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Abstract: This article aims to show, using evidence from cross-cultural
studies, that the peoples of Ukraine and Russia differ significantly on the
individualism-collectivism dimension that lies at the heart of national iden-
tity. It argues that the idea of Russian and Ukrainian fraternity is, in fact, a
myth, based perhaps on some limited cultural accidentals or overly-broad
categorizations of temperament and not on fundamental ideologies that
undergird the society. lllusions of the fraternity are a product of propa-
ganda based on a range of narratives about the countries (including
Ukraine) Russia considers its “area of influence” and has been unsuccess-
fully trying to return under its control. Understanding the motivations of
Russia, a state with a legacy of authoritarianism and consistently strong
ideological opposition to democratic values, is key to making sense of such
narratives and the logic behind them. Cross-cultural studies provide in-
sights for a broader understanding of inherent differences between Rus-
sian and Ukrainian peoples. Approximately 50 percent of the variation in
national cultural orientations is unique to the country and is rooted in the
lasting differences in historic developmental trajectories. Of particular in-
terest is the relationship between individualism and collectivism in Russian
and Ukrainian cultures and its respective impact on the institutions, as
these dimensions are among the most distinctive for cultural variation. The
author argues that one can discern clear distinctions in cultures by observ-
ing the distinct evolution and varying importance of institutions.
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Introduction

Perhaps, no Russia-created myth about Ukraine remains as deeply ingrained in
our memory and sense-making as “Ukrainians and Russians are fraternal peo-
ples.” ! Several generations of Ukrainians have grown up being sure they have
historical similarities and a connection with Russians that has never really been
there. In reality, the statements about “fraternal peoples” are a product of prop-
aganda based on a range of narratives about the countries Russia considers its
“area of influence” and has been unsuccessfully trying to bring back under its
control. It is particularly eager to make Ukraine “its own again.” 2 Understanding
the motivations of Russia, a state with a legacy of authoritarianism 3 and consist-
ently strong ideological opposition to democratic values,* is key to making sense
of such narratives and the logic behind them. Cross-cultural studies provide evi-
dence and insights allowing a broader understanding of inherent differences be-
tween Russian and Ukrainian peoples. Roughly 50 percent of the variation in na-
tional cultural orientations is unique. It is rooted in the lasting differences in his-
toric developmental trajectories — despite the effects of globalization and inter-
national economic cooperation.® Of particular interest in understanding these
differences is the relationship between individualism and collectivism in Russian
and Ukrainian cultures and its respective impact on the institutions. These di-
mensions are found to be among the most distinctive for cultural variation, i.e.,
responsible for many differences between national cultures.® The purpose of this
article is to show, using evidence from cross-cultural studies, that the peoples of
Ukraine and Russia differ significantly on the individualism-collectivism dimen-
sion and could not be less “fraternal.” Considering the relative scarcity of peer-
reviewed research on Ukrainian national culture, the conclusions are based on

1 Irina Khaldarova, “Brother or ‘Other’? Transformation of Strategic Narratives in Rus-
sian Television News during the Ukrainian Crisis,” Media, War & Conflict 14, no. 1
(2021): 3-20, https://doi.org/10.1177/1750635219846016.

2 Dmitry Gorenburg, “Russian Foreign Policy Narratives,” Security Insights, no. 042
(George C. Marshall European Center for Security Studies, November 2019),
https://www.marshallcenter.org/en/publications/security-insights/russian-foreign-
policy-narratives-0.

3 “Freedom in the World 2021: Russia,” Freedom House Country Report, 2021,
https://freedomhouse.org/country/russia/freedom-world/2021.

4 Eugene Rumer and Richard Sokolsky, “Grand Illusions: The Impact of Misperceptions
About Russia on U.S. Policy,” Paper (Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for Inter-
national Peace, June 30, 2021): 23-25, https://carnegieendowment.org/2021/06/30/
grand-illusions-impact-of-misperceptionsabout-russia-on-u.s.-policy-pub-84845.

5 Sjoerd Beugelsdijk and Chris Welzel, “Dimensions and Dynamics of National Culture:
Synthesizing Hofstede With Inglehart,” Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology 49, no. 10
(November 2018): 1469-1505, 1469, https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022118798505.

6 Anu Realo, Juri Allik, and Maaja Vadi, “The Hierarchical Structure of Collectivism,”
Journal of Research in Personality 31, no. 1 (March 1997): 93-116, https://doi.org/
10.1006/jrpe.1997.2170.

48


https://doi.org/10.1177/1750635219846016
https://www.marshallcenter.org/en/publications/security-insights/russian-foreign-policy-narratives-0
https://www.marshallcenter.org/en/publications/security-insights/russian-foreign-policy-narratives-0
https://freedomhouse.org/country/russia/freedom-world/2021
https://carnegieendowment.org/2021/06/30/grand-illusions-impact-of-misperceptionsabout-russia-on-u.s.-policy-pub-84845
https://carnegieendowment.org/2021/06/30/grand-illusions-impact-of-misperceptionsabout-russia-on-u.s.-policy-pub-84845
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022118798505
https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1997.2170
https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1997.2170

‘Fraternity’ of Russians and Ukrainians as a Russian Propaganda Narrative

the combination of sources from academic papers, international analytical or-
ganizations, and independent media.

As the Levee Steers the River: How National Culture Shapes and
‘Cements’ a Country’s Institutions

National culture takes shape over the course of centuries, influenced by the
country’s landscape, climate, location, wars and ruling regimes, societal interac-
tion and stratification, and is rather path-dependent or, in simple terms, re-
sistant to change.” National culture repeatedly manifests on individual and soci-
etal levels in specific ways. It primarily shapes institutions — the mechanisms of
making social choices, distributing political influence, and enduring regularity of
behavior. Institutions can be formal (rules, laws, and their enforcement mecha-
nisms) and informal (self-regulation, codes of ethics and conduct, conventions,
deeply embedded social norms).2 However, once the institutions have devel-
oped and taken root, they begin to further “steer” national culture—as the levee
steers and contains the river—thus, preventing rapid and abrupt cultural shifts.®
Institutions structure social interaction of people by endorsing shared and legit-
imate understandings of reality 1° (what is happening and what to make of it).
Hence, no significant changes in the national culture can happen unless profound
institutional changes occur.

