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                                                  ABSTRACT 
 

 
This study investigates the process of nation-building in the Republic of Moldova. It bridges the 

national revival of the Romanian-speaking Moldovans with the rise of anti-Moldovan resistance 

and pro-Russian separatism in the self-proclaimed Transnistrian republic. The results indicate that 

the unsettled identities in the Soviet and Romanian past, the dysfunctional Moldovan nationhood, 

and Russia’s involvement in this protracted conflict impede national reconciliation and disrupt 

state building in this European borderland. This work reveals that, similar to Donbas region and 

Crimea in Ukraine, Russo-centric separatism is the main driving factor for the political disunity 

and territorial fragmentation in the Republic of Moldova. 

This is an interdisciplinary project. It involves history as well as studies in ethnicity, 

culture, nationalism, conflictology, political sciences, and international relations. It addresses such 

issues as the influence of historical preconditions on the nation-building in the territory of 

modern-day Moldova and the reasons for its failures in the past. The study also examines the 

impact that the pro- and pan-Romanian nationalism of the Romanian speakers and the growing 

centrifugalism of Russian-speaking minorities had on the geopolitical situation in this country 

since the late Soviet era and during the first two decades of independence. The dissertation relies 

on the premise that the construction of a small-sized nation, based on ethnocentric or civic 

principles, is determined by the ability of the local elites to negotiate and resolve domestic 

political disputes, where the involvement of foreign actors is crucial. This work describes the 

secessionist movement in the Republic of Moldova as a domestic, yet an internationalized 

impediment for the Euro-Atlantic integration of the country.  

There are three central working assumptions in this study. First, the collapse of the USSR 

did not prevent Russia from interfering in the domestic affairs of the former sister-republics. On 
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the contrary, protracted conflicts like the Transnistrian conflict contributed to Russia’s 

reaffirmation as a regional power; such conflicts demonstrated that the strategy employed by the 

Kremlin toward the “near abroad” aims at strengthening the geopolitical domination of the 

Russian Federation and challenging the West. The second working assumption is that the term 

“frozen conflict” is inappropriate for the Transnistria problem. This term is a source of confusion, 

as it neither reflects the real state of affairs in the Republic of Moldova, nor does it correspond to 

other similar conflicts beyond its international borders (e.g. in Georgia). The third is the 

presupposition that the irreconcilable legacy of the Romanian and Soviet past, the conflicting 

foreign and domestic policies implemented by the leadership, and the geopolitical orientation of 

ordinary citizens have transformed the Republic of Moldova into a hostage of a continuing crisis. 

This hampers nation-building, prevents national reconciliation, and challenges its geopolitical 

choice – either to become part of the Western world, or to remain a vulnerable target for 

Moscow’s political ambitions, similar to Georgia or Ukraine. 
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INTRODUCTION 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: NATION-BUILDING AND SEPARATISM 

 

The fall of Communism and the demise of the Soviet Union shattered the contemporary world 

and notably changed the international borders in Europe. The struggle against totalitarianism, 

centrifugal irredentism oriented toward political independence, and cultural revival dramatically 

impacted the fate of the twentieth century states. Pre-World War II nation-states were re-

established (e.g., the Baltic States), and new ones emerged (e.g., Macedonia, Ukraine, Belarus, 

Georgia, and Moldova). Elites and ordinary people in the former socialist camp experienced the 

joy of freedom and sovereignty differently. The breakup of Czechoslovakia took place without 

bloodshed, or as Eric Stein put it, it was a rather “peaceful divorce […] [and] a startling 

exception” compared to other places.1 For example, separatist movements by strong ethnic 

minorities emerged on the territories of the USSR and Yugoslavia. Georgia resisted secessionism 

in Southern Ossetia and Abkhazia. Armenia and Azerbaijan continued their dispute over the 

Nagorno-Karabakh region. Ukraine faced aspirations for independence in Crimea and separatism 

in Donbas, while Albanian nationalism in Kosovo challenged Serbia.    

My research focuses on nation-building and separatism in the Republic of Moldova – one 

of the former Soviet republics located at the borderline between the EU/NATO and Russia’s 

“near abroad.” Domestic secessionism, citizens’ unsettled civic and ethnic identities, political 

instability, and failed economic reforms challenged the fragile post-Soviet statehood of the 

Moldovan nation. This dissertation investigates the so-called “frozen conflict” between the 

central government in Chisinau and the authorities of the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic 

(TMR) in Tiraspol.2 Currently, Transnistria is a quasi-state with deep roots in the Soviet past and 

with a prominent Russophile elite and populace. The study examines the extent to which this 

confrontation impeded national reconciliation, state-building, and identity construction after the 

disintegration of the USSR.  

                                                           
1 Eric Stein, Czecho/Slovakia: Ethnic Conflict, Constitutional Fissure, Negotiated Breakup (Ann Arbor: University 
of Michigan Press, 1997), 6. 
2 The first working title of the study was “Constructing Nations in a ‘Frozen Conflict’: The Transnistria Problem in 
Moldova and in the Geopolitics of Russia, Ukraine, Romania, and the European Union.” However, as the research 
progressed and demonstrated that the conflict has never been “frozen,” the title was modified. 
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This work shows that not only “patterns [of Russian] power and dominance remained 

unsettlingly in evidence” in Eastern Europe,3 but also that domestic contradictions and West–

East rivalry generated pro-Russian irredentism and obstructed national reconciliation in the 

Republic of Moldova. Therefore, the contemporary geopolitical preconditions and historical past, 

which constitutes the foundation of this domestic yet internationalized protracted conflict, 

transformed the post-Soviet republic into de facto two independent entities: Moldova and 

Transnistria.4  

 
1. The Historical Context of the Study 

 
Two centuries of imperial might transformed Russia into a multiethnic state in which various non-

Russian and non-Orthodox nations conflicted with the central authority. Expansion, conquest, and 

annexation wars made many contemporary nations subjects of the Romanov’s realm. In Europe, 

Poland-Lithuania ceased to exist due to its more powerful neighbors, Russian among them (1795). 

Earlier, during the Khmelnytsky uprising against the Poles some regions of modern-day Ukraine 

became part of Muscovy (1654), while in the Caucasus, Georgia was incorporated into the 

Russian Empire at the beginning of the nineteenth century.   

The lands that today belong to the Republic of Moldova shared a similar dramatic past. 

The mediaeval Principality of Moldavia, the independence of which Hungary and Poland 

challenged at first, ended up as a vassal state to the Sublime Porte (1538). A few decades later, 

Wallachia’s ruler Mihai the Brave made an attempt to unite Moldavia, Walachia and Transylvania 

under his scepter. However, as the Habsburgs assassinated the protagonist of this project, the 

unification of the lands populated by the Romanian-speakers was postponed to the mid-19th 

century, an epoch that Stefan Berger called “the classical century of nationalism and of the 

aspiring nation-state.”5   

                                                           
3 Edward W. Said, Orientalism (London: Penguin Books, 2003), Afterword, 348. 
4 Throughout this work and depending on the context, I use various names in order to define the Republic of 
Moldova and the self-proclaimed separatist region of Transnistria. I refer to the territory of the Republic of 
Moldova, which is under the administration of the central government in Chisinau, as “the Republic of Moldova,” 
“the right-bank Moldova” or “Moldova.” The breakaway region is referred as “the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic 
(TMR),” “Transnistria,” “left-bank Moldova,” and in some cases “Transdniestria” or “Pridnestrov’ie”; “Moldavia”, 
“Moldavians,” and “Moldavian” are used for the pre-Soviet and Soviet era. 
5 Stefan Berger, “National Movements,” Stefan Berger et al., A Companion to Nineteenth-Century Europe, 1789-
1914 (Malden, MA: Blackwell Pub., 2006), 178. 
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During the early modern times Moldavia remained a disputed land between Poles, 

Austrians, and Turks until the emerging Russian empire came onto the scene under the Peter the 

Great. Russia’s interests in Balkans and wish to conquer Constantinople transformed this 

Danubian Principality into a bloody battlefield between Ottomans and Russians. Moldavia along 

with Wallachia became an arena of diplomatic intrigues in which the monarchic courts in Vienna, 

Istanbul, and Saint-Petersburg appeared as irreconcilable political orchestrants.   

Scholars often make references to the partitions of the Polish Lithuanian Commonwealth 

when they speak about the state-building, identity construction, and imperial expansion in the 

nineteenth century.6 Their interest can be explained by the role this country played in the 

European history and the complex nation-building processes that took place in its territory. 

However, not only Poland was divided by the great powers. Other countries had a similar fate 

(e.g. Hungary, Wallachia) and the Principality of Moldavia was among them as well. The first 

time, the Ottomans ceded to the Habsburgs the north-western region known as Bukovina (1775); 

the second time was when the Turks lost to Russians the eastern half of that Principality after the 

conclusion of the Russo-Turkish War in 1812. The Romanovs named the newly acquired 

province “Bessarabia.”7 Whereas Western Moldavia and Wallachia united in 1859, created 

modern Romania in 1866, and fought against the Turks for independence in 1877-1878, Eastern 

Moldavia (Bessarabia) became Russia’s new borderland and a strategic gate toward the Balkan 

Peninsula. 

Imperial Russia included lands that once belonged to different states, which were 

populated by non-Russian and often non-Orthodox believers. Without exception all territorial 

acquisitions were to be integrated politically, economically, and culturally into the imperial 

framework. Some provinces benefited from the various levels of self-government; others were 

deprived of any “national” (ethnic) autonomy. However, although “Russians were strict in their 

                                                           
6 Robert Frost, “Ordering the Kaleidoscope: The Construction of Identities in the Lands of the Polish-Lithuanian 
Commonwealth since 1569,” Len Scales and Oliver Zimmer (eds.), Power and the Nation in European History 
(Cambridge, UK; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 213-215; 219-223; 227. 
7 The name “Bessarabia” derives from the Basarab Dynasty in the mediaeval Principality of Wallachia. In 
geographical and historical terms the region was located in the southern part of the Prut-Dniester interfluve. It 
belonged to Wallachia first, was later incorporated into Moldavia, and taken by the Ottomans in the mid of the 16th 
century. When in 1812 the Porte ceded the eastern Moldavia to Russians, the latter extended the name “Bessarabia” 
over the whole newly acquired province. That decision had a logical explanation and justification. There was only 
the Western Moldavia (the core of the Principality) and Bessarabia in international affairs, but not Eastern Moldavia 
for Bessarabia. “Bessarabia” was a name that favoured the interests of the imperial Russia in the geopolitics of the 
nineteenth century and later as it had erased/replaced the term “Eastern Moldavia” from diplomatic lexicon. 
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refusal of Polish self-governance,”8 the legal status of the Kingdom of Poland and that of the 

Grand Duchy of Finland within the empire cannot be compared with the fate of the lands that 

today belong to Belarus, Ukraine or even Lithuania.9 While in the case of the former the 

functionality of the “national” establishments was evident, i.e. the Diet in Finland and the Sejm in 

Poland, no such institutions ever existed in the case of the latter.  

The situation of Bessarabia was somewhat different. At first glance it seemed to be 

similar to that of Russia’s Poland and Finland. Six years after the annexation (1818) the region 

was granted autonomy, the ancient privileges of the local nobility were confirmed, and 

traditional administrative unites were preserved.10 Nonetheless, the essential difference between 

Bessarabia’s status and that of Poland and Finland consisted of the type of the autonomy it was 

granted. The nature of its self-governance was not “national” (ethnic) like in the case of the Poles 

and Fins, but rather pure Russian administrative.   

Although initially in Bessarabia Russia allowed the use of the Moldavian laws and 

language, policymakers had no intention to provide “national” autonomy to the Moldavian 

aristocracy in the province. In their concept Bessarabia’s “particular way of governance” (osobyi 

obraz upravleniia) meant exclusively the imperial legislative, judicial, and executive bodies 

rather than a provincial diet based on historical traditions and composed from the local nobles.11 

Ten years later, in 1828, the region lost its quasi-administrative autonomy and became an 

ordinary province until the Romanovs lost the throne (1917).12 Subjects of the Tsar, the 

Romanian-speaking Moldavians suffered culturally from Russification and economically from 

the colonization of their land with the intra-state migrants (e.g. Ukrainians and Russians), and 

foreigners (e.g. Bulgarians, Gagauzes,13 Germans, and others).   

                                                           
8 Agnieszka B. Nance, Literary and Cultural Images of a Nation without a State: The Case of Nineteenth-Century 
Poland (New York: P. Lang, 2006), 4. 
9 The case of Lithuania in a way is unique.  A powerful duchy in the Middle Ages it became, as Thomas Lane put it, 
“Poland’s junior partner” after 1569, remained overruled by the Poles from the Russian Empire in the nineteenth 
century, had to resist against harsh Russification and struggled for its self-government. See Thomas Lane, 
Lithuania: Stepping Westward (London: Routledge, 2014). “Introduction.” Particularly pages xxiii-xxxv.  Also, 
Darius Staliūnas, Making Russians: Meaning and Practice of Russification in Lithuania and Belarus after 1863 
(Amsterdam- New York: Rodopi, 2007), 27-33, 40-41, 50-51, 90-92. 
10 “Ustav obrazovaniia Bessarabskoi Oblasti (29 aprelia 1818 goda),” Polnoe sobranie zakonov Rossiiskoi Imperii. 
Sobranie Pervoe. Tom XXXV. 1818 g. (SPb., Tip. II Otdeleniia Sobstvennoi Ego Imperatorskogo Velichestva 
Kantseliarii, 1830), 223, 229. 
11 Ibid., 222, 223-226. 
12 Ion Nistor, La Bessarabie et la Bucovine (Bucharest: Académie Roumaine, 1937), 13-14. 
13 The Gagauzes are a Turkic-speaking Christian Orthodox ethnic group who live in the south of Moldova (currently 
about 150.000). They settled in the newly incorporated Russia’s province of Bessarabia after 1812. 
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As mentioned above, similar to other annexed lands no signs of “national” self-

governance existed in Bessarabia under Russian rule. The only appointed Moldavian governor 

was Scarlat Sturdza (1812–1813), a boyar who settled in Russia after the conclusion of the 

Russo–Turkish War in 1792. However, he was soon replaced by the representatives of the 

imperial administration for Russians, as George F. Jewsbury pointed out, “had no illusions about 

the Romanians’ dedication to work for the good of the [...] empire.”14   

The forced integration within the empire made impossible the survival of any kind of 

state institutions that would have reminded the natives of Bessarabia about Moldavia from which 

they had been separated in 1812. The contacts between the people that for almost five centuries 

belonged to the same state and shared cultural identities with Romanian-speaking Wallachians 

and Transylvanians were impeded. The situation changed only after Nicholas II abdicated and 

Moldavian nationalism surfaced on the waves of the Russian revolution in 1917. The Moldavian 

Democratic Republic (MDR) was formed in December 1917 and the union with Romania in 

1918 reintegrated Romanian-speaking Moldavians of Bessarabia into the framework of the 

Romanian nationhood established earlier.   

The former Russian gubernia of Bessarabia (excepting the areas that the Kremlin 

transferred later to the Ukrainian SSR), represents the core-land of contemporary Republic of 

Moldova. However, its predecessor, the Moldavian SSR, which Moscow created after the USSR 

invaded Romania in 1940, was composed from two separate units. Thus, the MSSR was created 

from the territory of most of Bessarabia to which several districts of the Moldavian Autonomous 

Soviet Socialist Republic, established in Ukraine in 1924, were added. The land from which the 

MASSR emerged and where Moldavians lived alongside other ethnicities belonged in the pre-

modern era to Poland-Lithuania and the Crimean Khanate. It was also disputed between the 

Ottomans and Poles and briefly controlled by the Zaporozhian Cossacks. The Porte lost this 

territory once Russia expanded westward and for two decades that followed (1792–1812) the 

Dniester River was the new Russo-Turkish frontier in Eastern Europe.  

In the 19th century Russian imperial authorities divided the lands which they incorporated 

in 1792 between the Podolia and Kherson gubernias. After the 1917 events they briefly belonged 

to the pre-Soviet Ukrainian state (1918-1920), were given to the MASSR in 1924, and part of 

them were transferred to the MSSR in 1940. For over two decades from 1990, this territory has 
                                                           

14 George F. Jewsbury, The Russian Annexation of Bessarabia, 1774-1828: A Study of Imperial Expansion (Boulder, 
[Colo.]: East European Quarterly; New York: Distributed by Columbia University Press, 1976), 58, 79. 
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been controlled by the authorities of the self-proclaimed TMR.The Transnistrian republic is a 

product of the effort Moscow and Tiraspol made in order to halt re-Romanianization and de-

Sovietization in Soviet Moldavia. Its establishment, existence and survival represent a 

geopolitical attempt of the Kremlin to preserve Russia’s influence in modern-day Moldova on 

the basis of the pro-Russian orientated elite and population. 

 
2. Nationalism and Separatism: Linking the Imperial and Soviet Past with the Present 

 
The nationalistic movement and centrifugal separatism challenged the promoters of the imperial 

idea and confronted the guardians of the nineteenth-century empires. The Poles rose up against 

the Romanovs, the Hungarians managed to impose themselves against the Habsburgs, while the 

Greeks fought for their freedom against the Ottomans. The once powerful empires of Habsburgs 

and Ottomans disappeared and remained a historical legacy of the past. Moreover, they had no 

potency to re-emerge and there were no emancipated nations that wished for their “reincarnation.” 

The case of Russia seems to be different. There, the Communist ideology and the spirit of the 

Revolution put in place and preconditioned the projection of a greater (Soviet-born) Russia on the 

ruins of the empire that fell in 1917.   

  The Bolsheviks employed the idea of people’s right for self-determination for their own 

interests. Yet, in the given circumstances of post-WWI Europe and of civil war in Russia they had 

no choice but to lose significant parts of the disintegrated empire in order to save the emerging 

Soviet state. National revival, political ambitions, and determination to gain independence 

allowed Poland, Finland, and Baltic States to appear on the political map of the modern world. 

The overthrow of the Provisional Government in Petrograd in October 1917 put several 

immediate tasks on the agenda of Lenin and his close associates. The war with Germany had to be 

ended, the domestic opposition annihilated or at least subdued, and the strategy of preserving 

Romanovs’ territorial possessions, when and where it was possible, had to be implemented as 

well. At first, several ephemeral Soviet republics appeared under the red flags of Bolsheviks in 

the European part of the collapsed empire already in 1918. In Ukraine, the Odesa Soviet 

Republic, the Soviet Socialist Republic of the Tauride, the Ukrainian SSR, and the Donetsk-

Krivoi Rog Soviet Republic, were all counterposed to the independentist Ukrainian People’s 
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Republic with Kyiv as its capital city.15 On the other hand, the Soviet republics of Lithuania and 

Belarus were merged in 1919 into the Lit-Bel – an artificially united polity of two nations 

designed to keep them as integral parts of the Soviet Russia.16 Last but not least in this chain of 

the short-lived quasi-states was the Bessarabian SSR, which the pro-Russian Bolsheviks 

proclaimed in Odesa in the same year.17 That was nothing but a direct political response that 

Moscow gave to Bucharest. The latter incorporated Bessarabia along with the Habsburgs’ 

Transylvania and Bukovina in 1918 as it considered all these provinces indissoluble parts of the 

historical Romanian nationhood.     

The Soviet government did not give up or stand back from the aim to recover territories of 

Tsarist Russia after its initial failure to do so. The end of the civil war in 1921 and the legalization 

of the first proletarian state in 1922 were events that allowed Moscow to reconsider its tactics and 

strategies for achieving such a goal. Thus, it made use of what Terry Martin has called the 

“Piedmont Principle” and created a number of ethno-centric polities at the border with the enemy 

states.18 In fact, they targeted those nations that succeeded to break away from imperial Russia on 

the waves of Revolution and Great War and against whom Soviet Russia had territorial claims. 

The Soviet republics of Belorussia and Ukraine were meant to challenge Poland, while the 

autonomous republics of Moldavia in Ukraine and Karelia in the RSFSR were “political 

propagandistic” factors to be played against Romania and Finland.19 Although there was no 

strong pro-Russian secessionist movement beyond the Soviet border, if at all, the combination of 

an alleged historical Slavic brotherhood with the Communist propaganda was widely exploited in 

respect to ethnic Ukrainians and Belarusians in the interwar Piłsudski’s Poland.  

The same situation applied to Romanian-speaking Bessarabians and Finns. There, 

ethnicity and ideology also served as a camouflaged excuse for extending Soviet borderlines 

under the slogans of liberation and internationalism. In the interwar period Moscow relied first of 

all on the re-invented “Piedmonts” and on pro-Soviet oriented and sympathetic to Socialism 

                                                           
15 Evan Mawdsley, The Russian Civil War (New York: Pegasus Books, 2005/2007), 35-36. 
16 Per Anders Rudling, The Rise and Fall of Belarusian Nationalism, 1906–1931 (Pittsburgh, Pa.: University of 
Pittsburgh Press, 2015), 98. 
17 N.V. Babilunga, B.G. Bomeshko, “Bessarabskaia SSR: k istorii nesostoiavshegosia proekta,” Istoricheskii 
al’manakh Pridnestrov’ia, no. 10 (2006): 39-52. 
18 Terry Martin defines the “Piedmont Principle” as the USSR’s attempts to “exploit cross-border ethnic ties to 
project political influence into neighboring states” such as “Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Romania, [and Finland].” 
Terry Martin, The Affirmative Action Empire: Nations and Nationalism in the Soviet Union, 1923-1939 (Ithaca, 
London: Cornell University Press, 2001), 9. 
19 Pål Kolstø, Andrei Edemsky, Russians in the Former Soviet Republics (London: Hurst & Co., 1995), 156. 
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agents of Bolshevism, rather than on the will of the masses of the local titular nations. 

Nonetheless, the USSR did not hesitate to use force against Poland and Finland in 1939 and 

intimidation and blackmail against Romania in 1940 to get what it could not achieve by 

diplomatic means or through the functionality of the Soviet Piedmonts that in fact 

failed geopolitically.  

One may argue that the nationality policies that the Communist Party implemented 

throughout the entire period of the existence of the USSR, but specifically after the conclusion of 

the Great Patriotic War, created “[necessary] conditions conducive to Russian irredentism” in 

post-Soviet republics shortly before and after 1991.20 The all-Union republics had not only been 

made economically dependent on each other, they were fused with what has become known as 

homo sovieticus. It was the latter who perceived motherland-Russia as the Soviet Union, to whom 

Russian became the only lingua franca and to whom any corner of the immense country 

represented a welcoming piece of the great native land.  

In addition, the state-administrated in-migration of Russians and Russified minorities in 

non-Russian republics, the transfer of the territories from one republic to another and the 

significantly changed intra-state (republican) borders gave the Kremlin, both Communist and 

post-Soviet, sufficient tools to interfere into the domestic affairs of and nation-building in the 

newly emerged sovereign states after December 1991.21 This time, in contrast to the interwar 

period and instead of the Communist idea, another sort of ideology was and is being used – the 

political support and military defence of Russians and pro-Russia minorities in the former Soviet 

republics. Since the time when the USSR began to collapse and during the decades that followed 

Moscow relied on “Russian immigrant population […] perceived as instruments of former Soviet 

oppression and as a possible fifth column in case of Russian revanchism,” particularly in those 

territories which the Kremlin considers as strategic pieces of Russia’s “near abroad.”22  

The annexation of Crimea in 2014 and the civil war that is underway currently in Ukraine 

demonstrate patterns of historical pro-Russian separatism in the provinces that belonged earlier to 

the Romanov dynasty and modern-day Russia’s keen interest in the countries that emerged in the 

                                                           
20 Alexei Miller, “From Nineteenth to Twenty-First Century Democracy: Where to Next?,” Vladislav L. Inozemtsev 
et al., eds. Democracy Versus Modernization: A Dilemma for Russia and for the World (London; New York: 
Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group, 2013), 84. 
21 In terms of internally changed borders take for instance the cases of Russia and Ukraine, Russia and Kazakhstan, 
Ukraine and Moldova, Armenia and Azerbaijan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan. 
22 Ole Nørgaard et al., The Baltic States After Independence. 2nd edition (Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 1999), 158. 
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territories of the collapsed USSR. The Republic of Moldova is an interesting precedent of a 

successful, what I would call “political experiment,” where pro-Romanian ethnic nationalism and 

pro-Russian irredentism directly conflict for the third decade now. There, separatism of a small 

but compact-living, well organized institutionally and mobilized politically splinter of the so-

called “Russian World” – Transnistria – obstructs state-building, impedes national reconciliation 

and makes the reintegration of this divided country improbable in the nearest future.  

 
3. Objectives, Research Questions, and Working Assumptions  

 
This study analyzes the process of nation-building in the modern-day Moldova. It bridges the 

national revival of the Romanian-speaking Moldovans with the rise of anti-Moldovan resistance 

and pro-Russian separatism in Transnistria. The dissertation argues that the unsettled identities in 

the past, the shattered post-Soviet nationhood, and the impact of international factors on domestic 

affairs have impeded state and identity construction in this country since the disintegration of the 

USSR. It reveals how the conflict over the legal status of the TMR obstructed national 

reconciliation, territorial reintegration, and political reunification of Moldovan nationhood.  

This is an interdisciplinary project that involves history as well as international relations, 

political science and studies in ethnicity, culture, nationalism, and conflictology. It addresses such 

issues as the influence of historical preconditions on the nation-building process in the Republic 

of Moldova, the reasons for its failure in the past, and the impact of pro-Romanian nationalism 

and the Russian-speaking minority’s centrifugal tendencies on the current geopolitical situation in 

this country. My study relies on the premise that the construction of a small-sized nation, based 

on ethnocentric or civic principles, is determined by the ability of the local elites to negotiate and 

resolve domestic political disputes, where the involvement of international actors is crucial. The 

questions guiding the study were as follows: 
 

 To what extent did Moldovan, Romanian, and Soviet state-building and identity 

construction echo the national revival of Romanian-speakers and the irredentist 

mobilization of the Russian-speakers in late 1980s – early 1990s?  

 What were the circumstances that led to the outbreak of the Moldovan civil war in 1992, 

and how did its geopolitical consequences impact the internationalized conflict resolution 

process?  
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 Why were the negotiations stalled, and why did the attempts to reconcile Chisinau and 

Tiraspol fail?  

 What strategy did the international mediators employ in their attempts to resolve the 

Transnistria problem?  

 How was the conflict between Moldovans and Transnistrians reflected in the domestic 

political discourse?  

 Why and how can separatism generate mutually exclusive nation-building projects on the 

territory of a single state?  

 
      This work describes the separatist movement in the Republic of Moldova as a domestic, 

yet an internationalized impediment for the Euro-Atlantic integration of the country. There are 

three central working assumptions. First, the collapse of the USSR did not prevent Russia from 

interfering with the domestic affairs of the former sister-republics. On the contrary, protracted 

conflicts like that in Transnistria have contributed to Russia’s reaffirmation as a regional power. 

The second working assumption is that the term “frozen conflict” is inappropriate for the 

Transnistria problem. This term, widely used in publications and often utilized by scholars, 

politicians and media, is in fact a source of confusion. It neither reflects the real state of affairs in 

Moldova, nor does it correspond to the situation beyond Moldova’s borders. The third assumption 

is the presupposition that the irreconcilable legacy of the Romanian and Soviet past, the 

conflicting vectors of foreign and domestic leadership policies, and the geopolitical orientation of 

ordinary citizens have transformed the Republic of Moldova into a hostage of a continuing crisis. 

This impedes nation-building, prevents reconciliation, and places it before a challenging choice – 

either to become part of the Western world, or to remain an object of Russia’s “near abroad.”  

 
4. Prior Research. Historiography and Geopolitics   

 
After the Iron Curtain divided the world into two ideologically rival camps, Soviet history became 

one of the most popular subjects for scholars and politicians.23 Scholarship was concentrated on 

anti-Soviet resistance, nationalities policies of the Communist Party, and on many other topics 

that revealed, from the Western perspective, the complex nature of the relations between (the 

                                                           
23 C. Grove Haines, The Threat of Soviet Imperialism (Baltimore, Johns Hopkins Press, 1954); Henry S. Rowen, 
Charles Wolf, The Future of the Soviet Empire (New York, NY: St. Martin's Press, 1987). 
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Russian) Center and non-Russian periphery.24 The disappearance of the USSR, an event which 

Tony Judt called “a remarkable affair, unparalleled in modern history,”25 facilitated research in 

the studies of nationalities in the former Soviet Union and about the newly established 

independent states.26 The historiography was enriched by a series of works published by Ronald 

Grigor Suny, Terry Martin, and Francine Hirsch, to name the authors of the most fundamental 

opuses dedicated to nationalism and nationality policies in the USSR.27    

The processes that perestroika generated and the events that followed afterwards opened 

new research directions in Western scholarship. The turbulent times, which encompassed state-

building and the quest for national identity in the post-Soviet era, have increased the interest in 

the developments of the former Soviet republics.28 In addition, the enlargement of the EU and the 

expansion of NATO into the countries that earlier belonged to the Communist camp or were 

subjects of the USSR stimulated the publication of works that explored the re-emerging 

confrontation between the West and the East for geopolitical spheres of influence.29 Noteworthy, 

the internal and intra-state (often called “frozen”) conflicts and Russia’s struggle to resurrect itself 

as a great power encouraged scholars to pay more attention to the countries over which Moscow 

                                                           
24 Richard Pipes, The Formation of the Soviet Union: Communism and Nationalism, 1917-1923 (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Harvard University Press, 1997); John Alexander Armstrong, Ukrainian Nationalism (New York, Columbia 
University Press, 1963); David Marshall Lang, A Modern History of Soviet Georgia (New York: Grove Press, 
1962); Ivan Dzyuba, Internationalism or Russification? A Study in the Soviet Nationalities Problem (New York: 
Monad Press, 1974); Michael Bruchis, Nations-Nationalities-People: A Study of the Nationalities Policy of the 
Communist Party in Soviet Moldavia (New York: Columbia University Press, 1984). 
25 Tony Judt, Postwar: A History of Europe since 1945 (New York: Penguin Press, 2005), 657. 
26 David R Marples, Belarus: A Denationalized Nation (Amsterdam: Harwood Acad. Publ., 1999); Daniel R 
Kempton, Terry D Clark, Unity or Separation: Center-Periphery Relations in the former Soviet Union (Westport, 
Conn.: Praeger, 2002). 
27 Ronald Grigor Suny, The Revenge of the Past: Nationalism, Revolution, and the Collapse of the Soviet Union 
(Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1993); Ronald Grigor Suny, Terry Martin (eds.) A State of Nations: 
Empire and Nation-Making in the age of Lenin and Stalin (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001); Terry Martin, 
The Affirmative Action Empire: Nations and Nationalism in the Soviet Union, 1923-1939 (Ithaca, London: Cornell 
University Press, 2001); Francine Hirsch, Empire of Nations: Ethnographic Knowledge and the Making of Soviet 
Union (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 2005). 
28 James Hughes, Gwendolyn Sasse, Ethnicity and Territory in the Former Soviet Union: Regions in Conflict 
(London; Portland, OR: F. Cass, 2002); Verena Fritz, State-Building: A Comparative Study of Ukraine, Lithuania, 
Belarus, and Russia (Budapest; New York: Central European University Press, 2007). 
29 Andrew Wilson, Ukraine Crisis: What it Means for the West (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2014); Shale 
Asher Horowitz, From Ethnic Conflict to Stillborn Reform: The Former Soviet Union and Yugoslavia (College 
Station, TX: Texas A & M University Press, 2005); Joseph R Rudolph, Hot Spot: North America and Europe (Santa 
Barbara: ABC-CLIO, 2008). 
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demonstrates a close interest.30 Namely, in this context modern Moldova appears among other 

case studies under scholarly investigation in which its fate was partially covered and/or touched.31 

 Over the last twenty years, scholars have published numerous books and articles related to 

the struggle of the Republic of Moldova to build a modern state and an authentic civil society. 

However, to date, there is no in-depth study examining the complex international and regional 

influences exerted on the  origins, evolution, and later developments of the Transnistria conflict. 

The same can be said about the impact of the pro-Russian separatism on nation-building in 

Moldova, Moldova’s course towards Euro-Atlantic integration, and its attempts to resist the 

Kremlin’s interference in domestic affairs and foreign policy.   

Various approaches have surfaced in the recent Western scholarship in respect to 

Moldova. Charles King briefly discussed the “Transnistrian conundrum” in his study on 

Moldovans, as did Matthew H. Ciscel in a monograph dedicated to the language identity of the 

country’s titular nation.32 Stefan Troebst has focused on state-building in Moldova’s self-

proclaimed Transnistrian entity; Stefan Wolff has discussed the perspectives of the conflict 

resolution, while Claire Gordon has written about the EU involvement in the negotiation 

process.33 Concerning the role Russia has played in Moldova’s national project and diplomatic 

defence against the pro-Moscow secessionists, the books by Bertil Nygren and William H. Hill 

                                                           
30 Dov Lynch, Russian Peacekeeping Strategies in the CIS: The Cases of Moldova, Georgia and Tajikistan 
(Basingstoke: Macmillan, 2000); Ceslav Ciobanu, Frozen and Forgotten Conflicts in the Post-Soviet States: 
Genesis, Political Economy and Prospects for Solution (Boulder, CO: East European Monographs, New York: 
Distributed by Columbia University Press, 2009); Nicole J. Jacson, Russian Foreign Policy and the CIS: Theories, 
Debates and Actions (London: Routledge, 2003). 
31 Daniel S. Hamilton, Gerhard Mangott (eds.), The New Eastern Europe: Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova (Washington, 
DC: Center for Transatlantic Relations, American Consortium on EU Studies, 2007); Pål Kolstø (ed.), National 
Integration and Violent Conflict in post-Soviet Societies: The Cases of Estonia and Moldova (Lanham, Md.: 
Rowman & Littlefield, 2002); Oliver Schmidtke, Serhy Yekelchyk (eds.), Europe’s Last Frontier?: Belarus, 
Moldova, and Ukraine between Russia and the European Union (New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008); Nina 
Caspersen, Unrecognized States: The Struggle for Sovereignty in the Modern International System (Cambridge; 
Malden, Mass.: Polity Press, 2012). 
   32 Charles King, The Moldovans: Romania, Russia and the Politics of Culture (Stanford: Hoover Institution Press, 
1999); Matthew H. Ciscel, The Language of the Moldovans: Romania, Russia, and Identity in an ex-Soviet Republic 
(Lanham: Lexington Books, 2007). 
33 Stefan Troebst, “The ‘Transdniestrian Moldovan Republic’: From Conflict-Driven State-Building to State-Driven 
Nation-Building,” European Yearbook of Minority Issues. Vol. 2, (2002/2003): 5-30; Stefan Wolff, “A Resolvable 
Frozen Conflict? Designing a Settlement for Transnistria,” Nationalities Papers. Vol. 39, No. 6, (November 2011): 
863-870; Claire Gordon, “The EU as a Reluctant Conflict Manager in Moldova,” Richard G Whitman, Stefan Wolff 
(eds.) The European Union as a Global Conflict Manager (Abingdon, Oxon; New York: Routledge, 2012), 120-
137. 
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are worth mentioning.34 While the former integrated the Transnistria problem into a broader 

analysis of Russia’s foreign policy toward the former Soviet republics, the latter attempted to 

learn lessons for the West’s relations with Russia based exclusively on the example of the 

Moldovan-Transnistrian confrontation.   

A large body of literature has been published in Moldova, Romania, Russia, and Ukraine.  

However, although the products of this scholarship cannot be neglected (they provide facts and 

details often unknown to the readers in the West and interesting analysis), some of them can 

hardly be considered completely unprejudiced. Often one may notice heavily biased approaches 

toward the researched topic regardless of the place and language of publication. Thus, the pro-

Western Romanian-language authors in Moldova35 and those in Romania36 posted themselves on 

the nationalistic platform according to which all problems come from Russia, while the 

Transnistrian separatists are to them nothing but political puppets in the hands of the Kremlin.37 

In contrast, the statist historiography in Chisinau stands against the pan-Romanian interpretation 

of national history, but on the other hand, it significantly shares Russia’s approach toward nation-

building, identity construction, and the history of the pre- and modern Moldova.38      

 The authoritarian regime Igor Smirnov installed in Tiraspol after December 1990 when he 

was elected President of Transnistria and the atmosphere of a besieged fortress created inside of 

the self-proclaimed polity determined the writing of the history in the TMR. The lack of 

democracy resulted in only one, i.e. official, opinion about the past of the region and about the 

creation and evolution of the Transnistrian republic. The mainland, which Moldova is de jure, 

appears as a foreign country and enemy number one to Transnistria; Romania is portrayed as the 

                                                           
34 Bertil Nygren, The Rebuilding of Greater Russia: Putin’s Foreign Policy towards the CIS Countries (London - 
New York: Routledge, 2008); William H. Hill Russia, The Near Abroad, and the West: Lessons from the Moldova-
Transdniestria Conflict (Washington, D.C.: Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 2012). 
35 Gheorghe Cojocaru, Separatismul în slujba imperiului (Chisinau: Civitas, 2000); Gribincea, M. Trupele ruse în 
Republica Moldova. Factor stabilizator sau sursă de pericol? (Chisinau: Civitas, 1998); Demir Dragnev (ed.), O 
istorie a regiunii Transnistrene. Din cele mai vechi timpuri până în prezent (Chisinau: Civitas, 2007). See also 
Dareg A. Zabarah, Nation- and Statehood in Moldova: Ideological and Political Dynamics since the 1980s 
(Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz Verlag, 2011), 6-7. 
36 Victor Bârsan, Masacrul inocenților. Războiul din Moldova 1 martie 29 iulie 1992 (Bucharest: Editura Fundației 
Culturale Române, 1993); Lidia Prisac, Istoriografia separatismului transnistrian (Iaşi: Lumen, 2008); Dorin 
Cimpoeşu, Republica Moldova: între România şi Rusia 1989-2009 (Chisinau: Casa Limbii Române, 2010). 
37 As an example of exceptions may serve collections of essays authored by Moldova’s leading think tanks, local 
experts, and scholars in the diplomatic service of the country. See Victor Chirilă et al., Evoluția politicii externe a 
Republicii Moldova (1998-2008) (Chisinau: Cartdidact, 2009) and A. Barbăroșie, O. Nantoi (eds.) Aspects of 
Transnistrian Conflict (Chisinau: Știința, 2004). 
38 Vasile Stati, Istoria Moldovei (Chisinau: Vivar-Editor, 2002); Victor Stepaniuc, Statalitatea poporului 
moldovenesc: aspecte istorice, politico-juridice (Chisinau: Tipografia Centrală, 2005). 
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worst imaginable evil that ever existed, while Russia (and to very limited extent Ukraine), is 

featured as a reliable protector, ally and benefactor of this quasi-state in search of international 

recognition.39 Notably, a similar historiographic approach can be found in the works of some 

Chisinau-based Russian-speaking authors. They supported the establishment of the TMR back in 

1990, criticized Moldovan government for the “Romanianization,”40 and blamed the central 

authorities for the geopolitical division of the country.41    

Russian scholarship has expressed its own interest towards the subject of the so-called 

“frozen conflicts.” This is not surprising, but on the contrary completely understandable. 

Moscow’s involvement in the domestic problems of its neighbors, problems linked with Russian 

nationalism and separatism in the CIS countries have become an integral part of Russian post-

Soviet historiography. However, with some exceptions,42 the Russian official view on post-Soviet 

conflicts almost always dominates in the pages of published works. Authors in Russia often 

justified, explained and in fact stood by the approach the Kremlin demonstrated toward the 

neighboring post-Soviet states.43 Although some critical remarks in respect to Russia’s policy-

making towards the TMR have been admitted, these are not frequent.44 Overall, the Transnistria 

problem is discussed in Russia in the context of the contradictory relations between Russia and 

the West where the intervention of Moscow in the conflict is being described as “at first [...] 

exclusive[ly] in the good services (dobrykh uslugakh) to the third parties [to Chisinau and 

                                                           
39 N.P. Babilinga Pridnestrovskii konflikt: istoricheskie, demograficheskie, politicheskie aspekty (Tiraspol’: RIO 
PGU, 1998); B.G. Bomeshko, Sozdanie, stanovlenie i zashchita pridnestrovskoi gosudarstvennosti 1990-1992 
(Bendery: Poligrafist, 2010); I.N. Galinsky, Pridnestrovie: Right to Form a Sovereign State (transl. of T. E. Kramar) 
(Tiraspol: T. G. Shevchenko Pridnestrovian State University, 2005). 
40 For partisans of the national revival the so-called “Romanianization” is a natural process of the de-Russification of 
language and culture of the Romanian-speaking Moldovans. In contrast, the supporters of a separate “Moldovan” 
ethnicity and language link the “Romanianization” with what they call the “de-nationalization” of Moldovans and 
assimilatory policies of Russian-speaking minorities both by the authorities in the interwar Romania and modern-
day Moldova. 
41 P. M. Shornikov, Pokushenie na status: etnopoliticheskie protsessy v Moldavii v gody krizisa, 1988-1996 
(Kishinev: Kishinevskaia obshchina rossiian, 1997); Idem, Moldavskaia samobytnost’ (Tiraspol: Izdatel’stvo 
Pridnestrovskogo Universiteta, 2007). 
42 Lilia Shevtsova, Putin’s Russia (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2005). 
43 V. F. Priakhin, Regional’nye konflikty na postsovetskom prostranstve (Abkhaziia, Iuzhnaia Osetiia, Nagornyi 
Karabakh, Pridnestrov’e, Tadzhikistan) (Moscow: GNOM i D, 2002); Ju.E. Karlov, Pridnestrovskii konflikt: 
geopoliticheskie pravovye i organizatsionnye aspekty uregulirovaniia (Moscow: MGIMO(U) MID RF, 2000); N.I. 
Kharitonova, Pridnestrovskii konflikt i problema nepriznannykh gosudarst na post-sovetskom prostranstve v kontse 
XX-nachale XXI vv. Dissertratsiia na soiskanie uchenoi stepeni kandidata istoricheskikh nauk (Moscow: MGU, 
2008); V.N. Matiash, Pridnestrovskii konflikt (Moscow: Diplomaticheskaia akademiia MID Rossii, 2002). 
44 A. V. Deviatkov Politika Rossii v otnoshenii Pridnestrovskoi Moldavskoi Respubliki (1992-2009 gg.). Avtoreferat 
dissertratsii na soiskanie uchenoi stepeni kandidata istoricheskikh nauk (Nizhnii Novgorod: 2010), 19, 20, 28, 29. 
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Tiraspol].”45 Furthermore, some historians went so far as to state that “Russia’s policy did not 

contribute to the escalation of the conflict,”46 but rather its “political initiatives resulted in the 

cessation of the armed confrontation.”47 One author even concluded that the TMR became the last 

stand of Moldovan nationhood. In his opinion Transnistria “not only exists de facto but has every 

reason to be recognized de jure according to the main provisions and norms of international law 

and resolutions of the UN General Assembly.”48    

In addition to scholarly publications, Russian historiography features other works in which 

the Transnistria problem is being discussed. State-sponsored propaganda and scholarship are 

often interwoven with geopolitics and the unfolding crisis in Ukraine linked to the secession of 

Crimea, and in particular the war in Donbas serves as a good example of this phenomenon. For 

instance, a book has appeared recently in Moscow, the title of which, not to mention the content, 

has a clear message to the partisans of the Donetsk and Luhansk people’s republics in Ukraine. 

Whereas the title reads “The Recalcitrant Transnistria. Lessons from a Military Conflict,” the 

intention of monograph is to “better understand the essence of the confrontation in the regions of 

Donetsk and Luhansk and to more accurately predict the possible consequences of the conflict in 

Ukraine for Russia.”49 The authors glorified the actions of 14th Army in Moldova in 1992 and 

called the war in Transnistria “the last victory of the Soviet Armed Forces and the first battle the 

young Russian Army won.”50 They also alluded to the positive role the Russian military might 

play in the event of a “potentially possible new escalation of the conflict in Transnistria.”51 Such 

an approach reminds one of a statement Andrey Tsygankov made in reference to the Moldovan 

government according to which official Chisinau was responsible for dragging Moscow into the 

Moldovan civil war:                       

 

The first challenge came from Moldova in the spring of 1992. The intention of 
Moldova’s leadership to reunite with Romania had provoked violent secessionism in 

                                                           
45 Deviatkov, Politika Rossii, 24-25. 
46 Ibid, 25; Idem, Pered vyzovom evropeizatsii: Politika Rosii v pridnestrovskom uregulirovanii (1992-2009) 
(Tiumen’: Izdatel’stvo Tiumen’skogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta, 2012), 33. 
47 N.I. Kharitonova, Pridnestrovskii konflikt i problema nepriznannykh gosudarst na post-sovetskom prostranstve v 
kontse XX-nachale XXI vv. Avtoreferat dissertratsii na soiskanie uchenoi stepeni kandidata istoricheskikh nauk 
(Moscow: MGU, 2008), 23. 
48 M.P. Kharchenko, Protsess uregulirovaniia pridnestrovskogo voprosa v sisteme mezhdunarodnykh otnoshenii 
(1990-2013). Dissertratsiia na soiskanie uchenoi stepeni kandidata istoricheskikh nauk (Moscow: RGGU, 2014), 
151. 
49 A. Kozlov, V. Chernobrivyi, Nepokornoe Pridnestrov’ie.Uroki voennogo konflikta (Moscow: Veche, 2015), 2. 
50 Ibid, 3. 
51 Ibid, 3. 
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the Transdniester area which gravitated to Russia economically and culturally. […] 
Russia intervened to stop widespread fighting, […] negotiated a cease fire and took on 
the task of maintaining peace in the region.52 
 

   The geographic proximity, common historical past, and similar conflicting gravitation 

towards the West and East contributed to domestic and foreign affairs of Moldova receiving close 

attention of scholars in neighboring Ukraine. Thus, for instance, G.N. Prepelitsa has focused on 

the dispute over Transnistria from the perspective of its causes, the problems it generated, and 

prospects for the conflict evolution.53 He has also written about this conflict in the context of 

Ukraine-Moldova interstate relations, as more recently did V.V. Kotsur.54 N. Nechiaeva-Iuriichuk 

has also looked into the historical causes and developments related to the Transnistria problem, 

while V. Kulik and V. Iakushik have written about the Ukrainian (Iushchenko) Plan for settling 

the Transnistria problem. In turn, V. Pintsak has examined the position of Kyiv during the 

negotiations process.55  

The existing political division in the country influenced the approach of Ukrainian 

scholars toward separatism in eastern Moldova. Some authors tend to have a more comprehensive 

and pro-Western interpretation of the Transnistria problem, whereas the approach of others is 

similar to that of their counterparts in Russia. Thus, for instance, the Kyiv-based Strategic and 

Security Studies Group came up with an interesting and balanced publication, which included a 

detailed analysis of Ukraine’s relations with Moldova, its strategic interests toward this neighbor, 

and the influence of Transnistria on the manifestations of separatism in Ukraine itself.56 In 

contrast, M. A. Zhirokhov, an alumnus of Donetsk National University, has recently published a 

book (in Moscow) where the role of Russia in the history of Moldova is portrayed in the same 

way that historians wrote in Soviet times.57 The Kingdom of Romania is called a “fascist” state, 

                                                           
52 Andrei P. Tsygankov, Russia’s Foreign Policy: Change and Continuity in National Identity (Lanham, Md.:  
Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2010), 80. 
53 G.N. Perepelitsa, Konflikt v Pridnestrov’e. Prichiny, problemy i prognoz razvitiia (Kiev: Stilos, 2001). 
54 V.V. Kontsur, Etnopolitychnyi konflikt u Pridnistrov’i u konteksti ukrains’ko-moldovs’kykh mizhderzhavnykh 
vidnosyn (Kyiv: IPiEND im I.F. Kurasa, 2013). 
   55 N. Nechiaeva-Iuriichuk, “Do pytannia pro prychyny vyknyknennia ta rozvytok Prydnistrovs’koho konfliktu,” 
Istorychna panorama: Zbirnyk naukovykh statei ChNU, Vyp. 11 (Chernivtsi: Chernivets’kyi nats-un-t, 2010): 42-
53; Vitalii Kulik, Valentin Iakushik, “Plan Iushchenko po uregulirovaniiu pridnestrovskogo konflikta i problemy 
ego realizatsii,” Kimikata Matsuzato (ed.), Pridnestrov’e v makroregional’nom kontekste chernomorskogo 
poberezh’a: sbornik statei (Sapporo: Slavic Reaserch Center, Hokkaido University, 2008): 160-191; V.I. Pintsak, 
Pozytsiia Ukrainy u protsesi vrehuliuvannia Prydnistrovs’koho konfliktu. Avtoreferat dysertatsii na zdobuttia 
naukovoho stupnia kandydata politychnykh nauk (Chernivtsi: B.v., 2008). 
56 S. Herasymchuk et al., Prydnistrovs’ska problema: pohliad z Ukrainy (Kyiv: Istyna, 2009). 
57 M.A. Zhirokhov, Pridnestorv’e: istoriia konflikta (Moscow: Russkaia panorama, 2014). 
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while the interpretation of the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol mirrors the positions found 

in Transnistrian and Russian historiographies.  

One may find various explanations for a situation in which the works of some authors 

from the same or different countries suffer from partiality and appear as partisans of one or 

another side involved in the Transnistria conflict. Such an approach to history and current 

developments in the Republic of Moldova, but particularly toward the problems that have 

emerged from and are linked to nation-building and to the self-proclaimed TMR can be explained 

by the influence of regional geopolitics rather than by pure scholarly interest in this subject. 

   To my knowledge, there are no studies on nation-building and separatism in the Republic 

of Moldova that comprehensively analyze the historical past and the domestic, regional, and 

international factors to explain in detail the genesis of the Transnistria problem. Previous works 

lack an important focus on the impact of the Transnistria problem on domestic political discourse, 

on identity and state-construction. Moreover, they have overlooked the roles of primary and 

secondary players in modern geopolitics as they compete for influence in the world. This work 

aims to fill these gaps and to also make a modest contribution by studying political separatism 

and the self-determination movement in the Transnistrian region. 

 
5. Materials and Methodology  

 

The dissertation is written on the basis of a wide range of primary and secondary sources. In 

order to explore and produce a comprehensive study about nation-building and separatism in the 

Republic of Moldova I relied on, besides scholarly publications, various materials of domestic 

and foreign provenance.  In addition, extensive fieldwork, which included, but was not limited to 

interviews, questionnaires, and personal observations, was undertaken.  

 

Archives, Published Documents, and other Materials  

 
In writing this dissertation I used primary and secondary sources. The main primary documents 

came from archives in Chisinau (Moldova)58 and Bucharest (Romania),59 and I am grateful to 

                                                           
58 Arhiva Naţională a Republicii Moldova (The National Archive of the Republic of Moldova – hereafter the 
ANRM);  Arhiva Organizaţiilor Social-Politice din Republica Moldova (The Archive of Socio-Political 
Organizations in the Republic of Moldova – hereafter AOSPRM), and Arhiva Universității Pedagogice de Stat Ion 
Creangă din Chisinău (The Ion Creanga State Pedagogical University in Chisinau, Moldova – hereafter the 
AUPSICC). 
59 Arhivele Naționale ale României (The Nationl Archives of Romania) – hereafter ANR. 
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their employees who provided me with professional help and assistance while working there. 

The archival materials became valuable sources in particular for Chapter I, which discusses state 

and nation-building in the territory of Moldova as influenced by major political events of the 20th 

century, and Chapter II, which focuses on perestroika and nationalism in this Soviet borderland. 

The study has also used collections of various documents of a political and legal nature that 

became invaluable parts of this project, specifically pertaining to chapters I, II, III, and IV.60   

Furthermore, personal memoirs and recollections issued by key individuals featuring in 

past events have provided valuable insights into the background of the Moldovan civil war in 

1992 and the war itself (chapters II and III).61 Internet resources were also useful for writing 

Chapter V as they offered texts of programs of the Moldovan and Transnistrian political 

organizations, in addition to the ones available either in archives or libraries. School textbooks 

and other related materials have been utilized for chapters VI and VII, which discuss identity 

construction through education, invented traditions, and state-sponsored propaganda. Also, 

throughout the entire work I used materials from various newspapers that were published mainly 

in the Soviet era and in the early 1990s. In some cases, I found relevant my own recollections as 

both a witness of and participant in the events, some of which I described in my personal diaries 

in the late 1980s–early 1990s. Additionally, substantial insights were obtained from surveys and 

interviews. 

 

Interviewees and Interviews  
 
Due to the nature of my project I elaborated interview questions for two groups of people whose 

answers often complemented each other. The first group included active and former politicians 

and government officials, NGO experts, foreign and domestic diplomats, scholars, teachers 

(including my school teacher of history, a former GULAG survivor), other professionals, and 

                                                           
60 For example: Gheorghe E. Cojocaru, Cominternul și originile “moldovenismului”. Studii și documente (Chisinau: 
Civitas, 2009); Republica Moldova. De la perestroika la independență Documente secrete din arhiva CC al PCM. 
Compailed by Iogr Cașu and Igor Șarov (Chisinau: Cartdidact, 2011) (Hereafter Republica Moldova. Documente 
secrete); Anatol Țăranu, Mihai Gribincea, Conflictul transnistrean: culegere de documente și materiale (1989-
2012). Vol. I (1989-1993) (Chisinau: Lexicon-Prim, 2012); Nepriznanaia respublika. Ocherki. Dokumenty. 
Khronika. Tom 1-2 (Moscow: RAN, 1997); Pridnestrovskoe uregulirovanie. Osnovnye dokumenty (Kiev: Fond 
Fridrikha Eberta, 2000). 
61 M. Snegur, Labirintul destinului. Memorii. Vol. I-II (Chisinau: Draghiștea, 2007/2008); Igor Smirnov, Zhit’ na 
nashei zemle (Moscow: Sovetskii pisatel’, 2001); Ion Costaș, Dni zatmeniia: Khronika neob’iavlennoi voiny 
(Chisinau: Universul, 2011); General Alexander Lebed, My Life and My Country (Washington, D.C: Regnery, 
1997); Mikhail Bergman, Na ringe epokhi, (Moscow: Binom, 2001); Elena Epur, Mikhail Bergman, Komendant ada 
25/20. Dokumental’nye svidetel’stva epokhi (Moscow: Rusimpo, 2011); Petru Lucinschi, Ultimele zile ale URSS 
(Bucharest: Editura Evenimentul Românesc, 1998). 
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ordinary citizens.62 Their professional activity, personal experience and knowledge about the 

researched subject made them valuable sources for my dissertation. The second group included, 

but was not limited to, to domestic and foreign participants in the Moldovan civil war, victims of 

the conflict, witnesses, refugees, and peacekeepers after the war ended, etc.63  I refer as “experts” 

to all those whom I interviewed in Moldova (including Transnistria and Gagauzia), in Romania, 

Russia, and Ukraine regardless of their occupation and status. In order to identify my future 

respondents, I appealed to well-known names in politics and scholarship,64 to public and research 

institutions; I benefited from the network I created back in the Soviet-era and afterward as an 

individual and researcher and also consulted internet social networking services when needed.65  

  Each interview session was pre-arranged and scheduled in advance either from Canada 

or upon my arrival in Eastern Europe in the fall of 2011 and in the summer of 2012. The 

potential interviewees received through email, mail or were given in person a package of 

documents that included: a brief description of the project, the consent form and questions, all in 

the languages in which they preferred to respond (e.g. English, Romanian, Russian, and 

Ukrainian).66 More than 60 structured qualitative interviews were recorded; in other cases, when 

the interviewees preferred and/or I solicited, the answers were sent to me via electronic mail.67 

The majority of my interlocutors agreed to be named; there were some who wished their names 

not to be disclosed but kept anonymous (which I did); while some specified that the interview 

was unofficial. Usually, the duration of the interview was one hour, but sometimes interviewees 

requested additional time, which I willingly provided.   

My inquiries for interviews and attempts that I made to reach respondents were, in 

general terms, successful. I was fortunate to meet and/or correspond with scholars, high-ranking 

active or retired officials, diplomats, military personnel, former fighters, political activists, and 

ordinary people. I thank them all for their support and collaboration. There were, however, a few 

                                                           
62 Volume II. Appendix 2, pp. 1099, 1104-110, 1108-1111. 
63 Volume II. Appendix 2, pp. 1102-1103, 1106-1107. 
64 I am indebted to Dr. Victor Țvircun, former Moldovan Ambassador to Turkey, for his help in arranging 
interviews with high-ranking active and retired Moldovan officials. 
65 Such as “Facebook” and “Odnoklassniki” (the latter is a Russian version of the “Classmates”).  
66 Volume II. Appendix 2, pp. 1096-1099. I would like to thank, Dr. Mykola Soroka in Edmonton (Canada), Dr. 
Svitlana Iakubovska in Rivne and Victor Bratan in Kherson (Ukraine) for helping me edit the texts in the Ukrainian 
language (samples of the survey, and interview questions, and some of the interview materials) I used in this work. 
67 For the list of the interviewees see Volume II. Appendix 2.4., pp. 1099-1111. 
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cases when my appeals were, to put it bluntly, ignored or rejected.68 Yet, in my quest to obtain 

interviewees I expected that scholars whose research agenda included themes like nation-

building, identity issues, nationalism and secessionism, and/or had publications on Moldova 

would be responsive. The majority did respond, but some, however, in Romania, Russia, 

Ukraine, and even Moldova did not or else refused after receiving my materials.  

One refusal is worth mentioning in particular. It shows what sort of challenges some 

scholars in the former USSR may go through because of their research interests. A scholar in 

Ukraine replied that in his “short life as a candidate of sciences without a penny in my pocket, I 

suffered enough because of Romania’s ‘Siguranța,’ of Transnistria’s KGB, and of Ukraine’s 

SBU.”69 “That’s why I just want to live,” he wrote, “I’m sorry, but I don’t deal with the 

Transnistria conflict anymore.” I also received an interesting refusal from a high-ranking official 

in the self-proclaimed Transnistria, who wrote that  

 

I am not sure that I will answer your questions. We try to cooperate with Academic 
circles very actively; however, being interviewed by an aspirant [PhD Student] is a 
very peculiar (ves’ma svoeobraznaia) form of communication. If you would send 
the information about your dissertation, about the University and questions via the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs website then we will consider your request and perhaps 
someone from our specialists will answer or will indicate the sources where you 
may find opinions in the matter of your interest expressed publically by the 
Ministry’s leadership.  

 
I followed the given suggestion and sent all what was needed for an interview. However, there 

were no replies to this and other subsequent requests I submitted. Also, during my fieldtrips I 

attempted to have casual interviews or chats with onlookers in Transnistria but after the potential 

respondents or interlocutors learned who I was and where I came from, both Romanian and 

Russian-speakers looked around frightened and left the scene immediately. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
68 Thus, for instance, neither my mailed nor emailed inquiries to Russia’s and Ukraine’s diplomatic missions in 
Chisinau and to their headquarters in Moscow and Kyiv brought the outcomes I expected. Either my messages never 
reached the addresses (perhaps due to the postal service malfunction) or they were ignored due to the focus of my 
research, but this is just my speculation. 
69 “Siguranța” was called the Intelligence Service and Secret Police in the Kingdom of Romania; the SBU, stands 
for “Sluzhba Bezpeky Ukrainy” (The Security Service of modern-day Ukraine). 
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Survey and Participants 

  
The survey was organized thematically in six sections.70 It contains 74 questions focussed on 

historical memory, national revival and collapse of the USSR, the Moldovan civil war, the 

conflict resolution process, domestic debates over Transnistria, and identity issues in the Republic 

of Moldova.71 There were also a few questions related to other so-called “hot spots,” i.e. Georgia 

in Caucasus and Serbia in Balkans, countries where centrifugal tendencies of the ethnic minorities 

generated separatism and challenged post-Communist state-building.72 The reason for having such 

questions was to find out the opinions of my respondents, in a comparative form, about problems 

other nations and governments deal with that are similar to those of contemporary Moldova. 

This survey is not a representative sample. The questionnaire was delivered in person or 

via email to 300 people during the period of fall 2011 to spring 2012. The selection of participants 

was determined by the goal I set to achieve. Because my goal was to compare and contrast 

various opinions on the questions I raised, I targeted potential respondents based on the following 

criteria: age, gender, place of residence, ethnicity, spoken language, and nationality. In terms of 

age, the participants represented two groups of people, i.e., adults born in the Communist era and 

youth born after the collapse of Communism and demise of the USSR. In terms of gender, I tried 

to have an equal number of female and male participants. Overall, gender balance was achieved. 

The recruitment was mainly focused on participants from the Republic of Moldova (right-bank 

Moldova, Transnistria, and Gagauzia), Romania, Russia, and Ukraine, inhabitants of urban 

localities, i.e., Chisinau, Comrat, Tiraspol/Bender, Bucharest, Moscow, and Kyiv.73  I chose 

capital cities and urban centers of the regional administration since my assumption was that in 

these particular places residents are more aware of regional politics and familiar with the 

domestic and international affairs of the Republic of Moldova. Also, my selected participants 

were more educated than the general population, and this was a deliberate choice. 

The recruitment of survey participants also presented a challenge. Here again, for 

identifying potential respondents I relied on my own personal and professional network, social 

                                                           
70 Volume II. Appendix 1.4.1-1.4.6, pp. 504-1095. I am thankful to Mihai Grosu for the tables and diagrams. 
71 I thank Dr. Srdja Pavlović (University of Alberta) for sharing his experience in elaborating survey questions. A 
useful guide and source of inspiration in this respect also served V.P. Stepanov’s, Grani identichnostei. 
Etnograzhdanskie protsessy v srede natsional’nykh men’shinstv Respubili Moldova na primere ukrainskogo 
naseleniia (1989-2009) (Chisinau: Elan, 2010). 
72 Volume II. Appendix 1.2., pp. 491-502. 
73 Volume II. Appendix 1.3, p. 503. 
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networking services, and educational institutions. The response rate was 83.3%; of 300 people I 

contacted, 250 agreed to complete the survey. Those who did not respond were all adult speakers 

of Russian from Transnistria, both male (24) and female (26). Their unwillingness to complete the 

survey may have been due to their fear of the regime, although this supposition is based only on a 

few replies to my request. The adult participants were of various professions and occupation, 

generally representing ordinary people. The youth was mainly represented by students with majors 

in History, Law, and Archival Studies, as my assumption was that this category of students has a 

better understanding and knowledge of history in general, and the of the history of the Republic of 

Moldova in particular. Their participation was possible thanks to the permission and assistance I 

received from the universities’ administrators, faculty members, and local scholars.74 

Sometimes, either the research topic I investigated or my dual citizenship, i.e. Moldovan 

and Canadian, put me in situations that made me feel embarrassed, uncomfortable and in one 

case unsafe. In Chisinau, someone called me a “traitor,” a “provocateur,” and a “spy.” Thus, for 

example, a Romanian-speaking faculty member told me that I had “betrayed the Motherland and 

sold your soul to ‘Americans’ for a piece of sausage.” Another potential respondent (an 

extremely suspicious Russian-speaking researcher at the Academy of Sciences), saw in me a 

CIA agent who, in his opinion, was attempting to identify local recruits for a foreign intelligence 

service. Lastly, one person even suggested that I should leave Moldova alone and “focus on 

something of yours, like American patriotism and global-scale hegemonism that launches wars 

all over the world and lives off other countries like a parasite.”   

The methods I used in my fieldwork trips brought multiple empirical benefits to me as a 

researcher from the West with Moldovan roots. The experience I acquired sheds light on the 

predominant atmosphere for over two decades in a post-conflict society where separatism 

divided the country politically and fragmented it territorially. Although there have been positive 

changes and improvements in terms of the spread of the Western-type democracy, the legacy of 

the Soviet past, featured by the fear and suspicion toward the domestic “other” and foreign 

“them,” still influences the minds of the many residents in right-bank Moldova. This comment 

                                                           
74 Dr. Nicolae Chicuș, President, Ion Creangă State Pedagogical University in Chisinau (Moldova); Dr. Stepan Beril, 
President, Taras G. Shevchenko University in Tiraspol (Transnistria); Prof. Sergey P. Karpov, Dean, Faculty of 
History, Moscow State University (Russia); Dr. Zinaida Arikova, President, Comrat State University (Gagauzia); 
Dr. Dorin Cimpoeşu, Faculty, Academy of Police in Bucharest (Romania). Dr. Kyrylo Galushko, Researcher at the 
Institute of History of Ukraine at the Academy of Sciences, facilitated to establish contacts with potential 
respondents at Taras Shevchenko National University of Kyiv (Ukraine). 
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can also be extrapolated to Transnistria. There, the self-proclaimed authorities administer, in the 

words of Alexander Chubarov, “a state-controlled democracy,”75 where freedom of speech 

implies specific political connotations and may cause undesired consequences to anyone.76 

 
6. Thesis Organization and Outline 
 

This dissertation is organized into two parts.77 The first part consists of the dissertation itself, 

which is composed of seven chapters with the chronological frame from 1917 to the present. Each 

chapter centers, evolves, complements, and answers the research questions it raised. Chapter One 

focuses on the impact the fall of the Romanov monarchy in 1917 and the conclusion of the Great 

War in 1918 had on Bessarabia and on Ukrainian territories from which Soviet Moldavian 

autonomy was formed in 1924. It discusses the interwar period, World War II, and the post-war 

events that determined political developments and identify construction in Romanian Bessarabia 

(1918-1940), the MASSR (1924-1940), and the MSSR (1940-1941, 1944-1985) respectively.  

  Chapter Two centers on events that took place in Moldavia during the Gorbachev-era in 

the collapsing USSR (1985-1991). It focuses on the struggle between local nationalists, who 

fought for the national awakening of Moldavians as Romanians, and their ideological opponents, 

i.e. homines Sovietici who spared no effort for the preservation of their moribund Motherland. 

The chapter also seeks to show what went “wrong” in this Soviet borderland and analyzes the 

factors that divided and pushed the residents in the former Moldavian SSR into a fratricidal war.  

Chapter Three focuses on the impact that the independentist policies of the central 

government and separatist leadership had on domestic and regional stability after the downfall of 

the USSR. It discusses the Moldovan civil war in 1992, an event that represented the culmination 

of the confrontation between Chisinau and Tiraspol. The chapter elaborates how and why the 

warfare resulted in the territorial and political separation of Transnistria and generated a domestic 

so-called “frozen conflict” with an international resonance.  

                                                           
75 See Alexander Chubarov, Russia’s Bitter Path to Modernity: A History of the Soviet and Post-Soviet Eras (New 
York: Continuum, 2001), 271. Even though Chubarov has referred to Russia, his statement is valid for Transnistria 
as well. 
76 See “Transnistrian Authorities Trying to Break Journalist Held on Spying Charge,” Reporters without borders.  
May 10, 2010. Available at http://en.rsf.org/moldova-does-arrest-signal-campaign-by-15-04-2010,37020.html 
(accessed 27 April 2015). 
77 Part two (Volime II. Appendices) contains additional data and information I used for the elaboration and writing 
this dissertation. 

http://en.rsf.org/moldova-does-arrest-signal-campaign-by-15-04-2010,37020.html
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Chapter Four analyzes the evolution of the negotiation process as influenced by the 

interests of the local governments and by the conflicting approaches of international actors, i.e. of 

Russia, Ukraine, the EU, and Romania towards Moldova’s geopolitical orientation and 

Transnistria’s legal status. It centers on major diplomatic developments after the end of the war 

and considers key documents elaborated for conflict resolution. The chapter also analyzes the 

opinions of foreigners about separatism in the Republic of Moldova and describes their 

perspectives regarding what the international actors did and what they should do in order to 

resolve the Transnistria problem.  

Chapter Five is a study of politicization of the Transnistria problem in the context of the 

domestic discourse. It discusses the impact this unsettled issue has had on political organizations, 

civil society, and the public sphere both in right-bank Moldova and in the TMR. The chapter 

examines the programs of the political parties and discusses approaches that international experts, 

local politicians, and ordinary people have toward the origins of this conflict and other matters 

related to it.  

Chapters Six and Seven discuss nation-building in the territory of the Republic of 

Moldova as influenced by the Transnistrian separatism and identities crisis. The first centers on 

the analysis of primary school readers and secondary education history textbooks, which the 

authorities in Chisinau and Tiraspol employed in public education. It also focuses on the 

interpretation and perception of national history and collective memory about the past. In turn, 

Chapter Seven is a study of conflicting positions of the policy- and decision-makers in Moldova 

and Transnistria regarding identify construction through invented and re-invented traditions. It 

analyzes, compares and contrasts the propaganda tools, i.e. official symbols, public holidays and 

non-holiday notable days, which the authorities in right-bank Moldova and in the TMR used for 

elaborating and implementing separate nationality policies and to create conflicting national 

identities. The chapter focuses on how the politics of fostering and the manipulation of national 

identity are perceived at large by the local population. 

 
7. A Note on Transliteration  

 
This dissertation employs the Library of Congress transliterations from Cyrillic. In some cases, 

the toponyms are transliterated from the language of the country in which they are currently 

located. Thus, we have Kyiv, Soroca, and Drochia instead of Kiev, Soroki and Drokia. The names 
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of cities and other types of localities appear as they are better known in English (e.g. Moscow and 

Chisinau, not Moskva and Chișinău). Romanian names and places spelled in Romanian appear 

with the diacritical signs (e.g. Ceaușescu instead of Ceausescu). The diacritical signs are used also 

in the case of other languages (e.g., Polish), when proper.   

 

8. Terminology and Language   

 
The terminology and language I use in this study imply no political stand.78 Transnistria, like 

other similar quasi-states (e.g., Abkhazia and South Ossetia in Georgia and the people’s republics 

of Donetsk and Luhansk in Ukraine), is an internationally unrecognized entity. According to 

domestic and international legislation the region under discussion is an integral part of the 

Republic of Moldova. I have referred to the policy and decision makers in the TMR as to de facto 

not de jure authorities. The use of terms like President, Prime-Minister, Minister(s), Supreme 

Soviet (Parliament), Constitution, Law, Legislation, and the like without inverted commas does 

not indicate recognition of Transnistria as an independent state, of its acting institutions, and of its 

normative acts. As Thomas Hammarberg put it, these terms “are used exclusively for the 

convenience of the reader and to provide the most precise identification possible of specific 

documents, de facto authorities, office-holders and institutions.”79 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
78 The elaboration of this note draws on Thomas Hammarberg’s “Report on Human Rights in the Transnistrian 
Region of the Republic of Moldova.” Available at http://www.un.md/docsandpub/ (accessed 16 April 2015). 
79 Ibid. 

http://www.un.md/docsandpub/
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Chapter I  

THE REPUBLIC OF MOLDOVA AND THE TRANSNISTRIA CONFLICT:  

Historical Background and Political Roots 1917- 1985 

 

The fall of Communism changed the political map of Europe. It led to the re-establishment of the 

interwar states and created new ones. Nation building was undertaken in the former Soviet 

Union, including the Republic of Moldova. Domestic contradictions and international factors 

continuously challenge modern Moldovan nationhood. For the third decade the secessionist 

region of Transnistria divides the country territorially and geopolitically, backed by the Russian 

Federation. Besides the problem of separatism, the issue of the titular nation identity also 

obstructs reintegration and consolidation of the Moldovan society. The contradictions between 

the central government in Chisinau and the separatist leadership in Tiraspol along with the 

identity matter have deep historical roots. In order to better understand both the origins of the so-

called “frozen conflict” over Transnistria and the controversy over the ethnic, cultural, and 

political identities of the titular nation, i.e. Moldovans, references to the past are necessary. This 

chapter discusses the historical background and political roots of the Transnistria conflict and 

identity crisis in the Republic of Moldova. It focuses on the impact the fall of the Romanov 

monarchy and the end of World War I had on Bessarabia and the Ukrainian territories out of 

which the Moldavian Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic was formed. It centers on the 

interwar, war time, and post-war events and the ways in which the latter influenced state and 

nation building in Bessarabia, in the MASSR, and Moldavian SSR.  

I argue that the emergence of Soviet Russia and of Ukrainian statehood and the creation 

of Greater Romania imposed different scenarios on the process of nation and state-building in 

Bessarabia and in the territories currently administered by the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic. 

I demonstrate that Moldavian nationhood, which the local national elite attempted to build in 

1917-1918, was challenged by and ultimately failed because of the geopolitical interests of more 

powerful regional actors (e.g. Russia, Ukraine, and Romania) and internal contradictions. The 

chapter points out the political impotence of Bessarabian nationalists to preserve their statehood 

built on the ruins of imperial Russia. It reveals that the authorities of the interwar USSR and 

Romania had opposite approaches towards the statehood and cultural identity of the Romanian-

speaking inhabitants of Bessarabia and MASSR. The former pursued the construction of a Soviet 
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Moldavian state and nation meant to serve the domestic and foreign policies orchestrated by the 

Bolsheviks, whereas the efforts of the latter were oriented towards abolishing the short-lived 

Bessarabian state (the MDR), making “Romanians” out of Eastern Moldavians, and bringing 

them “back” into a larger Romanian nationhood.  

The Soviet and Romanian governments viewed differently the fate of Moldavian SSR. 

The policy of the CPSU was always firmly oriented towards Sovietization and Russification of 

Moldavians and preservation of their statehood and ethnic distinctiveness. The position of 

Romania (both Royal and Communist) oscillated between conforming with and challenging the 

Soviet occupation of Bessarabia. The chapter reveals Romania’s inability to stand up for its 

national integrity and demonstrates the unchallenged supremacy of the Soviet Union in building 

and consolidating a separate Moldavian nation and statehood.  

The chapter suggests that the Transnistria conflict has deep historical roots and 

controversial geopolitical grounds, and that the seeds of the present day break-up were sown 

during the earlier stages of Moldovan statehood. It also suggests that the historical grounds for 

current tensions between Chisinau and Tiraspol lie in two exclusivist political and identity 

construction projects – Moldovanist pro-Russian and Romanianist pro-Romanian—undertaken 

respectively by Russia and Romania during the past century. It also suggests that the delineation 

of borders both international, established between Russia and Romania after the conclusion of 

the Great  War, and domestic, which were set up for the MASSR in 1924 and then for the MSSR 

in 1940, contributed much to the emergence of separatism in Transnistria. I conclude that 

historical competition between these two countries hindered the development of a functional 

national state in the territory of modern Moldova; this led to the development of equivocal ethnic 

identities among the representatives of the titular nation and impeded the production of a civic 

Soviet nation out of the MSSR inhabitants.   

 
I.1. Moldova: Past Domestic and Foreign State-Building Projects 

 
This section discusses political developments and evolution of statehood in the areas that belong 

to the Republic of Moldova. It examines the Moldavian Democratic Republic created in 1917 

and demonstrates why and how this domestic state-building project failed. It also analyzes the 

“Moldavian Piedmont” created on the left bank of the Dniester River – the MASSR – and the 

impact it had on the Soviet interwar foreign and home policies. Finally, it focuses on the MSSR 
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– the polity predecessor of the Republic of Moldova and Transnistrian Moldovan Republic. It 

demonstrates that internal contradictions and the interference of the foreign powers determined 

each of stages of state building that the post-Soviet Moldova passed through during the twentieth 

century: the MDR, the MASSR, and the Moldavian SSR. 

 
A Bessarabian Project that Failed – The Moldavian Democratic Republic  

 
Moldavian nationalists proclaimed Bessarabia the “Moldavian Democratic Republic” after 

imperial Russia collapsed.80 Although it was a short-lived polity (Dec. 15 [O.S. Dec. 2] 1917 – 

April 9 [O.S. March 27] 1918), scholars and politicians in post-Soviet Moldova have different 

views about its ephemeral existence. The Moldovan statists consider the MDR a revival of the 

Moldovan statehood that failed due to the military occupation of the region by Romania.81 The 

Romanianists, by contrast, believe that the republic represented a transitory stage in the process 

of the “unification of Bessarabia with the Motherland-Romania.”82 This section seeks to answer 

several questions: what was the MDR, why and how was it created, and why did it fail? Besides, 

it points towards the question of how the MDR influenced the further developments of the 

Moldavian statehood in Bessarabia and beyond the Dniester during the interwar period.      

 When the last Romanov abdicated, the supreme power in Bessarabia passed to Constantin 

Mimi, the representative of the Provisional Government.83 Several months later, Alexander 

Kerensky replaced him with Ion Inculeț in order to strengthen the position of the Revolution in a 

region considered by the Central Government in Petrograd a Russian Vendée.84 These political 

changes, however, were not the only ones to come in Bessarabia, a “backward and reactionary 

province,” as Charles Clark called it.85  

Part of Russian intelligentsia “who regretted the primitive political state of their 

country,”86 the Romanian-speaking intellectuals of Bessarabia were concerned about the future 
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of their native land and people. Already in April 1917 a group of Moldavian nationalists created 

the National Moldavian Party which aimed to achieve territorial autonomy for the region and 

Church; to protect national culture there and beyond the Dniester; to stop colonization of the 

region, etc.87 In addition, teachers, priests, and peasants also gathered together to discuss the 

political situation, the question of the land distribution and the problem of the cultural revival of 

Moldavians from the both banks of the Dniester River.88 Nevertheless, it was not that Party that 

led national movement in Bessarabia. The leadership belonged to Moldavian military conscripts 

in the Russian Army who were tempered by the war and revolution and engaged in national 

revival and politics. Thus, Moldavian officers and soldiers organized themselves in revolutionary 

committees inside the country (e.g. in Kyiv, Odesa, Kherson, and Sevastopol) and beyond the 

borders (e.g. in Roman and Jassy, Romania).89 Their political activism culminated in the creation 

of the “Moldavian Military Central Committee” in Chisinau in the summer of 1917, which, a few 

months later, in October, set up the Congress of Moldavian Soldiers. The Congress declared 

autonomy for Bessarabia90  and organized elections for the local national assembly – Sfatul Țării 

(the Council of the Country).91 Those events occurred almost at the same time as the Bolsheviks 

took power in Petrograd and issued the “Declaration of the Rights of the Peoples of Russia.”92   

The delegates of the Congress decided to reserve ten seats in their parliament for the 

left-bank Moldavians after one of the latter’s representatives interfered and asked who would 

they be left to if Bessarabia became autonomous.93 Soon after, under the influence of the events 

in Bessarabia, the left-bank Moldavians who participated in the Moldavian Congress in Chisinau 

organized their own forum in Tiraspol in December 1917.94 There they discussed the status of 

the Moldavian language and national education, the need to organize a Moldavian Church and 
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elected in October-November 1917. 70% of its composition belonged to Moldavians and 30% to ethnic minorities. 
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Moldavian Battalions within the Ukrainian Army.95 Most importantly, in Tiraspol the idea to 

unify left-bank Moldavians with their Bessarabian counterparts into one political entity emerged, 

an idea which ultimately was used by the Bolsheviks.96 However the failure of the independent 

Moldavian republic to preserve its emerging statehood and the subsequent incorporation into 

Romania would make the Romanian-speaking Moldavians of Ukraine a strategically necessary 

raw material for the Soviet nationality projects and international relations.  

In early December 1917 the Sfatul Țării proclaimed Bessarabia the “Moldavian 

Democratic Republic,” part of the Russian Federation to be. Several factors influenced that 

decision: the national interests of Bessarabian Moldavians, Ukraine’s declared autonomy back in 

June, and the Bolsheviks’ declaration about peoples’ self-determination in November 1917. 

However, although the Bolshevik government saluted the proclamation of the new autonomy,97 

the local assembly was not willing to accept Bolshevism;98 likewise the Central Rada did not 

accept it in Ukraine.99 

 The struggle of Moldavians for national revival, self-governance and independence 

during 1917-1918 was continuously challenged by domestic and international factors. Whereas 

internally local Soviets supported Kerensky and afterwards Lenin, externally Russia, Ukraine, 

and Romania considered themselves to be in the right for interfering in Bessarabian affairs. The 

Bolsheviks did not want the “breakup of the Russian domain into a conglomeration of small 

national states”100 and sought the preservation of Bessarabia. In turn, the Ukrainian nationalists, 

who were concerned about the borders of their own republic, envisioned Bessarabia as a whole 

or at least parts of it within the emerging Ukrainian nation state.101 At the same time Romania 
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believed that Bessarabia was its land, as historically the latter had belonged to the Principality of 

Moldavia before it was ceded by the Ottomans to the Russians in 1812.102    

Domestic and international events from the end of 1917 and early 1918 caused the 

leadership of the MDR to revise the legal status of the republic and to seek full independence. At 

home, the Soviets recognized the Bolsheviks as the new authority of Soviet Russia and contested 

the political re-orientation of the Sfatul Țării towards Romania. For a couple of days in January 

1918 they seized the capital city of Chisinau103 in which Moldavians were outnumbered by Slavs 

and Jews.104 Bessarabian Bolsheviks called upon the population to defend the republic and to 

consolidate the gains of the October Revolution.105 Such perspectives conflicted with the 

geopolitical plans of the country’s leadership who called upon Romania to send its troops to 

restore order.106 Glenn E. Torrey points out that Bessarabia was ill-prepared to deal with the 

problem of revolutionary disorder,107 yet at the same time, the pan-Romanian disposition was not 

alien to some Moldavian nationalists who in contrast to pro-Russian forces in the republic 

welcomed Romanians on Bessarabian soil.   

Interestingly, today, as in 1917-1918, the request the Sfatul Țării addressed to Romania 

for sending troops is open to conflicting interpretations. The Moldovanists, for instance, claim 

that the invitation of foreign army was nothing but a pure military intervention with the purpose 

of uniting Bessarabia with Romania.108 In contrast, the Romanianists consider that the leadership 

of the MDR did so because it was unable to protect the population from the chaos, to stop the 

crimes committed by the conscripts of the Russian Army and Bolshevized soldiers, and to 

impede the spread of Bolshevism in the region.109 It is worth mentioning that partisans of both 

sides have reasonable grounds for their views. Indeed, while some politicians of the first 
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Moldavian republic saw no alternative for the salvation of the region from Bolshevism and 

anarchy other than the rapprochement and later union with Royal Romania, others wished to 

preserve the Moldavian state within the new Russia and to keep the Romanians, allies of Tsarist 

Russia in the war, out of their country.  

Romania’s national interests dragged it into the Great War. Willing to play the game of 

the Entente on the Eastern front it hoped to receive the “cradle” of Romanian nation, i.e. the 

Austro-Hungarian Transylvania.110 However, as the situation changed, the kingdom saw 

Bessarabia, as well as, a potential territorial acquisition.111 Pål Kolstø writes that “the Romanian 

nationalists had never come to terms with loss of Bessarabia,” [a land which along with] other 

‘unredeemed’ areas with Romanian-speaking population” was seen as a part of a “Greater 

Romanian” nation-state.112 Therefore, with the consent of the Entente (which Russia was no 

longer part of), and of Germany, Romania stepped on Bessrabian soil at the end of 1917.113   

The domestic problems of the fledgling republic were complicated by the events in 

neighboring Ukraine. The Central Rada’s break with Soviet Russia caused great concern to the 

Moldavian leadership. Whereas Russia, to which the MDR formally belonged, was far away, 

Ukraine, which declared its independence on 22 January 1918, was known to have claims on 

Bessarabia and threatened the territorial integrity of the emerging Moldavian state.114 In this 

situation the Sfatul Țării voted for the independence of the MDR on 5 February 1918 and thus 

cut off any political obligations it may have had towards Russia. Interestingly, the text of the 

Declaration of Independence revealed two significant details. It indicated the main causes for its 

adoption – Ukrainian independence and the de facto control of the territory of the Moldavian 

republic by “the Romanian fraternal armies.”115 
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 No international recognition, however, followed afterwards.116 Moreover, only two 

months later, the Sfatul Țării voted for the conditional union117 with “Motherland Romania” on 9 

April 1918,118 an event which occurred with the direct involvement of the Romanian 

government.119 The majority of Moldavian MPs supported that decision but some politicians and 

ordinary people, including ethnic Moldavians, opposed it and fought the Romanians before and 

after the union was voted.120 Ion Țurcanu has pointed out that the union “resulted from the 

agreement between Romania and the Central Powers (e.g. Germany)” and that the political 

situation in the region “did not foster a close and lasting union.”121 Indeed, the Union only lasted 

for two decades as neither Russia nor Ukraine accepted it.122 Both countries, although at that 

moment at war with each other, treated that union as a military occupation of a province which 

had never belonged to Romania. The government of Vladimir Lenin broke diplomatic relations 

with Romania on the grounds that Bessarabia belonged to Soviet Russia.123 Similarly, the 

government of Pavlo Skoropadski in Kyiv called “for a tougher stance towards the issue of the 

annexation of Bessarabia.”124 Furthermore, Ukraine’s Foreign Minister Dmytro Doroshenko 

claimed “that Ukraine has all the rights to Bessarabia and that the majority of Bessarabians 

wanted to be part of Ukraine.”125 Twenty-two years later, using such arguments, the Kremlin 

would construct its note against Romania by which it would require the “return” of Bessarabia to 

the Soviet Motherland.  

The conditional union in spring 1918 and then the unconditional one which followed in 

the fall put an end to the existence of the MDR. The latter or Bessarabia became an ordinary 
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province of the kingdom which the central government in Bucharest tried to integrate into the 

political, social, economic, and cultural life of interwar Greater Romania.126 However, the 

manner in which the Sfatul Țării voted those unions caused some doubts about the legitimacy of 

its decisions. Charles King stresses the atmosphere in which the Bessarabian assembly voted for 

both declarations. He writes that the first vote was held with the presence of Romanian troops in 

Chisinau while Romania’s PM was waiting in the hall for the results of the vote.127 As for the 

second vote, or the unconditional union, it was made with no quorum, in dubious circumstances 

at middle of the night on 27 November 1918.128 Nevertheless, it is certain that some Moldavians 

who identified themselves as Romanians wished to “repair” what was in their opinion the 

unlawful act of 1812.129 Indeed, one may argue that the inclusion of Bessarabia into the Russian 

Empire prevented eastern Moldavians from participating in the nation building of Romania just 

as Italians in Trieste, Trento, or other places in the Habsburg Empire could not participate in the 

unification of Italy but joined the Motherland later.130 Moreover, interwar Romania diplomacy 

always denied the legality of the territorial concessions the Ottoman Porte had made towards the 

Russian empire.131   

The circumstances, in which the MDR was created and proclaimed autonomous within 

the Russian republic and then independent from the latter did not favor international recognition 

either by the Great Powers or by its immediate neighbors. Nonetheless, Romanian-speaking 

nationalists in Bessarabia undertook the work of building a Moldavian state on the ruins of the 

fallen empire. In the shortest time and in a difficult situation their republic had a president,132 

parliament,133 government,134 and national symbols, which emphasized the historical tradition of 
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Romanian heraldry.135 Attempts were also made to create a national Moldavian army and 

navy,136 and even the Constitution of the country was drafted by spring 1918.137 In terms of the 

nature of the state and the attitude towards minorities, the MDR was not ethnocentric and 

nationalist like interwar Poland or Romania. The Parliament had representatives of all major 

ethnic groups;138 the declarations about the creation of the Moldavian republic and of 

Independence addressed ethnic groups as “fraternal nations,” proclaimed equal rights for all 

“nations” and assured them cultural autonomy. Moreover, the drafted Constitution (e.g. Art. 77) 

guaranteed equal political and civil rights, cultural autonomy and the right to use native 

languages in local administration and education.139 Last but not least, one of the requirements 

included in the conditional Union with Romania was that the Monarchy had to respect the rights 

of ethnic minorities (which it failed to do).140 Therefore, it seems that not only had the MDR 

possessed almost all the domestic attributes needed for a sovereign state, but also it made itself 

clear about the nationalities’ question so popular in those times.  

The internal effort of the Moldavian nation builders was not sufficient to gain the 

international status Poland or Finland managed to achieve. As shown above, regionally, the 

undefined political status on the international level of the MDR was challenged by Romania, 

Russia, and Ukraine. Thus in January 1918 all sides interested in Bessarabia moved their troops 

into the territory of the MDR and fought for it.141 The state borders of the newly-established 

republic, which were not specified in the Declaration of Independence but identified in the 

Constitution draft, were recognized neither by the former nor by the latter. The document stated 

that the state borders of the MDR were those of the Bessarabian gubernia in 1914 and based on 
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the Russian-Ottoman Peace Treaty signed in 1812. The Constitution also stipulated that the lands 

beyond the Dniester River, which were populated by ethnic Moldavians, could also become part 

of the country upon a local referendum and an international agreement.142    

The issue of borders was interconnected with other problems, e.g. the so-called 

“historical rights” over Bessarabia and the demography of the province. Thus one of the major 

questions was to whom Bessarabia should belong: Russia, Ukraine, or Romania? The Bolsheviks 

insisted that it was a Russian land;143 Ukrainian nationalists, based on Mykhailo Hrushevsky’s 

view about Ukrainian ethnographic territories according to which the region belonged to Kyivan 

Rus’, claimed that Bessarabia was a Ukrainian land,144 whereas Romanians, in turn, accepted no 

alternatives to the Great Union of 1918.145 Besides, the question of nationalities composition was 

also a serious challenge for Bessarabia’s union with Romania.146 Soviet Russia regarded all 

population, irrespective of ethnicity, as its citizens, emancipated from the Tsarist autocracy; the 

considerable Ukrainian minority, which lived for centuries alongside the Romanian-speaking 

Moldavians, led Kyiv to believe that Ukraine had rights over the Bessarabian territories where 

Moldavians constituted an ethnic minority,147 meaning that the lands of the MDR inhabited by 

Ukrainians were to become part of the Ukrainian nation-state.148 Lastly, Romania always viewed 

Moldavians as Romanians and wished their integration into the Romanian nation-state.149 

However, the claims Bucharest had over Bessarabia remained unacceptable for Kyiv, Moscow, 

Rome, Tokyo but particularly for Washington, which was “unabashedly skeptical about the way 

Rumania had acquired [that] territory.”150 Therefore, interwar Romania, which through the 
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activity of her famous and influential diplomat Nicolae Titulescu wished to make the Soviets 

recognize the act of Union of 1918 with “the mother country”151 but obviously failed,152 never 

gained the “needed more definitive legal basis [for] the acquisition of Bessarabia.”153   

The MDR was a turning point in the life Bessarabians briefly enjoyed after the collapse 

of the Romanov dynasty. It dramatically impacted the fate of all Romanian-speaking Moldavians 

in Bessarabia and beyond the Dniester River shortly after its disappearance and to the present. 

First, the USSR created in 1924 the MASSR in order to bring back that land under Communist 

Russia’s administration; then the Soviets formed the Moldavian SSR and ultimately, the 

disintegration and the collapse of the Soviet Union generated the so-called “frozen conflict” in 

the Republic of Moldova, an indispensable part of which has become the ghost of the Moldavian 

Piedmont created in 1924 or the territory of the present-day TMR.   

 
The MASSR – The Second Moldavian Republic   
 

What Terry Martin defined as the “Piedmont Principle” became an active tool in Soviet domestic 

and foreign policies aimed against interwar Romania.154 In this section I examine why and how 

the “Moldavian Piedmont” was created and ceased to exist. I argue that the MASSR was neither 

“Moldavian” demographically nor politically but rather a “puppet entity” meant to serve 

geopolitical plans the Bolsheviks had in Southeastern Europe. I demonstrate that although the 

USSR managed to enlarge its territory at the expense of Romania, this did not result from the 

implementation of the “Piedmont Principle” against the latter but was an outcome of the Second 

World War. Specific preconditions existed for the creation of “Soviet Piedmonts” in general and 

the “Moldavian” one in particular. The first was the Soviet foreign policy promoted against 

Finland, Poland, and Romania during the interwar period. The strategy of this policy consisted of 

intimidating ideological enemies by employing against them the “Piedmont Principle” in the 

borderline Soviet territories. The second consisted of the existence in the USSR of various 
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nations divided from their co-nationals by the international borders settled upon after the 

conclusion of World War I. Third was the idea the Bolsheviks had about exporting the 

Revolution in which both the “Piedmont Principle” and the foreign Communists self-exiled into 

the USSR were meant to play a crucial role. 

The Communist government in Moscow, Ukrainian nationalists in Kyiv, and Russia’s 

White Guard movement did not recognize Bessarabia as part of Romania. Although each acted 

separately, they looked for any opportunity, diplomatic, political or military, to reincorporate that 

land back into Russia or extend over it the authority of Ukraine. Therefore, after the province 

was lost to Romania and the MDR ceased to exist, an anti-Romanian rebellion was provoked in 

Khotyn in January 1919. Soviet (and some present-day) authors erroneously regarded this as an 

event organized by the Bolsheviks. Yet, contrary to existing opinions, Ludmila Rotari has 

demonstrated that the Bolsheviks were not implicated in the Khotyn events but orchestrated only 

those in Tighina (Bender) in May 1919 and a few years later in Tatarbunar in September 1924.155 

Nonetheless, the Khotyn episode was used by the Bolsheviks, who tried to link any anti-

Romanian event to the plans they had for Bessarabia. Thus, in spring 1919 they start working on 

the creation of the Bessarabian SSR, which in May 1919 was proclaimed an autonomous 

republic within Soviet Russia.156 Although an imaginary and short-lived phantom-state, that 

entity can be considered the political and territorial predecessor of the “Moldavian Piedmont” – 

the Moldavian ASSR created in 1924. The city of Tiraspol was declared to be the capital, while 

the territories of the “republic” consisted of the lands of Bessarabia and parts of the former 

Podolia and Kherson gubernias.157  

The October Revolution made Moscow a “political Mecca” for the socialists, democrats 

and communists from many European countries. These sympathizers of Communism found in 

Soviet Russia a seemingly secure place for self-exile and a perfect country for the 

implementation of their revolutionary ideas. To them, the only possibility to return home was the 

export of the Socialist Revolution, an idea which corresponded with the plans of the Bolsheviks. 

However, during the early years of Soviet statehood when the country was involved in a bloody 

civil war, any large-scale military campaign against “imperialist” enemies was neither a 
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157 Rotari, Mişcarea subversivă, 123-126; Babilunga and Bomeshko, “Bessarabskaia SSR,” 50. 
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reasonable device for exporting revolution nor for recovering lost territories. That is why the 

Soviets sought other solutions in order to challenge their neighbors. Therefore, creating a 

revolutionary situation or implementing the “Piedmont Principle” against the latter seemed a 

more workable approach to the problem. 

The option to create a revolutionary situation in the interwar Romanian kingdom was 

not possible at that moment. First, the country was one of the victors of the Great War to which 

the allies awarded, as Maria Bucur-Deckard pointed out, “a settlement beyond the expectation of 

most of its inhabitants, enlarging its [Romania’s] borders by 40%.”158 Secondly, in order to avoid 

social unrest among the large masses of peasantry and revolutionized soldiers the Romanian 

government conducted a land reform which, as Oleksandr Rusnak has pointed out, saved 

“thousands of landless and land-poor inhabitants” from starvation.159 Lastly, there was no strong 

organization within Romania able to undertake the task of making a Socialist Revolution. Even 

the membership and leadership of the Communist Party of Romania consisted mainly of ethnic 

minorities, a fact that made Vladimir Tismaneanu call that organization a “political anomaly.”160 

During the interwar period the Communist Party of Romania took the side of the USSR 

in the question of minorities’ right to self-determination and on the dispute over Bessarabia.161 

This meant that a plebiscite had to be organized there for finding out the “people’s [in fact the 

minorities’] will” on the question of to whom Bessarabia should belong, i.e. the USSR or 

Romania.162 The plebiscite idea, promoted in Moscow but vehemently rejected by Bucharest,163 

kept both sides intransigent on the question of Bessarabia until that province was occupied by the 

USSR in 1940.164 In seems that the Romanian side was afraid that Bessarabians, irrespective of 

their ethnic and cultural belonging, would have preferred the “Soviet paradise,” as the USSR was 

being portrayed by the Communist propaganda machine instead of monarchic Romania. Besides, 
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whereas to Romanian authorities Moldavians of Bessarabia were nothing but ethnic Romanians, 

their Soviet counterparts regarded Moldavians as a nation separate from Romanians and 

consequently representing another minority in the interwar Romania who inhabited Bessarabia. 

As the Bolshevik officials in Moscow saw no domestic prerequisites for a revolution in 

Romania, they had initiated a range of actions from within USSR and Romania itself (i.e. in 

Bessarabia) which were aimed to stimulate revolutionary activism and cause political instability. 

In these circumstances two main actions were undertaken. The first was the initiative group 

formed from Communists of Romania led by Ion Dic-Dicescu, which was assigned to work on 

the creation of the “Moldavian Piedmont.”165 The choice of Dic-Dicescu was not arbitrary. In 

June 1921, during the first Conference of Romania’s Communists, held in Moscow, he suggested 

forming a Moldavian state on the left bank of the Dniester River, an idea whose implementation 

came in 1923.166 The second action consisted of the preparation of the Tatarbunar Uprising in the 

south of Bessarabia,167 which seemed to have been part of a larger scenario the Soviet 

government worked on against its neighbors.168 Thus, in February 1924, the Romanian 

Communists put forth the “Memorandum Regarding the Necessity for the Creation of the 

Moldavian Soviet Socialist Republic.”169 The text of this document indicates that the creation of 

the second Moldavian republic was due to international political and ideological considerations 

rather than purely Soviet domestic needs. Five out of a total of six envisioned consequences of 

the establishment of a Moldavian republic and eventual incorporation of Bessarabia reveal this. 

Yet, the most indicative “consequence” is the following:   

 

The Moldavian Republic could play the role of a political and propagandistic factor, 
which is also played by the Belarusian Republic against Poland and by the Karelian 
[Republic] against Finland. [This republic] will draw the attention and sympathy of the 
Bessarabian population and will provide a clear justification for adding Bessarabia to 
the Moldavian Republic. From this point of view, it is of a stringent necessity to form 
a Socialist Republic and not an autonomous region within the UkrainianSSR. The 
unification of the territories from both banks of the Dniester River will serve as a 
strategic breach into the Balkans (through Dobrudja) and into central Europe (through 

                                                           
165 Cojocaru, Cominternul, 14, 88-90. 
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Bukovina and Galicia). The USSR will be able to use these areas as a bridgehead for 
its military and political goals.170 
 

At the same time only one “consequence,” which in fact also interfered with foreign policy, was 

referring to the internal affairs of the USSR, i.e. to the nationality policies of the Bolshevik 

leadership towards Romanian-speakers of the country. On the one hand it revealed the expected 

economic profits and cultural advantages Moldavians were to enjoy should the republic be 

formed, while on the other hand, it stressed the role that entity could play during a war.171  

The idea of creating a Soviet homeland for Moldavians found support among some 

prominent Bolshevik leaders and famous commanders of the Red Army who in one way or 

another were linked to Bessarabia in general and to Moldavians in particular. Among them were 

Grigorii Kotovskii, Ion Iachir, Mikhail Frunze, Pavel Tkachenko, and others. But the 

Memorandum authored by the Romanian émigré Communists caused intense debates in Moscow 

and Kharkiv, then capital of Ukraine. Tensions increased between the adherents of a Soviet 

Moldavia separated from Ukraine and subject to the USSR and those who sought it within the 

national territory of the Ukrainian SSR. While the group of Romanian Communists called for the 

creation of a MSSR, the Ukrainian leaders (e.g. M.O. Skrypnyk, V.P. Zatons’kyi, A.L. 

Grinshtein) and some influential officials in the Kremlin (e.g. M.I. Kalinin, K.E. Voroshilov, 

G.V. Chicherin) firmly opposed that proposal. They opted for an alternative scenario according 

to which a small autonomous republic or region would be created on the border with Romania 

but not a union republic.172 Ukrainian Communists rejected the idea of a Soviet Moldavian 

Republic because eventually they were concerned about the territorial unity of their own 

republic.173 Chicherin, then Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the USSR, saw the danger from an 

international perspective. Writing to Viacheslav Molotov, then a high-ranking Party official, he 

argued that the formation of the MSSR was premature as it would generate “expansionist 

tendencies of Romanian chauvinism, [whereas] the discovery of such number of Moldavians, 

namely, Romanians, on Ukrainian territory would strengthen the Romanians’ position in the 

dispute over the Bessarabian question.”174  
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A reasonable question arises in regard to the timetable of those events. Why did the 

work on the “Moldavian Piedmont” start then but not earlier or later? To respond, one should 

take into account the new domestic state of affairs. By 1923 the situation had significantly 

changed; the civil war ended; the USSR was officially created and the country became stronger 

politically and militarily. In those circumstances, Christian Rakovsky, a politician who was 

directly involved in Bessarabian and Romanian affairs, declared that “the time for Soviet 

concessions in foreign policy expired.”175 Therefore, the Bolsheviks pursued the creation of a 

Moldavian polity on the border with Romania and by doing so intended to influence diplomatic 

negotiations with the leadership of this country and to gain credits for solving the Bessarabian 

question in the way they wanted. However, the Soviet fiasco at the Vienna Conference in April 

1924, where it became clear that Romania would not cede Bessarabia, strengthened the need to 

justify and hasten the formation of the Moldavian republic.176 

All pros and cons regarding the question about the form Soviet Moldavia would be 

given initially ended with the creation of a Moldavian autonomous region in March 1924.177 

However, a few months later (in July), the Political Bureau decided on “the separation of the 

Moldavian population in an autonomous republic within the Ukrainian SSR, first of all for 

political reasons.”178 The change of the status from oblast’ to respublika was linked to the 

Tatarbunar Uprising during which insurgents were about to proclaim Bessarabia the “Moldavian 

Soviet Republic” within Soviet Ukraine.179 Even though the Romanian authorities suppressed the 

riots within a few days and initiated an anti-Communist terror within the kingdom, the USSR 

gained some political dividends from this provocation.180 Thus, the “Bessarabian Question” was 

internationally publicized beyond Soviet borders;181 the need to create a Moldavian republic was 

confirmed and the idea of implementing the “Piedmont Principle” in order to import 

Communism into the neighboring countries inhabited by the national minorities with a pro-

Soviet orientation gave its first results.182  
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The creation of the Moldavian ASSR was officially declared on 12 October 1924, 

which was not, I argue, “a follow-up [only] to the September events in Bessarabia [i.e. the 

Tatarbunar Uprising],” as Marcel Mitrasca believed.183 Politically, as I showed earlier, the 

republic was set up before September when the riots started. Therefore, regardless of the uprising 

results, which I agree were important to the leadership in Moscow and Kharkiv, the decision to 

create the MASSR had been already taken by the Communist authorities in July.  

Terry Martin observed that the established Moldavian Autonomous Soviet Socialist 

Republic represented “one exceptional case [where] the Piedmont Principle was even the 

primary motivation for the formation of a national republic.”184 Although I also believe that the 

“Moldavian Piedmont” represented per se an exceptional case, I see its “exceptionalism” from a 

different angle. First of all, I state that the Karelian ASSR was the first case when the Piedmont 

Principle constituted the primary motivation for the creation of a national republic, but not the 

Moldavian ASSR as Terry Martin wrote.185 Secondly, there are significant differences between 

the ways in which these two “Piedmonts” were created. The former appeared on the territory of 

the RSFSR and had no “intermediary side,” i.e. a third party, involved in its creation, while the 

latter had the Ukrainian leadership directly involved in its projection.186 Furthermore, the 

MASSR was considered a weapon against an established nation-state, i.e. Romania, whereas the 

Karelian ASSR was meant to challenge Finland – a former Russian province which the 

Bolsheviks had failed to Sovietize. At the same time, despite these peculiarities, there was one 

factor which described all Soviet Piedmonts regardless of their status (e.g. republic, region, or 

district), that is, the involvement of foreign refugee Communists settled in the USSR from 

Finland, Poland, or Romania.187     

When it comes to discussing the international borders and capital cities of the 

“Moldavian Piedmont,” significant peculiarities come into the spotlight. In contrast to other 

ideological siblings, the western borders of the MASSR with Romania and also those of the 

Ukrainian SSR and USSR with that country were conventional because, on the larger 
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international scale, the Union of 1918 was only partially recognized.188 The MASSR was the 

only “Soviet Piedmont,” the political maps of which officially included the territories of a 

foreign country, i.e. of Romania. Compare the maps of Soviet Ukraine and the Karelian ASSR 

for instance. There, Karelian lands in Finland or the Ukrainian lands in Poland were not 

indicated as territories of the “Soviet Piedmonts” (e.g. of the Ukrainian SSR or Karelian 

ASSR).189 At the same time, with the creation of the MASSR the Soviet authorities crossed the 

borderline on the Prut River, which corresponded with the Russian-Romanian state borders 

before 1914. Furthermore, the Constitution of the Soviet Moldavian autonomy stipulated that the 

city of Chisinau, the de jure capital of the republic, was temporarily under Romanian 

administration,190 which cannot be said about the capitals of the Soviet Ukraine and autonomous 

Karelia. All this meant that the Soviet Union officially challenged the territorial integrity of this 

particular neighbor, i.e. the Kingdom of Romania, and that it was not willing to cede to the latter 

the former Russian province of Bessarabia.    

State-building in the Moldavian ASSR was similar to the rest of the country. The 

republic was given a “national” territory; it had a titular nation, government and symbols.191 

Besides the lands of Bessarabia, the MASSR was de facto composed from eleven districts 

(raions) carved out of Ukrainian territory. Two localities played the role of the transitional 

capitals of the republic, i.e. Balta (1924-1928) and Birzula (1928-1929), until it became Tiraspol 

in 1929. The last place which the Soviets chose for the capital city of the Soviet Moldavia was 

not made only “for geographic and economic reasons,” as Ronald J. Hill stated.192 Tiraspol was 

situated right on bank of the Dniester River, then the international borderline between the USSR 

and Romania, and was geopolitically closer to the right-bank city of Tighina-Bendery.193 
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The ethnic composition of the MASSR also indicates that central and regional, i.e. 

Ukrainian, policymakers created this republic exclusively for political reasons. Whereas those in 

Moscow sought to return Bessarabia back to Russia, those in Kharkiv eventually wished that, 

once acquired, the former tsarist province would remain within Soviet Ukraine, thus extending 

the latter’s national borders. Nonetheless, internal administrative borders of the MASSR 

constituted a serious challenge for its founders. Not only had the republic been created at the 

expense of Ukrainian territory, but it also included a large percentage of Ukrainian population 

who statistically outnumbered the titular nation of the autonomous republic. According to the 

First All-Soviet census in 1926, the “Moldavian Piedmont” was populated by 572,114 

individuals out of whom 48.5% were Ukrainians and only 30.1% Moldavians.194 Besides them, 

the population of the republic was largely composed of two other minority groups, Russians with 

8.5% and Jews with 8.5%. Furthermore, the Romanian-speakers lived in compact, mostly rural 

communities along the Dniester River, whereas deeper into the republic their localities were 

scattered, which made it difficult to make the eastern borders purely ethnic.       

The Soviet Moldavian state created in 1924 was “Moldavian” neither from the point of 

view of demographic data nor from that of the ethnicity of its political elite and bureaucrats. 

With the exception of Sergey (Sergiu) Dimitriu, who headed the government of the MASSR 

before he was executed in 1937, the highest Party, Soviet and government positions were held by 

the representatives of non-titular nations (e.g. Bulgarians, Jews, Russians, and Ukrainians).195 It 

seems that even indigenization did not change that situation. According to Elena Negru, the 

Moldavianization of the elite was nothing but a failure and farce.196 Ethnic Moldavians were not 

promoted in the state and Party hierarchies, while the Russian-speaking officials interpreted the 

organization of courses for studying the “Moldavian” language as part of korenizatsiia.197 Hence, 

in 1935 out of 38 members of the Bureau of the Moldavian Regional Party Committee 16 were 

Jews, 7 Russians, 7 Ukrainians, 6 Moldavians and one Armenian.198 Also, as for February 1936, 

only two out of 14 leaders of the raions were ethnic Moldavians.  
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The creation of the Moldavian Soviet homeland and the results its titular nation 

achieved were often praised and highly assessed by the leadership. Thus Pavel Postyshev, then 

second secretary of the Communist Party of Ukraine, in his speech delivered on the occasion of 

the celebration of the 10th anniversary of the MASSR in 1934, talked with pride about “major 

advances [the republic and people achieved] in economy and cultural developments.”199 He 

emphasized the results of industrialization and collectivization and stressed the development of a 

national Moldavian culture. In the spirit of the time, Postyshev blamed Ukrainian and Moldavian 

nationalists for wrecking directed against Soviet Moldavia and Ukraine. Besides, he referred to 

and mourned the fate of the “Moldavian toilers [in Bessarabia] who [were] groaning from 

poverty, unemployment, starvation, landlords’ bondage and national oppression under the heel of 

the [Romanian] boyars, capitalists, [and] fascists [sic!].”200 Postyshev obviously did not mention 

the anti-Soviet mood among Moldavians during the Holodomor who in despair and in search of 

food attempted to cross the Dniester River into Romania.201 Some managed to escape; others 

were shot dead on the spot as traitors and kulaks by the NKVD border guards.202 The 

declassified documents in the Ukrainian archives reveal interesting facts in this respect. Thus, the 

Party files tell that when begging for bread to feed their children, the officials told ethnic 

Moldavians to go to find it in Bessarabia.203 Several years later, the life of all residents in the 

MASSR, regardless of their ethnicity, social status, occupation, or contribution to the Revolution 

and Party, was threatened by Stalin’s Great Purge as thousands were persecuted, sent to the 

GULAG, or executed.204 

 The building of the Soviet state in the territories beyond the Dniester River indeed 

brought some progressive transformations in the MASSR. The question is, though, who 
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benefited from them and how attractive did they make the “Moldavian Piedmont” to those on 

behalf of and for whom it was created? How popular and appealing was the autonomy to both 

Romanian speakers in the MASSR and Bessarabia? And can the “Moldavian Piedmont” be 

considered a success or not? If the Italians of Piedmont pursued the cause of national unification, 

Moldavians from the MASSR did not adopt such a cause on their own, nor did their counterparts 

from Romania. It was Romania instead, but not the MASSR or Soviet Ukraine as a whole, that 

constituted an attractive “Piedmont” for Soviet Moldavians,205 as for instance Poland was to the 

Soviet Ukrainians.206 What could in turn the “Moldavian Piedmont” offer to the “oppressed and 

exploited,” as Postyshev called the Romanian-speaking Bessarabians: collectivization, 

dekulakization, famine, repressions, deportations, and executions?207 From the experience of my 

great grandfather and grandfather I know how frightened most of the Bessarabian peasants were 

at the rumors that their province was about to become part of the USSR. Unlike Moldavians 

from Romania, those beyond the Dniester experienced the horror of Stalinism just like the rest of 

the citizens in Soviet Ukraine.208 Kazani Pantelei, resident of Kotlovina (a Bessarabian village 

located today in Ukraine, Odesa region) and a non-Romanian speaker who witnessed the events 

of 1940, assessed decades later both interwar Romania and the USSR:  

 
I remember [...] the year of 1940 when Bessarabia was liberated from the 
Romanians. The people rejoiced and welcomed the Soviets with bread and salt, 
hoping for a good life. They were too tired of the snickering Romanian landowners 
and of the cruel police, who were always ready to hit anyone with a baton on the 
back for nothing. People had no idea that some seven years later, their life under the 
rule of Royal Romania in comparison with their life under the Soviets would seem 
the epitome of Communism itself, the construction of which was just declared in the 
USSR.209 

 
In might be argued that the creation of the “Moldavian Piedmont” was both a success 

and a failure. It was successful as an entity that served a political bogey-state against neighboring 

Romania. It made the leadership of the latter constantly maintain vigilance and keep its eye on 
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Bolshevik Russia. Also, the success can also be extrapolated to the process of the Sovietization 

of Bessarabia in 1940-1941 and after 1944 as authorities relied on this purpose on homines 

sovietici constructed in interwar MASSR and other Soviet republics. However, the manner in 

which the Moldavian ASSR ceased to exist indicates the failure of the “Moldavian Piedmont” 

project. Although the MASSR was conceptualized as a working instrument similar to the “Italian 

Piedmont,” it suffered geopolitical mutations. Thus, whereas the latter was designed to attract 

and mobilize other “Italians” for uniting them all into one nation-state, the Soviet counterparts, 

the Moldavian included, deviated from the original matrix. They were transformed into 

bridgeheads for aggression, territorial expansion, and export of a new type of state and ideology.  

Neither the politics of “Soviet Piedmonts” nor the alleged desire or dreams of 

Moldavians to “re-unite with the Soviet Motherland” brought Bessarabia back to the USSR as 

the Soviet propaganda machine always claimed.210 It was really the Nazi-Soviet Pact signed in 

August 1939 that allowed the Kremlin to occupy Bessarabia in the following year. In their 

diplomatic note sent to the Romanian government in June 1940 the Soviets mentioned neither 

the Moldavian ASSR nor its titular nation, nor did it make references to the aspirations 

Bessarabia’s Moldavians allegedly had to unite with their Soviet counterparts in the MASSR. 

Instead, the note stated that Bessarabia was inhabited by Ukrainians; that in 1918 Romania had 

interrupted the “age-old unity” of Bessarabia with Ukraine and therefore it had to be returned to 

the USSR.211 What should be mentioned here is that the Kingdom of Romania had no desire to 

fight for Bessarabia in the summer of 1940. It peacefully abandoned the province and focused 

more on building up military fortifications “mainly on the Prut River.”212 

The Soviets were not consistent in what they declared and actually did with Bessarabia 

after its occupation on 28 June 1940. Only a month later they created the Moldavian SSR instead 

of adding the annexed territory to the existing “Moldavian Piedmont” in accordance with the 

Constitution of the MASSR or merely granting it to Soviet Ukraine as was implied in the 

diplomatic note sent to Bucharest a few weeks earlier. Furthermore, although the fundamental 
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law stipulated the right to withdraw from the Ukrainian SSR, the decision to create a union 

Soviet Moldavian republic was made neither in Tiraspol nor in Kyiv but in Moscow. Therefore, 

the new and extended version of the Soviet homeland for Moldavians was created on 2 August 

1940 as a constituent polity of the USSR not as part of Ukraine. Its official raison d’être, as the 

Soviet law specified, was “meeting the wishes” of the toilers of Bessarabia and of those of the 

MASSR “for the reunification of the Moldavian population” of the former with the latter 

“according to the Soviet principle of the nationalities’ free development.”213  

Last but not least, the leadership had other reasons for creating the MSSR instead of 

preserving the former “Moldavian Piedmont.” “Sunny Moldavia,” as the republic would be 

called latter by Soviet propaganda, appeared on the Soviet and European political map as the 

Soviet-German Pact gave birth to the other three new Union republics on the western border of 

the USSR – the Baltic republics. In addition, given the cultural identity of Moldavians with 

Romanians and the plans the leadership had towards the capitalist world, Soviet Moldavia could 

serve as a bridgehead for military aggression or ideological threat for all Balkan countries, but 

particularly against Romania. 

 
“Sunny Moldavia”: From Foundation to Perestroika   

 
The direct origins of the unsolved conflict in Republic of Moldova lay in the administrative 

borders the Moldavian SSR was given in 1940 and those nationality policies which were 

implemented there by Communist authorities. Once the Dniester River no longer represented a 

natural obstacle for the merging the Moldavian people (narod), the leadership had to solve the 

fate of and for both Bessarabia and MASSR. In the creation of the MSSR and in the delimitation 

of the internal borders between the Moldavian SSR and Soviet Ukraine, the authorities guided 

themselves by regional geopolitics and Ukrainian nationalism.214 Thus, strategic territories of 

northern Bessarabia, northern Bukovina, Herța County – the “gateway” to Central Europe, – and   

southern Bessarabia – the extended Soviet access to the Black Sea and Danube River, – were 

given to the Ukrainian SSR. Not only had Ukraine enlarged its territory at the expense of 

Romania,215 but also it kept eight out of fourteen districts of the dismantled autonomous 
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republic.216 Ultimately, the MSSR included only six out of nine Bessarabian counties and six out 

of fourteen raions of the MASSR.217 Nonetheless, the ethnic composition of the republic justified 

the existence of the Soviet homeland for the titular nation. Thus, in 1941, the population of the 

MSSR was composed of Moldavians (68.8%), Ukrainians (11.1%), Bulgarians (7.5%), Russians 

(6.7%), Gagauzes (4.9%), and others.218 For the first time in history, the Romanian speakers who 

lived east of the Prut and beyond the Dniester were united within a political border and meant to 

form their own (i.e. “Moldavian”) Soviet and Socialist statehood.219 

After the conclusion of World War II an unsuccessful, but bold political project sought 

to extend the borders of both the Moldavian SSR and USSR westward to include Romanian 

Moldavia. Here again, the major argument was that western Moldavians, i.e. those who lived in 

eastern Romania, represented a nation distinct from the rest of Romanians and suffered “from the 

yoke of the landlords and the Romanian capitalists.”220 The authors of that project argued that 

territories of the historical Principality of Moldavia located to the west of the Prut River, 

including southern Bukovina, had to be included in the existing MSSR in order “to complete the 

great historical reunification of the Moldavian people and their lands into a Moldavian Soviet 

state in its historical and ethnic boundaries.”221     

The Sovietization of the MSSR started immediately after the annexation of 

Bessarabia.222 Although briefly interrupted during the Soviets’ Great Patriotic War (1941-1945), 

the de-Romanianization and re-Sovietization continued throughout the existence of the USSR. 

The Sovietization was run by the authorities in the same manner as it had been in Western 

Belorussia and in Western Ukraine, in the Baltic States, and earlier on the mainland. 
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Untrustworthy locals, regardless to which ethnicity they belonged, were persecuted, repressed, 

deported, or executed.223 Similar to the other newly annexed lands, the NKVD committed in the 

Moldavian SSR atrocities against civilians who overnight became “enemies of the people,” 

“kulaks,” “traitors” or “anti-Soviet elements.”224 Those who were lucky enough to stay home 

were affected by the policies of Sovietization and Russification like all titular ethnicities and 

minorities in the regions the USSR annexed in 1939-1940.225   

The Great Patriotic War, out of which the Bolsheviks were to fashion a symbol of 

national unity, brought Bessarabians three years of relief from Stalinism. But the war itself was 

not perceived by the population of Bessarabia as “Patriotic.” The locals, who had been deprived 

of Romanian citizenship one year earlier, were unwilling to fight against the so-called 

“aggressors.” Although there were in the Moldavian SSR sympathizers of the USSR, their 

number was not significant. As Alexander Statiev points out, “most residents preferred the 

Romanian regime to the Soviet one,”226 as the former was perceived as more humane.  

