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Abstract

This article discusses the theoretical possibilities and practical implications
of survey data recycling and survey data harmonization. Using the example of
political participation (participation in demonstration) of the Russian-speaking
population in former Soviet states, the article presents the procedure of key
variable harmonization (minority status), the rules, and the procedures of creating
a harmonization control variable, and the possibilities of using harmonized
variables in substantive statistical analysis. The harmonization procedures
described in this article can be used to study other rare events and other minority
groups — studies that often struggle with small and insufficient samples.
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INTRODUCTION

In this article, I discuss the methodological possibilities of analyzing patterns
of political participation, exemplified by participating in demonstrations across
former Soviet countries, using harmonized data for both minority status and
political participation. The suggested approach, with some modifications, can be
used to analyze other minority groups, as well as other phenomena not limited
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to political participation. Data harmonization in the proposed case study helps
to overcome the problem of small samples for both minority populations and
studying informal political participation, considered a rare event.

The first part of the article discusses the methodological aspects of minority
status harmonization, while the second part presents an example of substantive
analysis using harmonized data.

The topic of the Russian or Russian-speaking population in former Soviet
space became extremely political in 2014 due to the Russian Federation’s annexa-
tion of Crimea under the premise of protecting “their” people from the Ukrainian
nationalists. Participation in the ostensible referendum and almost unanimous vote
to join the Russian Federation was a triumph of “Russkiy mir” [Laruelle 2015]"
and a sign of political loyalty to the external motherland [Brubacker 1996] rather
than nationalizing the state of Ukraine, which ignored the request for cultural and
linguistic autonomy of the Russian speaking citizens. Nevertheless, the question
emerges: was the political participation of Russian speakers in Ukraine and other
former Soviet states any different (lower engagement) since the collapse of the
USSR in the early 1990s, and did this outcome really came as such a surprise?

To answer that question, and more generally, the question on how the Russian/
Russian-speaking population participates in politics of the former Soviet States,
it is essential to identify the distinct features of the group under analysis, specify
types of political participation available to this group (formal or electoral/informal
or non-electoral political participation), and investigate the available data, which
is often limited to one country and a specific topic (e.g., electoral participation).
The vast majority of the research conducted in the former Soviet Union (FSU)
utilized qualitative methods (interviews or focus groups), and therefore, the results
cannot be generalized or extended to other populations.

ANEW METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH TO STUDYING
THE POLITICAL PARTICIPATION OF MINORITY GROUPS:
SURVEY DATA HARMONIZATION

Survey Data Recycling (SDR) is an approach that makes it possible to overcome
the problem of the underrepresentation of some countries or periods [Tomescu-
-Dubrow, Stomczynski 2016; Stomczynski, Tomescu-Dubrow 2018]. This

' According to Laruelle [2015: 1] the concept “serves as a justification for what Russia

considers to be its right to oversee the evolution of its neighbors, and sometimes for an interventionist
policy. Secondly, its reasoning is for Russia to reconnect with its pre-Soviet and Soviet past through
reconciliation with Russian diasporas abroad”.
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approach makes it possible to combine survey and non-survey data (e.g., country-
level indicators) and build tailored datasets that ensure sufficient geographical and
time coverage of the data. The key stage of survey data recycling is the ex-post
data harmonization — the technique that ensures the comparability of surveys and
collected measures [Granda, Blaszczyk 2016]. Harmonization refers to efforts
to standardize either the input or output of the multinational, multiregional, or
multicultural survey. Harmonization aims to combine data from different sources
into one dataset and make it as comparable as possible [Granda, Wolf, Hadorn
2010; Granda, Blaszczyk 2016; Doiron et al. 2012; Winters, Netscher 2016].

Harmonization makes it possible to obtain new target variables from source
items that were not meant to be comparable. In the ex-post data harmonization
process, comparability is achieved through the conversion process during which
items from different sources (e.g., different countries or surveys) are assessed and
edited (recoded, rescaled) to be merged into new data items. As a result of this
process, source variables from the original datasets are transformed into target
variables, which are then combined into the harmonized dataset.