Let’s take the phenomenon of corruption as an example. Personal networks
and clan structures were established in Tsarist Russia and re-emerged among the
new ruling classes in Soviet times and then among the political elite in the 1990s.
They served to guard the individual interests of their participants. Combined
with the deeply embedded attitude of “legal nihilism,” 1! they undermine the
functioning of formal bureaucracy and serve as a breeding ground for corruption

7 Beugelsdijk and Welzel, “Dimensions and Dynamics of National Culture,” 1497-1498.

8 Daron Acemoglu, Simon Johnson, and James A. Robinson, “Institutions as a Funda-
mental Cause of Long-Run Growth,” in Handbook of Economic Growth, vol. 1A, edited
by Philippe Aghion and Steven N. Durlauf (Amsterdam and Boston: Elsevier, North-
Holland, 2006), 385-472, https://economics.mit.edu/sites/default/files/publications/
institutions-as-the-fundamental-cause-of-long-run-.pdf.

9 Alberto Alesina and Paola Giuliano, “Culture and Institutions,” Journal of Economic Lit-
erature 53, no. 4 (December 2015): 898-944, 901-904, http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/jel.
53.4.898.

10 Alexander Furstenberg, Sebastian Starystach, and Andrzej Uhl, “Culture and Corrup-
tion: An Experimental Comparison of Cultural Patterns on the Corruption Propensity
in Poland and Russia,” European Journal of Criminology (2022), 5-6, https://doi.org/
10.1177/14773708221081017.

11 Manabu Suhara, “Corruption in Russia: A Historical Perspective,” in Democracy and
Market Economics in Central and Eastern Europe: Are New Institutions Being Consoli-
dated? ed. Tadayuki Hayashi (Sapporo: Hokkaido University, 2004), 383-403.
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to this day.'? The general underlying principle behind Russia’s corruption is: “En-
rich those above you in the hierarchy and maintain your loyalty as you work to
enrich yourself.” 13 Corruption is a way to climb up the societal vertical, strength-
ening connections with the “right” people along the way and paying the “toll” to
the higher-ups as a token of loyalty. In such a society, appealing to those in
power becomes increasingly more important than “doing one’s job.” Until the
pattern of these informal non-transparent relationships persists, it will hinder
the development and the functioning of formal, transparent institutions.

In the case of Ukraine, corruption has different institutional causes. It is pre-
dominantly rooted in distrust in the government institutions’ ability to perform
their functions systemically. When Ukraine’s territory was split between Austria-
Hungary and Russia, the respective parts followed different development pat-
terns: in the West, the Habsburgs were fostering the Ukrainian community as a
counterweight against the Poles, while in the East, the Romanovs suppressed all
local identities. Consequently, distinctly different views of Ukraine’s geopolitical
role and voting behavior persist today in the respective territories. One has been
gravitating towards Russia, the other —towards Europe in terms of national iden-
tity, cultural orientation, the strength of community bonds, and civic engage-
ment, transmitted largely through informal institutions, such as families and
communities.'* As key “circles of trust,” family and local community are still the
most powerful informal institutions in Ukraine, with the government institutions
having the lowest trust ratings since 1991, when Ukraine gained independence,
till today: before Russia’s invasion in February 2022, 37.5 % of Ukrainians trusted
state institutions, 19.8 % trusted the judiciary, 34.6 % trusted the police, and
30.1 % trusted other Ukrainians they met for the first time (except for the Armed
Forces with 70.1 % level of trust).’®

The ‘Layered Cake’ of National Culture: How Possible Is the Change
and Why Does It Take So Long?

To make sense of how national culture can change, one must consider its three
levels, which underpin each other and have different “modification” periods:

12 Susanne Schattenberg, “Korruptes RuRland? Russische Verwaltungskultur im 19.
Jahrhundert,” Themenportal Europdische Geschichte (2007), www.europa.clio-
online.de/Portals/_Europa/documents/B2007/E_Schattenberg_Beamte.pdf.

13 Noah Buckley, “Corruption and Power in Russia,” Russia Political Economy Project
(Foreign Policy Research Institute, April 2018): 9-12, https://www.fpri.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/04/Buckley.pdf.

1 Leonid V. Peisakhin, “Living Historical Legacies: The ‘Why’ and ‘How’ of Institutional
Persistence — The Case of Ukraine,” SSRN, September 1, 2010, 4-7, http://dx.doi.org/
10.2139/ssrn.1666548.

15 Ukraine in World Values Survey 2020: Resume of the Analytical Report (Kyiv, Ukraine:
NGO Ukrainian Centre for European Policy, 2020), 5-8 https://ucep.org.ua/wp-
content/uploads/2020/11/WVS_UA_2020_report_ENG_WEB.pdf.
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(1) underlying assumptions, (2) beliefs and values; (3) behavior norms and arti-
facts.

For the national culture to profoundly shift, change must happen on its deep-
est level — “underlying assumptions,” *® the sense-making templates society re-
produces “by default” from generation to generation, which takes centuries to
change.” For instance, among the underlying assumptions of the Ukrainian na-
tional culture is freedom [volya/svoboda] — the ability to make important deci-
sions without pressure or coercion,'® characterized primarily by a flexible and
non-obligatory view of rules and limitations ** with equality, fairness, and re-
sponsibility being less important than freedom.?° In contrast, among the under-
lying assumptions of the Russian national culture are the lack of autonomy
among the population in decision-making and violence as a means of ensuring
obedience and deference. Interaction patterns are “vertical,” coercive, rather
than “horizontal” and dialogue-based ?: “forcing instead of convincing,” “impos-
ing instead of explaining,” and “compromise equals weakness.” 2?

The next level of national culture manifestation in societal interaction and
individual sense-making contains “beliefs and values,” the moving principles that
“signal” how one should interact with their environment in specific situations. It
takes decades to change.”® Numerous studies, particularly by Inglehart,
Beugelsdijk, and Welzel, show that though beliefs and values do shift, this
change is not radical but rather follows the path established by the underlying
assumptions of a specific national culture.

6 Kwasi Dartey-Baah, “The Impact of National Cultures on Corporate Cultures in Organ-
isations,” Academic Leadership: The Online Journal 9, no. 1 (Winter 2011), Article 47,
5, https://scholars.fhsu.edu/alj/vol9/iss1/47/.

17 Ronald Inglehart and Wayne E. Baker, “Modernization, Cultural Change, and the Per-
sistence of Traditional Values,” American Sociological Review 65, no.1 (February
2000): 19-51, 40-50, https://doi.org/10.2307/2657288.

18-S, Kolyshko, M. Parachchevyn, and V. Yavorsky, “What Ukrainians Think of Human
Rights: Assessment of Change” (Kyiv, Ukraine: Center for Information on Human
Rights and Democratic Initiatives Foundation, 2018), 15-18, https://dif.org.ua/
uploads/pdf/19484532155c0fae449caba5.69437042.pdf.

1% William David Brice and Wayne D. Jones, “The Cultural Foundations of Family Business
Management: Evidence from Ukraine,” Eurasian Journal of Business and Economics 1,
no. 1 (2008): 3-23, 18, www.ejbe.org/EJBE2008Vol01No01p03BRICE-JONES.pdf.