When the war ended, the collectivization campaign began affecting hundreds of 

thousands of peasants. The latter lost what they had owned before 1918 or were granted by the 

Romanian government in the 1920s.227 Speaking in terms of all deportations which took place in 

the MSSR over a decade, some 60,000 persons were deported to Siberia, Kazakhstan, and 

elsewhere as “kulaks,” “fascists,” “enemy of people” or “Romanian collaborators.”228 Grain 

requisitions after the war and the man-made famine in 1946-1947 caused even more despair and 

suffering in the Moldavian SSR.229 Many attempted to run into still monarchical Romania in 
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search of food as had residents of the MASSR earlier during the Holodomor.230 These features of 

Sovietization led to resistance on the part of the locals231 who sabotaged the work in the 

collective farms even years after collectivization was finished.232 The Soviet state proved 

intransigent to anti-Soviet actions or mood and applied harsh measures against anyone who 

dared to question Soviet power as a political system and the USSR’s authority over 

Bessarabia.233  

Industrialization and urbanization were other significant instruments employed for the 

Sovietization of the republic. Although various plants and factories were built in right-bank 

Moldavia, the core of industrialization fell on the territories which currently are controlled by the 

TMR.234 In other words, even in Soviet times Bessarabia remained mainly an agrarian region. 

Furthermore, the industrialization of the MSSR was directly linked with policies of planned 

migration, urbanization, and Russification. As the Russian-speaking newcomers arrived from 

other Soviet republics, the demography significantly changed and led to an increasing number of 

Russian speakers in many urban localities,235 but particularly in Chisinau.236 Besides, whereas in 

the mid 1950s Moldavians were encouraged to leave their native land for work as farmers 

somewhere in the RSFSR or Kazakhstan during Khrushchev’s “Virgin Lands Campaign,”237 two 
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decades later thousands of them were to be found among the enthusiastic Brezhnevist youth who 

worked at BAM – the last example of “Soviet gigantomania,” as Christopher J. Ward called that 

project.238   

The making of the MSSR was facilitated by the politics of cadres the CPSU employed 

in this republic. As there was no trust in locals, Party and Soviet cadres were parachuted from the 

former “Moldavian Piedmont,” Ukraine and elsewhere.239 From 1940 up to the late 1980s the 

leadership of the Communist Party of the MSSR was composed of individuals born outside the 

republic, particularly in Ukraine; and only during the sunset of Soviet power were the last two 

First Secretaries (Petru Lucinschi and Grigore Eremei) born in the territory of the MSSR.240 The 

same situation occurred also with the heads of the government. Even though Moldavians 

dominated among them, with the exception of one person, i.e. Ion Ustian, all were born outside 

the MSSR.241  

The discussion about how the MSSR was created is not complete without focusing on 

relations between the USSR and Romania. After the war Romania regained Transylvania 

because it had allied with the Soviets against the Nazis, but lost Bessarabia. Having the Red 

Army on its territory and being led by Dr. Petru Groza’s pro-Moscow government, Romania 

signed the Treaty of Paris in 1947 recognizing the 1940 Soviet-Romanian border.242 After the 

proclamation of Romania as a “People’s Republic” at the end of the same year, the Bessarabian 

question became a “domestic” taboo for more than a decade. This, however, did not stop citizens 

of Romania both at home or while students in Moscow’s universities from talking about and 

criticizing Soviet expansionism against Finland, the Baltic States, and particularly Romania.243   

The change of political leadership after the death of Petru Groza signaled the beginning 

of a Romanian-Soviet “cold war.” The turbulence began when Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej (1961-

1965), the new head of the state, revealed his political reluctance to embrace Nikita 

Khrushchev’s policies of de-Stalinization.244 Moreover, Romanian nationalism was resurrected 

under the tutelage of the Communist Party and added an anti-Russian edge to the political 

                                                           
238 Christopher J. Ward, Brezhnev’s Folly: The Building of BAM and Late Soviet Socialism (Pittsburgh, Pa.: 
University of Pittsburgh Press, 2009), 2, 89, 107, 112. The Baikal-Amur Mainline was built as an additional railway 
across Siberia, supplementing the Trans-Siberian Railway. 
239 King, Moldovenii, 98-101, 138-139. 
240 Ibid., 101. 
241 Republica Moldova. Enciclopedie (Chisnau: Enciclopedia Moldovei, 2009), 734. 
242 Dima, Bessarabia and Bukovina, 30. 
243 ANR. Fond CC PCR. Secția Relații Externe. File 30/1954: 4. 
244 Tismaneanu, Stalinism, 13, 24, 168. 



54 
 

discourses of the leaders and to historiography.245 Gheorghiu-Dej personally became interested 

in pre-World War II Romanian publications discussing the place of Romania in Russia’s enmity 

against the West. Not only had he read extended summaries of some works, but he also 

underlined in red and blue entire sentences where Romania as a country and Bessarabia as a 

province lost to Russia were mentioned.246 In such circumstances, in 1964, the authorities 

allowed the publication in Bucharest of an unknown work of Karl Marx in which Russia’s 

imperialism was criticized and the Romanianness of Bessarabia appeared evident.247 Nikita 

Khrushchev, then leader of the USSR who a few years earlier praised the friendship between the 

Romanian and Soviet peoples,248 countered Romanian anti-Soviet irredentism, stating that 

Romania had no grounds for territorial pretensions to the USSR as “Moldavia had never been 

part of the Romanian state.”249  

Nicolae Ceaușescu, who ruled the country in 1965-1989, continued the domestic and 

foreign policies undertaken by his predecessor.250 He even went so far as to accuse the leadership 

of the interwar Communist Party of a lack of patriotism for supporting Soviet claims to 

Bessarabia.251 However, Romanian anti-Soviet irredentism did not go further and no official 

claims for Bessarabia, Bukovina, or Herța District were ever made. This, nonetheless, does not 

mean that frictions between the two sides did not exist. There were reported incidents caused by 

Romania’s and the Soviets’ different approaches and interpretations of the historical past and the 

cultural identity of Soviet Romanian-speakers. Engaged in a dialog with Leonid Brezhnev on 5 

August 1977, Nicolae Ceaușescu argued against the Russian empire’s right over Bessarabia, 

defended the Romanian ethnic and cultural identities of Moldavians, and insisted that the Soviets 
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must recognize that imperial Russia had seized Romanian lands in 1812.252 Brezhnev, in turn, 

made it clear that the USSR would never return any lands either to Romania or to anyone else. 

Interestingly though Ceaușescu promoted national Communism and thought about the 

lands Romania lost to the USSR, his attitude towards pro-Romanian nationalism in the Soviet 

Union, particularly in the MSSR, proved to be ambivalent. On one hand, he openly challenged 

the USSR in questions related to the Soviet-Romanian border, but on the other hand, he backed 

the Soviets’ struggle against Romanian nationalists in Soviet Moldavia. Thus, for instance, 

Romania’s Intelligence in 1971 informed the KGB about the anti-Soviet activities of the 

Chisinau-based National Patriotic Front. As a result, the leaders of this organization were 

arrested and received long-term sentences while the organization itself was closed down.253  

Such political ambivalence may appear illogical to some, but it can still be explained. 

Ceaușescu probably knew the limits of what was generally permitted in dealing with the 

Kremlin, as he never crossed the line of the areas under the ban to avoid the fate of his 

communist counterparts from Hungary and Czechoslovakia. After the Kremlin perceived his 

recent foreign policy as anti-Soviet (e.g. the denunciation of the intervention in Czechoslovakia; 

relations with China, Western Germany, and Israel), Ceaușescu looked to regain Moscow’s 

sympathy and trust.254 It seems that he managed to do so, as Romanian-Soviet relations soon 

improved. Moscow allowed a sort of political thaw between the MSSR and Romania wishing to 

demonstrate to the latter that the Moldavian Soviet nation and statehood were not only a reality 

but flourished under the guidance of the CPSU. In August 1976 Nicolae Ceaușescu visited the 

MSSR and was shown the “relative prosperity” of the Soviet Moldavians. A few months later, 

Ivan Bodiul, First Secretary of the Moldavian CC, visited Romania as a sign of mutual friendship 

between Chisinau (read Moscow) and Bucharest.255 Goods produced in Soviet Moldavia were to 

be found in Romania, while those made across the Prut filled the shelves in the stores of any 

Moldavian locality.256  

                                                           
252  Summary of the meeting and negotiations held by L. I. Brezhnev with N. Ceausescu in Crimea, on 5 august 1977. 
Wilson Center. Digital Archive. International History Declassified. Available at 
http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/114142 (accessed  5 November  2013). 
253 Igor Caşu, “Political Repressions in Moldavian SSR after 1956: Towards a Typology Based on KGB Files,” 
Dystopia, no. 1-2 (2012): 118-121. 
254 See Adrian Pop, “When the Mouse Challenges the Cat: Bessarabia in Post-War Soviet-Romanian Relations,” in 
Odd Arne Westad et al., The Soviet Union in Eastern Europe, 1945-89 (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1994), 102-107. 
255 Dima, Bessarabia and Bukovina, 57-58. 
256 Based on my uncle Grigore Prodan’s and my own recollections. 
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It might be assumed that from the point of view of active nationalism, anti-Sovietism, 

and Russophobia, so-called “sunny Moldavia” was the quietest place within the Soviet 

framework. Indeed, compared to Western Ukrainians or Lithuanians, the Romanian speakers in 

the MSSR appeared more loyal to the regime. There are several explanations for this. First is the 

collective memory and identity of the Romanian-speaking Bessarabians. Soviet Moldavians did 

not inherit the same high level of Russophobic sentiments from their Bessarabian predecessors as 

did the natives of the Baltic republics or Western Ukraine. Second, whereas the Baltic peoples 

were devoted to their own nation-states occupied by the Soviets in 1940 and some Ukrainians 

aimed to defend their land and build their own state before and after the war, Romanian-speaking 

Bessarabians lacked such characteristics. They lost their ephemeral statehood within a few 

months in 1918; they rejected the Romanian identity imposed unsuccessfully by the interwar 

policymakers in Bucharest, and they lacked a political elite strong enough to organize and lead 

them against the Soviet invaders.  

Along with the human factor, the local geographic landscape (e.g. the absence of 

massive forests, mountains, rivers) was another significant factor that impeded pro-Romanian 

nationalists to organize themselves in paramilitary formations akin to their counterparts in 

Ukraine (the UPA) or in Baltic republics (Brothers of the Forest). Those small anti-Soviet 

groups, which operated in the territory of the MSSR at the end of and briefly after the World 

War II (e.g. the Black Army, the Archers of the Stefan the Great, the Sword of Justice, the 

Hayduks of Death), were powerless against the might of the Soviet state-machine.257 Lastly, the 

international factor must also to be considered in this regard: the occupation of the Baltic States 

was never recognized, but the “Bessarabian Problem” was settled, as I mentioned earlier, in 

1947. Besides, Romania’s transformation into a puppet state and satellite of the USSR 

discouraged pro-Romanian nationalists from fighting and made military resistance senseless; 

such armed rebellion as there was was crushed within a few years. Afterwards and up to the end 

of the USSR any pro-Romanian sentiments were severely persecuted and suppressed by the 

Soviet KGB.258  

                                                           
257 Elena Postică, “Rezistența armată in RSSM în primii ani postbelici,” in Fără termen de prescripție  Aspecte ale 
investigării crimelor comunismului in Europa, Sergiu Musteață, Igor Cașu (eds.) (Chisinau: Cartier, 2011): 500-502; 
505-506; 510-511. 
258 Igor Cașu, “Opozanți politici în RSSM după 1956: spre o tipologizare bazată pe dosare din arhiva KGB,” in Fără 
termen de prescripție Aspecte ale investigării crimelor comunismului in Europa, Sergiu Musteață, Igor Cașu (eds.) 
(Chisinau: Cartier, 2011): 551-555. 
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To sum up, with the exception of the Moldavian Democratic Republic, nation-state 

building in the territory of the present-day Republic of Moldova was always conceptualized and 

orchestrated by foreign powers. The MDR, which was fashioned from the ruins of a collapsed 

empire, was undeniably an ephemeral political entity the leadership of which proved unable to 

defend its statehood politically, diplomatically, or by military means. The MDR never controlled 

the whole territory of Bessarabia, it was constantly confronted with disorder and challenged by 

chaos and instability. Domestic contradictions and the interference of foreign countries were the 

main causes of its failure.  

The first Moldavian republic was a starting point for and influenced further developments 

of Moldavian statehood for the rest of the century. Claiming that the power of the Soviets was 

installed in Bessarabia in January 1918, the USSR used the episode with the MDR and that with 

the Bessarabian SSR in their domestic and foreign policies aimed at extending the Soviet state 

into territories that earlier had belonged to the Russian Empire. Thus, the implementation of the 

Piedmont Principle on the Soviet-Romanian border led to the creation of Moldavian autonomy in 

the territory of Ukraine. The MASSR was not made by the will of its titular nation who, as a 

matter of fact, represented a minority comparing with the number of ethnic Ukrainians there. It 

was engineered in order to help the Soviet Union blackmail Romania in two ways: threatening 

the export of Bolshevism and justifying claims to Bessarabia. 

For its part, the creation of Moldavian SSR resulted indirectly from the implementation 

of the Piedmont Principle at home and from the Soviet foreign policy aimed against Romania. 

Yet, its creation was a direct outcome of Soviet diplomacy shortly before and during the early 

stages of World War II. With regard to the new subject of the USSR, i.e. the MSSR, all policies 

projected by the central authorities in Moscow and implemented by the local officials were 

focused on making out of Bessarabia a shining Soviet Moldavian republic. The goal was to build 

a Soviet Moldavian nation-state with a socialist economy and culture. The MSSR, which was 

later stereotyped as “Sunny Moldavia,” became a type of “paradise” to newcomers from outside 

as it offered promotion and became a welcoming oasis for retired Communist leaders, Soviet 

state employees, and Soviet military. This was the way in which the Moldavian SSR was 

perceived by the authorities, by ordinary locals, and by those who arrived there in search for a 

better place to live and work. Yet, perestroika changed everything.   
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I.2. Nation-building: Challenges of Divisive Cultural and Identity Politics        
 
Imperial Russia’s Moldavians – The Impeding of Making Romanians  
 

The modern Romanian nation did not exist when the lands beyond the Dniester River and 

Bessarabia became Russian. Nevertheless, local259 and foreign260 authors wrote much earlier 

about the Romanianness of Moldavians, Wallachians and Transylvanians, a fact which was used 

later by the nationalists to forge Romanians and create a Romanian nation-state. Romanian 

speakers in imperial Russia were no part of this nation-building; they continued to preserve their 

“Moldavian” identity and were obstructed by the authorities from any “Romanian” awakening. 

Similar to other regions of the empire where a ban was put on national languages (e.g. Ukraine, 

Belarus, Poland),261 Romanian also was excluded from administration, education, and church.262 

Publishing books and newspapers in that language was limited, censored, and prohibited, 

whereas contacts with those from beyond the Prut River were restricted.263   

At the same time, although Russian officials always considered the natives of Bessarabia 

and their language “Moldavian,”264 they saw no cultural differences between them and the 

population of Western Moldavia, which after 1859 together with Wallachians had created 

modern Romania.265 In fact, not only had this “Moldavianist” approach fit with the self-

identification of the locals,266 it had facilitated the Russification of the region; it had distanced 

the Romanian-speaking population of Bessarabia from the emerging Romanian nation-state and 

helped to make from Moldavians a constituent part of the official pan-imperial identity based on 

                                                           
259 Miron Costin, Latopis Ziemi Mołdawskiej i inne utwory historyczne, tłumaczenie, wstęp i komentarze Ilona 
Czamańska (Poznań: UAM, Wydanictwo Naukowe, 1998), 330-335.  Also, Dimitrie Cantemir, Descriptio 
Moldaviae. Descrierea Moldovei (Bucharest: Editura Academiei RSR, 1973), 123, 365-367. 
260 Pierre Lescalopier, a Frenchman who visited Transylvania in 1574 noticed that “Tout ce pays (la Wallachie et 
Moldavie et la plus part de la Transilvanie) eté peuples des colonies roumaines du temps de Trajan l’empereur… 
Ceux du pays se disent vrays successeurs des Romains et nomment leur parler romanechte, c’est-à-dire romain…” 
Cited from Nicolae Stoicescu, O falsă problem istorică – discontinuitatea poporului roman pe teritoriul strămoșesc 
(Bucharest: Editura Fundației Culturale Române,1995), 11. 
261 Ilya Prizel, National Identity and Foreign Policy: Nationalism and Leadership in Poland, Russia, and Ukraine 
(Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 317-318. 
262 Lidia Colesnic-Codreanca, Limba Română în Basarabia. Studiu sociolingvistic pe baza materialelor de arhivă 
(1812–1918) (Chisinau: Museum, 2003), 17-19; Hitchins, Rumania, 244-245. 
263 Ibid., 248-249 
264 Rossiia. Geograficheskoe opisanie Rossiiskoi Imperii po guberniiam i oblastiam s geograficeskimi kartami. I. 
Evropeiskaia Rossiia.  A.E. Riabchikov (complied by) (SPb, 1913), 59; Pervaia vseobshchaiaperepis’ naseleniia 
Rossiiskoi Imperii.[Tom] 3. (SPb: Izdanie Tsentral’nago Statisticheskago Komiteta Ministerstva Vnutrennikh Del, 
1905), 226-227. 
265 Hitchins, Rumania, 244; King, Moldovenii, 25-26. 
266 King, Moldovenii, 26. 
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Russian “Orthodoxy, autocracy, [and] nationality.”267 At the same time, various books published 

in pre-Soviet Russia called Moldavians “Romanians” and claimed to perceive no difference 

between them on ethnic or linguistic grounds.268   

The preservation of the demonym “Moldavians” for Romanian speakers east of the Prut 

and Dniester rivers can be explained by drawing upon Miroslav Hroch’s theory about social 

preconditions for national revival in Europe. Extrapolating his approach to Moldavians in the 

Russian empire, one may argue that they lacked the “fundamental prerequisite for the coming of 

the [Romanian] modern nation.”269 There was neither “Phase A” (the period of scholarly interest 

in one’s own national history) nor “Phase C” (the rise of a mass national movement) to complete 

“the national-creating process” in Bessarabia or beyond the river, but only “Phase B” (the period 

of patriotic agitation).270 While I would not disagree with Hroch that the peasants were “natural 

repositories of the nation’s linguistic and cultural tradition,”271 I argue that the Bessarabian 

Romanian-speaking peasants were repositories only of an archaic Moldavian linguistic and 

cultural tradition, as Romanianness was unable to penetrate their daily life under the Romanovs 

for more than a century. Moreover, even the Moldavian bourgeoisie in Bessarabia barely fits 

Hroch’s theory. Seton-Watson gave a pessimistic, but accurate description of the situation of the 

“Romanians in Bessarabia,” as he called them. He pointed out that their “weakness was that they 

consisted almost entirely of [illiterate] peasants [while] the landowners were more or less 

russified,”272 therefore their “resistance to Russian predominance was sporadic and 

ineffective.”273 Thus, two main factors of the national revival in Russian Bessarabia, i.e. peasants 

and nobles, embraced rather a Moldavianist identity than a Romanian one, which impeded their 

transformation into Romanians during the interwar period.       

                                                           
267 Alexander M. Martin, Enlightened Metropolis: Constructing Imperial Moscow, 1762-1855 (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2013), 264. 
268 Voenno-statisticheskoe obozrenie Rossiiskoi Imperii, Tom XI. Chast’ 3:  Bessarabskaia oblast (SPb: V tipografii 
Departamenta General’nogo Shtaba, 1849), 98, 100; P. Pliusnin, Bessarabiia (SPb: Tipografiia M. Akinfieva i I. 
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269 Miroslav Hroch, Social Preconditions of National Revival in Europe: A Comparative Analysis of The Social 
Composition of Patriotic Groups Among the Smaller European Nations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
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Praeger, 1966), 235. According to Irina Livezeanu, “Bessarabia’s Moldavians [’] urban elite had been Russified to a 
high degree.” (p. 93). She also provides data according to which at the beginning of the twentieth century only 6.1 % 
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Despite harsh policies of Russification, the pro-Romanian intellectuals in Bessarabia 

tried to awaken a Romanian feeling among their co-nationals. However, their attempt often 

failed and it did not bring the results they wished to accomplish. The most expressive case is the 

publication in Chisinau of the grade one primer by Ioan Doncev in 1865. The authorities 

prohibited this local reader in which they saw a great danger for the ethnic, cultural, and 

linguistic identities of Russia’s Moldavians. Doncev called the “Wallachian-Moldavian” 

language “Romanian”; used Latin script instead of Cyrillic (which was deemed a crime274); and 

committed in the view of the authorities several unforgivable political mistakes.275 By including 

fragments from two “national” anthems, one of Western Moldavia before 1859 and the second of 

Romania after 1861, the textbook endorsed both pan-Moldavian and pan-Romanian 

nationalisms. Whereas the first anthem called Moldavia a “good” and “beloved” country and a 

“sweet” and “dear Motherland,”276 the second described the newly-born Romanian nation state 

as a “beautiful country” and referred to two key personalities of Romania’s national history, 

Stefan the Great and Alexander Ioan Cuza.277 Most importantly, if disseminated in Bessarabia, 

Podolia, or Kherson regions where Romanian speakers lived, the reader would have taught 

children, teachers, and others that Moldavians were Romanians and spoke Romanian: 

 

When Romanians do talk among themselves they never say: do you know the 
Vlach278 [Wallachian] language? But [they say instead]: do you know Romanian? 
They call themselves Romanians while referring to the entire nation, but when they 
talk about a particular Romanian citizen, then they say: Moldavian, Muntean 
[Wallachian], Bănăţan [resident of Banat] etc. 279 

 
Given this example, one may ask oneself: how could ethnic Moldavians of the Russian empire, 

peasants or gentry, identify themselves as “Romanians” and be attached to the Romanian culture 

                                                           
274 The publishing of the books in Ukrainian and Belarusian based on the Latin script was prohibited in 1859. See 
Aleksei Miller, Imperiia Romanovykh i natsionalizm (Moscow: Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie, 2006), 87-88. 
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and nation if patriotic attempts like that of Ioan Doncev were quashed from the start? Obviously, 

they could not.  

The February Revolution in 1917 stimulated national awakening and activism 

elsewhere in the collapsing empire including its peripheries like Bessarabia and territories 

beyond the Dniester. Then, as never before, two trends of national discourse, the pan-Romanian 

and pan-Moldavian, dominated the agenda of nationality policies in the region. Alexei 

Mateevici, a local priest and writer, publicly urged his fellow citizens to accept that although 

they called themselves Moldavians, they still belonged to a larger Romanian nation.280 

Foreigners, like Onisifor Ghibu, a Transylvania-born Romanian patriot and nationalist, worked 

hard as well to spread Romanianness over Moldavians in Bessarabia, trying to convince them 

that they were Romanians as were Transylvanians and Wallachians.281 Yet an immediate shift 

from the traditional ethno-cultural Moldavian identity to the new Romanian was not realized at 

that moment. Neither the elite nor the masses were prepared to call their language “Romanian” 

and to accept the Romanian identity because, as Irina Livezeanu has suggested, it represented a 

“psychological problem.”282 Some literate Moldavians even protested when they were called 

“Romanians”;283 others opposed the Latin alphabet, considering the use of Russian Cyrillic 

patriotic.284  

No nation was ever made overnight, and Bessarabian Moldavians could not reject their 

traditional self-identification without passing through all three Hroch’s phases of national 

construction. Back in 1917-1918, when Bessarabia was becoming the Moldavian Democratic 

Republic, officials made no declarations and the government issued no documents in which the 

affinity of Moldavians with Romanians was specified. They called the people “Moldavians” and 

the language “Moldavian.”285 They tried to avoid conflicts and misunderstandings in Bessarabian 

society because of the unsettled cultural identity of the titular nation. During the short-lived 
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MDR Moldavian rather than Romanian ethnocentrism dominated the minds of the Romanian-

speaking bourgeoisie, revolutionaries, and ordinary people in the former Russian province of 

Bessarabia.   

 
From Moldavians into Romanians: Instilling a New National Consciousness   
 

The making of Romanians in Bessarabia began after the so-called “Great Union of 1918” and 

continued during the interwar years. To achieve this goal the central authorities in Bucharest 

employed education, military service, and state-sponsored nationalism. As earlier, in 1918 a new 

edition of the Abecedarul Moldovenesc (The Moldavian Primer) composed by Gurie Grosu, a 

local priest and future first Metropolitan of Bessarabia, was published in Latin script instead of 

Cyrillic.286 Indicatively, although the textbook was addressed to the people (“norodului”) without 

any ethnic specification, the name of the printing house – “România Nouă” (The New Romania) 

– indicated that it was designed for those who were to adopt the Greater Romanian nationhood.   

The two decades of the cultural Romanianization of Bessarabia’s Moldavian youth and 

intellectuals brought some of the results desired. I recall how in the mid 1990s my former teacher 

of geography, Vladimir Pușcaș, defended the Romanian identity of Moldavians when he had 

argued with his wife, Maria Pușcaș, who had taught Moldavian. To him, an intellectual born in 

Soroca County in Bessarabia and a graduate of a Romanian high school (Lyceum), the 

Moldavian nation and language were nothing more than a Soviet invention.287 To her, a native of 

the MASSR, Romanians were aliens and enemies of anything Moldavian. Yet, cultural 

Romanianization in Bessarabia was a serious challenge for Romania’s policymakers; 

Moldavians “clung to a ‘Moldavian’ identity,”288 which was, as Stuart J. Kaufman pointed out, 

“distinct if inchoate.”289 If that process was successful with the educated, the situation with 

peasants was more complicated. In respect to this large category of Moldavians the Greater 

Romania nation-building failed. It did not make them feel and think Romanian. The Moldavian 

peasantry and Russified Moldavian elite continued to use the demonym “Moldavian,” to speak 
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“Moldavian” and Russian, and to perceive the Romanian “brothers” as alien intruders of a 

culture inferior to that of imperial Russia.290  

The enmity towards Romanians in general, but particularly towards the so-called 

“Regățeni” (those who came into the province from the Old Kingdom), was fueled by the way in 

which Romanians treated both ethnic minorities which remained hostile to the new order and 

Moldavians who resisted Romanianization.291 In addition, the level of corruption which 

flourished among Romanian administrators in Bessarabia worked also against cultural 

Romanianization.292 Although officially Moldavians were counted as Romanians, on the other 

hand they were seen as “co-ethnic” russified siblings with a “frozen” national consciousness and 

therefore, as Irina Livezeanu pointed out, were put in the same untrustworthy category of 

Romanian citizens as ethnic Russians.293 The distrust was not limited to ordinary Romanian-

speaking Bessarabians, but also extended to their political leaders (e.g. Constantin Stere).294 

Interestingly, a Bessarabian doctor, T[eodor?] Spoială, who settled in the Old Kingdom wrote to 

Onisifor Ghibu sometime in 1926-1927 that the only thing the Bessarabian peasants needed was 

to be trusted, not Romanianized, as in contrast to other locals they already were Romanians.295 

The Romanians’ political anxiety about the loyalty of the Moldavian masses was based 

on the latter’s reluctance to accept pan-Romanianism. If some think that the Romanian national 

awakening among the interwar Bessarabians succeeded, their speculations can be justified only 

to a very limited extent. The identity of the newly discovered Romanian Motherland was rejected 

by those Moldavians who preferred to speak Russian instead of “Moldavian” even under the 

threat of being expelled from school.296 Therefore, the Romanian speakers of Bessarabia 
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remained rather an “imagined [Romanian] community”297 than the kind of “true” or “good” 

Romanians desired by the authorities.298  

The Greater Romania indeed was a homeland of and for “good” and “true” Romanians 

including those Bessarabians who accepted Romanianness. At the same time, to the “other” or 

“bad” or “false” Romanians, irrespective of their cultural affiliation (e.g. Moldavians, Jews, 

Russians, Gagauzez or Ukrainians),  interwar Romania was no more than a surrogate 

Motherland. It seems that the latter, instead of smoothing over the inter-ethnic and inter-

confessional tensions of its multiethnic “children,” chose to purify, to use Vladimir Solonari’s 

term,299 the whole nation through the pre-World War II policies of cultural Romanianization 

aimed against the non-trusted population in the newly acquired provinces, particularly in 

Bessarabia.  

It should be mentioned though, that the anti-Soviet actions in the post-war MSSR and 

the existence there of Romanian nationalism demonstrate that the strategy of cultural 

Romanianization in Bessarabia was not entirely fruitless, even if the locals’ “consciousness of 

belonging to the Latin world was lost,” as Ghibu believed in the 1920s.300 The Romanianness 

and Romanian national awakening of Soviet Moldavians from both banks of the Dniester River 

during perestroika proved it. In addition, even if the attempts forcibly to make Romanians from 

Moldavians in the interwar period led rather to their unmaking than making, those born in the 

MSSR call their mother tongue Romanian and assess positively the fact that Bessarabia was part 

of Romania,301 even though they identify themselves as “Moldavians.” 
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The Making of Interwar Soviet Moldavians in the MASSR   

 

While the Bessarabian Moldavians became part of Greater Romania nation building, their 

counterparts in the MASSR were pushed into the process of building a separate Moldavian 

Soviet Socialist nation.302 Interwar Romania never asked Romanian speakers of Bessarabia 

whether they were either Moldavians or Romanians; it assumed instead that they had to be the 

latter. The neighboring USSR, in contrast, decided that in Bessarabia as well as in the MASSR 

there lived Moldavians but not Romanians. Elites, policies, and people in that autonomous 

republic became the main instruments for making a homo Sovieticus of a Moldavian variety. For 

this the authorities relied on cultural policies of Moldavianization – the Moldavian equivalent of 

Ukrainization.303 The pre-existent and never challenged “Moldavian” self-identification of those 

who lived on the left-bank of the Dniester River was the strongest political precondition the 

authorities needed to succeed with their plans. The task to make Soviet Moldavians was less 

problematic than that of re-making Polonized Ukrainians into Ukrainians and Ukrainized Poles 

into Poles, 304 because Moldavians were already “Moldavians.”  

If a new nation was meant to be born, then Adrian Hastings’ theory that nations are 

whole or partially constructed from pre-existing ethnicities is certainly applicable to Soviet 

Moldavians.305 In nineteenth-century France and Italy, regionalism and local patois were the 

most serious impediments that the state faced in nation-building. The challenge they had to deal 

with then was best summarized by Massimo d’Azeglio: “L’Italia è fatta. Restano da fare gli 

italiani.”306 When the MASSR was created and one of the Soviet leaders, V.P. Zatons’kyi, 

exclaimed that the USSR had its “own Moldavian Piedmont,”307 the authorities had to deal not 

only with similar but also with particular challenges in the making of Soviet Moldavians. In 

contrast to French and Italian nationalists, who knew exactly what nation they wanted to 

construct, the Bolsheviks, under the influence of the ideas about the World Socialist Revolution 

and peoples’ right for self-determination, were not sure what to work on – on making Soviet 
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Moldavians or Soviet Romanians? Therefore, Soviet leaders had to determine and decide on the 

ethnic and cultural identity of the Romanian-speaking population in the USSR and Romanian 

Bessarabia.  

Several approaches existed in the 1920s as to what should be constructed as the titular 

nation in the MASSR. The debates mainly revolved around three concepts. The first, that 

Moldavians were ethnic Romanians, was backed by Romanian Communists resident in the 

USSR (e.g. Ion Dic-Dicescu, Gelber Moscovici); they wanted to install Communism in their 

homeland, and the construction of a Moldavian republic with a Romanian identity fit well with 

that scenario.308 The second approach, supported by Grigorii Staryi, argued that Moldavians 

spoke Romanian and were culturally close to the toilers of capitalist Romania, a country which 

in certain circumstances could also have become part of the USSR.309 Neither of these 

approaches gained the support of the high-ranking officials. Instead, the theory of two distinct 

peoples and languages, Moldavian and Romanian, promoted by A. L. Greenstein and Iosif 

Badeev, was adopted.310 The early 1920s “Moldavianist” and “Romanianist” theories about 

Moldavians’ ethnic and linguistic belonging led to the emergence of two rival camps: the 

Moldavianists and Romanianists who struggled against each other over the question of the 

Moldavians’ ethnicity and language.311 Nonetheless, although partisans of both camps suffered 

from Stalin’s purges in the late 1930s, the Moldovanist theory survived and became the official 

ethno-linguistic policy first in the MASSR and then in the Moldavian SSR.312  

 The policies the Soviet government implemented towards Moldavians were not always 

consistent. Although the name of the nation did not cause any issues, problems have been caused 

by the question of what sort of language was to be made official and what alphabet had to be 

used for it. Because the Romanianness of Moldavians was rejected, a Moldavian patois specific 

                                                           
308 Cojocaru, Cominternul, 35, 89. 
309 Ibid., 30-31. Grigorii Staryi (real last name Borisov) was a Bessarabia born revolutionary. In early 1920s he 
worked in the Odesa region (guberniia) Bolshevik Party Committee; was appointed as editor of the first Moldavian 
newspaper “Plugarul roș” (the Red Plowman). He became later a high-ranking official, i.e. the head of the 
government in the MASSR and was purged during the Stalin’s great terror in 1937. See K.S. Slutskaia, Pobeda 
oktiabr’skoi revoliutsii i ustanovlenie sovetskoi vlasti v Moldavii (Mart 1917-mart 1918) (Chisinau: Kartea 
moldoveneaska, 1962), 182.  
310 Feneşan, Unter Fremder Flagge, 886. Interestingly, the first Soviet census in 1926 counted Romanians (137 
persons or 0.02%) as a separate ethnic group from Moldavians; the census of 1938 had no mention of them at all. 
See Moldaviia. Statisticheskie materialy (Balta, 1928), 221. 
311 Oleg Galushchenko, “Bor’ba mezhdu rumynizatorami i samobytnikami v Moldavskoi ASSR (20-e gody),” 
Ezhegodnyi istoricheskii al’manakh Pridnestroviia, no. 6 (2002): 61-65. 
312 Elena Negru, Politica etnoculturală în R.A.S.S. Moldovenească: 1924-1940 (Chisinau: Prut Internațional, 2003), 
121-122. 



67 
 

to the left-bankers was raised to the rank of a standard language.313 Therefore, to fit the idea of 

two separate nations and the allegedly distinct languages Romanians and Moldavians spoke, the 

Soviets invented a new grammar and lexicon for their version of Romanian, “enriching” it with 

Soviet-type neologisms and borrowing Russian words.314 I myself, a native speaker of both 

standard  Romanian and Moldavian dialect, can say that the invented language not only differed 

from standard Romanian and Moldavian dialect, but it had to be learned almost from scratch, so 

distant was it from the natural dialect. The artificial “Moldavian” represented a political failure. 

It was not understood by the speakers, difficult to learn, inconvenient for the authorities and 

ultimately replaced in 1932 with standard Romanian.315     

 As in the late 1980s and today, in the 1920s-1930s the problem of the script was also 

connected with the question of the identity of Moldavians. The Latin alphabet, proposed in 1924, 

was rejected in favor of Russian Cyrillic because it was perceived as a threat to Moldavian 

cultural and language identities.316 However, the Latinization campaign launched in the USSR in 

the 1920s-1930s led to the introduction of the Latin script, and, as mentioned earlier, standard 

Romanian (although still called “Moldavian”) replaced the Soviet Moldavian predecessor in 

education, scholarship, and culture.317 This shift, unanticipated by ordinary people and perhaps 

by many local officials, from an unspeakable Moldavian to the norms of standard Romanian 

created an invisible link between Romanian speakers living in the MASSR and Romania. 

However, common Romanianness was supported only for several years, until 1939 when 

Russian Cyrillic replaced Latin for political reasons in order to definitively eradicate the 

Romanianization of Soviet Moldavians.318     

In terms of ethnic self-perception and political mobilization both interwar Moldavians 

in Bessarabia and Soviet Moldavians had two things in common. First, they were aware of being 

part of a single Moldavian people that spoke “Moldavian” not Romanian and that lacked or were 

underrepresented in the political class of the MASSR and interwar Romania. The difference 

between them, in the sense of “national” (read ethnic) mobilization, was that schooling and 
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cultural policies differed sharply. While the former were told, instructed, and forced to accept 

Greater Romania’s ethnocentric Romanian identity, the latter’s Moldavianness in contrast, was 

accepted, confirmed, propagated, and taught.319 Thus, education, cultural politics, and nationality 

policies employed in the MASSR developed the existing separate Moldavian identity, laid the 

foundation for the construction of Soviet and Socialist Moldavian identities and contributed to 

civilizing its “backward” bearers. Therefore, there was no major cultural clash when the USSR 

forcibly united the Romanian-speaking Moldavians of the MASSR and those of Bessarabia into 

one political entity under the Soviet umbrella, i.e. the MSSR. 

 

United and Merged: The Making of Moldavians in the Moldavian SSR 
 

Two kinds of Moldavians, the unmade Romanians in Bessarabia and the Soviet-constructed 

Moldavians in the MASSR merged into the MSSR in the summer of 1940, meant to be part of a 

wider Soviet people. Their case demonstrates that Anderson’s statement that a nation should be 

“imagined” first, then “modeled, adapted and transformed,” is applicable to Moldavians as 

well.320 Indeed, a small portion of them was first “imagined” and “modeled” in the “Moldavian 

Piedmont,” whereas its core, which according to propaganda was under the “yoke of boyar-

Romania for 22 years,” was gradually “adapted” and “transformed” in such way as to correspond 

to the living requirements of the Soviet “communal apartment.”321 

The successful completion of the Moldavian project depended on the authorities’ 

approach to Bessarabia’s intelligentsia and the cultural legacy the Kingdom of Romania had left 

in the region. The short-lived Soviet regime in the MSSR during the period of June 1940 – June 

1941 had no time to completely eradicate all that reminded Romanian-speaking Bessarabians 

about their ethnic, cultural, and historical affinities with Romanians. What the Soviets did 

manage, however, was to install fear in the majority of population; the persecution and purge of 

the local pro-Romanian elite and rank-and-file: they were expelled to Romania, deported 

elsewhere, sent to the GULAG, or shot dead on the spot.322 Such measures emerged from the 
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needs the new masters had for Sovietizing Bessarabians and returning to the latter their name and 

particularly their own “Moldavian” language and cultural identity.323  

The processes of Sovietization, de-Romanization, and Moldavianization of the 

Bessarabians were both a success and a failure. The events of the late 1980s, when masses of 

people shouted that they were Romanians, spoke Romanian, and claimed a “true” national, i.e. 

Romanian history, on the one hand and the re-emerged Moldovanism in modern Moldova on the 

other, confirm this. Such outcomes resulted from those practices which local and central 

governments designed and employed against Romanian-speakers everywhere, in and outside 

their little Soviet Moldavian homeland. The cultural absorption into the larger Soviet family and 

the anti-Romanian campaign were facilitated by the language policies and school curricula. 

Besides, the integration of Bessarabian Moldavians into Soviet nationhood was intended to be 

achieved through mass media, pro-Soviet and Moldovanist cultural entertainment, and 

propaganda, also via the interdiction and limitation of contacts with Romania and the 

construction of it as the enemy “other.” 

Soviet strategic manipulation against Romanian identity and its delegitimization in the 

territory of the MSSR began with the issue over the language and alphabet. Because “language 

and identity,” as Mike Holt and Paul Gubbins have pointed out, are “allied” items, the language 

and identity of the fused Soviet and non-Soviet Romanian-speaking population should not have 

caused them and others to doubt their distinctiveness from Romanians but on the contrary to 

demonstrate it.324 Nevertheless, for the process of Soviet Moldavian identity-making, the 

renaming of the language from “Romanian” into “Moldavian” and the change of ethnicity in the 

official identity cards was not the end of the cultural and political de-Romanianization. Not only 

had the authorities replaced Latin script with Russian Cyrillic and outlawed the former, but they 

even made a list of Romanian words which, as they believed, “clogged” the “Moldavian” 

language.325 Thus, already by the 1970s, the renaming of the language into Moldavian and the 

imposition of the Russian alphabet to it brought the results which the policymakers in Moscow 

were looking for. These ideological changes had made the Romanian-speaking youth in Soviet 

Moldavia affirm that in contrast to their Russian-speaking peers they knew an additional 
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“foreign” language, i.e. Romanian, besides the French, English or German usually taught in 

Soviet elementary schools.326    

School curricula at all levels of education greatly helped to deliver the message that 

Moldavians were ethnically and culturally different from Romanians. Starting with early 

education, Romanian speakers were taught that Moldavia is their “little Motherland,” that they 

speak “Moldavian,” and that by nationality (ethnicity) they are not Romanians.327 Such school 

subjects as “Moldavian Language” directly affirmed the Romanian speakers’ Moldavian 

identity; and furthermore they made Russian speakers perceive the former as such as well. 

Besides, “Moldavian Literature” and the “History of the MSSR” were two key curricula subjects 

which cemented the Moldavianization of both Romanian and Russian speakers in the republic.     

Part of the larger Soviet literature, “Moldavian Literature” was called upon to 

ideologically educate loyal citizens and patriots of the USSR and MSSR. First, the works of 

unreliable Romanian authors found no place in the study programs. It was only later during the 

Khrushchev thaw that some Romanian writers were “nationalized” and their works used in the 

context of the ideological class propaganda.328 Even though the authorities of Socialist Romania 

protested against the “nationalization” and “Moldavianization” of some of Romania’s famous 

authors, this made no change in the Soviet approach towards the common Moldo-Romanian 

cultural links.329 Ion Creangă, Mihai Eminescu, Vasile Alecsandri, or Bogdan Petriceicu Hașdeu, 

to name a few of the greatest Romanian personalities, once “granted” the Moldavian identity 

suddenly became “Moldavians.”     

The ideological restrictions oriented towards Sovietization and de-Romanianization 

affected local Moldavian writers as well. Moldavian literature was required to center on the 

benefits Soviet power brought to the toilers and peasants of “liberated” Bessarabia; to glorify 

“socialist realism” and to cultivate devotion to the CPSU, love for the Motherlands (the great 

Soviet and little Moldavian), and Communist friendship.330 In secondary education many opuses 

written in such a style were mandatory to learn by heart. The collected data indicate that they 
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were memorized in such way that one was able to recall them almost forty years after they had 

been learned. Thus, 14 of 15 graduates of schools where “Moldavian” was the language of 

instruction (including my former school and university colleagues) were able to recite fragments 

of the patriotic poetry they had learned in “Moldavian Literature.” Furthermore, when asked if 

they remembered something patriotic learned in the course on Russian Literature, more than half 

of them (9 out of 15) said “yes.” In contrast, the data of the Russian-speaking peers present an 

opposite picture. Thirteen out of fifteen remembered fragments of the poetry learned in Russian 

Literature and only four of them recalled something in “Moldavian.” Such results can be 

explained by many factors, such as indoctrination, memory abilities, how successful the person 

was in school, willingness to help the author in his research, etc. Nonetheless, they demonstrate 

the attitude of Russian speakers towards Moldavian language and literature and the way in which 

these two subjects were taught and studied in the so-called “Russian” schools. They also indicate 

that the Romanian-speakers were more affected by the Soviet patriotism and ideology as they 

became bilingual, which cannot be said about their Russian-speaking peers.   

Soviet Moldavian literature explored various political and patriotic themes. Thus, 

Andrei Lupan, in his poem “Sat uitat” (The Forgotten Village), decried the allegedly horrible 

fate of the Bessarabian countryside under the rule of “boyar Romania.” He called the day of 28 

June 1940, when the Soviets occupied the region, “a sudden summer day [which not only had 

brought] sun and light [to the Moldavians, but gave the latter the hope] to seek for justice, 

liberty, and land.”331 Bogdan Istru, another propagandist, eulogized the Communist Party and 

explained the reasons why one must be attached to this organization and what the CPSU did for 

Moldavians. Istru wrote that one “loves and is proud of his/her Party” not only because “it pours 

steel in his/her soul,” but also because the Party “cleans [the soul] from the [Romanian] debris 

and old [capitalist] slag.”  

Paradoxically, even the new territorial borders the MSSR obtained after Bessarabia had 

lost its north and south to Ukraine and received instead parts of the former MASSR played into 

the Soviet propaganda machine. Since the new map of the republic was shaped like a bunch of 

grapes and viticulture had played a major role in the Moldavian economy, Petru Zadnipru 

portrayed the Soviet Moldavia as the “hearth” (“vatra”) of ancient “doinas” (folk ballades) which 

stood “on the map of the [Soviet] Union as a bunch of grapes!” Last but not least there was a 
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focus on building a “bright” future in a multinational country, as the USSR was portrayed. 

Emilian Bucov began one of his poems with a rhetorical question: “Who said that [speaking] 

different languages divides us? That is not true!” The allusion was made that even though the 

Soviet peoples spoke different languages, their different ethnic belonging did not prevent them 

from collectively building Communism. 

 History education and scholarship were other powerful tools for making Soviet 

Moldavians. The youth learned about the major role the Slavic element played in the ethno-

genesis of Moldavians and was taught about a historical friendship their ancestors had with 

Russians and Ukrainians.332 The partition of the Principality of Moldavia in 1812 and annexation 

of what later became known as “Bessarabia” was always interpreted as “liberation from the 

Ottoman yoke” and assessed as a “progressive act.”333 Furthermore, in order to contrast and 

compare tsarist Russia with the USSR the former was always criticized for the lack of freedom 

and for harsh living and work conditions. Also, it was labeled “prison of the peoples,” whereas 

the USSR appeared as a state of and for people.334    

According to Soviet historiography, not the Russian empire but the Kingdom of 

Romania was presented to readers in the darkest colors. In its interpretation the so-called 

“bourgeois-landlord regime” of interwar Romania exploited, oppressed and persecuted 

Bessarabians without remorse for twenty-two long years.335 History textbooks revealed an 

imagined truth that their conationals in the MASSR in contrast enjoyed a prosperous life, built 

Socialism, and looked forward to the “re-unification” of the Bessarabians with the “Socialist 

Motherland.”336 After the fusion in 1940 and re-fusion in 1944 all Moldavians (i.e. right- and 

left-bankers) were said to have engaged in “the construction and development of the Moldavian 

socialist nation” under the guidance of Communist Party.337 Selected events of the Great 

Patriotic War were skillfully incorporated into history textbooks. The latter focused on the 
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occupation of the MSSR by “fascist Romania” and taught students about an imagined Moldavian 

partisan movement aimed against Romanian and Nazi occupiers.338    

The creation of the collective Moldavian identity and the Sovietization and de-

Romanianization in the MSSR were reinforced by means of cinema, mass-media, symbols, and 

state-sponsored propaganda. There probably was no movie-theater in any corner of the USSR 

where one could not read the quotation attributed to Lenin according to which “of all arts cinema 

is the most important.”339 Indeed, as Peter Kenez has pointed out, Soviet cinematography “was a 

powerful tool for political education,” a valuable “propaganda instrument” and “a significant 

component of the political ‘education’ system” employed for the indoctrination of the citizens.340 

In the MSSR, the wide public screen and the small one at home cemented in the minds of the 

inhabitants of “sunny Moldavia” the official ethnocentric theory about its titular nation, 

language, culture, and history. At the same time, the messages disseminated either through 

television, radio, or printed media did not miss a chance to emphasize both the Moldavians’ 

eternal enemy, i.e. Romania and Romanians, and their historically friendly allies, i.e. Russians, 

Ukrainians, and the rest of the Soviet nations.  

The particular task to support Moldavianism and Soviet friendship in cinematography 

fell on local Chisinau-based studio “Moldova-Film.” Its productions, which targeted Soviet 

viewers in general and Moldavians in particular, reflected various themes.341 Thus, the image of 

pre-Soviet Russia was revealed in two different, yet exclusivist stances. Whereas the historical 

film entitled “Dimitrie Cantemir” concerned Moldavia’s political alliance with Peter the Great 

who came to liberate the country from the “harsh yoke of the Turks,” the “Balada Haiducească” 

(The Ballad of Outlawry) was centered on events in Tsarist Bessarabia. In the latter, the film-

makers showed Moldavian haiduks robbing boyars and helping the poor peasantry; additionally 

they linked the local Moldavian nobility to the activity of the anti-imperial Decembrist 

movement.342  
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Another noticeable direction explored in Moldavian cinematography and oriented 

towards Moldavianization was anti-Romanianism. Movies like “The Last Haiduk” (“Ultimul 

Haiduc”), “The Wrath” (“Mânia”), “The Bridges” (“Podurile”), or “The June [of 1940] Border” 

(“Hotarul din Iunie [1940]”) and others were not meant to cultivate friendship between the 

Soviet and Romanian peoples but on the contrary to stimulate enmity. The propagated image of 

Romania as a country and that of Romanians as a nation enforced the existing Romania-phobia 

among the titular nation and greatly contributed to the implantation of this phobia in the minds of 

the newcomers who settled both left- and right-bank Soviet Moldavia. Usually, Moldova-Film 

demonized the Romanian “other,” reminding the older generation about the “cruel” years of 

Romanian “occupation” and taught others the Soviet version of Bessarabia’s history. In “The 

Bridges,” for instance, one character clearly states the ethnic belonging of Bessarabians as 

Moldavian, and another complains that the Great Patriotic War has interrupted the new life 

which the Soviets brought, a life which Bessarabian Moldavians had regrettably missed because 

of Romanian occupation. The image of the Soviets is impeccable. If it is peace time, they are 

friendly and responsive, bringing Ukrainian tractors and grain to the locals. If it is war, they are 

brave and crushing Germans and Romanians with the support of Moldavian partisans. The 

representation of Romanians differs sharply. The latter were portrayed as arrogant, unfair, and 

disrespectful towards Moldavians. Other movies showed Romanians as people no one, but 

particularly Moldavians, should never trust.343 As for the “true” Moldavians, they seemed to be 

more like the Soviets – welcoming, hardworking, honest, and devoted to the cause of 

Communism.  

Moldavian cinema taught the viewers many things: devotion to the USSR, trust in the 

CPSU and Soviet regime, and detestation of the German and Romanian enemies. At the same 

time, it explicitly determined Moldavians’ choice in regard to their individual and collective 

identity. If you chose to be “Romanian” or sympathize with Romanians, then you were definitely 

a “traitor” and “enemy.” But if you chose to stay “Moldavian,” then you were on the right track 

and a patriot of both the great Soviet and little Moldavian motherlands. Interestingly, many of 

those who made Moldavian movies, acted as Moldavian characters and created the image of 
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Soviet Moldavians were not ethnic Moldavians but individuals from outside. The directors and 

cast were “multinational,” including Belarusians, Georgians, Jews, Russians, and Ukrainians.344  

The politicization and creation of the Moldavian identity was linked to political 

symbolism. The renaming of localities and streets, the substitution of the national Romanian 

symbols by old Soviet or newly invented Soviet Moldavian symbols were also part of de-

Romanianization. Thus villages named after significant Romanian personalities such as Cuza-

vodă or Ghica-vodă became Lazo and Michurin respectively.345 Towns with expressive 

Romanian toponymics, such as Hâncești or Ialoveni, were renamed Kotovsk and Kutuzov. De-

Romanianization went even further. With some exceptions (i.e. monument of Stefan the Great), 

all Romanian monuments were erased in the territory of the newly created MSSR. Thus for 

instance, the Capitoline Wolf, the symbol of Latinity and a symbolic statement that Romanians 

belong to Western civilization, which was installed in Chisinau in the 1920s, was also destroyed 

by the Soviets.346 Even the symbol of present-day partisans of Moldovanism, the monument of 

Stefan the Great, installed in the center of Chisinau also in the 1920s, was moved back from its 

initial position. The reason was that the monument of Lenin from the nearby square had to 

capture the eyes of local bystanders or guests but not that of one of the greatest rulers the 

Principality of Moldavia ever had. Last but not least was the creation of new national heroes to 

make Moldavians proud of their Soviet identity. Each historical period of the Soviet Motherland 

was represented by concrete Moldavian personalities who distinguished themselves during times 

of war and peace. Grigorii Kotovskii, Sergei Lazo, Mikhail Frunze represented Bolshevik 

revolutionaries and Civil War;347 Boris Glavan and Ion Soltâs embodied Moldavians’ heroism 

                                                           
344 Grosul, Moldavane, 420-424.  Also, “Filmul de Ficțiune,” in Republica Moldova. Enciclopedie, 556-558. 
345 Cuza-vodă stands for Alexandru Iona Cuza, the first ruler of modern Romania; Ghica-vodă was the name of 
several princes in Moldavia in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Lazo was Sergei Lazo, a prominent 
Bolshevik figure and military commander of the Red Army, and I. V. Michiurin was a renowned Russian and Soviet 
biologist. 
346 Monumente ridicate în perioada interbelică în Basarabia, Bucovina de Nord şi Cadrilater. Posted 14 October 
2013. Available at http://monumentul.blogspot.ca/2013/10/lupoaica-chisinau.html (accessed 17 November 2013). 
347 Grigorii Kotovskii (1881-1925) was a criminal offender, bank robber, and gangster in Bessarabia and in Russian 
Ukraine prior to the Revolutions of 1917. He became a famous military commander of the Red Army during the 
civil war. Sergei Lazo (1894-1920) was an active participant in the Civil War on the Bolshevik side; he fought and 
died for the establishment of Soviet power in Siberia and the Far East. Mikhail Frunze (1885-1925) was another 
significant revolutionary and Red Army commander. 

http://monumentul.blogspot.ca/2013/10/lupoaica-chisinau.html
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during the Great Patriotic War;348 Nicolae Gribov symbolized the devotion of Moldavian youth 

to the Soviet Motherland and its readiness to die to preserve its proprety and wealth.349  

The sorts of names that urban Romanian-speaking Moldavians chose for their newborn 

children serve as indicator of Sovietization and Russification. Thus for instance, two decades 

after Bessarabia was annexed by the USSR, only 10 out of 36 children of a classroom in a 

Moldavian urban school bore names specific to Romanian anthroponymy; in a rural locality 

there were 21 out of 27 students with such given names.350 Similar to the neighboring Russified 

Ukrainians, urban non-Russified Moldavians spoke Russian as their second native tongue 

sometimes at home, but on a regular basis in the courtyard with their peers and in school during 

the breaks. It became more prestigious to speak Russian and somewhat shameful to speak 

“Moldavian,” which was considered to be the language of the Moldavian “bulls” (“bykov”).  

The greater success of Russification and Sovietization in urban rather than rural areas 

has several explanations. Cities and towns in imperial Bessarabia and later in the Moldavian SSR 

were more exposed to Russification through the development of Russian and later Soviet 

infrastructure, employing Russian-speaking personnel and promoting Russificatory policies. The 

case of Soviet Moldavia is similar to some extent to that of the Lithuanian capital Vilnius. The 

latter was inhabited mainly by Poles and Jews but surrounded by the Belarusian villages.351 In 

the territory of the MSSR, the imperial colonization of Bessarabia in the nineteenth century and 

Soviet urbanization which followed afterwards brought many Russian and Russian-speaking 

immigrants. Over time they outnumbered the locals in the major cities and towns (e.g. Bălți, 

Bender, Chisinau, and Tiraspol) and became socially dominant. The countryside was less 

affected by Russification and Sovietization because it preserved a Moldavian character of family 

and social life.  

                                                           
348 Boris Glavan (1920-1943) was a member of the underground organization Young Guard (Molodaia Gvardiia) in 
the Nazi-occupied Ukrainian city of Krasnodon. He was executed by the Germans in 1943. Ion Soltâs (1923-1945) 
like Aleksandr Matrosov threw himself into a Nazi embrasure and blocked the machinegun fire with his own body. 
349 Nicolae Gribov (1942-1962) was a collective farm peasant turned into a tractor-driver who burned alive in his 
tractor in Kazakhstan while saving the grain harvest from fire in 1962 during the tselina, the virgin lands campaign. 
350 This example comes from the town of Drochia and the nearby village of Chetrosu. For urbanites I relied on the 
list of my classmates; the villagers’ names were received from Mrs. Zinaida Opincă (née Bunescu) for which I thank 
her. I classified the names based on my life and teaching experiences (I elaborated and taught a course on Historical 
Anthroponymy). Additionally, I consulted with Dr. Domnița Tomescu, University Professor at the Ovidius 
University in Constanța, Romania. I thank her for her expert assistance. See the list of the given names in Volume II, 
Appendix 4, p. 1127. 
351 Snyder Timothy, The Reconstruction of Nations: Poland, Ukraine, Lithuania, Belarus, 1569-1999 (New Haven 
& London: Yale University Press, 2003), 94. 
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In one of her earlier publications Joane Nagel pointed out that “ethnic identity is most 

closely associated with the issue of boundaries.”352 Not only do I agree with this statement but 

also I argue that the process of Moldavianization and de-Romanianization in the MSSR 

represented an effective combination of domestic and international policies the Soviet 

government employed. In order to impede contacts between Romanian-speaking Soviet 

Moldavians and Romanians and therefore keep the former away from the cultural influence of 

the latter, Moscow imposed a sort of “iron curtain” on the Soviet-Romanian border. This 

happened in 1944 or two years before Winston Churchill had used that metaphoric term for the 

first time in history.353 The former British PM mentioned Bucharest among many other “capitals 

of the ancient states of Central and Eastern Europe,” which at that time were already separated 

from West by the Communist red borderline. But if the curtain to which Churchill referred kept 

Bucharest as a hostage of the Kremlin, the one installed between Soviet Moldavia and soon-to-be 

Socialist Romania had the purpose of separating and distancing Romanian speakers of both 

countries. The Soviets made of the Prut River an iron curtain even before World War II ended as 

had imperial Russia after 1812. Indeed, the Romanian speakers of the MSSR, as Siddharth Kara 

has stated, “lived behind the iron curtain until August 1989 when the Moldovan Popular Front 

reintroduced the Moldovan language and the Latin alphabet.”354 Although border restrictions 

were only lifted several years after 1989, this author’s statement is generally correct. By late 

1980s the pan-Romanian movement reached its peak in the Moldavian SSR. Masses of 

Romanian-speaking Moldavians shouted then “Noi suntem Români!” (We are Romanians!), held 

placards with “Limbă – Alfabet!” ([Romanian] Language – [Latin] Alphabet!), and waved 

Romanian tricolors.355  

After the war relations between Soviet Moldavians and Romania fell under the severe 

control of the authorities. Relatives were not allowed to see each other, unless they went through 

a long period of waiting before receiving permission. The restrictions on formal contact with 

Romanian counterparts also applied to scholars. When Moldavian scholars participated in Soviet 

                                                           
352 Joane Nagel, “Constructing Ethnicity: Creating and Recreating Ethnic Identity and Culture,” Social Problems 41, 
no. 1 (Feb. 1994):154. 
353 Frank W Thackeray, John E Findling (eds.) Events that Formed the Modern World: from the European 
Renaissance through the War on Terror, volume 5 (Santa Barbara, Calif.: ABC-CLIO, 2012), 227. 
354 Siddharth Кара, Sex Trafficking: Inside the Business of Modern Slavery (New York: Columbia University Press, 
2009), 114. 
355 Author’s personal observations. 
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delegation, they were made to travel to Bucharest via Moscow not directly from Chisinau.356 The 

general public had no opportunity to read Romanian publications in libraries; limited access on a 

selective basis was accorded only to the most trusted scholars and Party and/or Government 

employees. One could not find Romanian books in Chisinau but professional and other 

Romanian publications could be found in Belarus, Lithuania, Russia, or Ukraine.357 Also, 

although there was no official ban on subscribing to Romanian publications, it was impossible 

for ordinary people in the MSSR to do so.358   

The Communist regime made use of every possible and technically affordable measure 

to reduce potential contacts of Moldavians with Romania. It believed that such individual or 

collective contacts would lead to the undesirable consequences for the regime: the realization on 

the part of Moldavians that they had much in common with Romanians or even that they might 

be part of the same Romanian nation. Thus, a conscripted sergeant of the Soviet Army caught 

listening to Romanian radio was warned not to do so and then had the military unit radio tuned to 

and locked on the Soviet broadcasting channel.359 A Pioneers summer camp supervisor (“pioner-

vozhatyi”) was prohibited from working with Romanian children, investigated, interrogated, and 

threatened for maintaining frequent contacts with his Romanian counterparts.360 There was also a 

taboo on screening Romanian movies in Soviet Moldavia’s theatres and on watching Romanian 

TV. For instance, historical movies made by the famous late Romanian director and actor Sergiu 

Nicolaescu were never screened in the MSSR, but instead were known and very popular in 

Azerbaijan, Belarus, Russia, and Ukraine.361 Moreover, Romanian television and radio, through 

                                                           
356 Personal conversation with Professor Demir M. Dragnev in the mid-1990s. 
357 During the 1980s I personally bought Romanian books in Moscow, Odesa (Ukraine), Vilnius (Lithuania), and 
Homel (Belarus). 
358 I repeatedly tried to subscribe to the Magazin Istoric (The Historical Magazine) while a high school student and 
then at the university. It was only in 1988 that I was finally able to receive a Romanian journal, but not the one I 
wished. I was allowed instead the Anale de Istorie. Revista editată de Institutul de studii social-politice și istorie de 
pe lânga C.C. al P.C.R., which was a publication of the Romanian Communist Party. 
359 Conversation with my father, Vladimir Baidaus who served three years (1958-1960) in Zossen-Wünsdorf, then in 
the GDR. The incident occurred at the end of 1960, before the Berlin Wall was built. 
360 Personal experience in July 1988 in Artek, the All-Union Young Pioneer Camp in Crimea, Soviet Ukraine. 
361 While serving in the Soviet Army I discovered and was surprised that my fellow conscripts from other corners of 
the USSR knew about and saw Romanian movies as much as I did in Moldavia. Yet the difference was that they 
watched the movies in Russian, whereas I watched them in the original on Romanian television which was 
unofficially “caught” in some Moldavian localities. 
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which Moldavians would have learned about their affinities with the neighbouring Romanians, 

were blocked in the capital city and other localities, yet accessible in some remote areas.362   

 The anti-Romanian iron curtain was not lifted for almost five decades. Nevertheless, it 

was occasionally made transparent, but only when this did not contradict Soviet foreign policy or 

harm domestic security. In every single decade there was always something Romanian-(Soviet) 

Moldavian. During the Khrushchev Thaw authorities allowed the publication of a common 

Moldavian-Romanian issue of a children’s magazine. The first number of the 1958 issue of the 

Moldavian Scânteia Leninistă (the Leninist Spark) not only had an unusual cover but also 

content and script. The cover page portrayed two pioneer-girls whose clothes’ colors symbolized 

the Romanian and Soviet Moldavian flags.363 Besides, it included the names of both magazines 

written in Romanian but with the use of different alphabets: the Cravata Roșie (The Red Tie) in 

Latin for the Bucharest edition and the Scânteia Leninistă in Cyrillic for Chisinau. The Soviet 

censors even allowed a section entitled “History Lesson,” which did not reveal the common past 

the readers of both countries had shared but instead described the Romanian capital city. 

Interestingly, the title of that section, “Bucureștiul în Cifre” (Bucharest in Numbers), appeared in 

Latin script four times on the same page. Furthermore, in scholarship, three volumes of primary 

sources were published in Moscow in 1965-1970 to demonstrate historical friendship between 

the peoples of the USSR and Socialist Romania.364 Lastly, in 1981, the Moldavian-Romanian 

cultural partnership resulted in the making of “Maria, Mirabela,” a movie which was screened in 

Romanian for Romanian-speaking audiences in the Republic of Moldova only after the collapse 

of the USSR. The production of this film was possible only because Natalia Bodiul, the daughter 

of Ivan Bodiul, had been assigned as co-director of the film.365 However, these occasional events 

did not have the power to instill a Romanian consciousness among the Sovietized Moldavian 

                                                           
362 Although some rural and peripheral localities in the MSSR could watch Romanian television, like the one in 
which I grew up, i.e. the town of Drochia, the official broadcasting of TVR1 (the Romanian Central Television 
channel) began only in 1990. I recall how in the early1970s, while watching Romanian TV with my father, I was 
surprised to suddenly discover that Romanians also had a “Moldavia” and as it turned out they also spoke 
“Moldavian.” I asked him why Romanians would have a “Moldavia,” but he did not tell me, either because of lack 
of knowledge or due to my young age. 
363 Cravata Roșie – Scânteia Leninistă, no. 1. January (Chisinau-Bucharest, 1958). See Volume II, Apendix 5.1., p. 
1128. 
364 Istoricheskie sviazi narodov SSSR i Rumynii v XV-nachale XVIII v. Dokumenty i materialy v trekh tomakh, Ia. S. 
Grosul, A.C Oțetea (eds.) (Moscow: Nauka. Institut Istorii Akademii Nauk SSSR; Institut Istorii Akademiia Nauk 
RSR; Institutul  Istorii Akademii Nauk MSSR, 1965-1970). 
365 See Bodiul Natalia, available at http://www.moldovenii.md/md/people/492 (accessed 7 October 2013). As 
mentioned earlier, Ivan Bodiul held the position of the First Secretary of the Moldavian Communist Party (1961-
1980) and then that of Deputy Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union (1980-1985). 

http://www.moldovenii.md/md/people/492
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masses. Although many figured out that “we,” i.e. Moldavians, and “they,” i.e. Romanians, 

spoke the same language, the understanding that “we are [also] Romanians!” erupted much later, 

namely during perestroika of the late 1980s.   

 The Soviet policy-makers’ aim to construct a Soviet Socialist Moldavian nation had 

begun with the establishment of the MASSR within Ukraine in the 1920s. After the territory, 

political status, and ethnic composition of the Soviet Moldavian nationhood were changed in 

1940, nation-building was extended over the new living space of Soviet Moldavians – the 

MSSR. As demonstrated above, the central and republican Communist authorities put great 

effort into making a united Moldavian nation out of the inhabitants of the former “Moldavian 

Piedmont” and Romanian province of Bessarabia. In order to succeed, harsh policies of re-

Sovietization, de-Romanization, and Moldavianization were employed against all citizens of the 

MSSR, yet Romanian-speaking Bessarabians were the major target. The latter’s cultural, ethnic 

and political identities were to be adjusted to the Soviet Moldavian identity built up by the 

authorities beyond the Dniester River during the interwar period. Education and scholarship, 

propaganda and mass-media, the politics of symbolism and foreign policy towards Romania 

were all put to serve that goal. 

Summing up it can be stated that the Sovietization, de-Romanization and 

Moldavianization of Romanian speakers in the MSSR was both a success and a failure. It was a 

success because the demonym “Moldavian” had been settled long ago in the mentality of the 

Romanian-speaking inhabitants of the Principality of Moldavia and beyond the Dniester River 

and therefore was always supported, promoted, and developed by imperial and Soviet Russia. 

The making of Soviet Moldavians succeeded as the cultural policies of Romanianization 

employed by Greater Romania failed because the majority of the Romanian-speaking 

Bessarabians preferred to preserve their regional ethnonym “Moldavians” and rejected the 

imposed “Romanian.” The Moldavianization was successful because Bessarabian Moldavians 

were not part of the modern Romanian nation-building process during the nineteenth century, 

and even after Bessarabia joined the latter in 1918, the ethno-cultural and political realities in the 

region required more than two decades for converting them all into “true” Romanians. Instead, 

the Soviet effort of Moldavianization, which included language policies, history education, and 

anti-Romanian propaganda, almost erased the outcomes of interwar Romania’s Romanianization 

project.       



81 
 

  I argued above that the making of the Soviet Moldavians was a great Soviet 

achievement. Yet, although it was a success to a very great extent, it was not a complete one. 

There were always people in Russian and Romanian Bessarabia, in Soviet Moldavia, and the 

Republic of Moldova who identified themselves as Romanians and accepted that their language 

should properly be called “Romanian” not “Moldavian.”366 I believe that the so-called “state 

sponsored evolutionism,” 367 which was initially employed in the MASSR and then in the MSSR, 

led to the creation of a new intelligentsia who became leaders of the nationalist pan-Romanian 

movement in Soviet Moldavia and always kept the Romanianness alive in this Soviet borderland. 

 

I.3. Conclusion 
 

In this chapter I have discussed the evolution of state building and identity construction in the 

territories of the Republic of Moldova as influenced by the major events of the twentieth century. 

I have also described the historical background and political roots of the Transnistria conflict and 

of the titular’s nation identity crisis in this post-Soviet country. The chapter focused on the 

impact the fall of the Romanov monarchy in Russia and the conclusion of World War I had on 

Bessarabia and on the lands beyond the Dniester River out of which the Bolsheviks carved a 

homeland for the Soviet Moldavians. It centered on World War II and post-war events and the 

ways in which they influenced political developments in Romanian Bessarabia, in the MASSR, 

and later in the Moldavian SSR.  

My findings indicate that the identity conflict in the Republic of Moldova has deep 

historical roots, that the seeds of the current break-up were sown during the earlier stages of 

Moldovan statehood, and that the historical grounds for current contradictions between Moldova 

and secessionist Transnistria lie in two exclusivist political and identity construction projects 

(Moldovanist, pro-Russian and Romanianist, pro-Romanian), undertaken by Russia and 

Romania during the past century. I argued that the delineation of international borders 

                                                           
366 I discuss this problem in chapter VII. 
367 Francine Hirsch called “state-sponsored evolutionism [a] Soviet version of the civilizing mission […] combined 
with the idea of cultural evolutionism,” “a unique approach to transforming the population,” and a tool which “put a 
unique spin on the national idea.” Also, according to her, the state-sponsored evolutionism was premised “on the 
assumption that the state could intervene in the natural process of development and ‘construct’ modern nations.” 
Although the author referred to the “backward” ethnic groups of the USSR, the long-term goal of this type of 
evolutionism “was to usher the entire population [of the country, Moldavians including] through the Marxist 
timeline of historical development: to transform [...] [Soviet] nationalities into socialist-era nations - which [...] 
would merge together under communism.” See Hirsch, Empire of Nations, 7-9, 86. 
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established between Russia and Romania after the conclusion of the WWI and domestic ones 

which the MASSR was given in 1924 and the MSSR in 1940 was a major factor contributing to 

the emergence of pro-Russian separatism in Soviet Moldavia. I have suggested that historical 

competition between Romania and the USSR over Bessarabia obstructed the functionality of a 

Moldavian nation-state and created equivocal identities among the representatives of the titular 

nation in this country. 

I have demonstrated in this chapter that the emergence of Soviet Russia and the short-

lived Ukrainian post-imperial state and the creation of the Greater Romania imposed conflicting 

scenarios on the process of state and nation construction in Bessarabia and territories included by 

the Bolsheviks in the MASSR. The collected materials indicate that there were two major 

reasons which led to the failure of Moldavian nationhood, i.e. the Moldavian Democratic 

Republic created in 1917 by the Bessarabian Romanian-speaking nationalists. First, the MDR 

failed because of World War I and Russian Revolutions, which disrupted Bessarabian affairs, 

and also because of the contradictory geopolitical interests of Romania, Russia, and Ukraine in 

Bessarabia. Thus the Kingdom of Romania saw in the MDR a political impediment to the 

national unification of all Romanians; Soviet Russia looked for the preservation of all tsarist 

provinces despite declarations the Bolsheviks made about self-determination; emerging 

nationalist Ukraine sought to link Bessarabia in part or as a whole, into its statehood.  

The MDR represented a political fiasco because of poor national mobilization of the 

local Moldavian elite and lack of social preconditions for a national revival of Bessarabian 

Moldavians. I argued that there was neither Hroch’s “Phase A” nor “Phase C” to complete “the 

national-creating process” in Bessarabia or beyond the Dniester River, but only “Phase B.” Both 

Moldavian and Romanian nationalisms proved to be weak in the territory of the Moldavian 

Democratic Republic and therefore they could not compete with Bolshevik Russia, nationalist 

Ukraine, or Royal Romania, countries where political and/or national mobilization was much 

greater than in the MDR.    

This chapter suggested that once formed the Moldavian Democratic Republic became 

an ephemeral polity unable to defend its statehood either diplomatically or militarily. It failed to 

control its national territory due to undeveloped state institutions and lack of authority at home 

and in the international arena. Nonetheless, even though the first modern Moldavian state 
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collapsed, it indeed had become a starting point for further developments of Moldavian 

statehood, that is the “Moldavian Piedmont” or the MASSR and the MSSR.   

This chapter revealed that the Moldavian autonomy created on Ukrainian territory in 

1924 was “Moldavian” neither demographically nor politically. It rather represented a fictional 

state, as another “Soviet Piedmont” did, i.e. Karelia, and was destined to serve political plans of 

the Soviet Union against its “imperialist” neighbors (Romania and Finland). It was the Soviet 

Union’s foreign policy and Communist International strategies that made the Bolsheviks enforce 

the “Piedmont Principle” in the territory of the USSR. I argued that even though the USSR 

(Russia) managed to annex (recover) Bessarabia, this was not an outcome of the “Soviet 

Piedmont principle” but resulted from the Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact of August 1939, World War 

II and Romania’s incapacity to defend its national territory in June 1940. 

The direct origins of the unsolved conflict in the Republic of Moldova go back to both 

Soviet internal administrative borders of the MSSR and the nationality policies implemented in 

this republic by the Soviet authorities. By territorial fusion of the lands that before 1940 

belonged to Romania (Bessarabia) and the USSR (MASSR), the refashioned MSSR acquired an 

awkward combination of two conflicting elites: Transnistria’s Sovietized, Russified, and Russia-

oriented elite and the Moldavian national elite preserved in right-bank Moldavia in spite of 

Sovietization efforts.  

The collected data revealed that Romania, irrespective of political regime (Monarchical 

or Communist) was always interested in the fate of Bessarabia. Recovered for a short time in 

1941, lost again in 1944, and tabooed for more than a decade, the Bessarabian question 

reappeared in the 1960s-1970s on the political agenda of the Romanian government. The attitude 

towards national history some leaders demonstrated (e.g. Petru Groza and Nicolae Ceaușescu) 

indicates that although an ally, Bucharest repeatedly challenged Russia’s (and by extension the 

Soviets’) rights over Bessarabia, considering all the territories annexed by the USSR in 1940 as 

pertaining to Romania.  

The findings indicate that the Soviet and Romanian governments had different views on 

Moldavians’ nationhood. The CPSU was purposely oriented towards the Sovietization and 

Russification of Moldavians and the preservation of their Soviet Moldavian statehood and 

nationality. The position of Romania, in contrast, always oscillated between conforming to the 

Soviet occupation of Bessarabia and challenging it to very limited extents. In general terms, the 
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USSR had always an unchallenged supremacy in the question of building and consolidating a 

separate Moldavian nation and statehood, a position which the leadership of the Russian 

Federation tries to enforce in independent Moldova through supporting separatism in the 

country. The chapter suggests that with the exception of the Moldavian Democratic Republic 

formed in December 1917, state construction in Moldova was always conceptualized, 

orchestrated, and determined by the foreign powers. In order to justify their rights over 

Bessarabia, both Romania and Russia created and propagated political myths (e.g. the nationalist 

Romanian about the Great Union and the USSR about the creation of the Soviet homeland for 

ethnic Moldavians).  

In contrast to some other East European nations (e.g. Lithuanians, Poles, or Ukrainians), 

nation-building in the Republic of Moldova was (and still is) constantly confronted by the issue 

of the cultural identity of its titular nation. The main question in this respect was (and still is for 

present-day politicians and the public at large) if ethnic Moldavians, either subjects of the 

Romanov realm, citizens of the USSR, or interwar Romania represented a nation separate from 

the Romanians and if their language is distinct from Romanian. This was and still is the core 

issue which describes Russia’s and Romania’s involvement in Moldavian affairs.  

I suggested that the Moldavian nationalists in Bessarabia had built their republic on the 

principles of internationalism where ethnic minorities had been granted the same rights as the 

titular nation. In their views the MDR was not meant to become an ethnocentric polity even 

though the pan-Moldavian approach in building a national state took over Romanian nationalism. 

The findings suggest that Romanian nationalism in Bessarabia was imported by foreigners and 

supported by the local pro-Romanian oriented intellectuals only after the Kingdom of Romania 

got involved in Bessarabian affairs, influenced their developments and practically controlled the 

territory of the MDR.  

The chapter has demonstrated that after the conclusion of the Great War in 1918 the 

USSR and Romania pursued different identity construction projects for ethnic Moldavians. The 

former focused on building a Soviet Moldavian people; the latter wanted to make the 

Moldavians Romanians and to bring them into a larger Romanian nationhood. The cultural and 

identity policies of Moldavianization the USSR implemented in both the MASSR and MSSR 

were more successful than the cultural Romanianization attempted by interwar Romania in 

Bessarabia. The making of Soviet Moldavians succeeded mainly because the majority of the 
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Romanian speakers in Bessarabia preferred to preserve their traditional ethnonym of 

“Moldavians” and rejected the imposed “Romanian.” Besides, de-Romanianization of the Soviet 

Moldavians after the World War II was successful because the Moldavians of Bessarabia had not 

contributed to the creation of the Romanian national state in 1859-1861, whereas the two 

decades as subjects to Royal Romania (1918-1940), were not sufficient for converting all 

Moldavians of Bessarabia into “true” or “good” Romanians.  

In contrast, the Soviets’ effort to consolidate Moldavian ethnic and cultural identities 

via education and state-sponsored anti-Romanian propaganda practically erased what interwar 

Romania intended to achieve through its cultural Romanianization project. Nonetheless, as the 

findings have shown, in spite of evident Soviet success in keeping Romanian speakers in the 

MSSR as “Moldavians,” self-identification as Romanians of some and pro-Romanianness of 

many others indicates that the divisive cultural and identity policies implemented against them 

by the Communist Party of the USSR were not completely successful. Although not as strong as 

in the Baltic republics or Western Ukraine, pan-Moldavian and pro-Romanian nationalism 

existed throughout the existence of the MSSR and erupted during perestroika.  

Overall, the chapter pointed out that political contradictions between central authorities 

in Chisinau and secessionist leaders of Transnistria have deep and controversial historical roots 

and geopolitical grounds. During the twentieth century there were external factors (e.g. Russia 

and Romania), which played a determinant role in state building in the territory of the Republic 

of Moldova and significantly contributed to identity (de)construction of its titular nation.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



86 
 

Chapter II  

PERESTROIKA, NATIONALISM AND INTERNATIONALISM  

IN A SOVIET BORDERLAND: THE MOLDAVIAN SSR IN 1985-1991 

 

This chapter centers on the perestroika era and the collapse of the USSR. It focuses on the 

struggle between nationalists who fought for the national awakening of the Romanian-speaking 

Moldavians and their opponents, namely the homines sovietici who wished to preserve their 

moribund Motherland. The chapter seeks to show why and how the inhabitants of Soviet 

Moldavia became divided and what led to the acute political polarization of society and the 

territorial fragmentation of the republic.   

Pro-Romanian nationalism, which compared to that of the Baltic States was more passive 

than active, erupted during the democratization of the Soviet Union under Mikhail Gorbachev. It 

revived among Soviet Moldavians a forbidden ethnic and cultural identity and Romanian 

national consciousness. Secessionism in Transnistria represented a joint response of the Russian 

speakers in the MSSR and central government in Moscow to both the rise of nationalism and the 

centrifugal tendencies of the Moldavian elite. This chapter is divided as follows. First, it 

examines the general state of interethnic relations in Soviet Moldavia on the eve of perestroika. 

Second, it analyzes ethnic mobilization of Romanian-speaking Moldavians followed by a focus 

on the counter mobilization of Russian speakers. It also discusses the impact of language 

legislation and pro-Romanian irredentism on the territorial and political integrity of the republic. 

Finally, it compares the assessments given by the Soviet-born generations of Russian and 

Romanian speakers to events and the fate of their little motherland, “sunny Moldavia.” 

There were two major triggers that generated political rupture between numerically 

dominant Romanian speakers and Russian-speakimg minorities in the Moldavian SSR. First, 

there were the issues of language and affiliation with the Romanian past. The second was the 

mutually exclusive goals pursued by the Soviet and nationalizing Romanian-speaking elites 

during the late 1980s-early 1990s. The chapter demonstrates the high probability of territorial 

separation of Transnistria from the MSSR and notes that even today Romanian and Russian 

speakers in the Republic of Moldova hold the same disparate assessments of events. 
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2.1. On the Eve: “Sunny” Moldavia Prior to Perestroika  

 

In 1972, Leonid Brezhnev had proudly declared that “a new historic community of people had 

been formed, the Soviet people.”368 The Constitution of 1977 asserted that the Soviet people 

consisted “of the working people, who are patriots and internationalists.”369 To Communist 

leaders the construction of homo sovieticus was the logical result of nationality policies intended 

to cement the so-called “friendship of peoples.” Hence, state-sponsored propaganda had falsely 

stereotyped this friendship as an unquestionable truth and reality. Moreover, it had presented that 

“truth” as a significant political feature, which allegedly made the first socialist country in the 

world stronger in its ideological confrontation with foreign “aliens” and domestic “others.”  

In forging the “Soviet man,” the authorities encouraged the population to learn Russian, 

which tacitly was to become the lingua franca for all inhabitants of the country. Consequently, 

policy-makers supported the spread of Russian language and culture and introduced 

Russificatory policies, as had their tsarist predecessors.370 This strategy was considered neither 

nationalistic nor chauvinistic. It was presented as an expression of internationalist solidarity, 

friendship, and unity with the “great Russian people.”371 There was no room reserved in the 

USSR for non-Russian nationalism or religious or racial discrimination, which were all punished 

according to Soviet legislation. On the contrary, as propagated through the patriotic songs and 

slogans prescribed in education and scholarship and strengthened by the military service, the 

“room” was solely booked for internationalism and Soviet brotherhood.372 However, the reforms 

Mikhail Gorbachev initiated, along with the ensuing events and processes, forced the Soviet 

nation to confront another reality, i.e. the rise of nationalism, the manifestation of Russophobia, 

and anti-Sovietism.  

The year 1985 became epochal for many inside and outside of the USSR. The word 

“many” refers first of all to those nationalities who wanted to escape from the “evil empire,” as 
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Ronald Reagan had called Soviet Union only two years earlier.373 Scholars often interpret that 

speech of the American President as his envisagement of the Soviets’ downfall and of an 

“imminent implosion” of Communism.374 Indeed, several years later the state designed by 

Vladimir Lenin, built by Joseph Stalin, and supervised by their successors had fallen apart. There 

were different and conflicting feelings among Soviet citizens regarding this dramatic event. 

Some rejoiced, as it opened new geopolitical opportunities. Others felt traumatized emotionally 

and became vulnerable financially. Their Socialist Motherland was gone, along with the benefits 

and stability it had offered them during the “golden era” of Brezhnev’s times.375  

Already during perestroika the public sphere in the USSR suffered a sharp division. 

Two rival political camps surfaced, pro- and anti-Soviet (Gorbachev was in the former). 

Interestingly, two decades after the dissolution of the Soviet Union these divisions persist in the 

former republics. This phenomenon derives from the nostalgia about the “good old days” and is 

caused by the difficult living conditions many former Soviet citizens currently face. The 

Republic of Moldova is no exception in this respect. However, in contrast to former sister-

republics this country has been continuously convulsed by significant issues: the unsettled ethnic 

identity of the titular nation, its discord with Russian-speaking minorities, and Transnistria’s 

separatism. Even though the roots of this reality lie in earlier twentieth-century history, the 

immediate background to the current problems lies in the events that took place after 1985. 

Brezhnev’s successor as Soviet leader was Yuri Andropov. Not only had the former 

KGB head attempted to punish corrupt officials, but he also intended to discipline ordinary 

citizens as well for the benefit of Party and Motherland.376 Yet, after his death those policies 

were interrupted and life seemed to return to “normal” under Konstantin Chernenko. Despite 

these disturbances people remained caught up by their daily routine at the workplace, school, or 

army. Older people enjoyed the retirement they earned, but if they could not live on a pension, 

then they continued to work even after reaching normal retirement age.377 There were no visible 
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signs of any political unrest, instability, or interethnic tensions before perestroika appeared on 

the political scene. Moreover, even when the reforms began, the masses seemed to be more 

concerned by Gorbachev’s anti-alcohol campaign than alarmed by the eventual rise of nationalist 

sentiments.378   

It is inaccurate, however, to state that everything was well and that interethnic harmony 

dominated the Communist realm. Some nations, like Estonians, Latvians, or Lithuanians, had 

been incorporated into the USSR against their will. Others, like the Tatars of Crimea, Chechens, 

and Ingushi in the Caucasus, had suffered from the Stalinist forced deportations in 1944-1945.  

Perestroika can indeed be considered that “revolutionary [here nationalist] spark” which 

challenged the official “friendship of peoples,” “Soviet brotherhood,” and “communist 

internationalism.” Not only had it revealed the falseness of those slogans, it also challenged the 

political status of the “velikii ruskii iazyk” (great Russian language) allegedly chosen voluntarily 

by the non-Russians as the only language for interethnic communication.379    

Residents of Soviet Moldavia shared the same values as their counterparts across the 

country. Like many of my generation, I grew up and was educated to become a patriot of the 

Soviet Motherland. The question is were I, my Romanian-speaking relatives, my classmates, and 

neighbors experiencing any inherent hatred of ethnic Russians, Russified people, and the Russian 

language? Probably not. From early childhood we always heard and learned this language; we 

made use of it when we played war, fighting the imaginary enemy, the Germans, and when 

watching TV or movies in the theatres. Russian became so popular that it was a question of 

prestige to speak it everywhere, while it was shameful to be heard speaking the language of 

“bykov” (bulls), as Moldavian was called by Russian-speakers.380 Did we think in the 1960s, 

1970s, and early 1980s that we were Romanians and spoke Romanian and that Russians (and by 

extension our Russified peers) were our “enemies”? Most likely we did not. In those times 

neither the young representatives of the titular nation nor the Russian speakers could foresee that 
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the childish enmity381 or teasing382 with reference to our cultural affiliation would later develop 

into real hostility and mutual hatred on the basis of spoken language and ethnic belonging. 

Nevertheless, until all this happened, patriotic education and habitual landscape made us find a 

common (Russian) language and coexist peacefully long before we would become adult homines 

sovietici.  

Chisinau, the capital of Moldavia, widely known to the Soviet public thanks to a song 

performed by Sofia Rotaru, was indeed a “white city [and] a flower made of stone [and a place] 

open to all [because it was] mine [and] yours.”383 Large boulevards, paved sidewalks, new 

government, public, and residential buildings along with lots of green parks made it entirely 

correspond to the new political status it had been granted – the capital city of the MSSR. With 

the opportunities it could provide, Chisinau, like Lviv, Riga, Tallinn, or Vilnius, became after the 

war an attractive place for natives but particularly for newcomers sent to Moldavia to build 

socialism. In Chisinau, as in the rest of the country, the people’s friendship and respect for one’s 

ethnicity, culture, and language were obligatory, at least on the official level.  

Everyday life often brought incidents that conflicted with what Soviet citizens were 

taught in schools and encouraged to do. I remember how badly I felt when I had to experience 

two different situations involving hostility, unfriendliness, and phobias. The first occurred in the 

summer of 1981 when I arrived in Chisinau to continue my post-secondary education. On one 

occasion I addressed the seller in a grocery store to purchase some bread. The latter, instead of 

issuing the product I was asking for, shouted at me and with visible irritation demanded me to 

speak a “human language” – “Govori po-chelovecheski! Ty chto, ne znaesh’ normal’nogo 
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iazyka?!” (Speak a human-language! Don’t you know a normal language?). Obviously, I was 

dazed, became confused, and like many other representatives of national minorities of the USSR 

“endured marginalization,” as Faller pointed out, “from monolingual Russian-speakers.”384 Since 

I had never experienced such “requests” earlier and did not expect them in the capital of my 

“little Motherland” I bought nothing then and, depressed, left the site.  

There was another case a few years later, this time linked to pan-Romanian nationalism. 

In May 1986, recently demobilized from the Soviet Army (where we spoke Russian), and on my 

way to my hometown I asked a passerby in Chisinau a question, in Russian. I received no answer 

but was instead assaulted verbally for not speaking “Romanian, my and your mother tongue.” I 

left the scene without comment but felt that something had changed in “my” and “your” “white 

city” of Chisinau. The authorities were well aware of the situation of the language of the titular 

nation and how poorly members of minorities knew it. This is why the CC of the Moldavian 

Communist Party tried to change the state of affairs in 1987 by emphasizing the need to improve 

the functionality of Moldavian.385 However, in the context of the beginning of the movement for 

cultural revival this measure came late. Besides, whereas the documents issued by the authorities 

in 1986 stated that: “persons of Moldavian ethnicity [were] obliged to learn the Russian 

[language], Russians and non-Moldavians [were] only recommended to learn Moldavian.”386    

The Russian scholar Valery Tishkov accurately assessed the impact of ethnonationalism 

on the Soviet Union and, after its collapse, on the successor states. Indeed, as he pointed out, 

“the rise of ethno-politics was a major factor in tearing apart the unitary Soviet state […] 

undermining its Communist ideology.”387 With respect to the MSSR, the main political feature 

and peculiarity which made the natives’ nationalism different from other places was that 

Moldavia represented the only Soviet entity where cultural revival, anti-Sovietism, and 

Russophobia were all linked to and derived from the ethnic nationalism of a foreign country, that 

is Romania. Interestingly, although Moldavia’s natives lacked a clear cultural and political 

Romanian identity and had never spoke up about it due to the fear of being punished and because 

of the Soviet policies of de-Romanianization, they still responded with enthusiasm to pro-
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Romanian nationalistic calls made by the local intelligentsia. Therefore, the emergence and rise 

of nationalism in Moldavia was not only a product of the changes that had occurred under the 

leadership of Gorbachev. It also was a result of the domestic policies defined by Hirsch as “state 

sponsored evolutionism” employed in the MASSR and later the MSSR. Yet, perestroika 

demonstrated that the effort the Kremlin put into the creation in Bessarabia of a pro-Soviet, pro-

Russian, internationalist, and anti-Romanian intelligentsia was futile to very large extent. Soviet 

Moldavian writers and scholars, who became the key advocates for the Romanian national idea, 

were created by and benefited from the above-mentioned policies. It was they who undertook the 

leadership of and politically mobilized Romanian-speaking Moldavians for independence in 

1990-1991.388  

In the MSSR, Party and Soviet elites were not ready for Gorbachev’s reforms. They were 

eventually unwilling to accept any radical changes that could have disturbed their daily routine 

and life. Even so, Moldavia’s bureaucrats had no choice but to conform to the political novelties 

initiated by the new master of the politburo in Moscow. Loyalty and collective subservience 

towards the Center were soon demonstrated when they carried out the anti-alcohol campaign, 

which resulted in the destruction of massive grape plantations. For Moldavia such a measure had 

dramatic consequences because “after all, the grapes – it is like oil for Russia.”389 In addition to 

eliminating the vineyards, the authorities made sure that residents would drink less alcohol and 

closed many stores that specialized in the sale of wine, beer, and vodka.390 Moreover, local 

chiefs were encouraged to have non-alcoholic family events (e.g. weddings) and were expelled 

from the Communist Party for breaking the anti-alcohol legislation.391    

One may argue that the anti-alcohol campaign, which Gorbachev had launched just two 

months after becoming General Secretary, had nothing to do with the rise of nationalism. Yet, 

not only did that particular campaign make him widely known to the large mass of Soviet 

citizens, it also proved to be a prelude to further political reforms and personnel policy. The 

removal of Dinmukhamed Kunayev as 1st Secretary of the Kazakh Communist Party and the so-

called “Jeltoqsan” (“December”) in December 1986 may serve as a good example. At that time, 
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the reshuffling in the highest echelon of the leadership in a non-Russian republic caused student 

riots, challenged political stability in this republic, and opened the door for nationalism 

sometimes in extreme forms within the entire country.392 The dramatic events in Kazakhstan did 

not pass unobserved by the domestic and international public.393 Although the Soviet media 

blamed initiators and participants for their anti-social behavior, the “Jeltoqsan” riots soon 

became known as an expression of pure Kazakh nationalism. Alexandru Saulea, a colleague of 

mine, who in 1987 was in Kazakhstan for summer work, shared with me an interesting detail. He 

recalls that while asking locals about the reasons for their upheaval, he got the following answer: 

“for Kazakh people, a Kazakh leader.”394  

Echoes of the events in Kazakhstan were heard in Moldavia, not with riots but with a 

verbal confrontation with authorities. In the summer of 1987 Romanian-speaking intelligentsia, 

while arguing with the Party elite about the situation in the republic, had pointed out that Victor 

Smirnov, then the 2nd Secretary of the Moldavian Central Committee, demonstrated disrespectful 

behavior towards the natives of the MSSR. Smirnov called Moldavian Romanian-speaking 

writers “bastards” (“otpryski”), “sons of kulaks” (“synov’ia kulakov”), and “peasants” and 

labeled as “nationalist” anyone who raised a question about the native tongue of ethnic 

Moldavians.395 They also profoundly regretted that in contrast to Genadii Kolbin, who learned 

Georgian while working in the Georgian SSR and was willing to learn Kazakh, Victor Smirnov, 

was extremely anti-Moldavian and refused to learn the language of Moldavians.396    

 
2.2. “We Are Romanians!” The National Awakening of Soviet Moldavians, 1987-1989 
 

John Coakley concludes that “the very powerful link between language and sense of community 

has a strong bearing on national identity.”397 Therefore, the emergence of the language issue as 

one of the major challengers of the Communist leadership should not be surprising, but on the 

contrary explains why the status of one’s mother tongue had galvanized both political and public 
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spheres in the USSR. In Moldavia writers had become the guardians of language, culture, and 

national identity; they were the ones who openly challenged the nationalities policies in this 

Soviet republic.  

 
The Nationalist Framework and the Fight for Language Legislation  
 

In the MSSR, as in other non-Russian republics, democratic reforms conceived by Gorbachev 

faced many challenges. First, there were the problems related to national revival and to the 

official status of the native tongue. The degraded status of the languages of the non-Russians was 

an acute matter. It led to political and ethnic mobilization within the entire country in general and 

of Romanian speakers in the MSSR in particular. Indeed, there, like in neighboring Ukraine and 

other places, “the moral superiority of Russian was perceived by many as ‘painful’ [as it led to 

Russification and destruction] of the national identity.”398 However, when speaking about the 

issue of national languages in the former Soviet republics the case of Moldavia had two 

particular distinctions. In distinction to other republics, where the main concern of the local 

intelligentsia was about the language per se, i.e. its status as a “kitchen” language, in Soviet 

Moldavia the problem was more complicated. There, not only was it necessary to change the 

status of the Moldavian language, but also most importantly and challenging for authorities was 

the question of its identity with the official language of Romania and the use of the Latin 

alphabet banned by Stalin’s regime in 1940s.  

Two major events can be considered as particularly significant for the pro-Romanian 

awakening among the masses of the titular nation in the MSSR. They signified the beginning of 

the struggle for language, for Latin script, for national symbols, and later for independence. The 

first was linked to the name of the famous Moldavian writer Ion Druță; the second, to the 

activities of the Writers’ Union of Soviet Moldavia. Sometimes, in the Soviet Union, the titular 

nations’ intellectuals conflicted with the local Party authorities and were forced to take a kind of 

refuge in Russia. That was the case of Les Taniuk in Ukraine and Ion Ungureanu, Emil Loteanu, 

and Ion Druță in Moldavia.399 The latter, being continuously harassed at home, left Moldavia for 
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Moscow in the 1960s.400 Almost two decades later he published in “Literaturnaia Gazeta” an 

article with a very bizarre title, i.e. “Zemlia, voda i znaki prepinaniia (Land, Water, and 

Punctuation).” This paper, innocent at first glance, had in fact disturbed the status quo in the 

Moldavian SSR. Although the writer skilfully camouflaged his nationalistic message under 

ecological matters, he made himself clear concerning issues related to Moldavian history, 

culture, national identity, and perestroika.401 In his patriotic call Ion Druță touched upon a variety 

of subjects. He referred with vexation and regret to the territorial losses of Bessarabia to Ukraine 

in 1940, emphasized the role the “little Motherland” had in the lives of the natives, and most 

important, stressed the degradation of the Moldavian language:  

   
Something wrong has been happening with the native language [of Moldavians]. 
Instead of a beautiful, melodious language that draws from ancient Latin, there is some 
gray stream of sounds, a blend of Moldavian and Russian words, and some hybrids that 
are, as they say, neither here nor there... All this amalgamation of sounds has not only 
violated the aesthetic principles of the [Moldavian] language, but has also confused 
interlocutors, who are finding it difficult to understand who wants to say what. 402  
     

      Ion Druță’s article had a great impact and various consequences in Soviet Moldavia. Not 

only was it republished shortly afterward in the Moldavian counterpart of Literaturnaia Gazeta, 

the Chisinau-based Literatura și Arta,403 but it also encouraged other authors to come up with 

more radical materials related to the national question and ecology.404 Yet the most immediate 

outcome was the meeting of the writers with the members of Moldavian CC on 28 July 1987. 

The minutes reveal the emotional and painful dialog of the “people” with the authorities. Semion 

Grossu, the 1st Secretary of the Moldavian CC, and his comrades could do nothing but listen and 

take notes. Besides problems related to the environment, the writers talked about the degradation 

of Moldavian which had become “the language of the poor.” They focused on the complete 

dominance of Russian, the lack of educational institutions for the offspring of ethnic Moldavians, 
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and the unfair stigmatization with nationalism of any attempt to protect the indigenous language 

and culture.405 The declassified files of the Central Committee indicate that Soviet Moldavia of 

the 1980s was “sunny” and prosperous only in theory but not in reality. In addition to the 

problems of demography, culture, and history, the writers talked about an acute shortage of food 

supplies in urban localities and the countryside. They recalled the famine of 1946-1947 and 

shared concrete cases about the deficiency of products. Andrei Strâmbeanu, for instance, said 

that his 80-year-old mother “was dying from starvation” in Fântâna Albă village of Edineț 

raion.406 According to him there was no bread available to buy for two weeks in that village, let 

alone meat, milk, and butter. 

    Both the article of Druță and the discussion with high-ranking officials mobilized 

Moldavian writers and sparked pan-Romanian nationalism among the rest of the intelligentsia 

and scholars. Within a year local nationalism based on Romanian ethnic identity and culture 

became as radical as that in the Baltic Republics, Western Ukraine, or Georgia in the Caucasus. 

Thus, whereas in October 1987 the Moldavian Union of Writers adopted a resolution in which 

the Slavic origins of the Moldavian language and the use of Cyrillic were questioned,407 in 

September 1988 that organization proposed to make Moldavian the state language and approve 

its transfer to the Latin script.408 In addition to scholarly arguments called to prove that 

Moldavian and Romanian were identical, the promoters of the national idea provided worldwide 

linguistic and geopolitical analogies:  

 
There is only one literary language, both spoken and written, in the Socialist 
Republic of Romania as well as in the Moldavian Soviet Socialist Republic. Our case 
is not unique. There are, for example, six German-speaking countries in Europe: 
GDR, FRG, Austria, Liechtenstein, Luxemburg, and Switzerland. There are also 
several Arabophone, Francophone, Anglophone, and Hispanophone states.409 
 

Beginning with the summer of 1987 the problem of the Moldavian language, its name, 

and the demand for the Latin script became key items that nationalizing forces used to challenge 

the local authorities. Local leaders had to react promptly to Druța’s article and to take into 

account complaints the Chisinau-based writers had recently made. Therefore, the authorities 
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faced problems related to both ecology and the rise of linguistic nationalism. Dealing with 

ecology was relatively painless. Almost immediately the Supreme Soviet passed a decree on the 

protection of the environment in the Moldavian SSR.410 This, however, cannot be stated about 

the inquiry on the correlation between Moldavian and Romanian languages and on the Latin 

script and Russian Cyrillic, questions which foreshadowed the tempest of political nationalism in 

the MSSR.  

Romanian-speaking writers proved to be very active and engaged themselves in the battle 

for language in various ways. For example, in fall 1987 they published an open letter, known as 

“the letter of the 66,” in which they called to “put an end to the shameful [and] conjunctural 

theory of ‘two languages’” and to recognize that Moldavian was exactly the same as 

Romanian.411 Moreover, writers appealed to specialists in Romance languages from Moscow, 

Leningrad, and Kyiv to assess their demands. In the fall of 1988 a conference in Chisinau ended 

with a special resolution. The document acknowledged that Moldavian and Romanian languages 

were identical languages, emphasized the unsuitability of Cyrillic for Moldavian (Romanian), 

and recommended the native tongue of the titular nation be made official in the territory of the 

Moldavian SSR.412 

The counter-offensive of the Moldavian Central Committee followed. In early November 

1988 it responded with a Soviet-style document entitled “Let’s Support Perestroika With 

Concrete Deeds,”413 which was largely supported by the Russian speakers, but not by their 

Romanian-speaking counterparts.414 The Party’s “Theses” inspired Russian speakers to resist the 

cultural revival of Moldavians, which they interpreted as nationalism, and jeopardized the hope 

of Romanian speakers to achieve their demands. In addition, the “Theses” provoked anti-Soviet 

sentiments when some voices claimed that Bessarabia was not “liberated” but “occupied” and 

that what “Germans had planned to do [in relation to Slavs] was done by Russians to us 
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[Moldavians].”415 The political document issued by the Communists served as a warning signal 

for Moldavia’s nationalists. It indicated that they had gone too far. At the same time, for 

minorities the “Theses” provoked “internationalist” mobilization. The Moldavian CC rejected 

the demands submitted by the writers and neglected the scholarly opinion of local and invited 

linguists about the Moldavian and Romanian languages, their scripts and proposed official status. 

Therefore, the theory of two separate languages remained valid and the Latin script was rejected 

because “switching to it will cost billions [...], will harm the welfare of the population, will 

negatively affect the spiritual development [of Moldavians], and will leave [the latter] illiterate 

for many years.”416 

Yet the Moldavian CC could not stop or impede the struggle for cultural revival. On the 

contrary, it galvanized the movement for language and script, which involved besides writers 

hundreds of thousands of ordinary people. For almost one year nationalists constantly challenged 

officials through spontaneous unauthorized and later authorized meetings, rallies, and 

demonstrations to make Romanian the official language in the republic and to accept the return 

of the Latin script. Then the main slogan became “[Romanian] Language” and “[Latin] 

Alphabet” (“Limba [română], Alfabet [latin]!”). 

Seeking to confront and de-escalate linguistic nationalism the Moldavian CC proposed 

and the Supreme Soviet created a special Inter-Departmental Commission in July 1988.417 The 

authorities wanted that commission to study the historical development of the Moldavian 

language, but to avoid focus on the Latin script and the issue of granting Moldavian the status of 

official language.418 However, agents of the cultural revival called it the “Language Rescue 

Committee,” because, to the great disappointment of the authorities, the Commission in 

December 1988 concluded that Moldavian and Romanian were identical, that Russian Cyrillic 

was unsuitable for the language, and in addition recommended to make Moldavian the official 

language.419 As a result, the authorities had no choice but to announce that appropriate language 

legislation should first be elaborated and then adopted by the Soviet Moldavia legislature. 

                                                           
415 AOSPRM, Fond 51, Inv. No. 71, File 313, p. 7-10. 
416 “Să afirmăm restructurarea prin fapte concrete,” Moldova Socialistă, 11 November 1988: 3. 
417 AOSPRM, Fond 51, Inv. No. 71, File 277, p. 4; Ibid., File 279, p. 33-36. 
418 AOSPRM, Fond 51, Inv. No. 71, File 279, p. 25-26. 
419 Nicolae Mătcaș, Calvarul limbii române din Basarabia. Studii, articole, comunicari (Chisinau: Limba Română, 
2011), 52-53. See S. Berejan, “Cu privire la statutul lingvistic și social al limbii moldovenești,” Limba și literatura 
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The publication of the drafts of the Law on languages in March 1989 caused serious 

tensions in the republic and became a subject of debate.420 Russian and Romanian speakers 

sharply criticized it for different reasons. According to the proposed draft, “Moldavian” was 

declared the state language while Russian was envisioned as an instrument for interethnic 

communication.421 However, as the proposed law was meant to make Moldavian mandatory for 

any person who worked in public service, Russian speakers considered this an infringement of 

their rights, a violation of equality, and a juridical pretext to be removed from their jobs.422 At 

the same time, Romanian speakers were upset that authorities were not willing to call 

“Moldavian” “Romanian” and felt that it should be made the state language immediately, rather 

than over several years.423   

Yet the authorities had serious concerns about allowing the return of the Latin alphabet. 

Taking into account the interwar past of Bessarabia and the MASSR, the approval of this 

alphabet could mean two things. First, the transfer of Moldavian to Latin script would have 

instantly made that language Romanian. Second, as the pro-Romanian nationalists assumed and 

authorities feared, re-introduction of the Latin alphabet could inculcate Romanian national 

consciousness in Soviet Moldavians. However, the Communist authorities’ assumptions were 

wrong, at least in part. The Romanianness of Moldavians, which surfaced during a short-lived 

pan-Romanian irredentism in 1988-1990, never became a well-thought-out and properly 

implemented nationality policy in Moldova after 1991.   

Not without reason the Soviet authorities blamed Baltic nationalism for its influence on 

the national revival in Moldavia. Its political strength, based on national unity, and its 

determination to achieve independence from the Communist center indeed had a great impact. 

Thus, in the context of the struggle for Romanian language and Latin alphabet Latvia and 

Lithuania helped Moldavia’s pro-Romania oriented intellectuals to publish the first issue of the 

Moldavian newspaper Glasul (The Voice) based on the Latin script in early 1989. The founders 
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of the edition wrote on the first page that their newspaper “aimed to prevent the degradation of 

the [Romanian] nation.”424 Soon afterward, in the summer of 1989, there followed the second 

“coup” of the pro-Romanian nationalists. In June Literatura și Arta began publishing some of its 

issues in Latin script. Most important, the publications expressed anti-Soviet comments on 

Soviet territorial annexations in 1940 and Russificatory policies in Moldavia.425  

Interestingly, just a few weeks before publication of the draft of the language legislation, 

the Writers’ Union came up with its own draft bill.426 The latter was welcomed by Romanian 

speakers but rejected for its nationalistic approach by the minorities. The main differences 

between the proposals of the Moldavian CC and that of the Moldavian writers was that the latter 

constantly used the term “Romanian language,” gave it a legal priority over other languages, and 

prescribed an immediate switch to the Latin script.427 The Romanian-speaking population was 

happy to have its native tongue returned to that alphabet. According to a poll organized by the 

Institute of Moldavian Language and Literature in fall 1988, 99.3% out of 85,000 participants 

said “yes” to the Latin script.428 Therefore, the authorities reviewed their draft and came up with 

a separate law about the Latin script.429 However, now they had to face both conflicting sides, 

i.e.  Romanian and Russian speakers. The former were dissatisfied because the language was still 

called “Moldavian”; the latter went on strikes against the “discriminatory” law. On 31 August - 1 

September the Supreme Soviet proclaimed Moldavian the state language, passed a special law 

according to which Russian and other minority languages were taken under the protection of the 

state, and voted for the return of the Latin script for Moldavian language.430  

The approval of the language legislation did not bring reconciliation. Both Romanian- 

and Russian speakers challenged the Moldavian Communist Party and the local Soviet 

leadership. The former gathered in front of the Parliament building on 31 August 1989 and 

expressed their deep disappointment with the provisions of the laws.431 In the first place, the 
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frustration came from the fact that the language was not called “Romanian.” It was the position 

of the Communist authorities in Chisinau, guided by Moscow, to retain for geopolitical reasons 

the name “Moldavian” for the native tongue of the Soviet Moldavians. A month earlier, an 

unidentified high-ranking Party official had stated that under no circumstances “neither now nor 

in the future should there be acknowledged in any law an identity between the Moldavian and 

Romanian [languages].”432 He continued by insisting that “let us recognize this in practice, as in 

fact it is (tak ono i est’), but in the Law this must be nowhere and never written.”433  

Russian speakers, in turn, were upset that Russian was not an official language and 

continued the strikes.434 They were afraid that the new laws would force them to learn 

Moldavian. In addition, the introduction of Latin script identified with Romanianization terrified 

them with an eventual return of the Romanian “fascists” and Moldavia’s (re)unification with the 

neighboring country. Even the 1st Secretary, Semion Grossu, stated by the end of September 

1989 that members of Edinstvo and OSTK supported political strikes, called to overthrow the 

government and to create a Russian-speaking autonomy.435  

The political game of what to call the official language of the MSSR and the maneuvers 

with linguistic terminology around this subject has left this question open for more than two 

decades. The legislation of 1989 spoke exclusively about the Moldavian language and nation, 

implying a “Moldavian” cultural, ethnic, and linguistic identity for local Romanian speakers. 

True, there was one acknowledgement of the “Moldo-Romanian linguistic identity,” but it had 

no legal power to make Romanian the state language or Romanian speakers Romanians.436 The 

conflict seemed to be solved two years later in 1991 when the Declaration of Independence 

called the language “Romanian,” but the Constitution of 1994 again called the language 

“Moldavian.”437 The paradox was that for years education and scholarship had used the term 

“Romanian” language and not “Moldavian,” the term included in the Constitution. It was not 
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until 5 December 2013 that the Constitutional Court in Chisinau confirmed that “Romanian,” not 

“Moldovan,” is the official language of the country and its proper name.438   

 
Perestroika and pan-Romanian Mobilization  

 
The political victory that pro-Romanian nationalists achieved in Moldavia in the summer of 1989 

resulted from a combination of local and all-union factors. Whereas the latter refers to the 

democratization process in the entire USSR and can also be associated with the language 

legislation adopted by that time in the Baltic republics,439 the former relates to profound changes 

that took place in the MSSR itself during the three years of perestroika. Andreas Wimmer has 

pointed out that “many ethnic communities never arrive at the turning point of nationalist 

mobilization,” 440 which can make a nationalist movement fail. This assertion can be applied to 

Russian Bessarabia and the short-lived Moldavian Democratic Republic, yet the situation in the 

Moldavian SSR in the late 1980s was different. In contrast to the events of 1917-1918, when 

ethnic nationalism in Bessarabia remained at the level of “Phase B” in Miroslav Hroch’s scheme, 

the developments of 1987-1989 demonstrated a high level of pro-Romanian nationalist 

mobilization that corresponded to all three phases. Therefore, at that time Moldavians possessed 

“ample mythic material and [were] held together by strong sentiments of belonging”441 to a 

common cultural civilization with Romanians.  

Ethnic mobilization of the non-Russians during the perestroika era, however, often 

differed from one republic to another. In Armenia and Azerbaijan, for instance, the mobilization 

occurred under the influence of ancient interethnic tensions and administrative borders imposed 

earlier by Stalin. Other Soviet nationalities, like the Tatars of Crimea or Chechens in the 

Caucasus, remembered ethnic cleansings of the Soviets during the Great Patriotic War.442 In the 

Baltic Republics, the key event was collective memory about inter-war nationhood lost through 
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the Nazi-Soviet Pact and Soviet occupation.443 However in Soviet Moldavia, in contrast to the 

above examples, the geopolitical background and interethnic landscape were different. The 

Romanian speakers of the MSSR were not known for their extreme nationalism and 

mistreatment of the domestic “other” like Azerbaijanis or Armenians. Although Moldavians 

fought against the Red Army in Nazi-allied Romania and suffered from the Stalinist 

deportations, they were not “erased” from their native land like the Crimean Tatars. And lastly, 

the 1939 Nazi-Soviet Pact could not serve as a mobilizing factor in the first place because 

Moldavia (Bessarabia) was not an independent country in 1940 but part of Romania, and 

therefore what happened in 1940 did not have the same impact on the population as did the loss 

of statehood of the Baltics on their own citizens.  

In the MSSR the main focus for mobilizing Romanian speakers was not a call against 

Soviet “occupants” or for gaining independence. From the beginning the appeal was the struggle 

for national culture, education, and language, and support for Gorbachev. Mark R. Beissinger 

observed that “the very idea of Moldovan independence would have seemed absurd to the 

overwhelming majority of Moldavians.”444 As a participant of those events I totally agree with 

this statement. Indeed, the independentist idea and the consequences of the 1939 Pact for 

Romania (and Bessarabia) entered Moldavian political discourse one year later than in Latvia, 

Estonia, or Lithuania. Therefore, because the use of the Soviet-Nazi Pact was premature in 1987 

and 1988, partisans of pan-Romanianism had to rely on other symbols able to mobilize them.   

 The awakening of Romanianness among Moldavians had begun with the celebration of 

famous writers and (re)examination of their works. First and foremost were Mihai Eminescu and 

Alexei Mateevici. Eminescu’s name was as prominent as that of Taras Shevchenko in Ukraine. 

His monument in Chisinau’s main park, along with that of the Stefan the Great nearby, became a 

sort of “Mecca” for those who felt Romanian and considered themselves “men of good will” 

(oameni de bună credință).445 Traditionally Eminescu’s birthday was commemorated in schools 

and universities as well as in literary circles and societies. In contrast to earlier celebrations, 

those in 1987, 1988, and 1989 gained different political connotations due to perestroika and 
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emerging national revival of Romanian-speaking Moldavians.446 Glasnost, which gave people 

courage447 and the newspaper Glasul (The Voice) made previously prohibited or censored works 

of Eminescu accessible to the public. His writings glorified the greatness of Romania and 

Romanians, declaring that “We are Romanians, period!” and criticized sharply the Russian 

Empire for annexing and Russifying Bessarabia.448  

Despite the place Mihai Eminescu occupied in the pantheon of Romanian nationalism, it 

was the name of Alexei Mateevici that was ultimately employed by nationalists in Chisinau to 

provide an organizational form to their camouflaged political organization.449 Thus, at the 

beginning of 1988 they created a musical-literary club named after Mateevici and led by Anatol 

Şalaru. Contrary to that of Eminescu, known for Russophobic statements and works, the legacy 

of Mateevici, in particular his poetry “Our Language,” was more neutral and did not propagate 

directly pro-Romanian nationalism. Nonetheless, the appearance and activity of this club, even 

under the “neutral” name of Mateevici, was perceived differently. Some viewed it as supporting 

the “spiritual purification” of Moldavians; others saw it as an expression of Moldavian 

nationalism.450  

The Mateevici club became a living arena for various debates and discussions related to 

language and the Latin script. The authorities were asked to explain why the Moldavian national 

theatre was named after the Russian Aleksandr Pushkin rather than a Romanian (Moldavian) 

personality and why the so-called “Russian” schools dominated in the capital city, while the 

capital and other urban settlements lacked Moldavian ones.451 They wondered why student IDs 

and other documentation were written in Russian and why libraries lacked scholarly publications 

and textbooks in the language of the locals. Last but not least, it was also unclear why the 

authorities had “invited” some 70,000 ethnic Russians, Ukrainians, and other nationalities to 
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settle in Chisinau to work at the Computer Plant rather than training locals for this job?452 Such 

questions, although painful, seemed vital to Romanian speakers, but were discomforting, caused 

anxiety, and sowed fear among minorities.453  

Mass mobilization of Romanian speakers culminated in June 1988 with the appearance of 

the Democratic Movement for Support of Perestroika (DMSP). The creation of this organization 

was facilitated by the fact that the efforts of Moldavian Communists “to overcome stagnation 

were purely symbolic [as] to them glasnost and perestroika were like a sharp knife [to the 

heart].”454 One year later, in May 1989, when the debates over languages and scripts were in full 

swing, the DMSP, the Mateevici Club, and other nationalist organizations created the Popular 

Front of Moldavia (PFM). Led by former Soviet dissidents, writers, scholars, and other pro-

Romanian minded personalities like Gheorghe Ghimpu and Ion Țurcanu, the PFM became the 

core nationalistic organization in Soviet Moldavia.455 It mobilized all patriotic, pro-perestroika, 

and anti-Soviet forces for the “revival of national sovereignty and statehood” in the MSRR, as its 

program stated.456 

In Soviet Moldavia “informals” employed various tools to mobilize the Romanian-

speaking masses. They organized meetings and demonstrations, and called on their supporters to 

blockade roads and picket government buildings.457 Initially, the nationalists addressed with 

prudence the matters of cultural revival and, by declaring themselves supporters of perestroika, 

shouted “Long live Gorbachev!” and “Down with mafia and with bureaucracy!” However, as the 

deterioration of the country progressed and both Gorbachev and the CPSU start losing their 

political authority, the demands and actions there, as in the Baltic and Caucasian republics, 

became more radical. Participants at the rallies held placards and chanted more far-reaching anti-

Soviet and anti-Russian, yet pan-Romanian messages. The most frequent slogans were “Give us 

our [Romanian] history!”, “We are Romanians!” and “Moldavians [must], unite!” The matter of 

the political future of the MSSR also came up, particularly when radicalized masses insisted that 

“We, Romanians of Bessarabia want reunification with our motherland Romania!”, called for the 

“Union [with Romania]!” and chanted “Long live Moldavia, Transylvania and Wallachia.” 
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Furthermore, the waving of Romanian tricolor and the singing of pro-Romania songs interpreted 

by patriots like Ion and Doina Aldea Teodorovici became symbols of national revival and agents 

of nationalist mobilization.458     

Invented traditions and holidays, as well as political symbols were other pretexts to 

express a negative attitude towards Soviet statehood. Protesters challenged civil and military 

marches organized on the occasion of May 1 (the International Worker’s Day), May 9 (the 

Victory Day or November 7 (the celebration of Bolshevik Revolution) in the streets of 

Chisinau.459 The Soviet Army and Navy Day, i.e. February 23, became the day of an 

occupational army, and Moldavian nationalists called for the “Russian soldier” to take his coat 

and go home (“Russkii soldat, beri shinel’, idi domoi!”). Furthermore, the Soviet “liberation” 

was defined as annexation and thousands condemned the falsification of history, Stalinist 

repressions, and deportations. In addition, there was a demand for national symbols, a claim that 

28 June 1940 was the most tragic day in the history of Romanians and demands for the 

establishment of an independent Moldavian Orthodox church.460  

For an analysis of the nationalist mobilization and circumstances that led to Transnistrian 

separatism and afterwards Moldavia’s political independence, reference to two major events is 

crucial. The first is the declaration of the Popular Front of Moldavia on 2 August 1989, 

concerning the anniversary of the Soviet-Nazi Pact and creation of the MSSR. Not only did the 

Front require Moscow to recognize that the USSR had forcibly seized Romanian territories in 

June 1940 but it also challenged the legitimacy of the creation of the Moldavian SSR, stating that 

it was illegal.461 Both statements, but in particular the second, had a very negative impact on 

political stability and the republic’s territorial integrity. Soon afterward, the apologists of 

secession used that document to defend and justify the restoration of “Moldavian” statehood 

beyond the Dniester. They argued that the MASSR was unlawfully dismantled and disbanded in 

1940 and therefore there were legal, historical, and demographic grounds for restoring it, which 
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Sovetskaia Moldavia, 1 July 1989: 3; Ion Țurcanu, Bessarabiana: teritoriul dintre Prut și Nistru în cîteva ipostaze 
istorice și reflecții istoriografice (Chisinau: Cartdidact, 2012), 221-222. 
461 Partidul Popular Creștin Democrat. Documente și materiale. 1988-2008. Vol. 1 (1988-1994). Compiled by 
Mihai Adauge (Chisinau: s.l., 2008), 99. Hereafter PPCD. Documente și materiale. 
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they in fact would do one year later.462 In fact, those in Tiraspol did not restore the MASSR, but 

they claimed that what did exist beyond the Dniester River in 1924-1940, i.e. the Moldavian 

autonomy, had to be restored as opposed to the MSSR created, in their opinion, in violation of 

Soviet legislation. Thus, making use of “Transnistria’s” past, secessionists aimed to establish a 

new political entity for separating it from the nationalist MSSR. In the circumstances that existed 

back in the late 1980 – early 1990s they had no alternatives but to work on such a political 

project.     