Data harmonization and survey data recycling are still new approaches
in different fields, and they often lack standardized guidelines and coherent
methodology, but certain guidelines can be learned from existing harmonization
projects [Dubrow, Tomescu-Dubrow 2015; Wysmutek et al. 2015].

I will start discussing the data harmonization process conducted for this paper
by identifying the crucial aspects of the required data. Wang and Strong [1996]
cite the key features of data to be accessibility, interpretability, relevance, and ac-
curacy. To be relevant for research purposes, two indicators — native language or
the language spoken at home — as well as indicators of informal political engage-
ment (participation in demonstrations) must be available. Additionally, the data
must cover as many countries/country-years as possible from the geographical
area and period of interest, i.e., the FSU after the dissolution of the USSR. From
the methodological perspective, I aimed for accurate data, which was at least
partially ensured by controlling the data quality at different stages of the survey
life cycle. It is acknowledged in the academic survey research; hence, the data
collected and processed by academic institutions rather than the commercial
organizations were preferred. This also leads to the last aspect: the data must be
interpretable and accessible for free, meaning it must have sufficient documenta-
tion in English or Russian.

The SDR Masterbox harmonized dataset, which is the outcome of the project
“Democratic Values and Protest Behavior: Data Harmonization, Measurement
Comparability, and Multi-Level Modeling in Cross-National Perspective”
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[Stomczynski et al. 2016], contains already harmonized data on political
participation? in the FSU and covers almost all former Soviet republics with
the exception of Turkmenistan. This dataset contains harmonized variables
originally collected as part of academic surveys to ensure the representativeness
of the samples. In addition to the quality of the original data, the reliability and
validity of the data are ensured before the harmonization by a quality assessment
of the source data and detailed documentation of the harmonization procedures
[Kolczynska, Schoene 2018; Oleksiyenko, Wysmutek, Vangeli 2018; Kotczynska,
Stomczynski 2018; Zielinski, Powatko, Kotczynska 2018].

The final selection of the survey project is presented in Table 1. Based on
the available documentation for harmonization procedures, additional waves of
the World Values Survey and European Social Survey were added to the original
SDR Masterbox dataset. It should be noted, however, that some data, namely
the European Social Survey indicator of participation in demonstrations, is not
comparable to other survey projects, which use a protest potential [Marsh 1974]
indicator and therefore were excluded from the analysis. The final dataset con-
tains data from 6 international surveys, 19 survey waves, and 72 national samples
(survey-country-year level), with 103,399 respondents in total. This dataset cov-
ers 13 non-Russian former Soviet republics except for Turkmenistan within the
timespan from 1993 to 2015.

Even though this dataset is the most suitable and complete for the intended
analysis, there was a need to harmonize additional variables unavailable in the
original dataset, e.g., the indicators of the language spoken by the respondents at
home/their native language. In line with the methodology proposed by the SDR
project, the indicators of minority status (linguistic identity) and other indicators
this dataset lacked were harmonized and merged with the existing dataset.

The first step in any harmonization project is formulating a clear definition of
the target harmonization concept. Cross-national comparisons of minority groups
are rarely straightforward since the constitutive concept of “minority group”
can be different in each state. The methodological literature proposes different
approaches to increase the concept’s comparability. The “absolutist” approach
suggests that only one marker of minority status should be considered, e.g., citi-
zenship or language. The obvious advantage of such a solution is conceptual

2 A detailed report summarizing the harmonization of two protest potential variables,
i.e., participation in demonstrations and signing petitions, can be found at Stomczynski et at.
2016. The author worked as a research assistant in the Democratic Values and Protest Behavior:
Data Harmonization, Measurement Comparability, and Multi-Level Modeling in Cross-National
Perspective project in 2014-2016.
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clarity, but on the other hand, one can argue that the complexity of minority status
cannot be precisely studied using only one indicator. An alternative approach
is the “relativist” approach to comparing the minority groups across countries.
This involves cross-classification of different identity markers to obtain a single,
cross-nationally equivalent concept of “ethnic minority status” [Lambert 2005].
The difficulty with the “relativist” approach is the low availability of the same
markers across all surveys.