20 Kolyshko, Parachchevyn, and Yavorsky, “What Ukrainians Think of Human Rights,” 15-
18.

21 Valery Chirkov et al., “Differentiating Autonomy from Individualism and Independ-
ence: A Self-Determination Theory Perspective on Internalization of Cultural Orienta-
tions and Well-Being,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 84, no. 1 (2003):
97-110, 100, 103, 104, https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.1.97.

22 Richard D. Lewis, When Cultures Collide: Leading Across Cultures (Boston/London:
Nicholas Brealey International, 2006), 372-379, http://www.utntyh.com/wp-content/
uploads/2011/11/When-Cultures-Collide.pdf.

23 Beugelsdijk and Welzel, “Dimensions and Dynamics of National Culture,” 1485-1487.
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The key differences in the beliefs and values of Ukrainians and Russians man-

ifest through the attitudes towards the concepts of leadership, autonomy, and
national identity, underpinned by Russia’s legacy of authoritarianism?* and
Ukraine’s lack of such legacy 2°:

e Rulers/leaders: In Russian culture, the ability to dominate through sub-
stantive and procedural rule-breaking, interfere with subordinates’
preferences without the need to justify accountability to them ¢ are the
key signs of an authoritative figure, and subordinating one’s interests to
those of senior “in-group” members is not only normal but expected by
default.?”

In Ukrainian culture, a leader will have authority if the subordinates
believe he or she considers their interests when making decisions — a
belief that’s been part of the country’s institutional tissue even during
the Soviet times.?® If a leader loses legitimacy, they can be overthrown,
which happened regularly in Ukraine’s history, including the three revo-
lutions (“On Granite,” 1990; “Orange,” 2004; and “Euromaidan,” 2014)
during the last 30 years alone.

e Population’s decision-making autonomy: According to GLOBE Project
data, the key practical manifestation of Russia’s national cultural values
include the inability to obtain the desired result without aggression, low
consideration for moral principles and ethics, problem- rather than per-
formance orientation, and lack of humane orientation — overall and in
leader-subordinate relations.?® Simply put, the Russian masses’ desired
state can be described as “learned helplessness.” The key life-related
decisions are delegated to a narrow circle of high-level people in the re-
spective community and then “cascaded” down for execution with no
effort to discuss or persuade — all peculiar to authoritarian states.3°
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Ben Judah, “The Terrible Truth So Many Experts Missed about Russia,” Slate, February
28, 2022, https://slate.com/news-and-politics/2022/02/ukraine-invasion-putin-is-
ruling-alone.html.

Nataliya Kibita, ““Why Isn’t Ukraine Authoritarian?’ Asks Nataliya Kibita,” Ukrainian
Research Institute (HURI), Harvard University, July 11, 2019, https://huri.harvard.edu/
news/why-isnt-ukraine-authoritarian-asks-nataliya-kibita.

Marlies Glasius, “What Authoritarianism Is ... and Is Not: A Practice Perspective,” In-
ternational Affairs 94, no. 3 (May 2018): 515-533, 525, https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/
iiy060.

Maaja Vadi and Michael Vereshagin, “The Deposit of Collectivism in Organizational
Culture in Russia: Some Consequences of Human Resources Management,” Baltic
Journal of Management 1, no. 2 (May 2006): 188-200, 190-192, https://doi.org/10.11
08/17465260610663881.

Kibita, ““Why Isn’t Ukraine Authoritarian?’.”

“Culture and Leadership Study (2004),” Globe Project, https://globeproject.com/
results/countries/.

In 2021, Freedom House assigned Russia a global freedom score of 20 out of 100, Re-
porters Without Borders’ Press Freedom Index ranked Russia 155th of 180 countries,
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In Ukrainian society, the ability to make decisions without pressure
or coercion is the key criterion of the quality of life — largely due to the
tradition of resolving political disagreements through negotiations (not
consolidation of power)3! and strong regional distribution of political
power.32 Ukrainian culture, though collectivist and hierarchical, is char-
acterized by 56 % of citizens expecting the government to provide equal
conditions and opportunities with the responsibility of using those rest-
ing with each individual, and the top 4 values considered most im-
portant (after freedom) being fairness, security, equality, and dignity.33

e National identity: After the USSR collapsed, Russia has lost any remnants
of the national idea, which earlier revolved around maintaining the
country’s “grandeur” by subduing other countries. Russia has been try-
ing to “make itself great again” since then by “saving the Russian-speak-
ing people” in the adjacent countries it considers “younger brothers”
who need to “return home.” 3% The latest vivid example of the lacking
national idea in Russia is the phenomenon of “pobedabesiye” — the
meme denoting obsession with Russia’s supposed victory in the “Great
Patriotic War” and claiming that “one nation” won that war, thus, deny-
ing Ukraine’s agency in this fundamental event. It manifests in Russia’s
propaganda narratives aimed at justifying its attempts to impose pro-
Russian values and culture on Ukraine coercively and juxtapose Russia
and its “younger underdeveloped ‘brothers’ [Ukraine, Belarus, Mol-
dova] to the ‘collective West.”” 3

Ukraine has never shown signs of imperial ambitions or features. On
the contrary, the contempt towards anything authoritarian is deeply
embedded in its national culture, while the national idea (albeit not for-
malized and not yet legitimized via nationwide public discussions) has
always revolved around freedom [volya/svobodal, agency, and absence
of coercion. Specifically, no overarching nondemocratic national iden-
tity emerged in Ukraine after the USSR collapse. Still, competing notions

31

32
33

34

35

and Economist Intelligence Unit’s Democracy Index ranked Russia 124th of 167 coun-
tries.

Bohdan Ben, “Why Has Ukraine Succeeded as a Democracy, Contrary to Russia and
Belarus?” Euromaidan Press, March 7, 2021, https://euromaidanpress.com/2021/03/
07/why-is-ukraine-a-democracy-huri-conference/.

Kibita, ““Why Isn’t Ukraine Authoritarian?’.”

Kolyshko, Parachchevyn, and Yavorsky, “What Ukrainians Think of Human Rights,” 15-
18.

Robert Person and Michael McFaul, “What Putin Fears Most,” Journal of Democracy
33, no.2 (April 2022): 18-27, https://www.journalofdemocracy.org/articles/what-
putin-fears-most/.

Stephen Hutchings and Joanna Szostek, “Dominant Narratives in Russian Political and
Media Discourse during the Ukraine Crisis,” E-International Relations, April 28, 2015,
https://www.e-ir.info/pdf/55707.
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and sources of national identity exist, but none is compelling enough to
monopolize power and impose its views and visions on society as a
whole.3¢

The most visible level of national culture is “behavior norms and artifacts,” 3’
including expectations, norms, and symbols that signify the desired and unde-
sired formats of societal interactions and take years to change. Behavior and ar-
tifacts are relatively the most prone to change at all levels of the national culture;
however, that change is superficial and non-fundamental. Neither temporary
changes in behavior nor mimicking not shared beliefs and values (even under
pressure) are able to change the national culture until its underlying assumptions
change.