The second event, which saw the culmination of mass mobilization and the apogee of the 

Popular Front’s authority, took place just a few days before the Moldavian Supreme Soviet 

decided the question of spoken languages. On Sunday 27 August 1989 the nationalists organized 

their first Great National Assembly in the main square in Chisinau.463 They discussed the 

question of the Romanian identity of ethnic Moldavians, the need to make Romanian the state 

language, and the return of the Latin script. In addition to these ethno-cultural demands they 

made political demands. They proclaimed that Moldavia had the right to secede from the USSR, 

to recover historical territories from Ukraine, and to restore national symbols (e.g. the flag), 

which, inter alia, were identical to Romania’s.464 Demonstrators in their hundreds waved 

Romanian tricolors and held numerous placards with nationalistic slogans: “Awaken, thee 

Romanian!”; “[Union with Motherland-Romania] Now or never!”; “We want equal, not older 

brothers!”; “Sovereignty!”; “[Give us back] access to the [Carpathian] Mountains and [Black] 

Sea!”; and many others.465 That Sunday was called the “Day which will illuminate a century,” 

whereas the formation of the Great National Assembly itself was named by the pro-Romanian 

nationalists the most crucial event of the Romanian nation.466 Moreover, the participants, some 

750,000 people, were addressed not only by local nationalists but also by the representatives of 

Romanian speakers from Cernăuţi (Chernivtsi) and Izmail. The latter became ethnic minorities in 

the lands of historical Principality of Moldavia due to the population policies employed in first 

instance by the imperial Habsburgs and Romanovs and then by the USSR. As some scholars 

                                                           
462 “Politiko-pravovoe obosnovanie sozdaniia Pridnestrovskoi Moldavskoi Respubliki,” Bessarabskii vopros i 
obrazovanie PMR, 93-97. 
463 The Second Great National Assembly took place on 16 December 1990 with the participation of some 800,000 
people. The main call consisted of the right and need of Moldavia (Bessarabia) to reunite with Romania. See 
“Proclamația celei de-a doua Mari Adunări Naționale (Document final),” Făclia, 21 December 1990: 1-2. 
464 PPCD. Documente și materiale, Vol.1, 107-108. 
465 Boris Vieru, “Ora astrală a neamului,” Literatura şi Arta, 31 August 1989: 1-2. 
466 BorisVieru, A. Reniță, “Ziua ce va lumina un veac,” Literatura şi Arta, 31 August 1989: 1-2; Boris Vieru, “Ora 
astrală a neamului,” Literatura şi Arta, 31 August 1989: 1. 
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have pointed out, Romanian speakers in the Ukrainian SSR were inclined toward separatism and 

wished either to join the MSSR or Romania.467 In addition, other guests from Western Ukraine, 

Latvia, Lithuania, and Georgia joined the Great National Assembly in Chisinau. All that 

happened that day indicated that Moldavia was in solidarity with other sister-republics, which 

also wished to gain independence and—taking in to account its historical “Bessarabian” 

peculiarity—reunite with Romania. 

Not in all parts of the MSSR did Romanian speakers have the same chance freely to 

express their national revival or mobilize. In places like Tiraspol, Camenca, Bender, or Comrat 

their situation was unenviable. There, Russian speakers loyal to the Soviet regime demonstrated 

their political power and economic strength and fiercely opposed the Moldavians’ demands; they 

predominated in urban areas and in the political and economic elite particularly beyond the river 

Dniester and in the city of Bender. They labeled Moldovan’s attempts to stand up for language, 

Latin script, or tricolor let alone their own schools as “Romanian nationalism.”468 For example, 

in August 1989, when activists of the Popular Front and members of the literary club “Vatra” 

(the “Hearth”) in Bender organized a rally and marched under anti-Soviet slogans, Russian-

speaking bystanders clashed with them, attempted to snatch tricolors, and, most important, the 

pro-Soviet local militia attacked the protesters.469 Declassified documents reveal the 

psychological pressure applied by Russian-speaking workers and their plant managers on local 

Moldavians adults and children. In addition to ethnic harassment and intimidation the latter were 

told to “go to Romania”470 and lived and worked amid insulting and chauvinistic slogans (e.g. 

“Smert’ mulam!” [“Death to the mules [Moldavians]!”;], “Da zdravstvuet russkii iazyk!” [“Long 

live the Russian language!”]; “Doloi moldavan!” [“Down with the Moldavians!”]; “Doloi 

latinitsu!” [“Down with the Latin script!”]; “Muly, von v Rumyniiu!” [“Mules [Moldavians], get 

out and go to Romania!”], “Bei mulov, spasai Tiraspol’!” [“Beat the mules [Moldavians], rescue 

Tiraspol!”], and others.471  

                                                           
467 Taras Kuzio and Andrew Wilson, Ukraine: Perestroika to Independence (Edmonton-Toronto: CIUS, 1994), 24. I 
visited Northern Bukovina in 1987. There, local Romanian-speakers I had a chance to speak with regretted the 
inclusion of their province into Soviet Ukraine and wished either reunification with Romania or joining Moldavia. 
468 A. Meleca, “Durerea mea Transnistria, ” Transnistria, 2 December 1991: 2; Teodor Cojocaru, “Suferințele 
transnistrenilor,” Transnistria, 2 March 1991: 6; “Pora i vlast’ upotrebit’,” Trudovoi Tiraspol’, 22-29 September 
1993: 1. 
469 AOSPRM, Fond 79, Inv. No. 1, File 28, p. 4- 6. 
470 AOSPRM, Fond 51, Inv. No. 71, File 395, p. 86, 87. 
471  The latter slogan was an adjusted version of the Russian anti-Semite slogan “Bei zhidov, spasai Rossiiu! [Beat 
the Jews, rescue Russia!].” Snegur, Labirintul destinului.  Vol. I, 609. 
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Under such circumstances Moldavians in the future TMR had few options. To save their 

lives they could leave as “suggested,” obey the mighty Soviet-type internationalism, or try, often 

without any real support from Chisinau, to stand up for their nation, culture, and language. The 

activity of Moldavian cultural and pro-Romanian nationalistic organizations were banned, their 

leaders, members, and sympathizers persecuted, harassed, or threatened with death.472 

Eventually, the “domestic” policies the separatists employed against nationalists forced 

thousands of Romanian-speaking Moldavians to become refugees from their native land. They 

were forced to leave for good and resettle in right-bank Moldavia. Yet, in despair, many of them 

moved to Romania or emigrated to Italy, Canada, and other countries worldwide.473 

The last but not least topic to be discussed in this section is the role Romanian-speaking 

youth played during the process of national revival. In particular, I will refer to students of 

higher educational institutions, i.e. universities, institutes, and colleges, as they took an active 

part in meetings and gatherings and organized themselves in political organizations. Their 

political activism erupted not only in the streets, squares, and public parks. This segment of 

Moldavian youth challenged their professors when they taught and interpreted events in an old-

fashioned, pre-perestroika manner. Often students caused headaches to administration, local 

party organizations, and KGB inspectors; they were seemingly unfazed by detentions or arrests 

and the risk of being expelled from their institutions.474 Some made notes in Moldavian using 

Latin script long before the legislation was adopted. When “discovered” and warned that they 

would be punished for doing so, the reply was short: as no Soviet law prohibited writing in a 

“foreign” language, as Romanian was officially, there were no grounds to be persecuted.475  

Generally, Romanian-speaking students proved to be an active element of perestroika and 

national revival in all institutions no matter where the latter were located: in Bălți, Cahul, 

Călărași, Chisinau, or Tiraspol. Yet, the most engaged in debates and actions were those from the 

capital city. This was particularly the case with young people enrolled in the departments of 

history, journalism, and linguistics at the V.I. Lenin State University and at the Ion Creangă State 

Pedagogical Institute.476 There were many instances in which these students were involved, but 

one case, which occurred at the latter, became known at home and at the all-Union level.  

                                                           
472 AOSPRM, Fond 51, Inv. No. 71, File 616, p. 94-95. Also, Enache and Cimpoeșu, Misiune diplomatică, 155. 
473 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent TMR [I] 014. Interview emailed to author. 21 February 2012. 
474 Aurelian Lavric, “Persecuții gen ‘perestroika’,” Literatura și Arta, 22 June 1989: 8. 
475 Author’s personal experience. 
476 See Republica Moldova. Documente secrete, 132. 
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In December 1987 a group of students of the Faculty of History and Pedagogy at the Ion 

Creangă Institute posted their newspaper, The Historian, in the hall of department.477 The issue 

was centered on language policies in the interwar Moldavian ASSR and other subjects related to 

national history. Some materials represented photocopies of publications from 1932-1938 when 

Moldavian was written in Latin script. They caused a sensation. At first glance the students’ 

initiative, which was supported by some faculty members, looked more like a cognitive and 

empiric enterprise then a nationalistic provocation.478 They employed for these projects historical 

data and visual tools aimed to expose the so-called “blank spots” of Moldavia’s past (e.g. 

nationality policies, repressions, deportations, famine, and many others). In other circumstances, 

the making of that newspaper would have been interpreted not only as anti-Sovietism, but its 

authors could have been executed, sent to the GULAG or prison, or become patients in a 

psychiatric hospital. They received no such penalties. Yet, even though it was the time of 

democratization, they were blamed for nationalism and lack of patriotism and labeled 

provocateurs.  

Following this incident the Party Bureau of the institution sharply criticized the 

ideological work of the History Department (Fakul’tet) and decided to take under control the 

production of all wall newspapers.479 Was this newspaper anti-Soviet or was it an innocent 

product of glasnost? It was probably rather the former than the latter because the content 

revealed those “hot spots” of history that neither the central nor local authorities wished to 

discuss. A few months earlier, Moldavian writers had attacked the Cyrillic alphabet, challenged 

the official approach to the question of the identity of Moldavian and Romanian languages, and 

required authorities to pay more attention to the language and culture of Moldavians. This is 

why, as witnesses recall, Nicolae Cernomaz, the vigilant deputy-secretary for ideology, snatched 

the newspaper from the wall and demonstratively ripped it apart.480 Nonetheless, dozens 

managed to see and read it. Most importantly, this incident echoed and catalyzed the struggle for 

the language and Latin alphabet. It also contributed to patriotic agitation among students and 

faculty and spread pan-Romanian nationalism. Lastly, this occurrence was reported in the pages 

                                                           
477 The students were: Nicolae Crușevan, Veronica Boldișor, Vera Bufteac, and others. 
478 There were mainly two instructors who guided the students: Vasile Manole, a junior faculty member and a recent 
graduate of the Moscow State University, and Ion Țurcanu, a senior faculty member, a victim of Soviet persecution, 
and a prominent figure in the national revival. Ion Țurcanu, Istoria istoriilor mele (Chisinau: Cartier, 2013), 64-65. 
479 AOSPRM, Fond 276, Inv. No. 128, File 205, p. 106-110. 
480 Ion Țurcanu. Interview recorded by author. 23:45– 29:36. 15 November 2011. 



111 
 

of “Komsomol’skaia Pravda” in Moscow.481 For the first time, Russian-speaking readers from all 

over the Soviet Union learned about the rise of nationalism in the MSSR. 

  Analysis of the events that emerged from the attempts of Gorbachev to reform the USSR 

and continued up to the day when the language legislation was passed in August 1989 

demonstrates that the social movement that started in Moldavia in 1987 gradually transformed 

into a strong patriotic movement oriented towards independence and towards defending national 

rights, language, Latin script, and symbols. All this was an expression of ethnic nationalism 

brought to the scene by the writers and other agents of the cultural and political revival of 

Romanian-speaking Moldavians. Not only did these events contribute to a large-scale ethnic 

mobilization of Romanian speakers but they also generated among the former an exclusivist 

approach towards Russian-speaking compatriots. It had become clear by the end of the summer 

of 1989 that the political status of the so-called “Moldavian” language and its relation to 

Romanian and the Latin script were to be settled in the ways sought by nationalists. Yet the 

partial victory of the titular nation on 31 August 1989 also sealed the fate of Moldavian 

territorial integrity and political unity.  

 
2.3. Russian-speakers in Soviet Moldavia: “Suitcase, train station, Russia!”   

 
Domestic policies in non-Russian republics granted Russians and russified minorities various 

social, cultural, and economic privileges and benefits, often at the expense of the titular nations. 

One such privilege was that Russian was a dominant and mandatory language in each republic 

and at the all-Union level. The collapse of the country, however, demonstrated that the rise of 

nationalism within an ethnically dominant community, which caused in turn an anti-nationalistic 

counter mobilization of the cohabiting minorities, was linked directly to the question of 

language. Maria Montserrat pointed out that for the Québécois, French, along with Catholicism, 

“common history […] and territory,” is one of the key components that cement their “particular 

national [regional] identity” and, I would add, fuel secessionist tendencies.482 Something similar 

can be said about Russian language in all former Soviet republics, but particularly in Moldavia, 

Ukraine, and the Baltic republics. There, the Soviets’ lingua franca, along with Communist 

ideology and the narrative of a glorious past, lay at the foundation of that identity, which 

                                                           
481 A. Khantsevich, “Sekretnaia istoriia,” Komsomol’skaia Pravda, 20 April 1988: 2. 
482 Maria Montserrat Guibernau, The Identity of Nations (Cambridge: Polity, 2007), 34 and 11. 
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ultimately stimulated opposition, mobilization, and separatism of Russian speakers against the 

nationalizing policies of the central governments in Chisinau, Kyiv, and Tallinn. 

 

Becoming Domestic Outsiders: Moldavia’s “Russians” 
 

 After the conclusion of the “Great Patriotic War of the Soviet People” in Moldavia, as in the 

Baltic republics, two different worlds existed side-by-side.483 The alleged peaceful harmony and 

friendship between peoples of these communities were always under the watch of KGB, Soviet, 

and Party authorities. One “world” represented the Romanian-speaking majority, which was 

opposed by Russian-speaking in-migrants, Russified locals, and Sovietized minorities. In 

contrast to western Ukraine and Belarus, where agents of Sovietization were able to understand 

the tongue of natives due to the linguistic proximity, in Moldavia, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania 

the newcomers found themselves linguistically isolated and therefore culturally marginalized. 

The task of authorities was not to integrate the new settlers into the “world” of locals. On the 

contrary, with the help of in-migrants they aimed to make from the locals genuine Soviet 

citizens, authentic patriots of the new Motherland, and “internationalists.” In this context, 

Russian became an operational instrument in fostering Russificatory and Sovietization policies in 

the new sister-republics as it did before the war in the rest of the USSR. I doubt that those born 

in the Soviet Union had forgotten the famous poem of Mayakovsky in which he appealed to 

“khokhly” (derogatory for Ukrainians), to Georgians, to Tatars, and to other non-Russians to 

“look at Moscow [and] learn Russian only because Lenin spoke it.”484  

In the MSSR the refusal to learn Moldavian (Romanian) and the existing stereotype that 

only Russian opens great career opportunities linguistically and culturally divided Romanian and 

Russian speakers long before perestroika. Moldavians learned and used Russian, became 

bilingual, and absorbed the cultural values of Russian civilization and Communist ideology. In 

turn, Russian speakers remained to a large extent ignorant of Moldavian and “alien” in terms of 

language and culture. In the decades that followed, neither the thousands of specialists sent by 

the central government in Moscow to restore the post-war economy and to help build Socialism, 

nor their family members or local minorities were willing to learn the native tongue of the 

                                                           
483 King, Moldovenii, 189. 
484 Vladimir Mayakovsky, “Nashemu iunoshestvu [To Our Youth].” Available at http://v-mayakovsky.com/stihi-
1927.html (accessed 17 September 2014). 
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Romanian-speaking Moldavian majority.485 In schools with Russian as the language of 

instruction the “Moldavian language” was the least popular subject of the curriculum. The 

opinion circulated that there was no practical use of it after the graduation. Educational policies 

reinforced this. Moldavian was taught only two hours per week from grade 5 to 10 with no 

graduation exams,486 and if a teacher demanded the language be studied properly, he/she was 

automatically accused of nationalism. The situation was much worse in higher education. There 

Romanian speakers took a mandatory course of Russian meant to improve practical knowledge 

of it; speakers of Russian, as 1st Secretary Semion Grossu had to confess in April 1989, had no 

such academic requirements at all.487     

Communist policies in non-Russian republics made Russian-speakers domestic 

“outsiders” and “aliens” to the indigenous population. In the MSSR, surrounded numerically by 

Moldavians, they lived a separate life filled with Soviet traditions, holidays, idols, and heroes, 

which, although shared by the locals, did not make Russian-speakers integrate into the “world” 

of the adoptive “little” Soviet motherland – Moldavia. Not knowing the language, they preferred 

to follow central television and radio instead of local, and read newspapers, journals, and 

magazines in Russian, ignoring those published in Moldavian. At the same time any 

manifestation of Moldavian patriotism was taken for Romanian nationalism; it caused anxiety 

and phobia. Moreover, even though state-sponsored propaganda and Soviet scholarship 

portrayed Moldavians as hardworking and hospitable people in a republic in which “people’s 

friendship” was flourishing,488 there was another reality: mockery and contempt towards them, 

their language and culture. Often Russians, Russified minorities and “mankurts” looked at 

Romanian-speaking Moldavians with disrespect, addressed and labeled them with ethnic slurs 

(e.g. bulls [byki], mules [mully], plows [plugi], peasants [tsarane], rabble/cattle [bydlo]) and 

made fun of their native tongue and their spoken Russian.489 These minor and, at first glance, 

childish jibes challenged the “friendship of the Soviet peoples” and generated and catalyzed 

                                                           
485 With the exception of Roma (38.1%), the percentage of other minorities who knew Moldavian was very low. See 
Iu. V. Arutiunian at al., Opyt etnologicheskogo issledovaniia obraza zhizni (po materialam Moldavskoi SSR) 
(Moscow: Nauka, 1980), 172. 
486Source:  Dr. Nina Gorbachev, Consultant on Russian language and literature of the Ministry of Education of the 
Republic of Moldova. N. Gorbachev e-mail message to the author, 9 April 2014. 
487 AOSPRM, Fond 51, Inv. No. 71, File 521, p. 53. Also author’s experience. 
488 Arutiunian, Opyt, 203-205. 
489 In Moldavia, as in other parts of the USSR, those whom Chyngyz Aitmatov described as “mankurts” were 
sovietized and russified to whom their own language, customs, and national history became alien. See Bhavna Dave, 
Kazakhstan - Ethnicity, Language and Power (London & New York: Routledge, 2007), 3. 
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Russophobia among locals. In response, the latter defended themselves physically, used coarse 

language and referred to Russian-speakers as “pigs” (porci) in their inner circles.490 This is how a 

former resident of the MSSR and later a defender of Transnistrian separatism recalls the relations 

between titular nation and Russian-speaking minority:491 

 

[...] you could feel that some Moldavians considered themselves somewhat 
discriminated against. This was evident in the behavior of some teenagers who 
painfully and aggressively responded to any careless word. They oversensitively 
defended their dignity. Apparently, they were affected both by the popular folklore 
(narodnaia fol’kloristika), where Moldavians were portrayed as village idiots, and 
numerous jokes of this kind. [...] Unfortunately, the Slavs in [Soviet] Moldavia gave 
almost no thought to the fact that this philistine conceit, which was considered 
improper in Moscow, was even more unacceptable in the MSSR. The Soviet 
propaganda about the united Soviet multinational people, which included elements 
of great power chauvinism, did not foster such considerations.    
 

In conclusion, Russian-speakers in the MSSR were reluctant to accept the “Moldavian” 

component in their daily life, an attitude which led to their cultural marginalization and 

separation from speakers of Romanian. The lack of knowledge of Moldavian, self-isolation, and 

the influence of an anti-Moldavian stereotype created socio-psychological preconditions for the 

cultural and political alienation of this category of people. This alienation generated an 

exclusivist approach of the former towards the latter and vice-versa. It also led to anti-Moldavian 

mobilization, provoked incurable and reciprocal hatred and constructed the image of the enemy 

“other.” Therefore, the split of society in Soviet Moldavia on the basis of spoken language and 

political preferences, and ultimately secessionism, was evident.    

 
The Counter-Mobilization and the Struggle for the Russian Language  
 

Russian-speakers had no serious reasons to be concerned about the cultural revival of the titular 

nations in non-Russian republics when perestroika began. They eventually believed that 

government would guard “peoples’ friendship” against any anti-social behavior, including ethnic 

nationalism. Nonetheless, when the Mateevici Club in Chisinau held its sessions, minorities 

generally preferred to stay away and not to interfere. There were, however, cases when Russian-

speakers approached, listened, agreed, or more often disagreed with their Romanian-speaking 
                                                           

490 Take for instance the following saying: “Dă-i drumul porcului [rusului] în casa și el urcă pe masă (Let the pig 
[the Russian] into [your] house and he climbs on the table.). 
491 Artur Demidenko, aka Ivan Dnestrianskii, Interview emailed to author. 30 March 2012. 
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counterparts. Their curiosity was sometimes so tweaked that Russian-speakers would request 

translation or summary of the street debates.492 However, the activization of the national revival, 

its gradual transformation into a more radical movement, and the escalation over the controversy 

about the status of the state languages changed the situation dramatically.     

 As explained earlier, the degradation of Moldavian and the issue of Latin script 

mobilized Romanian-speakers. Similarly, the danger to the status of Russian, along with the 

strong will to preserve it intact, led to the mass mobilization of the opposing camp.493 The notion 

that Moldavian could become the only official language and therefore a mandatory requirement 

left them no choice but to fight for “human rights” and “internationalist brotherhood.” Expecting 

that the authorities would protect them against nationalism, “Russians” in Moldavia had their 

eyes riveted on central and local governments. When the feeling of imminent danger increased 

and the Moldavian CC appeared powerless, representatives of the Russian-speaking intelligentsia 

and managers of industrial plants created, with the help of Vyacheslav Pshenichnikov, their own 

version of the International Front, i.e. “Unitatea-Edinstvo” in January 1989.494  

 The Interfront in Moldavia claimed to be a defender of Russian-speakers and the 

Motherland and possibly, similar to the Interfronts in the Baltic republics, was closely tied to the 

Soviet military and KGB.495 Its leadership, composed of 11 Russians, 6 Ukrainians, 1 Bulgarian, 

3 Gagauzes, and 1 Moldavian, used the Soviet patriotic rhetoric and Romania-phobia against 

Moldavians and their struggle for language, Latin script, and possible reunification with 

Romania.496 Moldavian nationalism and anti-Sovietism helped them to mobilize Interfront’s 

sympathizers who consisted of ethnic Russians, assimilated minorities, and Soviet-minded 

Moldavians, irrespective of their residence.497 Besides Chisinau, this political association had an 

extensive network spread over localities on both banks of the Dniester River. By August 1989 

the interfrontists and sympathizers in Bălți, Bender, Drochia, or Comrat on the right bank and 

those in Camenca, Dubăsari, Râbnița, or Tiraspol on the left bank joined forces in 

                                                           
492 This author often translated or summarized articles and/or talks for Russian-speaking peers upon their request. 
493 G. Entelis, “O kul’ture mezhnatsional’nogo obshcheniia,” Sovetskaia Moldaviia, 23 June 1988: 2-3. 
494 Pshenichnikov was the 2nd Secretary of the Moldavian CC. Republica Moldova. Documente secrete, 108; 
AOSPRM, Fond 51, Inv. No. 71, File 505, p. 19, 23. Also Snegur, Labirintul destinului, Vol. I, 437-438. 
   495 Philip Goldman, Gail W. Lapidus, and Victor Zaslavsky, “Introduction: Soviet Federalism – Its origins, 
Evolution, and Demise,” Gail W. Lapidus, Victor Zaslavsky, Philip Goldman (eds.), From Union to 
Commonwealth: Nationalism and Separatism in the Soviet Republics (Cambridge Soviet paperbacks: 6. Cambridge 
University Press, 1992), 12. 
496 Republica Moldova. Documente secrete, 133-135. 
497 Ibid., 109-111. 
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“internationalist” solidarity against the proposed drafts of the language legislation and Latin 

script. The major demands Interfront required from the authorities to be satisfied can be 

summarized as follows: Russian to be made the state language alongside Moldavian, the Cyrillic 

alphabet to be preserved because there was neither historical nor scientific justification for 

rejecting it, and to guarantee the functionality of the minority’s languages (e.g., of Ukrainian, 

Gagauz, Bulgarian, and Yiddish).498 Among the leaders of the Interfront were some pragmatic 

and less radical people, like Vladimir Solonari. He tried to convince his associates that minorities 

should not be involved in discussions whether Moldavian was Romanian and should use the 

Latin script.499 He felt such matters should be left to Moldavians. His voice, however, was not 

heard. Therefore, like the Popular Front, Interfront opted for a path of confrontation. 

 The struggle for the status of Russian language was not the only reason for the 

mobilization of Russian-speaking minorities in Soviet republics. Referring to the case of Estonia, 

Harris Mylonas pointed out that in addition to the introduction of the “nationalistic law, [there] 

were [other] signals of exclusionary intentions towards the Russian-speakers.”500 The intention 

was also to deprive them of those symbols and habits that would remind them about the glorious 

past, which was perceived as undesirable by the titular nation. Although in Moldavia the Baltic 

scenario was not entirely applicable,501 some exclusionist actions, which ultimately inflamed 

anti-Moldavian phobias, were enforced. There, the de-Sovietization, which was seen as re-

Romanianization, made minorities feel like second-class citizens. Furthermore, the claims of 

Romanian-speakers for language rights, territories, or national symbols made the Soviet in-

migrants and local minorities very anxious. Whereas the latter remained devoted to Communist 

idols (e.g. Lenin) and imperial Russian heroes (e.g. Kutuzov, Suvorov), cherished Soviet 

symbols (e.g. the flags), celebrated both Soviet holidays (e.g. Great October, Victory Day) and 

marked events in Moldavia crucial for the Soviets (e.g. the “liberation” of Bessarabia in 1940), 

the former challenged anything Soviet and Communist. Also, in addition to waving the 

Romanian tricolors or boycotting Soviet holidays, nationalistically minded local authorities 

                                                           
498 P. Mikhailov, “Interdvizhenie i moldavism,” in Istoricheskii al’manakh Pridnestrov’ia, no. 10, 2006 (Tiraspol: 
RIO PGU, 2006): 173-175. 
499 Ibid., 180. 
500 Harris Mylonas, The Politics of Nation-Building: Making Co-nationals, Refugees, and Minorities (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2012), 181. 
501 In the Baltic republics nationalists aimed to restore their lost statehood and pursued the registration of both pre-
Soviet occupation citizens and their descendents. Ibid., 181. In Moldavia, which was a part of Romania before 1940, 
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started to rename towns named after Russian or Soviet military leaders, Bolshevik 

revolutionaries, the Red Army commanders, and former leaders of the CPSU.502  

Other manifestations of pro-Romanian nationalism strengthened the political stance of 

Russian-speakers in Soviet Moldavia. Anti-Russian slogans like “Occupants!”, “Suitcase, train 

station, Russia!,” “the Great Russian people lives in Russia!,” or “We respect those Russians 

who live in their native land, in Russia!,”503 along with verbal and physical insults exacerbated 

interethnic tensions in this Soviet borderland. It is undeniable that there was a nationalistic and 

Russophobic discourse in Chisinau and in other localities where Romanian-speakers dominated 

numerically. However, the question is who stood behind it, and why they were needed. Were 

they conceived in the KGB or Party offices and then enforced by provocateurs and agents 

infiltrated into the national movement or were they generated in the minds of radicalized 

Moldavian patriots and nationalists? According to a Radio Free Europe analyst from Munich, 

Germany, slogans in the MSSR like “Russians–suitcases–train station–Russia” and “Russians 

over the Dniester [River]–Jews into the Dniester [River],” or I would add, “Let’s drown the 

Russians in Jewish blood!” were used by the authorities to discredit the Moldavian 

independentist movement and thus to counter-mobilize in a united front all Russian-speakers.504 

And they succeeded in doing so.  

Anti-Russian and anti-Soviet slogans were taken up with enthusiasm by the nationalized 

masses. However, the above-mentioned German source claimed that there was no evidence of 

any anti-Semitism in the Moldavian SSR at that time, a conclusion supported by opinion poll 

results.505 Surveys indicate that the alleged anti-Semitism of Moldavians in 1988-1989, an 

accusation leveled by Transnistrian authors,506 was an invention aimed to embarrass and raise 

alarm. In fact, it does not really matter who authored those slogans. What matters is their effect.  

Although Moldavian society became divided, leaders of the national revival made 

considerable efforts to avoid that division. Gheorghe Ghimpu (one of the founders of the Popular 
                                                           

502 [Mikhail] Kutuzov was renamed Ialoveni, [Alexandr] Suvorov became Ștefan Vodă, [Sergei] Lazo—Sângerei, 
[Grigorii] Kotovskii—Hâncești, [Mikhail Kalinin] Kalininsk—Cupcini and finally [Konstantin] Chernenko—
Șoldănești. 
503 Personal account. Also AOSPRM, Fond 51, Inv. No. 71 File 313, p. 10. 
504 See Immigration and Refugee Board of Canada, Moldova: Information on the slogans “Russians–suitcases–train 
station–Russia” and “Russians over the Dniestr-Jews into the Dniestr” and any response from the authorities, 1 
January 1994, MDA16242.E.  Available at: http://www.refworld.org/docid/3ae6abfc2b.html (accessed 4 March 
2014). The source does not name the analyst, but makes the reference to “Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty 
(RFE/RL) Research Institute, Munich. 28 January 1994. Telephone interview.” 
505 See Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 6 Tables and Figures 1.4.6.47 -1.4.6.57, pp. 1041-1046. 
506 Bomeshko, Sozdanie, 75. 
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Front and a Soviet dissident), Grigore Vieru (a well-known writer), Anatol Șalaru (the founder of 

the Mateevici Club), Dumitru Matcovschi (another notorious writer),507 and many others issued 

appeals at meetings and rallies not only to stay united and support perestroika, but also to be 

tolerant towards Russian-speaking compatriots and avoid provocations. Moreover, some 

representatives of the Russian-speaking intelligentsia, like Aleksandr Brodskii, Iurii Grekov, 

Iurii Kralikovskii and Victor Grebenșcicov, who supported Moldavians, supported the right of 

the titular nation to stand up for its national heritage and oppose Russification.508 In addition, a 

Russian journalist working for “Izvestiia” in Chisinau made an interesting reference about the 

cultural revival of Moldavians and the reaction of Russian-speakers towards it: 

 

Today’s extraordinary events are a reaction to many years of strangling the dignity of 
the Moldavian people. By whom? Not by one of the union-republic’s bureaucracies, 
but, imagine, by those good Russian people, who, not thinking, have ignored the 
traditions, culture, and language of the Moldavians… Why have Russians and 
Ukrainians living here for decades never managed to learn to say something in 
Moldavian? Why do even those who have just recently settled here demand 
privileges? Can it be because they are used to thinking of themselves as the “elder 
brother? 509  
 

Nonetheless, the attempts to downplay anti-Moldavian irritation, which was caused by the 

movement for national revival on one hand and linked to the desire to preserve the convenient 

existing status quo on the other, were all in vain. Russian-speakers remained vulnerable and 

hostile to the demands of the Romanian-speaking Moldavians.510 To them the Moldavian 

language represented something abstract and alien: the Latin script was perceived as a nationalist 

tool for Romanianizing Moldavians, whereas the red-yellow-blue tricolor symbolized the enemy 

demons – Romania and Romanians. Therefore, the Russophone population in Moldavia fell 

under the total influence of its political and economic pro-Soviet elite. The latter successfully 

played the card of Communist ideology. Therefore, powerful symbols like Russian language, 
                                                           

507 Dumitru Matcovschi was a founder of the Popular Front and editor-in-chief of the “Nistru” magazine (later 
renamed “Basarabia”). He was severely injured in a car accident in May 1989, considered by many dubious due to 
the victim’s political activism. Matcovschi had miraculously survived but for the rest of his life (he died in 2013) 
never fully recovered. See Andrei Strâmbeanu, “Salvați-l pe Dumitru Matcovschi,” Literatura și Arta, 22 June 1989, 
8; Republica Moldova. Documente secrete, 384, 392-393. 
508 A.M. Brodskii (ed.), Kak bol’no...: O chom trevozhitsia, k chemu zovet, za chto boretsia intelligentsiia respubliki 
(obrashheniia, pis’ma, stat’i) (Kishinev: Literatura artistikae, 1989); Iu. Kralikovskii, “Mărturisirile unui evreu,” 
Moldova Socialistă, May 11, 1989, 3; Victor Grebenșcicov, “Rog să-mi scrieți numele cu ‘ce’,” Literatura și Arta, 9 
November 1989: 1. Oleg Reniță, “Iurii Grekov: ‘Am un singur scop: să-mi fac datoria’,” Literatura și Arta, 23 
March 1989: 1, 3. 
509 Cited in Khazanov, After the USSR, 7-8. 
510 E. Grishchenko, “Ne mogu molchat’,” Sovetskaia Moldaviia, 16 December 1988: 6. 
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“internationalism,” devotion to “brotherhood,” and calls to defend “Rodina mat’!” (the 

Motherland) had not only mobilized them politically but also strengthened their combatant 

morale and, what is more, encouraged secessionism. 

 
Separatism at the “Gates” – The Warning Signs    
 

The intention to make Moldavian the official language, the spread of pan-Romanian nationalism, 

and the fear for the future generated strong anti-Moldavian feelings among the Russophones in 

the MSSR. As noted earlier it led them to counter-mobilize and act in self-defence. Therefore, in 

April 1989 in Tiraspol an alternative draft of the language law was published, and in May the 

city Soviet sent an official appeal to the Presidium of the Supreme Council of the MSSR 

regarding the languages’ “affair,” demanding that Russian be approved as the second state 

language.511 Chisinau rejected the draft because it would have preserved the dominance of 

Russian over Moldavian (Romanian). Looking for fairness and protection and in despair, 

Russian-speakers called on the Party and Government to maintain order and defend them against 

what they interpreted as nationalist extremism.512 However, as the Party and state authorities 

began to lose control of the situation, while leaders like Mircea Snegur switched the sides, their 

appeals proved to be in vain.513  

 By September 1989, Moldavian society, working collectives, kolkhozes, intelligentsia, 

and youth, as Gheorghe Lavranciuc, then head of the local KGB reported, was divided by spoken 

language, ethnic belonging, and political preferences.514  Yet, the turning point in the Moldavian 

territorial division is linked to two interrelated events, which took place several weeks earlier. 

The first occurred on 8 July 1989 when Interfront held its first Congress in Chisinau. The 

participants of the forum, who represented different parts of the republic, raised their voices in 

defence of the USSR’s integrity and of equality between nations. They also condemned 

Moldavians’ pro-Romanianism and demanded a referendum on the question of the Latin 

alphabet.515 Moreover, A. I. Bol’shakov, manager of the casting plant in Tiraspol, announced the 

intention to grant to that city the status of a Russian-speaking locality and to form an 

autonomous region east of the Dniester if the central authorities in Chisinau did not make 
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514 AOSPRM, Fond 51, Inv. No. 71, File 480a, p. 96. 
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Russian the second official language.516 Notably, as documents reveal, Râbnița rather than 

Tiraspol was the first to initiate the secessionist movement in left-bank Moldavia.  Earlier, in 

April 1989, the local Soviet had initiated talks about local referenda, territorial authonomy, and 

the intention of making Russian language offical in this town and raion along with Ukrainian and 

Moldavian.517 

The fact that Russian-speakers created their own “Front,” which had its constituent 

Congress in the Moldavian capital, exacerbated tensions. The next day, when Interfrontists 

planned to hold their public meeting, members and followers of the Moldavian Popular Front 

blocked their way, yelled at them, broke placards, ripped out posters, and violently forced them 

to leave the main square of Chisinau.518 Then and afterwards, peaceful processions of the 

Interfront were disturbed by Romanian-speaking rivals who would show up under the Romanian 

tricolor, call upon Russian-speaking “occupants” to go “home,” and declare that the “Romanians, 

will be the masters of this land!” 519    

The clash that occurred that day indicated that ethnic, linguistic, and political intolerance 

between Romanian and Russian peakers had reached a dangerous apogee. V. I. Nakonechnyi, 

Gorbachev’s envoy who arrived in Moldavia in July 1989 and who within a few days visited 14 

cities and raions, left Moldavia deeply concerned and disappointed. Local Party and Soviet 

authorities were weak and unable to confront the Popular Front and Interfront ideologically and 

politically.520 The symptoms of a “national” and territorial division in this republic were visible 

more than ever. The values of democracy, the right to free speech and rallies were understood by 

Moldavian nationalists as referring only to their own sacred cause. In their collective mentality it 

was they, the Moldavians, who had been occupied by the Soviets, who suffered from the 

Communist regime, and who had the right to benefit from glasnost and perestroika. This 

approach was misguided. It harmed the national movement and the unity of the residents of 

Moldavia because, as William Crowther had pointed out, the failure to extend “concessions to 

the minorities [which was] crucial to allaying minority fears of majority domination [ended up 

                                                           
516 See Cojocaru, “Separatismul Transnistrean,” 364. 
517 AOSPRM, Fond 51, Inv. No. 71, File 527, p. 14-18, 57. 
518 Republica Moldova. Documente secrete, 143-144; Andrei Safonov, V parlamente Moldovy i za ego stenami. 
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with] separatist efforts [of the Russian-speakers].”521 Nonetheless, the decisive moment for the 

spread of Russophobia was on the eve of and during the days when the Supreme Soviet held its 

historical session at the end of August-early September 1989. In those days, when one camp 

expected to triumph over the decisions on the language legislation, the other experienced 

humiliation and the loss of its political cause.  

The rise of intolerance caused Russian-speakers to take counteractions. They intended to 

block concessions to Romanian-speakers and further institutionalize their movement.522 In such 

circumstances, besides Interfront, which tried to balance between the authorities, nationalists, 

and their own supporters,523 more radical-minded leaders of the minorities created, under the 

leadership of plant managers, the Provisional Coordinating Council of the Union of Moldavian 

Toilers back in June 1989.524 Two other political organizations emerged soon afterward: the 

Union of Workers of Moldavia in Bender and the United Work Collectives Council (OSTK) in 

Tiraspol.525 The creation of such organizations worried the Moldavian authorities. Unlike 

Interfront or even the Popular Front these new political associations aimed to “control Soviet, 

Party, and economic institutions [in the MSSR],”526 which could have led to dual power and 

political separatism. Before long the OSTK monopolized power in heavily Russified areas, 

organized new strikes against the drafts of the language legislation, and became the driving force 

for secessionism beyond the Dniester River.527 On the other hand, as a toiler of a Grigoriopol 

plant wrote, the OSTK in reality “represented the elite (verkhushka) who wished to suppress the 

national revival of ethnic Moldavians.”528 

Separatism in the MSSR, its rapid progress, and ultimate success went beyond the 

conflict around languages.529 There were other preconditions, social, political, and demographic, 

that were in place before secessionism. Thousands of Russian-language speakers, embracing 

Communist ideology and Soviet culture had moved into this republic settling mainly in urban 

localities. Influenced by state-sponsored propaganda, they imagined, identified, and perceived 
                                                           

521 William Crowther, “The Politics of Democratization in Postcommunist Moldova,” in Karen Dawisha, Bruce 
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Moldavia as merely a place of residence and an integral part of a greater Motherland. The core of 

newcomers, mainly Russians but also their “younger brothers” Ukrainians,530 which Moscow 

needed to industrialize and Sovietize the MSSR, arrived after the war in Chisinau, Bălți, Bender, 

Tiraspol, and other towns.531 Many Russian speaking in-migrants received jobs in left-bank 

localities where several plants operated under the Soviet central government in Moscow. 

Working in those all-Union plants, they were better organized than the Romanian-speaking 

collective farmers working in rural areas. 

The clannish interest of the political and economical elite and other high-profile Russian-

speaking specialists from both banks of the Dniester River was a critical factor in fuelling 

secessionist aspirations in the whole MSSR, but particularly in such cities as Tiraspol, Râbnița, 

and Bender. This category of people understood that they would lose everything without the 

preservation of the USSR, i.e. the legal status of the plants, at which they had both led and 

worked at for decades, and the status of the Russian language. In the worst-case scenario, such as 

the independence of Moldavia or reunion with Romania, the bond with the Center would be lost 

irrevocably. They would lose their social and material benefits along with their families, 

relatives, and friends. Furthermore, without the Soviet Union, the immunity of the Russian 

language would also disappear.  

In Moldavia, the Russian-speaking and Soviet-minded elite needed a safe place (an 

independent republic) in which there would be no one to challenge their knowledge of 

Romanian, force them to learn it, or as happened in the 1930s, dismiss them from office only for 

failure to handle the language of the titular nation.532 Contrary to the desire of the Russian-

speaking elite, Article 7 of the Moldavian language law offered gloomy perspectives for them. 

Not only were they expected to comprehend Moldavian at the same level as Russian but they had 

to pass mandatory language exams four years later, in 1994.533 Under such circumstances there 

were few options left. They could have learned the language, moved to Russia (or alternatively 

to Belarus or Ukraine), acquired by legal means territorial autonomy for the area in which they 

lived, and lastly, fought for their quasi-independence via a military conflict. The political and 
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economic motives of elites and the need to preserve the status of the Russian language made 

inhabitants in the heavily Russified areas in eastern Moldavia choose confrontation instead of 

cooperation with the central government in Chisinau. Yet, in addition to the intractability of 

authorities to make language concessions, there were the aspirations of some Romanian-speakers 

to unite with Romania which, as Richard Sakwa pointed out, “provoked the secession of 

Transnistria.”534   

The formal institutionalization of separatism and the de-legitimization of the central 

government in Moldavia were linked to two “technical” issues. First, it was essential to find a 

suitable place that could serve as a political center; second, there was the issue of the territory 

and its borders. By the fall 1989 there were three major so-called “troublemaker” cities inclined 

towards rebellion and prospective secession. In the north, the city of Bălți was “Russian” rather 

than “Moldavian” in terms of demography and spoken language. But because the surrounding 

countryside was preponderantly Romanian-speaking, that city was not a suitable centre for 

separatism.535 In the south, Comrat and the majority of villages of its district were dominated by 

Gagauzes, which is why both the town and area became a perfect center for the statist ambitions 

of this ethnic Russian-speaking minority.536  

In the east, Tiraspol had no competitors to prevent it from becoming a magnet able to 

attract pro-Soviet settlements from beyond the Dniester River and city of Bender located on the 

right bank. Political, economic, and demographic factors, along with the legacy of the 

“Moldavian Piedmont,” made it a perfect epicenter and capital for separatism. Both the elite and 

general population of that city were reliable allies for Moscow and a safe place for leaders, 

advocates, and partisans of secessionism including the Chisinau-based ones.537 In addition, 

Tiraspol was a camouflaged “cradle” of the so-called “Russian world” implanted on Moldavian 

soil and a bastion determined to strengthen Soviet morale and pro-Russian patriotism, like 

Sevastopol in neighboring Ukraine. Therefore, Tiraspol and Transnistria in the east and Comrat 
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and Gagauzia in the south become terra firma for political irredentism and territorial 

secessionism of the Russian-speaking minorities in the Moldavian SSR.  

Summing up, the eruption of exclusivist pan-Romanian nationalism and collective self-

perception of the Russian-speakers as homines sovietici were factors that determined the mass 

mobilization of both rival camps. Anti-Russian speech and nationalistic slogans against the 

“occupants” were intended to show who was the true master in Soviet Moldavia. The unfolding 

horror of the potential radicalization of nationalism and the fear of losing their lingua franca and 

even Soviet citizenship, determined the Russian-speakers’ counter-mobilization and political 

resistance, and finally their ultimate separation.  

 
2.4. Towards the Break: the MSSR (September 1989 – December 1991)    
 

Wisła Suraska has stated that: “the stir of national sentiments accelerated, […] contributed [but 

did not cause] the disintegration of the Soviet Union.”538 As she and other scholars argued, the 

dissolution of the USSR was an outcome of economic and political factors linked, in turn, with 

the ideological breakdown of the Communist Party and inefficiency of the planned economy. 

Part of the Soviet Union, the MSSR shared the same problems as the rest of the country. Yet, 

whereas other republics managed to preserve their territorial integrity (e.g. Estonia, Latvia, and 

Ukraine), the Moldavian SSR, like the Georgian SSR, fragmented territorially and collapsed. 

However, unlike in the USSR as a whole, in Moldavia and Georgia there were no economic 

reasons for the failure. There was rather the same “center-periphery conflict” that Suraska 

mentioned, a conflict that emerged from the clannish interests of the Russian-speaking elite in 

Transnistria and nationalistic demands of the pan-Romanian activists in right-bank Moldavia.539  

     
Romanian Tricolour, “the Bridges of Flowers,” and Unfolding Separatism  
 

The August 1989 decisions on languages and nationalistic rhetoric about independence and 

union with Romania galvanized political discourse in Moldavia and constituted significant 

turning points in the de-Sovietization of this republic. The period from 31 August 1989 up to the 

day when the USSR ceased to exist, 25 December 1991, was dominated by fear and uncertainty 

among Russian-speakers, but it brought joy and hope for most of their Romanian-speaking 
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counterparts. That visible division in the public sphere and political spectrum made many ask 

themselves not if Moldavia would split territorially from the core of the Soviet Union but how 

soon this would happen. There were two incompatible geopolitical vectors in this republic by fall 

1989, i.e. nationalist pan-Romanian and internationalist pro-Soviet. To some, Chisinau 

represented an epicenter of national revival, to others it was, and not without reason, a nest of 

political nationalism, anti-Sovietism, and Russophobia like Riga in Latvia, Vilnius in Lithuania 

or L’viv in Western Ukraine. In contrast to the capital city of Soviet Moldavia, Tiraspol, Bender, 

Comrat, and Bălți were more “internationalist,” pro-Soviet, and pro-Russian. Neither side was 

willing to make any concessions or agree on a workable compromise. Moreover, already in 

September 1989 the local Soviet in Tiraspol and the OSTK called for the creation of an 

autonomous republic in the territory of the Moldavian SSR with the prospective inclusion of the 

two right-bank Russified cities of Bălți and Bender.540   

 In the fall of 1989 tensions and hostilities between nationalists and “internationalists” 

were exacerbated by the conflicting approach towards Communist values and Soviet traditions. 

Whereas in Tiraspol, Bender, Bălți and Camenca the celebration of the Great October Revolution 

followed the long-established scenario, in Chisinau this statutory holiday was commemorated 

differently. There, members of the Popular Front thwarted the traditional demonstration, clashed 

with opponents, showing that neither Party nor Soviet authorities controlled the situation in the 

republic. Not only had the nationalistically minded masses held posters with anti-Communist541 

and pan-Romanian slogans,542 but also they demanded that Russian-speaking strikers leave 

Moldavia for Russia, rent land in the non-black earth zone (nechermozem’ie), and also “take the 

Soviet Army with them.”543 That was the last time Moldavia celebrated the day of the Bolshevik 

Revolution as an official holiday.544    

The reply of minorities and Russified Moldavians to such developments was prompt. In 

their view the Moldavian branch of the CPSU had failed again to protect the system’s values. In 

December 1989 and January 1990 the authorities of Râbnița, Tiraspol, and Bender held several 
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unauthorized referenda.545 The Moldavian CC knew about these plans and discussed them early 

in October 1989, but was powerless to thwart them. 546 According to the results of the non-

authorized referenda more than 90% of participants opted for Russian to be made the second 

official language after Moldavian and also supported the creation within the MSSR of a 

“Transnistrian Autonomous Republic.”547 Furthermore, the elections in the Supreme Soviet and 

local Soviets in February-March 1990 brought into Moldavian politics radical leaders from both 

camps. Now, the struggle and protests moved from the streets to parliament and local councils. 

In the latter bodies, advocates of Moldavia’s sovereignty and partisans of the language 

legislation confronted Interfront and the OSTK; the main tasks of the latter consisted of both 

defending the political rights of the Russian-speaking community and the fate of the Soviet 

Motherland. 

Individual leaders, such as Mircea Druc and Igor Smirnov, played major roles in the 

escalation of the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol. The former, a Soviet dissident, an 

ardent partisan of Moldavia’s independence and of its re-union with Romania, held the office of 

Prime Minister for only one year.548 He then disappeared from the political life of the republic 

due to his political radicalism, excessive pan-Romanian nationalism, and conflicts with the 

country’s President Mircea Snegur.549 Druc’s government, which employed discriminatory 

policies against Russian-speaking functionaries and specialists, firing them for not knowing 

Moldavian, strengthened the secessionist camp. His policies gave separatists “powerful 

ammunition” for employing an effective and “aggressive propaganda campaign” against 

Chisinau and, moreover, to justify the creation of independentist republics on Moldavian soil.550 

In contrast to Mircea Druc, Igor Smirnov was a Russian born in 1941 in Petropavlovsk-

Kamchatsky who settled in Moldavia in 1987. He was promoted then to manager of 

“Elektromash,” an all-Union plant located in Tiraspol; he proved to be a real homo sovieticus. 
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Soon Smirnov gained enormous political support from the Russian-speaking economic elite and 

ordinary people of the whole region who did not want to be “Romanianized.”551 Thanks to his 

Soviet patriotism and support for the Russian language he would became the unchallenged leader 

of separatism and head of Transnistria for more than two decades, until December 2011.  

John B. Dunlop stated that Gorbachev made “a crude attempt […] to pit Russians against 

non-Russians in an attempt to save the [Soviet] Union.”552 Indeed, the idea to make Russian the 

second official language and to create new autonomous regions in non-Russian republics 

emerged from strategic plans the CPSU had designed to keep the USSR alive. Eventually, by 

such means, the Soviet leadership intended to strengthen the territorial integrity of the country, to 

prevent all-Union republics from secession, and ultimately to prepare legal grounds for the 

signing of the new Union Agreement. In addition, even if the Party lost its Constitutional 

hegemony in March 1990, it still had sufficient power to influence events, and therefore it came 

out with new political and legislative initiatives.553 Thus, upon the proposal of the CPSU the 

Congress of People’s Deputies in Moscow passed in April 1990 a law according to which (Art. 

3) people residing in autonomous republics were “given a right to independently decide whether 

to remain in the Soviet Union or in the seceding Republic as well as to decide on their [own] 

state legal status.”554 In practical terms this document was rather a “law of non-secession” as it 

had implied that existing autonomies or those that may appear would have the legal right to 

challenge the decision of any republic to secede from the USSR and preserve the existing 

internal borders.555 This also was to be applied against the Moldavian SSR where separatist 

tendencies surfaced before the language legislation was sanctioned and the all-Union law on 

secession had passed.  

All-Union events influenced the imminent political conflict and territorial split between 

Moldavia and the future Transnistria. After the Baltic States and two Caucasian republics, i.e. 

Azerbaijan and Georgia, had declared their sovereignty, it became obvious that Chisinau was 

becoming an exponent of Soviet separatism while Tiraspol was interested in the preservation of 
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the status quo of the “great” Motherland. The situation was aggravated further in late spring-

early summer of 1990 when MPs from the Interfront, Gagauzia, and OSTK not only had lost 

their cause during the debates on Moldavia’s future but were attacked and beaten outside of the 

Supreme Soviet building by Romanian-speaking radicals. The latter claimed sovereignty and 

independence for their “little” Motherland.556 Humiliated in Chisinau, the pro-Soviet politicians 

called for an alternative Congress of the All-Transnistrian region deputies, which was held in the 

village of Parcani on 2 June 1990. Participants elected Igor Smirnov head of the “Coordinating 

Council of socio-economic development of the left-bank region” and laid the foundations of a 

new all-Union republic – the future TMSSR.557   

Moscow was concerned about the political prospects of the centrifugal tendencies across 

the country. The Baltic and Caucasian republics had already challenged the authority of the 

Center over their national territories. Next was Yeltsin’s Russia, which, by declaring national 

sovereignty “triggered the so-called ‘parade of sovereignties.’”558 Gorbachev pointed out later 

that it was the actions of the Russian leadership that led to “the dissolution of the Soviet Union” 

and not, as I would argue, the non-Russians’ nationalism and anti-Sovietism.559 Two weeks after 

the RSFSR proclaimed its sovereignty, Moldavia followed the same path. On 23 June the 

Supreme Soviet voted to accept the Declaration of Sovereignty. According to this document 

Moldavia was proclaimed sovereign, but in contrast to the Baltic republics, remained part of the 

renewed Union.560 Eventually the leaders of the USSR had no guarantees that Moldavia would 

not secede and unite with Romania as Bessarabia had done in 1918. Earlier, Mikhail Gorbachev 

dismissed Semion Grossu, the 1st Secretary of Moldavia’s CC, in an attempt to normalize the 

situation in Moldavia561 and refused to send troops from Tambov or Penza to restore order in 

Chisinau.562 Yet the Soviet leader wrongly assumed that transferring the more charismatic, yet 

loyal Petru Lucinschi from Tajikistan to Moldavia would save the latter from falling into chaos, 
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political and interethnic conflicts, and secessionism. However, even Lucinschi, who in the 

opinion of Grossu was “flesh of the flesh of the people,” was unable to stop the decline of the 

Party’s authority in the MSSR, block Moldavia’s course towards independence, and settle the 

continuing conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol.563  

The Declaration of Sovereignty in Chisinau troubled the central Soviet authorities in 

Moscow. There were in Moldavia other symptoms and facts that indicated its possible secession 

and re-unification with Romania, such as the adoption of new symbols and fraternal 

rapprochement with the neighboring country. The official rejection of Soviet symbols and their 

substitution with national ones was unsurprising in the collapsing USSR. Yet, the case of 

Moldavia distinguished itself from others due to the so-called “Romanian” features. The 

Romanian tricolor was already (27 April 1990) the official flag of the republic;564 the coat of 

arms, based on Moldavian-Romanian historical heraldry and the discussions to make “Awaken, 

thee Romanian!” the anthem of the country, were also in progress. In addition, there was the 

proposal to de-Sovietize and de-Russify the official name of the polity from Moldavian SSR into 

the SSR of Moldova and then into the Republic of Moldova.565 At the same time, in post-

Communist Romania support for reunification was growing, particularly after Bucharest and 

Chisinau declared that the annexation of Bessarabia, Northern Bukovina, and the Herța district in 

1940 was unlawful.566 Although these “revanchist claims,” as some authors labeled them, caused 

anxiety in Moscow, it was the Ukrainian government in Kyiv that appeared most concerned.567 

Ukraine had been granted some of the former Romanian territories as a result of the Nazi-Soviet 

Pact of August 1939, and it, like other republics, sought to leave the USSR with all lands 

acquired during Soviet rule.568  

The newly invented traditions at home and recent political precedents in Central Europe 

(e.g. the reunification of the two German states) encouraged the aspirations of the pro-unionist 

forces in Moldavia and Romania for a pan-Romanian national completion. Thus, the well-known 

“Chain of Freedom” when Estonians, Latvians, and Lithuanians objected on 23 August 1989 to 
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564 The flag was adopted on 27 April 1990. M. Vârțanu, “Bun sosit, tricolor!,” Glia Drochiană, 1 May 1990: 1. 
565 The new coat of arms was adopted on 3 November 1990 and the new anthem on 27 August 1991. See Vlad 
Mischevca, Ion Negrei, Simbolurile Țării Moldovei (Chisinau: Elan Inc., 2010), 105, 110, 113. The names of the 
republic were changed on 5 June 1990 and 23 May 1991 respectively. 
566 PPCD, Documente și materiale, Vol. 1, 149, 171, 176-177, 285-288. 
567 Kuzio and Wilson, Ukraine, 29. 
568 “Zaiava Verkhovnoi Rady Ukrains'koi RSR,” Robitnycha hazeta, 6 July 1991: 1. 



130 
 

the annexation of their countries in 1940 represented more than “the united wish of the Baltics 

for independence,” as Robert W. Schaefer put it.569 It was a demonstration of the highest degree 

of political mobilization and a call for others to follow the same path. That day the Popular Front 

of Moldavia had organized a political meeting, which was sanctioned by the authorities, but not 

permitted in the main square of Chisinau. In their appeal, leaders of the Front pointed out that the 

day of 23 August 1939 was one of the darkest and most tragic in the fate of Moldavians and also 

affected the sovereignty of Romania, Poland, and the Baltic States.570 During the event, locals 

joined their hands with representatives of the Baltic republics and formed a similar human chain 

demonstrating their solidarity.571   

The natives of the MSSR had other opportunities to object to the legacy of the Nazi-

Soviet Pact, to challenge Stalin’s iron curtain on the Prut River, and to express fraternity with 

Romanians. On 6 May 1990 and 16 June 1991, supporters of reunification organized what is 

known today as “the Bridges of Flowers” (Poduri de Flori).572 Citizens of Soviet Moldavia and 

post-Communist Romania freely crossed the existing international border; they “discovered” that 

they spoke the same language and had the chance to meet relatives after five decades of 

separation.573 In order to give this emotional event more geopolitical weight and public 

resonance, priests of Romanian and Moldavian churches held services; thousands of flowers 

were scattered into the river, and the media disseminated news of the event widely.574 In addition 

to such domestic and regional enterprises, pan-Romanian unionism was encouraged by other 

European events, such as the reunification of the two German states in October 1990.575    

 
Soviet Moldavia: Disintegration, Separation, and Independence 
 
In the summer of 1990 the Soviet authorities were ready to employ any countermeasures, 

including political blackmail, in order to block the secessionist tendencies of Moldavia. They 

applied stern measures also in Georgia and Lithuania. In Moldavia they relied on the pro-Soviet 

minded elite and inhabitants in the east and south of the republic who wished to save the 
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territorial integrity of the Soviet Union. Moscow made itself clear: Chisinau should cooperate 

and take part in the renewal of the USSR; otherwise it would end with the creation of two new 

all-Union subjects in the territory of the MSSR.576 The warnings to Moldavia’s leaders were 

complemented with preparations for secession on the ground. Strikes, meetings, demonstrations, 

and political rallies embraced areas beyond the Dniester River and in the towns of Bender and 

Comrat.577 Led by their local leaders and encouraged by the Kremlin, the population of these 

areas not only opted for the preservation of the greater Soviet Motherland, but also for the 

creation of independent Gagauz and Transnistrian republics. The Gagauz SSR was proclaimed in 

August 1990, while the Transnistrian MSSR, the founders of which claimed that it was a 

successor state of the MASSR dismantled in 1940, was announced the following month. The 

Parliament of Moldova treated those events as violations of law, did not recognize these 

“republics,” and declared null and void any elections or referenda undertaken by the 

separatists.578      

The self-proclaimed Transnistrian and Gagauzian “soviet republics” become ardent allies 

of the central government in Moscow and partisans of the Novo-Ogarevo process.579 Although 

they received no recognition from Gorbachev, who considered these polities anti-

constitutional,580 both pursued the process of institutionalization of their infrastructures and 

created paramilitary self-defence units. Political measures taken in Chisinau for the preservation 

of territorial integrity proved ineffective. A political and military alliance between these quasi-

republics against Moldovan authorities was established and the first casualties of the emerging 

confrontation occurred in the fall of the same year.581  

The manner in which Moscow dealt with the anti-Soviet riots in Tbilisi (April 1989), in 

Baku (January 1990), and in Vilnius (January 1991), when Soviet military and militia killed and 

                                                           
576  Cojocaru, “Separatismul Transnistrean,” 357-358, 385-386, 404. Autonomist or pre-secessionist tendencies were 
also common in the heavily Russified cities of Estonia. See Pål Kolstø and Andrei Edemsky, Russians in the Former 
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injured hundreds of civilians, indicated that the central government was determined to stand up 

for the preservation of the country by any means, political or military.582 Therefore, the Kremlin 

sought the enforcement of law and order and also wanted the new Union Treaty to be signed. It 

was believed in Moscow, Comrat, and Tiraspol that most Soviet citizens would choose to live in 

a renewed USSR rather than in countries where, as Transnistrian historians claim, “nationalistic 

obscurantism (torzhestvo natsionalisticheskogo mrakobesiia)” had taken over the minds of the 

titular nations.583    

In Moldavia, the work for drafting the new Union Agreement and the intention of 

Gorbachev to hold a nationwide referendum emphasized once again the conflicting stances of 

local elites towards the political prospects for both the USSR and the SSR of Moldova.584 

Whereas Tiraspol and Comrat cordially saluted the holding of the all-Union referendum and 

made possible the participation in it of the residents of the so-called “TMSSR” and “Gagauz 

SSR,”585 Chisinau was among those capitals that ignored the plebiscite, along with Erevan, 

Tallinn, Tbilisi, Riga, and Vilnius.586 Furthermore, although the results of the 17 March 

referendum gave the Soviet leadership “an electoral victory,” as Mark Walker stated, unlike him 

I argue that its “political efficacy” was more questionable than “unknown.”587 My affirmation is 

based not as much on the political course undertaken by those who boycotted it, but on those of 

the RSFSR and Ukrainian SSR. The “tricky” additional question of Kravchuk’s Ukraine about 

sovereignty and the direct challenge to the authority of the USSR President by Yeltsin’s Russia 

by creating its own presidency, indicated a clear political and territorial demise of the moribund 

country despite the referendum’s results.588 

Anything the Moldavian officials did “wrong” or more exactly was perceived as anti-

Soviet by separatists was used by the latter to consolidate their authority over the territory the 
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TMSSR claimed and to get closer to Moscow. Both the renaming of the RSS Moldova as 

“Republic of Moldova” on 23 May 1991 and particularly the International Conference on 

“Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact and its consequences for Bessarabia” organized under the auspices of 

the Parliament, left no doubt that this republic wished to leave the USSR. The Conference held 

its sessions on 26-28 June, i.e. the very dates on which the Red Army had invaded Romania half 

a century earlier.589 The Conference resolution called for the elimination by political means of 

the consequences of the Nazi-Soviet Pact and stated that the creation of the Moldavian SSR was 

illegal and therefore the area should not belong to the USSR.590  

 An important episode, which undermined the territorial integrity and political unity of 

the Republic of Moldova, was the August Putsch in Moscow. One should agree with scholars 

who consider that the failure of the putsch on 19-21 August 1991 signified “the beginning of the 

end for the Soviet empire.”591 However, it also made possible the survival and viability of 

separatist republics like the Transnistrian MSSR and Gagauzian SSR, which, in contrast to 

Yeltsin’s Moscow and Chisinau, supported the coup d’état orchestrated by putschists.592 Yet, 

whereas in the Soviet capital the putschists had failed, the “creeping putsch in ‘Transnistria’,” as 

Horowitz put it, succeeded.593 Namely in those challenging days for partisans and adversaries of 

the new Union Treaty, Transnistria’s leadership supported the GKChP and unexpectedly 

announced the independence of the region from Moldova on 24 August. Remarkably, the 

Parliament in Chisinau announced its independence from the USSR three days later, after 

Ukraine,594 while the text of the Declaration of Independence was composed, at least partially, in 

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Bucharest.595 Furthermore, it was particularly after the putsch 

in Moscow that separatists “consolidated their strongholds in the heavily Russified cities, [...] 
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took over police stations, administrative organs, and mass media”596 and forcibly included within 

the borders of the self-proclaimed TMSSR rural settlements where Romanian speakers 

dominated. Moreover, they managed to force the government in Chisinau to release Igor 

Smirnov—he had been captured earlier in Kyiv by the Moldovan police as he tried to develop 

closer political relations with the Ukrainian authorities. Smirnov was detained in Chisinau and 

accused of having supported the coup d’état in Moscow.597 The Transnistrians, backed by some 

Russian politicians, sent an ultimatum to Chisinau and warned that they would cut off electricity 

from right-bank Moldova and block the railway that connected the republic with the rest of the 

USSR if Smirnov remained in detention.598 The Moldovans chose to avoid escalation of the 

conflict and allowed him to return to Tiraspol.    

The election of Igor Smirnov as President of the TMR on 1 December 1991 and 

Transnistria’s referendum on independence the same day, as well as the election of Mircea 

Snegur as President of Moldova a week later, on 8 December 1991, all indicated that neither 

Chisinau nor Tiraspol sought to make political concessions. The latter, in partnership with 

Comrat, wanted a confederate the Republic of Moldova; the former rejected the idea.599 After the 

Belavezha Accords were signed on 8 December 1991, signalling the end of the USSR, the only 

hope Moldova had to preserve its territorial integrity was to accept membership in the 

Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). The CIS hoped to assure territorial integrity and the 

inviolability of the existing borders, and to seek a peaceful settlement of disputes.600 However, 

the reality on both banks of the Dniester River pointed towards a much worse scenario, i.e. the 

outbreak of a Moldovan civil war. 

 
2.5. The People’s Choice: Assessing the Past, Understanding the Present  
 

Paul Thompson has emphasized the significance of collective and individual recalling of the past 

in the study of oral history. He argued that remembering provides “significant and sometimes 

unique information from the past [which] can equally convey the individual and collective 

consciousness which is part […] of that very past,” and, what’s more, this consciousness 
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provides retrospective interpretations and insights “from those who lived through 

history.”601 Therefore, for a better understanding of the sharp rift between Romanian and Russian 

speakers in the Moldavian SSR, it is crucial to examine their recollections and assessments of the 

common past. 

 
Between Friendship and Nationalism  
 

The survey data reveal interesting insights into the so-called “peoples’ friendship” in the final 

years of the Moldavian SSR. For decades this slogan dominated the ideological framework of the 

CPSU’s nationality policies, which tried to curb any signs of ethnic nationalism. Analyzing the 

reasons for enmity between Romanian and Russian speakers in the USSR was essential. The 

answers to the question “Did you personally experience discrimination on ethnic or linguistic 

grounds during the Soviet period?” indicate the degree to which one party felt socially and 

culturally (linguistically) dominant and the other marginalized. Thus, for instance, whereas some 

80% of polled Romanian-speaking participants from right-bank Moldova and 67% from 

Transnistria confirmed that they felt discriminated against in terms of ethnic belonging and 

spoken language,602 the responses of their Russian-speaking counterparts were diametrically 

opposite: 100% of right-bankers and 70% of Transnistrians said “No” (they did not feel 

discrimination).603 Therefore, one should not be surprised that an ethnocentric and Russophobic 

nationalism erupted in the community of Romanian-speaking Moldavians in the late 1980s. At 

the same time, from a different perspective these results explain the mass-mobilization of 

Russian-speakers against the cultural revival of Moldavians, in particular because the latter 

through their ethnic nationalism had “encroached upon the holiest of the holies, on Lenin, on the 

Soviet system, [and] on the Soviet regime.”604      

 The poll also revealed details about the retrospective view of Russophone respondents 

concerning political matters that divided them and Romanian speakers on the basis of ethnicity 

and spoken language. Asked whether they justify or not the struggle of Moldavians for national 

symbols, language, and Latin script, some 60% of Russian-speaking respondents in Chisinau and 
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40% in Tiraspol responded in the affirmative.605 Yet, a large discrepancy was evident in the 

opinion of Russian speakers from both banks of the Dniester River in the question about the 

official status of Moldovan and its reversion to the Latin alphabet. Thus, only 10% of Russian-

speaking Transnistrians approved the decisions made by Parliament in August-September 1989, 

while the overwhelming majority, 70%, disapproved of them.606 In contrast, 20% of Russian 

speakers in Chisinau believed those decisions to have been mistaken, while the majority of them, 

70%, thought them correct.607 From this one may conclude that Russian speakers on right-bank-

Moldavia were less antagonistic toward the demands of Romanian speakers in 1987-1989. There 

may have been many reasons for these results, such as living in a predominantly Romanian-

speaking area, the exposure to regular and direct contacts with the local culture and national 

traditions, the proximity to Romania, and the contacts Moldova and Romania developed over the 

previous two decades.   

The findings also reveal that today, as over twenty years ago, Romanian speakers of the 

Moldavian SSR and those living in the current Republic of Moldova (both right-bank Moldova 

and Transnistria) are less tolerant and unwilling to make concessions to their Russophone 

conationals. Thus, some 90% of Romanian-speaking respondents in right-bank Moldova and 

89% in the TMR consider unjustified the demands of Russian speakers for granting Russian the 

status of a state language.608 Today, as in the late 1980s, the representatives of the titular nation 

consider that the Soviets’ lingua franca, which is still a mandatory subject in the curricula for 

schools with Romanian as the language of instruction, was and remains a threat to their native 

tongue and cultural and political identity.  

 
Divided Then, Divided Today  
 

The Soviet-born generation of Russian and Romanian speakers in modern Moldova has disparate 

opinions with regard to crucial political events and processes of the recent past. They perceive 

and remember differently the collapse of the Soviet Union, the geopolitical fate of the Moldavian 

SSR, the origins of separatism and the appearance of Transnistrian republic. Thus, whereas the 

majority of Russian-speaking respondents regrets the dissolution of the USSR and wishes the 
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MSSR had remained a constituent part of the lost Soviet Motherland, Romanian speakers assess 

positively the downfall of the Soviet state and wish Moldova would either have became an 

independent country or reunited with Romania.609   

The origins of separatism in the MSSR and the re-embodiment of the “Moldavian 

Piedmont” ghost, i.e. the Transnistrian MSSR in fall 1990, have also received contradictory 

assessments. Speakers of Romanian consider that the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol 

could have been avoided in two instances: first, if Russia had not interfered, and second, if 

reunification with Romania had been a more remote prospect. In contrast, Russophones believe 

that besides the so-called “Romanian factor,” the debates on the Romanian and Russian 

languages galvanized the situation and led to the political split of elites, ordinary people, and 

ultimately to the territorial fragmentation of the republic.610 Therefore, whereas the majority of 

Romanian-speaking respondents consider that the TMR was created because Moscow wanted to 

keep Moldavia and prevent it from reuniting with Romania, Russian speakers answered that the 

Transnistrian republic was established to protect their rights and to impede the disappearance of 

a Soviet Moldavian nation and state.611  

The survey data indicate the ethnic and cultural marginalization felt by Romanian 

speakers as citizens of the Soviet Union; they also demonstrate the privileged position that 

Russian-speaking counterparts had enjoyed back in the USSR. Also, with limited differences in 

their approach towards and interpretation of history, the remembered past, which included both 

national revival and the Russian speakers’ separatism, indicates and explains the reasons for 

disparate assessments poll participants made regarding the events which unfolded in the 

Moldsvian SSR during the late 1980s – 1991. 

 
2.6. Conclusion 
 

This chapter has discussed the rise of the pan-Romanian nationalist and Soviet internationalist 

movements in the MSSR during the perestroika years. My findings indicate that the political 

reforms of Mikhail Gorbachev, which led to the ethnic mobilization of non-Russian peoples in 

all parts of the Soviet Union, caused the rise of a pan- and pro-Romanian movement (rather than 

                                                           
609 See Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 6 Tables and Figures 1.4.6.64 - 1.4.6.67, pp. 1050-1051; Appendix 1 Section 
6 Tables and Figures 1.4.6.79 - 1.4.6.82, pp. 1058-1059. 
610 See Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 1 Tables and Figures 1.4.1.4 -1.4.1.7, pp. 506-507. 
611 See Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 6 Tables and Figures1.4.6.139 - 1.4.6.142, pp. 1090-1091. 
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purely Moldavian) in Soviet Moldavia. Cultural and ethnic, social-economic and geopolitical 

preconditions brought about the emergence of separatism in the eastern territories of the MSSR, 

the so-called “Transnistria.” The success of the latter represented a combination of two factors, 

namely the mobilization of the Russian-speaking elite and ordinary people on the one hand and 

Moscow policies toward Moldavia’s own centrifugal tendencies on the other. Both parties were 

interested in the preservation of the Soviet Motherland, threatened in their opinion by the ethnic 

nationalism of Romanian-speaking Moldavians.  

This chapter revealed that the nationality policies of the CPSU, intended to forge a 

united and monolithic Soviet people from all nationalities of the USSR, failed. Instead, Moscow 

succeeded in constructing a sort of domestic “other” from ethnic Russians and Russified 

representatives of the titular nation and minority residents in the non-Russian republics. Within a 

few decades the latter had become an opposition to the titular nations in general, and in the 

MSSR in particular. The postwar community of homines sovietici represented an artificial 

conglomerate of various ethnicities forged by historical circumstances and Party policies into a 

Soviet nation and state. On the one hand there were the titular nations, which despite harsh 

policies of Sovietization and Russification managed to preserve their indigenous culture. On the 

other hand, local minorities and Russian-speaking in-migrants, faithful to the regime and core 

material for the making of Soviet men, clashed with the titular nations in the late 1980s-early 

1990s for pursuing conflicting goals and defending exclusivist political and cultural values.    

Two well-known realities existed on the eve of perestroika in Moldavia. One fit well with 

the official “people’s friendship” and “Communist internationalism”; the second challenged the 

image of the MSSR as a “sunny” republic and as a place where the “friendship” allegedly 

flourished. This “second reality” concerned the way in which ethnic Moldavians, their language 

and traditions were perceived and treated by the Russian speakers, the domestic “outsiders” in 

Soviet Moldavia. That part of society considered itself culturally and socially superior to the 

Romanian-speaking majority, as echoed in the rise of pan-Romanian nationalism and 

Russophobia. In other words, the bearers of Russian language fought for the preservation of the 

USSR, for a privileged status of their lingua franca, and for owning the “distinctly superior 

position in the state and in public perception.”612 Ultimately, the approach taken by the Russian-

                                                           
612 Ronald Suny, “State, Civil Society, and Ethnic Cultural Consolidation in the USSR – Roots of the National Question,” 
in Gail Warshofsky Lapidus et al., From Union to Commonwealth: Nationalism and Separatism in the Soviet Republics 
(Cambridge; New York, NY, USA: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 30. 



139 
 

speaking minorities towards Romanian-speakers, and vice-versa, developed a socio co-habitat 

that led to mutual hatred and political exclusivism.       

In terms of national awakening and nationalist mobilization, the MSSR distinguished 

itself from the rest of the country. Although Moldavia shared many common features with other 

Soviet republics (e.g. the role of the national intelligentsia, the struggle for language, national 

symbols, and sovereignty), the legacy of Bessarabia’s past and its Romanianness made it a 

unique case. Despite the mild impact of the interwar cultural and political Romanianization on 

former Bessarabians, Romanian-speaking Moldavians demonstrated a high level of pro- and pan-

Romanian mobilization in 1988-1991. This phenomenon represented a backlash against the 

Russificatory policies the Kremlin had implemented in order to Sovietize them; it derived as well 

from the cultural, social, and political marginalization they suffered at home from the Russian-

speaking minorities and as a result of Soviet nationality policies that gave priority to the Russian 

language and always favoured the in-migrants and local minority groups.   

Korenizatsiya and the politics of “state sponsored evolutionism” echoed differently in the 

Moldavian SSR. Whereas in neighboring Ukraine or in Kazakhstan writers and other segments 

of the intelligentsia worked on and awakened national self-awareness, the focus of their 

counterparts in the MSSR was not on the Moldavianness of the natives but on Greater Romanian 

nationalism, as manifested in all national symbols but particularly in the Romanian flag, 

language and its Latin script. Cultural revival in Soviet Moldavia and its tendency towards 

sovereignty and independence had another peculiarity. In other corners of the USSR ardent 

patriots aimed to extend the rights and privileges of the national language at the expense of the 

detested Russian, but in the MSSR, besides this goal, local nationalists fought for the very name 

of the language and defended an alphabet banned by the Communists.  

The rise of ethnic nationalism and struggle for language in the MSSR was related less to 

a “Moldavian” identity than to a “Romanian” one. This made central and local Party leaders and 

Russian-speaking minorities anxious for the fate of the republic and by extension for their own 

futures. Before long, the question of (re)unification with Romania was going to be on the 

agenda. The pro-Romanian slogans and mottos heard during rallies, the powerlessness of local 

authorities to stand up to nationalism and anti-Sovietism, along with the resolve of the 

nationalizing elite to exclude any compromise with them, indicated the possible reunification of 

former Bessarabia with an alien, to Russian speakers, neighboring Romania.   
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The chapter has demonstrated that the Soviet type of bilingualism, the lack of knowledge 

of Moldavian, and anti-Moldavian stereotypes created an internal “outsider” from the Russian 

speakers. Consequently, a “two-worlds society” was created, i.e. that of Romanian and Russian 

speakers,613 which not only generated an exclusivist approach towards each other, but also led to 

the split of Moldavian society on the basis of ethnic belonging and political preferences. The 

unfolding horror of extremely nationalistic and exclusivist slogans on the part of the radicalized 

Romanian-speaking nationalists (or agents of the KGB) made Russians and Russified population  

resist ideologically, mobilize territorially, and ultimately break away politically. Russophones 

fell under the control of the pro-Soviet elite, which supported Soviet brotherhood, Communist 

internationalism, and language policies. In turn, the political credo of average Russian-speaking 

residents lay in the struggle for Russian language, the deep-seated reluctance to accept 

Moldavian as the state language and its Latin script, the adoption of the Romanian tricolor, and 

the fear of being romanianized (assimilated). Therefore, the success of separatism in Transnistria 

and its institutionalization, which led to political division and the territorial disintegration of the 

country, was not possible without the assistance and support Tiraspol received from the 

Communist authorities in Moscow.  

Overall, this chapter has suggested that the exclusivist approaches with which both 

conflicting camps positioned themselves left no chances for conciliation. This situation remains 

in place today (summer 2016), as indicated by the survey data showing that almost the same 

political intolerance continues to divide Romanian and Russian speakers in the Republic of 

Moldova. The way in which poll participants remember the past, evaluate the national revival of 

Soviet Moldavia, and regard the establishment of the secessionist entity of Transnistria 

corroborates that no side has been willing to cede and make concessions. Furthermore, the 

conflict at the end of 1991 could not stay “frozen,” as indicated by the verbal polemics in 

Parliament, periodic clashes and incidents in the streets, or the political altercations between 

Chisinau and Tiraspol. It triggered the large-scale civil war between the central government and 

separatist leadership just two months after the Soviet Union had vanished from the domestic and 

worldwide political scene. 
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Chapter III 

THE HEAT BEFORE THE “FREEZE” – THE MOLDOVAN CIVIL WAR IN 1992 

 
Chapter 3 discusses the war over Transnistria in 1992, which represents the culmination of the 

political confrontation between the central government and the self-proclaimed republic. It is not 

my intention to get into details about the combat operations but rather to focus on a new 

interpretation of the Moldovan civil war. Therefore, this chapter centres on the impact the 

independentist courses of right-bank Moldova and the TMR had on the domestic stability and 

territorial integrity of the country after the demise of the USSR. It examines the political and 

legislative preconditions of the war and pre-war violence that were indicative of conflict 

escalation. The chapter analyzes what motivated local and foreign actors (individuals and 

countries) to get involved in the war. It also refers to the outbreak of warfare and discusses major 

military and diplomatic events that led to Moldova’s defeat.  

 The chapter elaborates on how and why the civil war in the Republic of Moldova 

resulted in the territorial and political separation of the TMR and caused a local conflict with an 

international resonance. It demonstrates that clear indicators of political intransigence, soaring 

violence, and armed clashes existed prior to the war and argues that ethnic affiliation and kinship 

were traits that better describe the camp of separatists than that of those who fought on the side 

of Moldova. It also reveals that Russia provided multifaceted support to the Transnistrian 

separatists and that its input was decisive in the outcome of the war. Evidence also shows that 

leaders in Kyiv, caught between Russia’s interests in Ukraine, challenges of domestic 

secessionism primarily in Crimea, and national geopolitical interest in the Republic of Moldova, 

were more sympathetic to Transnistria’s cause than to Moldova’s. Lastly, the so-called 

“Romanian factor” contributed to conflict escalation and caused Russian and Ukrainian 

involvement in wartime diplomacy and warfare. 

 

3.1. THE PEACE DAMAGED: PRECONDITIONS THAT HERALDED THE WAR  
 

Scholars describe the disintegration of the Soviet Union differently. Some consider that the 

country “dissolved suddenly and chaotically,” others that its ending was “relatively smooth and 
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non-violent,” what Robert Strayer called a “peaceful death.”614 I would not totally disagree with 

such interpretations, as indeed the USSR avoided the bloody scenarios similar to those of the 

Russian empire or Communist Yugoslavia in their collapse. I argue, however, that at the regional 

level, i.e. that of a single republic (e.g. Georgia or Moldova) or of two republics taken together 

(e.g. Armenia and Azerbaijan), the damaged Soviet harmony culminated in the proclamation of 

independence by several quasi-states and ended with the outbreak of the bloody civil and inter-

ethnic wars and the appearance of several unsettled domestic conflicts.  

The rise of nationalism and, opposed to it, Communist-style internationalism 

transformed Moldova into one of the hottest spots in the European part of the collapsing Soviet 

state. The main political condition that led to the civil war was the geopolitical course of the 

country’s leadership and the emergence of secessionist Transnistria. Therefore, in the discussion 

about the preconditions for civil war in the Republic of Moldova it is important to examine what 

leaders in Chisinau and Tiraspol did to strengthen, in legal terms, exclusivist political ambitions. 

In addition, it is necessary to analyze the role that pre-war violence played in causing the large-

scale military confrontation between Moldova and Transnistria in the spring-summer of 1992.   

 
Transnistria: The Legitimization of Separatism and Justification of Self-Defense  

 
During a relatively short period, from 2 September 1990, when the TMR (TMSSR) was 

proclaimed, to 2 March 1992, when the war began, the leadership in Tiraspol adopted a 

significant number of political and juridical acts regulating relations between Moldova and 

Transnistria. The aspiration to delegitimize the Constitutional order and to nullify the legislation 

of the mainland was evident on the very day when the breakaway entity was created. The 

adopted acts empowered the government of the TMR to defend the population and the republic 

itself, should the officials in Chisinau undertake any measures against separatism.615 Already 

back in early fall 1990 the People’s Deputies of Transnistria voted their first crucial decisions 

aimed to justify the establishment of a separate entity on the soil of the Moldavian SSR. Thus, 

their key document, the “Decision on the creation of the TMSSR within the USSR,” authorized 

the Provisory Supreme Soviet of the emerging polity to appoint high-ranking officials like the 

                                                           
614 James Hughes, Chechnya: from Nationalism to Jihad (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2007), 30; 
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Minister of Interior, the Head of KGB, and members of the Prosecutor’s office.616 Also, the 

“Decision” stipulated the creation of supplementary militia (state police) units controlled by 

secessionists and also challenged the functionality of public institutions and law enforcement 

agencies subordinated to Chisinau. What’s more, leaders in Tiraspol assumed for themselves the 

right “to protect the population of the Soviet Socialist Republic of Moldova should the [the 

central] government [in Chisinau] discriminate or violate its rights.”617 Last but not least, it was 

also announced that the presence of any of Moldova’s armed personnel (e. g. militiamen) who 

did not recognize Transnistria was considered illegal on the territory of the self-proclaimed 

republic.  

The analysis of resolutions, declarations, and legislature acts issued in Transnistria 

indicates that every single document was designed to preserve, consolidate, and secure the re-

emergence of the interwar “Moldavian Piedmont.” Thus, for instance, in an appeal addressed to 

Moldova’s first President and Parliament, the TMSSR’s deputies had warned “that any violent 

actions directed against [Transnistria] will be regarded as interference in the domestic affairs of a 

sovereign state with all ensuing consequences.”618 In practical terms this meant that attempts to 

reinforce national legislation and protect loyal institutions and population were to be repulsed by 

all means, including force. Furthermore, the “Declaration of Sovereignty,” adopted on 29 

November 1990, provided that the Soviet Armed Forces had the right to be stationed on 

Transnistria’s territory to ensure the security of the USSR and that of the TMSSR.619 The 

inclusion of this statement is indicative: it suggests that separatists counted on receiving military 

support from the Kremlin in the event of an eventual confrontation with Moldovan government. 

The failed coup in Moscow in August 1991 played an essential role for the future of 

Transnistrian statehood, for generating self-defence policies, and for organizing paramilitary 

structures. Thus, whereas on 25 August the TMSSR proclaimed independence and confirmed its 

geopolitical commitment to stick with the USSR,620 in the following weeks Transnistria’s 

legislators passed a series of new documents called to fortify the entity politically, legally, and 

militarily. On 2 September, when the TMSSR recorded its first year of existence, the 4th People’s 

Congress adopted the “Resolution on the Situation in the Republic and Tasks [to be 
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Accomplished].”621 Three out of ten motions of this resolution were addressed to reinforce the 

earlier adopted decisions which demonstrated that Transnistria, after August 1991, was more 

than ever determined for a complete rupture with the mainland.622  

    One might ask why Igor Smirnov and his associates decided to engage in or provoke 

an open confrontation with the central government in Chisinau then and not earlier? Probably, 

after the failure of the putschists and the declaration of independence by Ukraine and Moldova, 

the separatist leadership realized that the USSR was moving toward political and territorial 

disintegration. In addition, by fall 1991 Moldovan authorities repeatedly “rejected on the wave of 

emotions,” as President Snegur wrote later,623 the proposals the secessionists made to create from 

Moldova a state federation composed of three independent subjects.624 Indeed, as Taras Kuzio 

pointed out, “the failure of the Moldovans to accept the need for federal autonomy for this region 

[the TMR] was one of the main factors which ignited the conflict” 625 between the government 

and separatists and led to a total political break. Elaborating on Kuzio’s statement, I argue that 

granting Transnistria the status of an autonomous entity within a united Moldova would not have 

solved the problem of separatism. It would have postponed it until officials of the country 

decided to depart from the orbit of Russia’s influence towards the “West,” as happened in 

Ukraine leading to Russian’s annexation of Crimea and involvement in Donbas in spring 2014.  

In the Republic of Moldova, in the circumstances of 1990-1991, when it seemed that 

leaders in Tiraspol were left with no choice but to fight, the separatists acted quickly, decisively, 

and without any compromise with Chisinau to secure the institutions and settlements that the 

TMR claimed for its statehood. Therefore, in the fall 1991 the Congress of Transnistria’s MPs 

decided that necessary measures aimed to defend independence had to be taken on an emergency 

basis. Only within a week the law on the “Republican Guard” was elaborated and passed, by 

which all Moldova’s institutions were made subject to the authority of Tiraspol.626 Transnistrian 

legislators made it clear that public structures that would not comply with the self-appointed 

                                                           
621 Ibid., 123-125. 
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government would be disbanded and their directors fired. It was then, as Igor Smirnov recalled, 

when “[we] realized that it was time to end the protracted red tape with the conversion to our 

side of [Moldova’s] militia and other law enforcement agencies.”627      

The resolutions approved by the 4th Congress entitled the Supreme Soviet in Tiraspol to 

adopt more acts and make more political decisions for protection of the TMSSR from “external” 

(i.e. from Moldova) and internal “enemies.” The advocates for Transnistrian separatism were 

anxious that Chisinau, being inspired by the failure of putschists in Moscow and by the fact that 

Igor Smirnov took their side, would try to re-establish its lost authority and therefore would 

“suppress the Transnistrian revolution.”628 Thus, on the morning of 6 September 1991 the 

Parliament of Transnistria decided that commencing at 3:00 pm all bridges over the Dniester 

River were to be blocked.629 In addition, Soviet Army conscripts and officers were called upon to 

demonstrate solidarity and stand “against a possible Moldovan invasion,” “fascism,” and “Neo-

Nazism.”630 A few weeks later, the Supreme Soviet of the secessionists decided to create a 

“Defense Committee,” transfer units of the Soviet Army under its jurisdiction, declare a state of 

siege, and partially mobilize reservists.631 At the same time, the legislative body in Tiraspol 

demanded from President Snegur “not to use force in dealing with the issues which emerge 

during all stages of self-determination and restoration of the statehood of the Republic of 

Moldova and of the TMSSR.”632  

The politics of personnel promotion in Tiraspol can also be perceived as a considerable 

factor in conflict escalation. In the last months of 1991 at least three high-ranking Soviet officers 

of the Interior and Army, experienced in active combat and sabotage actions, were assigned 

leading positions in law enforcement, intelligence, and military. Thus, the rebellious region 

became an adoptive homeland to Vladimir Antiufeev, Ștefan Chițac, and Gennadii Yakovlev. 

Antiufeev, a Major of the Interior and commander of the Riga OMON known for his implication 

in the bloody events in Latvia in 1991, was appointed as Head of the Operations’ Department of 
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the MIA and soon became the Minister of State Security.633 Colonel Chițac, a career soldier who 

fought in Afghanistan and was former deputy of staff of the 14th Army, became Minister of 

Defence and the founder of the Republican Guard, i.e. the armed forces of the TMSSR.634 Lastly, 

Lieutenant-General Yakovlev, then the Commander of the 14th Army, was appointed as Chief of 

Transnistria’s Defense and Security Headquarters and provided secessionists with weapons, 

ammunitions, and military personnel.635 These individuals were key professionals who cemented 

the political confidence of Transnistria’s leadership and raised combatant morale among the 

members of the paramilitary formations and civilians before and during the war. 

The Transnistrian government exerted full political power and jurisdiction over the 

population of the region in order to ensure the latter’s complete loyalty. The Constitution 

adopted in September 1991 obliged Transnistrians to obey the legislation, to defend 

Transnistria’s interests and made military service “an honorable [but] mandatory duty.”636 

Moreover, in order to legalize the authority of the Transnistrian state and impose on the 

population a strong sense of responsibility Igor Smirnov proclaimed on 27 February 1992 that 

inhabitants of the self-proclaimed republic had acquired TMR citizenship and consequently 

become subject to the legislation the local parliamentarians passed.637  

The decisions taken and policies implemented by the leaders in Tiraspol laid the 

foundations for building a quasi-state in the eastern districts of Moldova. In the process of 

strengthening political power, the secessionist forces compromised and challenged the 

legitimacy of Moldovan institutions in the areas under their control. In addition, attempting to 

create legitimate grounds for the separatist movement and secession, Transnistria’s leaders 

summoned the population to defend the TMR, obliged it to fight against government troops, and 

justified, as they believed, the politics of self-defense. 
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Moldova: Failed Attempts to Preserve Political Unity and Territorial Integrity 

 

Russian speakers continued to defend the status of Russian as lingua franca and opted for the 

preservation of the USSR even after Moldovan was proclaimed the only official language and 

Parliament started opposing Moscow more and more openly. After 31 August 1989 and 2 

September 1990 the “dialogue of the deaf” between the Moldovan government and heavily 

Russified and pro-Soviet-oriented settlements went into another stage, and very quickly. 

Unhappy with the changes, Transnistrians gradually switched from peaceful street protests and 

strikes to direct confrontation with Chisinau. Civil disobedience and intentional violation of law 

became the norm, and the choice to secede from the Republic of Moldova surfaced on the 

political agenda of leaders in Tiraspol (and Comrat).  

Long before the war broke out Moldovan leaders tried to find common ground with 

both their counterparts and ordinary people in what later became Transnistria. One of the earliest 

attempts designed to reduce antagonism came in the days immediately following the passage of 

the language legislation. Already in September 1989 they visited several localities in the naïve 

hope that the Russian-speaking elite and public more generally would accept the legislation as a 

fait accompli, would stop the strikes, and would dutifully accept any political decisions officials 

in Chisinau might pursue in the near future. However, none of this happened. President Mircea 

Snegur recalls that the appeal he personally addressed in Tiraspol was a total fiasco and that the 

time he and his team had spent there was a “nightmare.”638 The audience of 40,000 met 

Moldovan statesmen with whistles and shouts; it ostentatiously showed no interest in the 

arguments given by the “guests” who intended to justify the national revival, defend language 

legislation, and explain perestroika’s democratic outcomes.639 The crowd verbally insulted the 

visitors, claimed autonomy for Tiraspol and for the whole region, and argued that in 1940 the 

Red Army had liberated Bessarabia not occupied it.640 The Moldovan officials were personally 

offended as they left the rebelling cities, and most important, they received a vote of no 

confidence from a significant part of the republic’s population.  
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In addition to the political motivation for preserving the unity of the Republic of 

Moldova there was another reason why central government did not want to lose territory: the 

economy would suffer should Chisinau be unable to regain control over cities where great 

industrial potential had been concentrated over the last decades. It was obvious that the lack of 

political accord and a challenged economy would surely undermine the foundations of an 

independent post-Soviet Moldovan state. According to IMF experts left-bank Moldova 

(excluding Bender) accounted for 36% of Soviet Moldavia's industrial input, 28% of its 

industrial capacity, and 90% [!] of its electrical energy output.641 Furthermore, being the most 

developed industrial zone, the Transnistrian region represented a strategic bridgehead toward the 

east for Moldova’s trade and economy. Also, another important economic feature and a political 

tool that allowed Russia and the TMR to pressure Chisinau was that natural gas was delivered 

first to the left-bankers and only after that to the rest of the country.  

   The failed attempt to hold a dialogue with the Transnistrians did not stop the authorities 

from making other efforts to be heard in Bender, Camenca, Grigoriopol, Dubăsari, Râbnița, and 

Tiraspol. Thus, for instance, before the outbreak of the war, they made considerable use of 

political methods aimed at stopping the spread of secessionism and confronting the non-

compliance strategy applied by the Transnistrians. One of the most frequent countermeasures 

consisted in declaring all decisions referring to the creation of the TMSSR null and with no legal 

effect.642 The Moldovan leadership always warned Transnistria that disobedience would lead to a 

state of emergency and special administration in settlements where mainland legislation was 

violated.643 However, when the government sought to enforce the law or tried to defend public 

institutions against unlawful seizure or dismiss officials for disloyalty, Tiraspol qualified these 

actions as interference into its “domestic affairs” and “military aggression against a sovereign 

country.”644 The reality demonstrated that political methods were ineffective as Transnistria's 

leaders continued building a separate state on Moldovan soil. 

 Another political device which Moldovans made use of in an attempt to defend 

territorial integrity and avoid an open confrontation with Transnistria was appealing for help to 
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the central authorities in Moscow. Mikhail Gorbachev, at first and in the hope that the MSSR 

would stay within the USSR, condemned separatism and declared in December 1990 the 

Transnistrians’ republic illegal.645 Nevertheless, this seemingly favorable attitude to Chisinau 

was short-lived. As soon as it became clear that Moldova was distancing itself from the USSR, 

neither the President nor any other central institution in Moscow showed interest in helping the 

Moldovan republic to defeat separatism. On the contrary, the Kremlin opposed independentist 

Moldova and politically favored the Transnistrians, who stood for the preservation of the 

USSR.646 Thus, in July 1991, shortly before the putsch, Chairman of the Soviet of Nationalities 

Rafiq Nishanov declared that Transnistria and Gagauzia in Moldova, along with other pro-Soviet 

enclaves in Georgia, Estonia, and Lithuania, requested to be recognized as subjects of the USSR 

ready to sign the new Union treaty.647  

Furthermore, in the struggle for Moldova, as in the case of other republics, Moscow 

employed the politics of blackmail. It encouraged the separatist movement within Moldova648 

and warned Moldova’s leadership that should the republic break with the USSR its integrity 

would be challenged by new subjects of the Soviet Union (Transnistria and Gagauzia).649 In 

order to be more convincing and show who was master of the house, special troops of the all-

Union Ministry of Interior were sent to quarter in Bender and Tiraspol in June 1990, and they 

soon assaulted the Moldovan police station in the city of Hâncești located close to the border 

with Romania.650 Taking into consideration the acts of sabotage and killings that the Soviet 

OMON committed in Latvia and Lithuania, the moves in Moldova were aimed to intimidate the 

Moldovan government and demonstrate that despite the political complications in the country, 

the pro-Soviet population would be not left to the mercy of fate.651 By midsummer relations 

between Chisinau and Moscow reached a critical point. Neither Moldova nor the Soviet center 

trusted each other due to the conflicting approaches both authorities had toward the prospects of 

the USSR and the political status of Transnistria and Gagauzia.   
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The Romanian-speaking population in the localities controlled by secessionists 

represented a reliable ally to officials in Chisinau. In order to save the disintegrating republic 

from chaos and dismemberment, the government tried to rely on this category of citizens as early 

as fall 1990. On 9 September 1990, a week after the TMSSR was proclaimed, a People’s 

Assembly was organized in the village of Pârâta in Dubăsari raion. Participants of the event 

contested the right of separatists to speak on behalf of all local Moldavians, declared the creation 

of the TMSSR and Gagauz SSR unconstitutional, and sent an appeal to Gorbachev to restore 

justice.652 Furthermore, at the Pârâta assembly the “Integrity Committee” (“Comitetul 

Integritate”) was created under the leadership of Ion Mițcul, the head of the Dubăsari raion.653 

The goal of this organization was to oppose separatists and strengthen the authority of the 

Moldovan government on the left bank of the Dniester River.  

The mobilization of anti-secessionist forces was successful at first. With the help of the 

government they organized also in Lunga, another Moldavian village in Dubăsari raion, a “Great 

National Assembly” on 16 September 1990. During this event participants called on the entire 

population to stand for a united republic and resist attempts undertaken by “traitors of the [little] 

Motherland” to tear it apart.654 The “Integrity Committee” succeeded in putting out a bilingual 

newspaper where it published articles against secessionism and called on both sides to make 

concessions to each other and reconcile.655 Also, the Committee’s activists, like Ion Mițcul, 

Sergiu Popa, and Gheorghe Garbuz, tried to enforce Moldova’s language and symbols’ 

legislation and organized several protests in support of those whom the separatists persecuted.656 

In addition to the “Integrity Committee,” Romanian speakers in the region created in 1991 the 

“Association Transnistria” – an organization to support the cultural revival of left-bank 

Moldavians and contribute to the de-escalation of the situation.657  

However, without real and consistent support from the government in Chisinau the 

activists of “Integrity” and “Association Transnistria” never achieved their goals. Tiraspol 

aggressively deployed against them individual harassment and collective marginalization; it 
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forced many to leave their native localities and vandalized their offices.658 With the exception of 

a few villages,659 the majority of rural and urban settlements claimed by the TMR failed to 

withstand the pressure the separatists put on them, thus ending up under the jurisdiction of the 

self-proclaimed republic. 

Opponents of eastern Moldavia’s separatism saw their position deteriorate dramatically 

during the first months of 1991 and even more drastically by the end of the year. Leaders in the 

TMR forced the dismissal of all pro-Moldova state institutions and enterprises and assigned the 

“liberated” offices exclusively to the proponents of Transnistria.660 In contradiction with the 

factual developments, Igor Smirnov wrote that no-one was forced to take the side of the TMR 

and that the process of re-subordination of specialists and institutions took place in a “truly 

democratic way.”661 That was not the case. Those who dared to oppose the measures were 

accused of Romanian nationalism and persecuted; they witnessed the weakness of the central 

government and felt left on their own to face the increasing might of Tiraspol.662 Although the 

partisans of integrity continued to appeal and looked desperately for the country’s leadership to 

act more decisively, Moldovan leaders proved powerless.663 Slowly, the locals started losing 

confidence in the President, Parliament, and Government.664 As one of the former high-ranking 

Moldovan officials pointed out, “Chisinau took too long to ascertain the developing separatist 

tendencies, and when it decided to take firm actions, it was too late.”665   

It would be inaccurate to say that the Moldovan authorities relied only on political 

dialog and peaceful means. When dialogue failed and political measures failed to bring the 

expected results, the government took radical steps against the separatist leadership. In order to 

neutralize and frighten them, it ordered detentions, captures, and arrests. These prophylactic 

actions, seen as entirely legal in Chisinau were called “violation of human rights,” “glaringly 
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lawless,” and “political terrorism” in Tiraspol and Moscow.666 Thus, for instance, back in April 

1991, Moldovan law enforcers “captured and brought to Chisinau” for interrogation Vladimir 

Zagriadskii, the First Deputy Chairman of the Supreme Soviet of the TMSSR and other officials 

of the break-away entity.667 Oddly, however, none of them was put on trial for their anti-

Constitutional activity. I recall how partisans of territorial integrity wanted authorities to put an 

end to secessionism once and for all and punish Igor Smirnov and his associates. Such thoughts 

intensified in the aftermath of the failed putsch in Moscow when the general belief was that the 

time to neutralize separatists had come. It was believed that government had every reason to 

make the leaders of Transnistria and Gagauzia criminally liable for violating Moldova’s 

legislation and saluting the GKChP.668 Thus, on the night of 23 August 1991, major separatist 

leaders were arrested at home, while Igor Smirnov, who departed to Kyiv to negotiate the fate of 

Transnistria with Leonid Kravchuk was detained in the Ukrainian capital by Moldovan law 

enforcers and transported to Chisinau.669    

To the astonishment of many, after a month of incarceration, the detained leaders of 

separatism were released. This happened after negotiations with the Transnistrians, in which 

Russian MPs participated, and an economic blockade and blackmail of Chisinau by Tiraspol.670 

The criminal cases against Igor Smirnov and other leaders of the TMR had been “frozen” as 

directed by Mircea Snegur, and no one ever tried afterwards to bring these individuals to 

court.671 Subsequently, the filed criminal cases were never concluded, and the entire story ended 

in August 1995 when the leaders of Transnistria and Gagauzia were amnestied in connection 

with the anniversary of the Moldovan Constitution.672 With regard to Igor Smirnov, the 

Moldovan authorities “decided to free him on his own recognizance and word that he would 

never again be involved in politics.”673 General Ion Costaș, then the Minister of Interior, found 
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this decision “absurd and criminal” and recalled how later that fall Snegur begged Smirnov in a 

pleading tone: “let’s make up; let’s solve it amicably.”674 However, in turn, as Vladimir 

Ryliakov, one of Smirnov’s close associates put it, the freed leader “became more and more 

convinced that everything [they] were doing was absolutely right [and] began to act [more] 

vigorously, purposefully, and brutally”675 against Chisinau and opponents in Transnistria. 

Therefore, the allegedly radical steps the Moldovan authorities employed against the instigators 

and promoters of separatism were half-measures and half-hearted efforts which, in the end, only 

strengthened the leaders’ will and ordinary supporters’ determination to stand for a Transnistrian 

republic outside the Republic of Moldova.  

A precondition of the civil war in Moldova was the political speculations about the 

country's alleged union with Romania. The “Romanian factor” seriously obstructed attempts to 

appease separatists, the leadership of whom frightened the population with “union” and with the 

unenviable status it might gain should Moldova separate from the USSR or “Transnistria” 

become part of Romania.676 Although Moldovan officials (e.g. President Mircea Snegur) denied 

the (re)unification scenario, it must be admitted that particular decisions and events of great 

symbolic resonance played into the hands of the separatists. Take for example the Moldovan law 

about the territorial-administrative reorganization, where Soviet terminology and units were 

completely replaced with Romanian ones.677 The novelty was perceived as something natural 

and mainly with enthusiasm by the majority of Romanian speakers in what was earlier 

Bessarabia. But to Russian speakers and most of all to those in Transnistria the changes that the 

law introduced were alien and psychologically unacceptable, as they threatened the very 

existence of the habitual Soviet identity. Therefore, Transnistrians were against the “Romanian 

system” and the new names for the public institutions like “primării” (town/village halls), 

“prefecturi” (prefectures), “județe” (counties), and “consilii (councils).678 They wanted to live 

under the traditional “raions” and “soviets” and avoid anything that would call to mind Romania 

or sound Romanian. 
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Similar was the “Law on Police” adopted in Chisinau a year before the USSR collapsed, 

in December 1990.679 Whereas to Romanian-speaking Moldovans the switch of terminology 

from “militia” to “police” was not problematic, Transnistrians rejected it, considering it not a 

simple change but rather a serious challenge conflicting with their Communist values, collective 

memory, and ideological beliefs.680 To them, “police” held a negative connotation. The word 

was associated with the Nazi occupation; it reminded them of the traitors of the Motherland and 

about the crimes Germans and Romanians committed during the Great Patriotic War. Romania 

itself had replaced “militia” with “police” as soon as Nicolae Ceaușescu was overthrown, in 

December 1989.681 Thus, to Transnistrians, Moldova’s acceptance of a hostile “western” term, 

i.e. “police,” instead of the native (rodnoe) “militia” was additional evidence that Moldova had 

chosen the “Romanian way” for its political future. Lastly, since Moldovan law enforcement 

units were sent to protect state institutions on the territory of Transnistria, to restore the order and 

deal with separatists, the pro-Soviet-oriented locals chanted anti-police slogans like “Policeman! 

Hands off the people!”682   

Legislation analogous to that of Romania and particularly the unionist rhetoric used by 

the Moldovan Popular Front and by some high-ranking officials (e.g. PM Mircea Druc and 

Speaker of Parliament Alexandru Moșanu) represented another impediment for maintaining a 

productive dialogue with Transnistrians.683 In fact, by the end of 1991 the dialog became 

impossible and the attempts of the anti-Unionists to calm down Russian-speaking residents of the 

TMR and remove their so-called “unification fear” had failed. In spite of declarations that 

Moldova would not unite with Romania and that the leadership would preserve the former as an 

independent country, many other events and decisions spoke to the contrary.684 Thus, for 

example, the Moldovan Parliament’s assessment of the consequences the Nazi-Soviet Pact for 

Bessarabia and other Romanian territories lost in 1940 spoke about the illegality of the treaty, 
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indicated a possible rapprochement with Romania, and implied correcting Soviet injustice 

toward Romanians in Bessarabia, Northern Bukovina, and Herța district.685   

Other superficially minor facts confirmed the existence of a pro- and pan-Romanian 

political lobby. Thus for instance, the Moldovan Parliament named its newspaper Sfatul Ţării, 

after the Bessarabian Parliament that effected the 1918 union with Romania. The newspaper 

published various pro-unionist materials and also used to include in the weather forecast map of 

the Republic of Moldova post-Soviet Ukraine’s Southern and Northern Bessarabia and Northern 

Bukovina.686 The “Bridges of Flowers” of 1990 and 1991, along with the simplified procedures 

of crossing the common border, were also interpreted as symptoms of a possible unification. 

Even President Snegur, who did not support the idea of unification, retained in the very same 

period the “policy of ‘one [Romanian] people [and] two [Romanian] states.”687 It was unsettling 

for leaders and ordinary pro-Russian Transnistrians to hear that the Moldovans and Romanians 

were part of the same pan-Romanian nation and that the Republic of Moldova was a “second” 

Romanian state. Their discomfort would have been exacerbated by the frequent meetings 

between officials of Moldova and Romania before and during the war,688 by statements that the 

countries were “two houses on the same lot,”689 and by nationalist proposals to change the name 

of the country to the “Romanian Moldovan Republic.690  

The creation by the Popular Front of the National Council for Reunification constituted 

the culmination of the “Romanian factor” into Moldova’s domestic affairs and conflict with the 

separatists. Proclaimed in Chisinau on 1 December 1991 – Romania’s National Holiday 

commemorating the Great Union of 1918 – the Council united MPs of both countries.691 The 

political goal of this structure was interesting and provocative. It aimed to work “together with 

political and non-political forces [...] from the Romanian territories occupied by the USSR for 

reintegrating the country [...] according to laws that protect national interests in Chisinau 
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(Moldova), Cernăuți [Chernivtsi] (Ukraine), and Bucharest (Romania).”692 Several weeks later, 

on 24 January 1992 – which was another important date in Romanian nation-building693 – the 

Council declared the “necessity to (re)establish a unitary Romanian national state in its natural 

borders of 1 December 1918 [and that] the time for the unification was ripe.”694  

The unionist rhetoric continued to be widespread even during the civil war. Thus, the 

newspaper Glasul Națiunii (The Voice of the Nation) – the Popular Front’s publication – 

headlined with such nationalistic titles as “Martie cheamă Unirea! (March calls for Union!),” a 

direct allusion to Romania's annexation of Bessarabia on 27 March 1918.695 Even Moldova 

Suverană, the main government publication, eulogized the union of Bessarabia with Romania, 

published stories about it, emphasized the significance of that event for Bessarabians in 1918, 

and pointed to the chance to re-unite with the Motherland after the downfall of the USSR.696 

These events and statements appealed only to the partisans of Moldova’s unification with 

Romania. However, there were more anti- than pro-unionists in the territories administrated by 

the government as well as in those controlled by the separatists.697 Furthermore, Snegur’s 

assurances that the independence of Moldova would be preserved were not considered sufficient. 

It was believed in Transnistria that during the spring-summer of 1992 real steps would be taken 

to transform this former Soviet republic into a mere Romanian province, a plan for which the 

“war was perhaps a prelude to achieve this goal.”698  

Before the civil war broke out Moldovan authorities undertook various actions in an 

attempt to preserve the political unity and territorial integrity of the country. However, the 

domestic strategy of appeasement, which included but was not limited to political measures, 

proved ineffective and ultimately failed. There are several explanations for this outcome. First, 

there was the independentist course that Moldova pursued since summer 1990 and the state-

building process that evolved in the eastern districts of the republic. Second, the uncertainty and 

conflicting stances of Moldova’s foreign policy with respect to the USSR or post-Soviet Russia, 
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provoked great concern in Moscow, Tiraspol, and among the majority of Transnistria’s Russian 

speakers. Next, the actions Moldovans undertook against separatist leaders lacked consistency 

and were indecisive. By the same token, the support they provided to partisans of the country’s 

integrity was insignificant; this considerably weakened the pockets of anti-secessionist resistance 

in localities controlled by the TMR.  

Finally, the so-called “Romanian” factor in Moldova’s domestic affairs and foreign 

relations, the rapprochement with Romania and pro-unionist rhetoric skillfully used by Tiraspol 

distorted the image of an independent Moldovan state and strengthened centrifugal forces in 

Transnistria. The “Romanian” component of Moldova’s past had prevented Chisinau from 

maintaining a dynamic dialogue with Tiraspol, impeded the restoration of trust of ordinary 

Transnistrians toward the central authorities, and helped separatists to mobilize masses before, 

during, and after the civil war. 

 
Sliding toward War: Pre-War Violence 
 

Stathis N. Kalyvas pointed out that “where civil war does erupt, pre-war polarisation is causally 

linked to observed intense violence.”699 The developments of 1987-1991 made Moldova a 

perfect fit for this statement. Thus, in addition to political preconditions discussed above, the rise 

of violence was another factor that pushed the Republic of Moldova into the flames of the 

fratricidal war. Several deadly incidents that implicated victims and villains from Romanian- and 

Russian-speaking communities and recursive clashes between Moldovan police and separatist 

paramilitaries had presaged the short but bloody warfare in 1992. To begin with, the death of 

three young people had profoundly shocked the entire Moldovan society a few years before the 

war broke out. Residents of the MSSR had never had such terrible experience, they were terrified 

upon learning about ethnic cleansings in Armenia and Azerbaijan and hoped that similar events 

would bypass them. And indeed, neither localities in which Romanian speakers had dominated 

numerically nor those where the Russophones represented the majority knew pogroms and mass-

killings similar to those in the Caucasus. Nonetheless, the politics of pan-Romanianism and the 

defense of Soviet identity led to ideological conflicts, resulted in street quarrels and significantly 

aggravated the situation in a once quiet republic.    
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Significantly, the first bloodshed in the MSSR happened when the whole society was 

involved in antagonistic debates over language. In August 1989, Ruslan Boiangiu, a 17-year-old 

Romanian speaker, died in allegedly unclear circumstances. Tensions erupted and various 

rumors about his death spread. It was said that the victim was driving drunk; that the young man 

was murdered by the Russians for being an active member of the Popular Front; that he was 

killed because his mother, Veronica Boiangiu,700 was an ardent nationalist; and finally, that the 

vehicle which hit him was driven by an ethnic Russian.701 The investigation concluded, however, 

that the death resulted from a road accident; that the victim was struck by a passing car; and that 

there were no political or ethnic implications. However, in the context of tensions and struggle 

for the state language and its script, the late Ruslan Boiangiu became, for a moment, a hero, but 

most important, a victim of the enemy within. The day of his funeral became a day of national 

mourning, and hatred and fury against the domestic Russian-speaking “other” seemed to flare up. 

The coffin, surrounded by thousands of bystanders, members and sympathizers of the Popular 

Front, was carried through the streets of Chisinau. It passed the main Cathedral of the capital and 

the monument to Stefan the Great in the main square before being transported to the cemetery. 

Calls for revenge were heard but no bloody repercussions followed, only street arguments. 

   Two other deaths occurred the following year, in 1990, namely those of Russian-

speaking Dmitrii Matiushin and of Romanian-speaking Dumitru Moldovanu. However, in 

contrast to the previous case, ethnicity and politics were directly implicated. While Russian 

speakers claimed that Matiushin was murdered by a mob of nationalists just because he spoke 

Russian, Romanian speakers blamed the victim for allegedly provoking the offenders with anti-

Moldavian statements.702 The official conclusion issued by the criminal investigation stated that 

the deadly incident resulted from a street fight. However, Interfront used the case for the same 

purpose as the Popular Front did with the death of Ruslan Boiangiu. On 22 May 1990 it 

organized a rally near the building of the Supreme Soviet in Chisinau. The participants called for 

justice and demanded that the authorities defend Russian speakers against the attacks of 

                                                           
700 Veronica Boiangiu was a faculty member at the Pedagogical College in Chisinau. She currently lives in 
Bucharest, Romania. I knew her personally and her family, as she was my mother’s classmate and childhood friend. 
She indeed was an ardent partisan of the national revival, as many were then, but her public position had nothing to 
do with the death of her son Ruslan. 
701 “Nuzhno vremia, chtoby razobrat’sia,” Vechernii Kishinev, 9 January 1990. Available at 
http://www.kishinev.ru/php-bin/lentanew.php?y=1990&m=1&d=9; Efim Bershin, “Bereg levyi – bereg pravyi.” 
Available at http://oscolki.narod.ru/proza.htm; Efim Bershin, “Pridnestrovskii razlom,” Available at  
http://www.ualberta.ca/~khineiko/NG_00_01/1151741.htm  (all accessed 2 September 2014). 
702 Safonov, V parlamente Moldovy, 39. Also, author’s personal recollection. 
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nationalists. The demonstration did not end peacefully: a bloody clash between Russian- and 

Romanian-speaking townsfolk took place, although with no fatalities.703 Moreover, in the 

evening of the same day, deputies of Moldavia’s Soviet Supreme, i.e. Interfront members, 

parliamentarians from the left-bank and Gagauzia, were molested and assaulted by Romanian-

speaking radicals when the former attempted to leave the legislature.704 This time again, no 

“Moldovan” Sumgait followed.705 The last case, which heightened tensions and involved both 

political symbols and ethnic belonging, was the death of Dumitru Moldovanu. The young man 

was stabbed with a knife on 13 November 1990 by a Russian speaker when the victim defended 

the national tricolour.706 Moldovanu’s funeral were another indicator of the acceleration of 

violence. A mourning meeting was held near the Stefan the Great monument; thousands of 

participants called for revenge; and Russian-speaking MPs and bystanders were again attacked 

and beaten by unidentified individuals.707 

The deaths of Matiushin and Moldovanu resulted from ethnic-based public tensions that 

soared in the society. My personal accounts and the recollections of the witnesses whom I met 

during my field trips confirm that intolerance dramatically escalated in 1989-1991. In this 

situation the authorities proceeded to create detachments of workers’ militias, the task of which 

consisted in “maintaining public order and struggling against profiteers (sic).”708 In addition to 

these criminal cases, radicals from both sides harassed opponents not only in Chisinau but also in 

other places, e.g. Bălți, Tiraspol, Drochia, and Ungheni.709 However, neither the deaths of 

Boiangiu, Matiushin, and Moldovanu nor other incidents ended with tragedies of the same 

magnitude as those from the intercommunal violence in the Armenian-Azerbaijani conflict.710 

The question is why? One may assume that from a historical perspective the level of ethnic 

tolerance was probably higher in Moldavia than in the Caucasus where, as emerges from 

                                                           
703 Safonov, V parlamente Moldovy, 39-43. 
704 Angeli, Gagauzkaia avtonomiia, 50-52. 
705 In February 1988, the Armenian population in the town of Sumgait in Azerbaijan became a target of a pogrom. 
More than thirty people were killed in which “Armenians listed a higher death toll.” See Benjamin David 
Lieberman, Terrible Fate: Ethnic Cleansing in the Making of Modern Europe (Lanham, Maryland: Rowman & 
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706 “Kishinev: situatsiia normalizuetsia,” Vechernii Kishinev, 27 November 1990: 1. The article referred to that 
incident as to “an interethnic conflict” but made no mention of what exactly caused it. 
707 “O narusheniiakh obshchestvennogo poriadka v g. Kishineve 15.11.1990,” Vechernii Kishinev, 27 November 
1990: 1. 
708 “O sozdanii otriadov rabochei militsii v g. Kishineve,” Vechernii Kishinev, 27 November 1990: 1. 
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710 Thomas De Waal, Black Garden: Armenia and Azerbaijan through Peace and War (New York, NYU Press, 
2013), 16, 33-41. 
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Bobrovnikov’s study, a “culture of violence” existed.711 Moldovans, as described by themselves 

and by their Russian-speaking co-nationals, are “a soft, tolerant, kind-hearted, and peaceable 

nation.”712 Also, the small toll of deaths could not trigger acts of mass violence and retaliation 

actions provoked by groups of radicals in which other people would have been dragged in.  

The rise and spread of physical violence were not limited only to the above discussed 

cases. This phenomenon needs to be regarded in connection with the separatism in the southern 

and eastern districts of the republic. The Gagauz and Transnistrian republics, once proclaimed, 

proceeded to create their own state institutions, initially in the localities where they had total 

political control and then in settlements where power was balanced between partisans of 

Moldova and advocates of pro-Soviet secessionism. The first large-scale incident that provided 

the separatists with strategic dividends took place in October 1990. The event is known as “the 

march to Gagauzia” when several thousands of Moldovan volunteers and law enforcement units 

were sent by PM Mircea Druc to prevent illegal elections for the so-called Supreme Soviet of the 

Gagauz SSR.713  

Gagauzes immediately declared mobilization and called on Transnistrians for help. The 

latter reacted without delay and sent, via Ukraine, volunteers to defend their allies.714 The clash 

was avoided then as the 14th Army unit, which was stationed in Bolgrad (Ukraine), intervened 

upon receiving the order from Dmitrii Iazov, the Soviet Minister of Defence.715 The opponents 

retreated from the zone of the potential skirmish but with different perceptions. Moldovans left 

ashamed, feeling their cause was lost; Gagauzes and Transnistrians, on the contrary, triumphed 

and believed that their actions were justified and protected by Moscow. The campaign in 

Gagauzia ended badly for Chisinau. Gagauz elections were not prevented; the inability of the 

authorities to solve the problem by force became evident, and a sort of politico-military alliance 

between separatists in Transnistria and Gagauzia was established.716 Lastly, the involvement of 

                                                           
711 Vladimir Bobrovnikov, “Bandits and the State: Designing a ‘Traditional’ Culture of Violence in the Russian 
Caucasus,” in Jane Burbank et al. Russian Empire: Space, People, Power, 1700-1930 (Bloomington: Indiana 
University Press, 2007), 239-262. 
712 Valeriu Troenco, Interview recorded by author. 04:29 – 04:41. 14 October 2011; Nikolai Tel’niov, Interview 
recorded by author. 43:10 –43:47. 13 October 2011; Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, 171; Luchinskii, Moldova, 235-236. 
713 Angeli, Gagauzkaia avtonomiia, 89-93. 
714 Ivan Burgudji, Interview recorded by author. 11:01–11:33. 19 October 2011. 
715 Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, 167-168; Angeli, Gagauzkaia avtonomiia, 97. 
716 Gagauzia, as a separatist polity, existed until 23 December 1994 when a compromise between Chisinau and 
Comrat was found. The region was granted special status and territorial cultural autonomy. Republica Moldova: 
Documente și materiale. Vol. I, 83. 
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the regular Soviet army revealed which side the Kremlin would take should another 

confrontation occur between the pro-Soviet population and Romanian-speaking Moldovans.   