TABLE 1. Time and country coverage of the international survey projects utilized in the final dataset

Survey project Time span Country coverage

Consolidation of Democracy in

Central and Eastern Europe (wave 2) 1998-2001 BY, EE, LV, LT, UA

— CDCEE/2

European Social Survey (round 2) ESS/2 [ 2004-2005 EE, UA

European Social Survey (round 4) ESS/4 | 2009 EE, UA

European Social Survey (round 6) ESS/6 {2012 EE

European Social Survey (round 7) ESS/7 |2014-2015 EE

European Values Study (wave 3) EVS/3 | 1999 EE, LV

European Values Study (wave 4) EVS/4 (2008 f\IZI i\?DZ, ’5} EE, GE, LT,
AM, AZ, BY, EE, GE,

Life in Transition (wave 2) LITS/2 2010 KG, KZ, LT, LV, MD, TJ,
UA, UZ

New Baltics Barometer (wave 1) NBB/1 | 1993 EE, LV, LT

New Baltics Barometer (wave 2) NBB/2 | 1995 EE, LV, LT

New Baltics Barometer (wave 3) NBB/3 | 1997 EE, LV, LT

New Baltics Barometer (wave 4) NBB/4 | 2000 EE, LV, LT

New Baltics Barometer (wave 5) NBB/5 | 2001 EE, LV, LT

New Baltics Barometer (wave 6) NBB/6 | 2004 EE,LV, LT

World Values Survey (wave 2) WVS/2 1996-1997 i‘gl i\/IIADZ, ’g} EE, GE, LT,

World Values Survey (wave 4) WVS/4  [2002-2003 KG, MD

World Values Survey (wave 5) WVS/5 | 2008-2009 GE, MD, UA

AM, AZ, BY, EE, GE,

World Values Survey (wave 6) WVS/6  |2011-2014 KG. KZ. UA, UZ

Source: Own elaboration based on SDR Masterbox 2016.
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When examining data to identify Russian minorities, there is no clear and simple
solution. In the former Soviet republics, the Russian-speaking minority consists
not of ethnic Russians per se, but specifically, people who speak Russian and
who also have a social identity that is opposed to full integration [for a review of
the Russian speaking minority formation in the former USSR see: Laitin 1995;
Laitin 1998; Hagendoorn et al. 2001; Barrington et al. 2003; Kosmarskaya 2006;
Pavlenko 2008; Hansen 2009]. Exposure to the Russian language can be consid-
ered a key aspect of ethnic socialization. As Hansen [2009] argues, individuals
who grew up in the “ethnic” environment, i.e., those who spoke the minority
language distinct from the titular language at home, feel a stronger attachment to
their minority identity. Therefore, I concentrate on this marker as a key identifier
of the Russian-speaking minority, in line with the “absolutist” approach.

Table 2 presents the various survey items concerning ethnic identity available
in the survey projects selected for harmonization. All questions can be divided
into three main categories: native language (Consolidation of Democracy in
Central and Eastern Europe, New Baltics Barometer, and Life in Transition),
the language of the interview (European Values Study), and the language used at
home (the remaining surveys). In the European Values Survey, the only available
information about the language the respondent preferred to use is the language of
the interview, which could be the native language, the language used at home, or
neither of these. In another project, the World Values Survey, both questions on
the language of the interview and the language respondent speaks at home are
available; hence, I checked the correlation between these two, and it proved to
be high (r = 0.78). Based on this finding, I decided to include this variable into
harmonization and mark it with the control additional control variable.

With the majority of international survey projects keeping a consistent
methodological approach in defining indicators, this research can be extended
to the new and forthcoming waves of the same projects, or new projects using
the same indicators.
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TABLE 2. Items concerning language: wording and control variables

Type of question/control variable
Item Wordin i
g At home | Native Languagq
anguage | of the interview
gonsohdathn of In what language did/do
emocracy in Central : X

you communicate with your X
and Eastern Europe mother?
(CDCEE) )
EuropeanW Social Z::gl;clz?g}:zfudaog;oourspea k X
Survey (ESS) most often at home?
European Values Study . .
(EVS) Language of the interview X
Life in Transition What is your mother X
Survey (LITS) tongue?
World Values Survey What language do you X
(WVS) normally speak at home?
New Baltics Barometer What language did you

speak at home when you X
(NBB) .

were a child?