Among the most vivid differences in the behavioral norms of Russians and
Ukrainians is the expression of one’s will and speaking up in times of danger and
adversity. Since February 24, 2022, Russia, with a population of approximately
140 million, has demonstrated remarkable population passivity and the lack of
mass protests, while Ukraine, with one-fourth of Russia’s population, has had
three revolutions that deeply affected society in the past 30 years alone. How-
ever, nothing is surprising in such a state of affairs. Russia is among the most
atomized (incongruent) societies in the world, where, as below-quoted studies
show, the citizen is a “subject” lacking the agency of systemic impact on their life
and no illusions of having it.

It is particularly visible in the InfoSapiens research data 3 demonstrating Rus-
sians’ passivity manifested by the admitted inability of 36 % of Russians to influ-
ence their own life (18 % of Ukrainians feel the same) and 38 % of Russians being
able to influence their own life (53 % of Ukrainians feel that way). Another pas-
sivity-confirming factor is the Russians’ lack of preparedness to take any specific
action to stop the “special operation.” While 30 % of them believe “Russia [but
who exactly?] should stop the “special operation,” only 19 % said they would
stop the “special operation” if this decision was theirs to make. Moreover, de-
spite the numerous public outcries about “wanting peace,” the said research
shows that 66 % of Russians support the “special operation” in Ukraine, 71 % feel
that the “special operation” is fair, 69 % feel pride, and 64 % feel confident in the
“special operation.” Only 12 % of Russians feel ashamed of the “special opera-
tion.”

36 Yitzhak M. Brudny and Evgeny Finkel, “Why Ukraine Is Not Russia: Hegemonic National
Identity and Democracy in Russia and Ukraine,” East European Politics and Societies
25, no. 4 (November 2011): 813-833, 817-820, 828, https://doi.org/10.1177/08883
25411401379.

37 Dartey-Baah, “The Impact of National Cultures on Corporate Cultures in Organisa-
tions,” 5.

38 Elena Koneva, Alexander Chilingaryan, and Inna Volosevych, “Mirror of the ‘Military
Operation,”” InfoSapiens (2022), 6-10, https://www.sapiens.com.ua/publications/
socpol-research/230/Mirror_ENG_1_06.pdf.
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InfoSapiens data above shows the contrast between Russians and Ukrainians
in terms of inherent behavior norms. Russians perceive themselves as predomi-
nantly “victims” to circumstances indicative of the deeper external locus of con-
trol and delegating responsibility for decision-making to the outside forces, in
this case, President Putin. Ukrainians’ embedded distrust of government as a
formal institution produces a highly critical view of its actions in peaceful times.
Still, in critical times (such as war), society consolidates in the face of danger. For
example, President Zelensky’s ratings among those with strong political affilia-
tions have grown from 26 % before February 2022 to 82 % in April 2022.

VoxUkraine research shows stark differences between preference for free-
dom and pro-democratic liberal values between Russians and Ukrainians. Partic-
ularly, in 2020, Ukrainians considered freedom the most important value, even
compared with equality and security. To 70 %, freedom was preferable to equal-
ity, and to 30 % — preferable to security. In Russia, 55 % preferred freedom to
equality and 24 % — to security. An important consideration in interpreting this
data is the combination of freedom with a low level of violence perceived by
Ukrainians — only 10 % admitted war could be necessary to obtain justice, with
more than 25 % expressing the same view in the case of Russia. Furthermore,
democracy was considered an indispensable form of governance by 82% of
Ukrainians and by 74 % of Russians.?®

Had it not been for Russia’s deeply-embedded authoritarian legacy, an argu-
ment could be made that the above-mentioned data reflects the country’s mul-
ticulturality and multiethnicity. However, considering Russians’ strong external
locus of control, with life being overwhelmingly influenced by external forces
and circumstances, the behavior norms depicted in the InfoSapiens and
VoxUkraine studies appear to be strongly underpinned by the lack of agency and
delegated decision-making — forced passivity, in layman words.*°

39 Larysa Tamilina, “What Makes Us, Ukrainians, Different from Russians? Aspirations for
Freedom, Liberal Democracy, and Inclusive Society as the Primary Markers for the
Ukrainian-Russian Divide!” VoxUkraine, March 24, 2022, https://voxukraine.org/en/
what-makes-us-ukrainians-different-from-russians-aspirations-for-freedom-liberal-
democracy-and-inclusive-society-as-the-primary-markers-for-the-ukrainian-russian-
divide/.

40 Fons Trompenaars and Charles Hampden-Turner, Riding the Waves of Culture: Under-
standing Cultural Diversity in Business (London: Nicholas Brealey, 2000), 54-155.
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“I have my washing machine, my summer house is renovated, now
where’s my empire?” 4!

If Russia and Ukraine are so different, then why do several flagship systems ana-
lyzing national cultures (particularly Hofstede,*> GLOBE, Trompenaars,*3444>
Hall 647) show these two countries as having similar cultural dimensions and tra-
jectories of values’ evolution? The reason for such seemingly identical depictions
lies in the research foci of Hofstede, Trompenaars, and the GLOBE authors, who
view each culture as a shared set of core values guiding their member’s behavior;
however, each of the systems differs in the definitions of those values.*®

Hofstede defines culture as “the collective programming of the mind that dis-
tinguishes the members of one group or category of people from another... sys-
tems of values are a core element of culture” and values as: “broad tendencies
to prefer certain states of affairs over others..., systems or hierarchies which
need not be in a state of harmony: most people simultaneously hold several con-
flicting values.” %

Trompenaars defines culture as “the way in which a group of people solves
problems and reconciles dilemmas... it organizes values into mental programs”

41 A quote by Konstantin fon Eggert, a political observer for ‘Dozhd’ TV Channel in his
interview to https://Hromadske.ua.

42 “Hofstede Insights: Country Comparison — Ukraine and Russia,” Hofstede Insights,
https://www.hofstede-insights.com/country-comparison/russia,ukraine/.

43 Janez Pra$nikar, Marko Pahor, and Jasna Vidmar Svetlik, “Are National Cultures Still
Importantin International Business? Russia, Serbia and Sloveniain Comparison,” Man-
agement 13, no. 2 (2008): 1-26, 16, https://hrcak.srce.hr/file/46579.