The political fiasco Druc’s government suffered in Gagauzia worsened relations with 

the Transnistrians. Leaders in Tiraspol understood the need to create their own paramilitary and 

law enforcement agencies for opposing any attempts the authorities might undertake for making 

them obey the Moldovan laws. On the other hand, developments that followed later that fall and 

during all of 1991 indicated that the separatists had become bolder and determined to strengthen 

their republic. Transnistria’s leadership moved to more open political disobedience and legal 

nihilism, and it talked to Chisinau in a tone as if the latter was the capital of a hostile foreign 

state, not of their country.  

The escalation of violence reached an unprecedented scale when the TMSSR began 

challenging public institutions where the authority of Tiraspol was not yet recognized. State-

building in Transnistria led to the appearance of “parallel power structures, the creation [and] use 

of [which] always poses a risk” to any state, as J. Patrice McSherry put it.717 In addition to the 

adopted laws about political and executive power, about population, symbols and territory, the 

separatists turned to physically forcing out functionaries and inhabitants loyal to Chisinau. 

Moreover, all bridges over the Dniester River were blocked, while ardent supporters of the 

TMSSR were summoned to take over the buildings of local councils, courts, prosecutors’ 

offices, and law enforcement agencies for the transfer of power to the government of 

Transnistria.718  

In some places (e.g. Tiraspol, Camenca or Râbnița), the transfer of political power was 

more or less voluntary and peaceful.719 At the same time in other localities, particularly in 

Dubăsari and Bender, this process led to clashes between government police forces and 

separatists and recorded casualties. In the Republic of Moldova, in the context of militant 

separatism gaining momentum, the first blood was spilled in Dubăsari, a city located on the left-

bank of the river, in early November 1990 in the aftermath of the events in Gagauzia. In an 

attempt to unblock the bridge over the Dniester River, Moldovan police faced fierce resistance 

from Russian-speaking townsfolk and Transnistrian volunteers who had just returned from their 

                                                           
717 J. Patrice McSherry, Predatory States: Operation Condor and Covert War in Latin America (New York: 
Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2005), 22. 
718 Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, 222. 
719 Bomeshko, Sozdanie, 174-176. 
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victorious Gagauzian campaign. The government operation to free the bridge and enter Dubăsari 

failed totally. Three locals were shot dead; policemen from Chisinau were forced to retreat, and 

the town remained under the control of separatists. The only institution that remained loyal to 

Chisinau was the local Moldovan police station surrounded and harassed by the separatists.720  

The events in Dubăsari opened the floor to a series of bloody confrontations in other 

localities disputed between Tiraspol and Chisinau. The clashes continued frequently until the war 

broke out on 2 March 1992. Repeated attacks on police and public institutions, actions in which, 

in addition to local armed men, Russian and Ukrainian nationalists were involved, heated the 

situation to the limit. The provocations intensified and recorded more victims among civilians as 

well as among the forces deployed by Transnistria and Moldova.721  

Summing up, the national revival of Romanian speakers and the resistance to this by 

Russophones conditioned the rise and territorial spread of violence. Ethnic and cultural 

belonging, political affiliation, and collective values had suddenly become factors that produced 

intolerance, aggression, and hatred toward the internal “other.” Although not directly connected 

to the outbreak of the Moldovan civil war, street incidents resulting in the death of several 

individuals nonetheless set a dangerous tone that could not even have been imagined a few years 

previously. The continuing divergence between partisans of Moldova’s independence and 

champions of the USSR polarized the entire society, deepening the division between the 

“nationalist” west (Chisinau) and “internationalist” east (Tiraspol).   

 Furthermore, the measures taken by the Moldovan authorities to counteract separatism 

only aggravated the situation. The government’s policies and actions led to an organized 

resistance of Transnistrians and led rival sides to resort to political and physical violence against 

their opponents. Lastly, Moldova’s intention to stop the illegal seizure of state institutions and 

restore Constitutional order and the Transnistrians’ effort to defend the emerging quasi-state 

contributed to the transformation of sporadic incidents into repeated armed confrontations that 

culminated in the outbreak of civil war. 

                                                           
720 Grecu, O viziune din focarul conflictului de la Dubăsari, 37-43. Due to its geographic location, Dubăsari had 
strategic significance for leaders in both Chisinau and Tiraspol. Should the government have regained control over 
it, the TMSSR would have been split into two parts and the direct connection between Tiraspol and Râbnița, both 
cradles of secessionism, would then be lost.  
721 Anatol Munteanu, Sacrificiu și trădare. Războiul de secesiune din Republica Moldova (1990-1992) (Bucharest, 
2005), 622-623; N. V. Babilunga, “Agressiia Moldovy protiv PMR,” in Babilunga et al, Fenomen Pridnestrov’a, 
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3.2. THE TRANSNISTRIAN WAR: MOTIVATION, INVOLVEMENT, RESPONSES 

 

Political preconditions and pre-war violence led to the outbreak of the most brutal stage of the 

conflict between the Moldovan government and separatists. The relatively short period of 

combat, from March until July 1992, left a deep impact on state- and nation-building in the 

Republic of Moldova. How the war was conducted and concluded influenced Moldova’s 

domestic affairs and international relations. It is important to examine why people fought it and 

why neighboring countries did not stay away from the fighting and diplomatic intrigues.  

  The dramatic events that occurred in 1990-1991 posed the risk of warfare. The smell 

of war was in the air, many felt it and, as I myself remember, people were discussing the 

feasibility of a serious confrontation with the pro-Russia separatists. Yet some still hoped that the 

conflict could be settled peacefully, while others, particularly those who came into contact with 

or suffered from Transnistria’s authorities, paramilitary and their foreign supporters, believed 

that the escalation of this conflict and its rapid conversion into real warfare was a matter of time. 

When the war came, local and foreign fighters killed each other without mercy on the battlefield. 

The war in the Republic of Moldova also placed its neighbors, i.e. Ukraine and Romania, and 

Russia on opposite sides of the barricade due to their own national interests in the region.  

 

Moldova’s Fighters: Duty, Patriotism, Fear, and Solidarity  

 
James McPherson has stated that: “patriotic and ideological convictions were an essential part of 

sustaining motivation of Civil War soldiers.”722 This statement seems basically correct, but in the 

discussion about what motivated Moldova’s citizens to fight either on one side or the other their 

occupation must be taken into account. Servicemen of the Interior, Intelligence, or Army were 

driven into the battlefield first and foremost by their professional duties and secondly by the 

patriotic call to defend the Motherland issued by President Snegur. As noted earlier, Chisinau as 

well as Tiraspol had elaborated legislature frameworks to ensure the functionality of state 

institutions, including the army and police (militia), volunteer paramilitaries, and intelligence. 

Aside from any personal commitment, many participants were bound by law and loyalty to 
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accept orders from their superiors. The way in which a Moldovan policeman spoke about his 

duties applies to fighters on the other side as well:723    

 

We came to liberate our land and to strengthen the independence and sovereignty of 
our state.... When we were given the order to defend our land with arms in hand, 
nobody in our battalion opposed it. We all went with the same thought – to cure [our] 
land from the plague [of either “separatism” or “nationalism”] and [to secure] its 
independence. We all knew that we would win because the truth was on our side... 
 

When the war started, the patriotic spirit of Moldovan fighters, irrespective of their status 

(e.g. policemen, volunteers or military), was stimulated by the euphoria and experience they 

gained during the political struggle for language, Latin script, and national symbols.724 However, 

new impetuses also catalyzed and augmented their commitment, this time regardless of ethnicity, 

to take an active part in combat operations against separatists.725 Servicemen and volunteers 

were moved by the aspiration to “cleanse the native land from the Smirnovian criminals,” to 

avenge the death of comrades and civilians, and to expel the foreigners who came to support 

Moldova’s internal “other.”726 Their conviction to fight “them,” i.e. the “domestic” and “alien” 

enemies, was strengthened by the contacts of Moldovan fighters with countrymen and refugees 

who were forced to flee their native localities because of separatist threats.727 Even the wish to 

raise the tricolour in Tiraspol, Dubăsari, and Râbnița mobilized them in war.728 

In addition to duty, patriotism, and revenge, fear constituted another driver of the civil 

war in the Republic of Moldova. The latter was such a powerful motivation that it ultimately 

pushed people to fight either on the side of the government or the secessionists. This refers 

mainly to Romanian speakers who were an extremely vulnerable segment of the population. 

Some of them, due to political ambiguity in the region of their settlement, refused to fight against 

government troops and took up arms instead against the separatists. In response, the secessionists 

defined these individuals as “enemies of the people,” harassed them, threatened them with death, 

and indeed murdered them.729 On the other hand, there is the example of a group of ethnic 

                                                           
723 Ursu, Râul de sânge, 106-107. 
724 Alexandru Gorgan, Interview recorded by author. 28:30-29:10. 23 October 2011. 
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Moldovans conscripted in Dubăsari who confessed that, if they had refused to fight on the side 

of Transnistria, they would have lost their jobs and apartments, and their offspring would have 

been expelled from public pre-school institutions.730 Consequently, fearing for their own and the 

lives of their loved ones, many Romanian-speaking Transnistrians found themselves in the ranks 

of separatist units.731    

The TMR's political determination and military strength did not go unnoticed abroad, 

particularly in Ukraine and Russia. Thousands of foreigners joined the separatists against an 

enemy dehumanized by the media as “aggressors,” “murderers,” “crude bigots,” “executioners,” 

“ghouls and inhuman villains,” and “arrant thugs.”732 At the same time, the efforts Chisinau 

made to confront secessionism did not remain unobserved at home or beyond the borders. 

Advocates of the TRM argue that Romania’s military and civilian volunteers and citizens from 

other former Soviet republics participated in the war on the side of Moldova. The focus, 

however, was primarily on Romania.733 In addition to pro-Transnistria sources, there are also 

trustworthy Moldovan accounts that confirm that Romania did indeed supply Moldova with 

equipment, weapons, and ammunition and sent military instructors to help Moldovans during the 

war.734 In contrast, supporters of Moldova have no consensus over which foreign citizens were 

involved in the war over Transnistria, particularly when the talk is about Romania. Some admit 

the presence of Romanian’s military but deny that of civilians; others tend to negate or not 

mention the participation of foreign military and volunteers either from Romania or from the 

newly emerged independent countries. They focus instead on and condemn Russian and 

Ukrainian nationalists, who fought on the side of the Transnistrians.735  
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The participation of the Russian Army and Russian Cossacks and Ukrainian nationalists 

in combat is undeniable. However, whether foreign volunteers and military, particularly from 

Romania, fought on the side of the Moldovans is contested. There are conflicting opinions and 

evidence. Advocates of Moldova’s integrity do not mention the military involvement of 

Romanians in the war for Transnistria either in politics or in their publications. Partisans of 

Transnistria and Gagauzia, on the contrary, insist that Romanian volunteers and military 

mercenaries fought them in 1992. As a part of my fieldwork I decided to clarify this question due 

to the role the so-called “Romanian factor” played in the mass propaganda and collective 

mobilization of Transnistrian secessionists and their sympathizers from Gagauzia and abroad. I 

asked former combatants on both sides about it. I found nothing new in the responses given to 

me by the Transnistrian side, other than that during the war Gagauzes allegedly captured on their 

territory a number of Romanian soldiers and volunteers whom they handed over to the 

Transnistrians to exchange with the Moldovans for their own imprisoned fighters.736    

The result was slightly different in the case of the more than two dozen Moldovan 

interviewees. Almost no one talked about the Romanian military or civilians as participants in 

the war; but three of them mentioned civilian volunteers as participants. Two former Moldovan 

fighters affirmed that they heard about several such men and personally saw a few of them at the 

front line at Bender and Coşniţa.737 Those Romanian volunteers were residents of Galați and 

Cluj-Napoca who fought fearlessly at the front, according to the source. There was one more 

case of “a [mentally] disturbed minor from Sibiu who was obsessed with and publically stated 

that he wanted to kill leaders in Tiraspol but got arrested [by the separatists].”738 The source did 

not remember the name, but there is an article about the case from April 1992 which I found in a 

Transnistrian newspaper. A certain Liviu Haraga from Sibiu, whose photograph was also 

published, was captured in Tiraspol while on a mission to allegedly assassinate Galina 

Andreeva.739 In addition to these cases, a former high-ranking Moldovan military official said 
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that after the war he met a Romanian volunteer whose participation in combat was confirmed by 

the several other former Moldovan fighters.740 

One should neither fully trust nor totally dismiss these examples. They challenge the 

official position of Moldova and Romania concerning the problem of participation of Romania’s 

citizens in the war for Transnistria. Yet, even one accepts the idea that a limited number of such 

individuals indeed were part of the Moldovan civil war, their number would not have exceeded 

that of foreigners, i.e. Russians and Ukrainans, who fought on the side of the TMR. One should 

not forget, however, that speculation about Romanians in the trenches of the Moldovan civil war 

was a convenient instrument for inciting Romaniaphobia and stimulating sympathy for 

Transnistria at home and abroad. At the same time, with the exception of a few pieces of 

evidence, possibly dubious, no video and audio recordings or other material confirm the mass 

participation of Romanian military and volunteers in the war.741 One can only imagine what an 

international scandal would have erupted if even one Romanian officer or civilian had been 

captured or a body presented in public in Tiraspol, Moscow, or Kyiv. Constantin Gârbea, the 

Charge d’Affaires of Romania in Russia, pointed out in May 1992 that the Transnistrians’ 

declarations that “citizens of Romania fought on the side of the ‘right-bank’ [were nothing but] 

ordinary disinformation.”742 The Romanian diplomat stated that “such facts would be impossible 

to hide [as] it was enough for ten Cossacks to appear on the left-bank [of the Dniester River] and 

the whole world [in a moment] learned about this.”743  

Post-Ceaușescu Romania did not lack patriotically minded people willing to help their 

“brothers,” i.e., the Romanian speakers in the Republic of Moldova. Judging from wartime 

media published in Bucharest and interviews I recorded, there were both military and civilians 

ready to go and fight “Russians” and defend “Bessarabia.”744 However, in contrast to Russia 

(and to some extent to Ukraine), in Romania’s public sphere and society the war in Transnistria 

represented something more distant and different than it was for Russians and Ukrainians. In first 

instance, no Romanian high-ranking public figure called to support Moldovans as did Aleksandr 
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Rutskoi (Russia’s vice-President). On the contrary, as many of my interviewees pointed out, 

President Ion Iliescu was aware that the participation in combat of either Romanian military or 

civilian volunteers would transform events in Moldova from a domestic conflict into a regional 

war.745 Therefore, an international conflict would have given Russia a substantial pretext to 

interfere directly and on larger scale with its military might in the Republic of Moldova. In 

addition, this would have also put an end to the neutrality of Ukraine. Caution made the 

government of Romania keep its citizens out of the war in Moldova.746 Furthermore, when I 

asked the representatives of the Romanian Embassy in Chisinau about the participation of 

Romanian citizens in the war, they neither confirmed nor denied it. Requested to assess the 

involvement of citizens of Russia, Ukraine, and Romania in the Transnistrian war, the answer 

was: “This is a question requiring personal interpretation. As a public institution the Embassy 

cannot make such comments.”747 But Mikhail Bergman, Russia’s military commander of 

Tiraspol, wrote in his memoirs that “on 11 March 1992, 32 coffins with the corpses of slain 

Romanian volunteers were sent back to Romania.”748 Yet there is a problem with Bergman’s 

statements since he relied solely on the Russian press which, similarly to that of the TMR, had 

exploited the “Romanian factor” for generating empathy for Transnistrians and hatred against 

Moldova and Romania.  

The political and economic situation in the early 1990s and the perception of 

Transnistria as a land to which Romania had no “historical rights” made many Romanians regard 

the civil war in the neighboring country as an event that should not affect them personally.749 

Transnistria was not “Ardealul”750 – the cradle of Romanian nationhood751 or Dobruja752 for 

                                                           
745 Alexandru Gorgan, Interview recorded by author. 47:36–48:01. 23 October 2011; Ion Costaș, Interview recorded 
by author. 14:00–14:25. 22 October 2011. 
746 Dumitru Tinu, “Ion Iliescu. Interviu. Războiul din Basarabia poate fi oprit,”Adevărul, 24 June 1992: 1. 
747 Nonetheless, I am grateful to Romania’s diplomatic office in Chisinau for responding to six out of seven 
interview questions, in contrast to their counterparts from Russia and Ukraine who ignored my attempts to interview 
them. Romanian Embassy in the Republic of Moldova in Chisinau. Interview sent to author via email on 21 March 
2012. 
748 Bergman, Na ringe epokhi, 193. 
749 D. D’iakov, “Pridnestrov’e. Vzgliad iz Bukharesta,” Benderskie Novosti, 25 April 1992: 2. 
750 “Ardeal” is another name for “Transylvania” in Romanian. It derives from the Hungarian “Erdély” (beyond the 
forest). To whom the province belonged has been disputed between these nations. There is a patriotic military song 
in which Romanians are called by “Ardeal” to liberate it from the Hungarians. See “Treceți batalioane române 
Carpații/Romanian battalions pass the Carpathians.” Available at 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9pNbFAPFWtw (accessed 17 October 2014). 
751 Trond Gilberg, “The Rural Transformations in Romania,” in Iván Völgyes et al., The Peasantry of Eastern: 20th 
Century Developments. Vol. 2. (New York: Pergamon Press, 1979), 87. 
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which Romanians fought and were ready to die, but an alien terra incognita somewhere beyond 

the Dniester River. I can rely on my own recollections when discussing this question. Visiting 

Romania after the war (1993) I asked my interlocutors why Romanians, in contrast to Ukrainians 

and Russians, did not participate in the war. I was given a few explanations, none of which 

exhibited a patriotic solidarity with the Moldovans. One person argued that if volunteers had 

gone, Romania would have risked losing Transylvania again, since Russia would have supported 

Hungary’s old claims on that province.753 Another person replied with bewilderment that 

Romanians had no business in Transnistria in 1992 just as in 1941 under Marshal Ion Antonescu 

they had no business advancing into Soviet territory.754 Lastly, I was told that at that time the 

Romanian authorities and society were trying to deal with intense domestic disturbances known 

as the “Mineriads.”755 These opinions explain the lack of a significant presence of Romanian 

civilians in the trenches. Also, the way in which Romania’s public sphere was informed about 

the war contributed to such attitudes. Thus, a more recent account reveals that the war for 

Transnistria was “[…] totally unknown because of the minimum information or maximum 

disinformation [Romanian] mass-media provided about it.”756  

It may be argued that political instability in the country, the position of the government, 

and economic problems diverted to a large extent Romanians’ attention from the events in 

Moldova. However, there were a few cases when state structures (e.g. police), private 

enterprises, and individuals collected money, purchased and sent food, medicines, and clothing 

to their “brothers” in “Bessarabia.”757 Moreover, despite the above analysis, it is necessary to 

mention that some Romanian citizens were indeed seen on the front lines and no one made a 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
752 Flavius Solomon et al., Rapoarte diplomatice, 431-432. Dobruja, a province disputed earlier between Romania 
and Bulgaria, is currently divided between these two nations. 
753 Transylvania lived on in the Hungarian historical imagination after the province became part of Greater Romania 
in 1918. See László Kürti, The Remote Borderland: Transylvania in the Hungarian Imagination (Albany: State 
University of New York Press, 2001), 19-21, 25-48. 
754 The Romanian opposition and much of the population disapproved of the invasion of the USSR. See Rolf-Dieter 
Müller, The Unknown Eastern Front: The Wehrmacht and Hitler's Foreign Soldiers (London: I.B. Tauris, 2012), 
47-48. 
755 According to Ellison, “The Mineriads (Mineriade),” five between 1990 and 1999, “were very violent protest 
actions by Romanian miners, which took place in Bucharest and were aimed at obtaining [...] simple material 
advantages from the political regime against the government.” See Marion Ellison, Reinventing Social Solidarity 
Across Europe (Bristol: Policy Press, 2012), 206, endnote 2. 
756 Stelian Mândruţ. Interview emailed to author. 23 October 2012. 
757 “Brașov: ajutoare pentru basarabeni,” Moldova Suverană, 1 June 1992: 3. The collected sum was 4,5 million 
Romanian Lei which equaled with 14, 612.76 USD back in 1992 (a US dollar costed 307, 95 Lei). I thank the 
National Bank of Romania (the BNR) for providing me with this information. The statistic report is available at 
http://www.bnr.ro/StatisticsReportHTML.aspx?icid=800&table=706&column=5290 (accessed 24 December 2015) 

http://www.bnr.ro/StatisticsReportHTML.aspx?icid=800&table=706&column=5290
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secret of this. They, however, were neither those “Romanians who allegedly crossed the territory 

of Moldova and boldly walked into Ukrainian cities” nor the “volunteers to be sent from 

Romania if necessary,” as historians in Transnistria write.758 Those Romanians were rather 

journalists and political activists moved by professional duties and patriotic sentiments who did 

not hesitate to witness and become part of the war in a specific way. For example, Eugen Preda 

and Gabriel Ionescu, representatives of the National Romanian radio and television, interviewed 

Moldovan fighters, while Adrian Păunescu, a Bessarabia born poet, politician, and MP in 

Bucharest, had met with the former on the frontline and sung them patriotic songs along with 

Moldova’s pro-Romania patriots Ion and Doina Aldea-Teodorovici.759   

Referring to the solidarity with Moldova of other foreigners it is worth highlighting a 

detail that has barely surfaced in the scholarship. Some accounts indicate that there might have 

been citizens of Ukraine, i.e. ethnic Ukrainians and Romanians, who fought separatism alongside 

the Moldovans. It is not unthinkable that some Western Ukrainians would have come to fight 

Moskali on Moldova’s soil, as did their predecessors during the Second World War when 

Ukrainian nationalists and Romanian soldiers fought side by side against the USSR. Thus, for 

instance, in March 1944, the OUN and UPA had agreed upon joint efforts with the Romanian 

authorities for combating partisans in the territory of what is now Transnistria.760 Among the 

materials published in the wartime Chisinau-based press, a certain Ia. Kuzyk, a resident of the 

L’viv region, sent a telegram to President Snegur on behalf of Ukrainian volunteers who were 

willing to fight “Russian chauvinism [...] and occupants” and asked where to report upon arrival 

in Moldova.761 Furthermore, although the main core of the UNA-UNSO fighting squads 

defended Transnistrian separatists,762 there were, as has been pointed out by my interviewees 

                                                           
758 Bomeshko, Sozdanie, 240 and 320. 
759 Munteanu, Sacrificiu și trădare, 622-623; Ursu, Râul de sânge, 61, 64. 
760 Litopys Ukrains’koi povstans’koi armii, Seriia “Podii i liudy,” Tom 26 (Toronto and Lviv: Vydavnytstvo 
“Litopys UPA,” 2001), 437.  Also Yaroslav S. Stets’ko, 30 Chervnia 1941. Proholoshennia vidnovlennia 
derzhavnosti Ukrainy (London: The Ukrainian Publishers Ltd, 1967), 109. A unique monument that reads “Glory to 
the Heroes” and commemorates Romanians, Ukrainians, Germans, and Russians who perished in the fight against 
the USSR was built in 2008 in the village of Carahasani (Ştefan Vodă district, Moldova) with money donated by 
Victor Boian, a peasant who as a boy had witnessed the horror of that war and wanted in this way to pay a personal 
tribute to the fallen soldiers. See http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=g6wQh0sXMcg (accessed 16 April 2015). 
761 “Ot pana Kuzyka – Prezidentu panu Sneguru. Telegramma,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, July 2, 1992: 1. 
762 UNA-UNSO stands for “Ukrainian National Assembly - Ukrainian People’s Self-Defense.” See Roman 
Solchanyk, “The Radical Right in Ukraine,” in Sabrina P. Ramet (ed.), The Radical Right in Central and 
Eastern Europe since 1989 (University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1999), 279, 287-288. 
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“several Ukrainian nationalists from Western Ukraine who saw Transnistria as an ‘imperial 

shard’ [and therefore] fought on the side of the Moldovan government.”763 

In addition, Ivan Krapiva, a former defender of the TMR, has spoken of the 

participation of some Ukrainians on the side of Moldova. According to him “mercenaries from 

the Baltic states and Ukraine had fought” against the Transnistrians in 1992.764 The findings also 

reveal that some Romanians from Ukraine and even citizens of Russia fought for Moldova’s 

cause. We know by name two of such Romanians from Ukraine: General Nicolae Petrică and Ion 

Fotelea.765 As to Russian citizens, the Moldovan press provided the name of Nikolai 

Mikhailovich Savin, a resident of Saint-Petersburg who took the Moldovan side because he 

considered the Moldovans, not the Transnistrians, to be fighting for the right cause.766  

 
“This Was My War!” Defending Transnistria: Romaniaphobia and Slavic Brotherhood  
 

Igor Mokan, a defender of Transnistria, has grouped participants in the war, regardless of which 

side they fought for, into two categories. He believes that the majority “were adventurers and 

marauders and only a tiny amount of fighters represented the people of ideas.”767 Since Mokan 

used this category not only for his former adversaries but also for his own comrades, the 

statement seems to possess a reasonable degree of credibility. Indeed, there must have been local 

and foreign adventurers as well as marauders due to the diverse nature of human beings.768 

However, speaking about the war participants it is important to focus on the second category of 

Mokan’s classification, i.e. the “people of ideas” or those who represented the driving force of 

combat. The defenders of Moldova were those who wanted their country to become truly 

sovereign within the borders inherited from Stalin’s times. The issue here are the identity of the 

convinced locals and foreign defenders of the breakaway Transnistria and their motivation to 

fight against the government forces and Moldovan volunteers. 

                                                           
763 Valerii Klimenko, Interview recorded by author. 54:36–55:17. 14 November 2011. Also Ion Țurcanu [2]. 
Interview recorded by author. 13:02–14:32. 15 November 2011. 
764 Ivan Krapiva, Interview emailed to author. 8 May 2012. 
765 Valeriu Troenco, Interview recorded by author. 13:58-14:29. 14 October 2011. Also Munteanu, Sacrificiu și 
trădare, 228. 
766 Vasile Odoleanu, “Un cazac împotriva cazacilor,” Moldova Suverană, 14 July 1992: 4. 
767 Igor Mokan, Interview emailed to author. 11 November 2012. 
768 Grigorii Antonovici Russu, Interview recorded by author, 28:30-30:45. 24 October 2011; Artur Demidenko, aka 
Ivan Dnestrianskii, Interview emailed to author. 30 March 2012. Also Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, 367-368. 
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As pointed out earlier, the so-called “people of ideas,” who fought for and created 

Transnistria, consisted of the local elite and ordinary inhabitants of the region. However, when 

the USSR collapsed and the threat of being “romanianized” appeared imminent, the motivations 

to continue the struggle for separate statehood were Slavic solidarity and anti-Romanian 

sentiments shared with radicalized citizens of Russia and Ukraine. These two elements 

constituted an ideological force that helped the separatist leaders to mobilize local and foreign 

supporters for the TMR. Transnistrians were the first to respond (e.g. Russians, Ukrainians, 

Russified minorities, and pro-Russia oriented ethnic Moldovans). Socialist Romania hardly 

figured in Soviet consciousness and hence in their consciousness; dominant, rather, was the 

image of interwar and wartime Royal Romania, i.e. a “fascist” enemy that had been cultivated in 

both Soviet and Transnistrian propaganda. As events developed, anti-Romanian sentiment 

motivated Russian Cossacks and Ukrainian nationalists of the UNA-UNSO, leading them to join 

the separatists and fight in the Republic of Moldova, whether defending Mother-Russia and the 

Slavs or Ukrainians from an alleged “Romanian genocide.”769  

Not without reason Moldovan General Costaș wrote that “in the atmosphere of 

Romaniaphobia, the argument that the Republic of Moldova wanted to be part of Romania had a 

zombifying effect” on Transnistrians and their allies.770 Interestingly, a former TMR defender 

stated that “the employment by the Transnistrian leadership of unjustified [pan-Slavic] 

chauvinistic and [anti-Romanian] patriotic speculations made the tough clash inevitable.”771 

However, in Chisinau only a tiny segment of officials and pan-Romanian oppositionists called 

for union with Romania, while President Snegur, although supporting the idea of two Romanian 

states, i.e. Moldova and Romania, opted for keeping Moldova as an independent country.772 The 

paradox was that whereas the majority of Romanian-speaking Moldovans were against the 

accession of their country to Romania773 and had nothing to do with “fascists,”774 the fighters for 

                                                           
769 Vladimir Volodin, “Ukrainskie dobrovol’tsy otpravliaiut’sia v Dubossary,” Izvestia, 11 April 1992: 1-2; Sergey 
Romanov, “Avtonomiia ‘PMR’ – lish’ pervyi shag,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, 30 June 1992: 1; “Russkii natsional’nyi 
legion gotovitsia...,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, 8 July 1992: 3; T. Plakida, “Nuzhny li nam dobrovol’tsy?” Trudovoi 
Tiraspol’, 7-23 January 1992: 5. 
770 Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, 121. 
771 Artur Demidenko, aka Ivan Dnestrianskii, Interview emailed to author. 30 March 2012. 
772 Janusz Bugajski, Ethnic Politics in Eastern Europe: A Guide to Nationality Policies, Organizations, and Parties 
(Armonk, N.Y.: M.E. Sharpe, 1994), 211. 
773 In his work St. Roper wrote that “in May 1992, only 17% of Romanians desired reunification with Moldova, and 
only 4% favored military assistance during the civil war.” See Roper, Romania: The Unfinished Revolution, 124-
125. 
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Transnistria were convinced that by fighting “against the Romanian-Moldavian fascist 

aggression”775 they were preventing the repetition of the 1918 – the Union of Bessarabia with 

Royal Romania.776   

Romaniaphobia during the civil war in the Republic of Moldova represented something 

more than an ideological product of Soviet propaganda. In addition to it, there was also the living 

memory of the contacts Soviet citizens had with the Nazi-allied Romanian Army and 

administration in the territory of Ukraine, the Don Region, or Crimea. The legacy of the past 

made a powerful and emotional connection between the Transnistrian war in progress in 1992 

and the Great Patriotic War of 1941-1945. To Transnistrians and their foreign combatants, the 

Second World War Romanian soldiers were nothing but rude villains, violent invaders, and 

looters. The Russian military commandant of Tiraspol Mikhail Bergman wrote that “the people 

of Transnistria preserved in their gene pool the memory about atrocities committed by the 

Romanian solders” during the Great Patriotic War777 while Yevhen Pobihushchyi – a former 

member of the Legion of Ukrainian Nationalists and commander of the Battalion Rolland – 

recalled that his subalterns often interfered and protected ethnic Ukrainians against the abuses 

Romanian soldiers committed against their co-nationals during the Second World War.778 

According to Pobihushchyi the then Nazi-allied Ukrainian nationalists forced Romanians to 

return requisitioned cattle, defended females from being sexually assaulted, and demanded that 

their Romanian allies stop robbing the Ukrainian villages.  A similar explanation can be given to 

the ardent involvement of Russian Cossacks in the war over Transnistria. The unforgotten past 

and negative fame Romanian military left during the Great Patriotic War in the territories 

inhabited by Cossacks complemented the anti-Romania propaganda employed by the authorities 

of the TMR in 1991-1992.779 This kind of memory bridged the Soviet past with the post-Soviet 

present and therefore cemented Slavic brotherhood and solidarity between Russian and 

Ukrainian fighers on one side and Transnistrians on the other.  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
774 According to a poll, 89.3% of Moldova’s police personnel were against the union with Romania. See Costaș, Dni 
zatmeniia, 395. 
775 Dmitrii Rogozin, Vrag naroda (Moscow: Algoritm, 2012), 112. 
776 See “Ekskliuziv! Interv’iu s byvshim komendantom Pridnestrov’a Mikhailom Bergmanom.” Publika.MD 11 
March 2012. Available at http://ru.publika.md/link_448321.html (06:02-06:04) (accessed 12 October 2104). 
777 Mikhail Bergman, “Vozhd’ v chuzhoi strane,” Chelovek i ego prava, Nrs. 17-34. Available at http://femida-
pmr.narod.ru/politika/051012_bergman.htm (accessed 17 September 2014). 
778 See Ievhen Pobihushchyi-Ren, Mozaika moikh spomyniv (Ivano-Frankivs’k: Liiia-NV, 2002), 58. 
779 The topic of Romanian soldiers’ evil and cruelty during WWII also found reflection in literature. See V.P. 
Butenko, Kazachii Altar’ (Moscow: Knigovek, 2010), 50-54. 
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Their own gain and enrichment was another impetus that motivated many to enlist in 

the military formations of the TMR, in addition to the so-called “people of the idea.” This sort of 

motivation refers to local and foreign criminal offenders, and I recall how both sides accused 

each other of using convicts in combat.780 Even later, after the war ended, the references to this 

category of fighters became an unseparated attribute of post-war propaganda. Whereas the pro-

Moldova authors insist that there were former inmates only in the ranks and files of the military 

units of the TMR,781 the pro-Transnistrians deny this and charge Chisinau of using convicts and 

recidivists against the self-proclaimed republic.782 The materials I have collected indicate that 

there were indeed convicts on the side of the TMR,783 a fact about which Mikhail Bergman 

spoke openly in an interview on Moldovan television.784 Furthermore, besides written statements 

made by the same Bergman and Costaș,785 the testimony of Artur Demidenko, a defender of the 

TMR who called the war for Transnistria “my war,” recalls the following on this thorny 

subject:786  

 

The personnel of the Transnistrian military forces were disciplined and morally stable.  
Things were worse in some TSO787 and Cossack detachments, which were engaged in 
looting, violence, and crimes. There have been cases when Transnistria’s guards and 
militia [police] shot to death Russian Cossacks and local criminals, who had been 
issued arms without any control. Nobody deliberately sent detachments of criminals to 
the TMR, [but] the leaders of Transnistria proved unable to cope with their tasks, failed 
to control the volunteers [criminals among volunteers] from other regions of the Soviet 
Union, and did not send back those who were unsuitable. As a result, the TMR ended 
up with both good and bad detachments, with gangs who drank and pillaged rather than 
detachments. 
 

Various factors drove adversaries into the trenches irrespective of status, ethnic 

belonging, or citizenship. For Moldovan and Transnistrian law enforcers and military there were 
                                                           

780 This was said in the TV news broadcasts in Chisinau, Bucharest, Tiraspol, and Moscow. Also, V. Maslennikov, 
“Ugolovniki idut... v razvedku,” Dnestrovskaia Pravda, 28 March 1992: 1. 
781 Cojocaru, “Separatismul Transnistrean,” 435. The wartime Moldovan media wrote that Russia’s KGB and MIA 
organized the departure of inmates in Moldova to fight on the side of Transnistrians and Russian Cossacks. See “O 
prichastnosti KGB i MVD Rossii k agresii v Moldove,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, 9 April 1992: 4. 
782 Istoriia PMR.Tom 2. Chast’ vtoraia, 145; Bomeshko, Sozdanie,  272. 
783 I have identified only one Moldovan reference according to which “there were persons from the criminal world 
and other lumpen elements among the Moldovan volunteers.” See Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, 421. 
784 See the inteview of Mikhail Bergman in “Ekskliuziv! Interv’iu s byvshim komendantom Pridnestrov’ia 
Mikhailom Bergmanom.” Publika.MD 11 March 2012. Available at http://ru.publika.md/link_448321.html (01:01-
01:27) (accessed 12 October 2104). 
785 Epur, Bergman, Komendant ada, 333, 345-347; Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, 432-433. 
786 Artur Demidenko, aka Ivan Dnestrianskii, Interview emailed to author. 30 March 2012. 
787 TSO stands for “Territorial’no-spasatel’nye otriady” (territorial rescue teams) created by the Transnistrian 
authorities from civilian volunteers. See Istoriia PMR. Tom 2. Chast’ vtoraia, 146, 147, 150 - 154, 172, 180, 200. 
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the call of duty and patriotic sentiments towards the entity they had to defend due to the oath. 

Another factor which led them and civilian paramilitary to face each other in the battlefield was 

conflicting political motivation. For Moldovans, it was a war for the preservation of the political 

unity and territorial integrity of the Motherland; to the conjectural supporters from beyond the 

borders (if we accept the idea that there were individuals from Romania, Western Ukraine, Baltic 

States, or Russia who fought on the side of Moldova), their participation in combat was an 

expression of solidarity, brotherhood (for Romanian volunteers), and compassion towards 

Moldovans who faced the enemy from within and abroad.  

In the TMR, where propaganda construed the war as the “aggression” of a “foreign 

country,” the scenario of having Transnistria dragged into an “alien” state and Romaniaphobia 

strengthened locals’ motivation to fight and brought into the conflict the so-called “Slavic 

brotherhood.” However, according to Anatol Țăranu, “the nationalistically disposed foreign 

fighters from Russia and Ukraine joined Transnistrians with the tacit approval of their authorities 

who did not organize necessary barriers [Russia not at all, Ukraine ineffectively] to prevent the 

penetration into the conflict zone of their citizens.”788  Participation in the war of left-bank ethnic 

Moldovans on the side of the TMR was conditioned by the psychological pressure separatists put 

on them and on the other hand by the conviction of some that Moldova must not unite Romania.  

 
3.3. MOLDOVAN CIVIL WAR: THE INVOLVEMENT OF ROMANIA, RUSSIA,  

AND UKRAINE 
 
 

The interference of foreign countries in the domestic affairs of the Republic of Moldova 

considerably influenced the developments of the civil war. Conflicting projects that split local 

elites made them seek support from more powerful actors beyond Moldova’s borders. The 

geopolitical interests of Romania, Russia, and Ukraine in the region motivated their leadership to 

get involved in the war for Transnistria, though to different extents and in different forms.  

 

Romania    
 
The interest of Romania in the Republic of Moldova has deep political roots, as this territory 

belonged to Romanian nationhood before 1812 and between 1918-1940 and 1941-1944. For 

                                                           
788 During the war Dr. Anatol Țăranu led Moldova’s Parliament Commission for Defense. He later served as 
Moldova’s Ambassador to Russia and acted as Moldova’s chief expert in the negotiations with Transnistria. Anatol 
Țăranu, Interview recorded by author. 21:15-21:37. 13 October 2011. 



176 
 

decades after the conclusion of the Second World War, the matter of Bessarabia and other 

territories Romania lost in 1940 and then again in 1944 remained a political taboo in post-war 

Romanian society. However, the pro-Romania national movement in the MSSR during the late 

1980s and the fall of Nicolae Ceaușescu brought the “forgotten” question back into national 

politics. Patriots organized rallies at the Soviet embassy in Bucharest, protested against the 

annexation of Romania’s territories, and chanted “Moscow, you must not forget – Bessarabia is 

not yours!”789 Besides ordinary people and nationalistically minded political forces, Ion Iliescu, 

Romania’s first President after the fall of Communism in this Balkan country, and the Parliament 

in Bucharest often referred to Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina as Romanian territories.790 This 

encouraged pro-Romania actions in Moldova and Ukraine while on the other hand strengthening 

the pro-Bessarabia and pro-Bukovina movements in Romania itself. Territorial claims against 

Ukraine were incited and the question of reuniting the lost lands, Northern Bukovina and 

Bessarabia, with the Motherland was being raised after December 1989.791  

Romania had sufficient political reasons and nationalistic motivation to get involved, as 

much as possible, in Moldova’s state-building. It monitored developments linked to the problems 

created by the separatist entities of Gagauzia and Transnistria and was willing to help the second 

Romanian state, as Moldova was called both in Bucharest and Chisinau, in the fields of 

economy, culture, education, and international relations. The outbreak of the civil war in March 

1992, however, challenged the gradual cultural-political rapprochement between these two 

fraternal countries. Suddenly, Moldova found itself in need of weapons, ammunition, and 

military equipment instead of textbooks, scholarships, and “Bridges of Flowers.” For this reason, 

Romania could not stand aside from the war over Transnistria. Yet its involvement in the 

Moldovan civil war was a bit different than that of Russia and to a limited extent than that of 

Ukraine.792 During the war, the pro-separatist media stated that Romanian military and 

equipment were involved in combat. Bucharest and Chisinau, as mentioned earlier, denied such 

                                                           
789 “Moscova, nu uita, Basarabia nu-i a ta!” See, Natalia Timuș, “Ecoul internațional al proclamării independenței 
Republicii Moldova,” in Sergiu Musteață, (ed.) Republica Moldova și România: un deceniu de relații complexe 
(Chisinau: Pontos, 2002), 136. The slogan had been heard since then and it is always used by the pro-unionist forces 
in Moldova and Romania. See “Rusia, nu uita, Basarabia nu-i a ta!” Pro-TV News. Available at 
http://protv.md/stiri/international/rusia-nu-uita-basarabia-nu-i-a-ta-mii-de-oameni-la-un-mars-la---735111.html  
(accessed 17 October 2014) 
790 Dima, From Moldavia to Moldova, 153; Bomeshko, Sozdanie, 218-219. 
791 “Problema Basarabiei. București, 1990. Miting de solidaritate pentru reîntregirea Basarabiei, 1990,” Glasul 
Națiunii, 4 September 1992: 3; “Congresul românilor bucovineni,” Moldova Suverană, 1 June 1992: 3. 
792 Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, 418. 
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allegations.793 In this respect President Iliescu declared that Romania “supplied no jets, no heavy 

weaponry, no tanks, [and] no cannons but [only] defensive weapons” as Moldova needed them 

to build its own national army.794 What Ion Iliescu did not mention then, and it appears that he 

never did, was that some time before the war Romania supplied Moldovan police with modern 

firearms and armored vehicles used later in the war.795   

Speaking about military supplies received from Romania during the war, the President 

of Moldova himself wrote that “this was a successful operation [as it] allowed our forces to resist 

against the far superior equipment of the hordes of mercenaries [because earlier] there was just 

one Kalashnikov assault rifle for three or four [Moldovan] policemen.”796 On another occasion, 

Mircea Snegur said that Bucharest always provided multilateral support, which can be 

understood to mean that military support was included.797 Nonetheless, no sources available for 

this study have demonstrated that Romania provided Moldova with tanks and other heavy 

weaponry. Rather, they provided light weapons, sometimes of low quality,798 military equipment 

and military specialists who helped Moldovans “to solve concrete problems.”799 Lastly, Romania 

did not lose interest in Moldova as the war approached its end.800 Thus, for instance, in early 

August 1992 President Iliescu declared that his country was willing to build houses for the 

Russian military if that was the only obstacle for evacuating the 14th Army from Moldovan 

territory.801 The offer was overlooked, as Moscow’s position was then and remains to this day to 

keep its forces in place until a solution to the Transnistria problem acceptable to Russia is found.  

 

Russia  

 

Of all states located in geopolitical proximity to Moldova, Russia was the most involved in the 

war for Transnistria. Emerging from the collapsed USSR it preserved a vital interest in the 

countries of the so-called Russia’s “near abroad.” The new “historical mission” it embraced was 

to “protect” and “defend” Russians and Russian speakers against the alleged discriminatory 

                                                           
793 “Ni odin rumynskii voennyi ne uchastvuet v konflikte,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, 27 June 1992: 2. 
794 Munteanu, Sacrificiu și trădare, 237. 
795 In fall 1990, in response to the appeal of Interior Minister Costaș, the President of Romania had ordered 
providing Moldova, free of charge, weapons and ammunition. See Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, 97-98. 
796 Snegur, Labirintul destinului, Vol. II, 502-503. 
797 Ibid., 564. 
798  Aleksandr Gobjila. Interview recorded by author. 27:01- 27:35. 18 October 2012. 
799 Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, 418. 
800 “Zaiavlenie Iona Iliescu,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, 24 June 1992: 1. 
801 Cojocaru, “Separatismul Transnistrean,” 458. 
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politics that the governments of the former sister-republics implemented toward ethnic 

minorities. There was nothing new in this approach from a historical perspective. Earlier, 

imperial Russia claimed to be liberating Christians in the Balkans from the Ottoman yoke, while 

after October 1917 its task was to free the worldwide proletariat from capitalist exploitation.      

The involvement of the Russian Federation in the conflict between Chisinau and 

Tiraspol can be traced back to the second half of 1991. Long before the confrontation reached 

the stage of warfare, but in particular during the war, Russia provided Transnistria with political 

and military support. The command staff of the 14th Army, starting with Gennadii Yakovlev and 

ending with General Aleksandr Lebed, took serious care of the TMR’s forces, providing them 

with personnel, instructors, and all sorts of weapons.802 Russia’s high-ranking leaders, MPs, and 

government officials saw nothing wrong in challenging and undermining Moldova’s efforts in 

the fight against domestic separatism. Nikolai Travkin, an MP and founder of the Democratic 

Party who arrived in Tiraspol in August-September 1991, made several strong declarations. 

According to him, not helping co-nationals was nothing but an act of treachery, and Transnistria, 

just as Crimea and some regions in Kazakhstan, had an indisputable right to self-

determination.803 Travkin also declared that new international borders had to be accepted once 

new states were created on the territory of the former USSR. Another political figure, Vladimir 

Zhirinovskii, the rising and most eccentric Russian politician who did not represent official 

Russia, also visited Tiraspol in the summer of  1991. There he spoke about Russia’s task to 

defend Transnistrians and their republic against Moldovan and Romanian nationalists.804 A few 

months later, the extremely strained situation on the banks of the Dniester River and the 

beginning of combat provided Russia with sufficient excuses for direct involvement in 

Moldova’s domestic affairs. 

Nationalistic declarations issued by public figures like Travkin or Zhirinovskii, which 

no doubt had a significant impact on politicians and ordinary people in Russia and Transnistria, 

cannot be compared with the effects the decisions and actions taken by Moscow had on the 

Moldovan civil war. It is relevant in this respect to mention the visit to Transnistria of an entire 

Russian parliamentary delegation led by Vice-President Aleksandr Rutskoi in early April 1992. 

                                                           
802 Bergman, Na ringe epokhi, 169, 211; Epur, Bergman, Komendant ada, 326, 329, 331-332, 363, 375;  Artur 
Demidenko, aka Ivan Dnestrianskii, Interview emailed to author. 30 March 2012. “Tiraspol’: Rossiiskoe oruzhie – 
eto khorosho, rumynskoe – eto plokho,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, 2 July 1992: 1. 
803 Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, 273; Bomeshko, Sozdanie, 161. 
804 Bomeshko, Sozdanie, 160-161 and 198. 
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At that time, this top official and career soldier publically stated that: “the Transnistrian republic 

was, is, and will exist!”805 Chisinau objected to these declarations but had no power to mitigate 

the effects Rutskoi’s categorical pronouncements against Moldova had in Moscow and 

Tiraspol.806 Thus, on 8 April 1992 Russia’s Parliament adopted a resolution that paved the way 

for political and military intervention into the domestic affairs of Moldova.807 Both the title and 

content of the document spoke for themselves. The parliamentarians in Moscow empowered and 

entitled their President and Government to “Contribute for Ensuring Human Rights in 

Transnistria,” recognizing at the same time “the aspiration of the Transnistrian people for self-

determination within the [borders] of sovereign Moldova.”808  

Some may argue that “to ensure human rights” in a foreign country by political means is 

a noble objective. However, the rhetoric of the document, which was allegedly adopted after 

“numerous requests of the population,” explicitly indicated that Yeltsin’s Russia did not exclude 

the possibility of using force when/if the time came.809 Secessionist leaders and civilians in 

Transnistria, Russian servicemen, local paramilitary, and particularly those in Russia who 

intended to join the TMR forces were encouraged when it became clear that Russia, as Stanislav 

Stankevich stated, took “responsibility for all what [was] happening in Transnistria.”810 This 

signified Russia’s self-assumed rights to intervene into Moldovan domestic affairs if/when 

considered necessary. In addition, Russian media incited anti-Moldovan spirits by telling how 

Cossacks fought “Romanians,”811 and how on the other hand, people in Moscow and other cities 

collected funds for helping the Transnistrians.812 Moreover, in order to make Chisinau more 

compliant and provoke dissatisfaction with the war among citizens of Moldova, Russia imposed, 

                                                           
805 Aleksandr Kakotkin,“Pridnestrovskaia respublika byla i budet!,” Dnestrovskaia Pravda, April 11, 1992: 1. 
806 Snegur, Labirintul destinului, Vol. II, 557-559. 
807 Eduard Kondratov, “Ostraia reaktsiia Moldovy na reshenie Rossiiskogo s’ezda,” Izvestia, 10 April 1992: 2. 
808 “Postanovlenie. Nr. 2680-1 “O sodeistvii obespechenii prav cheloveka v Pridnestrov’e’ priniatoe na S’ezde 
Narodnykh Deputatov Rossiiskoi Federatsii ot 8 aprelia 1992 g.” Available at 
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809 Ibid. 
810 Bomeshko, Sozdanie, 287. Stankevich then held the position of State Advisor of the Russian Federation for 
Political Affairs. 
811 Vladimir But, “Rostov-na-Donu: Nedostatka v dobrovol’tsakh net,” Krasnaia Zvezda, 6 March 1992: 2; “Po 
dannym gagauzkoi razvedki,” Moldova Suverană, 12 March 1992: 1. 
812 For the impact on Russia’s nationalists and citizenry, see the photos in Snegur, Labirintul destinului, Vol. II, 497 
and 514. 
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via Ukraine, economic sanctions and cut off the supply of natural gas to the Moldovan capital 

and other right-bank localities.813        

The decisions taken in Moscow considerably boosted the political energy, military 

strength, and fighting spirit of the Transnistrians and produced immense concern in Chisinau. 

Moldovan leaders repeatedly warned Russia that its 14th Army “will interfere sooner or later in 

the internal affairs of our country as it already openly supports, under the pretext of self-defense, 

the separatists.”814 Although the Kremlin officially proclaimed its interest in helping to solve the 

conflict and stop the bloodshed, it disregarded the desperate appeals from Moldova. President 

Snegur recalls that before and after Rutskoi’s visit to Tiraspol and at many other occasions, 

telegrams he sent to Boris Yeltsin, to Speaker of Parliament Ruslan Khasbulatov, and to Evgenii 

Shaposhnikov, the commander-in-chief of the CIS Armed Forces, were completely ignored or 

responded to with lengthy delays.815 Furthermore, when Mircea Snegur protested against the 

involvement of Russian Cossacks in the war, Khasbulatov replied that Russia was not 

responsible for this, that the pure patriotic sentiment to defend co-nationals sent them there.816  

Noteworthy is the episode with the 14th Army, which became actively engaged in 

combat operations against Moldovan forces. Neither back in 1992 nor later did Russia recognize 

that it was at war with the Republic of Moldova. In all instances it was said that the army acted 

in self-defence or had fought only to protect civilians.817 According to the Russian and 

Transnistrian view, the military responded when Moldovans allegedly attacked a military town 

and fired shells on a settlement where families of Russian servicemen lived.818 The following 

day, on 19 May, Russian tanks, artillery, and military entered the war alongside Transnistrian 

forces and occupied strategic positions in the localities of left-bank Moldova.819 However, the 

participation of the Russian army in the battle for Bender in June 1992 was the most decisive and 

powerful Russian intervention in the war. Then, when Moldovans almost retook control of the 

city, the 14th Army interfered, helped separatists to drive out government forces, and reversed the 
                                                           

813 Liudmila Popelkova, “Rossiia prekratila postavku topliva. Rezerv Moldovy – na 25 dnei,” Nezavisimaia 
Moldova, 30 June 1992: 1; “K pravitel’stvu Ukrainy,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, 1 July 1992: 2. 
814 Snegur, Labirintul destinului, Vol. II, 573. See also Trupele ruse [documente], 103-104, 112, 119-120. 
815 “Trelegramă Președintelui Federației Ruse B.N. Elțin,” Moldova Suverană, 21 May 1992: 1. Also Snegur, 
Labirintul destinului, Vol. II, 497, 557-559, 572-575. 
816 Snegur, Labirintul destinului, Vol. II, 497. 
817 Bergman, Na ringe epokhi, 200, 202, 220-221, 272, Istoriia PMR.Tom 2. Chast’ vtoraia, 165. Epur, Bergman, 
Komendant ada, 363, 370. 
818 Bomeshko, Sozdanie, 333-334. 
819 “Neuzheli vse-taki voina? Tanki 14-i armii v zone pridnestrovskogo konflikta,” Izvestia, 21 May 1992: 1; 
“Tankurile agresorilor au ieșit pe poziții,” Moldova Suverană, 21 May 1992: 1. 
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strategic balance both militarily and politically in favor of the TMR. Moreover, it was namely 

after the Bender battle when “the fighting spirit of Moldovans was reduced to zero”820 and their 

resistance proved futile because the “Fourteen Army units escalated their material support and 

direct participation whenever Moldovan resistance appeared to stiffen.”821 If Moldova’s supreme 

commander, Mircea Snegur, had authorized rather than prohibited the destruction of the bridge 

over the Dniester River, which would have prevented the access of the Russian tanks from 

Tiraspol to Bender, the outcome of the battle, and possibly of the entire war, might have been 

different.822    

Aleksandr Lebed, the newly appointed Commander of the 14th Army, made strong and 

far-reaching declarations with respect to the TMR and Moldovan leaders.823 Transnistria had “a 

special place in [his] heart”; President Snegur was a “fascist” whose government was nothing but 

a “fascist clique,” while the Defence Minister Ion Costaș was a “cannibal.”824 Lebed also 

declared that: “the shadow of fascism has fallen upon this beautiful [Transnistrian] land,” and, as 

many agreed upon, he did everything he could to help and arm the TMR against the so-called 

Moldovan “fascists.”825 Lebed allegedly warned Moldovans and Romanians that if need be he 

would have breakfast in Tiraspol, lunch in Chisinau, and dinner in Bucharest.826 It appears that 

Russian officers in 1992, similarly to their Soviet counterparts in the summer of 1941, had few 

qualms about taking over either the Romanian or any other foreign capital located beyond or 

within the limits of the “near abroad” should they receive such an order.827 Last but not least, it 

was during the civil war in the Republic of Moldova that Russia’s military and paramilitary 

                                                           
820 Epur, Bergman, Komendant ada, 374. 
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became a member of Transnistria’s Parliament. See Epur, Bergman, Komendant ada, 422 and 429. 
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827 N. K. Petrova, E.M. Boltunova, Samyi pamiatnyi den’ voiny. Pis’ma-ispovedi (Moscow: Veche, 2010), 54-55. 
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started to develop a new practice of supporting separatists and fighting “fascism” on foreign soil 

at the expense of their vacations and time spent with family and friends.828                                                             

 
Ukraine    
 

The events of the early 1990s as well as those of 2014-2015 demonstrate that Ukraine was and 

still is among the most vulnerable post-Soviet republics to the challenges of pro-Russian 

separatism. In 1992 Ukraine had no choice but to respond to the events on the Dniester River due 

to geographic location and historical ties it had with Moldova, Russia, and Romania. Ukraine’s 

official involvement in the Moldovan civil war should be considered at least from two 

perspectives: with regard, first, to the borders and territory the Ukrainian SSR had gained while 

part of the Soviet Union; and second to the measures Kyiv took in response to Transnistria’s 

secessionism. 

Ukraine had notably expanded its national territory as the result of foreign and domestic 

policies the Communist authorities pursued in the 1930s-1950s. Therefore, no one should be 

surprised that after the downfall of the USSR the newly emerged sovereign Ukraine had to face 

various territorial claims from its neighbors and its own ethnic minority groups. In addition to 

claims by Poland, Hungary, Slovakia, and Russia, there were voices in Romania and Moldova 

who resolutely questioned the inviolability of Ukraine’s territory and wished for a revision of 

international borders. This is why, in respect to the battle for Transnistria, pan-Romanian 

irredentism tied Ukraine’s national interests to those of Russia.  

I would not argue that the 1992 events were convenient for Ukraine but Ukraine, like 

Russia, geopolitically benefited from the Moldovan civil war. Ukrainian territories after 1940, 

Northern Bukovina and Southern Bessarabia were of great interest to nationalists in Chisinau, 

Chernivtsi, and Bucharest. They all wished to reintegrate the Romanian lands gained after the 

conclusion of the World War I, called on Romanians and Moldavians of Ukraine to boycott the 

independence referendum scheduled for 1 December 1991 (which was the national day of 

Romania), and raised the Romanian tricolor on the official buildings of local authorities.829 This 
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concerned Ukraine’s leaders830 and eventually Ukrainian nationalists, but it was the war in 

Transnistria that reduced the fervor of pro-unionist forces in Romania, Moldova, and Ukraine 

itself.   

After the disintegration of the Soviet Union, Ukraine, Moldova, and Georgia became 

“friends in need.” National revivals and the independentist courses of their leaders aggravated 

domestic affairs and provoked centrifugal tendencies and pro-Russia secessionism at home. 

Ukraine faced Russian nationalism in Crimea and in its eastern regions; Moldova’s territorial 

integrity received challenges from Transnistria and Gagauzia, while Georgia’s unity was targeted 

by separatists in Abkhazia, Adjara, and South Ossetia. The creation of the TMR, and particularly 

the outburst of war not far from the Ukrainian border, put Kyiv in a difficult situation. It had to 

react appropriately to the war on the Dniester River and avoid a scenario similar to that of 

Moldova at home, either in Crimea or the Donbas region. The authorities had to consider the 

geopolitical perspectives of Ukraine’s relations with its neighbours, first of all with Russia and 

the role the latter might play in solving Ukraine’s own problems with the separatist Crimean 

republic and with heavily Russified region in the east of the country.  

Ukraine's involvement in the Moldovan civil war differed from that of Romania and 

Russia. To date there is no evidence that its military or law enforcement units were involved in 

warfare or that the government supplied weapons to either of the rival camps. One may count the 

UNA-UNSO fighters who took part in combat operations as Ukrainian participation in the war, 

but such an argument is erroneous. The military interference of Ukrainian nationalists, officially 

unauthorized but in fact tolerated, was a demonstration of patriotism and a response to the way in 

which the government in Kyiv positioned itself toward the events in eastern Moldova.831 

President Leonid Kravchuk even declared on 27 May 1992 that all Ukrainian citizens who went 

to fight against Moldova were to leave the zone of conflict under threat of being arrested.832 

Some may have followed that order and left combat on their own, but certainly not all. UNA-

UNSO fighters ignored the president's call and continued to fight Moldovans on the frontlines 

alongside the Transnistrian separatists, Russian Cossacks, and the regular Russian army units. 

                                                           
830 Bomeshko, Sozdanie, 283-284. 
831 In his interview, Moldovan General Troenco highlighted the UNA-UNSO units who, in contrast to Russian 
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832 See “Ukraintsy otozvany na rodinu,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, 2 June 1992: 1; “Odessa. Zapreshcheno sobranie 
UNA,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, 9 July 1992: 1. 
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They even trained newly arrived volunteers in their camp located in the village of Rașcov, 

Camenca raion.833 Ukrainian journalist Stanislav Ogorovyi provides us with an interesting 

account about the totally different approach the Ukrainian government and nationalists had 

toward the Transnistrian war:834    

  

Transnistria could have been a perfect example to learn from about “correct” 
[Ukrainian] nationalism. If, at that time, the political leadership of Ukraine had the 
courage to introduce tanks in Tiraspol protecting civilians from the armed 
aggression [of Moldova], then today, the Somali pirates, seeing the Ukrainian flag 
in their binoculars, would run away on their scooters to save themselves from the 
rain of lead [here from bullets]... [Back then] in the tragic year 1992, the UNA-
UNSO fighters appeared on the banks of the Dniester River ashamed of the 
criminal inactivity of the leadership [of Ukraine]. Weak-kneed Kyiv had nothing 
left to do but take a tougher stance on the Transnistrian issue. [As a result], our 
country preserved its identity only because some [UNA-UNSO] volunteers raised 
the Ukrainian flag on the banks of the Dniester River. 

 

I recall how the nationalistically disposed Ukrainians of Moldova blamed their historic homeland 

for not helping Transnistria as Russia did.835 Indeed, the government in Kyiv chose political 

involvement in the war but it is inaccurate to state that it limited itself exclusively to the use of 

diplomacy.836 The Ukrainian MPs made public their official position on Moldovan events 

already on 6 March 1992, just four days after the war began. They addressed parliamentarians in 

Chisinau with a statement expressing their concern over the escalated conflict, confirming that 

Ukraine respected Moldova’s sovereignty837 and therefore would under no circumstances 

intervene in the warfare. 

However, in spite of generally positive reaction, the MPs of Ukraine chose to employ a 

less tactful and diplomatic vocabulary addressing their message to Moldova’s counterparts.838 

They, for instance, stated that: “the Parliament of Moldova and President must immediately (my 

bold – E.B.) take measures for excluding the use of weapons in solving political and ethnic 
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problems [of the country] [and that] the violation of human rights must be stopped (my bold – 

E.B.).”839 Therefore, Ukraine, like Russia, dictated not recommended what the leadership of a 

sovereign country had to do while confronting domestic separatism. Kyiv’s message sounded 

like another “older brother’s” command rather than an effective diplomatic communication and 

understanding of the situation with which the Republic of Moldova was confronted. 

Aside from proclamations, the government took measures to ward off accusations that 

Ukraine was involved in the Moldovan combat.840 On 17 March 1992, President Kravchuk 

signed the decree “On Measures for the Protection of the State Border with the Republic of 

Moldova.” According to this document, particular government structures, such as the Ministry of 

Interior, Intelligence, National Guard, Committee of the Border Protection and Customs, were 

ordered to safeguard the territorial integrity of Ukraine and ensure public order in the areas 

bordering Moldova.841 Two stipulations were the most crucial in this regard. The first, was “to 

prevent the penetration of Ukraine’s territory by armed groups and other offenders” and second, 

to “temporarily establish a zone with a special regime within 50 km of the border with 

Moldova.”842 The fact that Kyiv responded quickly to the civil war in Moldova reveals how 

serious its concerns about stability and security in Ukraine were at that time.843 The Ukrainian 

government sought to stop Russia’s citizens from passing through Ukraine into Moldova, to 

impede the movement of its own people to Moldova, and to prevent the penetration of Romanian 

citizens into Ukraine.844  

The Presidential decree produced results. Additional checkpoints were built, Ukrainian 

servicemen patrolled and surveilled the border, and some of Russia’s intruders and 
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Transnistrians who wanted to travel to or via Ukraine were stopped and sent back.845 However, 

neither these nor other measures, like the ban on creating non-governmental paramilitary 

formations in Ukraine,846 impeded citizens of Russia from reaching Moldova or Ukraine’s 

nationalists from forming paramilitary units and participating in the war. As a TMR defender and 

an ethnic Ukrainian admitted, the “smart [and] reliable volunteers [from Russia and Ukraine] 

still continued to pass freely into Transnistria in spite of the actions taken by the officials in 

Kyiv.”847 At the same time, although securing the borders was an appropriate decision, it had a 

partial effect. The border with Russia remained porous and therefore open to anyone coming to 

or leaving Ukraine either by air or ground transportation.  

Lastly, some Ukrainian political forces rejected the position of the leadership in Kyiv 

and of UNA-UNSO’s nationalists on the civil war in Moldova. Thus, for instance, the People’s 

Movement of Ukraine (Rukh) had criticized the President and Parliament for “de facto 

supporting Russia’s aggression against Moldova,”848 while some of its founders and activists 

linked the creation of the TMR and destabilization of the situation in Moldova with Russia’s 

camouflaged intentions toward Crimea and Ukraine’s eastern regions.849 At the same time, the 

Congress of the Christian Democratic Party of Ukraine adopted a resolution in which the 

participation of Ukraine’s citizens in war was declared unfortunate, and the country’s leadership 

was called upon to take all measures to stop Ukrainians fighting on the side of the separatists.850    

The degree and forms by which foreign states interfered in the civil war in the Republic 

of Moldova were dictated by and depended upon their national and geopolitical interests in the 

region. Considering the historical ties and common past it shared with Moldova, Romania 

proved to be the only foreign state that provided assistance to this former Soviet subject before 

and during the war. Similarly, Russia felt justified to help the self-proclaimed TMR, to which 

purpose it directly used, in contrast to Romania and Ukraine, its army units and pro-government 

paramilitary forces in addition to political and economic blackmail. In turn, Ukraine, the country 

                                                           
845 I. Kornii, “Ukraintsam v’ezd zapreshchen!” Trudovoi Tiraspol’, 27 May – 3 June 1992: 1; “Usilena okhrana 
granitsy,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, 2 June 1992: 1. 
846 “Zakon Ukrainy. ‘Ob otvetstvennosti za sozdanie ne predusmotrennykh zakonodatel’stvom voinskikh libo inykh 
vooruzhennykh formirovanii ili grupp.’ 18.09.1991,” Pravda Ukrainy, 8 October 1991: 2. 
847 Artur Demidenko, aka Ivan Dnestrianskii, Interview emailed to author. 30 March 2012. 
848 Sergei Romanov, “Protiv agresii Rossii,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, 29 July 1992: 1. 
849 Larisa Skorik, “‘PMR’ sozdana po stsenariiu imperskogo tsentra,” Suverennaia Moldova. Daidzhest.  19 June 
1992: 2. Also, Iurii Orlik, Inga Prelovskaia, “Samostoiatel’nost’ Kryma provozglashenna ego parlamentom, no 
dolzhna byt’ podtverzhdena referendumom,” Izvestia, 7 May 1992: 1. 
850 P.G., “Grazhdane Ukrainy ne dolzhny voevat’ v Moldove,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, 30 June 1992: 1. 
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which bordered all three sides involved in the war, managed to keep its military neutrality by 

making use of a foreign policy of military non-involvement. The attempts Ukraine made to de-

escalate the situation in the neighboring country via political decisions, legislation, and concrete 

measures were partially successful. It was the weakness of the re-emerged Ukrainian 

independent state and the geopolitical interests Russia had in Crimea, the Donbas, and 

Transnistria that significantly reduced its capacity to act more independently and decisively 

during the Moldovan civil war.  

 

3.4. THE COURSE OF THE TRANSNISTRIAN WAR:   

COMBAT ACTIONS AND WARTIME DIPLOMACY (2 MARCH – 21 JULY 1992) 

 

This section focuses on the issues related to combat operations and diplomacy during the 

Moldovan domestic war. It reveals the factors that prevented the victory of government forces 

and success on the diplomatic front. The section demonstrates that “unorthodox” diplomacy 

played a decisive role in stopping the warfare and putting an end to ineffective quadripartite 

wartime negotiations.   

 
The Outbreak of War 
 
Divergent opinions persist in mainstream political discourse and scholarship about when and 

who started the war. Those who consider that Moldova fought secessionism make the pro-Russia 

Transnistrians and Russia responsible for conflict escalation and for the commencement of 

hostilities.851 This view corresponds to the official Moldovan interpretation of the events, 

according to which the war was fought in defence of Moldova’s territorial integrity and 

independence.852 In turn, advocates of secessionist Transnistria blame the central government in 

Chisinau for the outbreak of the war, which they consider “military aggression” against the 

TMR.853  

The war in Moldova, i.e., the combat stage of the political confrontation between 

Chisinau and Tiraspol, started with a deadly incident in Dubăsari on the night of 2 March 1992. 

                                                           
851 Fruntașu, O istorie, 321-322, 327. 
852 “Legile Republicii Moldova. 190/08.05.2003. Lege cu privire la veterani,” Monitorul Oficial 84-86/392, 
16.05.2003. Available at http://www.pll.md/upload/2/L1.html (accessed 25 July 2014). 
853 See A.Z. Volkova, “K voprosu o politicheskoi fal’sifikatsii istorii agressii Respubliki Moldova protiv PMR,” S. I. 
Beril et al., Politicheskaia fal’sifikatsia istorii kak bar’er na puti demokraticheskogo reformirovaniia 
mezhdunarodnykh otnoshenii na postsovetskom prostranstve (Tiraspol’: Litera, 2009), 57-63. 
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Igor Sipchenko, the chief of the city’s TMR militia (police) was shot and soon died after 

allegedly a group of unidentified armed men opened fire on him and on other Transnistrian 

paramilitary. Officials in Tiraspol immediately declared that Sipchenko and a certain Mikhail 

Zubkov, a Russian Cossack, were killed by Moldovan police and intelligence subversives and 

that the event was a “nefarious onslaught” by which Moldova began the war against the TMR.854 

Authorities in Chisinau, on the contrary, denied any involvement in the death of Sipchenko and 

considered this incident a separatist provocation aimed to further aggravate relations with the 

central government.855 According to former President Mircea Snegur the murder of Igor 

Sipchenko was an excuse the secessionists used to justify their own attack on Dubăsari police 

station – the only institution in the locality loyal to Chisinau – and it was also a response to 

Moldova’s integration into world politics as an independent state.856  

As mentioned above, Moldovans and Transnistrians blamed each other for the death of 

Igor Sipchenko and for starting the war. However, more recently, in light of new sources and 

accounts provided by General Costaș (Moldova) and Colonel Bregman (Russia), it seems that 

the murder of the TMR’s Interior Minister Major Sipchenko and the outbreak of the war resulted 

from a provocation organized by the Transnistrian intelligence service.857 The question about 

who started the war appears in a clearer light if we recall the events in the Baltic republics. Thus, 

in Lithuania and Latvia in 1990-1991, Soviet OMON (special police units), KGB servicemen 

and pro-Union oriented Russian-speaking forces stood behind a series of military provocations 

and assaults on local independentist and anti-Soviet governments. Those incidents ended up with 

the death of innocent civilians in Riga, Vilnius, and in other Baltic localities. Moldova was not 

exempt from similar scenarios.858 In this respect one may recall the person and activities of 

Vladimir Antiufeev in Latvia in 1990-1991859 and the official positions he held after arriving in 

                                                           
854 Istoriia PMR.Tom 2. Chast’ vtoraia, 111-113, 127. 
855 Snegur, Labirintul destinului, Vol. II, 495. 
856 On 2 March 1992 President Snegur attended the UN session at which Moldova became a member of the 
international organization. Snegur, Labirintul destinului, Vol. II, 495; Munteanu, Sacrificiu și trădare, 162-164. 
857 Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, 396-397. Bergman provides two conflicting accounts. In one he affirms that the killing of 
Sipchenko was arranged by the Moldovans; in the other he states that the “bloody provocation” was organized by 
the Transnistrians. See Bergman, Na ringe epokhi, 182 vs. Mikhail Bergman, “Vozhd’ v chuzhoi strane,” Chelovek i 
ego prava, Nrs. 17-34. Available at http://femida-pmr.narod.ru/politika/051012_bergman.htm (accessed 17 
September 2014). 
858 Fidel Galaicu, “Scenariul din Vilnius la Dubăsari?,” Sfatul Țării, 3 March 1992: 1. 
859 As mentioned earlier, Antiufeev was a Major of the Interior Ministry and commander of the Riga OMON. 
Latvian authorities consider him responsible for the bloody events in their republic during which he attempted, 
along with his men and the KGB, to overthrow the government in January 1991. See Janusz Bugajski, Cold Peace: 

http://femida-pmr.narod.ru/politika/051012_bergman.htm
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eastern Moldova (Transnistria) in September 1991 under the fake name of Vadim Shevtsov – 

Head of the Operations’ Department of the MIA and consequently that of the Minister of State 

Security.860 Therefore, speaking about the emergence of pro-Soviet and later pro-Russian 

separatist movements, either back in the 1990s or more recently, no one should be surprised 

about Antiufeev’s more recent appointment in the rebel Ukrainian region of Donbas.861  

Bergman stated in his work that Igor Smirnov was the person most interested in 

escalating the conflict and indeed in war and that the TMR leader supported and encouraged the 

chaos in the eastern districts of the Republic of Moldova.862 Moreover, at one point Bergman 

indicated that should the truth be made public, then “the whole story about the war in 

Transnistria would have appeared in a completely different light.”863 He went even further than 

General Costaș in his own recollections about the war and wrote that the majority of 

provocations and assassinations of law enforcement servicemen loyal either to Chisinau or 

Tiraspol and the shootings and the attacks on the 14th Army were designed and executed by both 

the Moldovan and Transnistrian intelligence services.864  As reported by Bergman, the strategic 

goal both sides pursued was “to scare the enemy, to break the fighting spirit, to maintain and sow 

chaos.”865 Consequently, the continuous provocations and reciprocal attacks transformed the pre-

war conflicts in Moldova into an “irregular war,” which according to George R. Lucas Jr. is “a 

violent struggle among state and non-state actors for legitimacy and influence over the relevant 

population [and, I would add, territory].”866 This is precisely what happened in Moldova and 

Georgia in 1992 and then in Ukraine in 2014.   

When the war broke out, Mircea Snegur and Igor Smirnov declared states of 

emergency. Snegur appealed for support to all citizens of the country, while Smirnov limited his 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Russia’s New Imperialism (Westport, Conn.: Praeger: Washington, DC: Published in cooperation with the Center 
for Strategic and International Studies, 2004), 107. 
860 Antiufeev led the Transnistrian KGB for twenty years between 1992 and 2012. 
861  In the summer of 2014 Aniufeev was appointed Deputy PM for State Security in the self-proclaimed Donetsk 
People’s Republic in Donbas, Ukraine. See Daniel McLaughlin, “Shadowy Veteran of Pro-Russian Rebellions in 
Ukraine,” The Irish Times. 30 July 2014. Available at http://www.irishtimes.com/news/world/europe/shadowy-
veteran-of-pro-russian-rebellions-in-ukraine-1.1881817  (accessed 9 December 2015). 
862 Epur, Bergman, Komendant ada, 335, 347, 397. 
863 Ibid., Komendant ada, 385. 
864 Mikhail Bergman, “Vozhd’ v chuzhoi strane,” Chelovek i ego prava, Nrs. 17-34. Available at http://femida-
pmr.narod.ru/politika/051012_bergman.htm (accessed 17 September 2014). 
865 Bergman, “Vozhd’ v chuzhoi strane,” passim. 
866 George R. Lucas Jr., “Jus Ante and Post Bellum,” Eric Patterson (ed.) Ethics beyond War’s End (Washington, 
DC: Georgetown University Press, 2012), 61, endnote 7. 
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appeal to the citizens of the TMR.867 Almost immediately, Moldova’s citizens, both those who 

supported integrity and those who took the side of separatism, expressed willingness to fight 

against each other.868 The war began with the above-described incident in Dubăsari, spread in 

several directions,869 and dragged on until 21 July when a truce between Russia and Moldova 

was signed. Among all the military operations in the war for Transnistria, the battle for Bender 

on 19-21 June 1992 was the most violent and the one that determined the entire course of the 

war, its end, and negotiations. At Bender the Russian Army entered combat in force with tanks 

against the Moldovans and helped the separatists push Moldova’s forces out of the city when the 

latter were close to retaking it.870 After this particular battle the military initiative was snatched 

from the hands of the Moldovans, and their combat morale was undermined by the loss of 

confidence and faith in victory.871 Moreover, in addition to direct military aid, Russia, under the 

pretext of separating the opposing camps and peacekeeping, helped the separatists retain 

localities they claimed within the borders of their self-proclaimed republic.   

But it would be a mistake to ascribe Moldova's defeat solely to foreign military 

intervention. There was, besides the Russian factor, which should not be underestimated, the 

Moldovan factor as well. The war was also lost because of the indecisiveness of the supreme 

leadership whose decisions often confused fighters on the front and elicited protests in both the 

rear and battlefield.872 A former special unit policeman blamed exclusively the country’s 

supreme commander Mircea Snegur for the defeat. In his opinion the Moldovan President “was 

soft, and Moldova needed a man like Djokhar Dudaev, the first president of the Chechen 

Republic,” to crush the separatists.873 There was in addition treachery, sabotage, leakage of 

information, and corruption, which contributed to the Moldovans’ loss.874 Moreover, Moldova’s 

military and paramilitary personnel were insufficiently trained and experienced in modern 

                                                           
867 “Obrashchenie Prezidenta Respubliki Moldova k narodu,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, 6 March 1992:1; 
“Obrashchenie Prezidenta PMR,” Dnestrovskaia Pravda, 4 March 1992: 1. 
868 Akeksandr Nika, “Nesanktsionirovannye mitingi v Kishineve,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, 6 March 1992: 1; V. 
Evseev, “Khochu vstat’ na zashchitu Pridnestrov’ia,” Dnestrovskaia Pravda, 25 March 1992: 2. 
869 E.g., Cocieri-Dubăsari, Coșnița-Doroțcaia, Tighina (Bender) and Chițcani. Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, 407. 
870 Munteanu, Sacrificiu și trădare, 213-221. 
871 Ursu, Râul de sânge, 71, 154; Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, 417, 420, 423. 
872 “Voluntari în fața Parlamentului,” Sfatul Țării, 25 July 1992: 2; Munteanu, Sacrificiu și trădare, 228-229, 231-
232; Snegur, Labirintul destinului, Vol. II, 510. 
873 Victor Pătrașcu, Interview recorded by author. 28:45-29:19. 21 October 2011. This opinion was shared by many 
other former Moldovan fighters I talked with. 
874 Valeriu Troenco, Interview recorded by author. 01:13:05-01:15:14. 14 October 2011; Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, 418-
419; Ursu, Râul de sânge, 75-77, 81, 83, 100, 106, 152, 155; Munteanu, Sacrificiu și trădare, 231-232. 
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warfare; the national army was created mainly during the war.875 In the battle against former 

Soviet Army officers, Russian Army servicemen, Transnistria’s guards (mostly Soviet Army 

retirees and reservists), Russian Cossacks, and UNA-UNSO fighters, the Moldovan government 

sent policemen, army conscripts, intelligence personnel, and civilian volunteers. Sixteen-to-

nineteen-year-old conscripts were sent to face Russian tanks and the more professional forces 

that the TMR relied on.876  

Like Transnistria’s formations, Moldova’s were also plagued with poor military 

discipline. Aside from the honest and dedicated fighters there were also those whose behavior 

had a negative impact. This is not to cast doubt on the Moldovan servicemen and volunteers’ 

valor, a feature described in recollections of their own comrades and even former enemies,877 but 

to bring to attention something commonly omitted in Romanian-language scholarship. Thus, for 

example, certain Moldovan volunteers would rampage in a cafeteria, refuse to pay for the food or 

alcohol they ordered, and intimidate the owners with guns before leaving with the bill unpaid.878 

There were also some extraordinary cases, such as when a Moldovan policeman opened fire 

from his assault rifle in the hallway of a dormitory, nearly killing a student and a faculty 

member879 or when volunteers shot into the air from large-caliber machine guns on the city’s 

streets.880 Such behavior can probably be explained, but not justified, by the anger that 

overwhelmed many of Moldova’s fighters. Whereas some fought separatism, were wounded, lost 

relatives and friends, or perished themselves in the war, others holed up in the rear, enjoying the 

pleasures of the peaceful life. A deep sense of “boundless hatred” and fury encompassed 

policemen, military, and combatants when they saw “handsome lads walking their dogs,” 

townsfolk sunbathing and splashing in the waters of the lakes, or people watching on TV the 

                                                           
875 Ursu, Râul de sânge, 97, 100, 123-124, 125, 134-135, 152; Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, chapters 29-30. 
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Mexican soap opera “Mariana.”881 In addition to these individual cases, the assessment given by 

Moldova’s Defence Minister at that time of the “Moldovan way” of conducting the war may 

provide a general picture of the Moldovan civil war:882   

 
One peculiarity of “fighting the war in a Moldovan way” was that some were fighting, 
and others were getting them drunk. A lot of obtuse local officials and leaders were 
going to the frontlines allegedly to support the soldiers and the police; however, in 
reality they were going there for fun and to have a drink. Then, they bragged about 
being real men and patriots who had been in the heat of the fight at the front. The term 
“to be closer to the army” was understood as getting the army drunk, and it was “not the 
front’s [Stalin’s] one hundred grams.”883 The alcohol was carried in cans; they were 
drinking themselves, and they were getting the military and police drunk as well. The 
wives and children of the combatants were brought into the [combat] positions, feasts 
and drunken revelry were organized, and narrow-minded parents sneaked wine into the 
[military] polygons for the young soldiers. Then, everyone went into combat under the 
influence of the alcohol, sometimes firing at their own comrades. 

 

   Firsthand accounts reveal that morale was falling among some Moldovan fighters. 

They saw no sense to sacrifice their own or the enemy's lives, realized the futility of the war, and 

refused to fight. A certain peasant of Hagimus village confessed in this respect: “I am sick and 

tired of killing people, I am tired of killing. Stop this stupid war.”884 Another Moldovan fighter, 

Petru Buga, recalled that only four reservists of thirty-six called to arms in mid-June 1992 

fought, while the rest deserted.885 I myself remember the general mood that dominated in the 

public sphere in right-bank Moldova. Many saw the war over Transnistria as something distant 

and considered engaging in it only if separatists attacked their localities. A former participant in 

the national revival pointed out that Moldovans lacked “the sentiment of patriotism and this in 

fact diminished [their] desire to get involved in the war.”886 It seems that currently adult 

Moldovans, in contrast to their Transnistrian counterparts, are less willing to go and fight should 

the conflict escalate.887 Even former fighters have expressed conflicting approaches toward the 
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question whether they would or would not participate in the war if it were resumed. Some stated 

with conviction that they would go and fight again; others categorically said “no,” since the 

Motherland proved disrespectful toward the veterans in general and in particular to wounded 

veterans, paying them a miserable monthly allowance of some 300 MDL, about USD 20.00 in 

2011.888   

To sum up, there were several factors that led to the Moldovans’ military defeat. First, 

and most crucial, were the direct involvement of the Russian Army units in combat and the 

weakness of the Moldovan state, police, and national army. Second, the military equipment, 

weapons and manpower Moldova had at its disposal could not compete with that of the TMR. 

Third, the combat morale of Moldovans, who in contrast to the Transnistrians were left alone 

against the enemy, was shattered by the separatists’ persistent militant spirit, by the presence of 

the Russian conscripts and paramilitary, and of Ukrainian nationalists. Problems with discipline, 

subversion, and sabotage, both at the front lines and in the rear, and the indecisiveness of the 

supreme military command also contributed to the failure. In addition, the lack of trust in 

leadership, treachery, and the unwillingness of some to be part of war effort also had a negative 

impact on the morale of government forces. Lastly, political pressure and economic sanctions 

wielded by the Russian Federation and supported by Ukraine also contributed to the victory of 

the breakaway entity. 

 
The Moldovan Civil War and Wartime Diplomacy  
 
Diplomatic actions on the part of states involved in a military conflict are indispensable 

components of warfare. In the Republic of Moldova, in an attempt to arrange a truce and make 

peace, the diplomatic network was activated as soon as the civil war started. Already on 4 March 

1992, the day after President Snegur returned from New York, Igor Smirnov was invited in 

Chisinau to discuss a rapprochement. However, neither at that time nor later did these two 

leaders and numerous conciliatory commissions that followed manage to reach a consensus to 

effect a ceasefire and put an end to the fighting. In an effort to make peace Moldova proposed, 

with Romania's support, to create a free economic zone in Transnistria and grant it extensive 

autonomy.889 The leadership of the TMR, however, stood firm that their republic must be 
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recognized as an independent state with all that entailed.890 However, while politicians met and 

discussed political matters and the problems of war, combat raged on, produced more victims, 

and brought devastation to settlements near or in the epicenter of the war.  

Moldova’s critical situation in the battlefield and, linked with this, the failure of its 

negotiations with the TMR brought the issue to the fore in international relations.891 In the search 

for a workable solution to the crisis, a series of diplomatic meetings between presidents and 

foreign ministries of Moldova, Russia, Ukraine, and Romania were held during spring-summer 

1992. However, their meetings and declarations brought no positive results. During the 

quadripartite sessions the high-ranking foreign officials agreed to call a ceasefire, resolving the 

conflict by peaceful means, and respecting a policy of non-involvement.892 Other important 

commitments were made (e.g. not allowing armed men to pass through their territory; 

prohibiting transportation to the warzone of equipment, weapons, and ammunition; and 

preventing the funding of the rival forces), but these were hardly respected. Another crucial 

problem was connected to the Russian Army deployed on Moldovan soil in Transnistria, which 

was supposed to stay neutral.893     

The Republic of Moldova relied on the cooperation between these three countries to 

settle the conflict. Yet its wartime diplomacy went far beyond the limited regional format. 

Because Moldova was a member of the CIS and UN, Chisinau was determined to make use, as 

much as possible, of Moldova’s membership in these two international organizations. The 

question of war was repeatedly discussed at the meetings of the CIS, where Moldova’s 

representatives accused Russia and Ukraine of interfering in its domestic affairs and condemned 

the participation of foreign citizens in the war on the side of the separatists.894 Interestingly, 

whereas leaders in Moscow and Kyiv officially declared support for Moldova’s territorial 

integrity, neither Russia nor Ukraine stopped the influx of volunteers who arrived and fought 

against government forces.  

                                                           
890 Bomeshko, Sozdanie, 237. 
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At the same time, although Russia and Ukraine called on the leaders in Chisinau and 

Tiraspol to cease military operations and start negotiations,895 the problem was that their views 

on the future of Transnistria differed from those of right-bank Moldova and Romania. Russia 

suggested that the TMR should have a legal status that would permit it to secede should Moldova 

lose its independence.896 In turn, officials in Kyiv opted for Transnistria to become an 

autonomous republic, similar to the status of Crimea, but also with the option to secede 

eventually if Moldova united with Romania.897 Moreover, Ukraine and Russia made a common 

front with Tiraspol to force Romania out of negotiations and leave Moldova face-to-face with the 

TMR and two members of the CIS. Mircea Snegur writes that it was first of all the position of 

Leonid Kravchuk toward Romania that led to the exclusion of Romania from the negotiations in 

the summer of 1992. According to Snegur, the Ukrainian President rejected, for the reasons 

described earlier in this chapter, the participation of Ion Iliescu in negotiations while on the other 

hand fully agreed with Boris Yeltsin’s solution the latter saw for resolving Moldova’s problems 

with separatism. Moreover, according to Moldova’s first President, Ukraine’s Presidency and 

Government ignored Moldova's requests and calls for help during the war.898 

Moldova and Romania, the presidents and the foreign ministries of which held several 

meetings in the territory of both countries, saw Russian and Ukrainian “autonomist” proposals as 

threats to the territorial integrity and political unity of the Republic of Moldova. Moldovans and 

Romanians were conscious that the status Russians and Ukrainians foresaw for the breakaway 

region would endanger the country’s independence and any pro-Western integrationist policies 

adopted by Moldovan leaders. In addition, Russia’s and Ukraine’s positions on secessionism in 

eastern Moldova and the status of states-guarantors they sought to obtain allowed them to 

interfere in Moldova’s affairs when its foreign policy conflicted with their geopolitical interests.  

  Lastly, it is worth mentioning that Moldovans appealed to the United Nations and the 

United States. The Moldovan government informed them about the civil war in a timely manner 

and sought in response a more active diplomatic engagement, which nonetheless did not 

materialize. Boutros Boutros-Ghali, the Secretary General of the UN, limited himself to 

expressing great concern with regard to the bloody events and demanding a cease fire and the 
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withdrawal of military units from the war.899 Similarly, USA expressed its concerns over 

Moldova’s civil war, called for a peaceful resolution of the conflict, and requested Boris Yeltsin 

to withdraw the Russian Army, which many saw as “a destabilizing factor” in the warzone, from 

Moldova.900 Preoccupied with similar secessionist tendencies and civil and ethnic wars in the 

territory of the former Yugoslavia, the UN and USA gave a lower priority to the wars in 

Moldova and Georgia in 1992.901 Consequently, the fate of the breakaway republics and 

implicitly that of Georgia and Moldova were left in Russia’s hands.  

Two complex but indispensable questions need to be considered in the analysis of 

wartime diplomacy. First, why were truces hard to achieve, and when finally achieved, why did 

they not last? And second, how was a ceasefire obtained, peace made, and the combat stage of 

the conflict “frozen”? It should be said in respect to the first question that a combination of 

domestic and external factors obstructed the signing of a peace agreement between Moldova and 

Transnistria and made any armistices concluded purely nominal. The combat and the failure of 

the conflicting sides to come to a consensus about the political and legal status of the TMR 

reduced the successes of international diplomacy. A serious barrier for the negotiations was the 

fact that neither Chisinau nor Tiraspol, and by extension their supporters, were willing to step 

back, rein in their own ambitions, and make mutual concessions. From the regional perspective, 

Bucharest backed Chisinau diplomatically and militarily, actions unacceptable to Moscow, Kyiv, 

and Tiraspol. On the other hand, Romania’s attitude towards Moldova and Moldova's toward 

Transnistria were similar to the nationalistic sentiments Russia and Ukraine had had for 

Moldova’s territory beyond the Dniester River. Too many conflicting geopolitical interests 

converged on this piece of land, often referred to as a quasi-state “sandwiched between Moldova 

and Ukraine.” 902  

Aside from the diplomatic factor, the war over Transnistria was continuously inflamed 

by radical forces interested in maintaining geopolitical tensions and by fighters who sought to 

resume combat after truces were finally signed. On Moldova's side, there were undisciplined 

“hot boys” on the frontlines who initiated unauthorized military actions and opened fire during 

                                                           
899 “Mircea Snegur: Mesaj adresat Secretarului General al ONU,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, 20 May 1992: 1. 
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“Separatismul Transnistrean,” 450- 451. 
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Moldova, but lasted until December 1995. See Keith Crawford, East Central European Politics Today: From Chaos 
to Stability (Manchester, New York: University Press, 1996), 149-150. 
902 Caspersen, Unrecognized States, 83 
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the truces.903 Another sort of “fire,” no less dangerous and harmful to negotiations and the 

cessation of hostilities, was ignited in the Moldovan capital. The Popular Front called for war 

and encouraged fighting on the battlefield. It also worked on organizing a new Great National 

Assembly in midsummer 1992.904 This initiative may appear innocent enough, but taking into 

account the war and ineffective negotiations, it certainly was not. The Assembly planned to 

discuss Moldavia’s reunification with Romania, an idea hated by the separatists.905 At the same 

time, the participants of the “March of the Cross,” organized in Bucharest, the final destination 

of which was Chisinau, called “to consolidate the national unity, to defend the liberty and 

independence of all Romanians.”906 Moreover, besides the Popular Front, even some high-

ranking officials (e.g. Alexandru Moșanu, the Speaker of the Parliament) while abroad in Turkey 

publicly declared that “the unification [with Romania] is inevitable.”907 Without a doubt such 

developments and public statements incited the secessionists’ resistance and motivated their 

supporters to fight for Transnistria. 

Transnistrians also fueled political tensions and contributed to the failure of ceasefires. 

The armed men of the TMR attacked Moldovan government forces on the front and in the 

rear.908 Also, the measures undertaken by the separatist leaders and statements issued by the 

Russian officials who visited the TMR increased the morale of those in the trenches and the rear, 

bolstering their fighting spirit and aggressiveness. The defenders of Transnistria were called to 

defend the Motherland, as decades earlier the Soviets had been, to the accompaniment of the 

iconic song “Vstavai, strana ogromnaia!” (“Arise, the Great Country!”) – a powerful ideological 

tool used by Moscow in February 1992 to mobilize sympathizers of the collapsed USSR909 and 

years later by the separatists in Eastern Ukraine during an event they called the “parade of 

shame.”910 Moreover, local Orthodox priests blessed Transnistrian fighters before their departure 
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to the front,911 while Russian politicians like Rutskoi, Kozyrev, Makashov, and Zhirinovskii 

portrayed Russia, in speeches they delivered in Tiraspol, Bender, and Moscow, as the only 

defender of the TMR from “fascism” and “genocide.”912      

In spite of the above-described circumstances an accord was ultimately reached at the 

end of July 1992. The question is: why was it Russia that ended the Moldovan civil war and not 

Ukraine or Romania? Andrei Vartic, an active participant of the national revival, had pointed out 

back in 1993 that Russia stood behind all separatist wars in the territory of the former Soviet 

Union, appearing afterwards as a saviour and peacemaker,913 and as an agent of political 

stabilization I should add. In retrospect, considering Russia’s policy against and in the countries 

of the “near abroad,” the care Russia has for the so-called “Russian world,” and its policies 

toward separatism in Moldova, Georgia, and Ukraine, Vartic’s assertion is well founded. 

In 1992, as the war in the Republic of Moldova was raging, Pavel Grachev, then 

Russia’s Defence Minister, declared that “Transnistria [was] in fact a Russian land [and 

therefore] must be protected by all means”; a few years later, in 1995, Andrei Kozyrev, then 

Russia’s Foreign Minister, stated that “Russia will protect Russian population anywhere with the 

use of force if considered necessary.”914 These were not empty words. Then and later, Russia’s 

troops and state-sponsored volunteers backed separatists to defeat the so-called “fascists” 

everywhere, i.e. Moldovans in Transnistria, Georgians in Abkhazia and South Ossetia,915 and 

later Ukrainian forces in parts of the territory the pro-Russia secessionists claimed for their 

“Novorossiia.”  

Russia’s armed diplomacy, employed during the war along with the so-called “military 

neutrality,”916 was complemented by active political pressure on Moldova’s leadership. The 

latter simultaneously engaged in combat, dealt with diplomatic failures, and last but not least 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
the Soviet authorities made Nazi POWs walk in Moscow. See “24 avgusta v Donetske proshel antifashistskii 
miting.” Available at http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GSaktJG3l6E (accessed 27 August 2014). 
911 There is a photo in Smirnov’s book where a certain Archpriest Mikhail is shown blessing the TMR fighters 
before their departure to the front. See Smirnov, Zhit’ na nashei zemle. The photo is unpaginated. 
912 Trevor Waters, “Security Concerns in Post-Soviet Moldova,” in Graeme P. Herd et al. Security Dynamics in the 
Former Soviet Bloc (London; New York: Routledge Curzon, 2003), 138; Ursu, Râul de sânge, 71. 
913 Vartic, “De la râul de sânge,” 149. 
914 Conflictul transnistrean.Vol. I, 330; Tabassum Firdous, Central Asia, Security, and Strategic Imperatives (Delhi: 
Kalpaz Publications, 2002), 138. 
915 Special units of the TMR participated along with the Russian troops in the Abkhaz-Georgian war against “the 
Georgian-fascist army.” See Conflictul transnistrean. Vol. I, 534-535. 
916 In the view of General Lebed the “military neutrality” meant that the Russian Army would participate in the war 
on the side of separatists should Moldova commit aggression against the latter. See Epur, Bergman, Komendant ada, 
370. 
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endured an economic (gas) blockade enforced by Moscow via Kyiv and Tiraspol. In these 

circumstances, when Moldova was isolated against Russia, the acceptance of the latter as the 

sole peacemaker appeared to be the only option. Thus, on 21 July 1992, the Presidents of 

Moldova and Russia signed the ceasefire agreement in Moscow in the presence of the 

separatists’ leader Igor Smirnov.917 Known as the “Yeltsin-Snegur Convention,” the document 

that ended the civil war in the Republic of Moldova might be called a “peace treaty” only with 

qualifications. The peace that was signed had the power to “freeze” the fighting but not to fix the 

problem that had led to the outbreak of war. In fact, this Convention created political 

preconditions for preserving the status-quo of the TMR as it had been before March 1992, i.e. 

that of a quasi-state but more independent from the mainland.  

Furthermore, three particular documents issued by the secessionists during the summer 

of 1992 clarified their vision of future Transnistria. First, the Supreme Soviet in Tiraspol on 2 

June 1992 openly stated that the truce and the establishment of peace were needed only for 

confirming “the inviolability of the TMR status as a sovereign [and] independent state.”918 The 

next two documents, issued on the very same day as Yeltsin, Snegur and Smirnov met in 

Moscow, indicated the firm resolve of Transnistrians to struggle for full independence from 

Moldova. The Transnistrian delegation in Russia’s capital declared that: “the termination of the 

war must become the basis for conducting negotiations between Moldova and the TMR in order 

to realize the inalienable right of the people of Transnistria for self-determination.”919 The third 

document was issued in Tiraspol on 21 August by the Transnistrian members of the Moldovan 

Parliament. They announced their resignation from Moldova’s legislature because of 

“[Moldova’s] armed aggression against the TMR [and Moldova’s Parliament’s] failure to fulfill 

the task to elaborate [such a] political solution in regard to [Transnistria] which would have 

prevented the war.”920 Since the Convention did not specify the political future of the region, 

whose status was to be determined with the explicit involvement of Russia, it was clear that 

Moldova was falling into a geopolitical trap currently known as the “frozen conflict” over 

Transnistria. The only gains Moldova obtained from the signed political document with Russia 
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were the termination of the war and the possibility to try settling the conflict under peacetime 

conditions.  

Chisinau’s struggle against separatism went beyond what one might call “traditional 

diplomacy,” which includes formal meetings and legal protocols. Moldovan diplomacy relied on 

other forms of international relations when previous attempts to stop the war failed. There is one 

interesting detail shared by the former Moldovan President Snegur about how combat was 

stopped and peace arrangements made:921    

 
I was very distressed by the conflict [with Transnistria]. My nerves were reaching the 
limit [...]. Then one day, B. I. Birnstein, a well-known investor in Moldova, came to see 
me [...]. During the conversation, he apparently felt that my morale was down. He asked 
me how things were going. I [...] frankly admitted that everything was very bad, that it 
was unbearable for to me hear about new victims [of the war] every day, [that] the 
situation was deadlocked....  And then he offered to mediate the conflict resolution. In 
his opinion, in Russia there was only one person who could step in and force the 
separatists to put down their weapons. This man was A. Rutskoi, vice-President of 
Russia, with whom Birnstein had a friendly relationship. [...] I agreed, and he flew on 
his plane to Moscow. The next day, A. Rutskoi and B. Barannikov, the head of Russia's 
security services, arrived in Kishinev with Birnstein on the same plane [...]. And we 
agreed with each other. It was a political decision. They highlighted the fact that they 
had the experience needed “to freeze the conflict.”922 [...] Then they flew to Tiraspol, 
[and] as far as I know, made their position very clear, rigidly saying: “That’s enough. 
We begin to reconcile the parties. Cease fire!” [...] A few days later, the project of the 
Convention was drafted and coordinated [...], the signing of which was scheduled for 21 
July 1992.  
 

This example reveals how sometimes in regional politics the personal input of a particular 

individual and the use of what Hamilton and Langhorne defined as “unorthodox diplomacy” can 

produce sudden, but desirable results in response to the ineffective wartime negotiations as was 

the case with regard to Moldova.923 What Snegur admitted throws a different light on how the 
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civil war in the Republic of Moldova ended, the military conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol 

was “frozen,” and a strange peace between Moldova and Russia was concluded.  

The analysis of wartime events, which occurred either in the frontlines and in the rear or 

in the couloirs of formal and informal diplomacy, reveals important details often missed in 

official narratives and scholarship. These details can help us better understand the phenomenon 

of political secessionism and the role wartime diplomacy can play when combat operations are 

ongoing. Russia’s diplomatic involvement in the Moldovan civil war shows how the USSR’s 

main successor state imposed itself on and orchestrated currently unsolved internationalized 

domestic problems in the territory of the former Soviet Union. The existing unsolved conflicts in 

Moldova and Georgia and the emerging ones in Ukraine are pieces of the same scenario – the 

gradual return of Russian power to world politics: the re-establishment of the Kremlin’s 

authority over the “near abroad” by the means of pro-Russia separatism is a first step toward 

achieving this geopolitical goal. 

 
3.5. Conclusion 
 
This chapter discussed the 1992 civil war in the Republic of Moldova. The war resulted from a 

three-year political confrontation between supporters of the national revival movement and the 

pro-Soviet (later pro-Russia) population from the eastern districts of the country. My findings 

indicate that the independentist course that the central government in Chisinau and separatist 

leaders in Tiraspol pursued in response was the main factor that shattered internal stability, led to 

warfare, and ended with the fragmentation of the country. Physical violence in Moldova’s 

bicultural (Soviet and national), bilingual (Russian and Romanian), and polarized (pro-Soviet 

and pan-Romanian) society created the political and legislature preconditions that led to the 

outbreak of war. Moldovan domestic problems and the gradual slide toward irregular war 

generated the so-called “frozen conflict” in this country and served as an impetus to pro-Russian 

separatism in the whole region 

As shown in this chapter, particular preconditions and symptoms were indicative of 

conflict escalation. The adversaries’ political intransigence, Transnistria’s legal nihilism, the rise 

of violence, and sporadic armed altercations between the government’s law enforcers and the 

separatist paramilitary had existed prior to the outbreak of full-scale armed conflict. Geopolitical 

declarations and bills issued in Tiraspol justified and legalized the creation of the TMR, but at 
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the same time delegitimized the authority of the country’s leadership and legislation. The new 

acts empowered the self-proclaimed government to defend the secessionist entity diplomatically 

and militarily. Domestic policies implemented by the Transnistrian leadership enhanced the 

establishment, sustainability, and protection of a quasi-state in the eastern districts of the 

Republic of Moldova. The decisive measures taken by Tiraspol against Chisinau strengthened 

the political authority of Igor Smirnov and his associates and underscored the Moldovan 

government’s inability to cope with the challenges of secessionism.  

The language legislation and the anti-Soviet trajectory adopted by the nationalistic 

leadership in Chisinau in 1989-1991 induced the Russian-speakers in Transnistria, both from the 

elite and ordinary people, to shift from protests and strikes to open confrontation and civil 

disobedience against the central government. In response, the latter made use of various legal 

mechanisms aimed to impede the spread of separatism and oppose the Transnistrians’ tactics of 

political and legal nonconformity. Before the war broke out, peaceful dialogue with the 

population and leaders in the rebel region, as well as the attempts to settle the conflict with the 

separatists via the high-ranking Soviet leadership, proved futile. Neither Moscow nor Tiraspol 

accepted the position Chisinau adopted concerning the new Soviet treaty, i.e. its refusal to sign it, 

and its vision about the political status the breakaway region was to be granted, i.e. a limited 

regional autonomy. The unsuccessful counter-mobilization of anti-secessionist forces, the 

ineffective nullification of political acts passed by Transnistria’s legislature, and the enforcement 

of radical measures strengthened the will and determination of the separatists not only to oppose 

the central government politically, but also to defend the TMR militarily. The imagined, yet well 

manipulated “Romanian factor,” constructed both in Chisinau and Tiraspol, was one of the most 

significant geopolitical issues that prevented the government from being able to appease the 

centrifugal elements in Transnistria. 

The territorial expansion of physical violence was an outcome of the Romanian 

speakers’ national movement and the resistance of the Russophone and pro-Soviet (pro-Russia) 

population. Ethnic and cultural background, along with political preferences of the elite and the 

masses, generated public aggressivity, produced hatred, and led to mutual intolerance between 

those who shared conflicting values, i.e. Soviet and anti-Soviet. Collective hostility and 

construction of the domestic “other” made the pre-war violence an additional, yet crucial factor 

that transformed an internal ethno-political conflict into a regionalized military confrontation. 
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The growing geopolitical divergence in the country polarized to the extreme the entire society. It 

divided the society into two rival camps, provoked several fatal street incidents between 

Romanian and Russian speakers, and led to deadly clashes between the Moldovan police and the 

separatist paramilitary. Moldova’s failed attempts to prevent the illegal seizure of state 

institutions and to enforce the law, as well as the efforts the Transnistrians made to safeguard 

their polity, turned sporadic skirmishes and repeated confrontations between the two sides into 

civil war in 1992. 

Moldova’s domestic war was a complex event, in which ethnicity, political antagonism, 

and the involvement of foreign fighters and countries played decisive roles. The warfare was not 

based on an escalated, purely ethnic conflict; it was rather a war of elites and peoples with 

incompatible geopolitical vectors and political values. The armed men of the state (police, 

militia, intelligence, and army) fought due to their professional obligations and patriotic 

sentiments toward the polity they considered their sole motherland. The patriotically minded 

local civilian volunteers and non-governmental paramilitary responded to the officials’ call to 

arms, willing to fight the enemy and avenge the victims of the war. In addition to duty and 

patriotism, fear and anxiety led civilians, particularly those who lived in the war zone, to join the 

rank and file of the rival camps. State-sponsored propaganda, with the constructed images of the 

domestic “other” (e.g., “Smirnovian criminals and separatists” vs. “Moldovan nationalists, 

aggressors, and fascists”) and of the alien “them” (e.g., “Romanian fascists” vs. “[Russian] 

invaders” and “Ukrainian Banderites”), increased the collective motivation and direct 

involvement in the war of Moldovan citizens, irrespective of their place of residence or the side 

they fought for.   

Both phobias, ethnic (anti-Romanian and anti-Russian) and political (anti-Western and 

anti-Soviet/Russian), convinced foreigners to take part in the Moldovan civil war. The defenders 

of Transnistria were more determined than their Moldovan opponents. Ethno-cultural ties played 

a bigger role in their motivations, especially those from Russia and Ukraine who came to support 

their Slavic brothers. Therefore, the disputed land of “Pridnestrov’e” for Russians, of 

“Pridnistrov’ia” for Ukrainians, and of “Transnistria” for Romanians was valued and perceived 

differently by the citizens of these respective countries. Transnistria, viewed as a constituent part 

of an imagined Russian and Ukrainian nationhood, attracted both Russia’s and Ukraine’s 

nationalists to fight for what they considered a just cause. For the citizens of Romania, the 
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territory of the TMR, except for the city of Tighina-Bender, seemed to be an alien land not worth 

dying for, especially at a time when Romania’s economy was shattered, its political system was 

unstable, and the government had a cautious position toward the war in the Republic of 

Moldova. Nonetheless, the small number of foreign citizens who stood against separatism side 

by side with Moldovans suggests a certain degree of sympathy, compassion, and understanding 

of the nature of the problems post-Communist Moldova was facing. 

The development of Moldova’s civil war was influenced by the involvement of three 

neighboring countries. The way in which Romania, Russia, and Ukraine backed one or another 

side of this internal conflict depended on their regional authority, national interest, and military 

might. This chapter demonstrated that Ukraine was the only foreign agent that provided military 

support neither to the central government in Chisinau nor to the separatist leaders in Tiraspol. On 

the other hand, Kyiv’s politics of non-involvement and border protection proved ineffective due 

to the weakness of the re-emerged Ukrainian independent state and Russia’s interests in Ukraine.  

Nonetheless, in spite of the declarations and measures taken by the Ukrainian government, 

Ukraine failed to prevent its own citizens from participating in the Moldovan civil war. 

Moreover, it was not able to impede Russian paramilitary and army units fighting against 

Moldova from passing through its national territory before and during the war.  

Romania and Russia violated their commitment of non-interference and therefore directly 

helped Moldova and Transnistria, respectively. Yet, there is a difference between the ways in 

which these two most interested third parties participated in the war. Russia, in addition to 

political support, used its regular troops to attack Moldovans before and during the so-called 

“military neutrality” of the 14th Army. It defended the TMR and Transnistrians in the battlefield 

and provided them with equipment, weapons, ammunitions and military personnel. Also, 

Moscow did not obstruct and took no responsibility for the thousands of Russian citizens who 

left their own country in order to participate in the Transnistrian war. Romania, in turn, avoided 

any direct military involvement in the combat actions, but helped Chisinau by sending military 

consultants and by supplying Moldova with weaponry and ammunition before and during the 

war. The small number of Romanian civilians who joined Moldovans at war indicates that 

Romania’s leadership was cautious and politically not interested in the war.  

Military, geopolitical, and diplomatic factors conditioned the failure of the Moldovan 

government to defend the territorial and political unity of the country. Russia’s involvement in 
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combat, strategic superiority, political pressure, and economic sanctions against Chisinau 

determined the winners in the war over Transnistria. The lack of trust in the leadership, treachery 

in the government, problems with military discipline at the front, and the inability of the supreme 

command to manage the war all significantly reduced Moldova’s chances to restore the 

Constitutional order and authority of the state on the territory claimed by the TMR. Thus, the 

civil war in the Republic of Moldova represented a successful coup d’état performed by 

separatists on state territory with the support of the local population and with military assistance 

from a foreign army and paramilitary volunteers. The secessionists accomplished the violent 

overthrow of the central government in Transnistria thanks to the involvement of Russia.  

Overall, this chapter suggests that the government’s inability to make concessions to a 

well-organized segment of a rebellious population and elite led to the escalation of the military 

conflict. Factors such as the intransigent position of the separatist leadership, forcible seizure of 

state institutions, and the persecution of the anti-secessionists transformed the political 

confrontation into a civil war, in which the Russian Federation played a key role. Furthermore, 

Russia’s wartime diplomacy in post-Soviet Moldova showed how it manipulated the emergence 

of an unresolved internationalized domestic conflict on Moldovan soil.  

The response of the international community to Moldova’s struggle with secessionism 

demonstrates that in the early 1990s the problems inflicted by pro-Russian separatism on the 

newly independent countries were left to the discretion of the Kremlin. The way in which the 

civil war in the Republic of Moldova ended gave an advantage to Russia in post-war negotiations 

with other regional (Romania and Ukraine) and international (UN, USA, EU) actors. The 

protracted conflicts in Moldova and Georgia, which can be considered as training grounds for the 

conflicts developing later in Ukraine (i.e. Crimea and Donbas), are pieces of the same scenario – 

the gradual, yet persistent return of Russia as a major force in international politics. Moscow’s 

actions aimed at re-establishing its authority over the “near abroad” by supporting pro-Russia 

separatism seem to have been the first steps of the new Russian elite toward achieving this 

geopolitical goal.  
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                                                         Chapter IV 

SEPARATISM IN POST-WAR MOLDOVA: INTERNATIONAL ASPECTS (1993-2013) 

 

Chapter 4 discusses the evolution of the negotiation process, which was influenced by the 

interests of the local governments and by the conflicting approaches that foreign actors adopted 

both toward Moldova’s political orientation and Transnistria’s legal status. It centers on major 

diplomatic developments after the civil war ended. Additionally, it focuses on the key documents 

of the conflict resolution and brings to light international experts’ assessments and public 

opinion about the separatist movement, its impact on negotiations and geopolitical perspectives 

in the Republic of Moldova.  

    The chapter suggests that Russia was the key player in orchestrating the negotiation 

process and impeding the diplomatic resolution of the Transnistrian question. I argue that no 

foreign party involved in the conflict settlement put forth a mutually acceptable action plan that 

would ultimately lead to the reintegration of the country. This dilemma stalled the negotiations 

and brought the attempts to solve the dispute over the TMR to a complete failure in the two 

decades after the warfare on the banks of the Dniester River. This chapter demonstrates that the 

complexity of the Transnistria conflict in Moldova has generated contradictory opinions about 

the essence of the Transnistria problem and about the prospects for nation-building on the 

territory of this former Soviet borderland. Overall, the chapter reveals different contrasting 

prospects for the country, in general, and for Transnistria, in particular, as envisioned by the 

interviewed stakeholders.  

   The chapter is divided into five sections. The first section examines the legacy of the 

1992 civil war for the mainland and for the breakaway region, as well as its immediate impact 

for the forthcoming negotiations. The second section discusses the process of negotiations and 

the foreign diplomacies involved. The focus of the third section is on domestic and regional 

factors, which obstructed the reconciliation and made resolution of the problem questionable. 

Section four elaborates on external proposals for settling the Transnistrian crisis, which were put 

forth by policymakers in Europe, Russia, and Ukraine, and also elucidates reasons for their 

ineffectiveness. The last section analyzes the opinions of the foreigners about separatism in the 

eastern districts of the Republic of Moldova. It also describes their perspectives regarding what 

the international actors did and what they should do to solve the problem.  
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      The chapter indicates that the prolonged and ineffective talks gradually transformed the 

conflict in the Republic of Moldova into an internationally unsettled issue. It suggests that the 

resolution of the Transnistria problem depends to a great extent on the motivation of the foreign 

mediators and observers, who could not achieve a mutually acceptable consensus on this matter. 

In addition, a consensus could not be reached because Chisinau and Tiraspol followed opposite 

foreign vectors, employed contradictory strategies to address the political confrontation, and 

were not willing to meet each other’s demands. Furthermore, the chapter points out that, apart 

from the international factors, domestic developments considerably impeded negotiations and 

made building confidence impossible. Lastly, it demonstrates that the use of the term “frozen 

conflict” in the case of Transnistria is inappropriate, that the efforts made by the mediators were 

ineffective, and that the resolution of the problem is highly unlikely any time soon unless there is 

decisive interference from the West (the USA and the EU) and from the East (Russia) or a close 

collaboration and mutual understsnding between leaders in Chisinau and Tiraspol. 

 
4.1. THE IMPACT AND GEOPOLITICAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE WAR 

 
Political and military developments during the Moldovan civil war, but particularly the way the 

warfare ended, had various consequences for the country and neighbors. Neither the bloody 

combat, which caused death, refugees, and destruction, nor the ceasefire signed by Moldova and 

Russia settled the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol.924 They rather had “frozen” its 

military stage. Although Moldova’s sovereignty over its national territory has been recognized 

worldwide, the reality that followed after 1992 and persists up to the present was different. The 

central government de facto had no authority over the lands seized by the TMR, while both 

Tiraspol and Chisinau were unwilling to make any concessions to each other.925 The support the 

Kremlin provided to Transnistrians during the war strengthened their quasi-state and made 

possible further development and nation-construction in the breakaway region. After Mircea 

Snegur and Boris Yeltsin met in Moscow, Grigore Mărăcuță, the Speaker of the Supreme Soviet 

of the TMR, came up with a very clear statement of the real intentions Tiraspol had towards 

                                                           
924 There were some 1000 casualties, 51,000 internal displaced persons and about 80,000 refugees. See George 
Dura, “The EU and Moldova’s Third Sector: Partners in Solving the Transnistrian Conflict?,” in Nathalie Tocci 
(ed.) The European Union, Civil Society and Conflict (New York: Routledge, 2011), 76. 
925 A. M. Kruglashov, Constantine Tkachyov, “European Union and Transnistrian Conflict: Any Solutions in Sight,” 
Geopolitica. Revistă de Geografie Politicaă, Geopilitica și Geostrategie. Anul XII, no. 57 (March 2014): 147. 
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what emerged from the Moldavian SSR. Thus, Mărăcuță, himself an ethnic left-bank Romanian-

speaking Moldovan, stated that  

   
The decisions taken in Moscow [on 21 July 1992] will have no effect [on us] as the 
decisions taken at the meeting in Istanbul [on 25 June 1992] had no effect.926 We 
will follow the path that we chose two years ago [i.e. independence]. Today [after 
Moldova lost the war], we are stronger than ever, [as we have] our [own] armed 
forces and enjoy the support of the large segments of the population [and 
politicians] in Russia and Ukraine.927  

 
In other words, the newly accepted member of the UN, i.e. the Republic of Moldova, preserved 

its political unity and territorial integrity only on paper. The Constitutional order and Moldovan 

laws were in effect neither in Transnistria nor in Gagauzia. However, it was the TMR that 

obstructed national reconciliation and challenged state-building in a country sandwiched 

between the expanding eastward EU/NATO and Russia’s so-called “near abroad.”928 

Of all the foreign actors involved in the Moldovan civil war, either via diplomacy, 

domestic policies, or through an officially denied military intervention, Russia benefited most 

from its termination. Speaking of Russia’s rationale for Transnistria and by extension for 

Abkhazia and South Ossetia, one should consider the significance of post-Soviet Moldova and 

Georgia for Moscow after the fall of the Iron Curtain and the USSR’s downfall. However, 

whereas the Communist leadership sought the creation of breakaway republics within the still 

integral USSR as a legitimate tool for hindering the territorial fragmentation of the Soviet 

Motherland, after 1991 the new Kremlin’s politicians adjusted the existing quasi-states to 

their political agenda to restore the country’s lost regional prominence and international 

authority. 

 Furthermore, given the pro-Western tendencies of Romania and political 

rapprochement between Bucharest and Chisinau, the Transnistrian war helped Moscow to 

keep Moldova in Russia’s sphere of influence and made it a weak and sensitive subject 

neighboring the EU’s borders. Indeed, the Snegur-Yeltsin truce stopped the war but, with the 
                                                           

926 This was a meeting of the presidents of Russia, Ukraine, Romania, and Moldova. Among other 
recommendations, the adopted communiqué called for ceasing hostilities, proceeding to the disengagement of 
opposing units, and creating security zones. See Ambassador Paraschiva Bădescu, “The Conflict in 
Transnistria/Moldova after 20 Years,” Journal of European Studies and International Relations, Vol. III.  Issue 1 
(Bucharest, 2012): 33. 
927 Ursu, Râul de sânge, 141; Also RIA, “Bor’ba za nezavisimost’ ne okonchena,” Nezavisimaia Moldova, 25 July 
1992: 1. 
928 Gagauzia was granted large economic, cultural, and territorial-administrative autonomy in 1994. See, Angeli, 
Gagauzkaia avtonomiia, 175-179. 
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help of the 14th Army along with Russian and Ukrainian volunteers, the Kremlin swept away the 

legitimate Moldovan authorities and military from the territories controlled by the TMR and 

preserved its own positions in the upcoming conflict-border-zone between Russia and the West. 

From its self-assumed role as guarantor of peace and stability, Moscow became after the war a 

guardian and supporter of separatism and a force ready to monitor, supervise, and interfere in 

Moldova’s domestic affairs.         

The war with separatists and Russia’s influence and military presence in the region 

shattered the illusions of those pan- and pro-Romanian forces that hoped for a scenario similar to 

that of re-united Germany in the case of Romania and Moldova. The latter, being cut off from its 

eastern territories, expected that Moscow, Kyiv, and the West would help it to settle the problem. 

The officials in Chisinau hoped to have Romania rejoin the negotiations but this perspective was 

unrealistic; Romania had no further direct involvement in the peaceful resolution of the 

Transnistrian conflict. Neither Moscow nor Tiraspol nor Kyiv agreed with keeping Moldova’s 

only ally as a participant in the negotiations or at least as a participant in the Joint Control 

Commission.929 The reluctance of Transnistrian leaders to meet Romanian diplomats at the 

negotiations table corresponded with the national interests of Russia and Ukraine.   

