifHuX
Mepex, ajie HalOUIbIly yBary BapTo 3BEpHYTH Ha CcolLiaJIbHI Mepexi Ta hopymu. Jliis
PO3MIMPEHHS KOJa MPUXWIBHHUKIB YacTO BUKOPUCTOBYIOTH COIlajbHY I1HTEpPHET-
iHiIlaTuBy, sKka (GOopMye TI€BHE I[UIbOBE SAJIPO, MPOTE Yy MOAAIBIIOMY,
MEPETBOPIOETHCS HA MAPTIHHUN MPOEKT. | TyT BUHMKAE MUTAHHS €THYHOTO ACIIEKTY
BUKOPHUCTaHHSA 310paHoi NePCOHAIBHOT 1H(OpMALIll y MOTITUYHUX LIIAX.

Hactynna npoGiema, 3 SIKOIO 3IIITOBXYIOTHCS CIEIIATICTH: OI[IHKA MapameTpiB
«KapTKu BUOOpLSA» Ta iX KUIBKICTh. BpaxoByrounm HEBEIMKHUI JOCBIJ MPAKTUYHOIO
3actocyBaHHs Big Data, Baykko 3A1CHUTH MONITHUYHY KiacTepu3auito. [IpoBeneHns
Takoi poboTu motpeldye Benukoro odcsry vacy. Crenudika MOJITUYHOTO MPOIECY
VYkpaiHu mosfArae y TOMy, IO BHOOpYl KammaHii pO3ropTalOThCsl CTPIMKO, 32
1-2 poku mapTiiiHi Cy0’€KTH JI0 HUX HE TOTYIOThCA. SKIIO Takuil MIAXia He
3MIHUTBCSI, TO BUKOPUCTAaHHA TexHoJori Big Data crane ckopilie BUKIIOUEHHSM,
HDK TTPaBHIIOM.

OxkpiM TOro, yKpaiHCbKa IHTEpHETH3allisl IIe HEe CTaja TOTalbHOIO, OCOOJIUBO Yy
cenax, BIAMOBIHO, TexHosorii Big Data OyayTh eheKTUBHUMU JIMIIE TOJI1, KOJIH X
3aCTOCYBaHHSI TMOEJHYBAaTH 3 TPATUIINHUMH «IIOJBOBUMHU CTPYKTypamm», 100
BKJIFOYATH JJISl aHANI3y HACTPOI THX JIOACH, sKi 3HaxomsaThes oddumaitH. [linkom
JIOTIYHO, M0 cnoyatky TexHousorii Big Data OyayTe mommproBaTtucs y BEJIHMKHX
MICTax, Jie c1a0KO MPaLOTh TPAIULINHI METOIU «IIOJIBOBUX) ariTallliHUX 3aXO0/I1B.

OcranHbor0 MacmTabHOO mpoOieMoro 1oa0 TexHojorii Big Data €
iHTepnperauis gaHux. Hapasi yacto HaroionryroTh Ha TOMY, 110 310paHi B IHTEpHETI
JaHl € HE pPENpe3eHTAaTUBHUMH, 1€ BUPIMIYETHCS MUISXOM BHECEHHS [aHUX B
cUcTeMy, 310paHuX ariTauiifHol Mepexero. Ase s (OpMyBaHHS OKpPEMOIO
MOPSJIKY JACHHOTO JUIsl KOXKHO1 13 I[UThbOBHX TPYH TMOTPIOHO PO3YMITH $KI KaHAJIH
300pu iHGopMarii OyIyTh JaBaTH JIWHAMIKY, SIK il OIIHIOBAaTH 1 SIKUM YHHOM
KOPEryBaTu MOJITHYHY TPOrpamy.

Opno3nawuno, mo TexHojorii Big Data ngaioTh BeaWKi MOMXKIMBOCTI IS
pagvKaIbHUX 3MIH y TOJITUYHOMY TIPOIECi, aje iX MPaKTUIHO-IHCTPYMEHTAIbHE
OCBOEHHS 3HAXOAUTHCS 1€ HA MOYATKOBUX €Tarax.

Bogdan O.
(Kyiv, Ukraine)
olena.v.bogdan@gmail.com

WHAT HAPPENED TO SURVEY DATA AFTER EUROMAIDAN?
Looking closely at Ukrainian survey data after Euromaidan, we discover that data
from different research centers differs unprecedentedly. Nowadays we occasionally

see unusual discrepancies even in political surveys, which have always been closely
watched by media, politicians and general public in Ukraine. The key reason for this
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IS in changes in sampling approaches which happened after the annexation of Crimea
by the Russian Federation and the war in the Eastern part of Ukraine.