4 Laura Deichmann and Line Bohn,“Scandinavian Management across Cultures: An Em-
pirical Study of Cultural Differences between Denmark and Ukraine, ” Master Thesis
(May 15, 2017), 181-182, https://research-api.cbs.dk/ws/portalfiles/portal/607632
85/311145_Laura_Line_master_thesis_2017.pdf.

4 Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, Riding the Waves of Culture.

4 World Population Review 2022, “High Context Countries 2023,” https://world
populationreview.com/country-rankings/high-context-countries.

47 Seppo Tella, “The High Context vs. Low Context Cultures,” in Two Cultures Coming To-
gether, ed. Seppo Tella, Part 3. Theory and Practice in Communicative Foreign Lan-
guage Methodology, Studia Paedagogica 10 (Helsinki, Finland: Department of Teacher
Education, Vantaa Institute for Continuing Education, University of Helsinki, Septem-
ber 1996), 22-28, https://www.researchgate.net/publication/339553785_The_High_
Context_vs_Low_Context_Cultures.

48 peter Magnusson et al., “Breaking Through the Cultural Clutter: A Comparative Assess-
ment of Multiple Cultural and Institutional Frameworks,” International Marketing Re-
view 25, no. 2 (April 2008): 183-201, https://doi.org/10.1108/02651330810866272.

49 Geert H. Hofstede, Culture’s Consequences: Comparing Values, Behaviors, Institutions,
and Organizations Across Nations, 2" ed. (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications,
2001), 30-38.
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and values as: “a deeper layer of culture that ... give the definitions of good and
bad.” 50

In GLOBE, culture is defined as “shared motives, values, beliefs, identities,
and interpretations or meanings of significant events that result from common
experiences of members of collectives that are transmitted across generations”
and values as: “culturally endorsed expectations [of one’s behavior].” !

Hall defined culture as: “communication and communication is culture.” His
studies focus on micro-level culture manifestations, specifically, conveying im-
plicit meaning in “context” — surrounding circumstances. In Hall’s logic, the
meaning conveyed by high-context cultures should be interpreted with consid-
eration of the context in which it is happening (relationships, prior history, situ-
ation, status, time, space, etc.). In contrast, low-context cultures convey mean-
ing mainly through words, with surrounding circumstances being irrelevant for
interpreting it.>2

Neither of the mentioned approaches focuses explicitly on the influence of
the country’s formal and informal institutions on the differences in behavior val-
ues guide as they study higher-order constructs. In the explanations of national
culture components’ workings, institutions are mentioned as an influencing fac-
tor, one of three differentiators between national cultures; the other two are
identity and values.*?

The country’s institutions play a decisive role in how its values and beliefs
manifest through regular behavior —the institutions the country’s culture shaped
in the first place.> Suppose the country’s formal institutions are effective (per-
form their function with no need to look for “shortcuts”), legitimate (accepted
by citizens, not imposed on them), society-oriented (instead of self-preserving at
any cost), congruent (do not contradict social norms), and accountable (checks
and balances exist). In that case, they will function differently and produce dif-
ferent behaviors than they would, had the said characteristics been the oppo-
site.>® In other words, formal institutions are only effective if congruent with a

%0 Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, Riding the Waves of Culture, 13-23.

51 GLOBE Project, “Global Leadership & Organizational Behavior Effectiveness,”
https://GLOBEProject.com/study_2004_2007#data.

52" James W. Neuliep, “The Cultural Context,” in Intercultural Communication: A Contex-
tual Approach, 8™ Ed., Chapter 2 (Thousand Oaks, United States: SAGE Publications,
2020), 61-67.

53 Geert Hofstede, Gert Jan Hofstede, and Michael Minkov, Culture and Organizations:
Software of the Mind: Intercultural Cooperation and Its Importance for Survival
(McGraw Hill, 2010), 21-23.

54 Peter Bevington Smith and Michael Harris Bond, “Cultures and Persons: Characterizing
National and Other Types of Cultural Difference Can Also Aid Our Understanding and
Prediction of Individual Variability,” Frontiers in Psychology 10 (November 2019), Ar-
ticle 2689, https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02689.

5 Daron Acemoglu and Matthew O. Jackson, “Social Norms and the Enforcement of
Laws,” Working Paper No. 20369 (Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Re-
search, August 2014), 246-250, https://doi.org/10.3386/w20369.
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country’s beliefs, values, and social norms, which shape the patterns of behavior
peculiar to the specific national culture.

Further, quoted research shows that the key (though not all) differences be-
tween the cultures of Russia and Ukraine revolve around the institutionally “pro-
grammed” cultural dimensions on societal and individual levels, though several
(not all) dimensions of these two countries’ cultures rank similarly.

In the Hofstede system, Ukraine and Russia are shown to have comparable
levels of power distance (tolerance of power inequality in society), uncertainty
avoidance (how threatening ambiguous situations are), and long-term orienta-
tion (strength of links between past and present, degree of pragmatism in fol-
lowing traditions).>® In Trompenaars’ system, both countries are collectivist, par-
ticularistic, emotional, ascription-oriented, and synchronic.>”>®

The key reason for such similarities lies in the level of analysis Hofstede and
Trompenaars apply to national cultures, which are mostly values as guiding prin-
ciples for behavior norms, but not the norms themselves. For instance, of Hof-
stede’s dimensions, because of the above-described institutional differences,
power distance manifests as competing for status via domination and coercion
in Russia and via establishing “links of reliable people” in Ukraine. Uncertainty
avoidance in Russia manifests as top-down decision-making and minimal agency
on the lowest levels of society. In contrast, in Ukraine, the same cultural dimen-
sion manifests via short-term planning and focusing on poor scenarios when
making a decision.

Of Trompenaars’ dimensions, predominantly ascription orientation in Russia
manifests via demonstrating superiors’ ability to ensure subordinates’ compli-
ance and deference through pressure and dominance. In Ukraine, the same di-
mension manifests via belonging to “in-group” as a pre-requisite for all kinds of
cooperation — from personal to professional. Another example from the
Trompenaars culture model could be the external control locus, peculiar to both
Russia and Ukraine. In Russia, external control orientation manifests via volun-
tarily giving up agency and autonomy by those in subordinate positions to those
in authoritative ones. In contrast, in Ukraine, this dimension manifests via treat-
ing rules and deadlines as movable and fluid — with circumstances being not “ex-
cuses” but valuable reasons to postpone a commitment.

Hall’s system indicates Russia and Ukraine as high-context cultures within the
Slavic and Central European categories.>® However, a different context must be
considered when interpreting meanings conveyed in both cultures. The particu-
lar difference lies in the ways authority (absolute in Russia and temporary in

56 “Hofstede Insights: Country Comparison — Ukraine and Russia.”