Ukraine, upon the conclusion of the civil war in Moldova, gained geopolitically. The 

undesired prospect that Moldova might reunite with Romania seemed to disappear (at least for a 

while), although there were voices in both countries that questioned whether Northern Bukovina 

and parts of Bessarabia should belong to the Ukrainian state. Thus, challenged by the Crimean 

and Black Sea Fleet problems,930 Ukraine became not only a state-guarantor and mediator in the 

Transnistrian affair but could also officially keep its eyes on Tiraspol, Chisinau, and to some 

extent Bucharest. Although the emergence of the TMR was little welcomed, it was better to have 

this anti-Romanian-oriented region as a “quiet” neighbor rather than a potential enemy situated 

near the Russified city of Odesa. This attitude was also due to the similarity of interests which 

Russia and Ukraine had in the Republic of Moldova and concerns they shared that Bucharest 

would always side with Chisinau.   

                                                           
929 The Joint Control Commission (JCC) was set up after the war. The JCC is a trilateral (Russia-Moldova-
Transnistria) peacekeeping institution that functions in the so-called “buffer zone” – a demarcation line that 
separates Moldova and the TMR. See Edward Ozhiganov, “The Republic of Moldova: Transdniester and the 14th 
Army,” in A. G. Arbatov et al., Managing Conflict in the Former Soviet Union: Russian and American Perspectives 
(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1997), 192. 
930 Roman Solchanyk, Ukraine and Russia: The Post-Soviet Transition (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield 
Publishers, 2001), 172-173, 190-191. 
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Thus, the end of the civil war in the Republic of Moldova opened a new stage of the 

conflict, impacted the negotiations that followed, and further facilitated the construction of the 

Transnistrian state. The floor was opened for diplomatic challenges and debates over 

Transnistria’s status and Moldova’s fragmented statehood. Besides the existing regional actors, 

i.e. Ukraine and Russia, the talks involved new international players, i.e. the OSCE, the EU, and 

US. However, the parties involved in negotiations construed separatism in the Republic of 

Moldova differently, produced unsuitable reconciliation plans and generated alongside with 

Chisinau and Tiraspol stalled and failed negotiations. 

 
4.2 THE TRANSNISTRIAN DIPLOMATIC DEADLOCK 

 

This section focuses on post-war diplomacy and discusses the negotiation process. It looks 

closely at international attempts to resolve the Transnistria problem and reveals that the nature of 

the conflict and conflicting approaches toward its resolution impeded mediators and the 

opposing sides from reaching a workable consensus. It suggests the correctness of the conclusion 

Christer Jönsson made about a new phenomenon in modern diplomacy – “unfinished business,” 

i.e. unresolved international problems and protracted conflicts. Yet, although Jönsson’s 

statement should not be perceived as exhaustive, there are grounds to agree with him that “the 

most common reason why rounds of international negotiations fail to produce successful 

outcomes is probably the lack of common interests among the negotiating parties,”931 both 

domestic and international.    

 
Preconditions to the Failure of Negotiations  
 
After the Moldovan-Russian truce agreement, the sides involved earlier in combat and wartime 

diplomacy pursued further negotiations. However, two decades of international dialogue, from 

which Romania was excluded but other foreign actors included, i.e. the OSCE, EU, and US, 

proved futile. Despite negotiations and attempts to convince Chisinau and Tiraspol to present 

acceptable concessions, the TMR preserved the status quo it achieved and strengthened its pro-

Russian nationhood. In turn, right-bank Moldova was stuck with an unsettled situation, often 

                                                           
931 Christer Jönsson, “Psychological Causes of Incomplete Negotiations,” in Guy Olivier Faure, Franz Cede (eds.), 
Unfinished Business: Why International Negotiations Fail (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 2012), 184. 
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called a “frozen conflict,” besides other political and economic challenges that affected stability 

at home and influenced its foreign orientation.  

Chisinau was confronted with the geopolitical task of solving two major problems after 

the war. The first was to find a suitable solution to the Transnistria problem that would 

accommodate national interests, while being acceptable to foreign interests in the region. Thus, 

in the view of Moldova’s leadership, the breakaway entity was to be granted a status that would 

not affect Moldova's integrity, would not threaten its geopolitical choices, and lastly, would 

neutralize Russia’s and Ukraine’s concerns in respect to the TMR. This assignment was very 

difficult because it was connected directly with the second problem for the politicians and 

diplomats in Moldova: they needed Russia to withdraw ammunition and weapons as well as its 

military forces from the territory controlled by the Transnistrians. It was believed that national 

reconciliation, peace-building, and reintegration would only be possible after achieving these 

strategic goals. 

Despite the fact that the position of the Russians and Transnistrians did not correspond 

to that of the Moldovans, the start of the negotiations in fall 1992 was promising. Moldovans 

hoped that with the mediation of Moscow both issues would be settled on reasonable terms and 

conditions. President Yeltsin saw himself as the only arbiter entitled to construct and manage the 

dialogue between Mircea Snegur and Igor Smirnov, and Russia seemed inclined to withdraw the 

14th Army and stocked weaponry from Moldova’s territory.932 Optimism also came from 

Ukraine's agreement to offer the country’s territory as a transit corridor for the 14th Army to 

move away from proximity to Odesa,933 where many were sympathetic to Russia, and separatist 

Crimea, but expected, as did Bucharest, to be accepted at the negotiations table as a mediator 

equal to Russia.934 On the other hand, these positive perspectives looked promising only in 

theory. Moscow and Kyiv, as proved by their wartime diplomacy, had similar views on the 

political status of the TMR.935 It was seen as part of the Republic of Moldova but with the right 

to secede from the mainland should Moldova lose its independence. This approach was neither 

acceptable to Tiraspol, nor welcome in Chisinau. The former wished to become independent; the 

                                                           
932 Michael O. Slobodchikoff, Building Hegemonic Order Russia’s Way: Order, Stability, and Predictability in the 
Post-Soviet Space (Lanham: Lexington Books, 2014), 23; Cojocaru, “Separatismul Transnistrean,” 463. 
933 This ofer was reconfirmed in 2003. Conflictul transnistrean. Vol. III, 124-129. 
934 Cojocaru, “Separatismul Transnistrean,” 463. 
935 I discussed the wartime diplomacy in Chapter III. 
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latter envisioned the region reintegrated as a territorial unit granted a large degree of economic 

and cultural autonomy.  

Another serious problem with many unknown geopolitical variables was getting Moscow 

to displace the 14th Army to Russian territory. Interestingly, previously classified and recently 

available sources indicate that the Kremlin was not interested in taking its military out of 

Transnistria neither back in the 1990s nor later. In September 1992 Pavel Grachev (then Russia’s 

Defence Minister) wrote General Alexandr Lebed that “the army is stationed and will be 

stationed [in the TMR] as long as it will be necessary in the interests of Russia.”936 One year 

later, Russia’s Ministry of the Foreign Affairs used economic blackmail against the Moldovans. 

In November 1993 Moldova’s envoys in Moscow were warned that should Chisinau insist on 

including in the agenda of the UN General Assembly the resolution about the withdrawal of 

foreign units from its territory, then the Russian Federation, in response, will enforce economic 

sanctions against it.937 Blackmail and the imposition of sanctions became part of the Kremlin’s 

foreign strategy against CIS countries. If the domestic policies or foreign relations of the Baltic 

States, Georgia, Ukraine, Moldova, or even Belarus angered Moscow, then their wine, dairy, or 

other goods would be instantly declared of low quality, harmful to consumers, and banned from 

Russia’s markets.938           

A few more aspects need to be highlighted regarding Russia’s military presence in this 

post-Soviet republic. It is a presence which in the view of Moldovans, the OSCE, the EU, and 

the USA was and is a serious impediment for the building trust and solving problems. First, 

Russians skilfully linked the matter of relocation of their military from Moldova with the 

resolution of the conflict and the type of legal status the TMR was to be given. Thus, starting in 

1994, when this idea was officially expressed for the first time, and continuing in 1999 when it 

was reconfirmed, Moscow constantly spoke about “synchronizing” the retreat of its troops with 

the final settlement of the Transnistria problem.939 Furthermore, in 1995 the Kremlin reorganized 

and renamed that army, making from it an unofficial military base in this corner of Europe.940 

                                                           
936 Conflictul transnistrean. Vol. I, 449. 
937 Ibid., 568. 
938 T. J. “Why Has Russia Banned Moldovan Wine?” The Economist, 25 November 2013. Available at 
http://www.economist.com/blogs/economist-explains/2013/11/economist-explains-18 (accessed 7 February 2015). 
939 Conflictul transnistrean. Vol. II, 52; Cojocaru, “Separatismul Transnistrean,” 473. 
940 The new name was the “Operational Group of the Russian Federation Forces” or “OGRFF.” For the sake of 
continuity and clarity, I use the term “14th Russian Army” instead throughout the entire work. See Hill Russia, the 
Near Abroad, and the West, 57. 

http://www.economist.com/blogs/economist-explains/2013/11/economist-explains-18
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    One year later (fall 1996), the Russian Parliament (Duma) passed a resolution in which 

Transnistria was called a region of Russia’s special geostrategic interests and proposed keeping 

the military forces there permanently.941 Deployed on foreign soil under the umbrella of an 

alleged peacekeeping operation without an international mandate, the 14th Army plays a dual role 

in the proximity of the EU/NATO borders with Russia’s “near abroad.”942 It reminds the world 

about Moscow’s vital interest and presence in the region, intimidates Chisinau, and represents a 

threat to Moldova’s national security. Moreover, by the means of this army Russia monitors and 

challenges the expansion of the West toward the Kremlin’s spheres of geostrategic concern in 

the region, especially Ukraine. In other words, as Dov Lynch has pointed out, Russia uses its 

self-assumed peacekeeping role in Moldova and Georgia (and one may expect in Ukraine’s 

Donbas as well) for retaining its influence in and control over post-Soviet states.943 On the other 

hand, this army portrays Russia as a protector of Transnistrians and, in the larger context, of 

Russian-speaking minorities within the “near abroad” and also controls the former Soviet 

military supplies that had been stocked in Moldova’s territory seized by separatists in 1991.    

The second problem related to Russia’s presence in Moldova and another great concern 

for Chisinau and the West was the “largest Soviet-era weapons cache in Europe” located in the 

territory of the TMR.944 Moscow refused to withdraw its forces and the remaining munitions by 

2002 according to commitments it undertook at the OSCE summit in Istanbul in 1999.945 In 1990 

were about 50,000 tonnes of armament and ammunition in 2.600 wagons at military stockpiles in 

the village of Kolbasna;946 by 2001 there were 42.000 tonnes left at this site; some weapons were 

withdrawn under the supervision of the OSCE, some sold by Transnistrians and by the post-

Lebed 14th Army Commandment, while others were destroyed.947 Yet, any attempts made to 

                                                           
941 Solchanyk, Ukraine and Russia, 84. 
942 Moscow does not trust Europe and rejects any joint peacekeeping missions in the Republic of Moldova. See 
Tsygankov, Russia’s Foreign Policy, 142. 
943 Dov Lynch, Engaging Eurasia’s Separatist States: Unresolved Conflicts and De Facto States (Washington, D.C.: 
United States Institute of Peace Press, 2004), 7. 
944 Adam Levy, “The European Union Border Assistance Mission and the Remote Control Border: Managing 
Moldova,” in Luiza Bialasiewicz (ed.) Europe in the World: EU Geopolitics and the Making of European Space 
(Farnham, Surrey, England; Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2011), 153. 
945 Conflictul transnistrean. Vol. II, 413-414, 453-454. Also Ian Jeffries, The Countries of the Former Soviet Union 
at the Turn of the Twenty-First Century: The Baltic and European States in Transition (London; New York: 
Routledge, 2004), 31. 
946 Gribincea, The Russian Policy on Military Bases, 149.  The weaponry included shells, machine-guns, rifles, 
rifles, grenades, and missiles. 
947 Hill, Russia, The Near Abroad and The West, 57; Epur, Bergman, Komendant ada, 409-410. 
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force Russia to leave Moldova before the Istanbul OSCE summit or after it,948 and even at the 

time when these lines were written, have brought no results – Russia’s military continued to 

carry out the duties Moscow assigned to them ad libitum in 1992.949  

Russia’s strategy towards the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol gives every 

indication about a geopolitical set up for long, sometimes sporadic, but in essence ineffective 

talks on Transnistria, on the status of its military and stocked weaponry in Moldova. Moscow, 

which had signed the ceasefire agreement, bypassing Kyiv and Bucharest, made the wartime 

quadripartite negotiations format ineffective, short-lived and with no future. In the result, without 

challengers, Russia imposed itself as a dominant factor in Moldova’s domestic problem as the 

only decisive party in the conflict resolution process. By maintaining such a standpoint the 

Kremlin isolated the Republic of Moldova from the interference of other international actors.  

 
Post-War Diplomacy and Stalling of Negotiations 

 
During the two decades after the conflict a significant number of meetings were held with the 

participation of high-ranking leaders, government officials, diplomats, and international experts. 

Various international groups and commissions worked to settle the dispute over Transnistria 

besides the projects which the mediators proposed for the conflict resolution.950 For more than a 

decade (1993-2005) the only third parties engaged directly in and mediating the dialogue 

between the Moldovans and Transnistrians were Russia, Ukraine, and the OSCE.951 The EU and 

USA monitored this process as non-involved actors and looked to become at least formal 

observers in the negotiations. Moldova’s presidents repeatedly met with Igor Smirnov, discussed 

scenarios how to solve the conflict, signed numerous documents, and made public political 

declarations meant to renegotiate or break the negotiations’ impasse. However, neither the 

“Primakov Memorandum” signed in Moscow by Petru Lucinschi and Igor Smirnov on 8 May 

                                                           
948 Thus, after Russia invaded Georgia in August 2008, NATO’s Plenary Assembly voted “Resolution nr. 371 on the 
Future of NATO-Russia Relations.” This document demanded Moscow to refrain “from the threat or use of force 
[in] its relations with former Soviet republics, to respect commitments [...] taken at the Istanbul OSCE [...] and [...] 
to withdraw its illegal military presence from the Transnistrian region of Moldova in the nearest future.” NATO 
Parliamentary Assembly. Available at http://www.nato-pa.int/Default.asp?SHORTCUT=1652 (accessed 7 
December 2014). 
949 “[Natalia] Gherman la OSCE: Pledăm pentru retragerea forţelor militare ale Rusiei de pe teritoriul ţării” (Video). 
Available at http://uni.md/nfow (accessed 7 December 2014). 
950 I discuss four major reconciliation projects later in this chapter. 
951 The OSCE became part of the negotiations in 1993; Ukraine reappeared at the negotiations table in 1995. Anatol 
Țăranu, “Iz istorii uchastiia Rossii v vozniknovenii i uregulirovanii konflikta v vostochnykh raionakh Respubliki 
Moldova (1991-2001),” Revista de Istorie a Moldovei, no. 2 (82) (Chisinau, 2010): 78. 

http://www.nato-pa.int/Default.asp?SHORTCUT=1652
http://uni.md/nfow
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1997, according to which Chisinau and Tiraspol had undertaken to build “a common state,” nor 

the talks in Kyiv on 16 July 1998, when the Declaration on normalization of relations was 

adopted, resulted in the reconciliation of the rival parties.952 Furthermore, even the “Kozak 

Memorandum,” scheduled to be signed in Chisinau in the presence of Vladimir Putin himself on 

25 November 2003, according to which the Republic of Moldova was to become a federative 

polity, ended up a total diplomatic failure.953  

The year 2005 opened a new page in the international debates on the Transnistria 

problem. First was the Ukrainian factor that attempted to influence the negotiations and solve the 

matter; second was the entrance of the EU and USA into an extended format of negotiations (i.e. 

from 3+2 to 5+2).954 Ukraine, which at that time emerged from the Orange Revolution as a more 

pro-Western state, offered what it considered to be a suitable proposal for the conflict resolution. 

The “Iushchenko Plan” was indeed an interesting reconciliation project. It contained the formula 

of a gradual resolution of the problems related to the Transnistria conflict and put forward a set 

of proposals in this respect. However, although Moldovans used it for elaborating their own 

organic law on the separatist region,955 the Iushchenko initiative did not deeply impress Russia 

and the TMR because “Moscow [and Tiraspol] ... saw Kyiv as an agent of Western influence.”956 

Furthermore, the new format of negotiations, which was set up in fall 2005 with the help of 

Ukraine, was not successful. After five rounds of talks, the negotiations were suspended in 

February 2006 to be renewed only six years later. Ion Stăvilă, then Moldova’s vice-Minister of 

Reintegration, stated that Russians and Transnistrians were willing to accept neither the 

Moldovan nor the Ukrainian nor any European resolution project. This was because Moscow and 

Tiraspol sought the implementation of the “Kozak Memorandum”957 which was, according to 

                                                           
952 Steven D. Roper, “Regionalism in Moldova: The Case of Transnistria and Gagauzia,” in James Hughes, 
Gwendolyn Sasse (eds.), Ethnicity and Territory in the Former Soviet Union: Regions in Conflict (London, 
Portland, OR: Frank Cass, 2002), 112-114. 
953 Nygren, The Rebuilding of Greater Russia, 89. 
954 The 3+2 format includes Russia, Ukraine, and the OSCE on one side, with Moldova and Transnistria as the 
conflicting parties. 
955 Cojocaru, “Separatismul Transnistrean,” 492-493. 
956 Tatiana Zhurzhenko, Borderlands into Bordered Lands: Geopolitics of Identity in Post-Soviet Ukraine (Stuttgart: 
Ibidem-Verlag, 2010), 72. 
957 Ion Stăvilă, “Evoluția reglementării conflictului transnistran în anii 1992-2009,” Revista de filozofie, sociologie și 
științe politice No. 2 (150) (Chisinau, 2009): 86. 
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Russia’s Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov, the only document to “be utilized for ‘reference and 

continuity’ in the [negotiations] process.”958     

The formal negotiations got stuck and only changes in the leadership (Moldova’s 

President Vladimir Voronin was in his second term, Transnistria’s leader Igor Smirnov in his 

fourth) would have made it possible to resume international talks. Beside the conflicting visions 

Chisinau and Tiraspol and their foreign supporters had on the Transnistria problem, interpersonal 

relations also complicated the progress of negotiations.959 President Voronin, for instance, 

repeatedly stated that he would never sit at the same table with Smirnov to negotiate and that the 

latter had to be sent to the dump for his approach toward the Transnistrians.960 Igor Smirnov, in 

turn, not only forbade Vladimir Voronin to visit his native village of Corjova in the TMR,961 but 

constantly stated publicly that “we would never give up what the Transnistrian people won with 

difficulty and pain.”962  

Moldova's political elite, public sphere, and international actors expected that the fall of 

the Communists and the rise of the Alliance for European Integration (AEI) (summer 2009), and 

Smirnov’s departure from Transnistria’s leadership (December 2011) would reopen negotiations 

and possibly resolve the conflict. Indeed, there were initially some positive outcomes that 

emerged from the changes in leadership in Chisinau and Tiraspol. The short-lived (due to 

Smirnov’s failure to retain power) Filat-Smirnov “soccer diplomacy,”963 the resumption of the 

5+2 negotiations in September 2011,964 followed by the informal talks between Vlad Filat 

(Moldova’s PM) and Yevgeny Shevchuk (the new leader in Tiraspol) suggested that 

                                                           
958 Bill Bowring, “Transnistria,” in Christian Walter at al., Self-Determination and Secession in International Law 
(Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2014), 174. 
959 Not to mention that both men had not seen or talked to each other for seven years, i.e. 2001-2008.  See “Moldova 
President Visits his Mother’s Grave.” The Republic of Moldova. Official website. Available at 
http://www.moldova.md/en/newslst/1211/1/2749/ (accessed 8 December 2014). 
960 Epur, Bergman, Komendant ada, 459. 
961 “Transnistrian Border Guards Refuse President Voronin,” US embassy cable - 08CHISINAU1084. 3 November 
2008. Available at http://cables.mrkva.eu/cable.php?id=176514 (accessed 9 December 2014). 
962 Mumin Shakirov, “A War of Letters,” The Moscow Times. 21 December 2001. Available at 
http://www.themoscowtimes.com/arts_n_ideas/article/tmt/366694.html; Also “Moldaviia predlagaet silovoi variant 
ob’edineniia.” Regnum Belarus’. 31 March 2008. Available at http://belarus.regnum.ru/news/analitics/979354.html 
(accessed 9 December 2014). 
963 Vlad Filat was Moldova’s PM and leader of the AEI. On “Soccer Diplomacy,” see Andrey Devyatkov, “Russia: 
Relations with Moldova under a Paradigm of Ambiguity,” in Marcin Kosienkowski, William Schreiber (eds.) 
Moldova: Arena of International Influences (Lanham, Md.: Lexington Books, 2012), 196-197. 
964 “Resumption of Official 5+2 Negotiations on Transnistria,” U.S. Department of State. Available at 
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2011/09/173799.htm (accessed 9 December 2014). 

http://www.moldova.md/en/newslst/1211/1/2749/
http://cables.mrkva.eu/cable.php?id=176514
http://www.themoscowtimes.com/arts_n_ideas/article/tmt/366694.html
http://belarus.regnum.ru/news/analitics/979354.html
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2011/09/173799.htm
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rapprochement was possible.965 However, unfortunately for Chisinau and the West, the 

expectations were not justified, while the change in high-ranking personnel in Transnistria was 

misleading. The new leaders, i.e. President Yevgeny Shevchuk (in office 2011-2016), Prime 

Minister Tatiana Turanskaia (in office 2013-2015), Minister of Foreign Affairs Nina Shtanski (in 

office 2013-2015), and Head of the KGB Vladislav Finagin (in office 2012-2013), to mention a 

few, continued to fulfill their duties according to the Constitution of the TMR. They 

demonstrated no desire to give up of what the rebel region achieved. In the opinion of Vladimir 

Socor, a political analyst at the Jamestown Foundation in Washington, the re-start of the 

negotiations in February 2012 was a diplomatic failure.966 Meetings, talks, and consultations held 

in Vienna, Brussels, Kyiv, and other places during 2012 and 2013 were fruitless. No significant 

progress was ever reached in settling the allegedly “frozen conflict” in the Republic of 

Moldova.967 In the words of a Romanian diplomat this happened because “not the mimicking of 

negotiations, but concrete steps had to be undertaken by mediators and observers, and also by 

those in Chisinau and Tiraspol.”968 

The authorities in Chisinau, who wanted to keep the region as part of their fragmented 

state, yet who were unsympathetic to the Transnistrians, had strong support from the West for 

finding “a comprehensive settlement that will provide a special status for [the TMR] within 

Moldova.”969 Contrary to this, Tiraspol continued to perceive the region as a separate state and 

sought to achieve international recognition. In the context of the events in Ukraine in 2013-2014, 

the TMR officially confirmed its wish to become part of Russia.970 On the other hand, the West 

                                                           
965 Marcin Kosienkowski, Continuity and Change in Transnistria’s Foreign Policy after the 2011 Presidential 
Elections (Lublin: The Catholic University Publishing House, 2012), 33-34. 
966 Vladimir Socor, “A Failed Re-Start to 5+2 Negotiations on Transnistria,” Eurasia Daily Monitor Volume: 9 
Issue: 48, 8 March 2012. Available at 
http://www.jamestown.org/programs/edm/single/?tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=39113&cHash=1820a355aad679158
9e35a3e0c9758d4#.VMRaGWddWP6 (accessed 7 December 2014). 
967 “Transdniestrian settlement talks in Kyiv concluded with decisions on freedom of movement, pensions and social 
assistance, waste facilities reconstruction. 26 November 2013.” The OSCE Official website. Available at 
http://www.osce.org/cio/108960  (accessed 25 December 2014) 
968 Vadim Guzun, Unofficial interview recorded by author. 13:21-13:41. 5 November 2011. 
969 “Resumption of Official 5+2 Negotiations on Transnistria,” U.S. Department of State. Available at 
http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2011/09/173799.htm (accessed 24 January 2015). 
970 Aleksandr Baklanov, “Pridnestrov’e khochet voiti v sostav Rossii vsled za Krymom,” Snob.ru. 18 March 2014. 
Available at http://snob.ru/selected/entry/73759. Also “After Crimea, Secessionist Transnistria Filed Request to Join 
Russia. 18 March 2014.” Moldova Org. Available at http://www.moldova.org/crimea-secessionist-transnistria-filed-
request-join-russia/  (both accessed 25 December 2014). 
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worked on bringing Moldova into the European Neighborhood by connecting it with Ukraine.971 

They set up the EUBAM border mission between the two countries972 and offered Moldova an 

“Association Agreement” with the EU similar to the one they offered Kyiv earlier. 973 

The Kremlin supported “any agreement on which Chisinau and Tiraspol will agree [but 

only] as equal parts [my italics – E.B.]” and tried to keep Moldova under its political influence 

and dependent economically.974 Lastly, Russian decision-makers worked hard on anchoring this 

post-Soviet republic to their Eurasian integrationist project. In promoting these plans, the 

Transnistria conflict and the stationing of the 14th Army on the Ukrainian border seem to have 

been crucial to Moscow. At the same time, the Customs Union project, rejected by Moldova’s 

leadership and unwelcome in the West, divided elites and population on the right bank and also 

strengthened pro-Russian sentiments in Transnistria and stimulated separatism in the Gagauzian 

autonomy, whose loyalty to Chisinau was questionable.975  

Summing up, international, regional, and local developments around the Transnistrian 

conflict reveal a diplomatic deadlock. Moldova was trapped between the irreconcilable interests 

of antagonistic and powerful actors (the EU and USA vs. Russia), while conflict-stricken 

Ukraine is being challenged by almost similar, yet more tragic events than its westward neighbor 

went through earlier. So, is “Transnistria” a problem that can be settled or not? Judging by a 

passage from a textbook of the Diplomatic Academy in Moscow, one may infer that there is little 

ground for optimism on the future fate of Moldova:    

 

The existence of a de-facto independent Transnistria allows Russia to maintain certain 
geopolitical positions in a very important region of Southeastern Europe without any 
serious costs and efforts but with the great benefit of having an important “window” to 
Europe. At present [2000], Russia is not yet able to properly defend its interests in this 
strategically important region. Therefore, it seems that the non-settlement of the 

                                                           
971 The goal of the European Neighborhood Policy (ENP) was to “Europeanize” the non-EU state members via 
multilateral cooperation with the EU. This included the promotion of democracy and rule of law, bringing the 
countries closer to Western standards of democracy and establishing better cross–border cooperation. See Iryna 
Solonenko, “The EU’s Impact on Democratic Transformation in Ukraine,” Stephen Velychenko (ed.), in Ukraine, 
the EU and Russia: History, Culture and International Relations (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007), 146-147. 
972 The European Union Border Assistance Mission to Moldova and Ukraine (EUBAM) has the mandate to provide 
training, technical assistance, and advice to Moldovan and Ukrainian border guards and customs services for 
reinforcing their capacity to take action against fraud, smuggling, and trafficking in human beings and to carry out 
border surveillance. See the Mission’s website. Available at http://www.eubam.org/en/about/overview (accessed 7 
February 2015). Also Claire Gordon, “The EU as a Reluctant Conflict Manager in Moldova,” 125-129. 
973 The EU-Moldova Association Agreement was initialed in November 2013 and signed in June 2014. 
974 Stăvilă, “Evoluția reglementării,” 87. 
975 Svetlana Gamova, “Gagauziia idet v Tamozhennyi soiuz,” Nezavisimaia gazeta. 12 March 2015. Available at 
http://www.ng.ru/cis/2014-03-25/1_gagauzy.html (accessed 12 March 2015). 

http://www.eubam.org/en/about/overview
http://www.ng.ru/cis/2014-03-25/1_gagauzy.html


219 
 

Transnistrian problem will remain a positive factor for Russia until it acquires new 
strength and the ability to fully defend its interests here.976 

 
In the light of the above analysis Jakob Tolstrup’s conclusion regarding this post-Soviet 

republic seems only partially accurate. Although he correctly assessed that the country entered 

the third millennium in political and economic chaos and with a shattered economy, the 

affirmation that “[its] territorial integrity [...] proper seemed secure,” corresponded neither to the 

period he was referring to, nor to the current state of affairs.977 The Republic of Moldova 

remains de facto a divided state; Chisinau has zero authority over the lands controlled by the 

separatists; and negotiations remain unsuccessful, while local and regional factors continuously 

impede national reconciliation. 

 
4.3. IMPEDIMENTS TO RECONCILIATION 
 

Cold-War Relationship between Transnistria and Moldova  

 

The Moldovans adopted their first post-Soviet Constitution in July 1994, three years after 

independence was proclaimed. The fundamental law specified that the Republic of Moldova was 

a unitary state and that its national territory was indivisible and inalienable, evidently 

irrespective of the status the self-proclaimed TMR was to be provided upon the conclusion of 

negotiations.978 This legal framework served Chisinau as a legitimizing basis for maintaining the 

dialogue with Tiraspol exclusively in terms acceptable only to right-bank Moldova. In turn, 

separatist leaders used tactics toward the conflict (non-)settlement that ultimately strengthened 

the Transnistrian state and subverted the process of building a re-united Moldovan nationhood. 

Earlier in this chapter I pointed out the statement that Grigore Mărăcuță made in the 

summer of 1992 when the ceasefire agreement was signed. The Chairman of the Supreme Soviet 

in Tiraspol stated that the peace would be used for constructing the TMR and that the 

leadership’s efforts would be oriented toward achieving independence from right-bank 

Moldova.979 This meant that the separatists had no wish to adjust their nation-building project in 

line with Moldova’s geopolitical perspectives. Actions, measures, and decisions followed 

                                                           
976 G. G. Gol’din et al., OBSE i Pridnestrov'e: uchebnoe posobie (Moscow: Diplomaticheskaia akademiia MID RF, 
2000), 24. Cited from Țăranu, “Iz istorii uchastiia Rossii,” 85. 
977 See Jakob Tolstrup, Russia vs. the EU: The Competition for Influence in Post-Soviet States (Boulder & London: 
First Forum Press, A division of Lynne Rienner Publishers, Inc., 2014), 127. 
978 Republica Moldova: Documente și materiale. Vol. I, 72. 
979 Ursu, Râul de sânge, 141. 
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thereafter and confirmed the conflicting stances and mutually exclusive views on the problems 

Tiraspol and Chisinau shared. The most evident proof of this statement is the Constitution 

sanctioned by the Transnistrians in December 1995 via a referendum and subsequently updated. 

The document stated that the TMR was a sovereign, independent, and democratic state that 

fashions its relations with foreign countries (including Moldova) on the basis of equality and 

international legislation.980 It is clear that there were, are, and will be no legal grounds for 

tackling the Transnistrian problem unless Tiraspol considers revising its own Constitution. The 

question is will this happen or not? Considering the established realities, i.e. opposite external 

vectors followed by Moldovans and Transnistrians, and international circumstances, i.e. the 

West-East involvement in the dispute over the TMR’s status, it is hardly likely that Tiraspol 

would allow or make any changes in the Constitution in order to initiate a rapprochement with 

Chisinau.    

 The TMR, however, was not recognized by international law, and therefore any bills 

passed in Tiraspol have only a local effect. This, however, is the case in theory rather than in 

reality. The reality is that not only are Transnistria’s government and people subjected to the 

legislation of the TMR, but even Moldovans and foreigners must obey it if they enter the 

territory controlled by the secessionists. Hundreds of border guards, custom employees, militia 

(police), intelligence, and conscripted Russian military guard the unofficial border with the 

mainland. Moreover, according to Vitalii Klimenko, the leader of the Chisinau-based Congress 

of Russian Communities, relations between the Moldovan state authorities and Transnistria can 

be characterized as “a sort of Cold War.”981 In such circumstances Chisinau and Tiraspol were 

not able to normalize their relations, particularly when anything the TMR did in respect to 

Moldova and vice versa impeded mutual rapprochement and rebuilding trust.  

The authorities of Transnistria have been promoting for the third decade policies that 

make visitors from right-bank Moldova, both Moldovans and outsiders, feel they are entering a 

foreign country and locals that the TMR is a real and functional state. Thus, both Moldovans and 

foreigners are required to fill out a Migration Card, pay a mandatory fee for entering the TMR, 

and are limited to a stay of 3, 5, or 8 hours; otherwise they have to deal with the law enforcement 

agencies for receiving a special permission to stay overnight.982 Moreover, if a person has 

                                                           
980 Nepriznannaia respublika, Tom 2, 182, 184; Stăvilă, “Evoluția reglementării,” 79. 
981 Valerii Klimenko, Interview recorded by author. 00:33–00:50. 14 November 2011. 
982 Personal experience. 
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Canadian or any other Western citizenship, he or she is required to report to the Transnistrian 

KGB for additional registration. 

These check points are an inconvenience not only to guests and travelers but also to local 

residents. Nicolai Babilunga, an ardent partisan of the TMR and citizen of both Transnistria and 

Moldova, called the mandatory checking every single time someone from Moldova wants to 

enter or leave the region “idiotic and humiliating.”983 He also considered it crazy nonsense that 

to call someone in Chisinau from Tiraspol required dialling Moscow first and paying an 

additional international fee for each call. From my travels to Transnistria (2011 and 2012), I 

found two more things both interesting and frustrating. First, as soon as I crossed the “border,” 

my Moldovan cell phone became dead, i.e. completely inoperative in Transnistria. Second, 

although I was fortunate to interview scholars and political activists and deliver questionnaires, 

my attempts to speak with passers-by totally failed. After they learned that I was a “foreigner” 

(either from Moldova or Canada), my potential street interlocutors became suspicious, looked 

around, and left in a hurry.  

 
Russia’s Questionable Commitment to Moldova  

 
An important factor that influenced negotiations and made reconciliation unachievable was the 

direct interference of Russia into Moldova’s affairs. Moscow has always declared that it supports 

the peaceful settlement of the Transnistrian problem and promotes the idea that it envisioned this 

former Soviet subject as a united country with its territorial integrity preserved. Evident 

examples of this were the provisions stipulated in the Moldova-Russia Peace and Cooperation 

Treaty Presidents Voronin and Putin signed in 2001. According to this document both parties 

agreed that the resolution of the Transnistrian conflict must be achieved on the basis of the 

preservation of Moldova’s territorial integrity.984 Also, Chisinau and Moscow condemned any 

forms of separatism and agreed not to support secessionist movements and refrain from actions 

that might prejudice both the country’s independence and territorial integrity.  

However, Russia, as a self-appointed mediator, peacekeeper, and state-guarantor, 

demonstrated and demonstrates a peculiar understanding of the commitments it undertook 

toward the Republic of Moldova. Thus, contrary to the declarations it made and international 

                                                           
983 Nicolai Babilunga, Interview recorded by author. 17:03–17:52. 26 October 2011. 
984 Stăvilă, “Evoluția reglementării,” 83. 
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agreements it signed, the Kremlin has supported Transnistrian separatism on a regular basis 

through actions that undermined the foundations of the sovereign Moldovan state. Moscow’s 

policies consolidate Transnistria as what Scott Pegg called a de facto state. In Pegg’s 

interpretation the so-called “de facto state” exists “where there is an organized political 

leadership […] which […] receives popular support and has achieved sufficient capacity to 

provide governmental services […] in a defined territorial area, over which effective control is 

maintained for an extended period of time.”985 This definition is incomplete. Although Pegg 

continued that “the de facto state views itself as capable of entering into relations with other 

states and it seeks full […] independence and […] international recognition […],” he failed to 

mention that this type of state cannot survive without receiving considerable support from an 

international or regional sponsor. In this respect Russia’s involvement in Transnistria, Abkhazia, 

and Southern Ossetia, and in the recently self-proclaimed people’s republics of Luhansk and 

Donetsk in Ukraine, serve as good examples of a foreign power’s interest in the sustainability of 

separatist entities constituted in strategically important areas.986  

In this respect, Russia, as a mediator and main guarantor-state, created outside of the 

framework of the official negotiations on Transnistria a political reality that did not stabilize the 

situation in the Republic of Moldova and did not contribute to the reintegration of the breakaway 

republic. On the contrary, some of its actions damaged Moldova’s image as an independent state 

(in particular among residents of its eastern districts) and seriously undermined the authority of 

the central government in Chisinau. Thus, although Russia repeatedly declared that it respected 

the sovereignty and integrity of this post-Soviet state and did not intend to infringe upon 

Moldova's independence, it paid monthly the so-called “rossiiskaia dobavka” (“Russian 

Supplement”) to the pensions only to the residents of the estranged Transnistria.987 Furthermore, 

                                                           
985 Scott Pegg, De Facto States in the International System. Working Paper No. 21. February 1998 ([Vancouver]: 
The University of British Columbia, 1998), 1. 
986 Ibid. 
987 The available sources reveal that in the period from 2008 to 2015 Russia paid pensioners in the TMR a monthly 
amount of about $15 USA in addition to their Transnistrian pension. See Kamil Całus, “Transnistria’s Economy 
Going from Bad to Worse,”New Eastern Europe, 23 January 2015. Available at 
http://www.neweasterneurope.eu/articles-and-commentary/1462-transnistria-s-economy-going-from-bad-to-worse; 
Giorgio Comai, “Russia and Pensions in Post-Soviet de Facto States,” Weblog G. Comai. 1 February 2016. 
Available at http://www.giorgiocomai.eu/2016/02/01/russian-pensions-in-post-soviet-de-facto-states/  (both 
accessed 3 June 2016). According to Agnia Grigas, in Moldova “Russia […] in the period 2007-11 spent some $75 
million to pay out pensions in Transnistria.” See Agnia Grigas, Beyond Crimea: The New Russian Empire (New 
Haven; London: Yale University Press, 2016), 115. The author inquired a resident of the TMR on this matter, and 
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Moscow provided economic advantages to Transnistrians; the Russian state-controlled enterprise 

Gazprom forgave the TMR’s debt for natural gas, which the TMR thus used without paying a 

penny. Ion Stăvilă, Moldova’s Ambassador to Ukraine, stated in fall 2014 that Transnistria’s 

debt to Gazprom was almost $5 billion.988 Moreover, he was confident that even though 

Transnistrians do not pay for the gas, they would not be cut off from it and would continue to be 

offered a price that is 5-6 times lower than in the rest of the country.989 

Another feature which reveals the direct support of the Kremlin to the TMR was the 

granting of Russian citizenship to Transnistrians.990 Moreover, whereas ordinary people were 

issued standard citizenship IDs, high-ranking officials were provided in addition with Russian 

diplomatic passports.991 This policy, although legal since Moldova accepts dual citizenship, 

works against the diplomatic attempts Chisinau has been making for settling the conflict. It 

encourages the separatist leaders’ pro-Russian orientation as well as the secessionist 

government’s employees’ devotion to the little (i.e. the TMR) and great motherland (i.e. 

Russia)992 and attracts people from both banks of the Dniester River to Moscow’s side. Last but 

not least, Russian educational curricula, which obviously include historical and patriotic 

education, have been introduced at all levels of public education in the rebel region, evidently 

without the approval of the Moldovan authorities.993 All these examples demonstrate that 

Moscow’s statements about respecting the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the Republic of 

Moldova are propaganda. These policies and actions are clearly of no help to a country which for 

the third decade is being challenged by Russian-oriented separatism.  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
As for the Russian pension, it is paid too, but only to those who are citizens of Russia and switched from the 
Transnistrian to Russian pension.” A. Rusnak. Via email on 5 June 2016. 
988 “Dolg Pridnestrov’ia za gaz pered Gazpromom vozros do 5 mlrd dollarov – diplomat,” Informatsionnoe agenstvo 
112 UA. 7 November 2014. Available at http://112.ua/obshchestvo/dolg-pridnestrovya-za-gaz-pered-gazpromom-
vozros-do-5-mlrd-dollarov-diplomat-142613.html (accessed 12 December 2014). 
989 In 2012 the TMR paid $75-$137 per 1000 cubic meters for gas; Moldova paid $391. See Andrew Wilson, 
Ukraine Crisis: What It Means for the West (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2014), 167. 
990 Some 160,000 Transnistrians, out of a total of about half million acquired Russian citizenship by the end of 
Smirnov’s tenure (December 2011). Kosienkowski, Continuity and Change, 25. 
991 On 2 February 1993 Russia’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs issued to Mărăcuță a Russian diplomatic passport with 
which the Chairman of Transnistria’s Supreme Soviet intended to travel to the USA. See Conflictul transnistrean. 
Vol. I, 534. A similar document was given to Igor Smirnov. See Epur, Bergman, Komendant ada, 456. 
992 Because of these political and economical favors neither the leaders nor the ordinary people would act against the 
will of the Kremlin, particularly if taking into account that Russia is the major player in the negotiations and the 
only financial donor for the self-proclaimed republic and its population. 
993 See “Doklad ministra prosveshheniia PMR S. I. Fadeevoi ‘O sisteme obrazovaniia PMR’ na vstreche s rossiiskoi 
delegatsiei v Tiraspole.” Available at the Official website of the Education Ministry of the TMR 
http://minpros.info/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=2334&Itemid=1&lang=rus (accessed 1 May 
2015). 
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Moldo-Romanian Unionism 

 
The perpetuating myth about Moldova’s alleged (re)unification with Romania was another 

significant factor that affected, although, indirectly the negotiation process. I refer to this 

speculation as a “myth” because only a very small segment of the population desired the 

restoration of the Great Union of 1918, and just two out of twenty Moldovan active political 

organizations had this goal on their agenda and openly supported it.994 Nonetheless, although 

Romania after the Moldovan civil war became a less important foreign actor in the debates over 

Transnistria than Russia, Ukraine, and the EU, the “Romanian factor” continued to surface at 

home and abroad. If this factor created additional troubles for Moldovans and their Western 

supporters, Tiraspol and Moscow have benefited from it. They frighten locals with the scenario 

of Moldova’s unification with Romania and warn that the former will be “swallowed” by the 

latter.995  

Romania was pushed out of negotiations immediately after the end of war. It nonetheless 

showed an increasing interest in the affairs of Moldova, including Transnistria, before and after 

its accession to the EU.996 Officially, Bucharest tended to treat its neighbor as an equal partner at 

the regional and international levels. On the other hand, it strengthened pro-Romanian national 

consciousness among Moldova’s Romanian-speaking masses; it provided scholarships and 

offered citizenship to those who lost it in the 1940s and to their descendants.997 But, according to 

an OSCE Policy Officer in Chisinau, Romania perceives the Republic of Moldova in the same 

manner as Moscow perceives Ukraine. According to him “at the subconscious level, the way in 

                                                           
994 The National Liberal and Liberal parties. The web sites of these two parties are available at http://pnl.md/ and 
http://www.pl.md/ (accessed 8 February 2015). 
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http://www.pravda.ru/world/europe/easteurope/02-03-2012/1109870-romaniamoldova-0/ (accessed 8 February 
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997 According to a study by the Soros Foundation Romania more than 400,000 Moldovans received Romanian 
citizenship between 1992 and 2012. See “Peste 400 000 de moldoveni au primit cetăţenia română – Fundaţia Soros,” 
RFI România. 4 April 2013. Available at http://www.rfi.ro/articol/stiri/politica/400-000-moldoveni-au-primit-
cetatenia-romana-fundatia-soros (accessed 12 December 2014). 
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which Romania sees Moldova is the very same way in which Russia sees Ukraine – states that 

have no right to exist; [states] that they are not really states.”998  

During the first two post-Communist presidencies,999 neither Moldova nor Transnistria 

occupied a visible place in Romania’s foreign agenda.1000 The country had much more important 

tasks to fulfil – obtaining EU and NATO memberships. When Ion Iliescu was replaced by the 

Bessarabia-born Emil Constantinescu, some expected him to advocate for the reunion of 

Bessarabia with the estranged Motherland or at least to return Romania to the negotiating table. 

However, Constantinescu’s approach toward these questions was similar to that of his 

predecessor. The official stand of the Romanian leadership was clear: although the Republic of 

Moldova was populated by Romanians and deserved a special place in Romania’s foreign policy, 

it was still an independent state and had to be treated accordingly.1001 As to the Transnistria 

problem, although Bucharest always considered only a political resolution for this question, it 

nonetheless sought to impose economic sanctions against the TMR.1002   

The situation changed when Traian Băsescu became President in 2004, and the country 

acquired NATO and EU membership (2004 and 2007) and the Party of Moldova’s Communists 

was dismissed from power (2009). Băsescu, for whom “Moldova [was] my soul project,” visited 

the country several times (2005, 2010, and 2013), publically condemned the Nazi-Soviet Pact 

and stated that if he had been the leader of Romania in 1941, then he would have given the same 

order as Marshal Ion Antonescu gave the army: to cross the Soviet border and liberate national 

territories annexed by Stalin.1003 Several years earlier (2006) Băsescu had stated that the foreign 

policy of Romania had to be focused “on the [re]unification of the Romanian nation within the 

borders of the EU.”1004 Moreover, besides the Romanian Presidency, the then PM Victor Ponta 

also declared his intention to pursue reunification and that the second “Great Unification” would 
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Romania within the next five-year period, Romania’s ex-president Traian Băsescu told a group of supporters on 
Wednesday.” Sputnik. 10 September 2015. Available at http://sptnkne.ws/H3w (accessed 12 October 2015). 

http://www.gazetaromaneasca.com/focus/romania/1254-bsescu-infurie-rusia.html
http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:8oANJYqTjSIJ:www.timpul.md/articol/despre-unionism-cu-calm-%282%29-4121.html+&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=ca
http://sptnkne.ws/H3w
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be accomplished by 2018.1005 These declarations outraged Russians, Transnistrians, and 

Ukrainians in addition to the pro-Russia oriented Moldovans. 

Nationalistic actions organized in Romania and Moldova by the NGOs and some political 

organizations and designed to place reunionism on the governments’ agenda also undermined the 

international talks on Transnistria. Thus, the so-called “Action 2012”,1006 the recreated 

Unification Council (2012),1007 and the Union Marches (2012, 2013, and 2014)1008 supported by 

the officials in Bucharest,1009 but not by those in Chisinau,1010 reinforced Russia’s and 

Transnistria’s concerns with regard to the viability of a separate Moldovan state and the political 

future of the TMR. Playing the unionist card in Bucharest and Chisinau alarmed many in 

Tiraspol, Moscow, Comrat, Kyiv, and even Chisinau itself.  

Furthermore, negotiations on the legal status of the TMR were compromised by some 

strong pro- and pan-Romanian statements and decisions made by Moldova’s high-ranking 

officials. While Mihai Ghimpu, then Interim President and Speaker of Parliament, declared in 

public that he was an ethnic Romanian, the country’s leadership decided on celebrating 

Romania’s National Day (December 1) throughout the entire territory of the country.1011 In 

addition, the personnel policy of President Ghimpu made its own negative impact on Moldova’s 

image and worked against Transnistria’s reintegration. Thus, Dan Dungaciu, a Romanian citizen, 

                                                           
1005 “Moldova Socialists Irate over Romanian PM’s ‘Unification’ Statement,” Radio Free Europe, 18 September 
2014. Available at http://www.rferl.org/content/moldova/26592903.html (accessed 14 December 2014). 
1006 The “Acțiunea 2012” (“Acton 2012”), created in spring 2011, represented a coalition of Moldovan and 
Romanian NGOs and other initiative groups that supported reunification. The choosing of 2012 was not accidental. 
It corresponded with the 200th anniversary of the Russian occupation of Bessarabia. See the official website of the 
coalition. Available at http://actiunea2012.ro/ (accessed 8 February 2014). See Volume II, Appendix 5.4. The 
“Acțiunea 2012” (“Acton 2012”) Propaganda Leaflet, p. 1130. 
1007 [Vitalia Pavlicenco] “Consiliul Unirii a fost constituit azi la Chişinău,” Timpul.md. 29 February 2012. Available 
at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Fqkkrtu9yoc (accessed 8 February 2015). 
1008 Paul Ciocoiu, “Unionists March in Moldova,” Southeast European Times in Bucharest. 29 September 2012. 
Available at http://www.setimes.com/cocoon/setimes/xhtml/en_GB/features/setimes/blogreview/2012/09/29/blog-03  
(accessed 8 February 2015). 
1009 President Traian Basescu’s statement: “Ask for Unification and We Will Do It.” See “Unification with Romania 
– Moldova’s Dilemma,” Moldova.org. 13 August 2013. Available at http://www.moldova.org/unification-with-
romania-moldovas-dilemma-238322-eng/ (accessed 8 February 2015). 
1010 Vlad Filat, the PM of Moldova in 2009-2013, an open partisan and advocate for Moldova’s integration into the 
EU, stated in an interview with a Russian newspaper that: “[We must] put an end to this [unification] matter. It is 
enough to speculate on [Moldova’s] unification with Romania. Moldova established itself as a state, and people who 
live here consider themselves to be citizens of this country. The population wants no unification [with Romania], 
[which] is impossible in legal terms.” See Vladimir Solov’ev, “[Vlad Filat]:  ‘Govoriat, chto ia zhestkii i beru primer 
s Putina.’ Prem’er Moldavii ob otnosheniiakh [Moldavii] s Rossiei,” Kommersant.ru. 10 October 2009. Available at 
http://www.kommersant.ru/doc/1252312 (accessed 14 December 2014). 
1011 Razvan Iorga, “Ghimpu și Băsescu au pornit tavalugul atacurilor Moscovei,” Karadeniz Press. 14 December 
2009. Available at http://karadeniz-press.ro/kara/ghimpu-si-basescu-au-pornit-tavalugul-atacurilor-moscovei/ 
(accessed 14 December 2014). 

http://www.rferl.org/content/moldova/26592903.html
http://actiunea2012.ro/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Fqkkrtu9yoc
http://www.setimes.com/cocoon/setimes/xhtml/en_GB/features/setimes/blogreview/2012/09/29/blog-03
http://www.moldova.org/unification-with-romania-moldovas-dilemma-238322-eng/
http://www.moldova.org/unification-with-romania-moldovas-dilemma-238322-eng/
http://www.kommersant.ru/doc/1252312
http://karadeniz-press.ro/kara/ghimpu-si-basescu-au-pornit-tavalugul-atacurilor-moscovei/
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former undersecretary of state in the Romanian Foreign Ministry, a scholar and a well-known 

public figure,1012 became a citizen of the Republic of Moldova just for the purpose of serving as 

an adviser on European integration to Moldova’s head of state.1013 And lastly, the political stance 

of the Moldovan President, Nicolae Timofti (in office March 2012 – December 2016), was the 

antithesis of that of Yevgeny Shevchuk (President of the TMR Desember 2011 – December 

2016), and worked on building closer relations with Romania and strengthening Moldova’s ties 

with the European Union but not with Russia.1014   

In sum, the unionist idea did not disappear from the agenda of nationalist and pro-

European forces in Chisinau and Bucharest after 1992. The card of Moldova’s political and 

cultural affiliation with Romania was being played with an added feature – the EU dimension of 

national reunification. Although this scenario was not very likely, the unionist discourse and 

concrete actions of its adherents served as convenient propaganda tools in the hands of Tiraspol 

and Moscow and a strong argument against Transnistria’s reintegration into Moldova.1015 

Transnistrians feared the revival of a “Greater Romania” and opposed a European future for the 

TMR. Lastly, the ideology of pan-Romanian unionism left negative sediment on negotiations 

and for that reason did not contribute to setting the Transnistrian conflict. This is why Bucharest 

with its “irredentist rhetoric” was a destabilizing factor in Chisinau–Tiraspol relations, giving the 

latter “more opportunities to play on fears of Romanian imperialism.”1016 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
1012 See Dan Dungaciu on Twitter https://twitter.com/dungaciu. 
1013 “Dan Dungaciu a devenit cetăţean al R. Moldova şi consilier al preşedintelui interimar Mihai Ghimpu,” 
HotNews.md. 17 July 2010. Available at http://www.hotnews.md/articles/view.hot?id=3610 (accessed 8 February 
2015). 
1014 “President Nicolae Timofti Had a Meeting with the Romanian President, Traian Basescu,” 
The Presidency of the Republic of Moldova. Official website. 17 July 2013. Available at 
http://www.presedinte.md/eng/comunicate-de-presa/presedintele-nicolae-timofti-a-avut-o-intrevedere-cu-
presedintele-romniei-traian-basescu (accessed 14 December 2014). 
1015 In Moldova, the majority of the political parties and population is reluctant to merge into Romania. The unionist 
movement is not strong in Romania either. The idea is accepted by a limited number of parties, while the majority of 
the population is concerned more about their own situation than the fight for a (re)union which may generate 
domestic problems (e.g. Hungarian ethnic irredentism and secessionism in Transylvania) and international 
complications (e.g. with Russia, Ukraine, Hungary, and even the West). 
1016 Florian Küchler, The Role of the European Union in Moldova’s Transnistria Conflict (Stuttgart: Ibidem-Verlag, 
2008), 68 and 70. 

https://twitter.com/dungaciu
http://www.hotnews.md/articles/view.hot?id=3610
http://www.presedinte.md/eng/comunicate-de-presa/presedintele-nicolae-timofti-a-avut-o-intrevedere-cu-presedintele-romniei-traian-basescu
http://www.presedinte.md/eng/comunicate-de-presa/presedintele-nicolae-timofti-a-avut-o-intrevedere-cu-presedintele-romniei-traian-basescu
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Relations between Ukraine and Moldova  
 

Victoria Boian, an NGO expert in the Foreign Policy Association in Moldova (the APE),1017  

described Moldova-Ukraine relations as “a partnership on the edge of a knife,”1018 or, as Roman 

Solchanyk put it more delicately, they were “not [...] free of problems.”1019 Besides unsettled 

matters related to the delimitation of the border and properties owned on each other’s territory, 

the relations between these neighbors were also strained because Kyiv has favored the smuggling 

of goods from and into Transnistria in the past1020 and, it seems, recently.1021 I showed earlier 

that in the 1990s the Ukrainian leadership and radical nationalists took the side of the 

Transnistrians instead of supporting the Moldovans’ struggle for the territorial integrity of their 

state. There are reasons for this. Ukraine, both as a state and society, could not remain 

unresponsive to events on its former territory (the modern-day TMR, excepting Bender) and 

passive to the fate of Ukrainians living there. On the other hand, as Florian Küchler suggested, 

Kyiv had no choice but “allowed itself to be sidelined by Russia [in this matter due to the] 

potentially parallel case of pro-Russian separatism”1022 in Crimea and in Donbas. This is why 

after the end of the war, for more than a decade, the involvement of Ukraine in the Transnistria 

problem was mainly passive. During the Kravchuk and Kuchma presidencies Kyiv had deferred 

to Moscow and avoided conducting an independent policy on this question. Given Ukraine’s 

geographic position (i.e. it is the only neighbor of both Moldova and the breakaway TMR), one 

may qualify that passivity as impeding negotiations both at the regional and international levels.    

After the Orange Revolution the new leaders in Kyiv attempted to revolutionize the 

country’s geopolitical orientation, improve its status in the international arena, and make its own 

contribution to the Transnistria conflict resolution process.1023 However, as can be deduced from 

                                                           
1017 According to the APE’s website, the Foreign Policy Association is Moldova’s leading foreign policy think-tank 
committed to support Moldova’s Europeanization, integration into the EU, and find a viable settlement of the 
Transnistria conflict. See “Despre APE.” Available at http://www.ape.md/pageview.php?l=en&idc=147 (accessed 
30 December 2014). 
1018 Victoria Boian, “Relaţiile Republicii Moldova cu Ucraina,” in Evoluţia politicii externe a Republicii Moldova 
(1998-2008) (Chisinau: Cartdidact, 2009), 40. 
1019 Solchanyk, Ukraine and Russia, 106. 
1020 Boian, “Relaţiile Republicii Moldova cu Ucraina,” 46. Also Misha Glenny, McMafia: A Journey Through the 
Global Criminal Underworld (New York: Knopf Books, 2008), 95; Levy, “The European Union Border Assistance 
Mission,” 160. 
1021 Kruglashov, Tkachyov, “European Union and Transnistrian Conflict,” 153. 
1022 Küchler, The Role of the European Union, 67. 
1023 Martin Malek, “The ‘Western Dimension’ of the Foreign and Security Policy of Ukraine since 2005 with 
Special Consideration of the ‘Russian Factor,’” in Juliane Besters-Dilger (ed.), Ukraine on its Way to Europe: 
Interim Results of the Orange Revolution (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 2009), 233. 

http://www.ape.md/pageview.php?l=en&idc=147
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a recently published Ukrainian declassified document, the measures Kyiv sought to undertake for 

the “Iushchenko Plan” had a negative impact on Moldova’s reintegrationist policies. Although 

the elaboration of this plan represented a breakthrough in Kyiv’s diplomacy, it would have 

strengthened the influence of Ukraine in Moldova’s eastern districts to the detriment of 

Chisinau's authority. Clearly, Kyiv realized how much Moscow was manipulating and 

nourishing pro-Russian feelings in Crimea and decided to Ukrainianize culturally and 

geopolitically the Ukrainian community in the TMR.1024  

The question of activizing the Ukrainian factor in Moldova, aimed officially to facilitate 

the implementation of the Iushchenko plan but unofficially to counter the influence of Russia on 

Transnistrians, was discussed at the highest levels in the country. Under the auspices of the 

Foreign Ministry several meetings were held on a regular basis “to ensure the national interests 

of Ukraine in the settlement of the Transnistrian problem.”1025 An interdepartmental meeting was 

held in June 2005 by Ukraine’s Foreign Minister Borys Tarasyuk. The participants of the event 

represented the most strategic and powerful institutions in Ukraine: National Security and 

Defence Council (NSDC), Foreign Intelligence Service, Border Service, Department of 

Counterintelligence, National Institute for Strategic Studies, National Television, and Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs.1026  

The Ukrainian government decided then to implement, obviously without notifying 

Chisinau,1027 twenty-two comprehensive measures to ensure Ukraine’s interests on its neighbor’s 

soil. According to the so-called “Tarasyuk Protocol,” Ukraine’s Foreign Intelligence Service was 

tasked with setting up informal (secret) relations with Tiraspol (no. 1), the Foreign Ministry was 

assigned to establish regular contacts between the Vinnytsia and Odesa1028 regional councils and 

members of Transnistria’s Supreme Soviet (no. 19), while other ministries and agencies were to 

work on organizing meetings between Ukrainian and Transnistrian entrepreneurs (no. 18). In 

addition to these subversive activities, Kyiv also targeted ordinary Ukrainians of left-bank 

Moldova (Transnistria). According to the provisions of the “Tarasyuk Protocol” Ukrainians in 

                                                           
1024 Conflictul transnistrean. Vol. III, 4. 
1025 Ibid., Vol. III, 5. 
1026 Ibid., Vol. III, 421. 
1027 Asked about this document Anatol Țăranu, one of the compilers of this collection, wrote to the author that the 
“Tarasyuk Protocol” was published for the first time in 2014 and that the Moldovan authorities had no idea about its 
existence. Anatol Țăranu. Email to the author. 29 December 2014. 
1028 In addition to taking part in the civil war on the side of Transnistrians, residents of Odesa helped separatists in 
Comrat to develop legal documents for the creation of Gagauzia in 1990. See Costaș, Dni zatmeniia, 125. 
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the TMR had to be provided with effective assistance which included funding and computer 

equipment (no. 12 and 16). Furthermore, in order to promote a positive image of the Ukrainian 

state, it proposed the creation of Ukrainian centres in the territory of the TMR (no. 15), the 

activists of which were expected to propagate Ukrainian geopolitical views rather than those of 

Moldova, of which they were de jure citizens. Also, in order to make Ukraine more attractive 

and affordable, the government considered reducing the prices to subscribe to major Ukrainian 

publications (no. 9).1029 Lastly, Ukraine’s National Television, along with other TV channels, 

whose focus was news broadcasting and analysis, were to be re-transmitted to the Moldovan 

territory administrated by the pro-Russian separatists (no. 10).   

We do not know if any of these plans were implemented. Probably they were not or only 

to a limited extent due to the failure of the Iushchenko Plan. Ukraine did not succeed in 

attracting Ukrainians of Transnistria to their historic motherland. Although within three years 

some 30,000 inhabitants of the TMR were granted Ukrainian citizenship, the Russian-speaking 

elite and ordinary people, regardless of their ethnicity, continued to prefer Russia to Ukraine.1030 

Even though Ukraine supported the peaceful resolution of the conflict, and backed Russia in 

keeping Romania and the West from active intervention in the negotiations,1031 the 

Transnistrians’ orientation remained unchanged. There was one possible exception to this. After 

Iushchenko was out of office, the next President, i.e. Yanukovych, was inclined to accept the 

TMR within Ukraine’s borders if this could be done without reactivating the Crimean 

problem.1032  

The failure of the Iushchenko Plan (2005), the collapse of the Orange coalition (2010), 

and a completely different state of affairs after the Euromaidan of 2013 reduced the importance 

of the Transnistria problem on Ukraine’s foreign policy agenda. Because of Kyiv's geopolitical 

interests in the TMR (as proven by the “Tarasyuk Protocol”), Ukraine could hardly be 

considered a trustworthy ally of Chisinau in the Transnistria affair (at least before the dramatic 

events on its own territory that have taken place since spring 2014). Asked to evaluate the 

approach of Iushchenko’s Ukraine toward separatism in the Republic of Moldova, Victor 

                                                           
1029 E.g. Holos Ukrainy (Voice of Ukraine), published in Ukrainian and Russian, and Uriadovyi Kur’ier 
(Governmental Courier), which appeared in Ukrainian only. 
1030 Conflictul transnistrean, Vol. III, 5. 
1031 Ibid., Vol. III, 400. 
1032 According to Bergman, Igor Smirnov went to Kyiv and proposed this to Yanukovych when his relations with 
Moscow deteriorated. See Epur, Bergman, Komendant ada, 465. 
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Osipov, the former Deputy PM in charge of Moldova’s reintegration, stated that in light of the 

high-ranking consultations in 2005 as reflected in the “Tarasyuk Protocol,” Kyiv seemed to be 

more interested in working on its own national interests than in sincerely contributing to the 

political settlement of the Transnistrian conflict.1033 If this were not the case, why would a citizen 

of Ukraine, i.e. Tetiana Turans’ka, lead the government of the TMR during 2013-2015 with no 

legal consequences from Ukraine?1034  

In sum, the Ukrainians, negotiating with whom was not easy,1035 failed to positively 

influence the negotiations and play a more dynamic role in the Transnistrian matter because of 

their vulnerability to the Kremlin’s policies in the “near abroad.” It is also clear that Ukraine, 

being monitored by Russia and threatened by it politically and economically, was left with 

limited options in interfering independently in the Transnistrian conflict resolution process.  

Although the interests and policies of the West and Russia in Ukraine are incompatible, as Elena 

Kropatcheva pointed out, the Kremlin can influence both Kyiv’s foreign policy and “some of the 

decisions of the EU and NATO states, because of their dependence on Russia’s energy 

deliveries.”1036  

 
4.4. FAILED FOREIGN RECONCILIATION PROJECTS 
 

European, Russian, and Ukrainian diplomats and experts elaborated proposals and sketched 

plans to reconcile Chisinau and Tiraspol in the belief that a middle ground would be found and 

the Transnistrian conflict resolved. Projects were prepared by external mediators, legal 

documents drafted, negotiated, and sometimes almost approved, but resolution of the conflict 

remained unattainable.1037 This section discusses four major proposals elaborated by foreign 

mediators. It attempts to answer the question why the proposed recommendations and plans 

turned into diplomatic fiascos and impeded the negotiations, keeping them unstable, sporadic, 

and ineffective.  

                                                           
1033 Victor Osipov. Email to the author. 27 January 2015. 
1034 Sergei Sidorenko, “Prem’er dlia sosedei. Grazhdanka Ukrainy vozglavila pravitel’stvo nepriznannoi respubliki,” 
Kommersant Ukraina No. 114, 11 July 2013. Available at http://www.kommersant.ru/doc/2230845 (accessed 8 
February 2015). 
1035 Luchinskii, Moldova i Moldavane, 335. 
1036 Elena Kropatcheva, Russia’s Ukraine Policy against the Background of Russian-Western Competition (Baden-
Baden: Nomos, 2010), 247, 250. 
1037 There are 1234 documents on Transnistria (e.g. protocols, declarations, and conflict resolution plans) published 
by Anatol Țăranu and Mihai Grbincea in their four-volume collection. 

http://www.kommersant.ru/doc/2230845
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The OSCE Mission in Moldova   
 
The West became actively involved into the dispute over Transnistria almost immediately after 

the hot stage of the conflict was “frozen.” The Conference on Security and Co-operation in 

Europe (CSCE) sent its envoys to Moldova already at the beginning of 1993.1038 The first 

outcome of the activity of this organization, which to this day represents the basis of the 

European approach toward the Transnistrian issue, was promulgated by the end of the same year. 

The document, known as “Report No. 13,” represented a detailed outline for negotiations and 

sketched the main directions for upcoming international talks.1039  

The CSCE plan contained valuable suggestions and recommendations largely based on 

the country’s peculiarities, regional precedents, and international practice.1040 It intended to make 

it clear to all parties involved in the conflict resolution that the “[only] key to a peaceful 

settlement [of the problem] and to re-establish the territorial integrity of Moldova [was] granting 

a special status to Transnistria [with] a solid degree of self-rule.”1041 What did Europeans include 

in this concept? They proposed to set up a “Special Region of Transnistria” as an integral part of 

the Republic of Moldova but with a separate executive power, regional parliament, and court of 

justice. Furthermore, the essence of the “special status” consisted of establishing a functional and 

balanced distribution of authority between Chisinau and Tiraspol on the basis of three types of 

jurisdiction, i.e. central,1042 regional,1043 and mixed.1044 The CSCE also suggested that Moldova 

be decentralized and federalized but pointed out that border changes could not be viewed as a 

remedy and that other ways were to be found “to diminish antagonism and reconcile diverging 

interests” of the conflicting sides.1045 

 Report No. 13 held a suggestive character and its provisions were meant to work as 

political recommendations which both parties had to elaborate. However, despite positive 

                                                           
1038 Țăranu, “Iz istorii uchastiia Rossii,” 78. Starting in January 1995 the CSCE was renamed the OSCE – the 
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe. 
1039  Report No. 13. The CSCE Mission to Moldova. 13 November 1993. Available at 
http://www.osce.org/moldova/42307?download=true  (accessed 2 January 2015). 
1040 E.g. it referred to the cases of Italy, Spain, Finland, Denmark, and Ukraine. 
1041 Report No. 13, 2, 3. 
1042 It included: citizenship, state emblems and anthems, foreign relations, defense, security service, and monetary 
policy. Report No. 13, 4-5. 
1043 It included: self-organization within the agreed regional framework (e.g. administrative structures, regional 
organs, regional basic law, and regional budget), regional emblems, education, and cultural life, the right to foster 
international economic and cultural contacts. Report No. 13, 5. 
1044 It included: languages, finance, economy, police and judiciary. Report No. 13, 5-7. 
1045 Report No. 13, 2. 
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features, some statements contradicted each other; others, although conforming to the aspirations 

of Transnistria, Russia, or Ukraine, did not correspond with the interests of Moldova. Thus, 

referring to the inviolability of the existing frontiers as one of the CSCE’s principles and stating 

that no one had the right to change borders unilaterally, the European experts “envisaged one 

theoretical exception” in the case of Moldova.1046 This “theoretical exception” seemed to be a 

response to the pressure Moscow and Kyiv put on Chisinau earlier, during the wartime 

diplomacy. According to the CSCE, in the event that Moldovans should decide to change their 

country’s international status and merge with Romania, they were to give up a portion of 

national territory to the pro-Russian separatists. The latter, in such circumstances, were entitled 

to use their “external right of self-determination” and secede from the mainland.  

Other CSCE proposals, particularly those in respect to the languages in a reintegrated 

Republic of Moldova were also far from accommodating to either side. It is hard to imagine that 

back in 1993, just a year after warfare ended, or even later, when Tiraspol pursued more 

decisively its own nation-building and enforced its own legislation, that the TMR would agree to 

“stop considering Romanian a ‘foreign’ language,”1047 i.e., abandon the term “Moldovan 

language,” and give up the city of Bender.1048 As to Chisinau, it is hard to imagine that it could 

accept that the 1989 laws on languages would not be applicable in Transnistria and that the 

country itself would no longer form a unitary state as the Moldovan Constitution stated, but 

fragmented, as the CSCE envoys inferred in their proposals. And finally, the Mission’s call “for 

the early, orderly and complete withdrawal of foreign troops” and its recommendation that 

Russia needed to speed up the withdrawal of the 14th Army sharply contradicted the position of 

Tiraspol and Moscow on this thorny matter.  

 
Russia’s Plans for a Settlement 

 

Starting with regional and continuing with international talks, Russia had always claimed that it 

“respects Moldova’s sovereignty and territorial integrity,” and opted for a peaceful settlement of 

the Transnistrian problem.1049 The participation of Moscow in the negotiations and the efforts it 

                                                           
1046 Ibid., 5. 
1047 Ibid., 6. 
1048 Ibid., 8. The CSCE Mission viewed Bender apart from the TMR and had no provisions applicable to this right-
bank Moldovan city. 
1049 Georgeta Pourchot, Eurasia Rising: Democracy and Independence in the Post-Soviet Space (Westport, Conn.: 
Praeger Security International, 2008), 109. 
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made to appease Chisinau and Tiraspol were complemented by the elaboration of two major 

reconciliation proposals. According to the first, known as the “Primakov Memorandum,” the 

country was to become a “common state” for both Moldova and Transnistria. The second, i.e. the 

“Kozak Memorandum,” directly suggested a total reshaping of Moldovan statehood – its 

federalization.          

The “Primakov Memorandum,” signed in Moscow on 8 May 1997 by the presidents of 

Moldova, Russia, and Ukraine, by Igor Smirnov, and undersigned by the acting OSCE 

Chairman-in-the Office, was a step forward in the negotiation process.1050 It kept active the 

Transnistrian question on the agenda of the mediators and generated new prospects for conflict 

resolution. On the other hand, neither its content nor the declaration Boris Yeltsin and Leonid 

Kravchuk issued on the very same day in regard to this memorandum brought Chisinau and 

Tiraspol closer to an end of the confrontation.1051 Interestingly, before it was signed, the OSCE, 

Ukrainians and local experts called on President Lucinschi to abstain from signing it. They found 

that some provisions were ambiguous and left room for further (mis)interpretations.1052   

There was nothing objectionable about Primakov’s proposal that Transnistria be granted 

the right to establish and retain international economic, scientific, and cultural contacts (Art. 3, 

2nd paragraph), a right from which many autonomous regions in the EU and Commonwealth of 

Independent States (CSI) have benefited. The same can be said of other provisions, such as the 

role of mediators during negotiations (articles 6 and 7) and the willingness of Chisinau and 

Tiraspol to avoid the use of force and threats against each other (Art. 1).1053 There were, 

however, three articles in this Russian plan which, if implemented, would have facilitated the 

separatists’ nation-building and transformed Moldova into a non-functional state. According to 

article 2 both sides were to continue to institutionalize state-legal relations between them, a 

concept that implied the idea of a de jure political equality between Moldova and Transnistria. 

Besides, article 3 entitled Tiraspol to conduct foreign policy of the country together with 

Chisinau, particularly on questions that touched its own interests.1054 Given the antithetical 

geopolitical vectors Moldovans and Transnistrians had always pursued, these provisions would 

                                                           
1050 Pridnestrovskoe uregulirovanie. Osnovnye dokumenty (Kyiv: Ebert’s Fond, 2000), 33-35. 
1051 Ibid., 36-37. 
1052 Lucinschi put his signature under the memorandum in the hope of unblocking negotiations and in spite of these 
warnings. Țăranu, “Iz istorii uchastiia Rossii,” 84. 
1053 Pridnestrovskoe uregulirovanie, 33-35. 
1054 Ibid., 34. 
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have been unworkable in practice. Also, article 11 provided that the rival parties were to build 

mutual relations within a new political framework, i.e. in the so-called “common state” within 

the borders of the Moldavian SSR. This concept was interpreted differently in Tiraspol and 

Chisinau: the former stood for a “common state” built from two separate sovereign polities (i.e. 

the TMR and the Repulic of Moldova); the latter saw the country as a unified state in which 

Transnistria was an autonomous region.1055  

The authors of the text also omitted any mention of the territorial integrity and political 

unity of the country – two crucial features related to problem of separatism in eastern Moldova. 

Although Yeltsin and Kravchuk signed a common declaration in which Russia and Ukraine 

assured that the provisions of the memorandum respected the sovereignty and integrity of the 

Republic of Moldova, this made no difference to Transnistrians.1056 Under the pretext that no 

official of the TMR (co)signed it, Tiraspol ultimately refused to recognize the Yeltsin-Kravchuk 

declaration.1057 These key provisions, i.e. respect for territorial integrity and political 

sovereignty, seem to be the real reason why the separatists rejected it. As soon as it became clear 

that the “Primakov Memorandum” had failed, Tiraspol continued to work on strengthening the 

TMR, avoided dialogue with Chisinau, and ended negotiations.1058 

 Another document the Kremlin proposed was the “Kozak Memorandum” (17 November 

2003). Whereas in 1993 the CSCE alluded to Moldova’s federalization, and in 1997 the 

“Primakov Memorandum” camouflaged federalization under the encrypted notion of the 

“common state,” Dmitriy Kozak1059 in his comprehensive plan for ending the Transnistrian 

conundrum, proposed federalization outright.1060 Kozak’s projected “Federal Republic of 

Moldova,” inspired by President Voronin’s federalization initiative,1061 was to consist of three 

                                                           
1055 See for instance Gottfried Hanne, “The Role and Activities of the OSCE Mission to Moldova in the Process of 
Transdniestrian Conflict Resolution,” in European Yearbook of Minority Issues. Volume 2, 2002/3 (The Hague; 
New York: Kluwer Law International, 2004), 37. 
1056 Pridnestrovskoe uregulirovanie, 36-37. 
1057 Țăranu, “Iz istorii uchastiia Rossii,” 85. 
1058 Stăvilă, “Evoluția reglementării,” 82. 
1059 Dmitriy Kozak was a close associate of Vladimir Putin. At that time he held the office of the First Deputy Head 
of Russia’s Presidential Administration. Henry E. Hale, Patronal Politics: Eurasian Regime Dynamics in 
Comparative Perspective (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 380. 
1060 The “Primakov Plan” was two pages long and contained 11 short articles; the “Kozak Memorandum” had 11 
pages and 19 articles. See Pridnestrovskoe uregulirovanie, 33-35; Conflictul transnistrean. Vol. III, 129-140. 
1061 In February 2003 Vladimir Voronin proposed that Transnistrians contribute to the elaboration of Moldova’s new 
federal Constitution. The initiative failed for two reasons. First, while Chisinau saw a federative but united 
Moldovan state that included the TMR, Tiraspol interpreted this proposal to mean the creation of a new state in 
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independent subjects, i.e. the TMR, Gagauzia, and Moldova (articles 1, 2, 3. 8). The document 

stipulated that all three subjects were entitled to maintain separate international relations, 

conclude international treaties, and achieve membership of world and regional organizations in 

which an international legal personality was not a mandatory condition (Article 3.15). This 

meant, in practical terms, that should Transnistria or Gagauzia decide to join the CSI (or Russia’s 

more recent project of the Custom Union) or Moldova move closer to the EU, they were all 

entitled to do so. Moreover, the proposals made by Kozak also contained other provisions that 

corresponded to the interests of Moscow, Tiraspol, and Kyiv, but not of Chisinau. The 

memorandum gave Gagauzes and Transnistrians the right to leave the projected federation if 

Moldovans should decide to unite with another country, i.e. Romania, and/or lose its 

independence (Article 3.16). That meant that should Moldova wish to reunite with Romania (or 

move closer to it or prefer the EU to Eurasia), then Transnistria and Gagauzia were free to 

become fully independent states, a scenario which implied possible subsequent incorporation 

into the Russian Federation or at least being a Kremlin protectorate as Abkhazia and Southern 

Ossetia were after 2008. 

 The question of the official languages and that of the status of the Russian military units 

deployed were also brought up in the “Kozak Memorandum.” While the Primakov document 

omitted any mention of these issues, the new memorandum focused on them. Dmitrii Kozak 

proposed that the Russian language would become equal to Moldovan (Art. 15), that the 

federation would allow Russia to keep its troops in Moldova’s territory until 2020, and that the 

re-designed Moldovan statehood had to be demilitarized under the exclusive supervision of 

Moscow (Art. 18).1062 It was not, however, clear what the role of the Moldovan language was 

and if the foreign military were to be stationed only in Transnistria or also in Gagauzia and in the 

rest of country.   

The provisions of the “Kozak Memorandum” provided the Kremlin with more rights in 

setting up the new federal state on the territory of the former MSSR, providing it with significant 

opportunities to influence developments in Transnistria, and to foster its own strategies. Thus, 

while the mediators were to provide political and economical guarantees of the terms of the 

memorandum (Article 17), Russia alone was to provide security guarantees and specify for the 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
which the TMR was equal to Moldova. Second, personal relations between the two leaders had deteriorated, causing 
more mutual mistrust. See Hill, Russia, the Near Abroad, 59, 64-65. 
1062 Conflictul t transnistrean. Vol. III, 138. 
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unification and preservation of Moldova’s territorial integrity (Article 18).1063 Although the last 

article (no. 19) stated that the EU, the OSCE, and Ukraine “may join [my italic – E.B] as 

guarantors,” this would require the agreement of Moldova, the TMR, and Gagauzia.1064 The 

latter two regions would always play Moscow’s card and block any pro-Western initiatives of 

Moldova using the veto stipulated in the document (Art. 10).1065  

 At first, the President of Moldova initialed the “Kozak Memorandum.” It was expected 

that Vladimir Putin in person would arrive in Chisinau to witness Voronin and Smirnov signing 

it. However, this never happened. Kozak’s plan failed, representing a temporary fiasco for 

Russian diplomacy. As soon as the text of the document became publicly available, the 

Moldovan opposition organized huge rallies in protest. Thousands of demonstrators, labeled in 

the Russian media as tolpa (mob) participated; the most radicalized activists burned Russian 

flags and even set fire to photos of President Putin.1066 When the protesters reached Russia’s 

Embassy in the Moldovan capital, anti-Russian slogans were loudly shouted.1067 Under the 

pressure of opposition, influenced by the West, and afraid that a redesigned Moldova would 

become a dysfunctional and unsustainable state, Vladimir Voronin rejected the “Kozak 

Memorandum” at the very last moment.1068 Russia was embarrassed by this unexpected failure 

and Moldova’s U-turn towards the EU; Putin cancelled his planned official visit. 

President Voronin missed no opportunity to justify changing his decision. In an interview 

with Radio Free Europe, Moldova’s head of the state offered several reasons that stopped him 

from signing the document.1069 The memorandum, in his view, would transform the Republic of 

Moldova into an asymmetric federation, which was a direct path towards Transnistrian 

independence.1070 Second, Voronin considered that the peacekeepers stationed in Moldova’s 

                                                           
1063 Ibid., Vol. III, 139. 
1064 Ibid., Vol. III, 140. 
1065 Ibid., Vol. III, 135. 
1066 Ibid., Vol. III, 143. Also Dmitry Chubashenko, “Protesters Scuttle Putin’s Visit to Moldova,” The Moscow 
Times. 26 November 2003. Available at http://www.themoscowtimes.com/sitemap/free/2003/11/article/protesters-
scuttle-putins-visit-to-moldova/234395.html (accessed 22 January 2015). 
1067 E.g.  “Ivan, beri shinel’, [i] idi domoi!”(Ivan, take your military coat [and] go home!”). Conflictul transnistrean. 
Vol. III, 143. 
1068 Stăvilă, “Evoluția reglementării,” 84. 
1069 Conflictul transnistrean. Vol. III, 148. 
1070 In an asymmetric federation, “entities are equal in their titles, and modes of formal recognition […] and are 
symbolically treated as cosovereign [both] within the federation and within the international arena.” See Brendan 
O’Leary, “Thinking about Asymmetry and Symmetry in the Remaking of Iraq,” in Marc Weller, Katherine Nobbs 
(eds.) Asymmetric Autonomy and the Settlement of Ethnic Conflicts (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 
2010), 190. 

http://www.themoscowtimes.com/sitemap/free/2003/11/article/protesters-scuttle-putins-visit-to-moldova/234395.html
http://www.themoscowtimes.com/sitemap/free/2003/11/article/protesters-scuttle-putins-visit-to-moldova/234395.html
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troubled region should work under the mandate of the OSCE rather than Russia, as Tiraspol and 

Moscow always worked in unison.1071 Third, while Transnistrians wished Moscow to keep its 

troops in the TMR for an additional three decades, Moldovans wanted to free their country from 

foreign troops as soon as possible. Lastly, Voronin pointed out that Kozak’s memorandum could 

not be signed because it excluded the West from negotiations, which was not in Moldova's 

geopolitical interests.1072 In the result, the relations between Chisinau and Moscow cooled, 

tensions rose, negotiations “froze,” while the confrontation with and provocations from Tiraspol 

against the mainland continued. The retaliation for Voronin’s refusal to sign the “Kozak 

Memorandum” was harsh: Moldovan schools located in the TMR where the language of 

instruction was Romanian based on the Latin script again came under attack; the Moldovan 

railroad state enterprise in Tighina-Bender was seized by the Transnistrian military and KGB; 

and the Moldovan police in the city were harassed.1073  

Thus, the projects that the Russian Federation offered for solving the Transnistrian 

conflict in the Republic of Moldova were meant to promote the Kremlin's interests in this part of 

Russia's “near abroad.” Both Primakov’s plan and Kozak’s memorandum were hidden traps for 

the leadership in Chisinau and their Western supporters. 

 
Ukraine’s Iushchenko Plan 

 

The Orange Revolution and accompanying change in leadership influenced the foreign policy of 

Ukraine. The political program of the newly elected President Viktor Iushchenko and his PM 

Yuliia Tymoshenko led many to believe, at home and abroad, that crucial reforms and 

transformations would soon follow in this post-Soviet state. The West expected that Ukraine 

would play a more active and decisive role in regional politics, including in dealing with the 

Transnistrian problem in neighboring Moldova.   

In February 2005 Ukraine became, like Moldova, a partner with the EU via the European 

Neighborhood Policy (ENP). The EU–Ukraine Action Plan (APU) offered in this context was 

designed to meet the country’s prospects for closer cooperation with the West, followed by 

                                                           
1071  In fact, Russia had not only interfered into the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol but it also was “pushing 
the OSCE for support for the illegal regime in” self-proclaimed republic. Marples, Russia, 321. See also Trupele 
ruse [documente], 774. 
1072 M. Vahl, M.  Emerson, “Moldova and the Transnistrian Conflict,” in Bruno Coppieters et al. Europeanization 
and Conflict Resolution: Case Studies from the European Periphery (Gent: Academia Press, 2004), 173. 
1073 Conflictul transnistrean. Vol. III, 122-123, 164-165,  175-180, 206-208, 226, 269, 272-274, 317-322, 544. 
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possible integration into the expanding European family. Brussels and Kyiv agreed to work on 

identifying a political solution to the Transnistrian conflict. Furthermore, both sides together 

with Moldova were to address the issues regarding the Moldova-Ukrainian border, which de 

facto had been controlled by Tiraspol since 1991.1074 The EU–Ukraine Action Plan did not 

provide an answer to how the Transnistrian problem could be solved, but it touched on sensitive 

provisions missed in the projects Russia had offered.1075 In these circumstances Petro 

Poroshenko drafted a Ukrainian conflict resolution plan,1076 which President Iushchenko 

launched at the GUAM meeting in Chisinau in April 2005.1077   

Iushchenko’s proposals were not entirely new. They represented a combination of Leonid 

Kuchma’s “step-by-step” 1999 initiative and the ideas included in the EU–Ukraine Action 

Plan.1078 After the Ukrainian proposal was made public it became evident that it contained 

several core features fundamentally distinguishing it from the earlier proposals. First of all, in 

contrast to Europeans and Russians, Ukrainians targeted the public sphere and state institutions 

in Transnistria. In short, it suggested that in order to achieve any positive results in the 

negotiation process, serious changes had to come first. The plan proposed that Transnistrians 

conduct new elections monitored and recognized by the EU, OSCE, and USA besides Russia.1079 

That was the way to democratize the Transnistrian region and bring onto the scene political 

leaders that could replace the hardliner Igor Smirnov, who was ruling in the TMR with an “iron 

fist” for the second decade.  

Other provisions included in the Ukrainian plan referred to the international players in the 

negotiation process. It suggested that all mediators (Russia, the OSCE, and Ukraine), but 

                                                           
1074 “European Neighborhood Policy (ENP) Action Plan with Ukraine.” Available at 
http://ec.europa.eu/world/enp/pdf/action_plans/ukraine_enp_ap_final_en.pdf (accessed 15 February 2012). 
1075 The APU suggested that a political change in Tiraspol’s leadership could occur only through democratizing and 
developing a civil society in the TMR through free and democratic elections. 
1076 Petro Poroshenko held the position of Secretary of Ukraine’s National Security and Defense Council (NSDC). 
See Vladimir Socor, “Poroshenko Drafts, Yushchenko Launches a Plan for Transnistria,” The Jamestown 
Foundation, Eurasia Daily Monitor Volume: 2 Issue: 82 (27 April 2005). Available at 
http://www.jamestown.org/single/?tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=30305&no_cache=1#.VMweKmddWP4 (accessed 
January 2015). 
1077 GUAM stands for Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, and Moldova. It is a regional organization for democracy, 
economic development, and cooperation in the spheres of law enforcement and security. It was created in Strasbourg 
in 1997 with the aim to limit Russia’s influence in CIS countries. See GUAM’s official website. Available at 
http://guam-organization.org/en/node/241  (accessed 22 January 2015). 
1078 Kuchma’s idea was not to seek an immediate solution to the conflict, a position promoted by Moscow and 
Tiraspol, but to solve the problem step-by-step. However, back in 1999, neither Russians nor Transnistrians 
considered this scenario acceptable. See Rossiia-Ukraina, 1990-2000: Dokumenty i Materialy: V 2 kn. Kniga 2: 
1996-2000 (Moskva: MID, 2001), 316-317. 
1079 Conflictul transnistrean. Vol. III, 390, 392. 

http://ec.europa.eu/world/enp/pdf/action_plans/ukraine_enp_ap_final_en.pdf
http://www.jamestown.org/single/?tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=30305&no_cache=1#.VMweKmddWP4
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specifically Russia, had to accept a geopolitical extension by adding the EU and the USA.1080 

Should this be accepted, then the roles of the West and Ukraine would be considerably enhanced, 

while Russia’s position would be weakened. Furthermore, according to Kulik and Iakushik, 

Iushchenko suggested replacing Russia’s peacekeepers with a group of international military and 

civilian observers under the auspices of the OSCE; an international monitoring mission on the 

Ukrainian–Moldovan border; and an international mission to monitor the activities of military 

plants located in Transnistria.1081   

Despite its progressive character and positive reception in Moldova and in the West and 

having been rejected neither by Moscow nor by Tiraspol, the Iushchenko Plan suffered from 

several drawbacks. First, although it did not speak directly about federalizing the Moldovan 

state, as did the “Kozak Memorandum,” the Ukrainian document nonetheless implied it. 

According to the Iushchenko plan Transnistria could be granted a “special status” of an 

administrative-territorial unit in the form of a “republic” with its own Constitution and the right, 

equal to that of Chisinau, to conduct foreign policy on any issues in which it might be interested 

(Article III/a. 2, 3, 6). Also, similarly to other proposals, the Iushchenko Plan insisted on the 

preservation of the territorial integrity of the country and the continued existence of Moldovan 

statehood – otherwise, the TMR had the right to secede (Article III/b. 1). Last but not least, 

Iushchenko’s project made no reference to the Russian Army and weapons stocked in the 

Republic of Moldova (in Transnistria), which contrasted to the preceding proposals. This 

significant omission was unacceptable to Chisinau and the West, but likely welcome on the other 

side of the barricade, i.e. Russia and the TMR.  

Yet, in assessing the Iushchenko Plan, I cannot agree with Florian Küchler who stated 

that it was a “vague” project.1082 Maybe it was not as comprehensive as Kozak’s plan, but it was 

indeed different and capable of making substantial immediate and long-term inputs on the 

negotiations and Transnistria itself. According to Küchler, the document had been “cleared with 

Moscow in advance” before it was made public in Chisinau.1083 Still, the final draft of the 

Iushchenko Plan omitted several proposals that Ukraine’s President had outlined in April 2005 in 

the Moldovan capital, i.e. the “international inspection of Transdniestrian military industrial 

                                                           
1080 Ibid., Vol. III, 392-393. 
1081 Kulik, Iakushik, “Plan Iushchenko,” 166-167. 
1082 Küchler, The Role of the European Union, 67. 
1083 Ibid., 67. 
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facilities [and] replacement of the current peacekeepers with an international mission.”1084 In 

addition, the plan made no reference to the issues of the Russian army and munitions in Moldova 

(in Transnistria). Had the plan contained such articles, then Russia and the self-proclaimed TMR 

would undoubtedly not have been so indulgent toward its provisions. On the other hand, 

considering Moscow’s threats against Chisinau with various economic sanctions, it is not 

surprising that Kyiv did not risk challenging the Kremlin with “provisions [...] extremely 

attractive to Moldova”1085 but harmful to Russia and Transnistria.  

Iushchenko’s reconciliation project had limited success. While Ukraine’s leadership 

made it clear that it would stick to promoting this settlement plan,1086 the stakeholders did only 

what was convenient to them. Moldova adopted the “Organic Law” which, among other 

provisions, stipulated an immediate evacuation of foreign troops and ammunition, but had no 

impact on negotiations;1087 Transnistria, in turn, held elections, which were unmonitored by 

foreign observers.1088 All sides agreed to modify the negotiations format. But, although the 

latter’s composition was enlarged during the Odesa consultations in September 2005, the EU and 

the USA were given only the status of formal observers instead of mediators.1089 Russia took 

advantage of the failed Ukrainian initiative. Its foreign minister, Sergei Lavrov, pointed out that 

the cooperation between Moscow and Kyiv on Transnistria was possible only if Iushchenko’s 

plan could be combined with the document issued by Dmitrii Kozak two years earlier.1090    

The Europeanization course of Moldova and Ukraine also contributed to the failure of the 

Iushchenko Plan. The EUBAM Mission on the Moldovan–Ukrainian border (launched fall 2005) 

and the imposed new customs regulations on the Transnistrian segment of the interstate 

borderline worsened the relations of Moldova, Ukraine, and the EU with Russia and the TMR. 

On 6 March 2006 Kyiv introduced new custom regulations with Moldova and declared that it 

would import merchandise from Transnistria only with documents processed by the head office 

                                                           
1084 Hill, Russia, the Near Abroad, 170. 
1085 Ibid., 170. 
1086 Conflictul transnistrean. Vol. III, 398. 
1087 The law had no effect because the participants in the negotiation process rejected it. I discuss it in next chapter. 
1088 “OSCE nu acceptă alegerile din Transnistria,” Ziua, No. 3459, 21 October 2005. Available at 
http://www.ziua.ro/display.php?data=2005-10-21&id=187022 (accessed 2 January 2012). 
1089 Oazu Nantoi, “About the Consultations in Odessa and Other Issues,” Moldova Azi. 4 October 2005 Available at 
http://www.azi.md/news?ID=36191 (accessed 2 January 2012). 
1090 “Problema Pridnestrov’ia: Rossia gotova rabotat’ po planu Yushchenko,” 15 July 2005, Press Obozrenie. 
Internet Gazeta. Available at   http://press.try.md/view.php?id=61771&iddb=Polit  (accessed 15 February 2012). 
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of Moldova’s customs in Chisinau.1091 This decision, made in order to comply with the EU-

Ukraine-Moldova cooperation plans, remained on paper only. It was a short-lived initiative and 

demonstrated the weakness of the Ukrainian authorities and political impotence of the West to 

intervene on the side of Kyiv and Chisinau. Tiraspol interpreted the introduction of new custom 

policies as an economic blockade against the “fraternal Transnistrian people.” It closed the 

TMR’s (in fact Moldova’s) border with Ukraine and considered enforcing a more radical 

countermeasure – stopping the electricity supply to the Odesa region.1092  

Russia, responding to save Transnistrians from an alleged humanitarian catastrophe, 

resorted to gas blackmail against Ukraine and banned the importation of Moldovan wine.1093 

Several days later President Iushchenko abandoned the new customs regulation and stepped back 

from any further attempts to challenge Moscow’s position in dealing with the Transnistria 

problem. And, although in April 2006 Ukraine’s Foreign Minister Borys Tarasyuk declared that 

Iushchenko’s project was still “the only workable basis for the conflict resolution in 

Moldova,”1094 Ukraine opted to cooperate with Russia on this question, as it had before the 

Orange Revolution.1095 Analyzing Ukraine’s attempt to play the role of an independent actor in 

settling the conflict, a Moldovan expert stated that “it can hardly be imagined that Russia would 

allow Ukraine [or anyone else] to take the initiative to solve the Transnistrian conflict” from its 

own hands.1096 Or, to cite William H. Hill, the former head of the OSCE Mission to Moldova, 

“Moscow clearly prefers a unilateral approach to solving key political and security questions in 

what it considers its legitimate sphere of influence.”1097 

This analysis of the foreign proposals has demonstrated that at the international level 

reconciliation between Moldovans and Transnistrians was difficult because mediators and 

observers had conflicting stances toward the fate of the TMR. No document met the expectations 

                                                           
1091 Sanchez, The “Frozen” Southeast, 159. 
1092 “Tiraspol’ mozhet ostavit’ Odessu bez elektrichestva,” Lenta.ru Rambler Media Group,” Available at 
http://pda.lenta.ru/news/2006/03/17/odessa/ (accessed 3 January 2014). 
1093 Stăvilă, “Evoluția reglementării,” 86. 
1094 Lada Roslycky, Jos Boonstra, “Ukraine: Changing Governments and Persistent Concerns in the Region,” P. M. 
E. Volten, B. Tashev (eds.), Establishing Security and Stability in the Wider Black Sea Area: International Politics 
and the New and Emerging Democracies (IOS Press, 2007), 137. 
1095 Vladimir Socor, “Putin-Yushchenko Joint Declaration on Moldova Criticized by Romania,” Eurasia Daily 
Monitor Volume: 3 Issue: 10. January 16, 2006 Available at 
http://www.jamestown.org/single/?tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=31286&no_cache=1#.VNmAEebF-P4 (accessed 1 
February 2015). 
1096 Boian, “Relaţiile Republicii Moldova cu Ucraina,” 45. 
1097 Hill, Russia, the Near Abroad, 183. 
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of Moldovans and Transnistrians in the first instance, or the foreign players with their 

contradictory positions. The failure of the OSCE plan and of the Primakov and Kozak 

memorandums and the partial success of the Iushchenko initiative indicate that the Transnistrian 

question went far beyond the framework of a local confrontation and suggests that international 

actors did not generate acceptable resolution proposals. There are in the present (summer 2016) 

few grounds for optimism. Bill Bowring’s statement that a workable solution will soon be 

identified and that “likely [the] reunification [of Transnistria with Moldova] will take place, like 

it or not”1098 seems unfounded. If Chisinau and Tiraspol are unable or unwilling to settle this 

conflict, then it is probably the foreign actors’ call to step in more resolutely. For this to happen 

the West and the East need to come to an agreement on the Transnistria problem, which entails 

mutually accommodating their geopolitical interests in the Republic of Moldova. Or, in the 

words of Stefan Wolff, “it is up to the [all] parties and mediators to decide how sincere they are 

in moving forward to a sustainable settlement” 1099 of the Transnistria conflict. One can speculate 

that the ongoing confrontation between Kyiv and the separatists in the Donbas region has 

accentuated the conflicting geopolitical visions between East and West and impedes their ability 

to solve Moldova’s conflict with the TMR.  

 
 

4.5. FOREIGN OPINIONS ABOUT THE NATURE OF THE  
TRANSNISTRIAN CONFLICT AND THE PROSPECTS OF ITS RESOLUTION 

 
Sometimes the Transnistria problem is unjustifiably perceived as a not very complicated 

matter1100 and as one “more open to resolution than many other conflicts.”1101 This section 

discusses the nature of the so-called “frozen conflict” in Moldova and challenges the adequacy 

of the terminology scholars, politicians, and media use in respect to unsolved issues of the 

modern world. It focuses on the assessment international experts and ordinary people gave to the 

effort undertaken by the international actors to solve the dispute over the legal status of 

                                                           
1098 Bowring, “Transnistria,” 171. 
1099 Stefan Wolff, “A Resolvable Frozen Conflict?,”: 870. 
1100 This was the opinion an OSCE policy officer heard before departing to Chisinau. Anonymous Interviewee.   
Respondent [OSCE] 002. Interview recorded by author. 00:33–01:50. October 28, 2011. 
1101 Keith Webb, “Mediation in Moldova: A Case of Second-track Diplomacy,” in Deborah Goodwin, Matthew 
Midlane (eds.), Negotiation in International Conflict: Understanding Persuasion (London-Portland/Frank Cass, 
2002), 146. 
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the TMR and brings to the light their speculations about the future both of the Republic of 

Moldova and of its separatist entity in particular. 
 
 

 
Defining the “Frozen Conflict” in Moldova 
 
 

The concept of “frozen conflicts” entered into geopolitics, scholarship, and everyday life 

relatively recently.1102 However, it is known that all the so-called “frozen conflicts” of the post-

Communist era in the Balkans, Eastern Europe, and Caucasus have their roots deep in the past. 

Kosovo in Serbia, Abkhazia and South Ossetia in Georgia, Nagorno-Karabakh in Azerbaijan, 

and Transnistria in Moldova, to name a few, share the legacy of the imperial (Ottoman and 

Russian) and Communist epochs and are currently undergoing a turbulent transition. Although 

Cory Welt did not elaborate in particular on the definition of “frozen conflicts,” his discussion of 

security dilemmas in the context of so-called “inadvertent wars” is relevant to our study. He 

pointed out that any “definition [of security dilemma] can be useful for explaining unwanted 

conflicts,” the sort of conflicts which can be referred to as “frozen” as well.1103 

At a basic level, a “frozen conflict” can be described as a type of disagreement that 

occurred between two or more sides which, due to a variety of circumstances, has not been 

resolved. It describes a situation that reached a certain stage (e.g. a ceasefire) but did not 

progress to a political settlement. With respect to Moldova one might ask to what extent the 

Transnistrian conflict can be called “frozen” and if this term is accurate.  

 
Views from the West 
 

An anonymous OSCE police officer mentioned that the conflict in Moldova is called “frozen” 

because “there is no actual fighting going on over here,” or in the other words “there was no 

‘hot’ conflict” here after 1992.1104 However, elaborating on his own thoughts this OSCE 

interviewee concluded that “it is nonsense to say that the conflict is ‘frozen’ because there is still 

                                                           
1102 According to a high-ranking Moldovan diplomat involved in the negotiation process, this term was proposed by 
someone in the OSCE back in 1993 as appropriate to the situation in Moldova and other places where the military 
stage of the conflict was “frozen.” Anonymous Interviewee.  Respondent MD [I] 002. Interview recorded by author. 
02:01–02:57. 18 November 2011. 
1103 For some definitions of “frozen conflicts,” see Cory Welt, “The Thawing of a Frozen Conflict: the Internal 
Security Dilemma and the 2004 prelude to the Russo-Georgian War,” Europe-Asia Studies. Volume 62, Issue 1 
(2010): 66. 
1104 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [OSCE] 001. Interview recorded by author. 04:01– 05:25. 28 October 
2011. 
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a conflict, there is a negotiation process, and there are many, many other issues that have not 

been resolved, and therefore it is a ‘protracted’ rather than ‘frozen’ conflict.”1105 Furthermore, 

his OSCE colleague pointed out that the Transnistria conflict was labeled “frozen” for several 

reasons: because “there were no major results achieved, no consensus found and what is more, 

the current deadlock situation (fall 2011) indisputably indicates a ‘frozen’ character of the 

conflict.”1106  

Dirk Schübel, the Head of the EU Delegation in 2009-2013, stated that “there are indeed 

people who claim that the conflict is no longer ‘frozen’ [and] that maybe it has never been 

‘frozen’ because things are happening.”1107 Schübel also remarked that “there are lots of 

indications that both sides [Chisinau and Tiraspol] are quite happy with the established status 

quo and many of those who could positively influence its resolution might not be terribly 

interested in doing so.”1108 It turn, the representative of the German diplomatic mission stated 

that the contradictions in the former Moldavian SSR and the secession that originated from them 

can be qualified neither as “ethnic” nor “ideological,” while “the ‘multifaceted’ conflict with 

Transnistria is not ‘frozen’ but rather ‘simmering’ and ‘protracted.’”1109 Such viewpoints 

indicate that Moldova’s struggle with pro-Russian separatists did not end when the truce was 

signed but continued, and therefore, from a West European perspective, the conflict cannot be 

defined as “frozen.” 

 
Romanian Interpretations 

 

Quite similar interpretations can be found in the answers provided by Romanian diplomats who 

worked in the Republic of Moldova either at the time of the interview (March 2012) or earlier (in 

1990s). To the representatives of the Romanian Embassy in Chisinau the conflict is “frozen” 

because only the active phase of it, that is the combat, has ended.1110 In contrast, Dorin 

Cimpoeşu, a faculty member at Police Academy Al. I Cuza in Bucharest, who earlier in his 

                                                           
1105 Ibid. 
1106 At the end of 2011 when the interview was taken; but in fact this applies as well to the time when this chapter 
was written. Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [OSCE] 002. Interview recorded by author. 01:12– 03:47. 28 
October 2011. 
1107 Dirk Schübel. Interview recorded by author. 00:52- 01:04. 16 November 2011. 
1108 Ibid. 
1109 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [DE] 003. Interview recorded by author. 00:18- 00:48; 15:20-16:45. 14 
November 2011. 
1110 Romanian Embassy in the Republic of Moldova. Interview sent to author via email on 21 March 2012. 
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career spent several years in Moldova (1993-1997), had a slightly different explanation why the 

conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol is considered by many to be “frozen.” He believes that 

this notion remains in use because there are no premises that contribute to solving the differences 

among all the sides involved in the conflict's resolution.1111 Furthermore, to Vadim Guzun, an 

employee of the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Bucharest, the conflict is labeled as 

“frozen” because it “is a latent one, a conflict that broke out but was not consummated yet; a 

conflict that has the potential to explode at anytime.”1112  

There were other interesting opinions why the Transnistrian conflict should or should not 

be treated as “frozen” and why its status has not changed over the two decades of negotiations. 

According to some the conflict was “frozen” because the EU and the USA did not consider it to 

be of primary significance,1113 or, in the words of Ceslav Ciobanu, it was “frozen and forgotten” 

along with other similar conflicts in the post-Soviet states.1114 On the other hand, it is also 

“frozen” because Bucharest did little to mitigate the tensions around the TMR, while Russia 

preferred this status quo for conflict resolution.1115 Also, although a Romanian interviewee 

considered that this “frozenness” was imposed on Moldova and Transnistria from outside by the 

West and Russia,1116 in Romania, as in Ukraine,1117 Russia receives the brunt of the blame for the 

conflict itself and for its allegedly “frozen” state. Lastly, some respondents in Romania believed 

that keeping the conflict “frozen” is “a diplomatic maneuver of Moscow to reinforce the Roman 

principle ‘divide et impera’ and impose its supremacy in the envisioned ‘buffer zone’ between 

the EU and Russian Federation.”1118 

 
Ukrainian Views 
 
The term “frozen conflict” has never been applied or widely considered in respect to Ukraine, 

although separatism surfaced and conflicts between Kyiv and peripheral pro-Russian elites have 

shaken the political life of this country. When the status of Crimea was established by the 
                                                           

1111 Dorin Cimpoeşu. Interview sent to author via email on 18 January 2012. 
1112 Vadim Guzun. Unofficial interview recorded by author. 00:34-01:29. 5 November 2011. 
1113 Ileana-Maria Ratcu. Interview sent to author via email on 30 January 2012. 
1114 Ciobanu, Frozen and Forgotten, 160-164. Ceslav Ciobanu is Professor of Economics at Virginia State 
University. He served as Moldova’s Ambassador to the USA and Canada (1999 – 2002) and Moldova’s Deputy 
Foreign Minister (1998). Source: https://www.linkedin.com/pub/ceslav-ciobanu/67/686/297  (accessed 12 March 
2015). 
1115 Ileana-Maria Ratcu. Interview sent to author via email on 30 January 2012. 
1116 István Horváth. Interview sent to author via email on 11 October 2012. 
1117 I discuss this below. 
1118 Stelian Mândruț. Interview sent to author via email on 23 October 2012. 

https://www.linkedin.com/pub/ceslav-ciobanu/67/686/297
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Ukrainian Parliament, and when Iu. A. Meshkov (the President of the Crimean Republic, 

February 1994 – March 1995) left for Russia in 1995,1119 the conflict between Simferopol and 

Kyiv seemed to have finally been settled. Also, a consensus with Moscow in the dispute over the 

Crimean peninsula and the Black Sea Fleet had apparently been found.1120 However, as Vladimir 

Bezkorovaynyy commented, the Russia-Ukraine Friendship Treaty (1997) was nothing but a 

“time bomb,”1121 or in other words, nothing was settled and anything could happen.1122  

Interestingly, a year after the Kremlin ordered the military invasion of Georgia, Steven 

Pifer, the former US ambassador to Ukraine from 1998 to 2000, warned that the aggravation of 

the relations between Russia and Ukraine could not only lead to another crisis in Crimea but 

make from the peninsula “something akin to a new ‘frozen’ conflict.”1123 That gloomy prognosis 

turned out to be true five years later, in 2014. Moreover, a simple glance at the map shows that 

Ukraine is surrounded by “frozen conflicts” outside its borders and is challenged by strong pro-

Russian sympathies of a significant part of its own citizens. Retrospectively, the term might 

be applied today to the case of Crimea and potentially to the Donbas region. Ukraine “is likely to 

host frozen conflicts” of its own1124 while its current regional conflicts have deep historical 

roots.1125    

 Respondents in Ukraine provided concise and more comprehensive answers to the 

question how they understand the Moldovan “frozen conflict.” A Kherson-based resident put it 

straightforwardly: in his understanding the “freezing” of the Transnistrian problem “is [just] a 

                                                           
1119 Iurii A. Meshkov was the first and last President of the post-Soviet Republic of Crimea. He left for Moscow 
after President Kravchuk abolished the presidency in the peninsula. See Gwendolyn Sasse, “The ‘New’ Ukraine: A 
State of Regions,” in James Hughes, Gwendolyn Sasse (eds.), Ethnicity and Territory in the former Soviet Union, 
88-89. Also Solchanyk, Ukraine and Russia, 194-195. 
1120 These two features made Crimea unique within Ukraine and led Russia to continually monitor the peninsula and 
justified in its own eyes Moscow’s droit de regard in the domestic affairs and foreign policies of Kyiv. See V. P. 
Horbulin et al., Ukraine’s National Security: An Agenda for the Security Sector (Wien: Lit; Piscataway, NJ: 
Transaction Publishers, 2010), 82-83. 
1121 Bezkorovaynyy is the former commander of the Ukrainian Navy and participant in the Russian-Ukrainian 
negotiations over the Black Sea Fleet. Kropatcheva, Russia’s Ukraine Policy, 90. 
1122 Even the so-called “Kharkiv Accord” (an agreement signed in 2010 between Russia and Ukraine on the Black 
Sea Fleet according to which Russia's lease of the military naval base in Sevastopol was extended until 2042) did 
not save Ukraine from losing de facto the Crimean Peninsula in 2014. See “‘Kharkivs'kyi pakt' ne garantuie, shcho z 
ChF RF ne bude problem,” Ukrains'ka Pravda, 14 May 2010. Available at 
http://www.pravda.com.ua/news/2010/05/14/5040281/ (accessed 28 April 2015). 
1123 Steven Pifer, Averting Crisis in Ukraine (New York: Council on Foreign Relations, 2009), 6. 
1124 Denis Corboy, William Courtney, Kenneth Yalowitz, “Hitting the Pause Button: The ‘Frozen Conflict’ Dilemma 
in Ukraine.” The National Interest. 6 November 2014. Available at http://nationalinterest.org/feature/hitting-the-
pause-button-the-frozen-conflict-dilemma-ukraine-11618 (accessed 22 December 2014). 
1125 See John-Paul Himka, “The History behind the Regional Conflict in Ukraine,” Kritika: Explorations in Russian 
and Eurasian History 16, 1 (Winter 2015): 130, 133–134. 

http://www.pravda.com.ua/news/2010/05/14/5040281/
http://nationalinterest.org/feature/hitting-the-pause-button-the-frozen-conflict-dilemma-ukraine-11618
http://nationalinterest.org/feature/hitting-the-pause-button-the-frozen-conflict-dilemma-ukraine-11618
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tactical protraction of the conflict for the sake of Russia’s strategic plans” in Moldova, in 

Southeastern Europe, and in Ukraine.1126 On the other hand, an answer received from Kharkiv 

maintained that Moldova is to blame for the conflict being “frozen” because Chisinau let slip the 

opportunity to settle it.1127 These opinions, offered by the general public and scholars, were 

complemented by the thoughts of Andriy Deshchytsia, an experienced Ukrainian and European 

diplomat. Deshchytsia did not have a specific definition for Moldova’s “frozen conflict,” but he 

pointed out that a complex system of interrelated factors keeps its status as such.1128 

Interestingly, Ukrainian respondents’ approach to the Transnistria problem was linked to an 

understanding of its “frozen” character. After twenty years of fruitless negotiations, in the 

opinion of Valentin Yakushik, a Kyiv-based political scientist, the international mediators and 

observers had first to establish trust between Chisinau and Tiraspol and not protect their own 

national interests in the country.1129  

  Thus, one may deduce from the opinions of Ukrainian respondents that no significant 

changes will emerge soon and that the conflict will stay “frozen” for an undefined time. In other 

words, the “frozen” aspect of the Transnistrian problem will not disappear from international 

dialogue unless the OSCE, the EU, the USA, Russia, and Ukraine radically change their 

approach toward the functionality of Transnistria as a de facto state and towards the struggle of 

Chisinau to reintegrate this region within the country’s official borderlines. 

 
Opinions from Russia 
 
Various opinions on this question surfaced from respondents in Russia. To Natalia Kharitonova, 

a Moscow-based scholar specializing in the Transnistria problem, “frozen conflicts” are 

economic and political conflicts that resulted from nation-building in the USSR.1130 At the same 

time, Aleksandr R. Diukov considered the conflict “frozen” because military confrontation had 

ended, no resolution could be found in the current political configuration, and Transnistria’s 

                                                           
1126 Viktor Bratan. Interview sent to author via email on 13 March 2012. 
1127 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [UA] 001. Interview sent to author via email on 23 February 2012. 
1128 At the time of the interview Ambassador Andriy Deshchytsia was the OSCE Special Representative for 
Protracted Conflicts. Andriy Deshchytsia. Interview sent to author via email on 22 July 2012. 
1129 Valentin Yakushik. Interview sent to author via email on 5 January 2012. 
1130 Natalia Kharitonova. Interview sent to author via email on 24 April 2012. 
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leaders received sufficient benefits from this status and were not interested in solving the 

problem.1131   

Other opinions were shared with the author by respondents well-informed on the 

Transnistria problem in the Republic of Moldova, though from outside academia. Thus, whereas 

one respondent said that conflict is “frozen” because it is “unsolvable,”1132 another stated that 

“the conflict has been ‘preserved’ [read “frozen”] because Russia does not want to give up its 

geostrategic interests in the region.”1133 In contrast, a third person argued that the conflict is not 

“frozen” but rather it is “smoldering underground like the burning of peat bogs.”1134 And lastly, 

as one interviewee pointed out, it is “frozen” because this status allows the Kremlin and the West 

to preserve the stability, interests, and strategy in Eastern Europe convenient to them.1135 

 
“Protracted” rather than “Frozen”  
 

The interviewees suggested that the term ‘frozen conflict’ is interpreted and explained in 

different ways. The civil war in Moldova ended in 1992 and since then no casualties have been 

recorded on the either side nor has either side opened fire.1136 Thus speaking in terms of active 

combat operations, the conflict between Moldova’s and Transnistria’s military was indeed 

“frozen.” However, as Dov Lynch observed, “in most other ways the word ‘frozen’ is misleading 

[not only because] there has been no conflict resolution [but also because] much has happened” 

in the postwar period.1137 The conflict caused by the secessionist movement in Soviet Moldavia 

and perpetuated in modern-day Moldova always persisted and manifested itself in various ways 

after 1992. Therefore, even Willigen’s definition that “frozen conflict is a situation in which 

(direct) violence is ended, but in which the incompatibility remains unresolved,”1138 is not 

applicable to Moldova or other similar cases because the direct violence, excepting the warfare, 

never ceased. Furthermore, as mentioned earlier, the TMR leaders worked continuously on 

                                                           
1131 Aleksandr Diukov. Interview recorded by author. 00:25-02:11. 24 October 2011. 
1132 Sergey Mokanu. Interview sent to author via email on 22 January 2012. 
1133 Gennady Machak. Interview sent to author via email on 22 January 2012. 
1134 Yulia Kushnereva. Interview sent to author via email on 7 June 2013. 
1135 Vasilii Meshchereakov. Interview sent to author via email on 23 January 2012. 
1136 There were only two exceptions. Russian peacekeepers killed two unarmed Moldovan civilians, i.e. Constantin 
Andreev in 1995 and Vadim Pisari in 2012. See “Pacificatorii i-au mai împușcat și pe alții,” Point.Md. 12 January 
2012. Available at https://point.md/ru/novosti/politika/pacificatorii-iau-mai-impuscat-si-pe-altii (accessed 11 
February 2015). 
1137 Lynch, Engaging Eurasia’s Separatist States, 7. 
1138 See Niels Van Willigen, Peacebuilding and International Administration: The Cases of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
and Kosovo (Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge, 2013), 33. 

https://point.md/ru/novosti/politika/pacificatorii-iau-mai-impuscat-si-pe-altii
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building the Transnistrian state, openly disobeyed the legislation of the country, and persistently 

challenged the central authorities in Chisinau. As Anatol Petrencu, a Moldovan political activist 

and scholar, has pointed out, “the conflict cannot be defined as ‘frozen’ as it has become a real 

headache for us.”1139    

Indeed, how can the conflict be considered “frozen” if Moldovan schools in Transnistria 

that prefer to call the language of instruction “Romanian” and use the Latin script have been 

harassed, classes interrupted, windows smashed, and Romanian-language books confiscated.1140 

Or, one may doubt the applicability of this term to Moldova when it is known that citizens who 

reside in the separatist region were arrested for alleged treason and espionage against the TMR 

and blocked from participating in elections.1141 Furthermore, how can one qualify the conflict as 

“frozen” when separatist military squads take over enterprises and other economic entities on the 

right bank of the Dniester River?1142 Or when officials of Transnistria order new checkpoints to 

be installed on its “border” with Moldova1143 and when the TMR’s KGB sends ultimatums 

demanding that Chisinau recall its law enforcers from the “buffer zone”?1144 On the other hand, 

Moldova’s “economic blockades” and the West's sanctions against separatist leaders (e.g. the 

travel ban) hardly correspond to what may be defined as a “frozen conflict.”1145   

Summing up, that there are no grounds for the term “frozen conflict” to be used in respect 

to Moldova’s case, as it clearly conflicts with the actual state of affairs. I argue that the conflict 

was not “frozen,” “frozen” was only its “hot” stage – the warfare. The term does not match the 

phenomenon it is supposed to describe; in fact, it is erroneous, misleading, and inappropriate. 

Hence, it would be more correct to refer to the Transnistrian conflict, and to the Abkhazian and 

                                                           
1139 Anatol Petrencu. Interview recorded by author. 00:35–03:45. 11 November 2011. 
1140 Brian Beary, Separatist Movements: A Global Reference (Washington, D.C.: CQ Press, 2011), 290, 292. 
1141 See “Transdniester Officials Say Jailed Moldovan Confesses to Espionage,” Radio Free Europe. 4 July 2010. 
Available at 
http://www.rferl.org/content/Transdniester_Officials_Say_Jailed_Moldovan_Confesses_To_Espionage/2090503.ht
ml (accessed 23 January 2015). Also Bowring, “Transnistria,” 158. 
1142 Conflictul transnistrean. Vol. III, 121-124, 164-166,  208-209, 226-227, 269-274, 317-322. 
1143 “Clashes between Moldovan Civilians and Transnistrian Militia,” Moldova.org. April 27, 2013. Available at 
http://www.moldova.org/clashes-between-moldovan-civilians-and-transnistrian-militia-236563-eng/ (accessed 23 
January 2015). 
1144 “OKK osudila trebovanie KGB Pridnestrov’a o vyvode silovykh struktur iz Zony bezopasnosti,” Publika.MD. 
24 January 2014. Available at http://ru.publika.md/link_1190671.html (accessed 23 January 2015). 
1145 Nicu Popescu, EU Foreign Policy and Post-Soviet Conflicts: Stealth Intervention (London; New York: 
Routledge, 2011), 25. 

http://www.rferl.org/content/Transdniester_Officials_Say_Jailed_Moldovan_Confesses_To_Espionage/2090503.html
http://www.rferl.org/content/Transdniester_Officials_Say_Jailed_Moldovan_Confesses_To_Espionage/2090503.html
http://www.moldova.org/clashes-between-moldovan-civilians-and-transnistrian-militia-236563-eng/
http://ru.publika.md/link_1190671.html
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South-Ossetian and Crimean conflicts, as either “protracted,” “smoldering,” “simmering,” or at 

least “intractable,” but they are certainly not “frozen.”1146  

 

Assessing the International Input on the Transnistria Problem  

 

Regardless what term is being used to define the nature of the Transnistrian conflict, mediators 

failed to achieve significant results during negotiations. Two decades of international talks 

produced negligible results. Therefore, the optimistic prognosis that Keith Webb made in 2000 

that Tiraspol and Chisinau “are playing now the end-game, and edging towards a constitutional 

settlement which will probably be guaranteed by the three first-track mediators,” proved to be 

wrong.1147 This section discusses how international experts and the general public assessed the 

contribution of international actors so far and what more they should do to solve this protracted 

conflict. It also reveals how foreigners construe future prospects of the Transnistrian problem 

and the fate of the Republic of Moldova. 