Firstly, most centers are unable to survey Crimea after its annexation. Thus, new
data may or may not include Crimea. This reason for discrepancies is very easy to
take notice of since professional press-releases mention whether a particular survey
included Crimea.

Secondly, the situation becomes more complicated when it comes to Luhansk and
Donetsk Regions. Sampling practices may differ even within one center, depending
on resources and customer’s preferences. There are several approaches to working
with these regions.

1. To exclude Donetsk and Luhansk regions entirely from the survey.

2. To include only those their parts which are under the Ukrainian control at the
time of the survey. Here confusion starts since the controlled area is not fixed in time:
thus, surveys representative for the adult Ukrainian population on controlled
territories are not necessarily representative for exactly the same territories due to the
changing border of those territories.

3. To include the controlled territories and some parts of the territories that are not
controlled by Ukraine: only those where a research center managed to arrange the
work of local interviewers. In other words, no research center is able to survey the
whole uncontrolled territory but, in some surveys, some parts of Eastern uncontrolled
territories are covered. Since different parts are covered in different survey, we once
again have a situation when results are representative for different populations.

Thirdly, the greatest confusion happens at the stage when data are collected and
weights are applied to datasets. Centers usually use demographic «weights» to
calibrate their datasets: if there are any slightest discrepancies between the state
population statistics and data, coefficients are applied. Before Euromaidan, this
practice used to be relatively straightforward: since most surveys contain electoral
questions, researchers were likely to prefer the most recent data of the State Electoral
Commission as weights for their datasets to make sure their results had the best
chances to forecast electoral choices. However, weights have never been mentioned
in any press releases.

Nowadays, the decisive question is, “What kind of weights should be applied in the
situation when there are no exact recent data for the population on uncontrolled
territories?” There are cases when, aiming to keep data comparable in time, a center
might use data before(!) the military conflict as weights for uncontrolled territories.
Needless to say, such weights do not correspond to the current situation: there has been
a considerable migration of people from the East of Ukraine since the war had started.

Moreover, aiming for comparison in time, yet unable to survey population on
uncontrolled territories, a polling organization might extrapolate data from controlled
territories of Luhansk and Donetsk regions to the uncontrolled ones. This creates
even a greater confusion since there are no reasons to believe that views of the
population remaining on occupied territories are the same as of those who stay in
those parts of Luhansk and Donetsk regions that are controlled by Ukraine.

The critical part of this confusion is that, as of today, weights are not declared by
research centers in their press releases and analytical reports. Hence, even the most
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competent and inquisitive reader does not have any information how the data were
weighted in a particular survey. This challenge is not unique to Ukraine but is
particularly pressing nowadays in our society due to the diversity of currently applied
dataset weights. Potentially, having datasets, survey specialists could explore weights
and experiment with them to understand to which extent data discrepancies are
caused by differences in weights; however, as of today, most polling centers in
Ukraine do not make datasets publicly accessible even when data are not
commercially owned.

Don Kalb

THEORY FROM THE EAST:
FROM DOUBLE POLARIZATION TO CRYPTO FASCISM

Western media have for long designated postsocialist transition toward democratic
capitalism as a success. That was a liberal conceit, pointed out by critics for a long
time, the truth of which is now coming out in the form of right wing, neonationalist
populism. The explanation of that populism is not an essentialist one. Histories of
anti-Semitism and fascism in the region do not explain it, though they do,
unfortunately, inform it. The explanation is a class driven one. Capitalist transition
was deeply disruptive and painful and left seriously polarized societies in its wake.
EU accession did deliver some benefits and subsidies, but the actual social impact of
capitalist markets was infinitely stronger and more consequential. This was not only
because the benefits and subsidies came very late in the process, half a generation
after 1989, and were small in comparison to what the EU had distributed to the post-
fascist Mediterranean countries from the mid-80s. Postsocialism integrated into
global and EU capitalism as a dependent neoliberal project in the full sense of that
term, a project that was organized to institutionalize downward pressures on living
standards and subdue voice and bargaining. The simultaneity with the rise of East
Asia magnified the outcomes. The effect was what Jonathan Friedman has called
“double polarization”, the dialectical production of widening social divides paired
with deepening cultural divisions and consequent identity politics. While these
relational processes were happening everywhere in Europe and the US, laying the
foundation for the Brexit, Trump, and Le Pen disasters, the sheer dimensions of the
process in CEE have made the region a locus classicus from which we should learn:
Hence Theory from the East. Since the class dimension could not be expressed and
acted upon, the new political Right turned class issues into culture arguments and
declared protection of cultural boundaries the new project. Neonationalism as a
popular as well as an electoral and geopolitical force was the upshot. The protection
and resurrection of domestic hierarchies and the control over external borders the
most direct political outcome.
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