Source: Harmonized dataset based on SDR Masterbox 2016.

The key variable for the research is the indicator of the language the
respondent used at home or declared to be his or her native language. Those
respondents who mentioned Russian as their native or most frequently used
language of everyday communication, but who also selected the language of the
interview in the European Values Survey, were coded as 1, and if the respondent
that they spoke a language other than Russian, they were coded as 0.

I do not distinguish between the titular population, Russian-speaking minority,
and other minority groups. This topic can be seen as an avenue for future research.
I argue that the Russian-speaking minority is a specific linguistic minority, un-
like other minority groups which historically settled in the former Soviet Union.
Therefore, the opposition of the Russian speakers vs. non-Russian speakers
seems to be theoretically justified. An additional reason for not introducing other
minority groups in the FSU was that, unlike Russian speakers, these groups are
not exclusively language-based minorities, and comparisons across countries are
not methodologically justified [Lambert 2005].

As there is no universal approach to constructing the indicator of belonging
to a minority group, even choosing one distinctive feature does not solve the
problem of data availability and conceptual equivalence of the measures used.
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However, even this “simple” solution does not completely resolve the problem
of conceptual equivalence between three concepts — the main or native language,
the language spoken at home, and the language of the interview. Andreenkova
[2019] analyzed the specifics of language use in the former Soviet republics and
noted that native language, language used at home, and language used most often
are not always the same for people living in the post-Soviet space. In many cases,
native language, the researcher claims, is used more as an indicator of belonging
to a group rather than proof of actual language proficiency, while the language
used most often and the language used at home might indicate a certain level
of language proficiency rather than an emotional attachment to the ancestry of
the group. Understanding this additional dimension might also lead to a deeper
understanding of both the identity of the Russian-speaking population and an
understanding of their political choices. Moreover, as they are often bilingual or
even multilingual, people of the former Soviet states might use different code-
switching strategies as a political strategy [Heller 1992]. Bilingual respondents
also tend to interpret survey questions and answer them differently, depending
on the language of the interview [Peytcheva 2008].

Harmonizing survey data from different sources will often involve a series of
trade-offs between increasing conceptual equivalence and increasing country and
time coverage. To lessen such compromises as much as possible, I constructed
a control variable that accounts for inter-project differences in question wording
[Stomczynski et al. 2016]. The control variable indicating the type of question
used to harmonize the Russian speaking indicator is a categorical variable,
where Russian as the language used at home was coded as 0, Russian as the
native language was coded as 1, and Russian as the language of the interview
was coded as 2.

To emphasize the need for methodological control variables for harmonized
data, 1 graphically predicted the probability of reporting participation in
demonstrations at least once in the lifetime for the Russian speakers. Figure 1
shows that the predicted probability is lowest in the group of Russian speakers
reporting Russian as their native language (symbolic attachment) and highest in the
group reporting that Russian is the language they use in everyday communication
(proficiency and symbolic attachment). On the other hand, the control variables
also indicate the differences in the data quality of each survey project included
in the harmonization procedure [Kolczynska, Schoene 2018; Oleksiyenko,
Wysmutek, Vangeli 2018; Kotczynska, Stomczynski 2018; Zielinski, Powatko,
Kotczynska 2018].
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FIGURE 1. Predicted probability of participation in demonstrations by age group depending on
the type of harmonization control variable (N=13,570, sample restricted only to Russian speakers)
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Source: Harmonized dataset, own elaboration based on the SDR Masterbox.