  
Views from Russia 

 
The answers I received from respondents in Russia provide an understanding how secessionism 

in the Republic of Moldova is understood and associated with the negotiation process over the 

self-proclaimed TMR. These answers focused on the foreign policy of the Russian Federation 

and other participants at negotiations on the Transnistrian problem. Thus, Gennady Machak 

concluded that any contribution of foreign actors is senseless, as “no state or organization in the 

West will confront or put pressure on Russia or force her to give up Transnistria.”1148 On the 

other hand, Natalia Kharitonova, a researcher of the Transnistria problem, stated that effective 

input of the mediators and observers “is difficult just because they pursue different goals and 

precisely this makes a joint contribution almost impossible.”1149  

                                                           
1146 In my opinion the most appropriate terms would be either “protracted” or “intractable” conflicts. According to 
González, “intractable conflict […] [which] […] often occurs on international stages […] is often characterized by 
the protracted duration, periodic violence, and major threats to life and property.” See Josué M. González, Conflicts, 
Disputes, and Tensions Between Identity Groups: What Modern School Leaders Should Know (Charlotte, NC: 
IAP/Information Age Publ. Inc, 2009), 247. 
1147 Keith Webb, “Mediation in Moldova: A Case of Second-track Diplomacy,” 148. “Second-track diplomacy” 
refers to informal diplomacy in contrast to the “first-track” official mediation. See Andrew Williams, “Conflict 
Resolution after the Cold War: The Case of Moldova,” Review of International Studies, Volume 25 (1999): 84. 
1148 Gennady Machak. Interview sent to author via email on 22 January 2012. 
1149 Natalia Kharitonova. Interview sent to author via email on 24 April 2012. 
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The opinions Russian citizens expressed are diverse. Whereas some think that Chisinau 

and Tiraspol should decide their own common or separate future,1150 others called on the West to 

recognize the TMR and its right to unite with Russia.1151 At the same time, as another respondent 

put it, the integrity of Moldova must be preserved under the conditio sine qua non that Moscow 

is the sole partner of Chisinau in this and other matters.1152 Furthermore, there were different 

opinions about the contribution of the East and West in respect to this problem. What the TMR 

represents to Russia and what prevents it from untying the Transnistrian knot was explained by 

Aleksandr Diukov, a Moscow-based scholar:1153 

 

Twenty years of negotiations is quite a long time. In my opinion, for Russia, as one of 
the sponsors of the conflict settlement, with time Transnistria is turning into a kind of 
suitcase without a handle, which has value but is heavy to carry, yet it cannot be thrown 
away. Moreover, the recognition of the independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia 
has been very costly for the federal budget. This is why, pragmatically thinking, there 
are no reasons to believe that Russia will take this step [i.e. recognize the TMR – E.B.] 
in the near future. 

   
A different opinion on what Moscow could do for resolving the Transnistrian conundrum came 
from an interview a representative of Russia’s Embassy in Chisinau gave to Komsomol’skaia 
Pravda back in 2009, a year later after the Russian-Georgian war in August 2008:1154 
 

It is certain that we will not integrate the TMR into our constituency [although there 
were such official calls at the highest level1155] as long as there is the Ukrainian Berlin 
Wall between us, even though this wall is decrepit. This is why it is necessary to 
attract Ukraine in a non-violent way because everything is going to collapse there, and 
when that happens, Transnistria will immediately join Russia. 
 

 

Opinions from Ukraine 
 

In Ukraine, Andriy Deshchytsia, an expert on the protracted conflicts of the post-Communist era, 

believed that under no circumstances could the participants of the negotiations format 

established in 2011 or Romania, as an EU member, allow changes to international borders.1156 

                                                           
1150 Sergey Kremen’. Interview sent to author via email on 1 November 2012. 
1151 Vladimir Dezhurov. Interview recorded by author. 03: 37- 04: 27. 24 October 2011. 
1152 Tatiana Popova. Interview sent to author via email on 29 March 2012. 
1153 Aleksandr Diukov. Interview recorded by author. 02:22 – 03:37 and 05:11 – 05:52. 24 October 2011. 
1154 Nikolai Varsegov “Pridnestrov’e voidet v Rossiiu sledom za Ukrainoi.” Mnenie diplomatov rossiiskikh. 
Komsomol’skaia Pravda. 26 November 2009. Available at http://www.kp.ru/daily/24401.4/577199/ (accessed 12 
November 2014). 
1155 See Tsygankov, Russia’s Foreign Policy, 179. 
1156 Andriy Deshchytsia. Interview sent to author via email on 22 July 2012. 

http://www.kp.ru/daily/24401.4/577199/
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Furthermore, in his opinion, respecting the territorial integrity of Moldova is the only way to 

work on a settlement of the problem. This opinion reflects the official standpoint of the 

Ukrainian leadership, irrespective of who led the country after the demise of the USSR. 

However, Ukrainian scholars and observers view differently what mediators and observers 

should do about separatist Transnistria. Thus, for instance, while some thought that all 

international actors have proved to be passive and ineffective,1157 others suggested that 

foreigners had to create “a [functional] forum that would be indeed interested in discussing [and 

solving] all significant issues of the conflict and [be interested in building] a common future for 

Moldova and Transnistria.”1158  

A scholar from Kharkiv believed that international participants at the negotiations must 

keep in mind that a new generation of people born in Moldova and in Transnistria since the war 

ended perceives each other as enemies and “alien others.”1159 Furthermore, in the attempt to 

settle this problem, Russia, Ukraine, Romania, the OSCE, the US, and the EU “need to proceed 

from the obvious fact that a de jure nonexistent TMR has existed de facto for the third decade 

now. Hence, the settlement should not take place according to the principle of ‘must’, i.e. how it 

should be done according to some international norms, but on the basis of the established 

realities.”1160 A similar point of view was provided by Viktor Bratan of Kherson. In his 

perspective, the international community, and mediators and observers in the first instance, 

should recognize Transnistria, as precisely this would end the conflict between Chisinau and 

Tiraspol.1161 Lastly, a Kyiv-based scholar, Serhiy Gnatiuk pointed out that international actors 

should focus on preserving the status quo of negotiations and of Transnistria itself or, in other 

words, as he wrote, if “there is no bloodshed [like in the 1992] then let it never be shed 

again.”1162  

 
Western Interpretations  
 
After the conclusion of the Second World War when the Soviets took control over half of 

Europe, the Communizing countries and lands occupied by the Red Army were always 

                                                           
1157 Anonymous Interviewee.  Respondent [UA] 002. Interview sent to author via email on 19 March 2012; Petru 
Țopa. Interview sent to author via email on 14 March 2012 
1158 Valentin Yakushik. Interview sent to author via email on 5 January 2012. 
1159 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [UA] 001. Interview sent to author via email on 23 February 2012. 
1160 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [UA] 001. Interview sent to author via email on 23 February 2012. 
1161 Viktor Bratan. Interview sent to author via email on 13 March 2012. 
1162 Serhiy Gnatiuk. Interview sent to author via email on 12 February 2012. 
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monitored by the West. Later, the end of the Cold War and the demise of the USSR opened new 

perspectives for an EU eastward enlargement. Challenges and obstacles accompanied this 

process, but the target goal to acquire new members was prioritized, and the West (the EU and 

NATO), continued to work toward it. However, the case of the Republic of Moldova sharply 

differs from that of the Baltic States. Anneli Ute Gabanyi remarked that Chisinau, in contrast to 

Riga, Tallinn, and Vilnius, received no support from the West “to move closer to the NATO and 

the EU, [that] it was forced (‘recommended’) to join the CIS,” left alone to face the Russian-

sponsored war and forced to accept the “policy of benign neglect” on the part of the 

Europeans.1163  

Although it was the mainly European CSCE that recommended in 1993 how to settle 

Moldova’s disagreement with separatists, the EU itself, as Claire Gordon pointed out, “played 

virtually no role in the conflict management process” for more than a decade.1164 It was only 

after the accession of the Baltic States (2004) and Bulgaria and Romania (2007) to the EU that 

Europe’s policymakers extended their vision towards Moldova and Ukraine. And whereas back 

in 1994 the EU-Moldova Partnership and Cooperation Agreement made no reference to 

Transnistria, in 2005 the ENP and the EU-Moldova Action Plan transformed the EU from an on-

looker into a direct, though reluctant participant in the conflict management.1165  

Interestingly, Dirk Schübel, the former EU’s envoy in Moldova, had a very different 

view about the West’s input into the Transnistrian conflict. Thus, he stated that “we are doing 

already a lot and I think we would not know what more we could do for making a more 

substantial contribution to settling the Transnistrian problem.”1166 In the view of this diplomat, 

the greatest EU achievement at the time of the interview (fall 2011) consisted of re-engaging 

Chisinau and Tiraspol in a new stage of negotiations after a five-year deadlock. However, in 

order to foster positive outcomes from this success, Schübel admitted that the existing 5+2 

format was imperfect. There was a need, as he pointed, to re-shape the format by changing the 

EU’s and US’ statuses from simple observers into mediators equal to Russia, Ukraine, and the 

                                                           
1163 Anneli Ute Gabanyi, “Moldova: A Test Case in EU-Russian Relations?” in Johanna Deimel, Wim P. van Meurs, 
(eds.) The Balkan Prism: A Retrospective by Policy-Makers and Analysts (München: Otto Sagner, 2007), 500-503. 
1164 Claire Gordon, “The EU as a Reluctant Conflict Manager in Moldova,” 126. 
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1166 Dirk Schübel. Interview recorded by author. 01:20 - 02:35. 16 November 2011. 
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OSCE. He, however, doubted the effectiveness of such a change because “it is eventually Russia 

who is the key to the resolution of the problem [not the rest of us].”1167 Similar ideas were 

suggested by a senior German diplomat in the Republic of Moldova. In his eyes “Russia should 

not only declaratively state that it supports the territorial integrity of Moldova and country’s 

sovereignty over national territory, but to support for real these attributes of any independent 

state.”1168 Furthermore, this interviewee added that Germany’s most effective contribution to the 

conflict resolution, as a member of the European Union “would be continuing to support security 

cooperation in the region by engaging Russia and the EU in this process.”1169   

In turn, the OSCE policy officers in Moldovan capital also provided interesting answers. 

Thus, one of them advocated the involvement of the UN in the Transnistria problem.1170 He 

suggested raising the question at a higher level of negotiations than the current one, which had 

brought no results in two decades of mediations. The second interviewee said that while both the 

EU and USA must certainly “upgrade their status from observers into mediators, the White 

House should pay more attention [to Moldova] because that has been a problem over there.”1171   

An interesting detail surfaced in my interviews with European diplomats regarding 

Moldova’s neighbor and EU/NATO member. Surprisingly, they all consider that for the sake of 

stability in Moldova, Romania should keep “a low profile and to try to make its voice in the 

Transnistrian question only via the EU institutions,1172 because Romania “will always be seen as 

a one-sided [actor] in the conflict.”1173 Indeed, Romania could be suspected of a pro-Chisinau 

stand. What, however, is strange is that no representative of European diplomacy mentioned 

Russia as “a one-sided” actor in the negotiations and in the latter’s attitude toward Transnistria. 

Moreover, as the German diplomat suggested, and in fact correctly, Romania and Ukraine, as the 

only neighbors of Moldova “should emphasize the sovereignty and territorial integrity of [the 

latter] and cooperate proactively in an assisting and supportive way” while dealing with pro-

                                                           
1167 Ibid. 
1168 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [DE] 003. Interview recorded by author. 04:19 - 07:46. 14 November 
2011. 
1169 Ibid., 12:10 - 12:32. 14 November 2011. 
1170 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [OSCE] 002. Interview recorded by author. 08:39 – 08:44. 28 October 
2011. 
1171 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [OSCE] 001. Interview recorded by author. 00:43 – 03:57. 28 October 
2011. 
1172 Ibid. 
1173 Dirk Schübel. Interview recorded by author. 02:50 - 03:55. 16 November 2011. 
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Russian secessionism close to their international borders.1174 He also expressed the belief that the 

officials in Kyiv and Bucharest “should never ever fall under the pressure of those [forces] who 

consider Transnistria part of Ukraine and [put pressure on Romania] to revise the Paris Treaty of 

1947.”1175 Therefore, as the OSCE respondent remarked, Romania, though not recognized and 

accepted as a formal participant in the conflict resolution process, should avoid “inflammatory 

statements like those made by the current [now former] President Băsescu as they are [nothing 

but] very helpful to the Transnistrian authorities” and by extension to those in Russia.1176  

 
Romanian Views   
 
 

Romanians connected to the country’s diplomatic corps along with civilians share mostly the 

same vision regarding the most helpful contribution of international actors for settling the 

Transnistrian conflict. However, the absence of references to Romania’s input is notable.1177 

Why? First, it is probably because Bucharest learned its lesson well from the wartime diplomacy 

with Moscow and Kyiv in 1992, i.e. not to interfere in the Transnistrian affair. Second, it is 

because both the political instinct of self-defense against possible Russian threats and self-

isolation from the Transnistria problem were activated in order to achieve more crucial 

geopolitical goals – membership in the EU and NATO.  

 The interviewed Romanian respondents believed that the Kremlin has the most 

substantial contribution to make in Transnistria. To them Russia, the Communist one (i.e., the 

USSR), which triggered the conflict, and its successor, the Russian Federation, which supported 

Tiraspol before, during, and after the Moldovan civil war, is the key to the resolution of this 

problem.1178 On the other hand, they stated that Moscow should comply with all the international 

treaties and conventions it has signed and that it had to withdraw unconditionally its troops from 

Moldova and accept the substitution of its peacekeepers by a civilian internationally mandated 

                                                           
1174 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [DE] 003. Interview recorded by author. 12:10 - 12:32. 14 November 
2011. 
1175 Ibid. 
1176 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [OSCE] 001. Interview recorded by author. 01:12 - 03:40. 28 October 
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mission.1179 Furthermore, it was pointed out that Russia cannot accumulate several incompatible 

roles: as a mediator, as a peacemaker, and as a country that instigated the conflict, manages it, 

and preserves its status.1180  

Besides the opinions concerning Russia’s negative role in the Transnistrian matter, there 

were those who blamed all sides involved in the negotiations regardless of their status (i.e. 

mediators or observers). One response was that stakeholders should unconditionally support the 

negotiation process and its outcomes regardless of their divergent interests in the region.1181 This 

does not seem probable, however. As Vadim Guzun said, during two decades of diplomatic work 

the third parties had no real intention to influence Chisinau and Tiraspol to find a consensus.1182 

He also argued that the problem in fact is not so much with Russia itself, which feels at home in 

Transnistria, but with the Westerners. The latter “do not understand what they deal with in 

Moldova and for this reason are not able to develop effective policies and undertake necessary 

measures that would lead to the final closing of the Transnistrian file.”1183  

Thus, the efforts the international actors made toward solving the Transnistrian problem 

and what is expected from them in the future were given contradictory assessments. It appears 

that the West was not doing enough to persuade Russia to be more flexible and the West is not 

flexible itself. Were the Western powers impotent or was it rather that Transnistria and Moldova 

represented no geopolitical and military value to the united Europe? The established status quo 

for the stalled negotiations and for the TMR as a de facto state was convenient, though for 

different reasons, to both Russians and Westerners. The former master of the Communist world, 

and its puppet-entity Transnistria, have nothing to lose but much to gain from the existing 

apparent stability and political equilibrium. Whereas Moscow remained unofficially in control of 

the TMR, the latter continued to build a Russian nationhood on foreign soil, paving the road 

toward a possible fusion with Russia. Can the West prevent this development? It is difficult to 

say. But, with the Kremlin’s approach toward peoples' right to self-determination and its 

understanding of historical justice, anything is possible. Transnistria, Abkhazia and South 

Ossetia, Crimea and Donbas seem all to be pieces of a single scenario – envisioned by Moscow 

                                                           
1179 Romanian Embassy in the Republic of Moldova. Interview sent to author via email on 21 March 2012; 
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1180 Vadim Guzun. Unofficial interview recorded by author. 01:31-06:56. 5 November 2011. 
1181 István Horváth.  Interview via email on 11 October 2012. 
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parts of the so-called “Russian World” (Russkiy Mir). The West, in turn, although not happy 

with such developments, appears to be interested in keeping the Transnistria conflict unsettled 

rather than having re-escalated warfare in proximity to the EU/NATO borders with Russia’s 

“near abroad.”   

 
Expert Views on the Solutions and Prospects of Separatism  

 
Pro-Russian secessionism in the Transnistrian region of Moldova is a constituent part of a more 

worldwide phenomenon – the separatist movement associated with minorities’ rights for 

autonomy and self-determination. Separatism affects negatively the functionality of dozens of 

nation-states and impacts differently the fate of hundreds of ethnic communities of multinational 

countries. The spread of secessionism is a serious threat to geopolitical stability. Where it has 

surfaced, it has generated breakaway entities and de facto states often welcomed outside of the 

contry’s borders. Brian Beary described, in a global perspective, fifty-nine cases of separatist 

movements, the leadership of which usually sought full secession from the mainland.1184 Nine 

cases referred to Eastern Europe and Balkans but the author did not mention Serbia’s former 

province of Kosovo. Categorized for a while as a “frozen” or, more properly, protracted conflict, 

Kosovo is today not only an independent country, but a state with a Serbian minority separatist 

movement of its own.1185  

           Shortly after the civil war in Transnistria ended, earlier calls for regional autonomy were 

replaced by more extreme demands. Tiraspol started considering whether to gain an 

unchallenged autonomy within what Jim Nichol called a “loose confederation”1186 or to achieve 

full independence instead of the “special status” Chisinau offered. As of today (summer 2016), 

Moldova’s separatists have rejected any type of status that the central government and Ukrainian 

mediators have proposed; instead, they considered, although briefly, the option of an asymmetric 

federation elaborated in Moscow (the “Kozak Memorandum,” 2003). While to the TMR this 

form of state would have brought about a legalized Russian protectorate, to Moldova it meant 

                                                           
1184 Beary, Separatist Movements, v-vii. 
1185 See “Kosovo Serbs Form Rival ‘Parliament,’ Vow Vote Boycott,” Radio Free Europe, 4 July 2013. Available at 
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abandoning its “efforts to join Western institutions”1187 and remaining a hostage of re-emerging 

Russian might.  

 
 

Views from the West 
 
 

 

Overall, the Europeans dispatched to Moldova either as senior diplomats (e.g. Germany), as 

high-ranking EU envoys, or OSCE officers think that the Transnistrian problem can be solved 

and that the country’s territorial integrity should be preserved within the internationally 

recognized borders. Although they were sceptical that the conflict could be settled in the near 

future for “it is not on high-top agenda and the West is not interested in this problem [as of 

2011],”1188 they still felt that there were realistic scenarios to accomplish this goal.  

Dirk Schübel, the Head of the EU Delegation in the country, stated it was necessary to 

win the confidence of Tiraspol.1189 The diplomat was not specific about what he meant by 

“winning the confidence,” but in my interpretation this means preserving Moldova’s 

independence without allowing any absorption into Romania.1190 The OSCE representative in 

Chisinau referred to the constantly frightening Romanian factor: “I do not believe that Moldova 

would ever join Romania; I just do not see how it would possibly happen.”1191 Although the 

officer made no reference to the foreign and domestic factors that might impede a Moldo-

Romanian (re)union, should such a trajectory be pursued, he explained why this would not 

happen. In his opinion, Moldova’s elite and high-ranking officials would never give up what 

they have because they are not interested in becoming peripheral actors in Romania, as happened 

to their predecessors from the 1918 Sfatul Țării.1192 The same thing was said about Transnistrian 

leaders who benefit a great deal from various kinds of Russian support. Besides, he was also 

reasoning along the following lines: what would employees of the separatist government and 
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1188 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [DE] 003. Interview recorded by author. 23:51 - 24:46. 14 November 
2011; Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [OSCE] 002. Interview recorded by author. 22:25 – 22:35. 28 October 
2011. 
1189 Dirk Schübel, Interview recorded by author. 09:50-13:30. 16 November 2011. 
1190 As noted by Moscow-based interviewee Igor’ Mokan. Interview via email on 11 November 2011. 
1191 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [OSCE] 001. Interview recorded by author. 09:12 – 12:44. 28 October 
2011. 
1192 Ibid. The reintegration might be also seen by some segments of the right-bank Moldova elite as a threat to the 
stability and balance of domestic political power and influence. Should the TMR be returned, then the political 
spectrum and electorate would dramatically affect the pro-European orientation of the country. 
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numerous local KGB and other law enforcement men do if the TMR dissolves within a 

reintegrated Moldova?1193 

In general terms, the Chisinau-based European experts who were interviewed foresaw 

the political and territorial unity of this post-Soviet nation restored and the breakaway region 

reintegrated. They believed that “Moldova is the logical place for Transnistria to be part of,”1194 

and for this “the famous federalization idea [should be implemented via] a slightly modified 

‘Kozak Memorandum.’”1195 Otherwise, Tiraspol may seek to accept either a status similar to the 

Basque Country in Spain,1196 or go with a UN Cyprus scenario, employed by the West to 

conciliate Greek and Turkish communities of that island.1197 Yet, neither the Cypriot Greeks nor 

their Turkish counterparts have been satisfied with the statuses of their native land.1198  

Almost all the interviewed Europeans, i.e. three out of four, were positive that to 

persuade Transnistrians to accept extensive autonomy would prove difficult. For this to happen 

three major prerequisites must exist. First, the TMR should stop seeking independence in line 

with the results of its referenda and adopted legislation; second, it should change its policies 

toward reintegration with Moldova;1199 and third, Chisinau must draw Russia to its side so that 

Moscow puts pressure on Tiraspol.1200 On the other hand, other scenarios may surface “should 

one day the Kremlin be tired of spending an estimated annual $5 million for maintaining the 

status quo of the TMR”1201 and decide to “get rid of it.”1202 However, this might require the EU’s 

active engagement in the conflict resolution.1203 
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Views from Ukraine 
 
In Ukraine, the offered solutions outlined by officials differed from the stances of civilians. This 

is because politicians, paraphrasing Jane Merrick, cannot speak in terms of the ordinary 

people.1204 Thus, in the words of the representative of the Foreign Ministry of Ukraine any model 

for the Transnistrian settlement should be agreed first and foremost  between Chisinau and 

Tiraspol.1205 The important thing in this scenario is ensuring territorial integrity of the reunited 

country in which the TMR must be granted special status. In turn, Valentin Yakushik, a Kyiv-

based political scientist, said that the most reliable option is federalizing Moldova and making 

Russian the second official language of the country.1206  

The responses from Ukraine indicate that ethnic belonging, spoken language, 

geopolitical preference, and place of residence were crucial in forming their approach to 

separatism in eastern Moldova. Ukraine’s citizens position themselves either on the Moldovan 

(Western) or on the Transnistrian (Russian) side. An ethnic Romanian in Chernivtsi region who 

supports a reintegrated Moldova thinks that the withdrawal of the Russian army from 

Transnistria is the key to facilitating progress.1207 According to him the future will remain the 

same and reunification is unlikely precisely because of the presence of Russian troops, which 

strengthens Tiraspol and encourages antagonism toward Chisinau. In contrast, an ethnic 

Ukrainian who resides in Kherson, argued that the best way to solve the conflict would be 

recognizing the independence of the TMR and establishing friendly relations between Chisinau 

and Tiraspol as between two sovereign polities.1208 In addition, a more comprehensive answer, 

with a detailed analysis of the current situation and prospects, was provided by a Russian-

speaking Soviet-born Transnistrian currently residing in Kharkiv: 

 
Moldova should deal with its internal contradictions, make clear-cut decisions about 
its geopolitical orientations, and make the country economically and politically 
attractive. If the standard of living in Moldova goes up, then this will automatically 
attract more votes for unification. However this is unlikely to happen. One may [only] 
talk about reconciliation, but hold no illusions that Transnistria and Moldova will 
                                                           

1204 Jane Merrick as a Political Editor of The Independent. See Jane Merrick, “Politicians Need to Stop Thinking in 
Terms of ‘Ordinary’ People,” The Independent. 21 May 2014. Available at 
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become one country in the next decade. While divided, reconciliation is possible as 
long as there is an understanding that each side has its own path – neither better nor 
worse, just different. Their future in the next ten years is a complex economic and 
political situation in the format of two countries, even if the TMR remains de jure 
unrecognized.1209 

  

Opinions from Romania  
 

Romanians regard the Transnistria problem as a very difficult issue. Finding a solution for it 

depends on the interaction of two factors, namely domestic developments and a more decisive 

involvement of foreigners. The collected materials reveal that there are people in Romania who, 

like some in Ukraine, are confident that in the first place Chisinau has to decide on what vector 

their country should follow. A Cluj-based respondent wrote “swinging between EU integration 

and gravitation toward Russia are factors that motivate Tiraspol to play the card of 

uncertainty.”1210  

  Chisinau’s dilemma of choosing an orientation is directly connected to another problem 

that has not been solved since Moldova’s independence. The question is what sort of state 

Moldovans really want to build: based on a pro- and pan-Romanian ethnocentrism or based on 

Moldovanism? Whereas in Bucharest some still “hope that Europe will decide that Bessarabia 

needs to be returned to Romania and that Russia should recognize that it owns territories that do 

not belong to it [the TMR],”1211 others consider that a clear pattern for Transnistria’s 

reintegration is difficult to define until Chisinau makes a decision to stick with the East or the 

West. Therefore, the same interviewee argued that Moldova’s nation-building should be based 

either on “Romanianism,” which entails a pro-EU orientation, or on “Moldovanism,” that is a 

pro-Russian trajectory and ethnic platform.1212  

The Europeanization of Moldova as the panacea for Transnistrian separatism came to 

light as well.1213 In the view of Bucharest’s diplomatic envoys in Chisinau, “maintaining a strong 

European orientation is the surest way to solve the conflict, to ensure a comprehensive 

development of the Moldovan state and alleviate the concerns of Transnistrians who currently 
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are reluctant to reintegrate.”1214 It seems that some Romanians believe that the European course 

would enhance the attractiveness of Moldova and make conditions more favorable for national 

reconciliation. This scenario would sound better were it not for the unimpressive realities in 

some of the former Soviet republics (e.g. Latvia1215) or in the countries of the former Communist 

camp (e.g. Romania and Bulgaria) that acquired EU membership several years ago.1216 A right-

bank Moldovan pointed out in an informal conversation two interesting things. First, in his 

opinion, the Transnistrians, who profit from cheap gas and electricity and have Moscow on their 

side, will never trade “mother Russia” for uncertainty (i.e. Moldova and the EU). Second, 

Moldova, with its failed economic reforms, fragmented statehood, infamous corruption, and 

orientation toward the EU will achieve nothing but literally “will get back to the wooden hoe 

[i.e. will end up nowhere]” should it abandon or be rejected from the Russian market. 

 Concerning other scenarios for the conflict resolution, Stelian Mândruț, the interviewed 

respondent in Romania, considered that the ideal would be reintegration of the TMR in Moldova 

on conditions mutually acceptable to both parties.1217 Should this not work, then the imposition 

of the “peaceful coexistence” principle between Chisinau and Tiraspol may also be applicable. 

But this would further deepen the gap between the two banks of the same river and not bring 

about peace and stability.1218 One respondent in Bucharest (like counterparts in Chisinau and 

Moscow),1219 suggested that Moldovans need to renounce Transnistria for the benefit of the 

country’s European choice and domestic stability.1220 Interestingly, despite the various opinions 

described above no Romanian respondent expressed hope about significant changes in the near 

future. And indeed, although the North and South Koreas ceasefire agreement (1953) is 

considered the longest unsigned and unratified peace treaty,1221 it is possible that the Moldo-
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Transnistrian truce (1992) will soon be referred to as the second longest one, unless the West and 

Russia decide to put an end to this conflict.1222  

 

Views from the Russian Federation  
 
 Russian respondents went beyond the official approach adopted by the Kremlin, i.e. the 

implementation of the “Kozak Memorandum.” Although some proposed federalizing the 

Republic of Moldova or even creating a Confederation, other scenarios were also suggested.1223 

Some respondents advocated the recognition of Transnistria as the proper solution, since it 

completely corresponds to the actual situation in which the TMR is a dynamic quasi-state and 

has nothing in common with Moldova.1224 Interestingly, another respondent, Sergey Kremen’, 

noted that “should legal separation be possible, then granting large autonomy similar to that of 

Hong Kong would be the best thing to do.”1225 Otherwise, since “the war is not going on any 

more, the mediators must not rush with cardinal decisions but keep the conflict ‘frozen’ as they 

did in Europe with the older ones, e.g. Northern Ireland in the UK.”1226 Kremen’ suggested that 

reconciliation “is not possible within two-three generations due to the Transnistrians’ living 

memory about those who perished during the [Moldovan] civil war.”1227 This interviewee stated 

that “time and proper state-sponsored upbringing would be the best cure for people in the TMR, 

and this may bridge them back with Moldovans.”1228 He referred to the case of the older 

generation in Russia who still have no love for the Germans but have nothing against the Swedes 

who invaded in 1709 or the French who attacked Russia in 1812.1229  

Iulia Kushnereva, a Moscow-based history teacher, thought the interwar solution for the 

city of Danzig, which was disputed between Germany and Poland, could also be applied in the 

case of Transnistria and Moldova. The TMR could be given a special status under the auspices of 

the UN by analogy with the status of “free city” that the League of Nations provided earlier to 

Gdańsk.1230 In addition, Kushnereva said that the simple provision of this status might not be 
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sufficient and an agreement signed at the international level for defining new borders would be 

crucial. Otherwise, as Gennady Machak wrote, Moldova must give up the idea of resuming 

control over the de facto lost territory, focus on reforms, and go on its own toward Euro-Atlantic 

integration.1231 Another interviewee opted for building good-neighborly relations between 

Moldova and Transnistria as equal partners of the Customs Union – a perspective that would 

solve the conflict and bring stability to the both banks of the Dniester River.1232  

The Eurasian project is supported in Transnistria and welcomed by the leftist elite and the 

Romanian and Russian-speaking populace sympathetic to Russia from right-bank Moldova. 

However, one should understand that, promoting its Eurasianist ideology, Moscow counts on 

support from civilians and leaders in the so-called “Russian world,” which includes Moldova, 

along with the TMR and centrifugal Gagauzia. When in the West, in neighboring Romania, or at 

home someone speaks about Moldova’s European choice and it is believed that Europeanization 

would settle the allegedly “frozen conflict” with Transnistrians, one detail is either forgotten or 

neglected. Beside economic benefits that the Customs Union may offer to Moldova’s residents 

irrespective of their place of residence and citizenship, one needs to take into consideration 

Russia’s self-image as a guardian of traditional Christian and family values. I believe that 

precisely this, along with the economic benefits, keep former homines sovietici hostage to 

Putin’s foreign policy in the so-called “near abroad.”  

In other words, referring to various plans, contexts, and impediments for the 

Transnistrian conflict resolution, Transnistrians and the majority of right-bank Moldovans 

perceive differently or reject particular values accepted in the West. The looming question, 

which a resident of Dubăsari city asked me is: What would Transnistrians prefer, a reunited pro-

European Moldova where the flags and parades of the LGBT community might become normal, 

or would they stick with Putin’s Russia where all this is considered a deviation from public 

morality and against God’s will? The conflicting understanding in the Russian Federation and in 

the West of some human values and rights and on the other hand the pro-European orientation of 

some segments of Moldovan society (mainly the urban Romanian-speaking population and 

Westernized elite) can alienate Transnistrians and even Moldovans.  

 

                                                           
1231 Gennady Machak. Interview via email on 22 January 2012. 
1232 Sergey Mokanu. Interview via email on 11 November 2011. 
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4.6. Conclusion 

 
This chapter has discussed international aspects of the Transnistrian problem after the end of the 

civil war in 1992. It centered on the negotiation process and analyzed the major conflict 

resolution plans proposed by international mediators. It also elaborated the assessments of 

international experts and representatives of the public sphere in Russia, Ukraine, and Romania 

concerning the separatist movement and its impact on the modern-day Republic of Moldova. My 

findings indicate that the prolonged and ineffective talks gradually transformed the allegedly 

“frozen conflict” over the breakaway TMR into an internationally unsolved matter, where 

foreign and domestic actors perceived the existing problem differently and adopted conflicting 

stances towards its settlement. Russia, which ended the Moldovan intra-state military 

confrontation through its wartime coercive diplomacy, set up a diplomatic framework that 

influenced the forthcoming negotiations. Foreign parties’ proposals to resolve the Transnistrian 

conundrum ended in complete failure. The negotiations were often stalled, the tension between 

Chisinau and Tiraspol further increased, and the West and East failed to find a middle ground 

where both sides could consider themselves if not a winner than at least not a loser. In addition, 

domestic and international events that evolved during the conflict resolution process impeded 

negotiations, obstructed the development of mutual confidence, and made reconciliation 

implausible.  

This chapter revealed that the way in which the civil war ended and the signing of 

ceasefire by Moldova and Russia not only opened a new stage in the conflict, but also 

predetermined the further course of upcoming international negotiations and diplomatic work on 

Transnistria. The post-war geopolitical settings ensured the construction of the TMR quasi-state 

and kept post-Soviet Moldova politically and territorially fragmented. The results of the war 

consolidated the separatist leadership’s confidence in Russia’s benevolent attitude towards the 

Transnistrians’ ultimate cause of gaining independence, despite Moscow’s declarations  

respecting Moldova’s sovereignty and territorial integrity. The Kremlin’s role of peacemaker and 

self-appointed key mediator undermined Moldovans and the West at the negotiation table, 

excluded Bucharest from the negotiations format, and made Kyiv a hostage both of Russia’s 

policy in the “near abroad” and of its own national interests in the region. 

In terms of internationalized negotiations, which included official meetings at the 

highest level, two crucial issues greatly complicated the Transnistrian conflict resolution process. 
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First, there were the remains of the former 14th Soviet Army, which during the Moldovan civil 

war of 1992 supported separatists and were de jure subjected to the authority of the new leaders 

in Moscow. Second, the evacuation of the enormous stockpiles of ammunition, which the TMR 

inherited from the USSR after 1991, became an inseparable component of the Transnistrian 

problem. These two crucial issues complicated the Moldovan case and made it slightly different 

from that of Georgia. In addition, the diametrically opposed interests of the primary actors (i.e. 

Chisinau and Tiraspol) and of international actors (i.e. Western Europe, Russia, and Ukraine) 

obstructed the negotiations and led the international talks to diplomatic deadlocks. Furthermore, 

in Levy’s words, not only the “various peacekeeping missions and confidence-building measures 

have [...] served to legitimate and entrench the unrecognized” TMR, but the negotiations 

themselves also contributed to this process.1233 Despite international non-recognition, it was the 

equal participation of Transnistrians in negotiations that created an illusion of the legality of the 

authorities in Tiraspol, stimulated their quest for full independence from Moldova, and justified 

the building of the TMR. 

The findings show that in addition to failed negotiations there were also two other 

circumstances that worked against a speedy reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol. First, 

both the central Moldovan government and the self-appointed leadership of the TMR were 

intransigent. Neither side was willing to make concessions, nor were they committed to sincere 

negotiations. Chisinau stood by the country’s only official Constitution, in which all 

administrative units were proclaimed inalienable parts of the state. Any initiatives and policies 

Moldovans implemented against Transnistria not only alarmed the latter, but led to damaged 

relations. In turn, Tiraspol enforced harsh “domestic” and “foreign” policies against the officials 

in Chisinau and civilians on the right bank. It proclaimed the TMR as an independent state 

bordering Moldova and Ukraine, and acted as the capital of a truly sovereign state. This breached 

the Moldovan Constitution and infringed international legislation, but was in accordance with the 

Constitution of the TMR. Therefore, a “Cold War” relationship emerged between the mainland 

and the breakaway region, and dominated the communication framework of international 

negotiations and bilateral relations. Second, Moldova’s neighbors also did not contribute to the 

reconciliation but created direct and indirect obstacles for it. Moscow’s diplomatic, political, 

military, and economic support to Transnistria and its citizens was a well thought out and 

                                                           
1233 Levy, “The European Union Border Assistance Mission,” 158. 
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calculated diversion against pro-Western Moldova. Russia’s interference in Moldovan affairs, 

economic blackmail, and granting of citizenship to the residents of an internationally disputed 

territory is certainly not unselfish “humanitarian assistance,” but rather a new type of realpolitik. 

The Kremlin seeks to keep Chisinau within the political limits of Russia’s “near abroad.”  

The so-called “Romanian factor” appears to have created complementary problems that 

compromised the reconciliation and domestic and foreign attempts to solve the conflict. The 

conclusion of the 1992 civil war did not put an end to the unionist idea, according to which some 

officials and radical nationalists wished to reintegrate both countries and bring the reunited 

Romanian nation closer to its interwar borders. The revived slogan of rebuilding “Greater 

Romania” under the EU umbrella and the nationalistic actions alarmed the partisans of 

Transnistria, fuelling their fear that sooner or later Moldova might disappear from the political 

map of the world. Therefore, the “Romanian factor” did not contribute to the conflict resolution 

but, on the contrary, sabotaged confidence-building on both banks of the Dniester River.  

In Ukraine, the early 1990s patriotic drive to defend the Ukrainians living in left-bank 

Moldova from the alleged Moldo-Romanian “fascists” gradually disappeared from the agenda of 

Ukrainian nationalists. However, the Transnistrian problem per se remained an international 

issue Kyiv had to deal with. Its own national interests and fear of Russia prevented Ukraine from 

taking a more active stance during the negotiations or undertaking decisive measures against the 

TMR. Kyiv prioritized the issues related to Ukraine’s national security, domestic stability, and 

geopolitical interests in the region – all of which depended on Russia. Thus, it was in the interest 

of the Ukrainian government to keep Moldova independent from Romania and to reduce 

Bucharest’s influence on Chisinau. This explains why Kyiv, in Küchler’s words, “allowed itself 

to be sidelined by Russia” in the Transnistrian problem1234 and why it never seriously challenged 

Moscow’s dominant position or acted as a counter-weight to the authority of Russia in its “near 

abroad.”   

The analysis of the reconciliation proposals offered by the mediators demonstrated that 

all these documents included, as a rule, provisions unacceptable to Chisinau and Tiraspol, as well 

as to the international actors involved in the negotiations. Consequently, the outcomes consisted 

of political failures, prolonged diplomatic breakdowns, and tensions at local and international 

levels. Neither the conflicting parties nor the participants of the resolution process seemed to be 

                                                           
1234 Küchler, The Role of the European Union, 67. 
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interested in making concessions (e.g. the case of the “Kozak Memorandum”); rather, they all 

pursued their own goals. The West sought to preserve the territorial integrity of Moldova and 

supported the platform of the central government with respect to Transnistria. Russia, although 

officially taking the same position as the Western mediators (the OSCE) and observers (the EU 

and USA), insisted on federalizing the country. Should this fragmented nation-state be 

reintegrated on Kremlin’s terms and conditions, the TMR (and by extension Gagauzia) would 

have become a powder keg. At the same time, the political events that took place in Ukraine (the 

Orange Revolution) visibly, but not consistently, influenced the new Ukrainian leadership’s 

approach toward separatism in eastern Moldova. Although the Iushchenko Plan represented a 

political breakthrough in the negotiations and tried to reanimate their format, it ended as a 

failure. Russia’s role in the Transnistrian problem remained intact; Ukraine’s intention to elevate 

its status as a pro-European regional power and the attempts to attract the Transnistrians on its 

side did not bring the expected results. Tiraspol and Chisinau remained irreconcilable enemies as 

before. 

The opinions of the interviewed foreigners from the West, Ukraine, Romania, and 

Russia revealed their perceptions of Transnistrian separatism. The chapter demonstrated that the 

term “frozen conflict,” which is widely used by scholars, political analysts, politicians, and the 

mass media when referring to the Moldovan case, is inaccurate. In contrast to other terms (e.g. 

“protracted,” “simmering,” “smoldering,” or “intractable”), it neither reflects the real state of 

affairs, nor does it encompass all the features of the confrontation between Chisinau and 

Tiraspol. I argue that the political and diplomatic conflict between Moscow and Kyiv over 

Crimea in the early 1990s was “frozen.” It was only when Ukraine decided to leave Russia’s 

sphere of influence and tried going westward that the conflict became “unfrozen.” This plunged 

the country into deep political turmoil, caused a fratricidal civil war, led to (an officially denied) 

Russian military intervention, and destabilized both the regional and international situation. 

The participants of my study, assessing the international actors’ efforts to solve the 

dispute over Transnistria, indicated that the status of the protracted conflict may stay “frozen” 

until foreign powers find a reasonable solution, which Moldovans and Transnistrians would be 

forced to accept. In addition, the participants’ speculations about Moldova’s future and the 

envisioned variety of resolution scenarios indicated that the Transnistrian crisis, although 

internationalized, was not a priority on the agenda of the great powers. For this reason, neither 
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the mediators nor the conflicting sides were willing to agree upon its resolution and to move the 

stalled negotiations forward.  

Overall, this chapter has suggested that the TMR, self-proclaimed and seeking 

international recognition, has become a geopolitical burden to the Republic of Moldova. 

Emerging from a pro-Soviet movement and rapidly acquiring the status of a pro-Russian de facto 

independent state, Transnistria not only obstructs Moldova's nation-building, but also delays its 

Euro-Atlantic integration (as does the Donbas in Ukraine). Furthermore, the progress of 

negotiations showed that Tiraspol keeps Chisinau (and in the future perhaps Comrat) dependent 

on the revived authority of Moscow, transforming Moldova into a hostage of East–West rivalry. 

Last but not least, in the absence of a workable mechanism for adjudicating competing claims to 

statehood, the pro-Russian secession has become a “force majeure” form of state formation in 

some republics of the former USSR.1235 It is precisely this force that transforms unsolved 

domestic problems into internationalized and protracted conflicts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
1235 Sakwa, “Patterns of Secession and Disintegration in the USSR,” 62. 
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Chapter V 

THE POLITICIZATION OF THE TRANSNISTRIA PROBLEM IN DOMESTIC 

POLITICAL DISCOURSE:  
 

Political Parties, Civil Society, and the Public Sphere 

 
The problem of the Transnistrian region in the Republic of Moldova has been present on the 

agenda of political parties, civil society organizations (CSOs), and the public sphere since the 

early 1990s. This issue has been tackled by politically engaged organizations and general public 

from opposite angles, often holding conflicting interpretations, views, and approaches. This 

chapter discusses the internal context of the problem caused by pro-Russian separatism in the 

eastern districts of the country. It focuses on its impact on domestic political discourse, civil 

society, and the public sphere. I argue that political parties have discordant approaches to the 

history of the country and the origins of the Transnistria conflict. This obstructs a productive 

dialogue between politicians in Chisinau and Tiraspol.  

Analysis reveals that theoretical approaches towards resolving the issue of Transnistria 

figure differently in the platforms of political parties of Moldova and Transnistria. The level of 

priority given to this problem and solutions for its settlement differ depending on the geopolitical 

orientation and territorial location of political organizations. Moldovan CSOs have a more 

pragmatic approach towards conflict resolution than political organizations. Those in 

Transnistria share with the political parties and secessionist leadership the same understanding 

about nation-building in TMR and therefore their activities cannot be assessed in the same way 

as those of their Chisinau-based counterparts. I also demonstrate that domestic and international 

experts and ordinary citizens assess the contribution of the political parties and civil society 

organizations in settling the problem as ineffective. Furthermore, sources suggest that there is a 

clear division between the approach toward Transnistria among the Romanian and Russian-

speaking populations regardless of whether they live in Moldova or in Transnistria.  

The chapter reveals a diversity of visions, perceptions, and interpretations of the 

protracted conflict in the Republic of Moldova. The leadership in Chisinau sees this problem as a 

domestic matter while that in Tiraspol treats it as international. The chapter points out that the 

lack of pragmatism in the programs of Moldovan parties reveals that they have little influence on 

the conflict settlement. It also indicates that the ways in which the problem of Transnistria is 
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seen, treated, and featured in the discourse of political actors and in social sphere impedes the 

settlement process, national reconciliation, and state building.   

 
5.1. Political Parties and Developments   

 
The collapse of the Soviet Union created favorable conditions for the democratization of political 

life in the former Moldavian SSR. After the first political organizations were created in the late 

1980s dozens of new ones emerged soon afterwards. Various parties came onto the political 

scene; some survived whereas many disappeared or merged in order to stay active. There were 

more than forty political parties in the Republic of Moldova at the end of 2012. They represented 

a wide spectrum of different geopolitical orientations and ideological platforms. The territorial 

factor was critical since this post-Communist country was politically and territorially 

fragmented. In some cases it was the language, i.e., Romanian or Russian, that united or divided 

local elites and stakeholders; in others, the political course towards the West or East (Russia) 

attracted or repulsed hesitant voters.  

The existing political parties in the territory administered by the central government in 

Chisinau emerged from three parental organizations: the Popular and International fronts and the 

CPSU. The political spectrum encompasses 36 active parties. The majority of them espouse 

leftist ideological platforms, followed by centrist and rightist organizations. On the other hand, 

three major issues that confront the country, namely nation- and state-building, the Transnistria 

problem, and foreign political orientation, allowed an alternative perspective for their 

classification.1236 The first and the largest group of the parties, i.e., “A,” is statist but pro-

Russian, standing for the preservation of the Moldovan nation-state, for a Moldovan ethnic and 

linguistic identity separate from Romanian, and for a future alongside Russia. The second group, 

i.e., “B” is statist but pro-Western, supporting a sovereign Republic of Moldova, but in contrast 

to the former not categorically rejecting the Romanian component of the Moldovans’ historical 

and cultural background and identity. Concerning external political preferences, the parties of 

this group adopt a balanced approach towards the West and East.  

Contrary to the first two groups, the third group, i.e., “C,” consists of anti-statist and pro-

Romania parties, which consider post-Soviet Moldova an ephemeral entity. To the parties of this 

                                                           
1236 See Volume II, Appendix 3 Table 3.1., pp. 1112-1113. Data as for 31 December 2012. The table indicates also 
the Chisinau-based political parties’ orientation and their approach toward Moldovan statehood. 
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group the Republic of Moldova is the second Romanian state, which they envision incorporated 

into Greater Romania, with an eventual EU membership as the first stage in its reunification with 

the historic Motherland, Romania. 

Political life in right-bank Moldova after gaining independence from Communist 

Moscow can be divided in two phases. The first phase, 1991 – 2009, was characterized by the 

domination of the left-wing parties in domestic politics, in parliament, the presidency, and 

government. The second phase, 2009 – 2012, can be described as a short–lived attempt made by 

the centrist and rightist organizations to displace their rivals from power. Since free 

parliamentary elections were first held in 19941237 and until 2009, when Moldovan Communists 

lost power, it was the statist and pro-Russia parties that acted as policy makers.1238 During the 

years when they were in power the negotiations conducted around the Transnistria problem 

brought no results. Nevertheless, it was under the leadership of Vladimir Voronin that the 

Communists made two promising breakthroughs. One was made in 2003 when an agreement 

between Chisinau and Moscow-Tiraspol was almost reached (the “Kozak Memorandum”) but 

failed under the pressure of civil society, opposition parties, and the West. The second was in 

2005 when based on the Iushchenko Plan the Moldovan Parliament adopted the Organic Law, 

which granted Transnistria the status of a special territorial entity – that legal document had no 

effect. By the time Voronin’s team lost power, not only did the conflict remain unresolved, but 

also the negotiations themselves reached a deadlock.   

The second period began in April 2009 with the so-called “Twitter Revolution.”1239 This 

phase ended in 2012 after the pro-Western coalition AIE (Alliance for European Integration) 

collapsed in early 2013. Nevertheless, the “Twitter Revolution” brought into Moldovan politics a 

new generation of leaders who attempted to change the situation in the country through the 

implementation of economic reforms. The coalition government managed to re-establish the 

dialogue with Tiraspol and reinvigorated the negotiation process. Nonetheless, there are 

contrasting assessments of the input made by the Communists and that of the AIE in solving the 

                                                           
1237 Report on the Moldovan Parliamentary Elections. February 27, 1994. Prepared by the Staff U.S. Commission 
on Security and Cooperation in Europe (Washington: SCSE, 1994), 1, 4-7. 
1238 On the political evolution in the Parliament of Moldova and the distribution of seats after the elections see 
Volume II, Appendix 3 Table 3.3, 1115-1116. 
1239 “Twitter Revolutions” are considered periods of civil unrests and protests that are coordinated by Twitter. In 
Moldova the “Twitter Revolution” was driven by the results of the Parliamentary elections on 7 April 2009, in 
which the governing Party of Moldovan Communists won a majority of seats. The opposition, however, claimed 
that the results were fraudulent. See Alina Mungiu-Pippidi and Igor Munteanu, “Moldova’s ‘Twitter Revolution,’” 
Journal of Democracy. Vol. 20, No. 3, (July 2009): 136-142. 
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Transnistria problem. While some Moldovan observers consider that “Voronin’s Government 

made a greater effort [in regard to Transnistria issue],”1240 a foreign expert argued that “the 

Communists have achieved nothing in their eight years in power and therefore they should be 

quiet and not criticize the Alliance [for European Integration].”1241 Dirk Schübel, the head of the 

EU Delegation in the Republic of Moldova, stated that it was “the Moldovan PM Vlad Filat and 

not the former President Voronin who was able to communicate with Igor Smirnov.”1242 Indeed, 

soon after the latter was voted out of office in December 2011, Filat and his AIE government 

managed to resume negotiations with the new leader of Transnistria Yevgeny Shevchuk.  

Political developments in Transnistria after the collapse of Communism differed sharply 

from those in right-bank Moldova. Tiraspol manipulated the image of the TMR as a besieged 

fortress and excluded the region from Western-type democracy. The long-time leader Smirnov’s 

hard-line leadership transformed this quasi-state into a living museum of the Soviet Union. There 

the policy of “closed doors and semi-open windows”1243 was widely employed under the rules of 

“managed democracy” imposed by the authorities.1244 The atmosphere of suspicion, the creation 

of the enemy “other,” and the fear of an alleged Moldovan and Romanian foreign invasion of 

Transnistria, an atmosphere that the author experienced himself during field trips into the region, 

negatively affected the establishment of a genuine civil society. As acknowledged by 

international human rights organizations, political and public activism became alien to the 

residents of Transnistria. Separatist leaders favored activities that did not conflict with the 

politics promoted in the region. When there was a contradiction, the secessionist government 

persecuted representatives of the opposition and banned their political and civil society 

organizations.  

Political parties active in Transnistria originated from several paternal organizations: 

from the Soviet CPSU, which has never been banned there; from the United Council for 

                                                           
1240 Victor Damian. Interview via email on 18 February 2012. 
1241 Anonymous Interviewee.  Respondent [OSCE] 001. Interview recorded by author. 05:45– 11:01. 28 October 
2011. 
1242 Dirk Schübel. Interview recorded by author. 04:16-09:02. 16 November 2011. 
1243 The term is borrowed from an analytical paper dedicated to Middle Eastern issues. I found it applicable to 
Transnistria due to the regional leaders’ hostility towards the West (Moldova, the EU, and NATO), and selective 
openness towards the East (mainly to Russia and occasionally to Ukraine). See Abolqasem Qasemzadeh, “The 
Policy of Closed Doors and Semi-Open Window,” Iran Review. Analysis. 9 February 2013. Available at 
http://www.iranreview.org/content/Documents/The-Policy-of-Closed-Doors-and-Semi-Open-Window.htm  
(accessed 22 February 2013). 
1244 Oleh Protsyk, “Representation and Democracy in Eurasia’s Unrecognized States: The Case of Transnistria,” 
Journal of Post-Soviet Affairs, Volume 25, No. 3 (July-September 2009): 257-281. 

http://www.iranreview.org/content/Documents/The-Policy-of-Closed-Doors-and-Semi-Open-Window.htm
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Working Collectives (OSTK), the activity of which lies at the foundation of post-Soviet 

Transnistrian statehood; and from other organizations whose ideology was close to the Chisinau-

based pro-Moscow Interfront. Although a tiny sliver of land with less than half a million 

inhabitants, Transnistria has been home to more than twenty political parties over the past two 

decades, of which seven were still active in late 2012. Many ceased to exist because of a lack of 

members, while the Tiraspol court outlawed others for “undermining the sovereignty of 

Transnistria.”1245 

 The peculiarities of political life in Transnistria hardly make it possible to categorize 

parties according to a universally accepted standard classification. There are no classical center 

and right-wing parties there. Roman Konoplev, a local political scientist, pointed out that 

“without exceptions all parties consider themselves leftists; others simply do not exist in 

Transnistria.”1246 However, the political parties in the TMR can be divided into two major 

groups based on the parties' positions with regard to the nation-building project in Transnistria 

and on the geopolitical orientation of the leadership.1247 The first group includes parties that see 

no alternative to the path towards independence carried out initially by Smirnov, and after his 

dismissal, by Shevchuk. Not only does this imply that Transnistria is under the Russian umbrella, 

but it also stands for the eventual incorporation of the former into the latter. The second group 

consists of the marginalized Social-Democratic Party of Pridnestrov’e, which emerged from the 

banned Vlast’ Narodu Party (Power to the People), which briefly supported conditional 

reintegration of the region into the Republic of Moldova.  

As in Moldova, the evolution of political life in Transnistria can also be divided into two 

periods. The first started in 1990 when the TMR was founded, and it ended in December 2011. 

Throughout Smirnov’s tenure in office the political scene of the republic was exclusively 

dominated by the parties he, his supporters, and his family members controlled. In the first 

Supreme Council of the Transnistrian Moldavian Soviet Socialist Republic, 52 out of 60 seats 

belonged to members of the CPSU1248; the remaining 8 went to non-party deputies.1249 Although 

                                                           
1245 G. M. Konenko, O politicheskom i gosudarstvennom ustroistve Pridnestrov’ia (vchera i se godnia). Available at 
http://www.materik.ru/rubric/detail.php?ID=15060&print=Y (accessed 12 September 2012). 
1246 Roman Konoplev is the Director of the Research Office Consulting Mobile. See Roman Konoplev, 
Partstroitel’svto v PMR: “Kto tam shagaet levoi?” Available at http://dniester.ru/content/partstroitelstvo-v-pmr-
%3C%3Ckto-tam-shagaet-levoy%3E%3E (accessed 22 December 2012). 
1247 Volume II, Appendix 3 Table 3.2., p. 1114. 
1248 After the collapse of the USSR the name of this party was changed to the Communist Party of Pridnestrov’e. 
1249 Volume II, Appendix 3 Table 3.4, p. 1117. 

http://www.materik.ru/rubric/detail.php?ID=15060&print=Y
http://dniester.ru/content/partstroitelstvo-v-pmr-%3C%3Ckto-tam-shagaet-levoy%3E%3E
http://dniester.ru/content/partstroitelstvo-v-pmr-%3C%3Ckto-tam-shagaet-levoy%3E%3E
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the Communists lost their authority and the party itself fragmented, the local political spectrum 

remained dominated by the left-wing pro-Smirnov and pro-Russia organizations. The situation 

changed when Smirnov and his associates were challenged by an opposition which was also 

oriented towards Moscow but did not support Igor Smirnov.  

  Contradictions between the rivals in the political arena in Tiraspol did not arise from the 

protracted conflict with the central authorities in Chisinau. The opposition has sought the 

abolition of the majoritarian electoral system that worked for Smirnov’s clan. Instead, it has 

opted for the proportional principle, which, if implemented, would have led to political changes 

in the region. Although this issue has not been settled, the Obnovlenie (Renewal) Party (then led 

by Shevchuk) won 25 out of 43 seats in the December 2010 elections.1250 With this event a new 

era of political developments has begun in Transnistria. As Konoplev points out, this was the 

party that sent the Smirnovian clan organizations to a “mass political grave.”1251 Nevertheless, 

the new leadership and the political parties that represent it have not changed their position 

toward Chisinau. The failures of the negotiations and the Kremlin’s initial memoranda made 

Smirnov and later Shevchuk determined to exclude any re-integrationist scenarios with right-

bank Moldova.  

Summing up, two different political models evolved in the territory of the former MSSR. 

In Moldova, the former Communist Party and Soviet state monopolistic rule was replaced with a 

pro-Western model of democracy. Although fragile and challenged for eight years by the return 

of the Communists (2001-2009), the introduction of a multi-party system benefited political 

developments and laid foundations for a complete break with the Soviet past. In Transnistria, on 

the contrary, the reformation of the political system was slowed by the legacy of the Soviet 

regime and by the prolonged authoritarian rule of Igor Smirnov. The lack of transparency in 

political life and the persecution of the opposition blocked any democratic transformations in the 

region. But even after the 2011 and 2012 elections there, when pluralism became a reality, the 

leaders continued to employ a modified version of their predecessors’ policies of closed doors 

and semi-open windows.1252  

                                                           
1250 Volume II, Appendix 3 Table 3.4, p. 1117. 
1251 Roman Konoplev, “Partstroitel’svto v PMR: Kto shagaet levoi?” Available at 
http://dniester.ru/content/partstroitelstvo-v-pmr-%253C%253Ckto-tam-shagaet-levoy%253E%253E (accessed 28 
February 2013). 
1252 Roman Konoplev, “Kto dezinformiruet naselenie Pridnestrov’ia?” Public interview. 00.58–04.00 Available at 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qw6nT6XWfUI (accessed 23 February 2013). 

http://dniester.ru/content/partstroitelstvo-v-pmr-%253C%253Ckto-tam-shagaet-levoy%253E%253E
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qw6nT6XWfUI
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5.2. Divergent Views of History  

 

As Mathew H. Ciscel has said, “both words and politics are subject to fashion and change.”1253 

Indeed, the political discourse and vocabulary used by the CPSU changed over the years. 

Building Socialism or Communism, and fighting enemies at home or abroad required from the 

Soviet ideologists strong and convincing messages. Political organizations in the post-Soviet 

republics have continued to make use of Soviet practices in order to win sympathy and trust 

among voters. Therefore the interpretation of history, the assessment of the present, and the 

envisionment of the future occupy a central place in the platforms of political parties. The ways 

in which history is perceived and the semantics employed to narrate it indicate the extent to 

which the political spectrum is fragmented and society divided in a conflict-afflicted country like 

the Republic of Moldova. The discordant interpretation of the past, present, and future in 

politicized narratives undermines domestic reconciliation and obstructs a productive dialogue 

between Chisinau and Tiraspol.  

 
The Interpretation of the Past 
 
In Chisinau, the interpretation of national history sharply varies. The left-wing statist parties, like 

the Party of Patriots, locate the starting point for the Moldovan state within the framework of the 

mediaeval Principality of Moldavia.1254 To the Party United Moldova “the glorious country of 

Stephen the Great was betrayed, torn apart and territorially divided in the interests of the Great 

European powers and disappeared off the world map in 1862.”1255 Furthermore, it is affirmed 

that the “living memory of the Moldavian nation about the historic Motherland along with the 

peoples’ right for self-determination led to the revival of Moldovan statehood in the form of the 

Republic of Moldova.”1256 In this evolution, the historical events of 1917, 1940, 1991, and 1994 

were seen as crucial. The authors of the platforms espouse a one-sided interpretation of the past. 

Indeed, the Principality of Moldavia was repeatedly partitioned, as also happened to Poland. The 

                                                           
1253 Matthew H. Ciscel, “What does Democracy mean in Moldova? Political Discourses around Contested Words in 
the Disputed Elections of 2009,” in Ernest Andrews et al., Legacies of Totalitarian Language in the Discourse 
Culture of the Post-Totalitarian Era (Lexington Books, Rowman & Littlefield, 2011), 55. 
1254 The Party of Patriots of Moldova. Program. Chisinau, 2010: 1. Available at 
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/The Party of Patriots of Moldova-program-2010-ro.pdf (accessed 12 
September 2012). 
1255 The Party United Moldova. Program. Chisinau, 2010. Available at 
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pmu-program-2010-ro.pdf (accessed 12 September 2012). 
1256 The Moldavian Democratic Republic was created in 1917, the MSSR in 1940; it achieved independence from 
Moscow in 1991, and the first Constitution of the Republic of Moldova was adopted in 1994. 
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Ottomans ceded to the Habsburgs the northeast of the country (Bukovina) in 1775, while 

imperial Russia took its eastern part, Bessarabia, in 1812. However, the country, that is 

Moldavia, did not cease to exist as a distinctive political entity because of those developments. In 

fact, its western part united with Wallachia in 1859 and created modern Romania in 1862, events 

that resulted from the national awakening and state-building processes that led to territorial 

unification of Romanians, a development similar to that of nineteen century Italians and 

Germans. Hidden from the texts, however, was the fact that eastern Moldavia (Bessarabia) was 

excluded from these developments due to its annexation by Imperial Russia. At the same time, 

the platform of the People’s Republican Party included nostalgic references to the Soviet past 

and attempts to diminish the role ethnic Moldavians played in the breakup of the USSR, arguing 

that they “did not dismantle the Soviet Union and nothing depended on them even if they had 

resisted and all would have said that that they did not want to destroy this country.”1257  

The right-wing pro-Romania organizations adopted a distinctive approach towards 

Moldovan history. Although many of them allude straightforwardly to the common historical 

foundations of Moldova and Romania,1258 one makes a clear exception. The Romanian National 

Party portrayed Romania as the Motherland and called the Soviet period of Bessarabia an 

“occupation [with a] repressive Communist regime [that] was turned against the locals.”1259 In 

contrast to leftist and rightists, the centrist parties tended to avoid any references to the past.1260 I 

find this approach a workable compromise to avoid sensitive and troubling discussions about 

Romanian and Soviet episodes in Moldovan history.  

The political parties in Transnistria have their own versions of history in which the 

common past with Moldova is completely omitted. There, instead, predominate the pan-Slavic 

and pan-Russian narratives, complemented with references to the Soviet past. As in the case of 

Moldova, here too selective memory and one-sided interpretations were deployed. Pridnestrov’e 

is declared to be “an integral part of the mighty Russian state and part of Slavic and Orthodox 
                                                           

1257 The Peoples’ Republican Party. Program. Chisinau, 2005: 2. Available at 
http://www.edemocracy.md/files/parties/ppr-program-2005-ro.pdf (accessed 12 September 2012). 
1258 See the People’s Christian Democratic Party and of the Communitarian Party Democracy at Home. Programs. 
Available at http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/ppcd-program-1999-ro.pdf  and http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/pcda-program-2012-ro.pdf  (accessed 12 September 2012). 
1259 The Romanian National Party. Program. Chisinau, 2000: 1. Available at 
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pnr-program-2000-ro.pdf (accessed 12 September 2012). 
1260  See the Liberal Democrat Party of Moldova. Program. Chisinau, 2007. Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/pldm-program-2007-ro.pdf; and that of the Democratic Party of Moldova. Program. 
Chisinau, 2008.  Available at http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pdm-program-2008-ro.pdf (accessed 12 
September 2012). 
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civilization, together with which the region went through revolutions, suffered from bloody wars, 

and endured disastrous reforms.”1261 Although the comments are clearly about the Russian 

revolutions in 1905 and 1917 and the Russian Civil War and Great Patriotic War, the reference 

to disastrous reforms is ambiguous. Do the authors mean Stalin’s collectivization or Gorbachev’s 

Perestroika? An average homo Sovieticus, regardless of where he or she currently resides, would 

think in the first instance about the greatness of the October Revolution and tragedy of the Great 

Patriotic War rather than mourning the victims of famines, repressions, or purges. An image of a 

positive Soviet past appears, in which the USSR is portrayed as a multinational, friendly 

commonwealth formed for and enjoyed by free and equal peoples.1262 In order to reinforce the 

sympathy for the lost Motherland, i.e., the USSR, the Transnistrian texts recall that the Soviet 

citizen was provided with social protection and received welfare from the state in a society based 

on justice. Furthermore, typical Soviet-era special semantics were employed to bond the 

Transnistria region to the USSR and to modern Russia where official propaganda has always 

stressed the unity between the state and people. For example, a statement made by the Patriotic 

Party of Pridnestrov’e stressed that “the formation of the TMR is an example of people’s courage 

and heroism.”1263  

It remains unclear, however, why neither the platforms of political parties in Chisinau nor 

those in Tiraspol mention the existence of the Moldavian ASSR. It is the legacy of this political 

entity that links Moldova and Transnistria today. Whereas for Moldova (Bessarabia) the 

“Moldavian Piedmont” was simply a failure of Stalin’s nationality policy, for the latter the 

MASSR was and still is the very raison d’être. By avoiding such historical facts, the political 

parties in Transnistria want to emphasize a common history only with Russia and distance 

themselves from a Soviet Moldavian or Ukrainian past. Further, the Chisinau-based parties may 

be committing a strategic error by failing to indicate that the MASSR lay at the foundation of the 

Republic of Moldova, which is recognized internationally by its 1990 borders.  

 

 

                                                           
1261 Republican Party of Pridnestrov’e Renewal. Program:  Tiraspol, 2011. Available at 
http://www.obnovlenie.info/text.php?cat=129 ; Liberal-Democratic Party of Pridnestrov’e. Program. Tiraspol, 2006: 
2. Available at http://ldprpmr.com/party.html (accessed 12 September 2012). 
1262 The Pridnestroviian Communist Party. Program. Tiraspol, 2009. Available at http://www.kp-pmr.ru/index/0-13   
(accessed 12 September 2012). 
1263 The Patriotic Party of Pridnestrov’e. Program. Tiraspol, 2007. Available at 
http://mkspmr.idknet.com/content/view/974/2/ (accessed 12 September 2012). 
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The Characterization of the Present 
 

The platforms of the political parties in the Republic of Moldova have conflicting interpretations 

of the post-Soviet present. The transition from so-called “developed socialism” to “wild 

capitalism” affects both regions equally. The economy is ruined and unstable, and the country is 

the poorest in Europe and falls under the category of “fragile” or “failed” post-Soviet states as 

Verena Fritz pointed out.1264 Besides these harsh realities, several other features worsen the life 

of ordinary people: the highly fragmentized political spectrum, the unsolved Transnistria 

problem, and the foreign policy of the central government that vacillates between West and East. 

All this adds more instability to what was once “sunny Moldavia.” 

All Chisinau-based political parties portray the present in the darkest colors. They 

describe the country as a weak state with a traumatized society, populated by unfortunate and 

desperate citizens who are ready to leave their Motherland at the earliest opportunity.1265 Right-

bank Moldovans have no choice but to live in an “oasis of the past governed by a clan of 

corrupted and incompetent men.”1266 Portrayed as a “captive of underdevelopment,” the republic 

is described as “frozen in time and far away from the values of the European civilization with 

officials who humiliate their own people.”1267 The blame for such a state of affairs falls on “all 

governments that originated from the CPSU and Soviet nomenklatura who wished for nothing 

more than to retain political power in their hands.”1268 Moldovan platforms also assert that after a 

short-lived national revival in the late 1980s the republic “remains firmly anchored in the past 

rather than moving with confidence towards the future.”1269   

 In contrast to Moldova, political organizations in Transnistria have a dual representation 

of the present. The more optimist description is found in the programs of the parties that were 

                                                           
1264 Verena Fritz, State-Building: A Comparative Study of Ukraine, Lithuania, Belarus, and Russia, (Budapest, New 
York: CEU Press, 2007), 23, 98-99, 330; The World Factbook. Europe: Moldova. Available at 
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/md.html (accessed 24 April 2013). 
1265 The European Action Movement Party. Program. Chisinau, 2006: 1. Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/mae-program-2006-ro.pdf (accessed 12 September 2012). 
1266 The Alliance Our Moldova Party. Program. Chisinau, 2008: 1. Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/amn-program-2008-ro.pdf (accessed 12 September 2012). Also the Party of Communists 
of Moldova. Program. Chisinau, 2008: 9- 10. Available at http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pcrm/ (accessed 12 
September 2012). 
1267 The Social Democrat Party. Program. Chisinau, 2007: 1. Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/psd-program-2007-ro.pdf (accessed 12 September 2012). 
1268 The National Liberal Party. Program. Chisinau, 2006: 1. Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/pnl-program-2006-ro.pdf (accessed 12 September 2012). 
1269 The Alliance Our Moldova Party. Program. Chisinau, 2008: 1. Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/amn-program-2008-ro.pdf (accessed 12 September 2012). 
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earlier affiliated to Smirnov’s circle. To them “Pridnestrov’e is an objective reality and fact; it 

was created by the people’s will and it is led by an authority which was elected by and acts in the 

interests of the people.”1270 Furthermore, the electorate was assured that “the TMR is living, 

growing, and moving to new developments,” while the existing problems are caused by “the 

natural difficulties of an objective and subjective character.”1271 Former partners and allies of 

Igor Smirnov continue to construct the same picture of the present even though their leader has 

left the political scene. In the aftermath of changes that occurred after December 2011 they 

reorganized themselves into a new political organization called the “Motherland” (“Rodina”). Its 

platform acknowledges “substantial errors” made in the past, but states that: “the Pridnestrovian 

people have benefited from considerable achievements over the years thanks to the former 

President.”1272 The persistent problems in the present “are largely influenced by the non-

recognition [of Transnistria], by the rupture of economic ties [with former USSR republics], and 

by the difficulties with markets.” 1273  

A more accurate appraisal in the TMR can be found in the programs of those who lost 

faith in Smirnov. Among them, the most eloquent assessment was given by the Transnistrian 

Communists:   

The economic crisis has been going on for many years. Real power is completely 
concentrated in the hands of a few government officials. Unemployment, poverty, 
and injustice forced tens of thousands to look abroad for a piece of bread. The 
impoverishment of the majority contrasts with the rapid enrichment of a few 
families, some managers, and private companies that have merged with the 
government. A rigid dictatorship and open persecution of dissent have been 
implanted. The slightest manifestation of disagreement is brutally suppressed. 
Moral values and transparency are deliberately devalued; the spread of 
misinformation is manifest and in the consciousness of men is embedded the cult of 
violence and greed.1274 
   

The Communists of Transnistria were not the only ones to reveal a negative picture of 

contemporary Transnistria under Smirnov. The opposition party “Obnovlenie” (Renovation) led 

                                                           
1270 Pridnestroviian Party “Republic”. Program, Tiraspol, 2005. Available at http://ropo-
respublika.com/?m=1&s=5&p=5 (accessed 12 September 2012). 
1271 Pridnestroviian Patriotic Party. Program, 2007. Available at http://mkspmr.idknet.com/content/view/974/2/; 
Liberal-Democratic Party of Pridnestrov’e. Program. Tiraspol, 2006:3. Available at http://ldprpmr.com/party.html 
(accessed 12 September 2012). 
1272 Republican Party Motherland. Program. Tiraspol, 2012: 2-3. 
1273 Ibid. 
1274 The Pridnestrovian Communist Party. Program. Tiraspol, 2009. Available at http://www.kp-pmr.ru/index/0-13 
(accessed 14 September 2012). 
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at that time by Shevchuk provided a very uncompromising message in its program. The state of 

affairs in the region was described as “low income, poor social protection, lack of guarantees in 

education and health, and lowering of the level of civic culture, which destabilize the socio-

economic life of society.”1275 Curiously, although its leader once won the Presidential race, 

Shevchuk’s newly-established organization, the “Vozrozhdenie” Party (Rebirth), distanced itself 

from the realities in Transnistria. Its platform merely stated that the TMR “has entered the 

second decade of the twenty-first century at the time of a sharp rise of deep social-political and 

economic crisis, which seriously threatens the sustainability of the Transnistrian state.”1276 

 The origins of the Transnistria conflict are another feature of current history interpreted 

differently by Moldovan and Transnistrian parties. In Chisinau, due to the extensive polarization 

of the political spectrum, parties explain them by referring to domestic and foreign factors. Some 

consider that it was the elite’s lack of experience and poor governance that failed to identify a 

suitable compromise for the issues that emerged out of perestroika (e.g. debates on the 

languages’ legal status and state symbols).1277 Others point out that the abuse of populist pan-

Romanian and Soviet slogans raised tensions, generated instability, and led to the civil war.1278 

In terms of international interference three factors are cited that made political and military 

confrontation inevitable between Moldova and Transnistria. The first is Russian chauvinism and 

Soviet imperialism, which pro-Romanian nationalists found responsible for the division of the 

country.1279 Second, those parties oriented toward Moscow blamed Romanian nationalism and 

the anti-Russian sentiments of ethnic Moldovans during the last stages of Soviet statehood.1280 

The third explanation focuses on world issues: “ethnic tensions, separatist tendencies and 

political instability in [the Republic of] Moldova are challenges of globalization,” which run 

                                                           
1275  Republican Party of Pridnestrov’e Renewal Program. Tiraspol, 2011. Available at 
http://www.obnovlenie.info/text.php?cat=129 (accessed 12 September 2012). 
1276 Political Party Rebirth. Program. Tiraspol, 2012. Available http://vozrojdenie-pmr.ru/content/programma-
politicheskoy-partii-vozrozhdenie (accessed 14 September 2012). 
1277 The European Party. Program. Chisinau, 2005: 2. Available at http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pe-
program-2005-ro.pdf (accessed 14 September 2012). 
1278 The Peoples’ Republican Party. Program. Chisinau, 2005: 2. Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/ppr-program-2005-ro.pdf (accessed 14 September 2012). 
1279 The Romanian National Party. Program: Chisinau, 2000, 1-2. Available at 
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pnr-program-2000-ro.pdf; National Liberal Party. Program. Chisinau, 
2006: 9-10. Available at http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pnl-program-2006-ro.pdf ; Party of Democratic 
Forces. Program. Chisinau: [s/a]: 1. Currently a defunct organization. Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/psl-program-2001-ro.pdf (accessed 14 September 2012). 
1280 The Peoples’ Republican Party. Program. Chisinau, 2005: 2. Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/ppr-program-2005-ro.pdf (accessed 14 September 2012). 
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parallel to the “trends of the country’s regionalization [Gagauzia] and territorial fragmentation 

[Transnistria].”1281 

 Political parties of the TMR have a distinctive opinion on how the Transnistria problem 

originated. Like left-wing organizations in Moldova, Transnistrian political parties maintain that 

nationalist sentiment of Romanian speakers was responsible for the crisis. They accuse the 

central government in Chisinau of incompetence and political myopia, factors that contributed to 

the bloody war in 1992 and territorial fragmentation of the country. On the other hand, in 

contrast to Chisinau-based parties, those in Tiraspol employ a Soviet-style narrative to bind the 

people and their rulers. Transnistrians explain the conflict with right-bank Moldova as “an armed 

aggression of pro-Romanian nationalists against the citizens of the TMR who defended their 

Motherland [and] had experienced the genocide and armed aggression on the part of the 

national-fascist regime of the Republic of Moldova.”1282  

 
Imagining the Future 
 
The interpretation of the past and comprehension of the present have determined the vision of the 

Moldovan and Transnistrian political parties for the future. Their scenarios for further 

developments provide grounds for continuous frictional relations between Chisinau and Tiraspol. 

In the case of the former three different schemes were depicted for the future of the Republic of 

Moldova. The first finds the country independent and a member of the EU;1283 the second sees 

no alternative to its CIS membership;1284 and the third looks for the dissolution of the Republic 

of Moldova into a greater Romania and consider it, in fact, a second Romanian state.1285 The 

discourse and the key words differ respectively. Whereas some manipulate the nostalgic feelings 

of the older generation and promise to bring back the “beautiful days of the Soviet Union” when 

                                                           
1281 National Liberal Party. Program. Chisinau, 2006: 1. Available at http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pnl-
program-2006-ro.pdf (accessed 14 September 2012). 
1282 See “Manifest politicheskoi partii Sotsial-Democraticheskaia Partiia Pridnestrov’ia,” Chelovek i ego Prava. 22 
November 2006: 3; Republican Party “Motherland”. Program: 1-3. 
1283 Liberal Democrat Party of Moldova. Program. Chisinau, 2007: 12-14; Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/pldm-program-2007-ro.pdf; Party of Democratic Action. Program. Chisinau, 2011: 28.  
Available at http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pad/ (accessed 14 September 2012). 
1284 Party Our Home – Moldova. Program. Chisinau, 2010.  Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/pcnm-program-2008-ro.pdf (accessed 14 September 2012). 
1285 The Romanian National Party. Program: Chisinau, 2000: 1-2. Available at 
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pnr-program-2000-ro.pdf; National Liberal Party. Program: Chisinau, 
2006: 6. Available at http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pnl-program-2006-ro.pdf ; People’s Christian 
Democratic Party. Statute. Chisinau, 2004: 1. Available at http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/ppcd-statute-
2004-ro.pdf (accessed 14 September 2012). 
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the “state carried about the Great Patriotic War veterans,”1286 others blame their rivals for 

considering the independence of Moldova “a transitional stop on the route leading from the 

Union of sister-republics [the USSR] to Greater Romania.”1287 Nevertheless, almost all parties 

aim to “transform the country into a modern and prosperous state.”1288   

The absence of a bright future in the programs of Moldovan organizations is not typical 

for their counterparts in Transnistria. The latter have an optimistic view of the TMR’s 

perspectives which consist of cementing its statehood, gaining international recognition, joining 

the CIS, and strengthening its relations with Russia.1289 Along with these hopes, a radiant future 

based on Soviet ideology was not excluded. Not only did Transnistrian Communists plan to take 

the region back on the path of socialist development and to build a Communist society, but they 

also wanted to reconstruct the fallen USSR.1290 Imagining such a future may sound bizarre and a 

pipe dream to some, but not in the platforms of Transnistria’s political organizations. The idea of 

returning the lost past does not belong solely to Communists but is shared by other parties whose 

ideology is not necessarily based on Marxism-Leninism. The Obnovlenie Party envisions the 

region within a renewed Soviet Union, and the Transnistrian branch of Vladimir Zhirinovsky’s 

Party in the TMR claims that “Transnistrians tend to associate freely with Russia [which looks 

for] the revival of the Soviet Union in the new historical conditions.”1291   

There is one minor exception from this dominant political mainstream. It consists of the 

position of the Social Democratic Party of Pridnestrov’e, which admits the possibility of an 

alternative future for Transnistria and the Republic of Moldova as a whole. Although the 

preservation of close ties with Russia is mandatory, this organization accepts that the breakaway 

region would remain part of the country. To make this scenario real, one condition should be 

fulfilled – Chisinau should assure Tiraspol and the population of the region that Moldova will 

                                                           
1286 Socio-political Movement “Equality”. Program. Chisinau, 2008: 4. Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/mrr-program-2008-ro.pdf (accessed 14 September 2012). 
1287 The Peoples’ Republican Party. Program. Chisinau, 2005: 2. Available at 
http://www.edemocracy.md/files/parties/ppr-program-2005-ro.pdf (accessed 14 September 2012). 
1288 See for example  Liberal Democrat Party of Moldova. Chisinau, 2007. Program: 3. Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/pldm-program-2007-ro.pdf (accessed 14 September 2012). 
1289 Republican Party “Motherland”. Program. Tiraspol, 2012: 12; Republican Party Rebirth. Program; Liberal-
Democratic Party in Pridnestrov’e. Program. Tiraspol, 2006: 3, 6-7, 17-18. Available at 
http://ldprpmr.com/party.html (accessed 12 October 2012). 
1290 The Pridnestrovian Communist Party. Program. Tiraspol, 2009. Available at http://www.kp-pmr.ru/index/0-13   
(accessed 12 October 2012). 
1291 Republican Party of Pridnestrov’e Renewal. Program:  Tiraspol, 2011. Available at 
http://www.obnovlenie.info/text.php?cat=129; Liberal-Democratic Party in Pridnestrov’e. Program. Tiraspol, 2006: 
5. Available at http://ldprpmr.com/party.html (accessed 12 October 2012). 
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not lose its international status as an independent state. In other words, this means that Moldova 

must keep clear of the idea to (re)unite with Romania or seek EU membership.1292    

In sum, the conflicting interpretations of the past, the discordant constructions of the 

present, and incompatible imaginations of the future of post-Soviet Moldova find their 

explanation in the geopolitical orientation of the parties and their territorial belonging. These 

factors divided the political spectrum in Chisinau into pro-Western and pro-Russian parties, 

caused and continued to feed the political conflict between Moldova and Transnistria, and made 

officials in Tiraspol exclude anything common with right-bank Moldova. That is to say, it is 

namely the geopolitical agenda of the parties and the often mutually exclusive goals they pursue 

that determine their conflicting views on Moldovan history and the country’s difficult present 

and unpredictable future. 

 
5.3. The Transnistria Problem in Political Platforms 

 
A few years ago authors of a collectively written paper made an interesting discovery. When 

they asked representatives of Moldovan parties to rank the significance of the Transnistria 

problem they assessed it as “very important.”1293 The scholars concluded that this response 

revealed that the respondents “lack the ability to single out the most important issues” post-

Soviet Moldova faces. I would not disagree with this statement. On the contrary, I argue that the 

question of territorial and political separatism was not the main concern for the majority of the 

Moldovan political actors. Instead, it was of major concern for those in Tiraspol, though from a 

different perspective. Political platforms are relevant indicators for determining the degree of the 

importance Transnistria has for Chisinau and Tiraspol. They show how much space was devoted 

to this subject, where it was positioned in the hierarchy of other matters, and what is the 

relationship between theory and actual developments around the protracted conflict in the 

Republic of Moldova.  

The first thing of note is that Moldovan and Transnistrian parties discuss the issue in a 

wider context. Besides the category of “Transnistria,” their programs repeatedly refer to 

“Foreign Policy” and “National Security.” These interrelated categories appear on the platforms 

                                                           
1292 Politicheskie partii i vedushchie obshchestvennye organizatsii [Pridnestrov’ia]. Available at 
http://www.polittiras.info/?module=articles&action=view&id=1439 (accessed 12 October 2012). 
1293 O. Protsik, A Volintir, and I. Bucataru, “Otnoshenie politicheskikh partii i ekspertnogo soobshchestva Moldovy 
k probleme pridnestrovskogo konflikta,” in Kimitaka Matsuzato (ed.), Pridnestrov’e v makroregional’nom kontekste 
chernomorskogo poberehz’ia (Sapporo: SERC, Hokkaido University Press, 2008), 103 and 129. 

http://www.polittiras.info/?module=articles&action=view&id=1439
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in various ways, e.g. concentrated in a separate section (“high priority”); placed in a contextual 

framework, e.g. along with the other two categories (“moderate priority”); or referred to within a 

general perspective (“low priority”) or not mentioned at all (“no priority”).1294 The dynamics and 

order in which they surface in platforms indicate the role the Transnistria problem plays in the 

activity of the political organizations in this country. Thus, in the platforms of Moldovan 

political parties the category of “Transnistria” was directly targeted in 14 out of 34 platforms, 7 

placed it in the context of foreign relations and security issues, 8 made vague references to it, and 

the remaining 5 completely ignored it. Notably, of those 14 parties the majority have never been 

in Parliament and, therefore, did not make policies nor take decisions. Moreover, only 4 out of 

those 14 parties placed the Transnistria issue at the beginning of their programs while the rest 

tacked it on at the very end.1295  

In contrast to Moldova, the platforms of political parties in Transnistria present another 

picture altogether. There, the frequency for “Transnistria” is very high and its positioning within 

the framework of various problems permeates the entire text of the platforms. The fate of the 

TMR is the main concern (“high priority”) for 5 out of 7 Tiraspol-based parties (compared to 14 

out of 34 Moldovan parties); there are two parties in each of the “moderate” and “low” 

categories (compared to 7 and 8 out of 34 Moldovan parties), and none of them are in the “no 

priority” category (compared to 5 out of 34 Moldovan parties).1296 

 
Political Platforms: Conflicting Approaches to Settling the Transnistria Dispute 

 
The theoretical approach toward the conflict is another criterion for judging the attitude of 

political parties toward Transnistria. The scale for assessing their attitudes can be conventionally 

described through a tridimensional dynamic: “pragmatic approach,” “non-pragmatic approach,” 

and “no approach.” The meaning of these categories depends on two factors: the first, how each 

political party intends to solve the problem, and second, the locality of their legal registration 

(i.e. in Chisinau or Tiraspol).  

A pragmatic approach in the case of the Moldovan parties implies that the platforms 

contain concrete proposals for solving the problem (e.g. the format of the negotiations, the 

                                                           
1294 See Volume II, Appendix 3, Tables 3.5 and 3.6, pp. 1119-1120.  The tables also show the relationship between 
the terms “Transnistria,” “Foreign Policy,” and “National Security.” 
1295 Volume II, Appendix 3, Table 3.7, p. 1021. 
1296 Volume II, Appendix 3, Table 3.6, p. 1020. 
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invigoration of the dialog between both capitals, and the implementation of reforms). The 

analysis of data reveals that only nine parties have statements that can be viewed as “pragmatic,” 

of which only two (the Liberal Democratic Party [PLDM] and Liberal Party [PL] ) gained seats 

in the Moldovan Parliament in the last three elections; the others have never won a seat.1297 For 

the PLDM, the question of the reintegration of the country is “a moral duty of state institutions 

and civil society.”1298 The mention of civil society organizations is crucial as it implies that 

government should cooperate with political parties and the non-governmental sector before 

submitting any settlement initiatives to the international mediators.  

In respect to external factors, their political allies, the Liberal Party, proposed exploiting 

the authority of international organizations (e.g. the EU, OSCE, GUAM, and ECHR), appealing 

to the governments of the US, Ukraine, and Romania for assistance in solving the problem, and 

working on the withdrawal of Russian troops and munitions from Moldovan territory.1299 

Besides these proposals, the Liberal Party considered making use of popular diplomacy in 

resolving the Transnistria problem, investigating according to the law and making public the 

wrongdoings of Moldovan officials and their clientele that support secessionism in 

Transnistria.1300  

Competitive and detailed schemes in relation to the Transnistria problem have been 

proposed by Moldovan non-parliamentary parties. To some extent, their approaches are more 

pragmatic than those of the policy-makers, as they point first to economic rather than political 

issues.1301 One suggestion is the creation of a single financial, custom, and economic system with 

the breakaway TMR and to elaborate a national “Strategic Development Program” meant for the 

implementation of common projects with Tiraspol.1302 Furthermore, consideration has been 

given to inviting separatist leaders to Chisinau in order to elaborate and expertize national 

                                                           
1297 See Volume II, Appendix 3, Table 3.8, p. 1122. 
1298 The Liberal Democratic Party of Moldova. Program. Chisinau: 2007: 10-11, 16. Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/pldm-program-2007-ro.pdf (accessed 20 October 2012). 
1299 The Liberal Party of Moldova. Program. Chisinau, 2010: 12-13. Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/pl-program-2010-ro.pdf (accessed 20 October 2012).The “ECHR” is an acronym for the 
European Court of Human Rights. 
1300 Ibid. 
1301 The European Party. Program. Chisinau, 2005: 11-12; The Party for the Nation and Country. Program. Chisinau, 
2007: 15. Available at http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/mpnt-program-2007-ro.pdf  (accessed 20 October 
2012). 
1302 The Social-Democratic Party. Program. Chisinau, 2007: 9; The United Moldova Party. Program. Chisinau, 
2010: 12. Available at http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pmu-program-2010-ro.pdf; The Conservative Party. 
Program. Chisinau, 2006:  3. Available at http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pc-program-2006-ro.pdf 
(accessed 20 October 2012). 

http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pldm-program-2007-ro.pdf
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pldm-program-2007-ro.pdf
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pl-program-2010-ro.pdf
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pl-program-2010-ro.pdf
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/mpnt-program-2007-ro.pdf
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pmu-program-2010-ro.pdf
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pc-program-2006-ro.pdf
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legislation collectively, to establish a single national electoral system, and to harmonize the 

region’s legislation with that of right-bank Moldova.1303 Last but not least, the reintegration of 

Transnistria is envisioned via the unification of the public education and informational 

systems.1304   

The non-pragmatic approach can be attributed to political extremism which, in the words 

of Harold Hochhman, is “an artifact of collective choice.”1305 Some Chisinau-based parties 

offered unrealistic and at times radical proposals for conflict resolution. Thus for instance, once 

in power, the Communitarian Party Democracy at Home would be ready “to hold diplomatic 

negotiations with Kyiv in order to repair the consequences of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact and 

exchange separatist Transnistria for two Ukrainian regions (Izmail and Bilhorod-Dnistrovsk 

[Izmail-Cetatea Albă] in the south, and Chernivtsi [Cernăuţi] in the north).” 1306 This party also 

suggests “giving Moscow an ultimatum to withdraw its army and separatists from eastern 

Moldova,” warning Russia that “an [eventual act of] aggression would stop all Moldovan-

Russian relations and would lead to grave consequences for Russia.” Moreover, this is the only 

organization in right-bank Moldova that considers the possibility of a new war in Transnistria 

and, should this occur, then the National Army must be mobilized and Moldovan officials should 

demand help from NATO. The radicalism of another party, the European Party, went much 

further. This organization intends to expel all foreigners from Transnistria, to open criminal 

cases against all persons guilty of usurping power in the region, and to annul the privatization of 

enterprises and property by Tiraspol after the breakup of the USSR.1307  

More than half of the Chisinau-based parties (23), some of which held seats in Parliament 

while others acted earlier as policy-makers, demonstrated no concern about domestic 

separatism.1308 Their platforms made only occasional references to Transnistria,1309 lacked any 

proposals for solving the conflict,1310 or completely ignored this subject.1311  

                                                           
1303 The United Moldova Party. Program. Chisinau, 2010: 12. Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/pmu-program-2010-ro.pdf (accessed 20 October 2012).The Party for the Nation and 
Country. Program: 15. 
1304 The Social-Democratic Party. Program. Chisinau, 2007: 9. Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/psd-program-2007-ro.pdf (accessed 20 October 2012). 
1305 Harold Hochman, “Is Democracy an Antidote to Extremism?” Political Extremism and Rationality. Albert 
Breton, Gianluigi Galeotti, Pierre Salmon, Ronald Wintrobe (eds.) (Cambridge, New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 2002), 142. 
1306 The Communitarian Party Democracy at Home. Program. Chisinau, 2012: 8, 13-14, 38-39. Available at 
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pcda-program-2012-ro.pdf (accessed 20 October 2012). 
1307 The European Party. Program: 11-12. 
1308 See Volume II, Appendix 3, Table 3.8, p. 1122. 

http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pmu-program-2010-ro.pdf
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pmu-program-2010-ro.pdf
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/psd-program-2007-ro.pdf
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/psd-program-2007-ro.pdf
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/pcda-program-2012-ro.pdf
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The programs of three organizations of this distinctive group (two Parliamentary ones, 

i.e. the Democratic Party of Moldova and the Party of Communists of Moldova; and one non-

Parliamentary, i.e. the People’s Christian Democratic Party) require particular attention because 

of the role they played in Moldovan politics during the past decades. Thus, for instance, the 

Democratic Party, led by Parliament Speaker Marian Lupu, merely touched upon the problem of 

Transnistria. It emphasized only the need to support local autonomy, to take into account 

regional ethnic, historical, and cultural peculiarities and called for keeping the conflict with the 

TMR separate from other problems Chisinau had to solve with Moscow.1312 Similarly, the 

Moldovan Communists, who repeatedly won parliamentary elections and led the country 

between 2001 and 2009, also made only general statements about the Transnistria problem. 

Moreover, the task of restoring territorial integrity was the last point in their platform (i.e. the 

fifth out of five).1313 In turn, the Christian Democrats, the successor of the Moldovan Popular 

Front and the most prominent opposition party to all post-Soviet governments, referred to 

Transnistria only in the 37th section of the program (out of 44).1314 They stated that only political 

means should be employed for restoring the law throughout the country and conditioned this 

with the exclusion of any foreign blackmail or ultimatum conditions Chisinau received from 

secessionists.1315 

The Transnistria problem is construed differently within most platforms of the political 

organizations in Tiraspol.1316 The issue remains on the agenda of the overwhelming majority of 

the political actors in the region. In the case of the TMR parties, the “pragmatic approach” would 

mean the sustainability of the Transnistrian republic, the consolidation of statehood, and efforts 

oriented to achieving international recognition. Thus, the Obnovlenie Party opts for integrating 

Transnistria into a single economic and customs space with Russia and Ukraine and for 

strengthening cultural and educational cooperation with Russia.1317 The program of the 

Vozrozhdenie Party is similar. Shevchuk’s political formation sought to defend the rights of 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
1309 AOSPRM, Fond 75, Inv. No. 1, File 15 (89), 3. The Democratic Party of Moldova. Program: 10, 13 
1310 The Party of Patriots of Moldova. Program. 
1311 The Political Party Popular Movement Anti-Mafia. Program. Chisinau: 2011 Available at http://www.e-
democracy.md/files/parties/mpa-program-2011-ro.pdf (accessed 22 October 2012). 
1312 The Democratic Party of Moldova. Program: 10-11, 12. 
1313 The Party of Communists of Moldova. Program: 10, 14, 15. 
1314 See Volume II, Appendix 3, Table 3.7, p. 1121. 
1315 The People’s Christian Democratic Party. Program: 7. 
1316 Volume II Appendix 3 Table 3.9., p. 1123. 
1317 Political Party Obnovlenie. Program. 

http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/mpa-program-2011-ro.pdf
http://www.e-democracy.md/files/parties/mpa-program-2011-ro.pdf
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Transnistrians to their sovereignty and independence. Moreover, Vozrozhdenie aimed to 

strengthen state institutions and the Army and make Transnistria part of the Custom and 

Eurasian unions.1318 There is only one case in which the possibility of the reunification with 

Moldova is admitted, and this can be interpreted as another sort of pragmatism. In the entire 

Transnistrian political spectrum only the Social-Democratic Party has a provision that the region 

could be reintegrated into the Republic of Moldova. The main conditions would be granting 

Transnistria a high level of autonomy according to Moscow’s proposals and the right to self-

determination should Moldova lose its independence.1319  

Among the Transnistrian parties, only one adopts a “non-pragmatic approach,” namely 

the local Communist Party. The organization gained a single seat in the 2010 Parliamentary 

elections, which is not surprising considering its declared political goals. The Communists stated 

that their intention was to re-establish the Soviet Union, to rebuild a Socialist society, and to 

transform the TMR into a modern state with a Communist future.1320 Interesting here, however, 

is that in contrast to other regional parties, which mention Moldova only in negative contexts, the 

Transnistrian Communists see it as a subject of a renewed USSR, in which the TMR would be 

granted the same status as other union republics.  

 
The Transnistria Problem: Reality vs. Political Platforms 

 
In general, no political organization either in Chisinau or Tiraspol managed to implement the 

solutions they proposed for settling the problem. At the same time, the debates over 

Transnistria’s legal status proceeded differently depending on the level of regional 

democratization – a significant factor that fosters or obstructs the political activism of the parties 

and general public in both regions. Whereas in right-bank Moldova freedom of speech and 

association are less questioned, the situation in the TMR is continuously reported as negative, 

with a record of politically driven violations of human rights.1321  

The contrast between what the platforms said and what the Moldovan political 

organizations did becomes evident in three particular instances. The first is their reaction towards 

                                                           
1318 Political Party Renewal. Program; Republican Party “Motherland.” Program: 5; Liberal-Democratic Party of 
Pridnestrov’e. Program: 6. 
1319 “Manifest politicheskoi partii ‘Sotsial-Democraticheskaia Partiia Pridnestro’ia’,” Chelovek i ego Prava. 22 
November 2006: 5. 
1320 Pridnestrovian Communist Party. Program. 2009. 
1321 See Report. Human Rights in the Transnistrian Region of Moldova - Retrospective of 2012. Available at 
http://www.promolex.md/upload/publications/en/doc_1355473063.pdf (accessed 27 March 2013). 

http://www.promolex.md/upload/publications/en/doc_1355473063.pdf
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the negotiations; the second are the achievements (if any) they recorded when acting as decision-

makers; the third is the frequency with which they made public declarations on the so-called 

“frozen conflict.” The most eloquent illustration of the relationship between a political platform 

and the negotiation process was the failure of the “Kozak Memorandum” in 2003 and the mass 

mobilization against it in Chisinau. The latter resulted from the activity of the Moldovan 

Christian Democrats and their participation in Parliamentary and public debates as an opposition 

party. Neither before nor after has any organization succeeded in playing such a decisive role in 

the dispute over Transnistria as this party did in 2003. 

Because until the present the negotiations have been deadlocked (summer 2016), it is 

difficult to talk about any visible achievements on the basis of what parties stipulated in their 

programs. Indeed, a set of memoranda texts has been developed mostly by foreign states (Russia 

and Ukraine); they were discussed and negotiated but nothing has changed. Nonetheless, the 

tentative attempt made by the Moldovan Communists cannot be totally ignored. The author 

witnessed their euphoric return to power in spring 2001. The Communists’ self-confidence, 

which was confirmed by a notable electoral victory (71 seats out of 101), spread hope among 

general public and some parties that the time for solving the problem with Transnistria had 

arrived.1322 However, the optimism disappeared when the project offered by Moscow in 2003 

and the Moldovan Organic Law in 2005 both proved to be unworkable.1323 In turn, the pro-EU 

AIE managed to re-establish dialog with Tiraspol after 2009. However, the paltry outcomes, 

which consisted of achieving modest success in non-political matters as the result of “football” 

(soccer) and “pilgrim” diplomacies employed by the Moldovan Liberal Democratic Party’s 

leader and then PM Vlad Filat, had no perspectives for development after the AIE collapsed 

following three years of political activity.1324   

                                                           
1322 AOSPRM, Fond 75, Inv. No. 1, File 20 (15): 6. 
1323 Vladimir Voronin’s refusal to submit to the “Kozak Memorandum” worsened relations with Vladimir Putin and 
Igor Smirnov. The latter even went so far as to reject the Moldovan President’s request to visit his native village, 
located in the area controlled by Tiraspol. See “Democracy and Governing in Moldova. Transnistrian Problem,” E-
Journal, Year VI, Issue 127, 1-15, Nov. 2008. Available at http://www.e-democracy.md/en/e-journal/20081115/#3 
(accessed 23 October 2012). 
1324 For instance, the sides agreed on restoring railway communication traffic between left- and right-bank Moldova. 
See Alexander Tanas, “Moldovan PM’s Move Threatens Ruling Coalition with Collapse,” Reuters 
Available at http://uk.reuters.com/article/2013/02/13/uk-moldova-government-idUKBRE91C13M20130213 
(accessed 21 May 2013). Filat sat together with Smirnov at a soccer games in Tiraspol; he flew with Shevchuk to 
Mount Athos in Greece on a private visit, during which they not only prayed but also discussed “a possible 
settlement of the conflict over Transnistria and other topics of mutual interest.” See “Filat și Smirnov despre fotbal 
și încredere,” Available at http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aGbmne4VuuU  or 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VBQHDCO8TYA; “Moldovan Prime Minister Filat and Transnistrian President 

http://www.e-democracy.md/en/e-journal/20081115/#3
http://uk.reuters.com/article/2013/02/13/uk-moldova-government-idUKBRE91C13M20130213
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aGbmne4VuuU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VBQHDCO8TYA
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The frequency with which Moldovan parties made official declarations about the conflict 

in Transnistria also reveals the relationship between the theoretical approach (platforms) and 

practical actions. Thus, during one decade (2002 – 2012) they made a total of 4957 

declarations.1325 Quantitative analysis shows that 204 declarations (4.1 % of the total) 

specifically concerned Transnistria, 384 declarations (7.75 % of the total) referred to foreign 

policy, and 181 (3.65% of the total) to national security. Of 36 parties only nine made more than 

ten declarations regarding the “frozen conflict”; of the nine, five held or still hold seats in 

Parliament while the rest never passed the electoral threshold. The data also show that the most 

notable organizations that emphasized their concerns over the Transnistria affair and made 

frequent public declarations were the parties of the AIE coalition (the Liberal Party – 46; the 

Democratic Party – 23, and the Liberal Democratic Party –17) and the non-Parliamentary 

Christian Democrats – 19.1326  

Often domestic and international circumstances influenced the frequency of declarations 

made by Moldovan political parties. The most fruitful period fell in 2009-2012 (95 declarations 

with a peak of 64 in 2012) due to the AIE decision to move ahead with negotiations.1327 The 

second period (2003-2004) was a time of intense negotiations in Moscow, Kyiv, and Chisinau 

and incandescent debates at home caused by the “Kozak Memorandum” (60 declarations, with 

43 in 2003).1328 Another event that stimulated intensified political reaction in Chisinau was the 

Five-Day War in Georgia (August 2008) when Russia backed secessionist governments in 

Abkhazia and South Ossetia against Tbilisi (there were 26 declarations made in 2008 by pro-

Western parties (e.g. the Liberal Party – 12, Liberal Democratic Party – 7, National Liberal Party 

– 5).1329  

Political developments in Transnistria constructed another type of relationship between 

parties’ platforms and reality. The circumstances in which the TMR emerged and the 

authoritarian regime that was established in the region left no room for any serious opposition 

(the situation changed in the mid-2000s). The parties that dominated in the Supreme Soviet 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Shevchuk to go to Mount Athos to Pray and Discuss Political Issues.” Available at 
http://02varvara.wordpress.com/2012/07/18/moldovan-prime-minister-filat-and-transnistrian-president-shevchuk-to-
go-to-mount-athos-to-pray-and-discuss-political-issues/ (accessed 8 November 2012). 
1325 Volume II Appendix 3 Table 3.10, p. 1124. 
1326 Volume II Appendix 3 Tables 3.10 and 3.11, pp. 1124-1125. 
1327 Volume II Appendix 3 Tables 3.11 and 3.12., pp. 1125-1126. 
1328 Ibid. 
1329 Ibid. 
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(Transnistrian Parliament) earlier and under Yevgeny Shevchuk were completely in line with 

Tiraspol's policy regarding relations with Moldova. Even though the parties did not achieve their 

main goal – gaining independence – they seem to have been more successful in nation-building 

than their counterparts in Moldova, which had the intention of solving the conflict but failed.  

How Transnistrian leaders managed international, regional and domestic relations also 

indicate the connection between programs and the actual state of affairs in the separatist entity. 

As mentioned above, all platforms emphasized strengthening relations with Russia, and any 

party in Tiraspol that won in the elections did so. The case of the Vozrozhdenie Party is a good 

example. First, it declared it would get as close as possible to Russia in politics, economy, and, 

education. After it came to power, it started to implement the program entitled “The Recognition 

of the Republic” and declared that in its foreign policy Transnistria prioritizes first and foremost 

Moscow and then Kyiv and only afterward Chisinau.1330 Moreover, the Republic of Moldova 

was presented in the Transnistrian parties’ political programs simply as a neighboring pro-

European and pro-NATO state and a country that threatens the very existence of the TMR. 

Lastly, Transnistrian parties stand for maintaining a dialogue with Moldova as between two 

equal subjects of international relations.   

In Transnistria, for more than a decade it was unsafe for any political actor to promote 

another image of Moldova than the one which was officially designed in Tiraspol. Those parties 

which did so were banned, their leaders and members intimidated, persecuted, and labeled as 

traitors and enemies of the “Motherland.” This explains why there were few voices during the 

tenure of Smirnov that risked looking over the “iron fence” toward Moldova. The case of the 

Vlast’ Narodu Party (Power to the People) is one.1331 In 2001 it became a “chain-breaker” for the 

pro-conciliation approach with Chisinau it dared to make public. Vlast’ Narodu called upon 

Transnistrians to participate in the elections of right-bank Moldova and give their votes to the 

Communists led by Vladimir Voronin. For this political orientation, the organization was 

repeatedly banned and vanished from the Transnistrian political spectrum in 2003. Several years 

later, in 2007, one of its former leaders, Aleksandr Radchenko, founded a new organization –- 

                                                           
1330 “Pridnestrov’e peremestilo vzaimootnosheniia s Moldovoi na tret’e mesto posle Rosii i Ukrainy,” Available at  
http://www.moldnews.md/rus/news/52984?fb_action_ids=377323409010498&fb_action_types=og.likes&action_ob
ject_map=%7B%22377323409010498%22%3A357249917702886%7D&action_type_map=%7B%2237732340901
0498%22%3A%22og.likes%22%7D&action_ref_map=%5B%5D#.UIyyAEcAMds.email (accessed 24 October 
2012). 
1331 “Politicheskoe Pridnestrov’e podaet signal SOS.” Available at http://tiras.ru/evrazija/17338-politicheskoe-
pridnestrove-podaet.html (accessed 24 October 2012). 
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http://www.moldnews.md/rus/news/52984?fb_action_ids=377323409010498&fb_action_types=og.likes&action_object_map=%7B%22377323409010498%22%3A357249917702886%7D&action_type_map=%7B%22377323409010498%22%3A%22og.likes%22%7D&action_ref_map=%5B%5D#.UIyyAEcAMds.email
http://tiras.ru/evrazija/17338-politicheskoe-pridnestrove-podaet.html
http://tiras.ru/evrazija/17338-politicheskoe-pridnestrove-podaet.html
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the Social-Democratic Party of Pridnestrov’e – and declared support for the reintegration of the 

TMR with Moldova. So far, however, the party has undertaken no significant actions to 

implement this strategy.  

The legacy of the Smirnov era remained influential even after a new leader took power in 

Transnistria in December 2011. Two examples can be given in this respect. First, according to 

changes in the Law about political parties that Tiraspol intended to make, any organization can 

be liquidated for alleged extremist activities.1332 Thus, already in November 2012 the Proryv 

Party (Breakthrough) was closed down for alleged violations of the law.1333 Second, at the end of 

2012 Shevchuk signed Ukaz No. 798, which updated the list of 84 categories of information 

classified as a state secret, for the disclosure of which Transnistrians can be arrested, sent to 

Court, and imprisoned.1334 Earlier, in 2010, two residents of the region, Ernest Vardanyan and 

Ilie Cazacu, were accused of espionage on behalf of Chisinau and of high treason to the TMR 

and jailed.1335  

In sum, the content of the political platforms indicates that the parties in Chisinau and 

Tiraspol have, to a very large extent, exclusivist approaches towards the Transnistria problem. 

This can be explained by the following. First, it derives from their geopolitical orientation 

(towards West or East). Second, it was based on their territorial belonging (Transnistria or 

Moldova) and, third, the level of pragmatism with which they approached this internationalized 

domestic conflict. Whereas Moldovan parties seek an ultimate integration of Transnistria into the 

country, their counterparts (with the exception of one party) stand for a political and territorial 

separation from it. The analysis of the programs reveals also to which side Transnistria is more 

vital as a political matter. Because the TMR per se is the very raison d’être for building 

Transnistrian statehood, all parties in Tiraspol gave it maximum priority in their political 

platforms.  

                                                           
1332 “Popravki v zakon o politicheskikh partii.” Novoe Vremia. Bendery. No. 16. 9 February 2012. 
1333 “Partiiа ‘Proryv’ likvidirovana resheniem Verhovnogo suda PMR.” Novosti Pridnestrov’ia. 
http://novostipmr.com/ru/news/12-11-16/partiya-proryv-likvidirovana-resheniem-verhovnogo-suda-pmr (accessed 
25 October 2012). 
1334 “Ob utverzhdenii Perechnia svedenii, otnesennykh k gosudarstvennoi taine. Ukaz № 798 Prezidenta PMR ot 4 
dekabria 2012 g.” Available at http://president.gospmr.ru/ru/news/ukaz-prezidenta-pmr-no798-ob-utverzhdenii-
perechnya-svedeniy-otnesennyh-k-gosudarstvennoy-tayne (accessed 6 December 2012). 
1335 Ernest Vardanean was sentenced to 15 years but was pardoned by Igor Smirnov in spring 2011; Ilie Cazacu was 
sentenced to 14 years but was released in fall 2011. See “Transnistrian President Pardons Jailed Ernest Vardanyan.”  
Available at http://www.tert.am/en/news/2011/05/05/ernest/277394; also, “Il'ia Kazak osvobozhden.”  Publika.MD. 
Available at http://ru.publika.md/link_321231.html  (both accessed 14 December 2012). 

http://novostipmr.com/ru/news/12-11-16/partiya-proryv-likvidirovana-resheniem-verhovnogo-suda-pmr
http://president.gospmr.ru/ru/news/ukaz-prezidenta-pmr-no798-ob-utverzhdenii-perechnya-svedeniy-otnesennyh-k-gosudarstvennoy-tayne
http://president.gospmr.ru/ru/news/ukaz-prezidenta-pmr-no798-ob-utverzhdenii-perechnya-svedeniy-otnesennyh-k-gosudarstvennoy-tayne
http://www.tert.am/en/news/2011/05/05/ernest/277394
http://ru.publika.md/link_321231.html
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At the same time, the frequency with which the term “Transnistria” appears in the 

platforms of Chisinau-based parties and the positions in which it was hierarchized indicate that 

this conflict was far from being a high priority for Moldovan parties. Furthermore, the low 

number of public declarations made on Transnistria indicates that the issue of separatism was not 

of major concern for the political elite in Chisinau. Thus, in general, whereas the Moldovan side 

lacked a pragmatic approach toward the question of the reintegration of the country, the 

pragmatism of the Transnistrian side was driven by working on a separate state-building project 

and integration into Russia in all possible domains: politics, economy, security, education, and 

culture. Consequently, there are more reasons to think that the relationship between political 

platforms and reality is stronger in Transnistria than in right-bank Moldova.   

 
5.4. Domestic Civil Society Organizations and the Issue of Transnistria  

 
An interesting fact has surfaced while discussing the political approach of political organizations 

in Moldova and Transnistria towards the Transnistria problem. The analysis of the platforms has 

shown that the problem of domestic secessionism was a marginal issue for the majority of the 

Chisinau-based political parties. Furthermore, the solutions included in their programs designed 

to settle the conflict proved to be peripheral and only to a limited extent pragmatic. However, it 

is very different in Tiraspol, where the TMR is a high priority. 

Political parties are not the only entities engaged in the debates over Transnistria. Civil 

Society Organizations (CSOs) represent another force that is part of this process.1336 After the 

collapse of the USSR, numerous non-governmental organizations appeared in the territories of 

the former MSSR. Their activities refer to many spheres: education, human rights, civic 

education, international relations, and so on. A representative of a Chisinau-based Informational 

Portal pointed out that “it is difficult to account for and keep track of the NGOs on the right 

bank, let alone those in the Transnistrian region.”1337 Nevertheless, the available data identified 

more than 5000 NGOs in Moldova1338 and several hundred in Transnistria.1339 However, only a 

                                                           
1336 I employ the term of “Non-Governmental Organizations” (NGOs) along with the CSOs for the institutions that 
represent civil society. 
1337 Anonymous Respondent [2]. Email to author. 26 March 2013. 
1338 According to “List of Public Associations” provided by the Moldovan Ministry of Justice. Available at 
http://www.justice.gov.md/pageview.php?l=ro&idc=18&id=19 and http://civic.md/lista/ong.html (accessed 28 
February 2013). 
1339 According to the Informational Resource Center World Window. Available at 
http://www.worldwindow.md/en/page/index/31/NPO-Base.html. Also the Transnistrian Information Resource 

http://www.justice.gov.md/pageview.php?l=ro&idc=18&id=19
http://civic.md/lista/ong.html
http://www.worldwindow.md/en/page/index/31/NPO-Base.html


296 
 

limited number of them have any connection to the unresolved conflict over Transnistria. 

According to “Tribuna,” an influential Moldovan newspaper, there is a top ten of CSOs that has 

a real impact on policy- and decision-makers in Chisinau.1340 The newspaper claims that these 

organizations earned a good reputation at home and abroad and that their views and assessments 

are considered professional and trustworthy. But the politicians, officials, local and international 

experts, and civilians interviewed by the author have a different opinion, namely that the 

activities of the Moldovan NGOs, as a rule, are neither taken into consideration nor supported by 

the central authorities.1341   

The disagreement over Transnistria’s status provide the CSOs with the chance to get 

involved in discussions of the problem, to monitor and assess the developments around it, and to 

make proposals for its resolution. In contrast to political parties, which are engaged in the 

struggle for power, Moldovan and Transnistrian NGOs specializing in geopolitics stand aside 

from the political fray. Their goal is to assist officials in identifying solutions to a persistent 

problem. These organizations, either on the left or on the right bank of the Dniester River, are led 

by former politicians, government officials, well-known personalities, or professional political 

analysts with education and credentials acquired at home, in the West or in Russia.  

Although it is normal elsewhere for civil society organizations to act at the national level, 

this is not possible in countries with conflict-torn societies such as the Republic of Moldova. 

Left- and right-bank CSOs in this country usually act as separately as the political parties. This 

impedes civil society's common input into debates and negotiations over Transnistria. While 

organizations registered in Chisinau were trying to implement diverse trust-building projects in 

Transnistria,1342 those from Tiraspol worked on projects to strengthen trust in Russia. 

Furthermore, while Moldovan parties were oriented toward constructing in the Republic of 

Moldova a modern state united politically and territorially, their opponents aimed to make of 

Transnistria a separate state estranged from the rest of the country. 

 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Center “Common Home” the NGO Database http://common-home.org/index.php?id=65 (accessed 28 February 
2013). 
1340 See “Top 10 NGOs with ‘Influence’ on Politicians,” Tribuna MD. Available at 
http://tribuna.md/en/2012/10/21/top-10-ong-cu-%E2%80%9Einfluenta%E2%80%9D-asupra-politicienilor/   
(accessed 14 November 2012). 
1341 I discuss this later in this chapter. 
1342 Oazu Nantoi. Interview recorded by author. 03:45- 04:58. 12 October 2011. 

http://common-home.org/index.php?id=65
http://tribuna.md/en/2012/10/21/top-10-ong-cu-%E2%80%9Einfluenta%E2%80%9D-asupra-politicienilor/
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December 2012 Memorandum 

 
Years of social and political work by a group of Moldovan NGOs resulted in the elaboration of a 

major political document entitled the “Memorandum on Transnistrian Conflict Resolution and 

Fundamental Principles of Organization of the Republic of Moldova.”1343 The December 2012 

Memorandum was not the first attempt of Moldovan civil society to stimulate, boost, and foster 

the search for a solution that would accommodate all sides involved in the negotiation process. 

Earlier in 2005, it came up with the well-known strategy of the 3 “Ds” (solving the problem 

through the demilitarization, decriminalization, and democratization of Transnistria). As shown 

earlier (Chapter IV) their proposals, along with the principles of the Iushchenko Plan, were taken 

into consideration by Moldova’s Communist leadership. The result was the adoption by the 

Moldovan Parliament of the Organic Law 173-XVI on 22 June 2005. Although this law did not 

lead to any progress, it was the first (and so far the last) document adopted in Chisinau regarding 

Transnistria in which the opinion of civil society was considered.  

Perhaps the December 2012 Memorandum cannot be compared with the platforms of 

political parties. Indeed, they have different characters and purposes, but no Moldovan party has 

proposed such a comprehensive document during two decades of negotiations. The Organic Law 

of 2005 might be an exception, yet it was not a party program but rather a document issued by 

Moldovan politicians under the influence of proposals made by Ukraine and with the 

participation of the right-bank Moldovan civil society experts. Furthermore, the revised platform 

of the Party of Moldovan Communists merely qualified the conflict as “frozen” and lacked any 

ideas and/or suggestions for solving it. Besides, the Transnistria problem was ranked as last out 

of a total of five strategic tasks Moldova’s Communists intended to deal with had they won the 

elections.1344 There are two explanations for this distant approach toward Transnistria exhibited 

by the political organization led by Vladimir Voronin. First, it was the Communists under whose 

leadership the negotiations with Russia (and Transnistria) failed in 2003; and second, it was 

                                                           
1343 “Memorandum on Transnistrian Conflict Resolution and Fundamental Principles of Organization of the 
Republic of Moldova.” Available at www.promolex.md/upload/publications/en/doc_1355479705.pdf (accessed 22 
February 2013). The document was elaborated by the experts of the following NGOs: Institute for Development and 
Social Initiatives (IDIS) Viitorul. Available at http://www.viitorul.org/index.php?l=en; Promo-LEX Association. 
Available at http://www.promolex.md/index.php?module=about&item=62; The Foreign Policy Association of 
Moldova. Available at http://www.ape.md/pageview.php?l=en&idc=147; The Public Policy Institute. Available at 
http://www.ipp.md/pageview.php?l=en&idc=147 (accessed 2 March 2013). 
1344 The Party of Communists of Moldova. Program: 10, 14, 15. 

http://www.promolex.md/upload/publications/en/doc_1355479705.pdf
http://www.viitorul.org/index.php?l=en
http://www.promolex.md/index.php?module=about&item=62
http://www.ape.md/pageview.php?l=en&idc=147
http://www.ipp.md/pageview.php?l=en&idc=147
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“their” Organic Law and the foreign policy they pursued that led to a diplomatic deadlock with 

Tiraspol until 2009 when they lost power to the pro-European Alliance.  

The December 2012 Memorandum sharply differs from any other local political text 

(platforms or legal documents) issued by Moldovan parties or state institutions. In contrast to the 

Organic Law, the Memorandum went much further in offering a wider range of steps and 

proposals for resolving the problem over Transnistria. Not only did it provide extended detail 

about the status, rights, and privileges Chisinau should grant the political leadership in Tiraspol, 

it also contained ideas to accommodate the general public who resided there. The authors of this 

document tried to take into account the existing realities and directed its stipulations to as many 

fields as possible: politics, economy, culture, education, and national security. Composed of a 

preamble and 35 articles, the memorandum stressed general principles of conflict regulation; the 

structure, form, and functionality of the (re)united Moldovan state; the competencies and 

representation of Transnistria in the central administration; and issues related to the security and 

international guarantees of the separatist region's new status.  

Regarding the legal status of the TMR this document proposed that it become an 

autonomous territorial unit with special status and self-government (Art. 11/1). Contrary to the 

Organic Law, which saw a similar status for the region, but stipulated its right to have a separate 

Constitution (Art. 4/1),1345 the memorandum’s specifications highlighted the functionality of a 

single Constitution in which the TMR was envisioned as an integral and inalienable part of the 

country. At the same time, the authorities of Transnistria would enjoy “a high degree of 

autonomy” and they were to be considered part of the Moldovan state administration (Art. 2/3). 

On the domestic level Tiraspol was entitled to adopt local laws, create and manage its regional 

budget, and solve economic, social, and cultural problems. The proposed autonomy went far 

beyond internal affairs. The memorandum endowed leaders of Transnistria with large 

prerogatives in regional, European, and international relations. Not allowed to pursue an 

independent foreign policy, Tiraspol would be empowered to establish and maintain 

“international relations in the economic-commercial, social-humanitarian, educational, technical-

scientific, and cultural fields” (Art. 13/2). Also, in contrast to the Organic Law, the 

Memorandum not only specified the prerogatives of the elite to be reintegrated but also indicated 

                                                           
1345 “Law about basic provisions of the special legal status of settlements from the left bank of the Dniester River 
(Transnistria)” No. 173.  22 July 2005. Available at 
http://lex.justice.md/index.php?action=view&view=doc&lang=1&id=313004 (accessed 23 February 2013). 

http://lex.justice.md/index.php?action=view&view=doc&lang=1&id=313004
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how the latter would be represented in the Moldovan parliament, central government, and other 

key-offices (Art. 13/1 and 16/1).1346        

Often local and international experts have emphasized that the Republic of Moldova has 

to become socially, politically, and economically attractive for Transnistrians to make them 

interested in the reintegration of the country. The authors of the Memorandum took into account 

some thorny issues that during the perestroika era and after the dissolution of the USSR caused 

violence, anxiety, and mistrust between elites and ordinary people of both entities. These 

concerned symbols, the status of the Russian language, the international status of the country, 

and the political orientation of Chisinau. The proposed draft stipulated that Transnistria would 

have its regional symbols (Art. 12/2) and, more importantly, three official languages, i.e., 

Moldovan, Russian, and Ukrainian, which would differ from the rest of the country. This 

concession was in line with the Transnistrian Constitution except that the document proposed by 

the Moldovan NGOs called the language “Moldovan” followed by “Romanian” within brackets 

(Art. 12/3). Similarly to the Organic Law, the Memorandum specified the use of the Latin script 

for Moldovan (Romanian), but in contrast to the former it gave priority to Russian as the main 

official language, followed by Ukrainian.    