57 Prasnikar, Pahor, and Svetlik, “Are National Cultures Still Important in International
Business?” 16.

58 Deichmann and Bohn,“Scandinavian Management across Cultures,” 181-182.

5% Tony Morden, “Models of National Culture — A Management Review,” Cross Cultural
Management: An International Journal 6, no. 1 (1999): 19-44, 23, https://doi.org/
10.1108/13527609910796915.
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Ukraine), leadership (top-down, directive in Russia and top-down, paternalistic
in Ukraine), status (intimidating in Russia and approved by the “in-group” in
Ukraine), and other national culture’s context elements are viewed.

GLOBE Project survey data on Ukraine was not available at the time this arti-
cle was written. Still, Ukraine began participating in this survey in 2020, with the
data expected in the nearest future (according to the GLOBE website).

Another important consideration in comparing Russian and Ukrainian na-
tional cultures is that most systems of cross-cultural analysis (Hofstede, GLOBE,
Trompenaars, Hall) view individualism and collectivism as “ends of the spec-
trum” and, therefore, mutually exclusive cultural “dimensions.” This approach
has been validated by decades of academic and empirical research. Yet, it does
not fully explain the differences in the social norms and the institutionally em-
bedded behavior patterns in countries that formally fall under the definition of
“individualist” or “collectivist.”

It is possible to explain the differences in manifestations of individualism and
collectivism in national cultures using an approach to national cultures as “symp-
toms” — rooted in cross-cultural psychology, initiated by Triandis® and further
validated through numerous academic and empirical studies. The “cultures as
symptoms” approach postulates that when national cultures are analyzed on
both societal and individual levels, individualism and collectivism manifest as
two distinct dimensions (not “ends of the spectrum”), which are not mutually
exclusive and can co-exist within one culture. In other words, there are different
kinds of individualism and collectivism. In a national culture, they can co-exist in
different “proportions” and “combinations,” as well as come through in various
forms. Collectivist societies can possess some individualistic values, beliefs, and
behaviors, just as individualistic societies can exhibit features of collectivism. The
frequency and the degree of these manifestations can fluctuate depending on
contexts and situations.

“Horizontal patterns” °! of societal relations are based on the assumption of
egalitarianism, postulating that all members of the society are equal, and this
equality (in rights, opportunities, status, potential, etc.) is the foundation for the
functioning of a country’s institutions. Consequently, individuals realize their
uniqueness and agency, strive for productive interaction with others and focus
on maintaining meaningful connections and relationships. In societies like that,
hierarchical systems and relationships are not the key focus, while overall gravi-
tation is towards more egalitarian than status-driven interaction.

»” 61

80 Harry C. Triandis, “The Psychological Measurement of Cultural Syndromes,” American
Psychologist 51, no. 4 (1996): 407-415, https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.51.4.407.

61 Theodore M. Singelis, Harry C. Triandis, Dharm P.S. Bhawuk, and Michele J. Gelfand,
“Horizontal and Vertical Dimensions of Individualism and Collectivism: A Theoretical
and Measurement Refinement,” Cross-Cultural Research 29, no. 3 (January 1995):
240-275, https://doi.org/10.1177/106939719502900302.
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“Vertical patterns” %2 of social relations are based on the assumption that all
individuals in the society are different — by their place in the hierarchical institu-
tions and relations or due to the level of status gained by moving upward in that
society’s systems. Consequently, countries that gravitate towards hierarchical
interactions, when individuals strive to differentiate themselves from others or,
better, dominate them or have higher status, give more opportunities of “getting
ahead” than lower status. In such societies, people and groups are divided into
“important” and “unimportant” as related to specific goals, and only the inter-
ests, rights, and goals of the former truly matter. Below, the three foundational
institutional differences between Ukraine and Russia are analyzed based on the
above-described institutional and methodological considerations.

Difference #1: Ukraine is a democracy with disdain for autocracy,
while Russia is an autocracy with disdain for democracy

Russia is an authoritarian state with no significant periods of democratic rule
throughout its history or an actionable interest in democratic societal norms.53
In a personalist autocracy, Russia’s key decisions are made by one person (the
last dictator of a similar type was Stalin %4). Studies show that only 12,5% of such
dictators lose power relatively quickly and usually through death—with or with-
out help from their closest generals—or a coup.®® For Russia, democracy is an
irrelevant and dangerous regime because it encourages autonomous thinking of
the wider population, which, consequently, becomes less controllable through
pressure and coercion.®®

In Russian culture, it is not only important to differentiate from others
through status but to dominate over those on the lower hierarchical levels (to
the point of resorting to violence) and to demonstrate one’s capability of ensur-
ing deference, which gives access to interaction with those of comparable sta-
tus. 8’ Representatives of “out-groups” in such a society are “alien” and, there-
fore, considered “enemies.”

62 Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, and Gelfand, “Horizontal and Vertical Dimensions of Indi-
vidualism and Collectivism.”

63 Michael McFaul, “Russia’s Road to Autocracy,” Journal of Democracy 32, no. 4 (Octo-
ber 2021): 11-26, https://www.journalofdemocracy.org/articles/russias-road-to-
autocracy/.

64 Judah, “The Terrible Truth So Many Experts Missed About Russia.”

65 Jessica L.P. Weeks, “Strongmen and Straw Men: Authoritarian Regimes and the Initia-
tion of International Conflict,” SSRN, December 15, 2011, 12, http://dx.doi.org/10.213
9/ssrn.1748516.

8 person and McFaul, “What Putin Fears Most.”

87 Kemmelmeier et al., “Individualism, Collectivism, and Authoritarianism in Seven Soci-
eties,” 306-307.
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Ukraine, on the contrary, has always been fundamentally opposed to author-
itarianism, particularly due to historical factors, including frequent change of rul-
ers (local and conquerors) with varying political stances, which have led to dis-
tinctly different paths of institutional development, sets of political behaviors
and “national idea” views. %8 Democratic norms developed in regions that were
under Austro-Hungarian rule. ® The active dissident movement of the 1960s and
regionalism combined with consensus-seeking politics peculiar to Ukraine on the
verge of USSR collapse.” Besides, Ukraine has never existed long enough (i.e.,
centuries) in the same borders and under generations of similar rulers to allow
her to develop embedded approaches to statehood of any kind, let alone author-
itarian. Currently, Ukraine is classified by Freedom House as a “hybrid regime”
(partially free), with a significant freedom-diminishing factor being the Russian
annexation of Crimea and territories conquered in 2014 and after February 22,
202271

For Ukrainians, it is important to be successful and differentiate from others
through status, but the focus is on protecting one’s interests rather than domi-
nating others. All this has to happen in synch with the “in-group” goals,”? belong-
ing to which improves the quality of life and allows for productive interaction
with (often) weak institutions. Sacrificing one’s interests for those of the “in-
group” is not a “default” expectation but a conscious choice involving consider-
ation of one’s goals and status ’3; representatives of “out-groups” are “alien” but
are not necessarily “enemies.”