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS:
USING HARMONIZED DATA IN SUBSTANTIVE ANALYSIS

Survey data recycling and survey data harmonization procedures described in this
article made it possible to create a dataset suitable for the substantive analysis of
participation in demonstrations among the Russian and non-Russian-speaking
populations of the former Soviet states. The results of multilevel logistic regression
using the harmonized data are presented in this section of the article.
Participation in informal politics can be explained by three broad types
of factors: ideological, resources (e.g., education, occupation), and individual
(biographical) availability, including marital status, employment status, and age
[e.g., Corrigall-Brown 2012]. Demonstrations are also believed to be an urban
phenomenon, so the place of residence is another variable included in the model
explaining involvement in informal politics [e.g., Riidig, Karyotis 2014].
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There is an ongoing discussion on whether attitudinal variables, e.g., life
satisfaction or political trust, can be treated as predictors of behaviors such
as participating in demonstrations, signing petitions, or voting. Some studies
suggest that there is an intent to behave in a certain way rather than the immediate
behavior, which can be explained by the attitudinal variables [Fishbein, Ajzen
1974]. However, the two explanatory variables I use as control variables in the
models of formal and informal political engagement proved to be significant
predictors of such behaviors.

Life satisfaction in the research on political participation served both as
dependent and independent variables [Pacheco, Lange 2010; Weitz-Shapiro,
Winters 2008] since theoretical concepts can be of two kinds: either being
politically active (efficient) causes life satisfaction, or the scale of life satisfaction
influences the propensity to engage in political activity.

Political trust is believed to be associated both with the engagement in infor-
mal (protest) politics and electoral participation; however, the existing literature
does not provide a coherent answer to the question of whether this relationship
is positive or negative. Some studies claim that the relationship is negative,
since citizens who are dissatisfied with the traditional representative channels of
democracy are more likely to engage in additional informal political activities
[e.g., Dalton 2006; Hooghe, Marien 2012], while other studies prove that this
relationship is no longer relevant [ Dubrow, Stomczynski, Tomescu-Dubrow 2008].

Minority participation gap [Leightley, Vedlitz 1999] theory provides an
explanation for the lower level of political involvement of minority groups.
In this article, belonging to the Russian-speaking minority is considered a key
explanatory variable.

One must also consider Russian speakers and non-Russian speakers in the
former Soviet states as nested in the specific opportunity structures captured
(but not limited to) by the two indicators — level of democracy (Freedom House)
and economic development (GDP per capita). Stockemer and Carbonetti [2010]
note that democratic development is often associated with the changing mode of
political participation or moving from elite-oriented (electoral) to elite-challenging
(informal political participation). At the same time, economic well-being is generally
associated with a higher interest in formal political participation (rewarding the
government for financial stability), but it can also be rooted in economic grievances
and the need to express dissatisfaction with participation in demonstrations.

Accounting for the nested structure (respondents nested in country-years),
the hypothesis about lower odds for participation in demonstrations among
the Russian-speaking population, controlling for individual and country-level
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characteristics, are tested using the multilevel mixed effect logistic regression
models —model 1 (without the harmonization control variables) and model 2 (with
the harmonization control variables). The dependent variable is operationalized
as life-long protest potential, as all survey projects in the SDR project and the
final harmonized variable are based on the question about life-long participation
in demonstrations or the willingness to participate in one.

Model 1

Participation in demonstrations-EXP-logij = y00 + yl*Russian_speakerij
+ y2*agelij + y3*agelij + y4*age3ij + y5*agedij + y6*ageSij + y7*femaleij
+ y8*marriedij + y9*tertiaryij + yl0*employedlij + yll*employed?ij
+ y12*employed3ij + yI13*employed4ij + yl4*metropolitanij+ y15*life satis-
factionij+ y16*trust in parliamentij uOj+y01*FH + y02*GDP

Model 2

Participation in demonstrations-EXP-logij = y00 + {yl1*Russian language
control_type of questionij}+ y2*Russian_speakerij + y3*agelij + y4*agelij
+ yS*agel3ij + y6*agedij + y7*agedij + y8*femaleij + y9*marriedij
+ yl0*tertiaryij + yll*employedlij + yI12*employed2ij + yI3*employed3ij
+ yl4*employed4ij + y15*metropolitanij+ y16*life satisfactionij+ y17*trust in
parliamentij u0j+y01*FH + y02*GDP

{} — harmonization control variables

Table 3 presents the result of the mixed effect logistic regressions for Model 1
and Model 2. Based on the results of Model 2, being a member of a Russian-
speaking community decreases the odds of declared life-long protest potential
(the potential to participate in demonstrations) by 10%. The other explanatory
variables, apart from marital status, such as age, tertiary education, being in
employment, residing in a metropolitan area, but also trust in parliament and life
satisfaction, proved to be significant predictors of participation in demonstrations.