 The degree of pragmatism with which the NGOs approached the Transnistria problem 

can be assessed by giving a few more examples to which neither the political platforms nor 

particularly the Organic Law come close in terms of pragmatism. First and foremost, as Article 

30/1 stated, the population of Transnistria had the right to self-determination if the Republic of 

Moldova should “change its status as an independent state.” The inclusion of this statement 

indicates that any perspective of joining Romania – the political scarecrow widely employed by 

Tiraspol propaganda – was excluded; otherwise right-bank Moldova would risk losing 

Transnistria either to Russia or Ukraine. Furthermore, to assuage the Transnistrians’ and 

Russians’ anxiety about a possible NATO expansion to the East, the text of the memorandum 

clearly emphasized that the Republic of Moldova would remain a neutral state (Art. 17) and 

would not join any “military alliance” (Art. 18). Besides, Russia and Ukraine would keep their 

international status as guarantors (Art. 28/1) and could eventually play a role as contributors to a 

“Reintegration Fund” together with other prospective guarantors (e.g., the EU and the USA) 

                                                           
1346 For example: the Constitutional Court, Superior Council of Magistracy, Audiovisual Coordinating Council, 
Central Election Commission, Public Prosecution Office, and the Information and Intelligence Service. 
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(Arts. 28/1 and 33/1). Last but not least, other issues were also stipulated, including the steps and 

timing of the reintegration process, elections, and the withdrawal of Russian troops. 

  
The December 2012 Memorandum: Impact and Assessments 
 
This document could have played a significant role in the negotiation process if it had not been 

derailed by the new political crisis in right-bank Moldova. The tensions between the parties that 

formed the AIE were aggravated in fall 2012 and led to the collapse of the pro-Western coalition 

at the beginning of 2013. Not only was this event regretted by many at home and abroad, but it 

also allowed Transnistrians to discontinue any talks with Chisinau1347 In these circumstances the 

proposed Memorandum had no chance to have an immediate impact and become a document of 

primary interest to the domestic political elite. Although the Moldovan President Nicolae Timofti 

(2012-2016) welcomed it and stated that its text would be considered by the government and 

then put to a public debate, Lubomir Chiriac, a Moldovan NGO expert, expressed his concern 

that this discussion could take a great deal of time.1348 Nevertheless, although not considered 

ideal, the text of this memorandum received some positive assessments from high-ranking 

policy-makers in Chisinau. Igor Corman, then the Chairman of the Committee for Foreign Policy 

and European Integration in the Moldovan Parliament, considered that by releasing this draft, 

Moldovan civil society wanted once again to draw the authorities’ attention to the Transnistria 

problem and even gave them a starting point for a strategy that would lead to the identification of 

a viable solution to this conflict.1349 

The reactions of left-bankers towards this memorandum varied. Ion Manole, a Chisinau-

based NGO expert, claimed that some Transnistrian NGOs opposed this document, but others 

supported it, but were afraid to make public declarations to that effect.1350 Eduard Ţugui, another 

Moldovan NGO expert, was quite pessimistic in his interview for Radio Free Europe about how 

the 2012 December Memorandum would be perceived in Tiraspol. He stated that the authorities 

                                                           
1347 “Transnistria Takes Advantage of the Political Crisis in Moldova,” Moldova.org. Politicom. 21 March 2013. 
Available at http://politicom.moldova.org/news/transnistria-takes-advantage-of-the-political-crisis-in-moldova-
235899-eng.html  (accessed 22 March 2013). 
1348 “Memorandum ob uregulirovanii pridnestrovskogo konflikta postupil k prezidentu, ”Panorama, 22 January 
2013. Available at http://pan.md/news/Memorandum-ob-uregulirovanii-pridnestrovskogo-konflikta-postupil-k-
prezidentu/32127 (accessed 24 January 2013). 
1349 Igor Corman. Interview via email on 10 April 2013. 
1350 Cristina Pendea, “Un nou Memorandum privind reglementarea conflictului transnistrean,” Tribuna MD. 17 
December 2012. Available at http://tribuna.md/2012/12/13/un-nou-memorandum-privind-reglementarea-
conflictului-transnistrean/ (accessed 18 December 2012). 

http://politicom.moldova.org/news/transnistria-takes-advantage-of-the-political-crisis-in-moldova-235899-eng.html
http://politicom.moldova.org/news/transnistria-takes-advantage-of-the-political-crisis-in-moldova-235899-eng.html
http://pan.md/news/Memorandum-ob-uregulirovanii-pridnestrovskogo-konflikta-postupil-k-prezidentu/32127
http://pan.md/news/Memorandum-ob-uregulirovanii-pridnestrovskogo-konflikta-postupil-k-prezidentu/32127
http://tribuna.md/2012/12/13/un-nou-memorandum-privind-reglementarea-conflictului-transnistrean/
http://tribuna.md/2012/12/13/un-nou-memorandum-privind-reglementarea-conflictului-transnistrean/
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of Transnistria talked about one thing – gaining independence; this position would consequently 

lead to the rejection of any reintegration proposals.1351 Besides, Ţugui indicated that in fact it 

was not the leaders in Tiraspol who could decide the future of the TMR but Moscow. 

In Tiraspol, neither politicians nor local NGOs experts were impressed by the Moldovan 

CSOs' memorandum. It was called “fantasy,” “utopian,” “far from reality,” and “nonsense.”1352 

As a matter of fact, the former Foreign Minister of the TMR Vladimir Yastrebchak pointed 

toward the 2006 Transnistrian referendum as demonstrating that the people of the region sought 

independence rather than unity with right-bank Moldova. 1353 Andrei Safonov of the Association 

of Free Political Scientists in the TMR pointed out that no dialogue would be possible between 

Tiraspol and Chisinau if Transnistria was not allowed to have its own currency, security forces, 

and army to defend itself against Moldova. Safonov also concluded that the December 2012 

Memorandum had no chance of practical implementation,1354 an opinion shared by Roman 

Konoplev, another leading political analyst in Tiraspol. The latter pointed out that this scenario 

might work should it be supported financially and the price for reintegration be determined by 

external auditors. Also, Konoplev admitted that none of the Transnistrian NGOs had ever come 

up with a document similar to the December 2012 Memorandum.1355 This situation, however, 

looked normal to Yastrebchak, who pointed out that civil society in Transnistria avoided taking 

such initiatives, as they were unlikely to differ from the official position of the leadership and 

local public opinion.1356  

The appearance of the December 2012 Memorandum was indeed an important event. 

Taking into account that no similar document was issued by the central authorities, certain of its 

proposals could have been worked out in further debates and consultations. However, some of its 

statements conflicted with reality and would have led to new complications. For example, 

whereas the memorandum suggested that a political settlement of the conflict should strengthen 

the strategic option of European integration of the whole country (Art. 4/5), the elite and 

ordinary residents of the TMR sought rather the integration into Eurasian, Russian projects. The 

                                                           
1351  Alexandru Canțîr, Liliana Barbăroșie, “Societatea civilă se implică în reglementarea chestiunii nistrene,” 
Europa Liberă Available at http://www.europalibera.org/articleprintview/24795989.html (accessed 17 December 
2012). 
1352 Olga Grossul, “Memorandum-Utopiia,” Pridnestrov’e. Informatsionno-novostnoi resurs PMR. 15 December 
2012. Available at http://newspmr.com/novosti-moldovy/9203 (accessed 27 December 2012). 
1353 Ibid. 
1354 Ibid. 
1355 Roman Konoplev, e-mail to author. 26 March 2013. 
1356 Vladimir Yastrebchak. Interview via email on 28 April 2013. 

http://www.europalibera.org/articleprintview/24795989.html
http://newspmr.com/novosti-moldovy/9203
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same article placed as a condition for “the reintegration of the Republic of Moldova the 

withdrawal of foreign [Russian] troops, weapons, and munitions” (Art.4/1). However, this again 

was unlikely to be accepted since Moscow and Tiraspol insisted on settling the conflict first and 

only then would talk about the removal of the Russian forces and weapons. Also, after two 

decades of anti-Moldovan and anti-Romanian phobias nurtured by Transnistrian propaganda, 

education, and media, there was little likelihood that the Moldovan tricolor, so similar to 

Romania's, and the Latin script would be politically and psychologically acceptable to the 

separatist region. The effects of the anti-Moldovan propaganda was a major impediment to 

reconciliation. According to one of the Transnistrians I interviewed, the post-1991 generations in 

Transnistria were being educated on the Soviet model and perceived Romania (and Moldova) as 

aggressors who aimed to occupy their motherland.1357 

Furthermore, the December 2012 Memorandum referred to “citizens of the Republic of 

Moldova, “all Moldovan citizens,” and “citizens of the [Transnistrian] region,” but not all 

Transnistrians held Moldovan citizenship -- some were citizens of Russia, Ukraine, and even 

Romania. Moreover, the very term “Transnistria” retained the same ambiguity as before, and it 

was used alongside other terms. It is unclear what the authors meant by “the eastern districts of 

the Republic of Moldova” and “left-bank of the Dniester (Transnistria).” In reality, the city of 

Bender (Tighina), although located on the right bank of the Dniester River, was (and still is) 

administered from Tiraspol. Furthermore, a number of left-bank settlements, as indicated earlier, 

were (and still are) under the jurisdiction of the central authorities in Chisinau. All these 

circumstances were commonly known; however, the memorandum failed to adjust to these 

realities.  

Lastly, two more items in the memorandum were unacceptable to the leadership in 

Tiraspol. The first was to have Transnistria “represented in the Parliament of Moldova, ex 

officio, by one Deputy” (Art. 15/1-b). The second was that the head of the Moldovan 

Information and Intelligence Service (ISS) in Tiraspol was to be appointed by the Moldovan 

government. This was not a workable arrangement. The geopolitical orientation of Transnistria 

was (and still is) exclusively on Russia, while that of the rest of Moldova (at least of a significant 

part of the elite) was (and remains) on the West. In this situation, a Chisinau appointee for such a 

key institution in Tiraspol was not an acceptable scenario for separatists in the TMR. 
                                                           

1357 Vasile Nesterenco. Interview via email on 21 March 2012. Also, Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent TMR [I] 
015. Interview via email on 20 March 2012. 
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Positions of Other Moldovan and Transnistrian NGOs 

 
The Memorandum issued in Chisinau in December 2012 did not express the positions of all 

right-bank NGOs. The rest had different views on how the conflict could be solved. Anatol 

Țăranu believed that the “problem could be settled only when sufficient compensations will be 

proposed to Moscow and when the West will be ready to pay Russia to give up Transnistria; 

otherwise the conflict will keep the status quo as unresolved until a workable consensus is 

found.”1358 A different scenario was proposed by Sergiu Musteață, who argued that granting 

independence to Transnistria would pull the rest of the country out of the existing deadlock and 

would drive it towards EU membership.1359 Sergiu Nazaria, in turn, stated that no solution could 

be found until elites in Chisinau and Tiraspol demonstrated an ability to hear and tolerate each 

other and sit and discuss the problems that divide them.1360  

The NGOs in Transnistria shared the same ideas, but with some divergence. Ilia 

Galinskii, the Director of the Centre for Social and Political Research “Perspective” in Tiraspol 

thought that a solution like the one that made South Sudan independent from Sudan might work 

for Transnistria and Moldova. He considered that “only a civilized divorce via a referendum 

organized under the auspices of the UN and sealed with an agreement between Chisinau and 

Tiraspol on good neighborly relations can solve the problem.”1361 Another political analyst from 

Transnistria, who preferred to keep his name confidential, also supported a plebiscite, since 

otherwise the current status-quo would last indefinitely. This interviewee also argued that 

although “the people’s will comes first, there must be organized two separate referenda: one in 

Moldova and another in Transnistria”1362 – a position that in fact was officially supported by the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the self-proclaimed republic.1363   

                                                           
1358 Anatol Țăranu. Interview recorded by author. 06:21-07:39. 13 October 2011. At the time I interviewed him, he 
was the Director of the Centre for Strategic Research and Policy Consulting “Politicon” (and a former Ambassador 
of Moldova to Russia). 
1359 Sergiu Musteață. Interview via email on 6 February 2012. He is the President of the (pro-Western) Association 
of Young Historians of Moldova. 
1360 Sergiu Nazaria. Interview recorded by author. 03:25-04:58. 14 November 2011. He is the Chairman of the (pro-
Russian) “Pro-Moldova” Association of Historians and Political Scientists of Moldova. 
1361 Ilia Nikolaevich Galinskii. Interview via email on 27 October 2011. See Matthew LeRiche, Matthew Arnold, 
South Sudan: From Revolution to Independence. (London: Hurst & Co (Publishers) Ltd, 2012):  23, 120-122. 
1362 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent TMR [I] 009. Interview recorded by author. 03:10–03:52. 27 October 
2011. 
1363  “Question-Answer. Question: How Do You Feel About the Idea of Holding on Both Banks of the Dniester 
River Referendum to Resolve the Conflict?” Website of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Pridnestroviian 
Moldavian Republic. Available at http://mfa-pmr.org/reply.html (accessed 22 February 2013). 

http://mfa-pmr.org/reply.html
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Summing up, the civil society organizations in both Moldova and Transnistria differed in 

their approaches toward the conflict resolution. This attitude was in general determined by the 

geopolitical orientation of their representatives. Moldovan civil society had a more pragmatic 

approach towards conflict settlement than the platforms of the Chisinau-based political parties. 

Furthermore, Moldovan CSOs were more independent from influence and interference by the 

central authorities in Chisinau, a situation that allowed them to be freely engaged in discussions 

over the political status of Transnistria. Their suggestions for the Organic Law of 2005 and the 

elaborated Memorandum in December 2012 confirm a high level of societal and political 

activism in contrast to their counterparts in Tiraspol. The December 2012 initiative of the 

Moldovan NGOs proposed a complex approach to the Transnistrian conflict. It also revealed the 

differences of approach of Moldovan political parties and NGOs. The Memorandum provided 

basic principles for conflict resolution and challenged state authorities, who failed to come up 

with a similar legal initiative after 2005. 

The situation with the CSOs in Transnistria was different. It was dominated by a common 

understanding with the separatist leadership in Tiraspol about the statehood of the TMR and 

relations with Moldovans. At the same time, the lack of initiatives that characterized the NGOs 

in Transnistria points to a lower level of development of the civil society in general and 

democracy in particular. This is the outcome of the type of political regime that was set up in the 

region after December 1991.  

 
5.5. Assessments of a Political Fiasco: The Contribution of Political Parties and CSOs to 

Settling the Transnistria Problem 

 

Ordinary voters rarely read the platforms of political parties, leaving them to political analysts 

and scholars. Most people learned about them from mass media or public debates. However, 

being witnesses of the reconciliation process, they gained, with other representatives of the 

society and public institutions, experience that enabled them to assess the contribution of those 

officially and unofficially engaged in the conflict resolution, debates, and negotiations.  

 
Chisinau and Tiraspol Government Officials 

 
The high-ranking Moldovan officials interviewed who dealt with the issue of Transnistria 

provided a variety of assessments regarding the political parties’ and NGOs’ input in solving the 
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conflict. Their tendency was to link the failure of the parties to contribute efficiently to the 

resolution of the Transnistria problem with obstructions created by domestic and international 

actors. On the one hand they blamed the political parties for their inability to demonstrate 

pragmatism in dealing with the separatists. On the other hand, they pointed to the different 

positions of the foreign actors. Furthermore, with respect to civil society, the NGOs lacked any 

authority and were incapable of doing anything about the reintegration of the country. In this 

respect the opinion of Nicolae Cernomaz seems indicative:1364 

 
How do I rate the political parties’ efforts? I do not rate them at all. Their efforts 
consisted and consist of simply some ineffective moves which they made in order to 
pretend that they are doing something (e.g. press conferences or official declarations). 
In fact, they achieved nothing. All these debates and discussions are unnecessary and 
infantile because basically nothing depends on them. The key to solving this conflict 
is largely in Russia. If only the USA and Russia were really interested in settling this 
conflict, they would have found a solution for it a long time ago. Speaking of civil 
society in Moldova and Transnistria, it can hardly influence domestic politics and 
public opinion. When people from both banks of the Dniester see only poverty and 
corruption here and there, it prefers to go anywhere instead of staying at home. People 
do not believe in the NGOs’ input because if the governors cannot decide anything, 
what can be done by such organizations that are funded who knows how? 

 

Another former Moldovan official also provided interesting in-depth insights into this 

matter. Victor Osipov stated that “the behavior of political parties is largely determined by the 

geopolitical vectors and by the ethnic segment of the population they represent; the political 

parties embrace approaches toward the Transnistria problem which are prepared by external 

actors rather than those produced by themselves.”1365 Osipov also commented that civil society 

played a secondary role in the process of Moldova’s territorial reintegration.   

           The opinion of the Transnistrian officials is significant as well. However, as mentioned 

earlier, they showed an intractable approach toward the author’s inquiries. I repeatedly sent 

letters to Tiraspol by regular mail and via the internet to schedule interviews, but received no 

responses. The only unofficial response came from a high-ranking official in the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs. The message stated that although “we try to communicate very actively with the 

academic community, but being interviewed by a Ph.D. student is a very unique form of 

                                                           
1364 Nicolae Cernomaz is the former Moldovan State Minister, Minister of Foreign Affairs, Ambassador to Ukraine, 
Georgia, and Hungary. Interview recorded by author. 10:49-11:54; 04:17-04:22; 08:50-09:15. 21 October 2011. 
1365 Victor Osipov. Former Deputy Prime Minister for Reintegration. Interview via email on 9 November 2012. 
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communication [sic!].”1366 As suggested, I emailed the interview questions to the address I was 

provided, but the advice that followed was to look for the answers to my inquiries on 

Transnistrian websites and published books. Nevertheless, despite the reluctance with which 

officials in Tiraspol reacted to my attempts to collect research data, I managed to receive at least 

two first-hand opinions. The first came from Vitalii Yankovskii, then a high-ranking public 

servant in the administration of the TMR. Although Yankovskii preferred not to discuss the 

Transnistrian parties and NGOs, he made interesting statements about right-bank Moldova 

leaders, political organizations, and civil society:     

 

Politicians and the government officials of Bessarabia [Moldova], from “left” to 
“right” organizations, all have only one thing in common – they consider that 
Transnistria must be part of a united and indivisible Moldova. The theme of 
negotiations is interesting to the leadership of Moldova as a process in which, 
playing on the contradictions between the major players, it can get loans, 
installments, aid, and also political benefits from the opportunity to be visible. At the 
same time, the Transnistria issue presents no interest to the Bessarabian [Moldovan] 
NGOs, but even if it does, they exploit the subject as an argument for obtaining and 
benefiting from the grants they receive from the West.1367 

 
The second opinion came from Vladimir Yastrebchak, former Minister of Foreign Affairs 

of the TMR, who thought that the efforts of officials, political parties, and civil society in 

Moldova and Transnistria were unlikely to be sufficiently effective because the sides represented 

different vectors of political approach toward the conflict resolution. Moreover, in his opinion, if 

any political force in “the Republic of Moldova [right-bank Moldova] would reject the unitary 

model of the country, this would most likely be political suicide.”1368  At the same time, he stated 

that only a politically marginalized force in Transnistria would propose abandoning the goal of 

independence. Furthermore, Yastrebchak presented a critical perspective on the CSOs of 

Moldova. To him, civil society there stood for more radical positions than the official authorities 

did and, in reality, the Moldovan CSOs were not interested in solving the conflict. To make his 

point, he referred to the December 2012 Memorandum elaborated by Moldovan civil society as 

nothing but “an initiative for its own sake.”1369 

                                                           
1366 Anonymous respondent. Response e-mailed via Facebook. 28 October 2012. 
1367 Vitalii Yaknovski was Chief of Protocol-organizational management of the Administration of the President of 
the TMR during the tenure of Igor Smirnov. During the Presidency of Shevchuk, he has become the Head of the 
TMR Government Apparatus. Interview via email on 14 March 2012. 
1368 Vladimir Yastrebchak. Interview via email on 28 April 2013. 
1369 Ibid. 
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Domestic Civil Society Experts 
 
The assessments given by the NGOs’ experts do not sharply differ from those made by the 

officials. They, however, represent another dimension of analytical thought and provide a more 

engaging perception about how leadership, parties, and civil society dealt with the issue over 

Transnistria. Moldovan and Transnistrian local experts had much in common in this respect. 

Thus, in the vision of Oazu Nantoi, a well-known Chisinau-based analyst oriented toward the 

West, “no political party has a coherent and comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon 

called the ‘Transnistrian conflict.’”1370 He also considered that officials who governed the 

Republic of Moldova after the collapse of the Soviet Union “lacked the political will and 

competence to resolve the problem and were involved in illegal economic activities, primarily 

smuggling through the so-called Transnistria.” Regarding the CSOs of Moldova, Nantoi said that 

“they have done and still do some work that positively contributes to the change in the 

atmosphere around the conflict, but their work cannot make up for the impotence and corruption 

of the central government [in Chisinau].” Furthermore, to him “the picture looks bleak in regards 

to the territory controlled by the anti-constitutional regime of Tiraspol where the so-called 

elements of civil society are strictly controlled by the so-called Ministry of State Security - a 

political police modeled after the former KGB.”  

The representative of another Moldovan NGO, but oriented towards Russia, had a 

different perspective. Andrei Borshevskii characterized the efforts made by the leaders, parties, 

and civil society as nothing but “an imitation of activity.”1371 He stated that officials in Chisinau 

and Tiraspol had no interest in settling the conflict, that whereas those in Moldova aimed to 

reincorporate Transnistria along with its property and sought to change the political elite, those 

in Tiraspol wanted the international recognition of the TMR as an independent state. To 

Borshevskii, the positions of Moldovan parties in respect to Transnistria depended on the 

geopolitical preferences of their voters: some parties demanded the arrest of separatist leaders 

while others were willing to grant autonomy to the breakaway region. As to civil society, he 

admitted that the Moldovan NGOs were incapable of settling the question even if they wanted to. 

                                                           
1370 Oazu Nantoi. Interview recorded by author. 02:47- 04:58. 12 October 2011. 
1371 Andrei Borshevskii. Interview via email on 31 December 2011. 
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To him, many such organizations “make good money from this ‘frozen conflict,’ and this is why 

they were not trying to do something real to help solve it.”1372   

The experts in Transnistria shared a similar view. An anonymous interviewee pointed out 

that it was hard to assess all these actors’ input in dealing with Transnistria because “the 

Moldovan and Transnistrian leaderships, political parties, and CSOs pursue opposite goals - one 

side keeps on preserving the integrity of the Republic of Moldova, the other struggles for the 

self-determination of the region.”1373 Consequently, as he concluded, their work was, is, and will 

remain ineffective whatever efforts they all made. Lastly, Nikolai Babilunga found that an entire 

generation of politicians was taking advantage of this conflict. In his view “they are nothing but 

drones that do not make honey, as the bees would do, but eat the pollen from the flowers, having 

a great life in Moldova and probably here [in Transnistria].”1374  

 
International Experts Accredited in Moldova  

 
Some countries, i.e., Germany, Russia, and Ukraine, and international organizations (e.g., the 

OSCE, the EU) were directly involved in the negotiations or closely monitored (e.g., Romania) 

the developments around Transnistria. The opinions of their representatives supply additional 

perspectives on the domestic and international affairs of Moldova and Transnistria. It is 

unfortunate that the construction of a more complete picture of what these experts think and how 

they understand the events was impeded by the unwillingness of the Russian and Ukrainian 

embassies in Chisinau to discuss matters.1375  

Thus, for example, the representative of the German Embassy stated that Transnistria was 

not a top priority item on either Chisinau’s or Tiraspol’s political agenda. He also mentioned that 

“there are no debates about how to go about the reintegration and what compromises should be 

made by both sides and the discussions on all this do not exist at all.”1376 In his opinion, only the 

political platform of the Moldovan Communists could be mentioned as discussing seriously the 

                                                           
1372 Ibid. 
1373 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent TMR [I] 009. Interview recorded by author. 01:54– 02:51. 27 October 
2011. 
1374 Nikolai Babilunga. Interview recorded by author. 18:57– 19:15. 26 October 2011. He is a well-known historian 
and heads in Tiraspol the research laboratory “History of Transnistria” at the local university. 
1375 Yet, the readiness of other international institutions like the OSCE and the EU and the diplomatic missions of 
Germany and Romania have been enormously helpful. 
1376 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [DE] 003. Interview recorded by author. 20:01-22:45. 14 November 2011. 
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Transnistrian issue.1377 He pointed out that “officials in Moldova cannot override the intractable 

Transnistrian authorities who affirm that ‘we will never give up, and Chisinau must accept that 

we are a state and must behave according to the law.’”1378 The position of the Romanian 

Embassy in Chisinau did not generally differ from that of Germany. According to it, the 

Transnistrian conflict settlement was a priority neither for the officials nor for the political 

parties nor for the civil society in right-bank Moldova. Moreover, as the Romanian diplomats 

stated, “in Transnistria, the regime obstructs democratic developments of a multi-party system 

and civil society and because of this it is difficult to assess the real contribution of the ‘political 

class’ and civil society of that region for conflict settlement.”1379 

The interviewed experts of the OSCE Office in the Republic of Moldova made 

conflicting statements about how authorities and political parties worked on solving the 

Transnistria problem. One stated that “the Moldovan right-bank efforts cannot be highly rated 

because Chisinau authorities are not doing nearly enough,”1380 whereas the other officer affirmed 

that Moldovan “politicians do make an effort to prioritize solving this conflict.”1381 At the same 

time, the first interviewee believed that Transnistrians thought that the conflict was already 

settled because “they have an established state, and this makes to rate the efforts of their 

leadership eight or nine out of ten.”1382  

Dirk Schübel, then Head of the European Union Delegation in Chisinau, stated that both 

Moldova and Transnistria “are quite happy with the established status quo, while many of those 

who could positively influence the conflict resolution might not be terribly interested in doing 

so.”1383 Later in his interview, Schübel was more specific on which political party was, in his 

opinion, the more effective contributor to attempting to settle the matter. He noted that it was 

“the Communists that have achieved nothing in their eight years in power, and therefore they 

should be quiet and not criticize the AIE because it was the [then] PM Vlad Filat and not the 

                                                           
1377 Ibid., 19:02-22:45. As demonstrated earlier, the program of the Moldovan Communists does not discuss this 
problem in detail. But the diplomat probably wanted to say that it was this party that in practice took some measures 
to solve the conflict while governing over the country. 
1378 Ibid. 
1379 Romanian Embassy in the Republic of Moldova. Interview via email on 12 March 2012. 
1380 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [OSCE] 001. Interview recorded by author. 05:45–11:01. 28 October 
2011. 
1381 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [OSCE] 002. Interview recorded by author. 03:25–04:45. 28 October 
2011. 
1382 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [OSCE] 001. Interview recorded by author. 05:45–11:01. 28 October 
2011. 
1383 Dirk Schübel. Interview recorded by author. 00:52- 01:04. 16 November 2011. 
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former President Voronin who was able to find a way to communicate with Smirnov” and re-

established the dialogue with opponents in Tiraspol.1384  

 International experts also assessed the activity of the civil society organizations in the 

Republic of Moldova. The role of right-bank NGOs was perceived as limited, and their actions 

were not rated very highly. As the interviewed OSCE Officer noted, the Moldovan NGOs “can 

try to outreach to Transnistria, but their attempts would fail because they can get arrested 

there.”1385 Schübel, made the interesting point that the dialogue between Chisinau and Tiraspol 

was impeded by some Moldovan NGO experts who took a hard line against the Transnistrian 

leadership.1386 Regarding the NGOs in Transnistria, Schübel stated that “it is a risk to be a part of 

the civil society in there because if local NGOs were not to be very careful, then they would be 

forbidden, or their leaders would end up in prison.”1387 Furthermore, as the anonymous OSCE 

interviewee put it, the “civil society in the TMR does not exist per se and whatever form of the 

civil society exists there, it must function under the umbrella of the secessionist government.”1388  

 
The Opinions of General Public  

 
Governments and political parties have always called upon people to take part in elections, 

referendums, or public gatherings, activities that transformed people into close observers and 

assessors of the politicians’ actions. A good way to obtain insights into how general public 

assess the activities of official (governments and parties) and unofficial (CSOs) actors involved 

in solving the Transnistria problem is to look at the data obtained from the interviews and 

opinion survey.  

Romanian speakers interviewed in right-bank Moldova harshly criticized all political 

parties. In their view, leaders and parties issued populist statements, used the Transnistria 

                                                           
1384 Ibid., 04:16-09:02. 
1385 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [OSCE] 001. Interview recorded by author. 05:45– 11:01. 28 October 
2011. 
1386 Dirk Schübel. Interview recorded by author. 04:16-09:02. 16 November 2011. I assume the allusion was to Mr. 
Oazu Nantoi who argued “that the [Transnistrian] issue has to be tackled with concrete actions, not with negotiations 
but by instituting substantive coercive actions against those who do not want to comply and by offering positive 
prospects for those who are willing to live in the Republic of Moldova.” See Oazu Nantoi, “Transnistrian Conflict 
Resolution Should Be Made through Coercion, Not Negotiation,” Politcom. Moldova. 31 October 2012.  Available 
at http://politicom.moldova.org/news/political-analyst-transnistrian-conflict-resolution-should-be-made-through-
coercion-not-negotiation-233724-eng.html (accessed 1 November 2012). 
1387 Dirk Schübel. Interview recorded by author.  04:16-09:02. 16 November 2011. 
1388 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [OSCE] 001. Interview recorded by author. 05:45–11:01. 28 October 
2011. 

http://politicom.moldova.org/news/political-analyst-transnistrian-conflict-resolution-should-be-made-through-coercion-not-negotiation-233724-eng.html
http://politicom.moldova.org/news/political-analyst-transnistrian-conflict-resolution-should-be-made-through-coercion-not-negotiation-233724-eng.html
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problem only in political campaigns, and elaborated solutions that were completely forgotten 

soon after the elections took place.1389 Their main point was that the declarations made by the 

political leadership and parties were nothing but empty words and populist declarations.1390 In 

contrast, a Russian-speaking Moldovan respondent disapproved the activity only of the right-

wing and centrist parties and assessed positively only the contribution of the Moldovan 

Communists.1391 Nevertheless, regardless of their ethnic and language identities both categories 

of interviewees consistently stressed that “politicians and leaders of the parties [in right-bank 

Moldova] are first of all businessmen who do not care about politics but about making money. 

They all benefit from and use the existing ‘frozen conflict’ for personal business and 

welfare.”1392 Furthermore, to some of them any efforts of the Moldovan leaders and parties to 

settle the conflict were, are, and will be useless until Moscow, not the West, decides the fate of 

Transnistria and of the whole country.1393  

Transnistrians also criticized the activity of authorities and political parties, but unlike in 

the case of the Moldovans, their opinions did not differ according to their spoken language and 

ethnicity. They all viewed the leaders’ and parties' efforts to settle the Transnistria problem as 

“unsatisfactory,” “superficial,” “sterile,” “unproductive,” and “null.”1394 To them, those 

responsible for solving the dispute “do not think of ordinary people [in the TMR] but merely 

throw words into the wind and put money into their own pockets.”1395 Respondents from 

Transnistria did have two interesting things to say. One concerned why neither the Moldovan 

government nor parties succeeded in building a bridge of trust to political organizations in 

Transnistria. As one interviewee put it, “the parties of the Transnistrian republic are unwilling to 

                                                           
1389 Valentina Ursu. Interview via email on 11 December 2011. 
1390 Anonymous Interview. Respondent MD [I] 007. Interview via email on 31 January 2012. 
1391 Victor Damian. Interview via email on 18 February 2012; Nikolai Tel’nov. Interview recorded by author. 13 
October 2011. 
1392 Oleg Ursan. Interview via email on 6 November 2012; Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent MD [I] 008.  
Interview via email on 15 July 2012. Alexandru Roman. Interview e-mailed to author. 12 December 2012. 
1393 Igor Cebotari. Interview recorded by author. 06:40 – 08:10. 22 November 2011. 
1394 Vladimir Okushko. Handwritten interview given to author. 27 October 2011; Anonymous Interviewee.  
Respondent TMR [I] 014. Interview via email on 21 February 2012; I. F. Logvin, Interview via email on 15 March 
2012; Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent TMR [II] 031. Interview via email on 20 March 2012; Vasile 
Nesterenco. Interview via email on 21 March 2012; Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent TMR [I] 021. Interview 
via email on 26 March 2012. 
1395 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent TMR [I] 013. Interview via email on 2 February 2012. 
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cooperate with the central authorities because they support the political orientation of the 

leadership in Tiraspol.”1396  

Another point of interest was that both Romanian and Russian speakers in Transnistria 

(and only Russian speakers in right-bank Moldova) cited the Party of Moldovan Communists as 

the only organization that had taken a serious approach to this protracted conflict. Referring to 

the rest of the political parties, it was stated that “they [in Chisinau] cannot agree among 

themselves so what is there left to say about solving the Transnistria problem?”1397 At the same 

time Transnistrians who did not support secessionism stated in very categorical terms that 

“Moldova has forgotten that its citizens live here as well and that we want to feel the attention of 

Chisinau MPs for whom we gave our votes [even] with fear for the future of our families!”1398 

The results of the survey I administrated as part of my field work have confirmed the 

statements made by the interviewees – civilians, officials, and experts. An overwhelming 88% of 

Transnistrian and Moldovan respondents rated as “insufficient” the efforts undertaken by the 

central authorities to resolve this domestic conflict.1399 The efforts of the leadership in Tiraspol 

were rated “insufficient” by 83%.1400 However, the analysis of the data by respondents’ 

territorial belonging, spoken language, and age revealed an interesting picture. Although the 

actions of both leaderships received very low ratings, the results of the survey show that people 

regarded as unproductive the activity not of their own leaders but of the opposite side.1401  

The results regarding the input that the political parties of Moldova and Transnistria 

made in resolving the Transnistria problem are no better than those regarding the leaderships. 

The overwhelming majority of Moldovan respondents (both the Romanian- and Russian-

speaking), assessed the participation of the political parties in right-bank Moldova in resolving 

the conflict as “passive.”1402 A similar response also came from their Transnistrian counterparts, 

who also saw no active role played by the Chisinau-based organizations in settling the 

conflict.1403 The situation was slightly different in the case of the Tiraspol-based parties. Here, 

                                                           
1396 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent TMR [I] 020. Interview via email on 27 March 2012; Anonymous 
Interviewee. Respondent TMR [I] 017. Interview via email on 27 March 2012. 
1397 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent TMR [I] 020. Interview via email on 27 March 2012. 
1398 Anonym Interviewee. Respondent TMR [I] 013. Interview via email on 2 February 2012. 
1399 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Table and Figure 1.4.3.77, p. 713. 
1400 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Table and Figure 1.4.3.92, p. 721. 
1401 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Tables and Figures 1.4.3.79 - 1.4.3.82, pp. 714-715 and 1.4.3.92, 1.4.3.94 - 
1.4.3.97, pp. 722-723. 
1402 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Tables and Figures 1.4.3.109 and 1.4.3.110, pp. 730. 
1403 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Tables and Figures 1.4.3.111 and 1.4.3.112, p. 731. 
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although the majority of respondents from both regions assessed as “passive” the participation of 

the Transnistrian parties in resolving the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol,1404 the 

collected data by age group indicate that the opinion among the Russian-speaking Transnistrian 

adults varied on this matter. 50% considered the participation of the political parties in TMR 

“active,” while only 40% found it “passive.”1405 One may conclude that some Russian speakers 

in Transnistria did not consider their parties able to influence the negotiations process and 

achieved little progress in resolving the problem. 

As Ekiert and Foa point out, “re-building strong and effective civil society would present 

a much greater challenge, only to be accomplished over the course of several generations.”1406 

This might be the reason why the activity of CSOs failed to impress residents either of Moldova 

or of Transnistria. Nevertheless, the interviewed Moldovans, both Romanian and Russian 

speakers, blamed not civil society but state institutions for the unresolved conflict. In their 

opinion, the officials in Chisinau “do not support the actions of civil society and consequently 

the NGOs’ endeavors with regard to Transnistria remain isolated.”1407 Regarding the situation in 

Transnistria, one right-banker stated that “leaders, parties, and non-governmental organizations 

behave in accordance with the interests of Russians who support them politically, economically, 

and financially.”1408 Furthermore, two interviewees highlighted other interesting points. Whereas 

one stated that “we [Transnistrians] cannot merely exercise our right for free movement, 

expression, and assembly,”1409 the second concluded that “all efforts of Moldovan political 

parties and civil society have not given any results; they were useless, and in fact Chisinau has 

lost any influence in the region.”1410 In the first case the answer confirms the numerous reports 

made by the international institutions about the violation of human rights in Transnistria; the 

second indicates that among the Romanian-speaking Transnistrians there were people who 

                                                           
1404 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Table and Figure 1.4.3.122, p. 737. 
1405 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Table and Figure 1.4.3.127, p. 739. 
1406 Grzegorz Ekiert, Roberto Foa, “Civil Society Weakness in Post-Communist Europe: A Preliminary 
Assessment,” Carlo Alberto Notebooks.  No. 198 (January 2011). Available at 
http://www.carloalberto.org/assets/working-papers/no.198.pdf   (accessed 17 February 2013). 
1407 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent MD [I] 007. Interview via email on 31 January 2012; Gheorghe Blanaru. 
Interview via email on 10 February 2012; Valentina Ursu. Interview via email on 11 December 2011; Alexandr 
Gobjila. Interview recorded by author. 06:40 – 07:57. 18 October 2011; Liudmila Zviaghintseva. Interview via 
email on 23 January 2012; Anonym Interviewee. Respondent MD [I] 006. Interview via email on 17 January 2012. 
1408 Igor Cebotari. Interview recorded by author. 05:20 – 07:10. 22 November 2011. 
1409 Svetlana Nichitovschi. Interview via email on 28 April 2012. 
1410 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent TMR [I] 014. Interview via email on 21 February 2012; Anonymous 
Interviewee. Respondent TMR [II] 031. Interview via email on 20 March 2012. 

http://www.carloalberto.org/assets/working-papers/no.198.pdf
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deeply regretted the failure of Chisinau-based political parties and CSOs to do anything to 

protect Moldova’s citizens living under the separatist administration.  

Similar to the political leaderships and parties, respondents of the poll gave low ratings to 

the contribution of the civil society organizations: 77% of Moldovan and 66% of Transnistrian 

NGOs.1411 However, the data by age, location, and ethnicity point to the conclusion that the 

NGOs in Transnistria were perceived as more active. Sixty percent of Russian-speaking youth in 

Moldova and 40% of their counterparts in Tiraspol as well as 67% of Transnistrian adults 

assessed the Transnistrian NGOs’ participation in discussing the issue of the unsettled conflict as 

active.1412 The explanation for these results lies in the support that former President Igor Smirnov 

gave to the state-sponsored NGOs for their anti-Moldova and anti-EU actions.1413    

In sum, the interviews and survey indicate that government officials and domestic and 

international experts, and general public assessed the contribution of the political parties and 

civil society organizations in solving the Transnistrian problem as ineffective and futile. This 

indicates a political fiasco for Moldovan and Transnistrian political organizations, the 

representatives of which had governed both regions for the previous two decades. The lack of 

pragmatism in political platforms along with conflicting interests and the pursuit of opposite 

goals were highlighted by these evaluators as the main reasons why the Chisinau-based parties 

failed to achieve anything positive in regard to Transnistria. On the other hand, the contribution 

made by the Tiraspol-based parties was assessed from a different perspective. Whereas the 

Moldovans thought of them as Russia’s puppet organizations, Transnistrians admitted that their 

parties consciously complied with the political course undertaken by the secessionist leadership, 

which was perceived as “normal.”  

The critical assessments given by Moldovan and international experts to Chisinau-based 

parties were based on the lack of results during negotiations over two decades. At the same time, 

their attitude towards the CSOs, although critical, was influenced by the kind of political regimes 

set up in Moldova and Transnistria after 1991. In the case of Moldovan NGOs’, they failed to 

succeed in the matter of Transnistria because the central authorities have not supported them; in 

the case of the Transnistrian NGOs, it is the state authority that generates, directs, supports, and 

                                                           
1411 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Tables and Figures 1.4.3.137 and 1.4.3.152, pp. 745 and 753. 
1412 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Tables and Figures 1.4.3.155 and 1.4.3.157, pp. 754-755. 
1413 For example the “Proryv” (“Breakthrough”) Party and its Ernesto Che Guevara School of Political Leadership. 
Source: “Proryv (Transnistria),” See the “Proryv’s” website available at https://proriv.wordpress.com/ia (accessed 
17 March 2013). 

https://proriv.wordpress.com/ia
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controls their activity. In regard to the opinion of ordinary people, they seem be tired and upset 

by the conflict remaining unsettled for so long. Although there were some differences among the 

respondents that participated in the opinion poll due to their ethnicity, place of residence, and 

age, these factors nevertheless did not influence the negative assessments given to all these three 

actors: leaderships, parties, and civil society organizations.     

 
5. 6. “Transnistria” in the Daily Life of Civilians   

 
An interviewed international expert stated that Moldovans were not, in contrast to Transnistrians, 

concerned about the conflict that divides the country.1414 There are reasonable grounds to accept 

this opinion and, as the representative of the German Embassy pointed out, “people are leaving 

the country, the society is fairly broken and mainly preoccupied by the concern of where to get 

the money to survive.”1415 To some extent, these opinions were confirmed during several 

informal discussions I had with residents from both right-bank Moldova and the TMR.1416 On the 

whole, while Moldovans confessed that they did not care about the breakaway region, 

Transnistrians, in turn, talked about Moldova as a neighboring foreign country. Nonetheless, 

because these opinions may be misleading, it would be a mistake to accept them as definitive. 

The results of the survey of public opinion create a more comprehensive picture of how people 

reflected on the Transnistria problem in 2011-2012.   

Technological developments transformed mass media into a powerful tool used in policy 

making. Denis McQuail argues that mass “media can attract and direct attention to problems, 

solutions, or people, [it] can confer status and confirm legitimacy [and can also] be a channel for 

persuasion and mobilization.”1417 The role of media is crucial, especially when violence emerges 

in conflict-turn societies. Back in the early 1990s, there were journalists who spread their version 

of the “truth” about the Moldovan civil war in 1992. In 2016 too, television, radio, newspapers, 

and the internet shape the public’s perception of the Transnistria problem. Political 

contradictions between Chisinau and Tiraspol are always broadcast in local and regional media. 

Both the Transnistrian and Moldovan authorities have obstructed opportunities for general public 

                                                           
1414 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [OSCE] 002. Interview recorded by author. 04:35-05:12. 28 October 
2011. 
1415 Anonymous Interviewee. Respondent [DE] 003. Interview recorded by author. 18:58-22:45. 14 November 2011. 
1416 In right-bank Moldova the residents of Anenii-Noi, Bălți, Chisinau, Drochia; in Transnistria, the residents of 
Bender, Dubasări, Râbnița, and Tiraspol. 
1417 Denis McQuail, “The Influence and Effects of Mass Media,” Mass Communication and Society. James Curran, 
Michael Gurevitch, Janet Woollacott (eds.) (Beverley Hills: Sage Publications, 1979): 90. 
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to hear the voice of the “enemy other.” The TV channels and radio stations of the separatist 

republic have never been officially broadcast over the areas administered by the central 

authorities, nor can its newspapers be purchased there.1418 Tiraspol responds in the same manner 

– no Moldovan newspapers are to be found in the region, the radio and TV broadcastings are 

blocked and, if allowed, they can only transmit weather broadcasts.1419 Given this 

marginalization, the residents who do not have Internet access to search for news are heavily 

influenced by the one-sided (Chisinau or Tiraspol) interpretations of the events.             

The frequency with which Moldovans and Transnistrians followed events related to the 

status of the TMR is important as it indicates the degree of interest they had in this matter. The 

findings show that people were quite interested and concerned about these events. Thus, 72% of 

participants indicated that they followed the news frequently (of which 25% did it daily and 47% 

weekly).1420 Nevertheless, deciphering the data according to place of residence, age, and first 

spoken language provides some interesting nuances. It appears that the older generation of 

Transnistrians followed the news more regularly than Romanian-speaking Moldovans. Thus 

100% of Romanian-speaking adults and 100% of their Russian compatriots searched for news 

“very often” or “daily.”1421 The figures for adult Romanian-speaking Moldovans in this respect 

were lower: Romanian speakers 78%, while 100% for Russian-speaking countreparts.1422 The 

situation was different with the younger generation. Only 20% of Transnistrian youth and 10% 

of Moldovan youth, no matter what language they spoke, followed the news daily. These data 

reveal that the younger generation was less interested in developments in the conflict between 

the officials in Chisinau and separatists in Tiraspol. 

How Transnistrians and Moldovans respond to the news is another indicator of their 

attitude towards the problem. The findings reveal the following picture: 50% of respondents said 

that they reacted “calmly” and that they “have no negative emotions” when they hear news about 

the Transnistria problem, while another 50% confessed that such news caused them anxiety and 

                                                           
1418 Between 1992 and 2006, when I resided in Chisinau, and in 2011-2012, during my research trips, no 
Transnistrian TV channel, newspaper, or radio were available in Moldova. 
1419 Some Moldovan political actors (e.g., the Movement Plai Natal “Native Land”) tried to alert the central 
authorities about the informational blockade set up by Transnistrians against Moldovan citizens who live in the 
TMR. Their attempt failed, indicating Chisinau’s inability to resolve this problem. AOSPRM, Fond 75, Inv. No. 1, 
File 12, p. 6. Moldovan TV channels, radio stations, and newspapers were still prohibited, as confirmed by a 
resident of Dubăsari. Information received via Skype on 23 April 2013. 
1420 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Table and Figure 1.4.3.182, p. 769. 
1421 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Tables and Figures 1.4.3.186 -1.4.3.187, pp. 771. 
1422 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Tables and Figures 1.4.3.184 -1.4.3.185, pp. 770. 
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stress.1423 However, looking at the poll results by groups the problem over Transnistria’s status 

caused more pain to Romanian speakers regardless of where they lived and to which generation 

they belonged. Thus, 60% of youth and 70% of adults in right-bank Moldova and 60% of youth 

and 80% of adults in Transnistria felt depressed by the news on this matter. In contrast, Russian 

speakers of both regions reacted calmly and with no emotions (in Moldova 70% of youth and 

70% of adults and in Transnistria 70% and 60% respectively).1424  

The division by spoken language exposes other interesting details. Although the data 

have shown that the Transnistrian conflict became a personal concern for 82% of respondents 

(51% “very concerned” and 31% just “concerned”), here again Russian speakers, in particular 

those in right-bank Moldova, had less personal anxiety for Transnistria than their Romanian-

speaking counterparts.1425 Thus, only 10% of youth and 30% of adult Russian speakers in 

Moldova and 50% of youth and 60 % of adults in Transnistrian were “very concerned” about the 

conflict. These figures contrasted with those obtained from Romanian-speaking respondents in 

right-bank Moldova (youth 40% and adults 70%), and their counterparts in Transnistria (60% 

and 90%).1426 Furthermore, while all Romanian speakers considered that the separatist region 

must be unconditionally reintegrated,1427 the position of Russian speakers depended on their 

location. The tendency of those in Moldova was to grant Transnistria an extended degree of 

autonomy according to Moldovan legislation; those Russian speakers that lived in Transnistria 

wanted it to achieve the status of an independent country.1428 

Some responses were unaffected by ethnicity, culture, or space. In some cases, in spite of 

these factors, they provided similar responses, as for example the question of how media affects 

public opinion on matters related to Transnistria or how they see the future of Moldova and 

Transnistria. More than half of the respondents (60%) considered that media affects public 

opinion negatively,1429 exacerbates the situation, and distorts the perception of the conflict by the 

                                                           
1423 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Table and Figure 1.4.3.197, p. 777. 
1424 First figure indicates the youth, second adults. Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Tables and Figures 1.4.3.199 -
1.4.3.202, pp. 778-779. 
1425 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Table and Figure 1.4.3.167, p. 761. 
1426 First figure indicates the youth, second adults. Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Tables and Figures 1.4.3.169 - 
1.4.3.172, pp. 762-763. 
1427 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Tables and Figures 1.4.3.64 and 1.4.3.66, pp.706-707. 
1428 Ibid. Also, Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Table and Figure 1.4.3.62, p. 705 and Tables and Figures 1.4.3.64 -
1.4.3.66, pp. 706-707. 
1429 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Table and Figure 1.4.3.242, p. 801. 
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public.1430 It was similar with regard to the geopolitical perspectives of Moldova and 

Transnistria. The highest percentage was received by the option that neither the former nor the 

latter would have a stable future since the conflict will persist.1431 At the same time, there were 

people who foresaw other scenarios: Moldova as an EU member, reunited with Romania, 

member of the CIS or a federation;1432 Transnistria, in turn, was viewed either as an independent 

state, reintegrated into Moldova, or part of Russia and even Ukraine.1433   

Although the conflict in the Republic of Moldova between central and secessionist 

authorities was regarded as geopolitical, the results of the survey indicate that ethnicity was 

evident and powerful since “space” and “belonging” ceded to language, ethnicity, and cultural 

identities. Not only does this confirm Horowitz’s opinion on ethnic conflicts, it also 

demonstrates that the geopolitical component plays a significant role in conflicts that are based 

on ascriptive group identities, when language is one of the crucial factors that divides people into 

“us” and “them.”1434   

The findings suggest a clear division between how Romanian- and Russian-speaking 

respondents, regardless of their place of residence, perceived the Transnistria problem. This 

division has two explanations. The first consists of cultural, ethnic, and linguistic background 

that united the Russian speakers of Moldova and Transnistria and, on the other hand, united the 

Romanian speakers of both regions. The second consists of the geopolitical orientation these 

people shared. Whereas Russian speakers felt attached to Russia and saw the resolution of the 

conflict according to the scenarios favored by Moscow, Romanian speakers perceived no 

alternative but to reintegrate Transnistria into the Republic of Moldova, with no concessions to 

separatists. The interests of Russia in post-Soviet Moldova played a primary role for Russian 

speakers whatever their place of residency or citizenship. In contrast, Romanian speakers seemed 

to be oriented more toward the West, which explains why their perception of the Transnistria 

problem conflicted with that of their Russian-speaking counterparts. The results of the survey 

demonstrated that it was not only Moldovans who cared about the TMR and its residents, but 

also that the Transnistrians themselves were concerned about the conflict that placed them on the 

other side of the border.    

                                                           
1430 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Tables and Figures 1.4.3.244 - 1.4.3.247, pp. 802-803. 
1431 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Tables and Figures 1.4.3.212 and 1.4.3.227, pp. 785 and 793. 
1432 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Tables and Figures 1.4.3.214 - 1.4.3.217, pp. 786 and 787. 
1433 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Tables and Figures 1.4.3.229 - 1.4.3.232, pp. 794 and 795. 
1434 Donald L. Horowitz, Ethnic Groups in Conflict (Berkeley: University of California Press. 1985), 17-18. 
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5.7. Conclusion 

 
In this chapter, I have discussed the domestic contexts of the Transnistria problem with the main 

focus on the impact it had on political parties, civil society, and the public sphere. The findings 

have shown that the conflict with Transnistria’s pro-Russian separatists in the Republic of 

Moldova was viewed, perceived, and interpreted in conflicting ways. These views resulted from 

several factors: history, geopolitics, ethnic, linguistic, and cultural identities, age, and location. 

Since 1991 the society in the territories that belonged to the former MSSR experienced sharply 

contrasting developments; the two decades after the collapse of the USSR produced 

contradictory models of political systems with different effects on political parties, civil society 

organizations, and the public sphere. In the areas administrated by the central authorities, the 

Soviet authoritarian model was replaced by a Western type of democracy. This led to a 

functional multi-party system and encouraged social activism of the CSOs and general public. In 

the territories controlled by Transnistria, however, democratic transformations were obstructed 

by the establishment of the authoritarian regime of Igor Smirnov. There, the lack of transparency 

and the persecution of the opposition dominated political and social life. Even after the hard-liner 

Igor Smirnov was removed from office, the new leadership of the self-declared republic 

continued to employ, though to a lesser extent, its predecessor’s repressive policies. 

The chapter has demonstrated that political parties had discordant approaches to the 

history of the country, the origins of this conflict, and scenarios for its resolution. The discord 

was one of the impediments to setting into motion constructive dialog between Moldovans and 

Transnistrians. Political agenda and geopolitical preferences determined parties’ approaches 

toward the past, present, and future of Moldova and Transnistria. Whereas the platforms of the 

Chisinau-based political organizations have had an inclusivist character, referred to the entire 

country, and have been oriented toward reintegration of the breakaway region, the political 

programs of Tiraspol-based parties were exclusivist, centered on parallel nation-building, and 

portrayed right-bank Moldova as an alien “other.” Moreover, Chisinau saw the Transnistria 

problem as a domestic matter, which required third parties for its resolution (e.g., the EU, OSCE, 

Russia, and Ukraine). In Tiraspol, on the contrary, the unresolved conflict has been treated as an 

international problem that involved two equal subjects, i.e., the Republic of Moldova and the 

Transnistrian republic. 
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The platforms of the political parties revealed that the Transnistrian question was played 

out differently in Chisinau and Tiraspol. The degree of priority given to this issue depended on 

the geopolitical orientation and territorial belonging of political organizations. The findings show 

that “Transnistria” was a more vital matter for the political organizations in Tiraspol than to 

those in Chisinau.   

The collected materials indicate that the issue of Transnistria’s separatism was a 

peripheral concern for the political elite in Chisinau. Not only was this confirmed by the small 

number of public declarations that Moldovan parties made in respect to Transnistria, but also by 

the low frequency with which the term “Transnistria” appeared in their platforms.  Finally, the 

marginalized position of the Transnistria issue compared to other problems the Republic of 

Moldova had faced since 1991 also indicates the low significance the issue of separatism has for 

Moldovan political organizations. Moldovan parties lacked pragmatic approaches toward the 

question of the reintegration of the country. On the one hand, this was due to their political 

powerlessness to compete with international actors like Russia, which was directly involved in 

conflict resolution; on the other hand, it proves that they had little domestic influence on the 

conflict settlement. In contrast, the high level of pragmatism identified in the platforms of the 

Transnistrian political parties was driven by the Transnistrians’ aim to build a separate state and 

by the political and material support they received from Russia. 

 The findings also suggest that after Communism had collapsed in Eastern Europe, the 

consolidation of Western-type democracy generated numerous civil society organizations in 

right-bank Moldova. They functioned independently and engaged freely, without restraints from 

officials in discussions over Transnistria. More important, the Chisinau-based NGOs produced 

pragmatic drafts of legal documents to settle the protracted conflict over the TMR. By doing this, 

they not only challenged the country’s policy- and decision-makers but highlighted the latter’s 

lack of initiative and political inability to deal effectively with the problems caused by domestic 

separatism. At the same time, the authoritarian regime in Transnistria blocked the emergence of 

any societal pluralism opposed to the official course of Tiraspol; it obstructed democratic 

changes and reforms and conserved practices inherited from the Soviet Union – persecution of 

dissidents and marginalization of inconvenient political parties and civil society organizations. 

Another peculiarity that describes the NGOs in Transnistria was that the majority of them, like 

the political parties, shared with the secessionist leadership the same approach towards central 
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authorities in Chisinau; this is why they failed to produce any alternative proposals for resolution 

of the conflict. 

This chapter has demonstrated that the local and international experts and the ordinary 

people interviewed assessed the contribution of Moldovan political parties and civil society 

organizations as ineffective in solving the conflict with the separatists. The lack of political will, 

pragmatism, and corruption in the case of the former, and the latter's lack of support from power 

holders led to such critical conclusions. On the other hand, the contribution made by the 

Transnistrian parties was assessed in a different way. Whereas right-bank Moldovans thought of 

them as Russia’s puppet organizations, left-bankers stated that they intentionally conformed to 

the policies pursued by their government, which reflected the people’s will. Furthermore, the 

results of the survey indicate a clear division between the Russian- and Romanian-speaking 

respondents’ approach toward the problems caused by separatism.  

Even though this conflict in the Republic of Moldova was considered geopolitical, the 

survey results point out that its ethnopolitical roots are still evident. Geographic belonging of the 

participants had less of an influence than their ethnic and cultural identities and political 

preferences (e.g., Russian speakers toward Russia vs. Romanian speakers toward the West). 

Thus, whereas Romanian speakers, regardless of their place of residence, wished Transnistria to 

be reincorporated unconditionally into a united Moldovan state, Russian speakers in Transnistria 

preferred the region’s independence, while those in Moldova welcomed its conditional 

reintegration. Also, Romanian and Russian speakers' attitude toward the Transnistria problem 

was influenced by the language in which they absorbed news about it.  

The findings demonstrate that Russian speakers were less disturbed by the news and 

events about Transnistria and showed a lower level of personal concern toward the conflict than 

their Romanian counterparts who, by contrast, suffered from a higher degree of anxiety and 

perceived themselves as victims of the pro-Russian secessionist movement in their country. 

Nevertheless, a high percentage of the survey participants, no matter to which ethnolinguistic 

group (Russian or Romanian speakers) or entity they belonged (Transnistria or right-bank 

Moldova), frequently followed the news on and were concerned about Transnistria. The study 

also has shown that in the views of Moldovans and Transnistrians mass-media negatively 

affected public opinion and caused tensions through the ways it portrayed the Transnistrian 

question. In conclusion, the ways in which the origins of the Transnistria problem and the 
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breakaway region’s status were seen, treated, and featured in the discourse of political parties, 

leaderships, civil society, and in the social sphere impeded the settlement process, national 

reconciliation, and state-building of modern Moldova. Also, the opinions of Moldovan and 

Transnistrian CSOs and general public regarding this conflict were highly politicized. 
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Chapter VI 

TERRITORIAL SEPARATISM AND NATION-BUILDING: 

Forging Conflicting Ethnic and Civic Identities through Primary and History Education 

 
This chapter discusses how nation building in the Republic of Moldova was influenced by 

separatism in Transnistria and identity crises. It centers on the analysis of the readers and history 

textbooks used by the state authorities in Chisinau and the secessionist leadership in Tiraspol in 

primary and secondary education.1435 It also focuses on the interpretation of national history, its 

perception, and collective memory. These textbooks are propagandistic and learning devices that 

stimulate, engender, and strengthen the identities fostered by the rival governments. I argue that 

Moldovan and Transnistrian primers contribute to the creation of separate exclusivist civic and 

ethnic identities and that they are destructive tools which obstruct nation-construction in post-

Soviet Moldova by propagating conflicting perceptions of “us,” “them,” and the “Motherland.”  

The chapter suggests that the building of separate identities has continued throughout 

schooling via history education. Data analysis reveals that Moldovan and Transnistrian history 

textbooks present controversial interpretations of events, propagate different values, construct 

images of the enemy “other,” and contribute to the construction of intolerant divided identities. I 

demonstrate that the textbooks produced in Chisinau mainly share the view of Western 

historiography regarding the past and are distant from the legacy of the Soviet interpretation of 

history. On the other hand, Moldovan textbooks suffer from one-sided interpretations and are not 

oriented toward building a civic identity shared by both parties of the conflict. I also find that the 

history textbooks published in Tiraspol mainly reflect the Soviet interpretation of events, that 

their narratives are oriented towards Russian nationhood and Slavic civilization and espouse the 

views of Russian historiography on national and world histories. The findings show that 

although both Moldovan and Transnistrian textbooks engineer the image of the “other,” the 

editions of Tiraspol go further and dehumanize Moldovans and portray them as foreign “aliens.”  

 
 
 
 

                                                           
1435 I will refer to the grade-one textbooks as “primer/primers” and “reader/readers.” Occasionally, the names of the 
Soviet and post-Soviet editions will also be employed (e.g. Bukvar’ for the books published in Russian, the 
Abechedar for those published in the MSSR and the TMR in Cyrillic Romanian, and Abecedar for those primers 
published in Romania and Moldova in Romanian using Latin script). 
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6.1. Power of the Primers: Imagining the “Motherland,” Constructing Identities   

 
The collapse of Communism motivated the former Soviet republics to pursue new or to renew 

previously existing state- and nation-building projects. The task of replacing homo sovieticus 

arrived on the political agenda after 1991. Throughout the former Soviet Union, including the 

Republic of Moldova, education was envisioned as playing a special role in achieving this task. 

Separatist regions, such as Transnistria in post-Soviet Moldova, pursued a different goal. 

Although education also was seen as a key instrument in nation building, the goal of leaders in 

Tiraspol was to preserve the existing Soviet identity in a changed geopolitical environment and 

use it in the construction of a new regional and Russian-oriented “Transnistrian” identity.   

Policymakers in the Republic of Moldova provided their citizens with nation-building 

ideology from the very first textbook designed for the first-grade students. Not only did the 

primers target very young children, but they also involved teachers and parents in fostering 

personal and collective identities. Ken Browne argued that “identities formed during 

childhood will remain throughout people’s lives and are much more difficult to change in 

adulthood than other identities.”1436 Indeed, the power of early contacts with teachers and the 

process of learning from mandatory schoolbooks influence the construction of ethnic and civic 

identities. It is through the primers that Chisinau and Tiraspol seek to inculcate a sense of 

patriotism and model an appropriate distinctiveness for two separate nation-building projects: 

one in right-bank Moldova, the other in Transnistria.  

 
The Predecessors: Soviet Primers  

 
Besides their main purpose to teach letters and develop reading skills, the readers are significant 

instruments for instilling sentiments of belonging to a homeland and of love and devotion to it. 

Soviet ideologists understood the importance of these textbooks and made the Bukvar’ an 

outstanding instrument of propaganda. As designed for grade one it made a great input on 

creating the homo sovieticus. Anyone born in the USSR would remember the words of a song 

from a well-known movie about the Great Patriotic War: “Where does the Motherland begin? 

With the picture in your primer...”1437 

                                                           
1436 Ken Browne, An Introduction to Sociology. Fourth Edition (Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 2011), 11. 
1437 “S chego nachinaetsia Rodina? S kartinki v tvoem bukvare…” From the epic movie about Soviet spies during 
the Second World War “The Shield and the Sword’ (“Shchit i mech”). 
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The notions of “Motherland,” “Patriot,” or ones’ belonging are significant constituent 

parts of ethnic, cultural, linguistic, and civic identities. As Vitaly Bezrogov pointed out, “the love 

for the Motherland means loyalty to the state and its political leadership.”1438 Indeed, this is the 

reason why patriotic narratives and ideological slogans linked to faithfulness, love, and devotion 

towards the Motherland were essential attributes of the Soviet primers. Back in the USSR, 

children of the titular nationalities in non-Russian Soviet republics were taught that they had two 

motherlands. One used to be known as the “little homeland” (their republic); the second, the 

“Great Motherland,” referred to the entire country.  

In the Soviet Union, two types of primers with similar but not identical narratives 

existed. First, the Bukvar’ was published in Moscow and designed for ethnic Russians in the 

RSFSR and Russians and Russified minorities in the rest of the country. The all-union Bukvar’ 

told the young readers that: “school will help you to become literate and hardworking citizen of 

our Great Motherland.”1439 This primer established the first official individual and collective 

connection between grade-one students and their country. The compulsory image of Lenin, 

which appeared along with that of a female teacher (the Motherland?) surrounded by “her” 

children, was meant to impress the young readers. In the background of that image, a red map of 

the country read: “Our Motherland is the USSR” and represented the Soviet Union as a mighty 

and extensive state.1440 The latter’s geographic immensity was shown via the drawings of grain 

fields, long rivers, mountains, and seas. At the same time, from a political perspective, the USSR 

appeared as “a country of peace and work,” where the Constitution guaranteed freedoms and 

equal rights to everyone.1441 Most important, the young students were taught that the Soviet 

“Motherland” (Rodina in Russian) was “mine and yours” regardless of where one lived (i.e., in 

the RSFSR or any other corner of the country).  

Except for a few scenes in which Russian characters appeared and several excerpts from 

Russian folk tales, it is hard to claim that this Bukvar’ was ethnocentrically Russian. Quite the 

contrary! The visual and textual representations of Russianness gave way to the general image of 

                                                           
1438 Vitaly Bezrogov, “‘If the War Comes Tomorrow’: Patriotic Education in Soviet and Post-Soviet Primary 
School,” in Soviet and Post-Soviet Identities, ed. Mark Bassin and Catriona Kelly (Cambridge/New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2012), 114. 
1439 Bukvar’. Pod obshchei redaktsiei akademika APN SSSR S. V. Mikhalkova. Izdanie sed’moe (Moscow: 
Prosveshchenie, 1987), i. (Hereafter Bukvar’ [Moscow, 1987]). 
1440 Ibid., i, iii, iv. 
1441 Ibid., 38, 70, 72, 77, and 54. 
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Sovietness and the multinational character of the USSR.1442 Although Russia remained in the 

center of the textbook, Russian and Russophone readers learned first that their Motherland was 

the Soviet Union and only afterward the RSFSR. Furthermore, a specially designed page 

revealed the existing internationalist paradigm where the multiethnic composition of the country 

was purposely portrayed in order to show the “great Soviet people.” Another picture represented 

the fifteen titular nations of the Union and was followed by two verses of the Soviet anthem. The 

representation of these ethnicities indicated the existence of a friendly domestic “other.” On the 

other hand, it emphasized the product of the Kremlin’s nationalities policy, i.e., the so-called “we 

are all altogether” – an idea clearly propagated in the lyrics of the patriotic song “My 

Motherland”:1443 

Ia, ty, оn, ona, / Me, you, he, she,  
Vmeste – tselaia strana. / Together [we form] the whole country. 
Vmeste – druzhnaia sem’ia, / Together [we are] a friendly family,  

V slove “my” – sto tysiach “ya.” / In the word “we” [there are] a hundred thousand of “me’s.” 
  

The all-Union Bukvar’ aimed to construct a common political identity based on principles 

of civic nationalism, a glorious past, and the coming bright Communist future. In order to 

achieve this goal, the book’s designers employed a variety of tools meant to forge the identity of 

a Soviet citizen (e.g., the use of the national symbols, lyrics of the anthem, and scenes from the 

Bolshevik Revolution, the Great Patriotic War, and other iconic events).1444 The Bukvar’ 

emphasized a shared common history, the so-called “friendship of peoples,” and unity for 

building the imagined, and—as they were told—perfect, Communist society under the Party’s 

leadership.  

The second type of Soviet primer can be called “national,” “local,” or “republican.” The 

primer published in non-Russian republics represented a replica of the all-union Bukvar’ adapted 

to local peculiarities. As a rule, “republican” readers were published in the language of the titular 

                                                           
1442 Ibid., 127. 
1443 Interpreted by the Ukrainian singer Sofia Rotaru in 1980, “My Motherland” (Rodina Moia) became an unofficial 
emblem for the Sovietness of all inhabitants of the USSR. It replaced the earlier Stalinist patriotic “Song of the 
Motherland” (“Pesnia o Rodine”). See Sofia Rotaru, Rodina Moia.  Available at 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TTx97mrObRI  (accessed 29 April 2015). 
1444 For example: Bolshevik Leningrad, Gagarin’s space flight, Red Square with the Kremlin in Moscow, the 
military oath, and guarding the fatherland’s borders. See Bukvar’ [Moscow, 1987]), 4, 23-24, 42, 54, 62-64, 73-74, 
77, 89-91, 101-103, 106, 126, 108. 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TTx97mrObRI
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nation. In the MSSR it was Romanian but transliterated into the Cyrillic script.1445 In addition to 

the propagandistic features depicted in the Moscow edition, the Moldavian Abechedar specified 

that the “Motherland begins at the threshold of one's parents’ house and school and is unique like 

the sun.”1446 The narrative equated the country-Motherland with the biological mother and 

encouraged ethnic Moldavians to guard, help, and love the Soviet Union as they would their own 

mother. A “national” component was, however, also included. For example the textbook 

explained to the pupils why they had to love equally their biological mother and the USSR: 

“Mother and Motherland [both] gave [you] the soul from their own soul for [you] to become Feți 

Frumoși and Ilene Cosânzene.”1447  

Paramount in the primers in Soviet Moldavia was the representation of the USSR’s 

greatness. Nevertheless, to distinguish the “great Soviet” from the “little Soviet” Motherland the 

authors used specific semantics that favored the former over the latter. Whereas the Soviet Union 

was portrayed as “your vast country with priceless land inherited from your ancestors” (who 

those ancestors were was not specified), 1448 the MSSR, on the contrary, received a more 

restrained description. It appeared not as a “Motherland country” (“țară” or “patria-mamă”), but 

as a region (“plai”) with an “ancestral land” (again, no specifying of ancestors).1449 Furthermore, 

similar to the all-Union edition, the Moldavian also fostered patriotic feelings by emphasizing 

the glorious past and present with the rest of the Soviet nationalities. First, Russia’s civil war 

hero Vasilii Chapaev appeared riding a horse and holding his revolutionary sword against the 

enemies of the October Revolution. Then, the Great Patriotic War was shown as being 

commemorated by Moldavian villagers – a grandmother and her granddaughter mourned over 

fallen Soviet heroes.1450  

Both these messages represented propagandistic features not necessarily corresponding 

to reality. The Russian civil war meant nothing to large masses of Bessarabians, as at that time 

the province was part of the interwar Romania. Furthermore, it was obviously known that until 

1944 Bessarabians fought against the USSR as conscripts of the Romanian army and only at the 

                                                           
1445Abechedar. Spiridon Vangheli, Grigore Vieru, Lică Sainciuc (Authors) (Chisinau: Lumina, 1989). (Hereafter 
Abechedar [Chisinau, 1989]). 
1446 Ibid., i, ii, iii. 
1447 “Făt Frumos” (the Romanian countrepart for “Prince Charming”) and “Ileana Cosânzeana” (the beauty princess, 
a fairy) are two positive characters in Romanian/Moldavian mythology and folklore. 
1448 Abechedar [Chisinau, 1989], 160-164 and 73. 
1449 Ibid., 73 and 150. 
1450 Ibid., 17, 35. 



328 
 

end of the war were drafted by the Soviet authorities. To the majority of Bessarabians, the 

Second World War was not a “Great Patriotic War.” It had become such only after they were 

forcibly enlisted into the units of the Red Army as Soviet citizens. The image of the glorious past 

in the Soviet Abechedar was complemented with the representation of the present. The authors 

highlighted successes in the Moldavian economy and science; they focused on the idea of “the 

sacred duty” to protect the “Great Motherland” from any enemies and serve in special KGB 

frontier forces. The idea was that anything was possible under the leadership of the Communist 

Party and Soviet government.1451    

The Sovietness of the Moldavian Abechedar depicted some local identity 

characteristics. Ethnicity, language, cultural heritage, and geographic landscape were all 

introduced to show the Moldovan regional identity. The book told the readers that they were 

ethnic Moldavians and that their language was “beautiful” and “sacred.”1452 At the same time, 

the mentions of the Dniester and Răut rivers, the images of flourishing villages, and the use of 

term “plai” (region/native land) emphasized the Moldavian character of the “little Motherland,” 

i.e. the MSSR.1453 Moreover, the heroes of mythology, like “Făt-Frumos,” “Ileana Cosânzeana,” 

and “Păcală and Tândală,” as well as references to the folk ballad “Doina” and the popular dance 

“hora” enriched the textual and visual ethnocentric narrative of this Moldavian textbook.1454  

After the conclusion of the Second World War the Kremlin attempted to erase any 

cultural links between Soviet Moldavians and Romanians (western Moldavians, Wallachians, 

and Transylvanians) and foster an exclusive Moldavianism. Probably as a matter of national 

security, Moldavian Soviet textbooks of the early 1950s excluded from their narratives the 

names and works of famous Romanian writers. The best example may be how the greatest 

nineteenth-century Romanian writers Ion Creangă and Mihai Eminescu were treated. Initially, 

the Soviets omitted their names and works from the primers, since they were “Romanians.” 

However, the situation changed during Khrushchev’s “thaw,” when they reappeared in curricula, 

but with a Moldavian identity.1455 The Creangă-Eminescu case was a Soviet propaganda trick. It 

demonstrates how the regime sometimes accepted compromises with reality but had no qualms 

                                                           
1451 Ibid., 16, 40, 57, 88, 101, 154-155, 164-165. 
1452 Ibid., 73, 151. 
1453 Ibid., 146-147. 
1454 Ibid., 72, 127, 162-163, 172-173. “Păcală” is a trickster whose name derives from “a păcăli” (to dupe); Tândală 
(from German “tändelen” to make jokes) is another character of Romanian humor and folk tales who together with 
Păcală constitute a humorous duo. 
1455 Ibid., 17, 20-21, 35, 54-55, 73, 88, 144, 150. 
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about manipulating it. Ion Creangă, a prominent Romanian pedagogue and writer, was born in 

western Moldavia in 1837 and identified himself as a Romanian. Thus, for instance, in his primer 

of 1868 he wrote that Moldavians and Wallachians were Romanians and their motherland was 

Romania.1456 Eminescu, who also considered himself Romanian, was also born in western 

Moldavia (1850). He authored many nationalistic works and was a strong partisan for Bessarabia 

to be included in Romania.1457 Why did the Soviets finally accept these two (and other, e.g. 

Vasile Alecsandri) writers for integration into the school curriculum in Soviet Moldavia? There 

were probably at least two reasons. First, they were born in the Principality of Moldavia and 

therefore were “Moldavians.” Second, their works did represent a valuable part of the Moldavian 

cultural heritage, and any nationalistic and politically pro-Romanian statements could be 

omitted. 

The teaching of Romanian- and Russian-speaking pupils in the MSSR from local and 

Moscow primers impacted differently on their identities. Although most Soviet pupils absorbed 

the image of the Soviet Motherland that the central authority expected, nonetheless after they had 

grown up they fought each other before and during the civil wars that took place in the territory 

of the former USSR. Wim Meeus points out that: “personal identity develops progressively 

during adolescence; many individuals do not change identity, especially ethnic identity [and] 

adolescents do not begin the identity development process with a ‘blank slate.’”1458 Indeed, 

ultimately it is the primary education and the surrounding world (school, home, and 

neighborhood) that lie at the foundation of ethnic and civic identities. To a large extent, it was 

cultural and political identities that came into conflict and divided residents of Soviet Moldavia 

into “us” and “them” when the Soviet Union collapsed. Thus, during the Moldovan civil war in 

1992 some defended their lost “Greater Motherland,” while others went on to defend their “Little 

Motherland,” i.e. sovereign Moldova.  

Perhaps the “otherness” that came to prominence in the late 1980s–early 1990s and the 

different perceptions of the motherlands subconsciously emerged from the narratives of the all-

Union Bukvar’ and “national” Abechedar. It was from these primers that Soviet children learned 

                                                           
1456 Metodă nouă de scriere și cetire pentru usulu clasei I primaria. Instituitorii: I. Créngă, C. Grigorescu, G. 
Ienăchescu, N. Climescu, V. Receanu și A. Simionescu. Edițiunea a doua (Iassy: H. Goldner, 1868), 38, 46-47. 
1457 See “201 ani de la rapirea Basarabiei. Eminescu despre 16 mai 1812, Romania si Rusia.” Available at 
http://basarabia-bucovina.info/2013/05/16/201-ani-de-la-rapirea-basarabiei-eminescu-despre-16-mai-1812-romania-
si-rusia/ (accessed 21 April 2015). 
1458 Wim Meeus, “The Study of Adolescent Identity Formation 2000-2010: A Review of Longitudinal Research,” 
Journal of Research on Adolescence. Vol. 21 No. 1 (March 2011): 75, 80. 

http://basarabia-bucovina.info/2013/05/16/201-ani-de-la-rapirea-basarabiei-eminescu-despre-16-mai-1812-romania-si-rusia/
http://basarabia-bucovina.info/2013/05/16/201-ani-de-la-rapirea-basarabiei-eminescu-despre-16-mai-1812-romania-si-rusia/
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about themselves, others around them, and the place they all lived in and shared. The “otherness” 

that divided the Romanian and Russian speakers led them to understand differently what their 

Motherland really was. One perception was developed in the minds of ethnic Moldavians who 

learned to read from a Moldavian Abechedar; the second emerged in the minds of those who 

absorbed knowledge from the Russian-language Bukvar’ published in Moscow. The following 

two narratives, written by Romanian and Russian speakers in university admission essays, 

appear to confirm this thesis. The first belongs to an individual who graduated from a high 

school where Moldavian was the language of instruction: 

 

…I am happy. I have a Motherland. I have a Mother. My people have two 
Motherlands. The first is Moldavia with its plentiful Doinas. It is that place where 
my Moldavian identity springs from, where I made my first steps, and where I first 
tasted the bread made out of the work of the hard-working peasants. The second 
Motherland is Great Russia, which gave me the wings to fly toward happiness and 
opened wide horizons of knowledge. The USSR is a union of free nations and a 
country that took under its warm dove wings Moldavians and Uzbeks, Ukrainians 
and Latvians. You, the son and daughter of this ancient Moldavian land, should be 
grateful to the Russian and other Soviet peoples for having your homeland on the 
Soviet map. And wherever you will be, you will be drawn to your Motherland, to the 
place where you were born, to the place where your heart will tell you to be – [the 
Soviet Union].1459  

 

The narratives written by Russian speakers, who lived in the same Moldavian SSR but had 

Moscow’s Bukvar’ as their first book, failed to make any reference to the “little” homeland and 

its people: 

 

The USSR is my Motherland. The Motherland means the construction sites of the 
industrial giants, huge cities, and powerful hydroelectric plants.1460 How much this 
word, which I know from my childhood, means to me. The Motherland is me, my 
relatives, my friends, my land, and my people. I am proud of my Motherland.1461 
Motherland not only means the land where we were born and grew up. It means 
people’s traditions that were created during thousands of years. It is the people who 
live next to us and gave us education. It is the heroes that gave their lives for the 

                                                           
1459 The essay was entitled “În frăția de popoare, înflorești Moldova mea” (“Amidst the Friendship of Peoples, You 
are Blossoming, My Moldavia”). AUPSICC. Fond 1, File 1L, Inventory no.10942, pages 3-5. It is this author’s 
essay. 
1460 The essay was written by an ethnic Russian and entitled “Chto takoe Rodina? Eto proshloe naroda, 
nastoiashchee i budushchee.” (“What Is the Motherland? It Is the People’s Past, Present, and Future”). AUPSICC. 
Fond 1, File 1, Inventory no.11158, page 1. 
1461 This essay was written by an ethnic Ukrainian and was entitled “Chto takoe Rodina? Eto proshloe naroda, 
nastoiashchee i budushchee.” (“What Is the Motherland? It Is the People’s Past, Present, and Future”). AUPSICC. 
Fond 1, File 1, Inventory no.11113, pages 1 and 7. 
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Motherland’s future. It is the power of the Russian character, the courage and 
heroism and love of Soviet citizens towards their Motherland. Wherever we are, 
whatever we do, we remember and know that we are citizens of the Soviet country, 
that our successes and our happiness are also those of the country at large.1462  

 
These excerpts suggest two important things. First, after going through the Soviet 

education system, the Romanian-speaking Moldavians went beyond their cultural ethnicity and 

progressed toward the modeled bi-level identity (a symbiosis of ethnic Moldavian and Soviet 

politic identities). Therefore, as time passed, their ethnic and civic identities were shared 

between the regional (local) and all-Soviet dimension of collective self-identification. Second, 

although in the case of the Russian speakers the same homo sovieticus was developed, this 

category of people had recognized the USSR as the only Motherland regardless of their place of 

factual residence. It seems that to them the category of “Little Motherland” was less important, 

and they accepted the Soviet-type of Russianness, regardless of their own ethnic and cultural 

background.   

 
6.2. The Successors: Post-Soviet Primers in Moldova and Transnistria 

 
The de-legitimization of the authority of the central government over Transnistria takes various 

forms. Education within the framework of parallel nation building is one of them. The TMR 

takes a distinctive approach to readers in primary education. Contrary to right-bank Moldova, 

which produces its own textbooks for both Romanian and Russian speakers, Transnistria follows 

the old Soviet pattern. Schools with Moldovan (Romanian) as the language of instruction use 

locally produced, Transnistrian, primers. In those where teaching is conducted in Russian, the 

textbooks come, as in Soviet times, from Moscow. 

 
“Motherland Moldova”: “Country” or “Region”?   

 
Moldova’s Romanian language primer Abecedar and its Russian language counterpart Bukvar’ 

do not differ at first glance.1463 They both are colorful and well designed and may captivate 

readers with various images, layout, and narratives. However, the contents reveal a completely 
                                                           

1462 The essay was written by another ethnic Ukrainian and entitled “Sovetskii krai – moia zemlia.” (“The Soviet 
Homeland Is My Land”). AUPSICC. Fond File 1l, Inventory no. 40092, pages 1, 6, 10. 
1463 Abecedar. Ediție revăzută. M. Buruiană, S. Cotelea, A. Ermicioi, C. Dragomir, I. Hadârcă (authors) (Chisinau: 
Știința & Prut Internațional, 2010), 136-137. (Hereafter Abecedar [Chisinau, 2010]); Bukvar’. Uchebnik russkogo 
iazyka dlia 1 klassa. Evgeniia Novak, Ol’ga Popova (authors) (Chisinau: Arc, 2007), 68-69. (Hereafter Bukvar’, 
[Chisinau, 2007]). 
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different picture. The Abecedar and the Bukvar’ differ because of who authored them and for 

whom. While the former was composed by and for Romanian speakers, the second was 

composed by and for Russian speakers. In other words, Moldova does not use the same book for 

all students in primary education. This circumstance leads to different perceptions of the 

Republic of Moldova as one’s Motherland and of the reader’s identity. Of course there must be 

consideration for cultural particularities in a polyethnic society like Moldova’s, particularly one 

that has been torn by conflict. At the same time, the above-mentioned particularities should not 

be used to plant seeds of intolerance in early childhood based on ethnicity and language of 

instruction. Ideally, these cultural differences should unite rather than divide. The two different 

narratives about “Motherland Moldova” contribute to the re-creation of the image of a domestic 

“other” and stimulate the construction of parallel identities within the political framework of the 

Moldovan state. For a country like the Republic of Moldova, plagued by unsolved social and 

economic problems as well as separatism, employing different concepts of homeland and ethnic 

and civic identities in Russian-language and Romanian-language primary education is 

unfortunate and destructive.     

The Bukvar’ and the Abecedar produced in Chisinau dedicate considerable space to the 

image of the Republic of Moldova. However, while the former speaks about the country already 

in the very first pages, the latter does it much later.1464 Moreover, the inconsistency between the 

narratives of these two textbooks is even more evident when they describe the country and 

discuss its identity. The Abecedar clearly speaks about the Republic of Moldova as a country 

(“Țara mea, Moldova” [“Moldova is my country”]), creating a perception of Moldova as an 

independent entity. The Bukvar’, in contrast, identifies it merely with a region (“Moldova – moi 

krai rodnoi” [Moldova – my native region/land]) – a common term which the Soviets used for 

defining the Moldavian SSR and which does not correspond with the international (legal) status 

of this country since 1991.  

The terminology chosen raises the question: What is the Republic of Moldova? Is it a 

part (“region”) of Europe, of the world, or of the former USSR? The term krai (native land or 

region) cannot compete conceptually with the Romanian word țară (country), whereas the one 

word that would, i.e., strana, has never been employed by the authors of Moldova’s Russian-

language Bukvar’. Certainly, in some situations the word “region” is innocent and appropriate 

                                                           
1464 Bukvar’ [Chisinau, 2007], 4, 5, 8; Abecedar [Chisinau, 2010]), 25, 136-137. 
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for the context. In Russia, for example, region or native land (krai) can indeed be properly 

perceived as “the little Motherland” (malaia Rodina) by those who live in a Russian province 

(republic) or region.1465 However, this does not apply well to the Republic of Moldova, which 

should be a “country-Motherland” not a “region.” Those born in the USSR would see no 

difference between the Soviet and current Moldovan Bukvar’s approach toward how the 

Republic of Moldova is defined in a reader designed in a sovereign state. It is widely known that 

it was the Soviet vocabulary that popularized the Moldavian SSR as nothing but “solnechnyi 

krai” (“sunny region”) on the political map of the USSR.  

The symbolic representation of the Republic of Moldova is another feature that exposes 

the conflicting stances of the two editions of the primers produced in Chisinau. The Romanian-

language Abecedar teaches children that their country is the most beautiful and cherished place 

in the world, and a place where they, their parents, grandparents, and ancestors were all born. It 

also states clearly that Chisinau is the capital city of the state, where one may discover modern 

buildings and enjoy wide streets and numerous monuments.1466 The Russian-language Bukvar’, 

on the contrary, propagates another picture of the city and country as a whole. Russian-speaking 

pupils are taught that they live in Moldova, “a beautiful republic” [not country!], that Chisinau is 

its largest locality and a green place (i.e., several parks), with theatres, museums, and many 

monuments.1467 Note that authors failed to specify that Chisinau was not just an urban center but 

also the capital – an important fact to be mentioned when one speaks of a newly emerged nation-

state. 

Patriotic education and identity development are intended to produce a model citizen to 

whom “Motherland” and “Patriotism” will mean something special, sacred, and essential. 

Patriotic motifs are normally included in the narratives of textbooks (including readers) as they 

help the state authority to foster self-confidence, loyalty, and devotion to the homeland. 

However, in the case of right-bank Moldova primers, the situation is abnormal. The Romanian 

language Abecedar has a special section devoted to “Moldova” which calls upon pupils to “love 

the Motherland” because “it is the most precious thing we have” [“Iubește-ți patria, copile! Ea 

este tot ce avem mai scump”].1468 Furthermore, the narrative goes on to ask first-grade students 

                                                           
1465 Bezrogov, “If the War Comes Tomorrow,” 121. 
1466 Abecedar [Chisinau, 2010], 136-137. 
1467 Bukvar’ [Chisinau, 2007], 68-69. 
1468 Abecedar [Chisinau, 2010], 136-137. I noticed similar patriotic, yet exclusively monolingual (in Romanian) 
slogans in various places (e.g., on public billboards in Chisinau and other localities, and also along the main national 
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to consider if a person could live without a Motherland [“Poate omul să trăisască fără 

patrie?”].1469 But the Russian language Bukvar’ never calls Moldova “Motherland” [“Rodina”] 

or “Fatherland [“Оtechestvo”] and also completely lacks any patriotic Moldovan slogans.  

 
Transnistria: A No Name “Motherland”?  

 
In the TMR, the locally produced Romanian-language reader Abechedar and the Bukvar’ 

published in Moscow differ even more from each other than do their counterparts in 

Chisinau.1470 Whereas the former speaks about Transnistria as a place where the youngest 

students were born, live, and grow up, the latter has a definite Russocentric character. Therefore, 

it might be assumed that the patriotic feelings of the Russian speakers in the region will be in the 

future divided between their “little” (the TMR) and “great” (Russia) motherlands. The situation 

with the Moscow-made Bukvar’ is clear – it has nothing to do with the Transnistrian nation and 

state, but instead cultivates a Russian ethnic identity, propagates Russianness among young 

Russian-speaking Transnistrians, and stimulates the development of a pro-Russian patriotism. 

All these seem not to trouble the leaders and protagonists of a Transnistrian state independent 

from right-bank Moldova.  

As for Transnistria’s Romanian (Moldovan) language Abechedar, it does not lack 

patriotic-oriented content. On the contrary, it has many features that directly refer to one’s 

homeland, and the theme of Motherland is a core subject in it. The image of “Motherland” 

frequently appears within the book through keywords, narratives, drawings, pictures, and code 

words. Like the Romanian language reader published in Chisinau, but unlike Moldova’s Russian 

language Bukvar’, Tiraspol’s Abechedar refers to the place as “țară” (“country”) not “region.” At 

the same time, it lacks a special page dedicated to the “Transnistrian Moldovan Republic” and 

does not identify the area with the official name given by the separatist authorities. Nevertheless, 

direct references to the breakaway entity as one’s “Motherland” are frequent. They can be 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
road). See Volume II, Appendix 5, Images 5.2.1. – 5.2.2, p. 1128. See for contrast the bilingual billboards in the 
TMR. Volume II. Appendix 5, Images 5.2.1. – 5.2.2, p. 1129. I thank Mrs. Valentina Ursu from Radio Free 
Europe/Radio Liberty in Chisinau, Moldova for sharing with me the photos of billboards she made in Transnistria. 
1469 Abecedar [Chisinau, 2010], 136-137. 
1470 Abechedar. N.G. Kodymskaia and V.D. Paskar’ (authors) (Tiraspol: ISNDY, 2009). (Hereafter Abechedar 
[Tiraspol, 2009]). Zhukova N.S.  Bukvar’. Uchebnoe posobie (Moscow: Eskimio, 2011). (Hereafter Bukvar’ 
[Moscow, 2011]. 
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identified under a specific alphabet letter (e.g. “P” for “Patria” [“Motherland”]) or highlighted 

via a poem with the same keyword, i.e., “The Motherland”:1471 

 

Patria e tot ce-i viață: / The Motherland is all that life is: 
Prietenii, părinții, fiii,/ Friends, parents, sons, 
E grădina unde-nvață/ It is the garden where  
Și se joacă toți copiii./ All children learn and play.  
 

An interesting detail surfaces from this excerpt. In contrast to other fragments, the one 

cited above omits the name of the author. The author was Andrei Mureşanu (1816-1863), a well-

known Romanian revolutionary who, among other patriotic works, also wrote the Romania-

centric poem “Deșteaptă-te, române!” [“Awaken thee, Romanian!”]. The poem was and is very 

popular among Romanian patriots. Its lyrics even became the national anthem of post-

Communist Romania but it also had the same status in Moldova between 1991 and 1994. The 

name of Andrei Mureşanu was probably not hidden from the eyes of children who at their age 

might not be aware of the name’s political connotations. “Mureşanu” was hidden from the eyes 

of teachers and parents who eventually may know or look into who this individual was and what 

he did for the unification of Romanians back in the nineteenth century.  

Working on their Abechedar the Transnistrian authors had to deal with a serious 

challenge – how to name the quasi-state that employed them. After the collapse of Communism, 

streets, towns, cities, and even villages were renamed throughout the former USSR. Neither 

Moldova nor Transnistria were exceptions. In Chisinau, the authorities switched from Russian 

“Moldavia” to Romanian “Moldova.” In Tiraspol, the leadership preferred to keep the old Soviet 

term “Republica Moldovenească” [the Moldavian Republic]” instead of the more proper 

“Moldova.” At the same time, they invented a new geopolitical term, i.e., “Nistria/Nistrenia,” 

that in their opinion fit better with the reality they created in 1990. Since the Romanian and 

English versions for Russian “Pridnestrov’e” (“Transnistria”) did not work in Tiraspol for 

political reasons,1472 “Nistria/Nistrenia” were meant to give geographic, political, and identity 

connotations to both the “Republica Moldovenească Nistreană” (the TMR) and to its emerging 

civic nation, i.e., “Nistrenii” (Pridnestrovtsy). These invented neologisms, “Nistria/Nistrenia” 

                                                           
1471 Abechedar [2009], 49. 
1472 The Romanian language term for this area, i.e., “Transnistria,” is associated in the TMR with the occupation by 
Royal Romania of the Soviet territories east of the Dniester during the Second World War. It connotes the killing of 
Jews, Gypsies, and other ethnicities by the occupational regime of Ion Antonescu. See Dennis Deletant, Hitler’s 
Forgotten Ally: Ion Antonescu and His Regime, Romania, 1940 - 1944 (Palgrave Macmillan, 2006), 166-204. 
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and “Nistrenii,” do not sound right in Romanian, are not used by general public in their daily 

life, and were not included in the Transnistrian primer.1473 Yet, the secessionist officials employ 

them in political discourses, propaganda, and mass media.1474 The only place in Transnistria’s 

Romanian language reader where the official name of the separatist entity can be found is in the 

publication data. However, that section of the textbook was not designed for the learning process 

and therefore is left out of the educational content.1475 Furthermore, not only does the 

Transnistrian Abechedar make the TMR into a no-name country, it says nothing about the 

latter’s capital city. Thus, whereas right-bank Moldovan primers either call Chisinau the capital 

of the country or at least mention it as the largest town, Tiraspol received no political description 

in Transnistria’s Abechedar – it was simply presented under the letter “T.”1476   

 
Between Ethnocentric Nationalism and Civic Identity 

 
Readers used in the Republic of Moldova substantially contribute to identity formation and one’s 

affection towards the Motherland. The majority of Chisinau-based parties declare that any 

person, irrespective of cultural background, ethnicity, and place of residence, is a 

“Moldovan.”1477 This official position indicates that the political elite chose to work, at least in 

theory, on modeling a Moldovan civic identity instead of an ethnic one. Similarly in Transnistria, 

where the authorities claim the existence of a separate Transnistrian people, it is civic 

nationalism that stands above and against, at least officially, any sort of nationalism and 

discrimination.1478 Nevertheless, in the territory of right-bank Moldova, where about 76 per cent 

of the population consists of ethnic Moldovans,1479 the nation-building project seems to rely 

more on ethnic than civic nationalism. Moldovan (Romanian since December 2013) was the only 

official language, and Moldovan ethnocentrism was and still remains, along with the reactivation 

                                                           
1473 The Romanian-speaking residents of the TMR whose opinion I asked about the terms “Nistria/Nistrenia” and 
“Nistreni” said that they sound weird and only officials and media use them. 
1474 Adevarul Nistrian (The Dniester Truth). 23 October 2011. 
1475 Abechedar [Tiraspol, 2009], 1, 2. 
1476 Ibid., 47. 
1477 The political platform of the Party the Native Land. AOSPRM, Fond 75, Inv. No. 1, File 15 (89): 4. 
1478 In reality, however, speaking Romanian in Transnistria can demonstrate the limits of tolerance. While shopping 
in Bender-Tighina in the summer of 2012 a saleswoman challenged me to speak Russian, telling me that Romanian 
was not welcome. I experienced similar intolerance earlier, in Chisinau in fall 2011. I received no reply from a street 
vendor when I addressed her in Romanian. At the same time, I also noticed Russophobe reactions in the Moldovan 
capital. Thus an elder Romanian-speaking passenger on public transportation visibly ignored another elder, a 
Russian-speaker, who addressed the former in Russian. 
1479 “[Moldova] 2004 Population Census Results. National Bureau of Statistics of the Republic of Moldova. 
Available at http://www.statistica.md/pageview.php?l=en&idc=295 (Accessed 3 May 2015). 

http://www.statistica.md/pageview.php?l=en&idc=295
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of pan-Romanianism, omnipresent in politics, the public sphere, and civil society. In 

Transnistria, where the notion of the titular nation is almost equally shared by the ethnic 

Moldovans, Russians, and Ukrainians and where three languages were declared official, the 

authorities stand for multiculturalism and tend to construct a common “Transnistrian” polyethnic 

political identity. In this respect it is important to notice the relationship between what the 

officials claim and what the primers reveal about the early stage in making citizens and patriots 

of Moldova and Transnistria.   

 
The Making of “Wrong” Moldovans 

  
Both Moldova’s Romanian- and Russian-language primers have plenty of images. They show 

national symbols (e.g., the coat of arms and flag) and well-known historical personalities (e.g., 

Stefan the Great). However, both editions offer different views about who lives in the Republic 

of Moldova and by whom and for whom this country is being built. A close examination of the 

Romanian language Chisinau-made Abecedar shows that few features accommodate the concept 

of Moldovan civic nationalism. Thus, one may learn from the cover page about Moldova’s 

geographic landscape, visualize its size, place it on the map of Europe, and obtain a clue to its 

political orientation (i.e. towards the EU).1480 On the other hand, the coat of arms, the tricolor, 

and particularly the national anthem “Our Language” (“Limba Noastră”) indicate an exclusively 

ethnocentric approach toward the country’s and citizens’ identities. The national symbols have 

strong Romanian nationalist subtexts: the coat of arms is almost identical with that of Romania; 

the flag is widely known as the “Romanian tricolor,”1481  while the lyrics for the hymn were 

authored by Alexei Mateevici in 1917 during the national awakening of the Romanian-speaking 

Bessarabians.  

Foundations for building a civic identity can hardly be detected in this Chisinau-made 

Romanian-language primer. When the narrative goes on to describe the Republic of Moldova 

and the people who inhabit it, the emphasis falls on ethnic Moldovans. It also lacks any 

references to multiculturalism and does not refer to Moldova’s ethnic minorities. The reader 

finds out “that the richness of this country consists of our people, of our villages, which are a 

                                                           
1480 Abecedar [Chisinau, 2010], 4, 25, 27, 138-139. 
1481 State symbols of the Republic of Moldova available at http://www.presedinte.md/eng/simbolurile-statului;  
Sstae symbols of Romania available at http://www.presidency.ro/ro/presedinte/romania/drapelul-romaniei 
(Accessed 9 May 2015).  

http://www.presedinte.md/eng/simbolurile-statului
http://www.presidency.ro/ro/presedinte/romania/drapelul-romaniei
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treasure of faith, of beautiful traditions, and customs.”1482 Next to this narrative come several 

assignments requiring students to compose sentences with keywords that exemplify the 

Moldovan ethnocentric character of the book (e.g., “Moldova,” “Moldovean,” “Moldoveancă,” 

and “Moldovenesc”).1483 This may be admissible in a country where the titular nation represents 

an absolute majority (e.g., Austria, Norway, or Finland); however, in the case of the Republic of 

Moldova, where beside ethnic Moldovans there are numerous minority groups, this seems 

unacceptable. Moldova’s ethnic minorities live in urban and rural settlements located on both 

banks of the Dniester River, many of which were founded centuries ago.1484 In other words, with 

the exception of Romanians (recognized as an ethnic minority group in the early 2000s), the 

Abecedar omits information about other ethnicities, thus excluding them from the local 

geographic, political, and cultural landscapes.1485 

Romania has always seen ethnic Moldovans as Romanians. It rejects the Moldovanist 

theory and does not recognize the existence of a separate Moldovan language. But the realities in 

the Republic of Moldova do not correspond with Romania’s claims. Only 1.87 per cent of ethnic 

Moldovans (including Transnistria) identified themselves as Romanians in the 2004 census.1486 

Had the nineteenth-century Bessarabians taken part in the creation of modern Romania or had 

the Stalinist purges in the post-1940 MSSR not attempted to eradicate the locals’ Romanianism, 

one may assume that this percentage would be higher. History, however, does not accept the 

subjunctive mood, and the existing realities cannot be adjusted to any “if” or “should.” 

Moldova’s Romanians see in the term “Moldovan” not a demonym but rather a regional identity 

and, aside from political perspectives, there is nothing that would distinguish them from ethnic 

                                                           
1482 Abecedar [Chisinau, 2010], 136. 
1483 Ibid., 136-137. “Moldovean” and “Moldoveancă” refer to the male and female demonym nouns; “Moldovenesc” 
is an adjective. 
1484 Grigore Ureche, a seventeen century Moldavian chronicler, mentioned the existence of Ukrainian and Polish 
settlements as far back as the fifteenth century. See Grigore Ureche, Letopisețul Țării Moldovei (Bucharest: Editura 
Științifică, 1967), 120-121. 
1485 See the Concept of National Policy adopted by the Communist-dominated Moldovan Parliament. Available at 
http://lex.justice.md/viewdoc.php?action=view&view=doc&id=312846&lang=1 (accessed 9 May 2015).  Francine 
Hirsch indicated in her study that back in 1926 only Romanians appeared in the list of the Soviet nationalities 
prepared for the first all-Union census. The “mistake” was repaired soon after and “Moldavians” were listed as a 
separate ethnic group. Hirsch, Empire of Nations, 224 and 283. 
1486 This data is questionable. John Kelly, the head of the group observers of the Council of Europe remarked that 
seven out of ten observer groups recorded a significant number of cases when census-takers suggested respondents 
to declare themselves Moldovans instead of Romanians. See Rusnac Corneliu, “2 milioane vorbesc ‘moldoveneşte’, 
500 de mii ‘româna.’” BBC ROMANIAN.com, 10 April 2006. Available at 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/romanian/news/story/2006/04/printable/060410_moldova_recensamant_limba.shtml 
(accessed 10 May 2015). 

http://lex.justice.md/viewdoc.php?action=view&view=doc&id=312846&lang=1
http://www.bbc.co.uk/romanian/news/story/2006/04/printable/060410_moldova_recensamant_limba.shtml
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Moldovans. This is why the Moldovan ethnocentric features of the Romanian-language 

Abecedar undoubtedly refers to both groups, although the book itself does not acknowledge the 

existence of separate ethnic Moldovans and Romanians.   

The political controversy over Moldovans’ ethnicity and the dispute over the language’s 

name also surface in the pages of the Chisinau-made Romanian-language primer. The use of the 

term “Romanian language” instead of “Moldovan language,” as constitutionally established in 

1994, was misleading and confusing. If the authorities worked on preserving the titular ethnic 

group as “Moldovans” and did not intend to make them “Romanians,” then the use of the name 

of the language that identifies with the neighboring country and nation seemed somewhat 

incongruous. Did the Moldovan authorities favor the Romanian minority by using in the 

Abecedar Romania’s state and national self-identification keywords such as “Limba Română,” 

“România,” “Român,” and “Românesc” or, by employing these identity semantics, did they send 

the message that the Constitution was wrong and that scholarship superseded law?1487 

Furthermore, the Abecedar relied significantly on the works of Romanian writers1488 and devoted 

considerable space to legends, fairy tales, and stories that were both all-Romanian and 

Moldovan.1489 One may understand that this textbook was more suited to a Romanian ethnic 

identity than a Moldovan one.  

The roots of ethnic intolerance in right-bank Moldova are the legacy it inherited from 

Greater Romanian nationalism and Soviet nationalities policies. The post-1991 developments 

also made a negative impact on relations between the culturally and linguistically divided 

groups. One may call the Romanian- and Russian-language readers produced in Chisinau “fuel 

suppliers,” as their contents contributed to conflicting civic identities. Aside from the Chisinau-

made Romanian-language Abecedar, the layout and content of the Russian-language counterpart, 

i.e., the Bukvar’, confirm this statement. Although the primer starts with details proper to a 

Moldovan civic nationalism,1490 the features about “Motherland-Moldova” are misleading. Even 

                                                           
1487 Abecedar [Chisinau, 2010], 1, 53, 67, 111. I mentioned earlier that it was only in December 2013 that the 
Moldovan Constitutional Court decided that the language should be called “Romanian” instead of “Moldovan.” 
1488 Of a total of 16 authors, 11 are from Romania and 5 from Moldova. Aside from Mihai Eminescu and Ion 
Creangă, mentioned earlier, there are also Vasile Alecsandri, Alexandru Donici, Călin Gruia, Șt.O. Iosif, Ion 
Agârbiceanu, Emil Gârleanu, Tudor Arghezi, and others. 
1489 The tale about “Făt Frumos” (Prince Charming) can be attributed to both Romania’s and Moldova’s folklore, 
while “Gruia the Haiduc” (a freedom fighter comparable to Robin Hood) is a more Romanian (Transylvanian) 
personage.  Abecedar [Chisinau, 2010], 71, 75. 
1490 For example just a few pages were dedicated to the country’s life, symbols, and holidays, and a drawing that 
portrayed various ethnicities who inhabit Moldova. Bukvar’ [Chisinau, 2007], 4-5, 69. 
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though the latter may suggest that the making of a civic identity among the Russian-speaking 

minorities is on the right track, the book as a whole does not support this. A closer analysis of the 

Bukvar’ reveals that polyethnicity and multiculturalism end very soon. Aside from these two 

pages (out of 127) nothing refers to the ethnic minorities who, along with Moldovans, form the 

projected Moldovan political nation.  

Furthermore, not only does this primer fail to teach Russian-speakers that the Republic 

of Moldova is their country (“strana”) and motherland (“rodina”), it cements, instead, 

exclusively Russian and pro-Soviet cultural identities. The Chisinau-made Bukvar’ is overloaded 

with images from Russian legends, folk tales, and landscape. It contains numerous Soviet 

animation and literature characters, so that the book functions as a useful and effective tool in 

constructing one’s belonging to Russian ethnic and Soviet cultural identities, but not to the 

Moldovan civic identity.1491 What is more, the Bukvar’s designers relied heavily on the works of 

Russian and Soviet authors instead of translations of works by Moldovan writers.1492 Also, the 

young reader was not given patriotic clues either under the letter “M” (which could stand for 

“Moldova”) or under the other key letters such as “R” (“Rodina” – the Motherland), “S” 

(“Strana” – Country), or “O” (“Оtechestvo” – the Fatherland). In addition, in contrast to the 

Abecedar, the Bukvar’ presented the country without a Moldovan historical past.1493 Even though 

there are some drawings on historical themes (e.g. the Soroca fortress and Stefan the Great), the 

tendency was to show scenes from present-day life that might fit any contemporary state.1494  

  
The Transnistrian Primer and Identity Construction  

 
There are many similarities between the Chisinau-made Abecedar and Bukvar’ and the 

Romanian-language Abechedar composed in Tiraspol. Indeed, all three books contain colorful 

imagines that describe the beauty of Moldovan and Transnistrian nature and local geographic 

                                                           
1491 For example: Buratino and Mal’vina; tsarevna Liagushka and Ivan tsarevich; Cheburachka and krokodil Gena; 
baba Iaga; Doktor Ai-bolit; Kolobok; Moi-do-dyr, Emelia; Neznaika; Diadia Feodor; zaiats and volk. Although the 
“Bremenskie muzykanty” (the Town Musicians of Bremen) and the little bear “Vinni-Pukh” (Winnie-the-Pooh) are 
“westerners”; they became icons of the Soviet animation industry and “ours” for everyone in the USSR. 
1492 There were fragments from the works of forty-eight Russian and Soviet writers in contrast to only four 
Moldovan.  Bukvar’ [Chisinau, 2007], 10, 22-23, 54-55, 58-59,72-73, 83-89, 98-99. 
1493 Abecedar [Chisinau, 2010], 25, 31, 55, 64, 76, 84, 100. The Abecedar refers to the ancient ancestors of 
Moldovans and Romanians, i.e. the Geto-Dacians, to the glorious events of the medieval era, to remarkable figures, 
and modern historical sites. 
1494 Bukvar’ [Chisinau, 2007], 5. The fortress of Soroca, located on the right bank of the Dniester River, is 
associated historically with the name of Stefan the Great. That fort was meant to guard the borders of the 
Principality of Moldavia against numerous foreign invaders (e.g. Tatars, Poles, and Zaporozhian Cossacks). 



341 
 

landscapes.1495 At the same time, the ethnographic images and ethnocentric narratives of 

Transnistria’s Abechedar exclusively focus on ethnic Moldovans, as does the Abecedar of 

Chisinau. One page contains a short but crucial text entitled “The Moldovans” [Moldovenii], 

which reads: 

 

We are Moldovans. Our ancestors lived on the lands of the Dniester River valley 
for many centuries. Moldovans are hospitable people, toiling, and cheerful. They 
are friendly with many nations.1496 

 

This account tells who lived in the region and for how long. The mention of being friendly 

with “many [other] nations” implies the quality of acceptance of the imagined “other.” In some 

ways, this quality can be treated as an element of civic nationalism since these “many nations” 

may include Russians, Ukrainians, and other minorities from the TMR. However, like the 

Abecedar published in Chisinau, the Abechedar of Tiraspol did not specify that other ethnicities 

exist in Transnistria beside Moldovans. The single image of an elderly Russian and the 

ethnonym “rus” (Russian) look insignificant compared to the items that directly referred to 

Moldovan ethnic identity. The same might be said about Ukrainians, the third largest ethnic 

group in the region. In their case a Russianized Ukrainian word khutor (hamlet) was used under 

the letter “Kh” instead of the more appropriate Ukrainian khutir.1497 Yet, except for these items, 

no other points toward Transnistria’s multiethnic composition and the civic identity of the 

alleged “Pridnestroviian people” were found. Another problem with Transnistria’s Romanian-

language primer concerns its reference to the language of instruction. Whereas its Latin-scripted 

Chisinau counterpart indicated straightforwardly that the language is Romanian, the Cyrillic 

Transnistrian primer avoided any sort of identification – it called the language neither Moldovan 

nor Romanian.1498 

Strangely, and in contrast to how the Transnistrian Abechedar was conceptualized, a 

preschool local primer alluded directly to the Romanian language and eulogized Mihai 

Eminescu, one of the greatest Romanian poets: “[our] language is very beautiful [because] he 

                                                           
1495 Abechedar [Tiraspol, 2009], 23, 25, 35, 44, 65, 76. 
1496 Ibid., 67. 
1497 Ibid., 32, 42, 73. 
1498 Moldovan was mentioned as the language of instruction only once, and in Russian, on the very last page of the 
book where the bibliographic data appears. 
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[Eminescu] spoke it.”1499 But Eminescu, and many other Romanian writers whose works were 

used in Transnistria’s primers, never spoke or wrote in “Moldovan”; they all used Romanian. 

Even if we assume that ethnic Moldovans in preschool in Transnistria may not know these facts, 

adults would be aware what Eminescu’s mother tongue was and in what language he wrote his 

works. What is more interesting, the Transnistrian preschool primer relied on the works of 

authors from right-bank Moldova and Romania and contained none from the areas controlled by 

the TMR.1500 Moreover, as we have seen, the secessionist authorities accept no items that would 

remind Romanian-speaking Moldovans in the region about Romania’s and right-bank Moldova’s 

national symbols. Usually, the latter are erased from official discourse and propaganda, but if 

used, it is not in a way that would build bridges of trust between the conflicting sides. A 

particular political discomfort and irritation is provoked by the Romanian and Moldovan so-

called “fascist tricolor.”1501 However, the cover page of this preschool publication suggests a 

Romanian nationalist message: the title is written in red, yellow, and blue, i.e., the colors of the 

Romanian and Moldovan national flags.1502 One would expect instead the use of colors proper to 

the national flag of the TMR, i.e., red-green-red, inherited from the Moldavian SSR.  

A Moldovan ethnocentrism comes through in the Transnistrian Abechedar in many 

other instances, but the book does not suggest a distinctive Transnistrian Moldovan ethnicity. 

Instead it shows the contrary, i.e., that left-bank Moldovans share indistinguishable ethnic, 

cultural, and language identities both with right-bank Moldovans and Romanians. Their common 

heritage was emphasized by portraying famous popular characters and other products of the folk 

art (e.g. “Păcală and Tândală,” “Făt-Frumos,” “haiducul Codreanu,” “Miorița,” “Doina,” “Hora” 

and “Mărțișorul”).1503 Furthermore, the fairy tales, the folklore, the legends, songs, and customs 

                                                           
1499 S.M. Chemortan, D.A. Gabuzha, Abechedarul preshkolarului (Tiraspol: ISNDY, 2009), 35 (Hereafter 
Abechedarul preshkolarului [Tiraspol, 2009]). 
1500 E.g., writers from Moldova: Vlad Codiţă, Grigorie Vieru, Vitalie Roșca, Liviu Deleanu, Vasile Romanciuc, Ion 
Iachimov, Dumitru Matcovschi, Victor Tulbure; from Romania: Andrei Mureşanu, Mihai Eminescu, Ion Creangă, 
Vasile Alecsandri, George Coșbuc, Otilia Cazimir. See Abechedar [Tiraspol, 2009], 22, 27, 34, 37, 45, 51, 67, 80, 
94, 96, 97, 99. Also, Abechedarul preshkolarului [Tiraspol, 2009], 3, 4, 12, 14, 15, 35, 46, 50, 52, 54, 62. 
1501 A. Safonov, “Pridnestrov’e: put’ v budushchee.” Available at 
http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:http://www.safonovpmr.com/downloads/kniga.doc; A. 
Nesteriuk, “Rumynskomu orlu i rumynskomu trikoloru, pora k sebe na rodinu v Bukharest!”  AVA.MD. 11 June 
2009.  Available at http://ava.md/014-poziciya/02583-ruminskomu-orlu-i-ruminskomu-trikoloru-pora-k-sebe-na-
rodinu-v-buharest.html (both accessed 10 May 2015). 
1502Abechedarul preshkolarului [Tiraspol, 2009], cover pages. 
1503 Abechedar [Tiraspol, 2009], 42, 47, 65, 73, 83, 97; Abechedarul preshkolarului [Tiraspol, 2009], 9, 12, 46, 55. 
The haiduc Codreanu is comparable to Robin Hood; “Mioriţa (the Little Ewe) is an iconic Romanian/Moldovan 

http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:http://www.safonovpmr.com/downloads/kniga.doc
http://ava.md/014-poziciya/02583-ruminskomu-orlu-i-ruminskomu-trikoloru-pora-k-sebe-na-rodinu-v-buharest.html
http://ava.md/014-poziciya/02583-ruminskomu-orlu-i-ruminskomu-trikoloru-pora-k-sebe-na-rodinu-v-buharest.html
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often employed in Transnistria’s Abechedar reveal that all ethnic Moldovans (regardless of 

where they reside) do not differ culturally from those who identify themselves as Romanians. 

The only difference that can divide them in legal terms is the Soviet Moldavian ethnic identity 

engineered and strengthened in the USSR and currently supported at home by some political 

forces and also from abroad i.e., Russia and Ukraine.1504    

To sum up, Moldovan and Transnistrian primers, like their Soviet predecessors, 

contribute to the creation of separate and conflicting identities in the territory of the former 

MSSR. The Romanian-language Abecedar elaborated in Chisinau centers on building a 

Moldovan ethnic identity rather than constructing a civil one. Furthermore, the Moldo-Romanian 

ethnocentrism employed fuses two ethnic and cultural identities, i.e., Moldovan and Romanian. 

On the other hand, by ignoring the existence of ethnic minorities, this reader creates the 

“otherness” of Russian-speakers to whom the Republic of Moldova is also a homeland. The 

findings indicate that the Moldovan Russian-language Bukvar’ uses few features related to 

Moldovan civic nationalism, which is also missing from its Romanian-language counterpart. 

Nevertheless, the abuse of an overwhelming amount of Russia-oriented semantics (e.g., 

narrations, drawings, and symbols) makes the Moldovan Russian-language Bukvar’ correspond 

more to the construction of an ethnic Russian identity rather than civic Moldovan.  

The readers that Transnistria employs in primary education also have dual and 

conflicting effects on identities construction. Thus, the Romanian-language Abechedar builds in 

the consciousness of the young students a purely Moldovan ethnicity and, similarly to the one 

from Chisinau, it denotes an exclusivist character and ignores the multiethnic composition of the 

TMR. On the other hand, the Moscow-edited Bukvar’ leads Russians and Russified minorities in 

this breakaway entity into an ethic identity in which both secessionist authorities and Russia are 

interested, i.e., the Russian identity.  

 Overall, the primers used in both regions stimulate, engender, and strengthen conflicting 

ethnic and civic identities starting with early childhood and the first stage of public education. 

The Moldovan and Transnistrian textbooks appear destructive rather than constructive tools in 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
pastoral ballad; “Mărțișorul” (the little March Amulet) refers to an old Romanian/Moldovan legend about the 
beginning of spring. 
1504 “Kommentarii Departamenta informatsii i pechati MID Rossii v sviazi s vneseniem na rassmotrenie parlamenta 
Respubliki Moldova zakonoproekta ‘O iazykovoi politike.’” The Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Official 
website. Available at http://www.mid.ru/brp_4.nsf/newsline/F972CA603A7A114544257B45002CC22A. Also, 
Istoriia i perspektyvy natsional'nykh hromad v Ukraini. Kongress natsional'nykh hromad Ukraini. Available at 
http://www.kngu.org/KongrUkr/Zacon/Perspect.htm#  (both accessed 10 May 2015). 

http://www.mid.ru/brp_4.nsf/newsline/F972CA603A7A114544257B45002CC22A
http://www.kngu.org/KongrUkr/Zacon/Perspect.htm
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the nation-building projects undertaken in the Republic of Moldova by the central government in 

Chisinau and separatist leaders in Tiraspol. They contribute to the foundation of parallel and 

incompatible identities separately in each entity and in the country as a whole. Therefore, all 

these features obstruct nation construction, create a hostile perception of “us” and “them,” and 

make the pupils perceive their Motherland(s) differently. Lastly, the use of these primers may 

have a negative impact on national reconciliation and resolution of the Transnistrian conflict.  

 
6.3. The Stumbling of Reconciliation: Disruptive History Teaching in Moldova 

and Transnistria 
 

Jocelyne Bourgon, an experienced former Canadian public servant, pointed out that “the goal of 

nation-building is to build the collective capacity to achieve public results and to pursue a shared 

vision of the future.”1505 Indeed, it is important that citizens of a country share a common view 

about their nation’s future. Before reaching a consensus on a common future, the interpretation 

of the past should not divide but rather unite them. But divisiveness holds sway in the Republic 

of Moldova, where several conflicting narratives dominate the interpretation of the past in 

history education. The ways in which the “past” and the “present” are envisioned in this post-

Soviet state do not accord with a common understanding of the future. More to the point, as 

Veronique Benei observed, “the teaching of history has particular prominence in relation to the 

process of nation-building, [while] the question of history [itself] has often been central to the 

maintenance – if not the creation – of a modern nation-state.”1506 In this respect it is essential to 

learn how history is being taught and how this educational process helps or rather impedes 

national reconciliation and nation building in this corner of Eastern Europe.  