Difference #2: Collectivism in Ukraine and Russia is not of the same
kind
Though both Russia and Ukraine are predominantly collectivist cultures (in all

flagship systems of cross-cultural analysis), the type of collectivism in these soci-
eties is not the same, and individualism also manifests differently.

68 Peisakhin, “Living Historical Legacies: The ‘Why’ and ‘How’ of Institutional Persis-
tence,” 5-8.

89 Ben, “Why Has Ukraine Succeeded as a Democracy, Contrary to Russia and Belarus?”

70 Kibita, ““Why Isn’t Ukraine Authoritarian?’”

71 Freedom House Country Report-2021, Ukraine.

72 Anna Tychmanowicz, Sara Filipiak, and Zoriana Sprynska, “Extravert Individualists or
Introvert Collectivists? Personality Traits and Individualism and Collectivism in Stu-
dents in Poland and Ukraine,” Current Psychology 40 (2021): 5947-5957, 5950-5954,
https://doi.org/10.1007/512144-019-00480-x.

73 Beata Glinkowska and Viacheslav A. Chebotarov, “A Comparative Cross-Cultural Anal-
ysis of the Profile of A Modern Ukrainian Manager: The Imperatives of the Future in
the Context of Internationalization,” Comparative Economic Research. Central and
Eastern Europe 21, no.3 (2018): 63-74, 69-71, https://doi.org/10.2478/cer-2018-
0019.
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Ukraine historically has been a vertically collectivist society due to the high
power distance, relatively conservative and hierarchical orthodox religion foun-
dations, and high uncertainty avoidance, all of which have caused a heightened
need to control “what happens tomorrow” and to always “save for the rainy
day.” 7* Further, the embedded intolerance of authoritarianism and the complex-
ities of territory formation, coupled with parts of Ukraine being occupied by the
two culturally different empires, have produced the “mix” of the two types of
collectivism: vertical (imposed hierarchy, dominance) and horizontal (legitimized
“in-group” hierarchy, dialogue).” This mix of collectivisms in Ukraine is addition-
ally balanced by notably manifested vertical individualism, causing the society’s
gravitation towards independence and personally unique status without neces-
sarily submitting to the authority or hierarchy (but when submitting — willingly
50).7® In other words, individual freedom (albeit within the “in-group” with legit-
imate rulers) is foundational in the Ukrainian national culture.

Russia has invariably been a vertically collectivist country, with this dimension
of individualism-collectivism variety being dominant on individual and societal
levels, largely due to the embedded legacy of authoritarianism from Tsarist to
Soviet and post-Soviet times.”” Studies show authoritarian regimes’ strong pro-
pensity to be vertically collectivist, primarily manifested through rigid compli-
ance with social norms, deference to authority, and legitimized aggression
against deviant behaviors.”®

The nature of Russia’s collectivism is such that “horizontal” practices (dia-
logue, persuasion through explanation and argumentation, encouraging auton-
omous thinking and decision-making) have been suppressed in that society for
centuries. This resulted in the prevalence of “vertical” practices encouraging
overt aggressive dominance as a means of getting ahead in social interactions
and immediate submission to the imposed authority, with persuasion, upholding
agreements, and open information exchange considered signs of the “weak” un-
stable regimes and unreliable people.” Individualism in such a society manifests

74 Tychmanowicz, Filipiak, and Sprynska, “Extravert Individualists or Introvert Collectiv-
ists?” 5950-5954.

7> Leonid Borysenko, “Ukrainian Culture: Individualism or Collectivism?” in Frontier Prob-
lems of Modern Psychology (conference proceedings) (Kherson: Gelvetika, 2016), Psy-
ArXiv Preprints, 60-62, https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/a5j2c.

76 Leonid Borysenko, “The Structure of Cultural Syndrome ‘Individualism-Collectivism’ in
Ukraine,” Thesis for MSc in Psychology (March 2022), 87-88, https://doi.org/10.131
40/RG.2.2.25349.42728. — in Ukrainian.

77" Sharon Shavitt, Timothy P. Johnson, and Jing Zhang, “Horizontal and Vertical Cultural
Differences in the Content of Advertising Appeals,” Journal of International Consumer
Marketing 23, no. 3-4 (May 1, 2011): 297-310, https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/
articles/PMC4279851/.
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eties,” 304, 306, 307.
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104.
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predominantly on the highest levels of the societal hierarchies — meaning that
one has to “prove oneself to the in-group” and to “deserve” the right to self-
expression by dominating and overpowering others.

Difference #3: Different roles, characters, and developmental lega-
cies of institutions in Ukraine and Russia

Ukraine has a historical legacy of complex development of formal institutions,
particularly due to the extended periods of being subject to drastically different
“treatments” from the conquering countries. With the dismemberment of the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in 1772 and 1795, the territory of today’s
Western Ukraine was divided between Russian and Austrian empires. In the fol-
lowing 150 years, the population was subjected to rather different “influences”
of the respective conquerors: suppression of Ukrainian national identity, lan-
guage, and culture under Russia and relative support and allowance of practicing
“Ukrainianness” under Austria.® In 1939, the former subjects of the two said
empires were reunited within the borders of Soviet Ukraine, with the country
gaining full independence in 1991. These “institutional legacies” of the pre-inde-
pendence periods persisted well into modern times, surviving more than 50
years of Soviet rule. In 2013, 25 % more Ukrainians in the “ex-Russian” territories
were willing to be associated with Russia, not Europe, and 15 % less — willing to
be involved in protests than in “ex-Austrian.” 8!

The described longevity of social attitudes and behaviors is explained by the
strength of the informal institutions in Ukrainian society — tight local social net-
works (communities) with strong nodal actors from the local “elites.” National
identities and associated beliefs, values, and behaviors these actors internalize
have persisted practically unchanged as long as the community lasted.®? This
phenomenon of “tight networks of trusted people” explains the predominant
reliance of the Ukrainians on informal, rather than formal, institutions and seek-
ing acquaintances or “recommended persons” when interacting with the latter
—as “insurance” of sorts, in case the formal institution does not perform its func-
tion.

At the same time, trust in formal institutions has historically been low in
Ukraine — with rare exceptions when the said institutions played an obviously
instrumental role in society. In the fall of 2022, the only institutions enjoying the
highest trust of Ukrainians were the church (70 %) and mostly those associated
with protecting the country: armed forces (96 %) and humanitarian aid NGOs
(78 %). Universities enjoyed mid-level trust (62 %) and police (55 %), while the

80 Leonid V. Peisakhin, “In History’s Shadow: Do Formal Institutions Leave a Cultural Leg-
acy?” EPSA 2013 Annual General Conference Paper 286, SSRN, January 1, 2013, 5-7,
https://ssrn.com/abstract=2224765.