The results also reveal the significant negative effect of both GDP per capita
and the Freedom House civil liberties indicator, which means that countries
with lower GDP and higher civil liberties scores (the lower the score, the higher
the reported level of civil liberties) create the opportunity for higher potential
participation in demonstrations. These results, although not directly related to
political participation of the Russian-speaking minority, show that in countries
in transition, such as former Soviet states, participation in demonstrations might
be motivated by economic hardship or people flourishing in a more democratic
environment (freedom of gathering, freedom of speech, etc.).
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TABLE 3. Results of the mixed effect logistic regression for participation in demonstrations:
Model 1 (no harmonization control variables) and Model 2 (with harmonization control variables)

Mixed-effects logistic regression: Model 1 Model 2 (with harmonization
Lifelong participation control variables)
in demonstrations Coefficient SE 0dds ratio | Coefficient SE 0dds ratio
Harmonization control variables
ref. Russian language as language
at home
Eﬁ;ﬂgg;anguage as the native X X X SL052%+ | 0.225 0.349
ﬁl:]sgsui:rgl;anguage as the interview X M X 0.035 0232 1.036
Background characteri-
stics (individual level)
Russian speaker (dichotomous) —0.104%* 0.040 0.901 —0.106** 0.040 0.899
Age in years ref. 19-25
26-35 0.139* 0.059 1.149 0.142% 0.059 1.152
3645 0.391%%* 0.059 1.479 0.394%%* 0.059 1.482
46-55 0.556%** 0.060 1.744 0.558%** 0.060 1.748
5665 0.690%%* 0.068 1.994 0.693%%* 0.068 2.000
66+ 0.648%%#* 0.080 1.912 0.652%%* 0.080 1.919
Male —0.202%%* 0.031 0.817 —0.202%%* 0.031 0.817
Married (dichotomous) 0.017 0.034 1.017 0.010 0.034 1.010
Tertiary education (dichotomous) 0.414%** 0.035 1.513 0.415%** 0.035 1.514
Employment status ref. employed
Retired —0.253%%* 0.059 0.777 —0.253%%* 0.059 0.776
Inactive —0.346%** 0.061 0.707 —0.344%** 0.061 0.709
Student —-0.056 0.084 0.946 —-0.057 0.084 0.944
Unemployed ~0.208*%** 0.050 0.813 ~0.203%** 0.050 0.816
Metropolitan area 0.283%** 0.034 1.327 0.284%** 0.034 1.328
Life satisfaction (11 points scale) 0.015* 0.007 1.016 0.015* 0.007 1.015
Trust in parliament (11 points scale) | —0.031*** 0.007 0.969 —0.03 [#** 0.007 0.969
Country-level predictor
Freedom House Civil liberties —0.288%** 0.081 0.750 —0.227%** 0.062 0.797
Log GDP per capita —0.615%%* 0.162 0.541 —0.4627%* 0.135 0.630
Cons. 3.811 1.570 2.580 1.247
Random effect parameters estimate 0.709 0.085 0.526 0.065
Log likelihood —15684.282 —-15673.072
N=Levell 46.220 46.220
N=Level2 39 39
LR st vs. ogistc model Prab o chibar? - 00000 Prob o chibr2 - 00000