81 Ppeisakhin, “In History’s Shadow: Do Formal Institutions Leave a Cultural Legacy?” 21,
24.

82 Ppeisakhin, “In History’s Shadow: Do Formal Institutions Leave a Cultural Legacy?” 32.
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government was trusted by 51.5 % and simultaneously distrusted by 48 %, tele-
vision was trusted by 51 % and distrusted by 49 %, the press was trusted by 49 %
and distrusted by 50 %. Political parties were distrusted by 77 % of Ukrainians,
courts — distrusted by 72 %, banks — by 66 %, Verkhovna Rada — by 77 %, big busi-
ness — by 57 %, and elections as an institution — by 56 % of the population.3

The pattern of Russia’s institutional development is drastically different from
that of Ukraine — mainly due to the impact of its authoritarian legacy on the func-
tioning of institutions. Among the key societal outcomes of authoritarian re-
gimes is suppressed autonomy of the population, with suppressed volition and
forced compliance with norms, reflecting the interests of the “higher ups” in the
societal hierarchy.®* This leads to the population’s passivity (36 % of Russians
score the ability to change their lives at 1-4 on a scale of 1-10%°), embedded dis-
trust in formal institutions due to their punitive and coercive nature, and resent-
ment of the elites by those at the bottom of the societal hierarchy — to the point
when corrupt behavior is viewed as one of the ways to “get back” at or “beat”
the system.®® This combination of outcomes leads to the state of denial of the
majority of the Russian population about the war in Ukraine. “It’s not a war, but
a special operation,” “civilians will not be harmed,” and “we didn’t attack any-
one” are not just propaganda narratives. These are “mantras” most Russians
truly believe because of generations-long brainwashing by “people upstairs who
know better.”

Another peculiar characteristic of the Russian culture in the institutional con-
text (e.g., superior-subordinate relations) is the link between trust and control,
drastically different from that of Europe, Ukraine included. In most European
cultures, trust and control are mutually exclusive phenomena: the higher the su-
perior’s trust in the subordinate, the lower will be the degree of control exer-
cised to ensure the work is done. In Russian culture, trust and control co-exist
and are not mutually exclusive, producing a co-dependent relationship in which
a superior is incapable of fully trusting a subordinate. The latter is expecting,
even wishing, to be tightly controlled, thus delegating the agency and the re-
sponsibility for their actions and decisions to the former.?’

8 “Trust of Ukrainians to Social Institutions-2022,” Razumkov Center, https://razum
kov.org.ua/napriamky/sotsiologichni-doslidzhennia/otsinka-gromadianamy-sytuatsii-
v-kraini-dovira-do-sotsialnykh-instytutiv-politykoideologichni-oriientatsii-gromadian-
ukrainy-v-umovakh-rosiiskoi-agresii-veresen-zhovten-2022r. — in Ukrainian.

8 Kemmelmeier et al., “Individualism, Collectivism, and Authoritarianism in Seven Soci-
eties,” 306-307.

85 Koneva, Chilingaryan, and Volosevych, “Mirror of the ‘Military Operation,”” 6-10.

86 Lewis, When Cultures Collide, 372-379.

87 Virpi Outila, Irina Mihailova, B. Sebastian Reiche, and Rebecca Piekkari, “A Communi-
cative Perspective on the Trust-control Link in Russia,” Journal of World Business 55,
no. 6 (October 2020): 100971, 4-11, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2018.11.001.
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‘Fraternity’ of Russians and Ukrainians as a Russian Propaganda Narrative

Evidence from numerous studies shows that Ukrainian and Russian peoples,
despite the history of interaction and relative geographical proximity, differ sig-
nificantly in terms of state governance legacy, interconnection and type of indi-
vidualism and collectivism, and pattern of institutional development. Despite
some similarities in cultural dimensions of power distance, uncertainty avoid-
ance, and a long-term orientation, the differing underlying assumptions of
Ukrainian and Russian cultures set different paths of how beliefs, values, and
behaviors manifest on an institutional and individual level. And with the key dif-
ference between the two peoples being a strong preference for autonomy, de-
centralized decision-making, and disdain for coercion (Ukraine) and coercive
submission, upward-delegated responsibility, and legitimized aggression (Rus-
sia), there is nothing “fraternal” about them.

Conclusion

Considering the relatively scarce evidence of cross-cultural studies on Ukraine
specifically and in comparison to Russia, this article sets the framework for fur-
ther research. The insufficiencies of predominantly values-based cultural analy-
sis (albeit valid and evidence-based) do not allow to reveal the differences be-
tween Ukraine’s and Russia’s national cultures fully. Among the prospective re-
search areas is the degree of institutional legacies’ path-dependence and impact
on behavior norms in these two countries. Another potentially fruitful research
area could be the regional subcultures’ dimensions in Ukraine and Russia, con-
sidering the size and the internal ethnic diversity of both countries. Such studies
could add value and help clarify the findings through macro-level culture analysis
frameworks, such as those of Hofstede and Trompenaars. Of particular interest
is the “frontier culture” of Ukraine, as Borysenko # calls it, that is not easily clas-
sified as collectivist or individualist but has both these dimensions manifesting
simultaneously. Triandis’ paradigm with horizontal and vertical collectivism/in-
dividualism dimensions could provide a solid methodological framework for such
studies.

This article certainly has its limitations, mainly due to the lacking cross-cul-
tural studies data on Ukraine. Another promising research area is the cross-dis-
ciplinary analysis of the influence of formal and informal institutions in Ukraine
and Russia on each country’s economic outcomes and relevant citizens’ behavior
norms: decision-making, compliance with laws, perceptions of and attitudes to
corruption/nepotism, pre-requisites, and outcomes of societal trust. As Pei-
sakhin 820 gutlines in his work, such studies will help establish what types of in-
stitutions have the most impact, for what reasons, how they change behavior

8 Borysenko, “Ukrainian Culture: Individualism or Collectivism?” 61.

8 Peisakhin, “In History’s Shadow: Do Formal Institutions Leave a Cultural Legacy?” 34-
35.

%0 Ppeisakhin, “Living Historical Legacies: The ‘Why’ and ‘How’ of Institutional Persis-
tence,” 31.
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patterns in national culture, and whether the impact continues after the institu-
tion has ceased to exist (e.g., an authoritarian government).

Exploring the manifestations of horizontal or vertical individualism and col-
lectivism in Ukraine and Russia could be a rather promising area, as Triandis’ na-
tional culture analysis system has been the most instrumental in showing the
underpinnings of differences between these countries’ cultures.
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