**%* Significant at P < 0.001; ** Significant at P < 0.01; * Significant at P < 0.05

Source: Harmonized dataset, own elaboration based on the SDR Masterbox.
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Adding the harmonization control variable to the model (categorical variable
identifying source question type) does not change the significance of any
explanatory variables; however, the significance of the harmonization control
variable cannot be ignored. The coefficient of the Russian as the native language
control variable is statistically significant and negative compared to Russian as
the language used at home. On the one hand, methodological control variable,
in this case, adds an additional layer to the analysis, stressing that despite being
closely related, different types of linguistic identity (native vs. the language of the
everyday communication) might have different implications for informal political
activity when respondents from the broadly defined category of the Russian-
speakers are considered. On the other hand, as cited before, the methodological
control variable might be a reflection of differences in the quality (e.g., sampling,
quality of data processing) of the harmonized survey projects and point to those
differences rather than substantive ones in the analyzed population. If this
approach is taken, one can view the results as an indication of certain differences
between a survey that uses the indicator of language used at home vs. a survey
that uses the indicator of native language. The differences, in this case, are not
limited to this question or to the substantive focus of the analysis, but the overall
methodological accuracy of the survey procedures.

DISCUSSION

This article explores the possibilities of using quantitative data from international
survey projects to analyze rare events and small groups. This study can be ex-
trapolated to a variety of research questions.

Despite presenting certain challenges, the proposed methodology, i.e., survey
data recycling and survey data harmonization, opens new possibilities for
conducting statistical analysis of topics that were previously rarely studied using
these techniques due to limited data availability. The topic of political participation
of the Russian-speaking minority in the former USSR was rarely studied using
quantitative and comparative methodologies due to limited data availability,
among other reasons. By introducing data harmonization, more similar topics
can be looked at through a new lens.

Before starting a harmonization project, it is important to formulate clear
definitions for each variable to be used in the analysis. As in the case study
presented in this article, a clear definition of the minority group under analysis
was the key to creating an indicator and conducting the subsequent harmonization
process. The same is true for the dependent variable — despite being available



144 OLENA OLEKSIYENKO

in the European Social Survey, it was excluded from further analysis due to
the different underlying concept it measures — participating in a demonstration
in the last 12 months vs. protest potential used in the remaining projects.

The example of the multilevel model using harmonized data and harmoni-
zation control variables shows how certain limitations in data availability can
be solved, preserving the conceptual equivalence of the target variable despite
differences in the source variables.

The harmonization of minority status, even in a simple one-component indi-
cator, as mentioned in the article, can be long and involve certain trade-offs, but
it is no reason to be discouraged since the advantages of this approach outweigh
the efforts.

The key element of each endeavor of this kind should be detailed documenta-
tion of every step of the process. All variable harmonization reports for the data
presented in this paper are available upon request.
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MOZLIWOSCI ZASTOSOWANIA HARMONIZACJI DANYCH
W BADANIACH MNIEJSZOSCL
PRZYKLAD PARTYCYPACJI POLITYCZNEJ MNIEJSZOSCI
ROSYJSKOJEZYCZNEJ W KRAJACH BYLEGO ZWIAZKU RADZIECKIEGO

Streszczenie

Artykut przedstawia teoretyczne mozliwosci i1 praktyczne zastosowania recyklingu danych son-
dazowych i ich harmonizacji. Na przyktadzie partycypacji politycznej (udziatu w demonstracji)
ludnosci rosyjskojezycznej w krajach bylego Zwiazku Radzieckiego w artykule przedstawiono
procedur¢ harmonizacji kluczowej zmiennej (status mniejszosci), zasady i procedury tworzenia
zmiennych kontrolnych (kontrola procedur harmonizacyjnych) oraz mozliwosci praktycznego
wykorzystania zmiennych zharmonizowanych do analiz statystycznych. Procedury harmoniza-
cji opisane w tym artykule moga znalez¢ zastosowanie w badaniach zaréwno innych rzadkich
zjawisk, jak i innych grup mniejszo$ciowych, czyli w badaniach, ktére czgsto borykaja sig z pro-
blemem matych prob.

Stowa kluczowe: harmonizacja danych, recykling danych sondazowych, dane wtérne, meto-
dologia badan sondazowych, badania mniejszosci, partycypacja polityczna