 
History Education in Post-Soviet Moldova: Overview  
 
Right-bank Moldova 
 

In right-bank Moldova, the concept of national history, school curricula, and textbooks were and 

still are challenged by the political and public debates over the country’s political orientation and 

                                                           
1505 Jocelyne Bourgon, “The History and Future of Nation-Building? Building Capacity for Public Results,” 
International Review of Administrative Sciences, Vol. 76-2 (June 2010): 198. 
1506 Veronique Benei, “Teaching of History and Nation-Building.” Review of Krishna Kumar, “Prejudice and Pride: 
School Histories of the Freedom Struggle in India and Pakistan,” Economic and Political Weekly, Vol. 37, No. 47 
(November 2002): 4697. 
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titular nation’s cultural and ethnic identities. However, although frequently contested by the 

Moldovanist and pro-Russian state authorities, the subject “History of the Romanians” 

introduced in 1991 remained intact in the high school curricula for more than a decade.1507 

Course materials and school textbooks were published in Romanian and Russian by local 

historians or in collaboration with foreign, i.e., Romanian co-authors.1508 In 2006 the Communist 

government, led by President Vladimir Voronin, managed to substitute the “History of the 

Romanians” with a course entitled “Integrated History.” In the new concept, the Romanian 

component was excluded while the Moldovan appeared along with World History. It was evident 

that the attempts to change, and ultimately replace, the “History of the Romanians” with the so-

called “Integrated History” had political connotations. Before and after 2006 Romanianist civil 

society, academic community, school teachers, students, and parents protested frequently in 

order to defend what they considered the correct national history of the country and nation.1509 

Six years later things changed. In March 2012, Mihail Şleahtiţchi, the Alliance for European 

Integration’s Minister of Education, issued an Order according to which the school subject 

“History” was renamed into the “History of the Romanians and the World.”1510  

The perception of those mutually exclusive courses, i.e., the “History of the 

Romanians” and the “History of Moldova” as a constituent part of the so-called “Integrated 

History” was different in right-bank Moldova. Generally, in schools where Romanian was the 

language of instruction there arose collective objections and protests against the version of 

history promoted by the Moldovan Communists and partisans of the Moldovanist theory.1511 On 

the other hand, even among the Romanian-speaking pedagogues and high school youth, there 

were some who rejected the “History of the Romanians” and preferred its alternative. For 

instance, one of my former university colleagues advocated for the “History of Moldova” and 

stated that those who accepted the “History of Romanians” were brainwashed.1512  

                                                           
1507 For the short transitional period the course was entitled “History of the Principality of Moldova and of the 
Romanian nation [Istoria Țării Moldovei și a neamului Românesc].” The author himself delivered it in fall 1990. 
1508 Igor Ojog, Igor Șarov, Istoria Românilor (Chisinau: Cartdidact, 1992); idem, Kratkii kurs lektsii po istorii rumyn 
(Chisinau: Cartdidact,1992); Ioan Scurtu, Ion Șișcanu, Marian Curculescu, Constantin Dircă, Aurel Constantin 
Soare, Istoria Românilor. Epoca contemorană. Manual pentru clasa a XII-a (Chisinau: Prut Internațional, 2001); H. 
Daicoviciu, P. Teodor, I. Câmpianu, Istoriia rumyn (Chisinau, 1993). 
1509 Sergiu Musteaţă, Educaţia istorică între discursul politic şi identitar în Republica Moldova (Chisinau: Pontos, 
2010), 66-67, 82-85, 92, 97. 
1510 Order no. 124 was issued on 7 March 2012: “In Regards to Organization of the History Education in the 
Secondary Education.” The author received a copy of this document from Dr. Sergiu Musteață. 
1511 Musteaţă, Educaţia istorică, 81-82. 
1512 Nicolae Culiuc. Interview recorded by author. 09:20-12:10, 14 June 2013. 
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 The situation in schools with Russian-language instruction was often the opposite. 

There, the “History of Romanians” was, if not totally rejected or boycotted, at least unwelcome. 

It distanced the Russian speakers from the Soviet-style interpretation of the past and created a 

personal or professional discomfort for some of them. As a Chisinau-based Russian-speaking 

teacher put it, “teachers, students and their parents perceive the ‘History of Romanians’ 

negatively because we live in Moldova and must therefore learn the Moldovan language and the 

‘History of Moldova’ and not the history and language of a foreign country.”1513 Dr. Natalia 

Repina, who lived in Soviet and post-Soviet Moldova for many years, worked at the Ion Creangă 

State Pedagogical University in Chisinau, and currently resides in Russia, thinks along the same 

lines. As she recalls, the “introduction of the ‘History of the Romanians’ made students and 

parents feel offended and precisely this change was one of the causes that pushed them out of 

Moldova.”1514  

There were, however, other opinions of Russian-speaking pedagogues that sharply 

conflicted with the preceding ones. A high school teacher with more than two decades of 

experience in Chisinau commented that the perception of the “History of the Romanians” was 

normal. She pointed out that: “all understood that one can be a ‘Moldovan’ in the sense of 

citizenship while being ‘Romanian’ is an ethnic identification, and therefore these concepts are 

historically conditioned and explainable.”1515 Her concluding statement was that children and 

parents had a reasonable approach toward the study of the historical past of the Romanian people 

who inhabit both the Republic of Moldova and Romania.1516 

The negative perception of the “History of the Romanians” among some secondary 

education teachers, students, and parents persisted at the next level of instruction and perhaps 

intensified. Studying the national history of Romanians in post-secondary institutions turned out 

to be a serious challenge for many Russian speakers pursuing a History major. Some were 

unhappy with the title of this compulsory course, with its content, and, what was more, with the 

teaching methodology instructors were required to employ. Slava Zinger, an alumnus of the 

Faculty of History and Ethno-Pedagogy at the Ion Creangă State Pedagogical University in 

Chisinau, stated that because he grew up in a Russian-speaking environment and studied only in 

                                                           
1513 L. Krauze, e-mail message to author, 24 May 2013. 
1514 N. Repina, e-mail message to author, 27 May 2013. 
1515 S. Kolotil’shchikova, e-mail message to author, 24 May 2013. 
1516 Ibid. 
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the Russian language, he could not help but negatively perceive the “History of the Romanians,” 

which unlike the history of France, Russia, or England was very unpopular among his 

colleagues.1517 According to Zinger, this unpopularity resulted from two main causes: “the lack 

of interesting monographs and good textbooks in Russian, and the students’ lack of knowledge 

of the Romanian language.”1518  

  The situation of the Russian-speaking students enrolled at that institution worsened 

when the Department of the “History of Romanians” decided to eliminate the Russian-language 

version of the course and offered it only in Romanian. Dr. Sergiu Musteaţă, currently the Dean 

of the History and Geography Faculty, recalled that the aim was to help the Russian-speaking 

students to integrate better into Moldovan Romanian-speaking society, learn Romanian, and 

popularize the history of the Romanian nation among Moldova’s ethnic minorities.1519 However, 

that approach received conflicting assessments from many students and ultimately did not 

achieve the results expected. It seems that overall the Russophone students learned neither the 

language nor the history. Thus, one of my former students (I taught Western Europe’s medieval 

and early modern history in Russian and Romanian) remembered that “half of us did not 

understand the [Romanian] language; we acquired no knowledge of that subject, and we had no 

love and respect for the history of this state.”1520 In theory, Russian-speaking students were 

expected to have a good knowledge of Romanian after they graduated from high school. In 

reality, however, they did not know it and were incapable of using it at the university level. As a 

Russified ethnic Ukrainian alumna wrote, she felt discriminated against, and the strategy of 

teaching the “History of Romanians” in Romanian was pointless: 

 

Yes, I was discriminated against. I studied history in a class where Russian was the 
language of instruction and where ninety per cent of my colleagues did not speak 
Romanian at the level needed for studying the five-year compulsory course of the 
“History of the Romanians.” All these five years we were taught in Romanian. At 
this point, I am still thinking, who benefited from this? I neither learned the 
language nor the subject. Besides, when I was accepted into the program no one 
informed me about this situation.1521 

 

                                                           
1517 Slava Zinger, e-mail message to author, 27 May 2013. 
1518 Ibid. 
1519 Sergiu Musteaţă, e-mail message to author, 1 June 2013. 
1520 Natalia Daradur, e-mail message to author, 31 May 2013. 
1521 Polina Podmazko. Interview via email on 3 February 2012. 
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But some students thought otherwise. Thus, another alumna, also an ethnic Ukrainian, 

wrote that she found nothing wrong with studying the “History of the Romanians” in high school 

and learning from Romanian-language sources while pursuing her major in History at the 

university level. Victoria Sukhoruchko pointed out that it was her “wonderful [high school] 

teacher Zakharova Nadezhda Vasil’evna who instilled in me the love for her subject and who got 

me interested in the history of the Romanians.”1522 She confessed that even though “it was 

indeed difficult [in University] to prepare for seminars and exams from Romanian-language 

sources, I handled it by using the dictionary, by making a great effort, and spending a lot of time 

on my studies.”1523 Another example is Natalia Antonova, an ethnic Russian alumna of the same 

institution who resettled in Russia and teaches history there. Antonova replied that “studying the 

‘History of the Romanians’ was interesting because the history of Romania, Moldova was much 

more interesting than it seemed at the first glance, and besides, instructors felt sorry for us and 

allowed us to conduct seminars in Russian.”1524  

As one may notice, whereas some representatives of the Russian-speaking students 

were unhappy with the practice of being taught in the Romanian language, considering it wrong 

and ineffective, others saw it as appropriate, though not easy to deal with. In this context, it is 

worth citing Dr. Natalia Repina, an ethnic Russian and former faculty member at the institution:  

 

I believe that Moldova’s Russian speakers themselves are to blame, for they did not 
want to learn the Moldovan (or Romanian) language. This undoubtedly influenced the 
political situation during the late 1980s. As for the teaching of the “History of the 
Romanians” in Romanian, I discussed this matter with my Russian-speaking students. 
They did not resent the fact that it was taught in the official language of the state, but 
resented rather the course’s content. Nevertheless, as usual and at all times, there were 
always lazy students who did not want to learn regardless of the language of 
instruction. In other words, I have not heard about particular expressions of 
indignation, but if I had heard them, I would not have supported them. It is ridiculous 
to live in a country without understanding and knowing its official language.1525  

 

The result of teaching in Romanian a pan-Romanianist approach toward Moldova’s 

national history was that the number of Russian-speaking students at first fell dramatically in this 

                                                           
1522 Victoria Sukhoruchko, e-mail message to author, 27 May 2013. 
1523 Ibid. 
1524 Natalia Antonova, message via skype to author, 26 May 2013; Sergiu Musteaţă, e-mail message to author, 1 
June 2013. 
1525 Natalia Repina, e-mail message to author, 27 May 2013. 
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Faculty. Later, from 2012 on, there were no such classes with Russian-speaking students.1526 The 

latter preferred other domestic institutions where the courses are delivered in Russian and in 

ways that fit better their cultural and geopolitical orientation (e.g. pan-Slavism, pro-Russianism, 

and Moldovanism).1527 Furthermore, taking into account the attitude which the majority of the 

Russian speakers have toward the proper name of the state language and their preconceived view 

of the “History of the Romanians,” the way Moldovan national history was taught fostered 

disunity and did not build a foundation for the creation of a Moldovan civic identity.  

To sum up, the Romanianists support the teaching of the “History of Romanians” and 

through this indicate their pro-European orientation; and the Moldovanists consider only the 

“History of Moldova” to be appropriate as a national history and prefer Russia as the most 

important political partner of the country instead of Romania and the EU. The situation is 

uncertain and, as the events of the last two decades show, the replacement of one history 

narrative with another should not be excluded as possible in the future. The tough question, 

however, is: how is it possible to reach agreement with the TMR when the approach toward 

teaching Moldova’s national history is politically divisive in the areas controlled by the central 

government in Chisinau. 

 
Transnistria  

 
The official perception of history and history education in Transnistria stands in contrast to that 

of right-bank Moldova. In the TMR, the Soviet-type approach toward national and world 

histories was enforced after 1991. Yet, whereas in the rest of the former USSR scholars, 

politicians, and the public sphere debated so-called “white spots,” regardless of whether 

compromise had been achieved or not, in Moldova’s breakaway region no alternative or 

opposing views were accepted and tolerated by the authorities in Tiraspol. In the TMR, pro-

Soviet and pro-Russian views of history dominated in politics, education, and scholarship. Since 

the early split between the political elites in Chisinau and Tiraspol and after the “History of the 

Romanians” was introduced, the secessionist leadership went on “preserving Moldavian people, 

culture, and language” through maintaining Soviet-style school curricula in history education.1528 

                                                           
1526 Sergiu Musteaţă, e-mail message to author, 25 March 2016. 
1527 For these reasons public pro-Romanianist institutions were preferred to private pro-Russian and Moldovanist 
ones (e.g., the Slavonic University and High Anthropological School, both in Chisinau). 
1528 Musteaţă, Educaţia istorică, 119. 
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In particular, this approach determined the educational standards and ideological policies for 

teaching local and world history and the “Moldavian” language and literature. Transnistrians 

were clear about what history courses were to be taught, textbooks elaborated, and 

historiographic direction pursued. The orientation toward Moscow and the economic support, 

which Russia provided Transnistria, not only justified the TMR’s geopolitical course but also 

encouraged a pro-Russian history education.  

The post-1991 history education in Transnistria is an adjusted version of the former 

Soviet one. There the teaching of history consists of three subjects: the “History of the 

Motherland” (i.e., Russia), the “History of the Native Land” (a “regional component of the 

history of the Fatherland” and of history of the “little Motherland”),1529 and “World History.”1530 

The number of academic hours devoted to each of these three subjects indicates which subject is 

a priority for the separatist authorities in Tiraspol. For example, the curriculum for Twentieth 

Century History for ninth grade has 102 hours per year. Of these, “the History of Russia” was 

given 48 hours, “World History” 32 hours, and the “History of Moldavia” only 22 hours.1531 In 

contrast, in Moldova the curriculum for the same grade had a total of 68 hours per year, of which 

36 were for “World History” and 32 for national history.1532 Furthermore, starting with grade six, 

the Transnistrian children study the “History of the Motherland” from Russian textbooks, in 

contrast to Moldova where the history of Russia is included in “World History.”1533 Last but not 

least, the production of history textbooks for national history also illustrates the approach of the 

Transnistrian authorities toward history education. Thus, whereas right-bank Moldova published 

more than 50 textbooks within a period of two decades, Transnistria published only three.1534   

The kind of history being taught in the breakaway region has remained stable since the 

formation of the TMR. It depends on political orientation of the leadership and its determination 

to build an independent Transnistrian state. The dominant tendency in this matter is to accept the 

official narrative and confute any pro-Romanian and pro-EU interpretation of historical events 

                                                           
1529 L. E. Petrakova’s review of “Uchebnik rodnogo kraia kak istochnik znaniia i sredstvo obucheniia,” Istoricheskii 
Al’manakh Pridnestrov’ia, No. 11 (Bendery: Poligrafist 2010): 174-179. 
1530 Musteaţă, Educaţia istorică, 121. 
1531 Ibid., 121. 
1532 Ibid., 94. 
1533 The TMR translates them into Romanian (but in Cyrillic script). See V.I. Buganov, P.N. Zyr’ianov, Istoriia 
Rossii. Konets XVII-XIX vek. 2 chast’. Uchebnik dlia 10-go klassa (Moscow: Prosveshchenie, 2000); V.I. Buganov, 
P.N. Zyr’ianov, Istoria Rusiei. Sfyrshitul sek. XVII-XIX. Manual pentru klasa a 10-chea (Moscow: Prosveshchenie, 
2000). 
1534 Musteaţă, Educaţia istorică, 136-148. 



351 
 

and instead focus on studying Russian history and that of the self-proclaimed republic. The 

general position of the Russian-speaking population in the region towards history might be 

summarized as follows: “We [i.e., Transnistrians] share a lot with this country [Russia]: a 

common history and cultural ties. And, by the way, the bond with it is much greater than with 

Romania.”1535 At the same time, referring to the national history of the TMR, Andrei Safonov, a 

local political analyst, pointed out that “it is the history of our Motherland”– a statement that 

corresponds with and expresses the official dogma of Tiraspol about the history of the TMR.1536 

The opinions of the representatives of the Romanian speakers in Transnistria can be 

grouped into two main categories. To the first belong those who accepted the situation as it was 

and preferred to benefit from it. To the second belong those who disagreed but had no alternative 

except to comply with the curricula or leave. Hence, as one of the interviewees replied: 

“Teachers are used to doing what they are required to do. Maybe they like to perform their 

professional duties in this way because they still have a job. Ultimately, they probably think that 

what they do is right and more accurate than what their Moldovan counterparts do.”1537 Besides, 

as this respondent continued, “perhaps it is normal to learn Russian history because the high 

school students will go to study in Tiraspol, and after all they foresee more opportunities in 

Russia than in Moldova or Romania.”1538 Another opinion provides a different interpretation and 

insightful details about the realities in the TMR and its history education. It belongs to a former 

Romanian-speaking high school teacher who taught in the region for almost two decades and 

ultimately left it for Russia since life in the TMR had become harder and harder:  

 

In Transnistria, the history of the native land and Russian history are studied without 
any discussion. This is the position of the Ministry of Education. Nobody dares to 
persuade or express his or her points of view because the list of the textbooks is 
approved and the curriculum’s requirements are mandatory. Otherwise, the school 
would not pass accreditation and would lose its license. Also, there dominates the 
dictate as in Soviet times and censorship. This scares people, and if they want to live 
and work there, they must fear and obey without questioning the official position of the 
leadership. Only older-generation teachers are still able to privately discuss anything. 
The youth is being educated in the way that the founding fathers of the Transnistrian 
republic want it... The younger generation’s mentality and civic position do not 

                                                           
1535 Natalia Daradur, e-mail message to author, 31 May 2013. 
1536 Andrei Safonov, “Pridnestrov’e: put’ v budushchee.” Available at 
http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:http://www.safonovpmr.com/downloads/kniga.doc 
(accessed 9 June 2015).  
1537 Svetlana Nichitovschi-Moisa, e-mail message to author, 9 June 2013. 
1538 Ibid. 

http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:http://www.safonovpmr.com/downloads/kniga.doc
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contradict the doctrine of the Transnistrian state... Lastly, there is no sense in having 
any revolutionary ideas over there... 1539 

 

An addition needs to be made to the above statement. “Scare” and “fear” do not apply only to 

Romanian-speaking educators. I contacted many individuals who teach history in the 

Transnistrian schools where the language of instruction is Russian. Some would ignore all my 

attempts to contact them, while others refused to participate in my research. One of the messages 

I received read: “I have forwarded your questions to my daughter’s history teacher. She will read 

them today, but there is no guarantee that she will answer. She does not believe that her safety 

and anonymity will be guaranteed as said. So, it all depends on how much your questions are 

safe for her career.”1540 Ultimately, I heard nothing either from the person who tried to mediate 

the interview or from the teacher. 

Ideological exclusivity dominates history education in the Republic of Moldova both as 

a whole and in both entities. In right-bank Moldova, the conflict regarding teaching national 

history was conducted between two rival camps. The Romanianists supported the “History of 

Romanians.” This position holds that ethnic and political Romanian identities are worth building 

in the country and justifies a pro-EU orientation. The Moldovanists, on the contrary, consider the 

“History of Moldova” a suitable and sustainable concept for Moldovan nationhood in which 

Russia appears as its primary international partner. Therefore, history teaching in right-bank 

Moldova is disruptive. Not only have these two concepts of national history aggravated the 

situation there, they also gave Transnistrians additional grounds to exclude themselves from the 

all-Moldovan nation-building political project and to pursue a different path of national 

construction and history education. On the other hand, history education in the TMR is based on 

a clear and stable ideological and political trend – the study of local history strengthened through 

rapprochement with the former Soviet and modern Russian historical narratives.  

 
History Narratives in Moldovan and Transnistrian Textbooks 

 
Hence, Moldova and Transnistria adopted polarized approaches toward nation building, and this 

difference was reflected in their divergent treatment of historical events in textbooks. Tatiana 

Minkina-Milko, the deputy head of the History Education Division within the Council of Europe, 

                                                           
1539 Anonymous respondent [3], e-mail message to author, 13 June 2013. 
1540 Anonymous respondent [4], e-mail message to author, 18 June 2013. 
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pointed out that: “history teaching should be based on mutual respect and not used to create an 

image of an enemy, particularly when teaching about neighbors.”1541 Although the Republic of 

Moldova incorporates Transnistria de jure, Moldova is de facto a neighbor to the secessionist 

quasi-state, and thus Minkina-Milko’s statement can be applied to this country as well. Indeed, 

as stated by a Moldovan teacher, “what if not ‘History,’ as a compulsory subject included in the 

school curriculum, forms stable personal views and positions?”1542 Given the case of the 

unresolved Transnistria conflict, the history textbooks produced in Tiraspol and Chisinau may 

serve as a good example of how education can facilitate or impede reciprocal trust in a conflict-

torn society.   

Three different narratives have been developed in post-Soviet Moldovan history 

textbooks. In Transnistria, the adapted pro-Soviet and pro-Russian narratives were not 

challenged by changes in the political leadership. In Moldova, two narratives competed and 

conflicted: the pro-Western Romanianist and the pro-Russian Moldovanist. The interpretation of 

events in history textbooks published in right-bank Moldova took sharp and opposite positions 

on events, regardless of their chronological framework - imperial Russia, the USSR, or the post-

Soviet era. 

 
Imperial Russia: Territorial Acquisitions and Nation-Building  

 
The period when the current TMR (without the city of Bender) and Bessarabia were both parts of 

the Romanov realm was framed by two crucial events. The first refers to the apogee of the 

empire’s territorial extension when Russia annexed these lands after the conclusion of the Russo-

Turkish wars. The second was the collapse of the Russian monarchy, when new rulers held these 

territories, i.e., the USSR the former and the Kingdom of Romania the latter. Different accounts 

of these events are found in history textbooks published in the Republic of Moldova. Usually, the 

narratives in Transnistrian textbooks conflict with those in Moldova’s. The only exception 

consists of those textbooks published in Chisinau by Moldovanists, who treat many historical 

events from the same perspective as the Transnistrian publications.     

                                                           
1541 Tatiana Minkina-Milko, “Teaching and Learning History for Strengthening Reconciliation and Peace Building 
Process: Experience of the Council of Europe,” in Rethinking Education for Social Cohesion: International Case 
Studies (Education, Economy and Society), ed. Maha Shuayb (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2012), 236-237. 
1542 Svetlana Kolotil’shchikova, e-mail message to author, 23 May 2013. 
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The textbooks’ authors in Transnistria created a positive image of the Russian Empire 

when they discussed the wars between Russia and Ottomans during the eighteen–nineteenth 

centuries. In their view, the outbreak of the Russo-Turkish War of 1806-1812 was met with joy 

by the population of the Principality of Moldavia. Moreover, they continue, Moldavians not only 

took the side of the Russians on the battlefield but also gladly helped the latter in any way they 

could, “provided food supply and fodder, built and repaired roads and bridges, and assisted 

willingly in transportation” and other military issues.1543 The Transnistrian reader also learns that 

Moldavia was a backward country and that its population greatly benefited from the six years of 

the Russian occupation of its eastern part, i.e., Bessarabia, annexed to the empire in 1812. 

Furthermore, Transnistrian historians claim that it was precisely during that time that in 

Moldavia “economic life was revived, medical care was improved, and education began to 

develop.”1544 This pro-Soviet and pro-Russian approach was countered by the Chisinau-based 

historians, who wrote about the suffering of the Moldavian population and of the country as a 

whole upon their occupation by Russians in 1806.1545 

 Another example of divergent interpretations is the Treaty of Bucharest, which the 

Ottoman Porte and Russians signed in May 1812. The Tiraspol textbook stated that it brought 

relief and liberation to the Moldavians. It even affirmed that the latter “stood alongside the 

Russians and fought the French invaders and defended their Motherland” when Napoleon 

Bonaparte attacked the Russian Empire in June 1812.1546 These assertions perpetuated the Soviet 

paradigm of Russo-Moldavian friendship and the role that treaty played in the fate of the 

Moldavians.1547 The narrative included in the Transnistrian textbook has a stronger ideological 

than factual grounding. Indeed, there had been Moldavian volunteers in the imperial army since 

the eighteenth century, but it is hard to imagine Bessarabian peasants fighting Napoleon’s army 

for the country that only shortly before had become their new Motherland, i.e. Russia.1548 Also, 

although a part of the Moldavian nobles wished to get rid of Ottoman dominance, the majority of 
                                                           

1543 Babilunga, Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia, 12-13.  
1544 Ibid., 14. 
1545 Ion Varta, Tatiana Varta,  “Contribuții documentare la istoria Moldovei în perioada ocupației militare ruse din 
timpul războiului ruso-turc din anii 1806-1812,” Destin Românesc, no. 2-78 Chisinau-București (2012): 40-66. 
1546 Babilunga, Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia, 15. 
1547 The Moldovan historian Vlad Mischevca called the year of 1812  “annus horribilis.” See Vlad Mischevca, Anul 
1812: două secole de la anexarea Basarabiei de către Imperiul Rusiei (Chisinau: Elan Poligraf, 2012), 78-85. 
1548 In a recent paper focused on the peoples of the imperial Russia periphery who took part in the so-called 
“Patriotic War of 1812,” the author made no mention of the participation of Moldavians in this event. See N. F. 
Bugai, “Periferiinyi faktor v bor’be narodov Rossii protiv Napoleona v nachale XIX veka,” Bylye Gody. Vol. 25, no. 
3 (2012): 6-16. 
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the population and leaders of the country suffered greatly from the war itself and from the abuses 

committed by the Russian military occupation.1549  

For Moldova’s partisans of the “History of the Romanians,” however, there was no 

liberation in 1812, but a territorial division of the country, which resulted from Russia’s and 

Austria’s desire to resolve the so-called “Eastern Question.”1550 Also, if in Transnistria’s 

textbook the “Bessarabian Question” emerged from the Romanian occupation of this region in 

1918, the Moldovan Romanianists linked the genesis of this problem with the Bucharest Treaty 

of 1812, by which Russia annexed the eastern part of Moldavia, renaming its new acquisition 

Bessarabia one year after the war ended.1551 The text also says that all the imperial wars and 

occupations during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries by Austria, Russia, and Turkey 

impeded the Moldavians’ economic and political development and that Moldavians in particular 

suffered from the tributes and other obligations the Russians imposed on them.1552   

Social and economic developments in Bessarabia and in the territory that today belongs 

to the TMR were described in history textbooks depending on the authors’ understanding of the 

1792 and 1812 events. Because the “inclusion” (prisoedinenie) of these territories into Russia 

was presented in the Transnistrian textbook exclusively as a progressive act, economic and social 

reforms and the developments in culture, education, and science consistently received a positive 

interpretation.1553 Although the textbook focused primarily on the lands beyond the Dniester 

River it still made references to Bessarabia and Moldavians who lived on both banks of the river. 

After the inclusion of these territories into the empire, Moldavians “became full citizens of 

Russia and for two centuries were in constant connection with Russians, Ukrainians, Belarusians, 

and other peoples of a united country from which the [modern] Moldavian nation has 

emerged.”1554   

The Romanianist authors of the Moldovan textbooks presented the annexation of 

Bessarabia in 1812 as a negative event in the history of the Moldavian Principality and of the 

Romanian nation as a whole. They emphasized that the Tsarist government provided fertile land 

                                                           
1549 See the very detalied book review written by the Ukrainian scholar Oleksandr Ponomar’ov, “Dvukhstoletie 
Bukharestskogo traktata i formy ekonomicheskoi ekspluatatsii Dunaiskikh Kniazhestv (razmyshleniia nad knigoi 
doktora habilitat istorii Alekseia Agaki ‘Rumynskie Kniazhestva pod russkoi voennoi okkupatsiei 1806–1812 gg.’)”, 
Ukraїns’kyi іstorychnyi zbіrnik, Vyp. 15. Kyiv (2012): 358-365. Also Mischevca, Anul 1812, 70-71. 
1550 Istoriia. Uchebnik dlia XI klassa. N. Kikush, I. Sharov, (at al.) (Kishinev: Kartdidact, 2007), 174, 178, 180. 
1551 Ibid., 181. 
1552 Ibid., 176-177. 
1553 Babilunga, Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia, 15-16, 51-69, 79-82, 109-119. 
1554 Ibid., 16. 
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to colonists whom it settled in Bessarabia at the expense of the locals and that Moldavians 

experienced in full the policies of Russification and cultural assimilation after their annexation. 

In turn, the Chisinau-based Moldovanists pursued an opposite ideological vector. Even if their 

textbook also called the incorporation of eastern Moldavia into Russia “annexation,” everything 

else described fit Soviet, Russian, and Transnistrian approaches: the Bessarabian economy 

developed extensively, the region became an important economic center, and later its 

multinational population rebelled against tsarism.1555     

The nineteenth-century Romanians’ nation building and the fate of the Moldavians 

represent another central subject in the textbooks published by Chisinau and Tiraspol. The 

Moldovan Romanianists’ books identified the Revolutions of 1848 and the Crimean War (1853–

1856) as crucial historical events. The unification of Moldavia and Wallachia in 1859 was also 

explained as the natural outcome of the historical evolution of the Romanian nation, which, like 

the Italians and Germans, created modern nation-states in the mid-nineteenth century. The 

textbook stated that the realization of the Romanian national project was possible thanks to the 

leading role of France and the diplomatic support of England, Russia, and Prussia in the 1850s 

and 1860s.1556 The narrative also pointed out that the Eastern Moldavians (Bessarabians, then 

subjects of Russia) were cut off from their compatriots in Western Moldavia and from the rest of 

Romanians by the Bucharest Treaty of 1812 between Istanbul and St. Petersburg. Two excerpts 

from primary sources, one from a Russian police report and the second from a letter addressed 

by a Bessarabian noble to his “brothers” beyond the Prut River, are adduced to demonstrate two 

significant points: first, Russian concerns over the unification of Moldavia and Wallachia and the 

creation of the modern Romania; and second, the aspiration of Bessarabian Moldavians (and 

Romanians) to join their “Motherland Romania.”1557 Contrary to the Romanianists, the 

Moldovanists presented the creation of a united Romanian nation-state as irrelevant to eastern 

Moldavians, who were not part of this process.1558 The new Romanian state and society were 

alien to them; instead, the authors argue, they benefited from and preserved their Moldavian 

ethnic and cultural authenticity within the enlarged territory of Imperial Russia.1559     

                                                           
1555 Istoriia. Uchebnik dlia VII klassa. E. Certan, I. Moiseev (Kishinev: Univers Pedagogic, 2006), 44-51. 
1556 Istoriia. Uchebnik dlia XI klassa. N. Kikush, I. Sharov (et al.) (Kishinev: Kartdidact, 2007), 126, 128. 
1557 Ibid., 127. 
1558 Istoriia. Uchebnik dlia VIII klassa. P. Boico, V. Cincilei, M. Veverița (Chisinau: Univers Pedagogic, 2006), 30, 
80-83. 
1559 Ibid., 30, 80-83. 
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The Transnistrian authors tackled these themes too, but in a distorted way. They 

misrepresented the Revolution of 1848 in the Danube Principalities as an anti-Ottoman event that 

was “crushed by the Turks and other European monarchies.”1560 In reality, it was Russia that 

helped the Sublime Porte and the Habsburgs defeat the Revolution of 1848-1849 in these 

countries, for which it earned the label “Gendarme of Europe.”1561 Also, according to historians 

from the TMR, it was the Russian Empire, not other powers, that supported Wallachia and 

Western Moldavia in the creation of Romania.1562 This statement is inaccurate because it was 

France that did so, with the diplomatic support of England.1563 Even though this interpretation of 

events does not correspond to reality, it concords with the image of the Russian Empire as a 

benevolent power (dobrodetel’), and it is that attracts the interest of the Transnistrian apologists 

of the Russian Federation.   

The issue of national consciousness received particular attention in the history 

narratives. The Transnistrian textbook argued that the Moldavians of Bessarabia and Transnistria 

managed to preserve their name, culture, and identity only because their land became part of 

imperial Russia. To afford more ideological grounding for this statement, the authors referred to 

the Bessarabian intellectual Alexei Mateevici, who allegedly called the annexation of Bessarabia 

“an act of salvation for the Moldavian people, culture, and language.”1564 As shown earlier in 

this work, Mateevici was a pro-Romania-oriented Bessarabian nationalist. In reality he saw the 

salvation of the culture and language of Moldavians in Bessarabia in becoming part of 

Romania.1565 In addition, the Transnistrian history textbook stated that after Romania was 

created Western Moldavians “lost their identity” (poteriali svoiu samobytnost’) and became 

“Romanians.”1566  The readers are also told that Western Moldavians after 1859 began using an 

ethnonym, i.e. “Romanians,” which “in medieval Moldavia and Wallachia defined the most 

disenfranchised and oppressed serfs of Roma [ethnicity], [a term which] had nothing to do with 

                                                           
1560 Babilunga, Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia, 16-17. See Robert H Donaldson, Joseph L Nogee, The Foreign 
Policy of Russia: Changing Systems, Enduring Interests (Armonk, N.Y. M.E. Sharpe, 2009), 21. 
1561 Ibid., 21. 
1562 Ibid., 16. 
1563 Dumiru Diana, Marea Britanie și Unirea Principatelor Române (1856-1859) (Chisinau: Pontos,  2010), 166-
167. 
1564 Babilunga, Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia, 19. 
1565 Alexei Mateevici, Opere. Vol. I (Chisinau: Ştiinţa, 1993), 462-464. 
1566 Babilunga, Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia, 17-18. I have asked several Western Moldovans (i.e., from 
Romania) what they think of losing their Moldovan identity. Generally, they do not think they lost anything and 
state that they are still Moldovans, but also belong to a larger Romanian nation. 
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the Ancient Romans.”1567 Even today in Europe, and elsewhere, Romanians are often confused 

with Roma and ethnic Romanians are often mistakenly stereotyped as “Gypsies.” The 

Transnistrian textbook emphasizes the point to make the student associate Romanians with the 

Roma and the Romanian language with the Romani language. This is probably deliberate, since 

“Gypsy” is considered a derogatory word in much of East Central Europe.1568        

 Sometimes authors of the Tiraspol textbooks drew one-sided parallels in which the TMR 

is depicted more favorably than Bessarabia. The former was portrayed as entirely pro-Russian 

and tolerant toward any ethnic group or religious confession; the latter was presented as pro-

Romanian with a population highly intolerant towards the local “other.”1569 For example, it was 

stated that while in the late nineteenth–early twentieth centuries the Jews moved out from the 

region “for various reasons,”1570 they left Bessarabia only because they were harassed and 

persecuted. To illustrate the spread of anti-Semitism in this imperial periphery, i.e., Bessarabia, 

but not in the territory that is included today in the TMR,1571 the textbook highlighted the 1903 

Chisinau pogrom.1572  

The narrative of the Transnistrian textbook is misleading. Although the authors made a 

reference to Russian “monarchists,” one may get from the readings the sense that the 1903 

pogrom was carried out by Moldavian nationalists, the descendants of whom allegedly 

committed atrocities against Russian speakers in the MSSR in 1989-1991 and invaded the TMR 

in 1992.1573 The following excerpts demonstrate how historians in Tiraspol and their counterparts 

in Chisinau spoke of intolerance and anti-Semitism in the Romanov realm, bringing up the case 

of the Chisinau pogrom of 1903. Tiraspol’s history textbook states: “For several days the 

nationalists robbed with impunity, beat, and murdered on the streets innocent people whose only 

                                                           
1567 Ibid. According to the pan-Romanian theory, Romanians are descendants of the ancient Romans and Dacians. 
1568 A respondent from Kyiv, while answering the question about what she thinks of when hearing the word 
“Moldovans,” chose none of the answers from the suggested options, but instead added in handwriting the word 
“Gypsies.” 
1569 Babilunga, Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia, 128-129. 
1570 Ibid., 25. 
1571 On anti-Semithism and the anti-Jewish pogroms in areas currently included in the TMR, see A. K. Tyhonov, 
“Ievreis’ki pohromy 1881 r. v ukrains’kykh huberniiah Rosiis’koi imperii,” Ukrains’kyi istorychnyi zhurnal, no. 5 
(2007): 65-74 and Diana Dumitru, The State, Antisemitism, and Collaboration in the Holocaust: The Borderlands of 
Romania and the Soviet Union (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2016), 27-52. 
1572 Charles King writes that members of the “League of True Russians” and the “Union of the Russian People” “had 
been largely responsible for instigating the Chisinau pogrom of 1903.”  King, Moldovenii, 29. 
1573 For the similarity between the narratives used by these authors to describe the events of the early 1900s and late 
1980s, see Babilunga, Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia, 282-283 and 288-289. 
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fault was that they spoke ‘the wrong language’ and confessed ‘the wrong faith’.”1574 The 

Chisinau textbook states the following on the same subject: “The tsarist administration 

discriminated against certain ethnic groups (e.g., the Jews). During this period, pogroms were 

organized in Bessarabia and on the left bank of the Dniester River. In 1903 alone more than 40 

people were murdered.”1575 

 
Romanian Bessarabia and the MASSR between the World Wars 

 
The treatment of the twentieth century in Moldovan and Transnistrian history textbooks proceeds 

along the same lines. The textbook published in the TMR has an approach almost identical to the 

Soviet ones with regard to the October Revolution, foreign intervention, and Russian civil war. It 

eulogizes the Communists and Vladimir Lenin and highlights the sympathy and support for the 

new Bolshevik order among the ancestors of today’s Transnistrians.1576 And of course the 

textbook excoriates the Romanov monarchy, the Whites, and anyone not on the side of the 

Bolsheviks. Thus, the text states that in 1920 General Denikin’s men “shot the adherents of 

Soviet power, tortured and burned alive their relatives, returned the land to the owners, and 

confiscated livestock, grain, and other agricultural production.”1577 The same semantics are 

employed to describe foreign interventionists and local enemies. For example, Romanians, 

Austrians, and Germans “shot civilians [...], beat and shot peasants, burned their houses and 

deprived them of the property,” and local “counter-revolutionaries rose against Soviet Power, 

killed the Red Army conscripts, and peasants, and stole the grain.”1578 They were all labeled 

“bandits” and “cutthroats” (golovorezy).1579     

History textbooks published in Chisinau assess divergently the events of 1917-1918 in 

Russia, Bessarabia, and beyond the Dniester River, i.e., Ukraine. Whereas the Moldovanist 

historians legitimize the foundation of Soviet Russia, their Romanianist counterparts treat the 

October Revolution as a coup d’état against the pro-democratic Russian Provisional 

Government.1580 Furthermore, if the creation of the Moldavian Democratic Republic in 

                                                           
1574 Ibid., 129. 
1575 Istoriia. Uchebnik dlia XI klassa. N. Kikush, I. Sharov, (at al) (Kishinev: Kartdidact, 2007), 13. 
1576 Babilunga, Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia: 162-165, 172-174. 
1577 Ibid., 172-173. 
1578 Ibid., 168 and 178-179. 
1579 Ibid., 178-179. 
1580 Istorie. Epoca Contemporană. Manual pentru clasa a IX-a. Sergiu Nazaria (et al.) (Chisinau: Cartea Moldovei, 
2006), 14-15. 
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December 1917 was explained as the exercise of a people’s right to self-determination by both 

camps, the union with Romania in April 1918 was seen from opposite angles. The Moldovanists 

had (and retain it today) a view similar to that of the Transnistrians on this matter – the Union of 

Bessarabia with Romania was an illegitimate act.1581 The Romanianists, on the contrary, consider 

it a natural act aimed to build, enlarge, and significantly consolidate the Romanian nation-

state.1582 

The foundation of the MASSR in 1924 within the borders of Soviet Ukraine and the so-

called “Bessarabian Question” are also treated differently in the textbooks of Moldova and 

Transnistria. Given that for the leaders of the TMR the idea of building a nation-state in 

Transnistria is crucial, the narrative included in Transnistria’s “History of the Homeland” 

justifies the creation of the Moldavian ASSR. It connects this event with the restoration of 

Transnistrian statehood during the disintegration of the USSR and calls the Soviet occupation of 

Bessarabia in June 1940 “liberation” from the Romanian yoke. Yet the Transnistrian authors 

recognized that the establishment of Moldavian autonomy on Ukrainian soil was a political 

subversion, a Soviet weapon meant “to influence the mood of working men and peasants” in 

Bessarabia.1583 This interpretation differentiates the Tiraspol textbook from its Soviet 

predecessors. However, interpretations of this sort remained overshadowed by Soviet-type 

narratives. Thus, after the authors stated that the creation of the MASSR was purely a political 

affair, they wrote that Moldavians “insistently required that the Moldavian republic be formed” 

beyond the Dniester River.1584 The same argument, namely that it was the people’s will not that 

of the politicians to create the TMR in 1990, was also employed in this textbook. For instance, 

the authors wrote: “a broad popular movement was launched to revive the lost statehood in order 

to protect [Transnistrians] from the violence of Chisinau’s […] ethnocratic and […] totalitarian 

[…] regime.”1585   

The highly politicized and controversial subjects of the creation of the MASSR and the 

resolution of the so-called “Bessarabian Question” received conflicting interpretations in the 

Moldovan editions. The Moldovanists, like authors in Tiraspol, wrote that the Moldavian 

                                                           
1581 Istorie. Epoca Contemporană. Manual pentru clasa a XII-a. Sergiu Nazaria (et al.) (Chisinau: Cartea Moldovei, 
2006) 69-78. 
1582 Istorie. Epoca Modernă.Manual pentru clasa a VIII-a. Ion Varta (et al.) (Chisinau: Cartdidact, 2009), 78-80. 
1583 Babilunga, Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia, 188. 
1584 Ibid., 190. 
1585 Ibid., 289, 295. 
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autonomy “was legitimate as it confirmed the left-bank Moldavians’ right of self-

determination.”1586 The “History of the Romanians” explained, on the contrary, that the MASSR 

was not a product of the people’s will, but a strategic and ideological tool against Romania 

intended “to revolutionize the whole Balkans.”1587 Furthermore, Moldovanists and Romanianists 

in Chisinau described the fate of Bessarabia during the interwar period in a similar one-sided 

fashion. Whereas the former saw the area as an agrarian and undeveloped Romanian periphery in 

which ethnic minorities suffered from Romanianization and anti-Semitism,1588 the latter focused 

on the economic and cultural benefits that Bessarabia gained from union with Royal Romania in 

1918.1589 It needs to be mentioned that the Romanianists did not totally neglect the problem of 

ethnic minorities in interwar Romania. In one instance, the narration concerns the role that 

minorities played in the development of the Romanian nation-state, but it barely described the 

problems they faced. Here is an example: “the problem of minorities was complicated and 

contradictory […]; the policies of the government toward them were discriminatory, and the 

Monarchy encouraged and promoted anti-Semitism.”1590 

It is interesting to see how historians in the TMR interpreted the Soviet Union’s 

interwar decades. Although briefly, readers were informed about the repressions of innocent 

people and excesses (peregiby) committed by the Soviet authorities.1591 These facts, however, 

seem to get lost among the abundance of other historical data, interpretations, and images that 

emphasize the great achievements of the Soviet country. Thus, industrialization and 

collectivization were just called “the transformation of the economy,” the collective farms 

appeared as the result of “the peasants’ great interest in new forms of cooperation,” while the 

developments in the industry were nothing but an imperative of the time.1592 

                                                           
1586 Istorie. Epoca Contemporană. Manual pentru clasa a IX-a. Sergiu Nazaria (et al.) (Chisinau: Cartea Moldovei, 
2006) 26. 
1587 Istoria Românilor. Manual pentru clasa a IX-a. Gh. Palade, Igor Șarov (Chisinau: Cartdidact-Reclama 
Moldovei, 2002), 37-39. 
1588 Istorie. Epoca Contemporană. Manual pentru clasa a XII-a. Sergiu Nazaria (et al.) (Chisinau: Cartea Moldovei, 
2006), 13. 
1589 Istorie. Epoca Contemporană. Manual pentru clasa a XII-a. Nicolae Enciu (Chisinau: Civitas, 2008), 21-22. 
1590 Istoria Românilor. Epoca Contemporană Manual pentru clasa a XII-a. Ioan Scurtu, Ion Șișcanu (et al.). 
(Chisinau: Balacron, 2006), 30-31. 
1591 Speaking of “enemies of people” the narrative mentions that “hundreds were sent to prisons, exiled or shot.” At 
the same time, there were no references to the GULAG, and Stalin’s name was completely omitted. See Babilunga, 
Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia, 193-194. 
1592 Ibid., 195-197, and 199. 
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 Furthermore, the causes for one of the widely debated questions, i.e., the Ukrainian 

Holodomor and other Soviet famines, were primarily reduced to droughts and poor harvests, and 

only afterwards, in a single sentence, was the deadly grain requisition mentioned.1593 Instead, the 

Transnistrian authors repeatedly wrote in detail about the help that the Soviet state provided to 

the starving population of the Moldavian ASSR. One may associate this statement with the 

situation after 1991, when residents of the TMR received and benefited from the economic and 

financial assistance of Russia (e.g., cheap gas, a supplement to the retirement pensions).  Also, 

one learns from the Transnistrian textbook that in fall 1921 peasants of the Tiraspol district 

received a loan of 392 tons of seed; next spring they received 3312 tonnes, whereas in 1925 the 

government’s help consisted of giving them cash, lowering grain requisition quotas, and 

providing seed as loan.1594 Concerning the Great Famine of 1932-1933 the text gives the figure 

of more than 20,000 people who perished in the MASSR and states that although the authorities 

helped the starving population, the assistance provided was not systematic and often late.1595  

The Soviet policy of korenizatsiia (indigenization of the elite) also received conflicting 

interpretations. The Romanianists called the policy a “Bolshevik experiment” similar to others 

undertaken in the whole country. In their opinion, which is similar to what can be found in 

Western historiography, the indigenization and “Moldavianization” were linked to nationality 

policies implemented by the Communist authorities in order to construct a distinct “Moldavian” 

identity, language, and culture.1596 The Moldovanists, on the contrary, depicted these policies as 

aimed toward the preservation of the Soviet Moldavians as a distinct nation and stated that 

Moldavians in Romanian Bessarabia were forcibly assimilated, i.e., Romanianized.1597 There is, 

however, one point shared by the textbooks of the rival historiographic camps. Both spoke 

almost in the same key about the Stalinist repressions, collectivization, and famines. Moreover, 

in contrast to the Transnistrian authors who denied that famines in the USSR were man-made, 

                                                           
1593 Ibid., 179 and 201. 
1594 Ibid., 180-181. 
1595 Ibid., 201.  The Moldovan scholar Oleg Galushchenko estimated 67,600 of victims of collectivization and 
famine in the MASSR. See Galushchenko, Naselenie, 24. 
1596 Istoria Românilor. Clasa a IX. Boris Vizer, Tatiana-Nagnibeda-Tverdokhleb (Chisinau: Știința, 2004), 39-41; 
Istoria Românilor. Epoca Contemporană Manual pentru clasa a XII-a. Ioan Scurtu, Ion Șișcanu (et al.) (Chisinau: 
Balacron, 2006), 84-86. 
1597 Istorie. Epoca Contemporană. Manual pentru clasa a XII-a. Sergiu Nazaria (et al.) (Chisinau: Cartea Moldovei, 
2006), 178-181. 
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the Chisinau-based historians linked the grain requisitions, collectivization, and starvation in the 

postwar MSSR (1946-1947) with the Soviet practices of the 1920s-1930s.1598      

The question whether Bessarabia was “liberated” or “occupied” by the Red Army in 

1940 is one of the most incandescent subjects not only in the public sphere but also within 

academia. The Moldovanists in Chisinau and historians in Tiraspol hold that Bessarabia was 

illegally occupied by Romania in 1918, while 1940 was when “the oppressed [Bessarabian] 

population joyfully cheered the Soviet liberators.”1599 The Romanianists, in opposition to this 

interpretation, consider that this was no peaceful resolution of the “Bessarabian Question.” 

According to them the problem was solved exclusively by force and blackmail as outcomes of 

the USSR’s foreign policy, i.e., the signing of the Nazi-Soviet Pact in August 1939.1600 Last but 

not least, if the Transnistrian publication skipped the entire period of June 1940 – June 1941, 

when the Soviets committed atrocities in Bessarabia, both the Moldovanist and Romanianist 

historians in right-bank Moldova highlighted them in an almost identical manner.1601   

 
The Second World War, the Great Patriotic War, and the Holocaust  

 
The history textbooks published in the Republic of Moldova after 1991 depict the Second World 

War in a controversial manner. First, they use exclusivist terminology in nomenclature. All right-

bank Moldovan textbooks, authored either by the Moldovanists or Romanianists, speak of it as 

“World War II.” Those from Transnistria present it as the “Great Patriotic War” – a term proper 

to the Soviet and post-Soviet-era Russian historical narrative and propaganda. Moreover, the 

Romanianists justify the participation of Romania in that war on the Axis side and argue that 

national interest, i.e., the recovery of territories that the Kremlin seized in June 1940, pushed 

                                                           
1598 Ibid., 14-15, 84; Istoria Românilor. Clasa a IX. Boris Vizer, Tatiana-Nagnibeda-Tverdohleb (Chisinau: Știința, 
2004), 39. 
1599 Istorie. Epoca Contemporană. Manual pentru clasa a XII-a. Sergiu Nazaria (et al.) (Chisinau: Cartea Moldovei, 
2006), 98; Babilunga, Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia,  212-213, 218. 
1600 Istoria Românilor. Epoca Contemporană. Manual pentru clasa a XII-a. Nicolae Enciu (Chisinau: Civitas, 2002), 
93-97. 
1601 Istorie. Epoca Contemporană. Manual pentru clasa a IX-a. Sergiu Nazaria (et al.) (Chisinau: Cartea Moldovei, 
2006), 58-59; Istoria Românilor. Epoca Contemporană. Manual pentru clasa a XII-a. Ioan Scurtu, Ion Șișcanu (et 
all) (Chisinau: Balacron, 2006), 98-101. 
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Romania into the war.1602 In contrast, Moldovanist authors (likewise Transnistrian), interpret the 

participation of Romania in the Soviet campaign as “aggression against the USSR.”1603  

The textbooks also differ in how they portray the horrors of the Second World War. 

There is no doubt that telling the truth about warfare and war crimes is important in teaching 

history. At the same time, it is important to employ appropriate vocabulary for this purpose. The 

Moldovan and Transnistrian textbooks use different vocabulary as they pursue different goals. 

Although both revealed the atrocities committed by the Germans and Romanians, the 

Transnistrian textbook targeted the latter more specifically. For instance, the authors in Tiraspol 

wrote that the citizens of “fascist Romania” subjected the population of Bessarabia and 

Transnistria to “unprecedented violence and abuse; [Romania’s] Siguranța (secret police) and 

Jandarmeria (military police) beat up and shot children in front of their parents and did the same 

to adults in front of their offspring.”1604    

Furthermore, the historians in right-bank Moldova completely neglected the subject of 

the Holocaust for more than a decade (1991–2005).1605 It was the Transnistrian textbook 

published in 2005 that shared the Western approach toward this tragedy. Although it did not use 

the term ‘Holocaust’, the textbook speaks frankly about the annihilation of the Jews, but in the 

context of “fascist Romania’s policies of Romanianization and colonization of Soviet 

territories.”1606 Although Romania does not necessarily fall into the category of fascist states 

(rather it was a country administered by a military dictatorship), the intention of such semantics 

in Moldova’s separatist region is to portray Romania in the darkest possible colors and to 

foreshadow the alleged Moldovan and Romanian “fascists'” aggression against Transnistria in 

1992.1607 

                                                           
1602 Istoria Românilor. Epoca Conteporană. Manual experimental pentru clasa a IX-a. Gh. Paladi, Igor Șarov 
(Chisinau: Cartdidact, 1998), 73. 
1603 Istorie. Epoca Contemporană. Manual pentru clasa a XII-a. Sergiu Nazaria (et al.) (Chisinau: Cartea Moldovei, 
2006), 138-139; Babilunga, Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia, 219-225. 
1604 Babilunga, Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia, 228-229. 
1605 Istoria Românilor. Epoca Conteporană. Manual experimental pentru clasa a IX-a. Gh. Paladi, Igor Șarov 
(Chisinau: Cartdidact, 1998), 67-72; Istoria Românilor. Epoca Conteporană Manual experimental pentru clasa a 
IX-a. Gh. Paladi, Igor Șarov (Chisinau: Cartdidact-Reclama, 2002),  54-55; Istoria Românilor. Clasa a IX-a. Boris 
Vizer, Tatiana-Nagnibeda-Tverdohleb (Chisinau: Știința, 2004), 51. See also Vladimir Solonari, “Public Discourses 
on the Holocaust in Moldova: Justification, Instrumentalization, and Mourning,” in Bringing the Dark Past to Light: 
The Reception of the Holocaust in Postcommunist Europe, edited by John-Paul Himka and Joanna B Michlic 
(Lincoln : University of Nebraska Press, 2013), 377-402. 
1606 Babilunga, Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia, 229. Authors acknowledged the participation of the Nazi SS in 
that atrocity. My italics. 
1607 I discuss this subject later in this chapter. 
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There is an explanation (though not an excuse) why the professional history writers in 

Chisinau devoted “extremely limited attention to the problem.”1608 The topic of the Holocaust 

and guilt was neglected for so long because of domestic political developments in post-Soviet 

Moldova (i.e., competing victimhood, the identity issue, and in general any historical data that 

negatively portrayed Romania and Romanians). However, even when this approach was 

changed, the Romanianist authors considered it sufficient to write only two sentences about the 

Holocaust, avoiding the term itself.1609 In contrast, the Moldovanists dedicated an entire sub-

chapter with lots of details about the Holocaust in “Moldavia and neighboring Ukrainian 

territories.”1610 The new approach has, besides the wish to tell the truth, a political context. 

Similar to the Transnistrians, the Moldovanists in Chisinau are likely interested in emphasizing 

Romania as a Nazi ally and merciless enemy to Moldovans. 

 
Post-War Recovery, Perestroika, and the Rise of Nationalism 

 
It may appear that the Moldovan and the Transnistrian textbooks have much in common in their 

treatment of the postwar decades until the beginning of perestroika. Both sides mention the 

economic revival, the construction of factories, industrialization, and changes in the life of the 

rural population. They also speak of improvements in the health care system, education, and 

culture. However, the assessment of the Soviet government policies was shaped by a one-sided 

approach in the textbooks published in Tiraspol. Thus, for instance, whereas the Moldovan 

textbooks referred to the food shortage of 1946-1947 as a man-made famine,1611 their 

Transnistrian counterparts denied any responsibility of the authorities in that tragedy. The 

textbook stated that the famine resulted from “an unprecedented drought” and “food shortage” 

and argued that the Soviet government helped the population dying from dystrophy with “food, 

money, fuel, and seed.”1612 Furthermore, even the collectivization and deportation of well-to-do 

Moldavian peasants, the so-called “kulaks,” were described by the textbook as an economic 

                                                           
1608 Diana Dumitru, “The Use and Abuse of the Holocaust: Historiography and Politics in Moldova,” Holocaust and 
Genocide Studies 22 (1) (2008): 53; Idem, “V labirinte politizatsii: prepodavanie Kholokosta v shkolah Respubliki 
Moldova,”  Holokost i suchasnist’. Studii v Ukraini i sviti 1 (3) (2008): 27-38. 
1609 Istoria Românilor. Epoca Contemporană. Manual pentru clasa a XII-a. Ioan Scurtu, Ion Șișcanu (et al) 
(Chisinau: Balacron, 2006),108. 
1610 Istorie. Epoca Contemporană. Manual pentru clasa a XII-a. Sergiu Nazaria (et al.) (Chisinau: Cartea Moldovei, 
2006), 145-152. 
1611 Boris Vizer, Istoria Contemporană a Românilor. Materiale experimentale pentru clasa a IX-a (Chisinau: Știința, 
1997), 88-89. 
1612 Babilunga, Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia, 260-262. 
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necessity: “the peasants failed to recover their prewar potential and fragmented farms,” and 

“there was a continuation of the collective farm construction” interrupted by the war.1613  

The approach toward nationalism in the Moldavian SSR was also polarized. Authors in 

Chisinau spoke about the anti-Soviet movement prior to the Gorbachev era and construed 

perestroika as a time of national awakening.1614 Transnistrians, in contrast, presented the MSSR 

as a paradise, an entity that possessed a real sovereign government that “practically was not 

controlled by the center.”1615 The narrative also held that Moldovan nationalists challenged the 

stability and prosperity that the Moldavian SSR achieved after 1944. Thus, according to the 

Transnistrian historians the pro-Romanian nationalists were to blame for “the triumph of 

nationalist obscurantism,” which led to “ethnic discrimination” against Russian speakers and 

ultimately led to the split of the republic.1616 

 
Collapse, Civil War, and Bloody Separation 

 
The culmination of the ideological conflict between the narratives of Moldovan and 

Transnistrian textbooks surfaced when the authors discussed the dissolution of the USSR and 

what followed. In an eventual resolution of the Transnistria conflict one of the greatest 

challenges for history teaching will be adjusting the antagonistic narratives to a mutually 

acceptable version of the truth. However, one may ask: how can a compromise be found when 

two different stories are taught about one common history and the education systems aim to 

consolidate irreconcilable nation-building projects? Can conciliation be achieved when 

Transnistria’s youth is being taught for the third decade that the Soviet Union was a place where 

the Constitution guaranteed social and ethnic equality, provided a happy childhood, and ensured 

freedom and human rights? Or that the USSR was a great country for the preservation of which 

“the patriotic forces [of the TMR]” fought against the “pan-Romanian Moldavian nationalists” 

who discriminated, persecuted, and murdered on the grounds of someone’s ethnicity, spoken 

language, or confession?1617 Furthermore, what can come from narratives according to which the 

August Putsch in Moscow in 1991 was not a Putsch but a “Putsch” and that “totalitarian” 

                                                           
1613 Ibid., 262-266. 
1614 Istoria Românilor. Epoca Contemporană. Manual pentru clasa a XII-a. Ioan Scurtu, Ion Șișcanu (et al.) 
(Chisinau: Balacron, 2006),185-190; Istorie. Epoca Contemporană. Manual pentru clasa a XII-a. Sergiu Nazaria (et 
al.) (Chisinau: Cartea Moldovei, 2006), 102-103. 
1615 Babilunga, Bomeshko, Istoriia rodnogo kraia, 282. 
1616 Ibid., 4 and 287. 
1617 Ibid., 282-289. 
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Moldova terrorized Transnistrians and militarily attacked their Motherland, the TMR?1618 Lastly, 

how willingly will the new generation of Transnistrians negotiate with Moldovans when their 

history textbooks continuously dehumanize the latter? Moldovans were labeled “terrorists,” 

“cutthroats,” and “Romanian cannibals” who kidnapped, killed, and sought to drown Transnistria 

in blood.1619  

No one doubts the facts of fraternal bloodshed during the Moldovan civil war in 1992 

and the crimes committed by the rival camps against civilians and servicemen both before the 

war broke out and during the combat. At the same time, what sympathy and tolerance toward the 

domestic “other,” i.e., the Transnistrians, could be cultivated among right-bank Moldovans when 

they are told another story. What should Romanian speakers feel about secessionism when they 

are taught that the national cause, for which their parents and grandparents fought, was just and 

that it was the Russian-speaking separatists backed by Russia who were responsible for the 

division of the country? It is the image of an irreconcilable enemy – separatist Transnistria and 

Russia – that impedes state building in the Republic of Moldova and dominates the history 

textbooks published in Chisinau.1620 Moreover, what should their Russian-speaking peers in 

right-bank Moldova feel about all these and other “truths,” according to which they are “aliens” 

and descendants of the “Soviet occupants”?   

 The narratives included in the Transnistrian and Moldovan textbooks about the last days 

of the Soviet Union and the Moldovan civil war appear to have been fashioned to generate and 

maintain ethnic hatred and political intolerance rather than to foster any willingness to reconcile.  

 
The Perception of History: Challenged by the Soviet Legacy and post-Soviet Reality  

 
Twenty-five years have passed since the USSR collapsed. Conflicting nation- and state-building 

projects have been undertaken in Moldova and Transnistria. As time passes, one may expect 

some changes in how adults and youth in these entities look at their history. What does 28 June 

1940 mean to them? How do they perceive the Second World War and other events that placed 

                                                           
1618 Ibid., 296, 298. 
1619 Ibid., 299, 301, 302, 304, 305. 
1620 Boris Vizer, Istoria Contemporană a Românilor. Materiale experimentale pentru clasa a IX-a (Chisinau: Știința, 
1997), 132-144; Istorie. Epoca Conteporană. Manual pentru clasa a XII-a. Nicolae Enciu (Chisinau: Civitas, 2008),   
260-263; Istorie. Epoca Conteporană. Manual pentru clasa a XII-a. Sergiu Nazaria (et al.) (Chisinau: Cartea 
Moldovei, 2006), 102-103. 
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their countrymen into opposing camps? The survey data elaborated for this research provide 

some interesting insights about these and other questions. 

 As mentioned earlier, the question of how Bessarabia became a Soviet subject has been 

seen as a cornerstone problem in political debates and the public sphere. Similar to the political 

elite of the country, the population also possesses different opinions about this event. Thus, 

according to my findings, whereas in right-bank Moldova 100% of Romanian-speaking adults 

and 90% of the youth consider that the USSR occupied the region in 1940, the results for the 

Russian speakers indicated a discrepancy between the two age groups. Although 78% of 

Moldova’s Russian-speaking adults opted for “liberation,” the opinions of the Russian-speaking 

youth vary: 40% said that Bessarabia was occupied, 30% that it was “liberated,” and the 

remaining 30% that they did not know.1621 The 40% who consider it occupation suggest the 

influence of Romanianist historians on Russian speakers’ perception of Moldova’s national 

history. The survey data depict an opposite picture in the case of the Russian-speaking 

respondents from the TMR. There, only 10% of the youth chose “occupied,” while 80% think 

that the Soviets liberated Bessarabia, which was the option chosen by 100% of Transnistria’s 

adults. At the same time, if in Transnistria 80% of the Romanian-speaking youth and 87% of 

adults see 28 June 1940 as “occupation,” this may indicate the partial failure of the historical 

education and propaganda imposed by Tiraspol on this particular ethnic group.1622  

 The perception of the Second World War also varies. It seems to depend on ethnicity, 

political orientation, and sometimes on the geographic location of respondents. Thus, to the 

overwhelming majority of Russian speakers regardless of where they live and their age, the war 

is still thought of as the “Great Patriotic War.” In contrast, for Romanian-speaking adults and 

youth in right-bank Moldova, this event is only “World War Two”, while Romanian-speaking 

Transnistrians are balanced between both options.1623 Therefore, Soviet and post-Soviet 

propaganda about the Great Patriotic War seems to have a more significant effect on all Russian 

speakers in the Republic of Moldova and only to a certain extent on Transnistria’s Romanian 

speakers.  

The survey participants saw the disintegration of the USSR in a similar way. Although 

with a slight deviation in the percentages, their position does not differ much from that expressed 

                                                           
1621 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 5 Tables and Figures 1.4.5.34 - 1.4.5.35, p. 978. 
1622 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 5 Tables and Figures 1.4.5.36 - 1.4.5.37, p. 979. 
1623 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 5 Tables and Figures 1.4.5.64 - 1.4.5.67, pp. 994-995. 
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about the Second World War. In contrast to their Romanian-speaking counterparts, Russian 

speakers regret the disappearance of the Soviet Union.1624 As for the Romanian-speaking 

respondents, when asked what they would have wanted for the Republic of Moldova in the early 

1990s, they answered “union with Romania”; the Russian speakers preferred it to remain part of 

the USSR.1625  

 
6.4. Conclusion 

 
In this chapter, I discussed the impact that the territorial separatism has on national-building, 

identity construction, and education in the Republic of Moldova. School textbooks used by the 

governments in right-bank Moldova and the TMR contribute to the creation of exclusivist 

identities. Therefore, Moldovan and Transnistrian textbooks can be assessed as disintegrative 

rather than formative factors in a unified national construction.  

For several decades, the construction of a cosmopolitan Soviet-type internationalist 

nationalism was projected by the Communist authorities. The making of the new man started in 

the earliest stages of one’s life when compulsory school primers (first grade reading books) were 

meant to foster this goal. The analysis of Soviet primers revealed that teaching children from 

textbooks written for pupils who spoke different languages influenced identity construction in 

the USSR as a whole and in the Moldavian SSR in particular differentially.     

The all-Union Russian language Bukvar’ was meant to create a common political 

identity for Russian-speaking pupils regardless of their place of residence. It thus laid the 

ideological foundations for the making of the Russian-speaking homo sovieticus in all parts of 

the Soviet Union. The “national” edition published in Chisinau was designed for achieving the 

same goal and taught ethnic Moldavians first of all to absorb a Soviet civic identity. On the other 

hand, it forced them to assimilate into that particular ethnic identity, i.e., Moldavian, in which the 

central and local authorities were politically interested. The results of this approach were that 

ethnic Moldavians and their Russian-speaking peers developed conflicting understandings about 

the Soviet Motherland. The findings demonstrated that whereas ethnic and civic identities of the 

former got split between the national (read local) and all-Soviet dimensions (in which 

ethnocentrism prevailed), the construction of the latter’s identity ended with them becoming true 

                                                           
1624 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 6 Tables and Figures 1.4.6.64 - 1.4.6.67, pp. 1050-1051. 
1625 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 6 Tables and Figures 1.4.6.79 - 1.4.6.82, pp. 1058-1059. 
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homines sovietici. Moreover, not only had they assimilated Russianness, but they also recognized 

the USSR as their only Motherland. It was the primers from which they learned to read and 

developed the feeling of belonging to the “Great Motherland” at the expense of the so-called 

“Little Motherland,” which was missing from the narrative of the all-Union Bukvar’.   

As in the former USSR, the policymakers in Moldova and Transnistria seek to infuse 

through the primers a sense of patriotism toward the Motherland and develop self- and collective 

identification in the younger generation. The findings reveal characteristics that the primers 

produced in the Republic of Moldova shared with their Soviet predecessors. Thus, in Moldovan 

and Transnistrian schools in which the language of instruction is Romanian, locally produced 

readers are used, just as in Soviet times. But where instruction is in Russian, Moldova employs 

its own textbooks, while Transnistria uses textbooks published in Moscow that have no 

connections with the “Motherland TMR.” Furthermore, as in the USSR, both the Moldovan and 

Transnistrian primers were elaborated on the basis of language and cultural identity, and 

therefore their contents differ. The readers made for Romanian speakers, regardless of the 

authors’ location, focused on and strengthened ethnic identity, although whereas the 

Transnistrian Abechedar propagates a clear Moldovan ethnic identity, the Abecedar of Chisinau 

has no clear designation of the ethnic identity it constructs. The latter fuses two ethnic and 

cultural identities, i.e., Moldovan and Romanian, and creates the image of Russian speakers as 

“others.” It completely ignores the existence of the minorities in the Republic of Moldova.  

This chapter demonstrated that the Russian-language Bukvar’ employed in primary 

education in Moldova and Transnistria serves the “Russian cause” (that is, making people 

culturally and politically oriented toward Russia) rather than serving a Moldovan or 

Transnistrian orientation. The Chisinau-made Bukvar’ used for Russian-speaking pupils, which 

contains some elements of civic nationalism, only at first glance appears to center on the 

construction of a Moldovan political identity. However, the analysis of the narrative and other 

components, such as images, showed that Moldova’s Bukvar’ made little use of features related 

to a Moldovan civic identity. Instead, it was saturated with allusions to Soviet and Russian 

cultural identities and can hardly be considered as oriented toward forming citizens of the 

Republic of Moldova for whom Moldova, not Russia, is the motherland. At the same time, the 

Moscow-made Bukvar’ induces Russian speakers in Transnistria to absorb the identity 
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propagated in Russia – an identity that does not necessarily conflict with the geopolitical 

interests of the separatist leadership, and perhaps meshes with them.   

Although history education should orient students and teachers toward reconciliation 

and build a common political identity, history textbooks produced in Moldova and Transnistria 

seem to pursue opposite goals. First of all, history education in the Republic of Moldova is 

challenged by multiple divisions. Out of the creation of the TMR and unresolved Transnistrian 

conflict there emerged parallel and exclusivist concepts of history: one in Chisinau and another 

in Tiraspol. History education in Transnistria is clear and stable, as it is focused on the local and 

on the history of Russia. In contrast, history teaching in Moldova was (and still is) challenged by 

two rival historiographical narratives. The Moldovanists stand for preserving everything 

Moldovan (e.g. history, state, nation, and language) and are closer to the Soviet/Russian 

interpretation of events. The Romanianists’ ideological background is pan- and pro-Romanian 

and mainly pro-Western. Therefore, the teaching of history in right-bank Moldova is disruptive 

and exclusivist and thus favors Transnistrian separatism and its parallel history education. 

The analysis of Moldovan and Transnistrian history textbooks led to several interesting 

insights. Usually, what the former criticized, the latter eulogized, and vice versa. The 

Moldovanists in Chisinau see Russia an ally, a position shared by the Transnistrians. But all 

parties responsible for history education suffer from a one-sided approach and promote a 

distorted interpretation of events. Ultimately, their products, i.e., the history textbooks, educate 

for antagonism. In Moldova the building of national identity is challenged by the conflict 

between political elites and academia regarding what is the “correct” national history. The 

position of Romanianists was dominant in education, scholarship, and the public sphere. The 

rivalry between the “History of Romanians” and the “History of Moldova” (the so-called 

“Integrated History) was disruptive, dividing right-bank Moldovan politicians, society, 

professional history writers, teachers, and students.    

The collected data indicate that history education in Transnistria is under the total 

control of the secessionist government. Over the years since its inception it has faced neither 

political nor ideological challenges; the curriculum has remained largely unchanged, since it 

reflects the official narrative of Transnistria’s “national” history. In Moldova the historical 

subjects and textbooks used in teaching were open to public debate. By contrast, in Transnistria, 

an atmosphere of fear predominates and state-controlled education has left no openings for 
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alternative concepts of history. This approach helps authorities in Tiraspol working on a 

Transnistrian civic identity and strengthening pan-Russian nationalism in the region. The case of 

the Republic of Moldova demonstrates how parallel history education can create conflicting 

perceptions about the past and, therefore, in the future may obstruct and complicate national 

reconciliation.   

Finally, the data I collected from the survey indicate that the perception of the past is 

not necessarily determined by the participants’ place of residence or the history education they 

received. It is the ethno-cultural identity and geopolitical orientation that determine what history 

people choose to accept. Thus, the interpretation of history through the prism of “History of the 

Romanians” was rejected not only by the Russian speakers in Transnistria but also by their 

counterparts in right-bank Moldova. And on the contrary, the Moldovanist approach, connected 

to the former Soviet and contemporary Russian interpretation of the past, has been rejected by 

the speakers of Romanian who reside either on the right or left bank of the Dniester River. 

Summing up, the primers and the history textbooks used in education in the Republic of 

Moldova (in right-bank Moldova and Transnistria) create antagonist images of a good “us” and 

bad “them.” They help to produce and encourage conflicting identities and may further impede 

reconciliation between Moldovans and Transnistrians. Also, the image of the Motherland that 

appears in the various editions of Moldova’s primers and the national history narratives included 

in the history textbooks make these educational tools devices destructive of nation-building, 

bolstering the existing status quo of the TMR. Furthermore, the Chisinau-made textbooks and 

particularly history textbooks create an inner conflict among the right-bank Romanian-speaking 

Moldovans, since they represent two rather contradictory points of view, Romanianist and 

Moldovanist. And the Romanianist textbooks generally antagonize Russian speakers both in 

right-bank Moldova and in Transnistria. 
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Chapter VII 

BUILDING A NATION, UNSETTLED IDENTITIES:  

Political Symbolism, Nationality Policies, and Self-Identification in Moldova and Transnistria 

 

Building a supra-national state was one of the main goals the Bolsheviks pursued after they 

overthrew the Provisional Government in October 1917. They developed specific nationality 

policies and employed various ideological tools to construct a new type of human being – the 

“Soviet Man.” Eugen Weber pointed out that nations are not given realities but works in 

progress.1626 During several decades, the so-called “Soviet People” went through a complicated 

process of identity construction before it became “socialist in form” and “national in content,” at 

least in the view of officials. The communists managed to produce Soviet Azerbaijanis, 

Belarusians, Moldavians, Kazakhs, Romanians, Ukrainians, and many other sovietized nations 

through indigenization, implementation of the Affirmative Action Empire, and State-Sponsored 

Evolutionism.1627 The leadership believed in and propagated the idea that a Soviet nation had 

finally been built and that the political and ethnic identities of its constituents were settled once 

and for all. Scholars argue that the survival of nationalism prior to Gorbachev, its resurrection 

during perestroika as well as other “long- and short-term causes of the failure of the Soviet 

experiment” demonstrated that the Soviet nation-building project failed.1628 However, the Soviet 

experiment was not a complete failure with respect to the construction of both the Soviet and 

post-Soviet identities.  

The collapse of the USSR in 1991 marked the beginning of post-Communist national 

identity building on the territory of the former Soviet republics. The de-construction of the 

Soviet “us” and the construction of the post-Soviet “us” became a central strategy in the hands 

of the policy makers. However, the patterns of Soviet identities impeded the forging of a new 

nation, either civic or ethnic. An identity, if successfully designed, would beneficially influence 

nation building and bring political concord both within the titular nation and between it and its 

ethnic minorities. This is why the politics of symbolism, nationality policies, and collective and 

individual self-identification play a significant role in the newly emerged post-Soviet countries. 

                                                           
1626 Eugen Weber, Peasants into Frenchmen: The Modernization of Rural France 1870-1914 (Stanford, Cal.: 
Stanford University Press, 1976), 493. 
1627 I have discussed Terry Martin’s “Affirmative Action Empire” and Francine Hirsch’s “State-Sponsored 
Evolutionism” in Chapter I. 
1628 Suny, The Revenge of the Past, xiii. 
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Several questions arise. First, what legacy did the Soviet nation-building project leave for 

today’s nation-builders in the CIS in general and in the Republic of Moldova in particular? 

Second, how does the process of identity transition and transformation help to “rediscover the 

national ‘Self’”1629 and deal with the domestic “Other”? Third, to what extent is Linda Colley’s 

theory about forging a politically united nation out of culturally distinct communities relevant to 

Moldovans and Transnistrians who are divided in so many ways?1630 Lastly, what factors laid 

the foundation for constructing parallel national identities in the territories administrated by the 

Moldovan government and in those controlled by the separatists?   

This chapter will demonstrate conflicting positions in nation building by comparing and 

contrasting national symbols, holidays, and nationality policies in Moldova and Transnistria as 

well as how the population at large perceives them. The chapter suggests that public authorities 

contribute to the creation of divided identities. It demonstrates that the adoption of different 

national symbols, the celebration of different public holidays, and the implementation of parallel 

nationality policies by centralist authorities in Chisinau and secessionist authorities in Tiraspol 

foster separate national unities based on cultural belonging and the political orientation of the 

population. The findings demonstrate that Romanian and Russian speakers in the Republic of 

Moldova construe their identities differently. Whereas the former assume an ethnic Moldovan 

identity and to a large extent contest a Romanian one, the latter assume either Moldovan or 

Transnistrian pro-Russian civic identities.  

7.1 National Symbols: Unity vs. Division 
 
Between Soviet Legacy and National Heritage: Flags, Coat of Arms, and Anthems 

 
For several decades after the Great Patriotic War ended, residents in the Moldavian SSR woke 

up, went to bed, and took the military oath listening to the same anthem – that of the Soviet 

Union. They honored the same Soviet red flag and the same proletarian and internationalist coat 

of arms. Furthermore, they also shared, celebrated, and enjoyed the same holidays and were part 

of mass festivals and other Soviet propagandistic events. Ultimately, the ideological goal of the 

                                                           
1629 Inna Melnykovska, Rainer Schweickert, and Tetiana Kostiuchenko, “Balancing National Uncertainty and 
Foreign Orientation: Identity Building and the Role of Political Parties in Post-Orange Ukraine,” in Elites and 
Identities in Post-Soviet Space David Lane (ed.) (London: Routledge, University of Glasgow, 2012), 132. 
1630 Colley has demonstrated that while distinct culturally, the Welsh, Scots, and English were still able to make a 
united political nation of Britons. Linda Colley, Britons: Forging the Nation, 1707-1837 (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1992), 5, 6, 11, 53, 367. 
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Communist Party was to make them feel like members of a monolithic body known under a 

common name, i.e., the “Soviet People.”1631   

Perestroika, however, and what followed afterward, divided them in every respect. Since 

1991 new traditions have been invented to legitimize nation-building and cultivate new civic 

identities. Flags, coats of arms, anthems, and holidays all became part of the nationality policies 

orchestrated by elites in the post-Soviet space. In Soviet Moldavia, the pan-Romanian 

nationalism that surfaced during glasnost resurrected national symbols that earlier were banned 

by the Soviets. Ethnic Moldovans and Romanians inherited them from their predecessors. They 

symbolized unity and belonging to one nation and signified mutual rapprochement between still 

Socialist Romania and Soviet Moldavia. Nevertheless, the events that followed did not result in 

what some expected to happen: the reunion of the former Bessarabia with Romania.  

The post-Communist government of Ion Iliescu in Romania and the creation of two 

secessionist entities in the territory of the former MSSR i.e., Gagauzia and Transnistria, which 

led to civil war in 1992, created additional impediments for an eventual reunion of Moldova and 

Romania. In other words, the case of Romanians and Moldovans was not quite similar to that of 

the East and West Germans who did manage to reunite in 1990. Based on all these realities, the 

political elites in Chisinau and Tiraspol had no choice but to pursue nation-building projects 

independent from Romania and Russia that employed separate symbolic politics. The outcomes, 

i.e., the existing symbols of the Republic of Moldova and Transnistrian republic, have the power 

to either mobilize or fragment different segments of the population. Whereas Moldovan state- 

and nation-builders made use of ethno-symbolism,1632 the Transnistrians employed leftist 

symbols inherited from the Soviet tradition.1633 The ways in which the national symbols (e.g., the 

flag, the coat of arms, and hymn) were ideologically conceptualized, designed, and propagated, 

and the national holidays observed, reveal the elites’ external orientation and the level of national 

(dis)unity.    

In 1988 the devotees of the Popular Front of Moldavia went into the streets of Chisinau 

holding and waving the so-called “Romanian tricolor” (blue, yellow, and red). That was a 

political sensation for the Romanian speakers and a challenge for the authorities and Russian-

                                                           
1631 Rolf Malte, Soviet Mass Festivals, 1917-1991 (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2013), 45, 88, 183. 
1632 See more on ethno-symbolism in Anthony Smith, Myths and Memories of the Nation (Oxford-New-York: 
Oxford University Press, 1999), 3-16. 
1633 J. Gill Graeme, Symbols and Legitimacy in Soviet Politics (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 
2011), 28, 30, 147, 223-224. 
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speaking community in this Soviet republic. Only two years later, on 27 April 1990, that tricolor 

became the national flag of what was still Soviet Moldavia; at first glance it looked almost 

identical to the national flag of Romania.1634 Although there were some differences between 

these national symbols (e.g., the shades of colors differed, and the coat of arms was inserted into 

the Moldovan flag), they could not change the perception of being the same or hide historical 

and political commonality. Moldovan and Romanian scholars have demonstrated that the colors 

of the national flags of Moldova and Romania had deep historical roots long before Moldavia 

and Wallachia created Romania.1635 However, crucial events during the nineteenth century made 

their own input into the popularization of these three colours and of the flag itself. The so-called 

“Romanian tricolor” symbolized freedom during the Revolutions of 1848, demonstrated 

solidarity and unity between Moldavians and Wallachians during the creation of modern 

Romania in 1859-1866, and was raised during the independence war against the Ottomans in 

1877-1878.  

The “Romanian tricolor” was not alien to the Romanian-speaking Bessarabians and 

Transnistrians who, despite being segregated within imperial Russia, raised the tricolor when 

given the chance. This flag was adopted by the short-lived Moldavian Democratic Republic 

(1917-1918), it was waved in the interwar period as the symbol of the Greater Romania and 

functioned as such in the territories of Romanian Bessarabia and Transnistria until the Red Army 

liberated the latter and reoccupied the former in 1944. Thus, the shared history and political 

symbolism inherited from the past played a crucial role in the configuration of colors and design 

of today’s Moldovan national flag.1636 

In Transnistria, the political leadership demonstrated a different approach toward national 

symbols. The flag is almost an identical replica of that of Soviet Moldavia and was adopted in 

September 1991. It bears three horizontal bands of red-green-red colors and the Soviet emblem 

consisting of a hammer and sickle.1637 There is a political and psychological explanation for 

having the flag of the Moldavian SSR as the state flag of the TMR: the Transnistrian state was 

                                                           
1634 See the websites of both states’ presidencies available at http://www.presedinte.md/ and 
http://www.presidency.ro/ (accessed 20 June 2015). 
1635  There are two fundamental monographs on these subjects: Dan Cernovodeanu, Știința și arta heraldică în 
România (Bucharest: Ed. Științifică și Enciclopedică, 1977) and Silviu Andrieș-Tabac, Heraldica teritorială a 
Basarabiei și Transnistriei (Chisinau: Museum, 1998). 
1636 Vlad Mischevca, “National Tricolor: Introduction in Vexilological Symbolism,” Akademos no. 2 (17), 
(Chisinau, 2010): 3-14. 
1637 “Flag of Transnistria.” Available at http://gov-pmr.org/flag (accessed 19 June  2015) 

http://www.presedinte.md/
http://www.presidency.ro/
http://gov-pmr.org/flag
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projected to be the successor of both the MASSR and the MSSR. On the other hand, the politics 

of Soviet symbolism and the existence of the homo sovieticus in the region afforded perfect raw 

material for transforming citizens in the eastern districts of Moldova into a new human 

community in which the use of the symbols of the MSSR was justified and suitable.  

The politics of symbolism employed in Tiraspol are pro-Russian (pro-Soviet) as indicated 

by the case of the flag. Whereas the Transnistrian law speaks about “the continuity of historical 

traditions,” secessionist policymakers erased any connection the breakaway region had had with 

Ukraine. Tiraspol adopted the flag of the MSSR but never made any references to the official 

flag of the MASSR when this autonomous republic was part of the Ukrainian SSR.1638 

Furthermore, the rivalry within Transnistria’s political spectrum in the late 2000s and its leaders’ 

quest to gain more support from Russia influenced the policy of state symbolism in the TMR. 

Thus, in 2009, Yevgeny Shevchuk, then the leader of the opposition Party “Obnovlenie” and 

Speaker of the Supreme Soviet in Tiraspol, proposed to adopt the Russian national tricolor as the 

state flag of Transnistria. As explained in mass media, this initiative came from “numerous 

appeals of citizens who believe that Russia is the successor state of the USSR, a guarantor of the 

Transnistrian conflict settlement, the country with which the Transnistrians seek to reunite.”1639 

That initiative did not pass, but Russia’s tricolor is being honored and waves alongside the flag 

of the TMR. Moreover, in the summer of 2013 Shevchuk, already President of the separatist 

republic, proposed again that the Russian flag be approved as the national flag of 

Transnistria.1640  

Another feature that indicates the political split between Moldova and Transnistria is the 

coat of arms each side uses as part of national symbolism. Policymakers in Chisinau and 

Tiraspol adopted emblems that in their opinion corresponded to historical heritage, political 

legacy, and the current situation. Thus, whereas the coat of arms of Moldova can be interpreted 

as nationalistic and ethnocentric (it reflects the history of the Romanian-speaking majority), that 

of Transnistria appears Communist and it reveals a political attachment to the Soviet past. In 

                                                           
1638 “Zakon o gosudarstvennoi simvolike Pridnestrovskoi Moldavskoi Respubliki (edition of 31 October 2006).” 
Available at http://zakon-pmr.com/DetailDoc.aspx?document=60941 (accessed 19 June 2015). 
1639 “Rossiiskii trikolor v Pridnestrov’e namereny sdelat’ natsional’nym flagom.” Novosti, 4 May 2009. Available at 
http://www.amic.ru/news/104277/ (accessed 19 June 2015). 
1640 “V Pridnestrov’e rossiiskii flag shchitaiut simvolom mira i bratskoi podderzhki,” Novyi Region, 22 August 2012. 
Available at http://www.nr2.ru/pmr/400404.html (accessed 19 June 2015); Svetlana Gamova, “Pridnestrov'e 
vyveshivaet rossiiskie flagi. Nepriznannaia respublika meniaet atributiku,” Nezavisimaia Gazeta, 28 June 2013. 
Available at http://www.ng.ru/cis/2013-06-28/7_pridnestrovie.html (accessed 19 June 2015). 
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Moldova, the new coat of arms adopted in July 1990 comprised heraldic elements of the 

Principality of Moldavia and several newly added items. Thus the head of an aurochs and other 

heraldic elements (e.g. the sun, a flower, and a crescent moon) link the contemporary republic to 

the earlier Moldovan states. Besides these traditional components, new ones have been added as 

well (e.g. the eagle symbolizes the Latin origin of the titular nation, and the cross its belonging to 

Christendom).1641 As in the case of the flags, the coats of arms of Moldova and Romania are 

almost identical (e.g., both have eagles and crosses and both contain the coat of arms of the 

historic Moldavian principality.1642 

The Transnistrian coat of arms bears considerable resemblance to the emblem of the 

MSSR, except for two major changes. First and most noticeable is the added element with 

geopolitical connotations that refers to the waves of the Dniester River. This indicates that the 

TMR does not accept the river as a state border with right-bank Moldova, a position codified in a 

special law signed by President Shevchuk in June 2013.1643 The second change is the de-

Communization and de-Sovietization of acronyms and slogans (i.e., the omission of the bilingual 

slogan “Workers of the World, Unite!” and the use of a new name for the entity).1644 

Furthermore, unlike the coat of arms of Soviet Moldavia, where heraldic texts appeared only in 

Moldavian, that of the TMR has everything written in the three official languages of the TMR, 

that is Moldovan (Romanian written in Cyrillic), Russian, and Ukrainian. This reflects the multi-

ethnic composition of the region, but the reality is that the Russian language predominates in 

administration and the public sphere. 

To build a country and unite its people requires a national anthem. A collective work of 

several Greek scholars stated that: “national anthems possibly provide the strongest, clearest 

statement of national identity.”1645 After analyzing eighteen anthems, the authors observed that 

the lyrics glorified the past, referred to the next generation, described the motherland, 

emphasized the ideals of freedom, national unity, and pride, and only a few alluded to the 
                                                           

1641 Andrieş-Tabac, Heraldica teritorială a Basarabiei şi Transnistriei, 150-151; “Coat of Arms of Moldova.” 
Available at http://www.presedinte.md/eng/emblem (accessed 19 June 2015). 
1642 “Coat of Arms of Romania.” Available at http://www.presidency.ro/ro/presedinte/romania/stema-romaniei 
(accessed 19 June 2015). 
1643 “Moldova Fears Violent Conflict Amid ‘State Border’ Concept Issued by Transnistria.” Moldova.org. Politics. 
Available at http://politicom.moldova.org/news/moldova-fears-violent-conflict-amid-state-border-concept-issued-
by-transnistria-237400-eng.html (accessed 21 June 2015). 
1644 The coat of arms of the TMR is available at http://gov-pmr.org/symbols/ (accessed 21 June 2015). 
1645 Argyris Kyridis et al., “Nationalism through State-Constructed Symbols: The Case of National Anthems,” The 
International Journal of Interdisciplinary Social Sciences. Volume 4 (2009): 3. Available at 
http://www.academia.edu/347141/ (accessed 21 June 2015). 

http://www.presedinte.md/eng/emblem
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http://politicom.moldova.org/news/moldova-fears-violent-conflict-amid-state-border-concept-issued-by-transnistria-237400-eng.html
http://gov-pmr.org/symbols/
http://www.academia.edu/347141/
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country’s national symbols. In examining the anthems of Moldova and Transnistria, I turned my 

attention to the following question: does this political symbol foster the construction of a modern 

Moldovan state and the reconciliation of both parties of the Transnistrian conflict? 

Since gaining its independence, the Republic of Moldova has had two national anthems. 

The first, “Deșteaptă-te, române!” (“Awaken thee, Romanian!”), was adopted in 1991 and was 

geared to pro-Romanian nationalists. Earlier, after the fall of the Ceaușescu regime in December 

1989, the same composition became the anthem of Romania. Nonetheless, it seems that the 

Moldavian Democratic Republic was the first to use this song before uniting with Romania in 

1918.1646 The text was composed by Andrei Mureșanu, a prominent Romanian figure in 

Habsburg Transylvania and an active participant in the 1848 Revolution. The lyrics called on 

Romanians to fight for freedom, stressed pan-Romanian unity and readiness to perish rather 

“than to once again be slaves upon our ancient ground!”1647  

In the Republic of Moldova “Awaken thee, Romanian!” lasted only a few years as the 

national hymn. It was replaced with the current anthem “Limba Noastră” (“Our Language”) in 

1994 when political power was taken by the partisans of Moldovanism. As mentioned earlier, 

Alexei Mateevici, the author of the lyrics, was like Andrei Mureșanu an adherent of the 

Romanian national cause, but in Russian Bessarabia. Mateevici saw the revival of the language 

as a precondition for the national rebirth of Romanian-speaking masses regardless of which 

location they lived, i.e., in Bessarabia or beyond the Dniester River. He even compared the 

language with the “ripples of the Gentle [Dniester] River.”1648 There are no doubts that had 

Mateevici called the language “Romanian” in his poem, then neither the Agrarians nor 

Communists would have accepted its lyrics for the Moldovan national anthem. The political 

changes in the country’s leadership brought by the so-called “Twitter Revolution” in 2009 made 

no changes in this respect. The explanation for the political survival of the “Limba Noastră” as 

the national hymn is that its narrative is more or less neutral and free from politics, which cannot 

be said about its purely “Romanian” predecessor.   

The political leadership of Transnistria and mainly its Russian-speaking populace never 

accepted or approved either of these two national anthems of Moldova. The TMR has its own 

                                                           
1646 Mischevca, “National Tricolor,” 7. 
1647 “National Anthems of the World.” Available at http://www.nationalanthems.me/romania-desteapta-te-romane/ 
(accessed 22 June 2015). 
1648 See “National Anthems of the World.” Available at http://www.nationalanthems.me/moldova-limba-noastra/ 
(accessed 22 June 2015). 

http://www.nationalanthems.me/romania-desteapta-te-romane/
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anthem entitled “We Praise You, Pridnestrov’e!” (“My slavim tebia, Pridnestrov’e!”). The lyrics 

were written back in 1990 but for unknown reasons it became official only a decade later. The 

author of the melody is B. A. Aleksandrov, a Soviet composer.1649 The lyrics of the current 

anthem of Transnistria exhibit a noticeable connection with Soviet and Russian patriotic songs 

and to some extent with the anthem of the MSSR.1650 Thus, the national anthem of the TMR 

praises the friendship of peoples, states that the people is bonded forever with the fatherland, 

glorifies towns and valleys, and also refers to the forefathers, to the sacred memory of the fallen 

and for a bright future.1651   

 
National Symbols: Perceptions and Attitudes 

 
The perception of national symbols in the Republic of Moldova depends on ethnocultural 

identity and political orientation of the population and leadership. In the late 1980s-early 1990s, 

this author was a witness of and participant in the events in Chisinau and other localities, where 

the so-called “Romanian tricolor” was omnipresent. Also, the historical emblem of medieval 

Moldavia and the hymn “Awaken thee, Romanian!” received hearty cheers from hundreds of 

thousands of the “awakened” Romanian-speaking Moldavians. Furthermore, the pro-Romanian 

and pro-Moldavian support was so vigorous and enthusiastic that the slogans like “Moldavians, 

united!” and “We are Romanians!” were heard everywhere. The incandescent atmosphere of 

inter-ethnic conflict contributed to the rise of exclusiveness and intolerance in both communities, 

i.e., Romanian-speaking and Russophone. And, as a resident of Transnistria recalled later, “the 

symbols...became an ‘apple of discord’ – they were almost all Romanian.”1652 Indeed, in this 

tense situation, the rise of nationalist pan-Romanian feelings were clear and the gaps in the 

teaching of the history of Soviet Moldavia left no room for compassion, dialogue, or tolerance. 

And, how could tolerance and empathy be present when one side felt occupied and discriminated 

against while the other perceived itself as a liberator but persecuted by the local nationalists? The 

split was evident and slogans like “Chemodan, vokzal, Rossiia!” (“[Russian], take your suitcase, 

take the train and go back to Russia!”) exacerbated the already complex circumstances. In turn, 

                                                           
1649 “Anthem of Transnistria.” Available at http://gov-pmr.org/anthem (accessed 22 June 2015). 
1650 Anthems of the USSR, MSSR, and Russian Federation. Available at http://www.nationalanthems.me/soviet-
union-national-anthem-of-the-ussr/; http://flag.kremlin.ru/gimn/; http://www.nationalanthems.info/md-ssr.htm 
(accessed 22 June 2015). 
1651 “Gosudarstvennaia simvolika.” Official website of the TMR government. Available at http://gov-pmr.org/anthem  
(accessed 22 June 2015). 
1652 Aurika Rusnak, e-mail message to author, 20 June 2013. 
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while the majority gathered around Romanian/Moldavian symbols that expressed their anti-

Soviet frame of mind, the Russian-speaking minorities rallied together in Chisinau, Bălți, 

Bender, Comrat, or Tiraspol with the symbols of the USSR and MSSR.  

              The most familiar, but at the same time detested, symbol became the “Romanian” 

tricolor. Some understood it as a legitimate symbol, others as a threat. The attitude toward it in 

Romanian Bessarabia and the Republic of Moldova was and still remains ambiguous. It might be 

assumed that during the interwar period those who saw the union of the Moldavian Democratic 

Republic (aka Bessarabia) with Romania in 1918 as a foreign occupation had no motivation to 

consider anything Romanian as belonging to their true Motherland (i.e. Russia). In contrast, 

those who did so and became part of the Greater Romanian nation-building project proved to be 

patriots of the country and by extension of its national symbols. Later on, even though the scale 

of anti-Soviet resistance in the MSSR cannot be compared to that in Western Ukraine, the 

Romanian flag was raised many times during Soviet rule in the region. The price paid for this 

was, however, high: persecution, imprisonment, or execution.1653 Only Gorbachev’s policies 

made possible the return of the Romanian tricolor and its re-emergence as an official flag – on 27 

April 1990 it was publicly raised over the Parliament building in Chisinau.  

 After the MSSR gained its independence from the Soviet Union the majority of the 

population accepted the new national tricolor. However, it was and still is challenged by left-

wing and Russia-oriented organizations, and their supporters claim that the current flag is alien 

to the Moldovan state and needs to be changed. The culmination of these attitudes resulted in 

several incidents. Thus for example Vladimir Voronin, the third President of the country, called 

it a “fascist flag”; unidentified individuals burned a tricolor flag hoisted on the facade of a public 

institution, while some Russian-speaking youths burned tricolor ribbons on Victory Day.1654 And 

lastly, the authorities in some right-bank Moldova localities (Bălți and Cahul), partisans of 

Moldovanism and supporters of Moldova’s rapprochement with Russia, outlawed the tricolor in 

their cities and voted for the alternative bicolor (read-blue) flag in 2012.1655 

  Transnistrians do not feel positive about the national symbols of the Republic of 

Moldova. It seems that ethnic Russians, russified minorities, and local Moldovanists are happy 

                                                           
1653 Postică, “Rezistența armată,” 501-511; Nicolae Dabija, “Trei culori,” Literatura și Arta, no. 18, 22 April 2010. 
1654 “Se mai caută cei care au ars tricolorul.” Jurnal TV 1. 16 September 2009. Available at 
http://www.jurnaltv.md/ro/news/se-mai-cauta-cei-care-au-ars-tricolorul-14434/ (accessed 28 June 2015). 
1655 “‘Bikolor’ zanimaet svoe mesto,” NBM.MD. News. Available at http://www.nbm.md/news/main/bikolor-
zanimaet-svoio-mesto/default.aspx (accessed 28 June 2015) 
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with the current state flag of Transnistria. Their argument is clear: “Our flag is kept as it was. We 

do not trade shrines. We protect and do not infringe on the symbols of our state. There was a 

time when we burned the flags of Moldova. These acts of vandalism, however, are not observed 

anymore.”1656 In contrast, the pro-Moldova residents of Transnistria have no sympathy toward 

the symbols of the breakaway TMR. On different occasions, but mainly on the day when the war 

had broken out (2 March), they raise Moldovan tricolors and challenge the legitimacy of Tiraspol 

over the region in general and over their locality in particular.1657   

   To ascertain what people think about national symbols, survey participants were asked 

to say which state symbols of the Republic of Moldova or those of the TMR reflect their patriotic 

sentiments. The data obtained revealed that both Romanian speakers in Moldova and 

Transnistria and to some extent Russian speakers in Moldova consider that the official symbols 

of the country do reflect their patriotic feelings.1658 In contrast, Russian-speaking Transnistrians 

find Moldova’s national symbols completely alien.1659 The official symbols of the TMR seem to 

generate patriotism only among the Russophones of the region, whereas the overwhelming 

majority of the rest (i.e., both language-groups in right-bank Moldova and Romanian speakers in 

Transnistria) either did not care about them or had no patriotic resonance with them.1660       

 Thus the official symbols of the Republic of Moldova divide rather than unite citizens 

into one community. There are a few explanations for this situation. First, the coat of arms, flag, 

and national anthem of the country reflect the history of the titular nation, that is the ethnic 

Moldovans, (and of the Romanian minority) and contain evident pan-Romanian characteristics. 

This is why these symbols are not accepted by the leftist forces and Moldovanists: they indicate 

a pro-Romanian (and pro-Western) orientation. Second, the internal conflict within Moldova’s 

political elites concerning national symbolism and the ethnocentric approach toward the symbols 

is convenient for the secessionists, who rejected Moldova’s symbols both on political and 

ideological grounds. In contrast to the official symbols of the Republic of Moldova, those of the 

TMR were designed on the basis of civic nationalism and heavily influenced by inherited Soviet 

and Communist traditions. 

                                                           
1656 Aurika Rusnak, e-mail message to author, 20 June 2013. 
1657 “Mayor of Corjova Arrested by Transnistrian Separatists, Moldovan Flag Desecrated,” Moldova.org. Politicon. 
2 March 2011. Available at http://politicom.moldova.org/news/mayor-of-corjova-arrested-by-transnistrian-
separatists-moldovan-flag-desecrated-217689-eng.html (accessed 23 June 2015). 
1658 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Tables and Figures 1.4.4.94 - 1.4.4.96, pp. 858-859. 
1659 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Table and Figure 1.4.4.97, p. 859. 
1660 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Tables and Figures 1.4.4.109 - 1.4.4.112, pp. 866-867. 
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The poll data also revealed that the politics of symbolism implemented by the central 

government in Chisinau are more successful than those employed by the separatist leadership in 

Tiraspol. It is the official symbols of Moldova that generate patriotic feelings among the majority 

of the population of the country, not those of the TMR. The findings also indicate that sometimes 

the perception of symbols is determined by the ethnic and cultural identities of the respondents 

(Romanian vs. Russian speakers) rather than by their place of residence (Moldova vs. 

Transnistria). They show that Russian speakers in right-bank Moldova are more open to 

accepting the new realities established after 1991 and that the Soviet-like symbols of the TMR 

have no great significance for them. By contrast, their counterparts in the TMR prefer symbols 

that remind them of the USSR and are unwilling to accept the new “nationalistic” ones. Thus, if 

the heraldic state symbols of the Republic of Moldova seem to unite the majority of the 

population of the country, those of the TMR look to cement pro-secessionist feelings mainly 

among its Russian-speaking community.   

 
7.2. Holidays for Nation-Building? 

 
The Bolsheviks had made use of all possible means to eradicate the memory of the Romanov 

realm. Social and political engineering and the making of homo sovieticus required, in addition 

to a new educational program, symbols, holidays, and invented traditions. As Eric Hobsbawm 

has demonstrated, the invention of new traditions is imperative for dynamic nation-

construction.1661 The USSR no longer exists, but its traditions have not vanished for good. 

Neither have its holidays, although they compete with new ones. Holidays, feasts, and other 

celebrations sponsored by post-Soviet states often aim to erase the Soviet legacy or to skilfully 

combine it with the post-1991 political agenda.     

 The first national holidays in the Republic of Moldova were established while it was still 

a part of the USSR. Other holidays arose over the years out of domestic political developments. 

The leadership of Transnistria, in turn, set up parallel holidays that serve a separate nation-

building project in the region. Although both sides share some public holidays (New Year’s Day, 

International Women’s Day, Labor Day, and Victory Day), they do not hold any joint 

celebrations.   

                                                           
1661 Eric Hobsbawm, “Introduction. Inventing Traditions,” in Eric Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger (eds.) The 
Invention of Tradition (Cambridge, New York: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 1-7. 
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One of the former Soviet holidays is celebrated quite differently in Moldova and 

Transnistria.1662 Whereas in the TMR the victory over the Nazis, celebrated on 9 May, is 

definitely a “Victory Day,” in Moldova that date engenders political debates and public 

confrontations. Some see it as celebrating the Soviet victory over Nazi Germany and its allies, 

others call for celebrating it as “Europe Day” instead. The partisans of the former wear ribbons 

of St. George, whether in Chisinau or Tiraspol;1663 their ideological counterparts wear ribbons of 

the Moldo-Romanian tricolor in Chisinau. The representatives of both camps have shown 

intolerance toward each other’s historical heritage and the new tradition of wearing ribbons has 

led to unpleasant incidents. Both sides have demonstratively burned in public the ribbons of the 

domestic “other,” revealing in this way an open reciprocal enmity and exclusion.1664 Even 

though Moldova’s central authorities found a temporary compromise, and 9 May remained as 

“Victory and Commemoration Day,” there is still a tendency to substitute it with Europe Day.1665  

A serious political controversy that divides the population in the Republic of Moldova 

into “us” and “them” is 28 June, the day in 1940 when the USSR entered the Romanian province 

of Bessarabia. Even though this historical event did not become a holiday either in the MSSR or 

in the Republic of Moldova, the pro-Russian oriented political elites and commoners both in 

right-bank Moldova and in the TMR observe it as the day of the Liberation of Bessarabia.1666 In 

contrast, their Romanian-speaking opponents attempted, at the highest level of state authority, to 

declare it the Day of Soviet Occupation, but failed.1667 Despite this political failure they continue 

                                                           
1662 The day of the “Great October Revolution” is not celebrated as before — only the Communists and some 
segments of Moldovan population and Transnistrians do so. Ala Şveţ “Staging the Transnistrian Identity within the 
Heritage of Soviet Holidays,” History and Anthropology, Volume 24, Issue 1 (2013): 98-116. 
1663 St. George ribbons symbolize the glory and military might of Russia. Their roots lie in tsarist Russia, and they 
were reintroduced in the Russian Federation after the collapse of the USSR. 
1664 “Au ars și au călcat în picioare tricolorul!” ProTV MD. 9 May 2011. Available at http://protv.md/stiri/politic/au-
ars-si-au-calcat-in-picioare-tricolorul.html  (accessed 23 June 2015); “Arde panglica Ocupantului. Nu vrem panglica 
lor, o avem pe a noastră, Tricolorul!” Title posted 8 May 2012.” Facebook. Available at · 
https://www.facebook.com/permalink.php?id=274818445929381&story_fbid=231872690250162 (accessed 23 June 
2015). 
1665 “Ziua Europei va fi sărbătorită în Republica Moldova, timp de o săptămână.” Yupi.MD. Available at 
http://yupi.md/ziua-europei-va-fi-sarbatorita-in-republica-moldova-timp-de-o-saptamana/; “Nicolae Timofti, de 9 
mai: Astăzi, întregul continent european sărbătoreşte Ziua Europei.” Publika MD. 9 May 2013 Available at 
http://www.publika.md/nicolae-timofti--de-9-mai--astazi--intregul-continent-european-sarbatoreste-ziua-europei-
video_1390391.html  (accessed 23 June 2015). 
1666 “28 iunia 1940 goda – den’ osvobozhdeniia Bessarabii ot rumynskoi okkupatsii,” Liga Russkoi Molodezhi, 28 
June 2011. Available at http://www.ligarus.org/index.php/stat/istoria/1862-2806bessarabia.html (accessed 3 July 
2015). 
1667 “Moldova ‘Virtually Cancels’ Decree on Soviet Occupation Day.” RIA Novosti. Available at 
http://en.rian.ru/world/20100628/159602816.html (accessed 12 July 2015). 
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to mourn on that day the victims of the Soviet regime, treat it as a day of occupation, and thus 

come into confrontation with the partisans of the former USSR and modern Russia.1668  

Another event that indicates the exclusivist approach both sides have toward the recent 

past and the politics of symbolism is the civil war in 1992. In the view of Moldovan officials, 2 

March is Remembrance Day, the “day to mourn those killed in the armed conflict defending the 

integrity and independence of the Republic of Moldova.”1669 The Transnistrian side puts more 

political weight on this event and commemorates it more often. Thus, 2 March is propagated as 

Moldova’s “military aggression against the TMR,” 19 June is observed as the Day of the Bender 

Tragedy, while 1 August is the Day of Memory and Sorrow.1670 Furthermore, the Soviet legacy 

and the intervention of the Russian Federation in Moldova’s affairs are also subjects of the 

invention of tradition by the authorities of the TMR. The 23rd of February, which was celebrated 

in the USSR as the Day of Soviet Army and Navy, is today both in Transnistria and Russia 

celebrated as the Day of the Defender of the Motherland. Moreover, in 2012, the leadership of 

Transnistria sanctioned a new memorial day, the Day of the Peacemakers, celebrated yearly on 

28 July. This date honors “the outstanding historical importance of peacekeeping troops of the 

Russian Federation on the territory of Transnistria,”1671 although there also were Moldovan and 

Ukrainian peacemakers in the region.1672 

Right-bank Moldova and Transnistria inaugurated and celebrate separate Independence 

Days, since independence is the issue at the source of the conflict between Tiraspol and 

                                                           
1668 Ziua de 28 iunie 1940 marcată la Chişinău. Multimedia. Radio Europa Liberă, 28 June 2012. Available 
http://actualitati.md/ru/analitika/28-iyunya-1940-goda-den-osvobozhdeniya-bessarabii-ot-rumynskoy-okkupacii 
(accessed 23 July 2015). 
1669 “Republica Moldova. Parlamentul. Hotărîre Nr. 433 din 26.12.1990 cu privire la zilele comemorative, zilele de 
sărbătoare şi la zilele de odihnă în Republica Moldova.” Available at 
http://lex.justice.md/viewdoc.php?action=view&view=doc&id=306859&lang=1(accessed 23 July 2015). 
1670 “2 marta v Pridnestrov’e den’ pamiati.” Novosti Pridnestrov'ja. 3 March 2011. Novosti PMR. Available at 
http://novostipmr.livejournal.com/89336.html; “V Pridnestrov’e segodnia vspominaiut zhertv Benderskoi tragedii.” 
RIA Novyi region 2. 19 June 2012 available at http://www.nr2.ru/pmr/444745.html; “Pridnestrov’e segodnia 
vspominaet pogibshikh zashchitnikov respubliki,” RIA Novyj region, 2. 1 August 2012. Available at 
http://www.nr2.ru/pmr/397335.html (accessed 23 July 2015). 
1671 “Ob ustanovlenii professional’nykh prazdnikov i pamiatnykh dnei v Pridnestrovskoi Moldavskoi Respublike.” 
Ukaz. 13 iunja 2001 g. Nr. 300.” Oficial’nyi Vestnik [PMR] 2001 g. Nr 27-32. Available at http://zakon-
pmr.com/DetailDoc.aspx?document=45466  (accessed 28 July 2015); “V Pridnestrov’e uchredili Den’ mirotvortsa,” 
Golos Rossii. July 27, 2012.  Available at http://rus.ruvr.ru/2012_07_27/V-Pridnestrove-uchredili-Den-mirotvorca/ 
(accessed 28 July 2015). 
1672 At the beginning of 2013, the Joint Peacekeeping Forces in Transnistria comprised around 1200 military 
personnel: 402 Russian, 492 Transnistrian, and 355 Moldovan, as well as 10 military observers from Ukraine. 
Alexander Novik, “Russian Peacemakers: Peacemakers Are the Guarantor of Peace and Stability in Transnistria.” 
04.02.2013. Available at http://www.peacekeeper.ru/en/?module=news&action=view&id=16952  (accessed 24 July 
2015). 

http://actualitati.md/ru/analitika/28-iyunya-1940-goda-den-osvobozhdeniya-bessarabii-ot-rumynskoy-okkupacii
http://lex.justice.md/viewdoc.php?action=view&view=doc&id=306859&lang=1
http://novostipmr.livejournal.com/89336.html
http://www.nr2.ru/pmr/444745.html
http://www.nr2.ru/pmr/397335.html
http://zakon-pmr.com/DetailDoc.aspx?document=45466
http://zakon-pmr.com/DetailDoc.aspx?document=45466
http://rus.ruvr.ru/2012_07_27/V-Pridnestrove-uchredili-Den-mirotvorca/
http://www.peacekeeper.ru/en/?module=news&action=view&id=16952


386 
 

Chisinau. Whereas the TMR declared independence from Soviet Moldavia on 2 September 1990, 

the Republic of Moldova freed itself from the USSR almost a year later on 27 August 1991. 

Besides the major statutory holidays and other days of historic significance, each entity 

celebrates its own days of the Constitution, National Army, and so on.  

 
People and Holidays: Survey Results  

 
 In the Republic of Moldova people’s cultural background, political orientation, personal 

experience, and the official politics of symbolism have shaped the perception of national 

holidays. It has been now twenty-five years since Soviet times, with its military parades, 

celebrations, and holidays, traditions invented by the Soviets but perceived by many as 

“normal.” At present, after the hostile entities surfaced in the territory of the former MSSR, the 

observation of the ancient (Soviet) regime and new order holidays conflict rather than bring 

inhabitants of the country closer to national reconciliation. This is borne out by the results of the 

opinion poll, which show conflicting positions toward holidays observed in right-bank Moldova 

and separatist Transnistria.  

Interesting data came from the answers to questions about the celebration of the 

Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova and that of the Republic Day of the TMR. The 

findings indicate that Transnistria’s independence gained popular significance solely among the 

Russian speakers of the region; their Romanian-speaking counterparts and right-bank Moldovans 

(both Russo- and Romanianophones) have no attachment to 2 September 1990.1673 The 

combined data of right-bank Moldova and the TMR demonstrates that 26% of respondents 

celebrate Transnistria’s Republic Day, while 74% do not.1674 On the other hand, the same 

combined figures indicate that 65% of respondents in right-bank Moldova and Transnistria 

celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova.1675 A cause for concern to 

Moldovan authorities should be that 60% of Russian-speaking adults in right-bank Moldova do 

not celebrate the most important civic holiday of the country.1676  

At the same time, of some hope to Moldova’s nation-building and people’s perception 

of it as an independent state is the position of Russian-speaking youth in Moldova and that of the 

                                                           
1673 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Tables and Figures 1.4.4.199 - 1.4.4.201, pp. 914-915. 
1674 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Table and Figure 1.4.4.197, p. 913. 
1675 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Table and Figure 1.4.4.212, p. 921. 
1676 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Table and Figure 1.4.4.215, p. 922. 
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Romanian speakers in the TMR for whom the date of 27 August appears as a legitimate day to 

celebrate.1677 Not surprisingly, Transnistria’s major holiday (Republic Day on 2 September) 

found no support among the Romanian-speaking poll participants in the region, although it is 

accepted with no hesitation by their Russian-speaking counterparts, the main partisans of the 

TMR’s independence.  

“Our Language Day” is another statutory holiday that also divides people in the 

Republic of Moldova. Asked to provide their views, 35% of the respondents said that this 

holiday should be called Our Romanian Language Day; 25% saw it as a holiday of only ethnic 

Moldovans (and Romanians); 17% considered it a celebration of all languages spoken in the 

country; 10% saw no need for such a holiday as “it causes inter-ethnic tensions,” and 13% 

answered that this day “means nothing” to them.1678 This distribution of opinions demonstrates 

that Romanian and Russian speakers have different attitudes toward this holiday. While 

important to the former, the latter still remain hostile to “Our Language”1679 – the holiday that 

originated from the nationalist pan-Romanian movement during the late 1980s. 

The attitude toward 9 May, Victory Day, reveals the extent to which anti- or pro-Soviet 

sentiments dominate the minds of people in the former Moldavian SSR. While almost all 

respondents answered “yes, definitely” and “yes, I do celebrate Victory Day on 9 May,” only 

adult Romanian speakers of Moldova said that they “do not” or “definitely do not” celebrate this 

day as prescribed by current Moldovan legislation.1680 Yet, the data also revealed that a serious 

contradiction arises within the group of Moldova’s Romanian speakers. Whereas some 90% of 

adults disapproved 9 May as Victory Day, 60% of the younger generation of Moldova’s 

Romanian speakers said that they do celebrate it.1681 It is hard to explain this outcome 

considering that they were born after 1991 and learned about the Second World War from 

history textbooks with a Western interpretation in use for the third decade now. 

To sum up, current Moldovan and Transnistrian holidays and the observation of the 

anniversary of important historical events suggest that policymakers in Chisinau and Tiraspol 

have demonstrated an exclusivist approach toward nation-building. The findings indicate that 

there are no unificatory, but only divisive statutory holidays in both regions. The modern history 

                                                           
1677 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Tables and Figures 1.4.4.215 - 1.4.4.216, pp. 922-923. 
1678 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Table and Figure 1.4.4.122, p. 873. 
1679 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Tables and Figures 1.4.4.124 - 1.4.4.127, pp. 874 and 875. 
1680 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Tables and Figures 1.4.4.154 - 1.4.4.157, pp. 890-891. 
1681 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Table and Figure 1.4.4.154, p. 890. 
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of the Republic of Moldova is greatly influenced by several factors that make holidays obstruct 

rather than foster nation-building. The persistence of the Soviet legacy, the controversial 

question of the “occupation” or “liberation” of Bessarabia/Moldova, the pro-Western and pro-

Russian orientation of elites and people -- all these determine the leadership’s politics of 

symbolism. Furthermore, the holidays that Moldova and Transnistria celebrate, bring to light the 

political vectors followed by those who govern there.  

 
7.3. Identity in Politics and Nationality Policies  

 
Referring to revolutionary France, David Bell argued that the state set in motion the nation-

building process.1682 The role of the state in this process as a political institution is indeed 

crucial, and Bell’s statement can be applied to the case of the state formations that emerged on 

the territory of the MSSR during the demise of the Soviet Union. Moldovans and Transnistrians 

have been carrying out separate nation-building since the early 1990s. How then did the collapse 

of the USSR and the events that followed it affect the ethnic and civic identities of the people 

there? After 1991 both officials and individual faced the problem of defining, (re)constructing, 

and defending a particular cultural and political identity. An important question, however, is to 

ascertain to what extent Adrian Hastings’ view that the nations are entirely or partially 

constructed from pre-existing ethnicities relevant and applicable to the Republic of Moldova?1683 

Moreover, how did these identifications influence nation-building during the unresolved 

Transnistrian conflict and how did they contribute to strengthening national unity and 

reconciliation? To answer these and other questions, this section will examine the position of the 

state and political parties toward the identity problems and self-identification in the Republic of 

Moldova.    

 
Identity: Constitution vs. Reality 

 
State officials always speak in the name and on behalf of the people. Not only does the 

Constitution enable them to do so, but it also traces the main trajectories of nationality policies 

and defines the identity of the country as a whole. The same might be said about the supreme 

laws of the Republic of Moldova and its breakaway TMR. The Constitutions of both entities 

                                                           
1682 David Bell, The Cult of the Nation in France: Inventing Nationalism, 1680-1800 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
University Press, 2003), 33. 
1683 Hastings, The Construction of Nationhood, 167. 
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differ in some respects, although they both proclaim similar values, rights, freedoms, and 

obligations. The preambles of the supreme laws of the Republic of Moldova and of Transnistria 

give a clear understanding of the nature of these states and why they were constructed. The 

Moldovan Constitution mentions that several factors led the MPs in Chisinau to adopt the 

country’s new Constitution in July 1994. Among others, the following seem to be the most 

important: “the age-old aspirations of the people to live in a sovereign country; the continuous 

statehood of the Moldovan people in the historical and ethnic context of becoming a nation; the 

desire to satisfy the interests of citizens of different ethnic origins who together with Moldovans 

form the people of the Republic of Moldova.”1684 In contrast, the supreme law of Transnistria 

(approved via referendum in December 1995), appears to be cosmopolitan rather than as 

ethnocentric as its right-bank Moldova counterpart. The Constitution of the TMR speaks of a 

Transnistrian “multinational people united by a common fate, responsible for our Motherland 

[and who] love and respect the Fatherland.”1685 

 The lawmakers in Chisinau and Tiraspol made the connection between people’s rights, 

identity, and nation-state the centerpiece of the Constitutions. At first glance, there are no visible 

differences between these two documents, as they both see “the human being” as assured of all 

possible rights and freedoms. The Constitution of the Republic of Moldova proclaims that 

“national sovereignty belongs to the people [and that] the basis of the state consists of the unity 

of the people [for whom the Republic of Moldova is] the common and indivisible homeland.”1686 

Similarly, that of Transnistria states too that it is the “people who bear the sovereignty and are 

the only source of power in the TMR.”1687 However, a deeper analysis exposes some ideological 

peculiarities and differences, particularly when it comes to the question of identities. The 

Moldovan Constitution (art. 10) recognizes and guarantees citizens’ right to “preserve, develop, 

and express” any identity and does not focus on any particular one (i.e., ethnic, cultural, 

linguistic, and religious). The supreme law of the TMR, in contrast, pays more attention to the 

problem of the existence of a separate Moldovan ethnic nationality. It centres only on the ethnic 

identity of Moldovans in Transnistria and points toward the preservation of their identity. Thus, 

                                                           
1684 “Constituţia Republicii Moldova.” Available at 
http://lex.justice.md/document_rom.php?id=44B9F30E:7AC17731 (accessed 21 July 2015). 
1685 “Konstitutsiia Pridnestrovskoi Moldavskoi Respubliki.” Available at http://www.vspmr.org/?Part=216 (accessed 
21 July 2015). 
1686 “Constituţia Republicii Moldova.” Articles 2 and 10. 
1687 “Konstitutsiia Pridnestrovskoi Moldavskoi Respubliki.” Art.1. 

http://lex.justice.md/document_rom.php?id=44B9F30E:7AC17731
http://www.vspmr.org/?Part=216
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Article 43 asserts that “everyone has the right to preserve his or her national identity [which] 

cannot be defined for or imposed on anyone.” Moreover, in order to ward off any such attempts, 

the Constitution of the TMR makes use of semantics specific to criminal legislation: “insults to 

national dignity will be prosecuted according to the law.”   

In her study, L. D. Yakubova, a Kyiv-based scholar, writes that “language is the primary 

ethno-differential marker of every nation.”1688 Although her statement does not apply to all 

nations (e.g., Irish or Belarusians), language often plays a crucial role in ethnic identification. In 

the Republic of Moldova as a whole and in Transnistria in particular, the very name and the 

official status of the main spoken languages are powerful ideological items that not only 

challenge identity building but also lead to tensions. The Constitutions of both regions have 

several differences with respect to language. First, Moldovan was proclaimed (art. 13) as the 

only official language in the Republic of Moldova in 1994 whereas the “conservation, 

development, and operation of the Russian language and other languages” were also guaranteed. 

In contrast, in the TMR, three languages “on equal grounds” were made official, i.e., Moldovan, 

Russian, and Ukrainian. Moreover, “everyone” was declared to have the right to use his/her 

native tongue and choose the language of communication he/she prefers (arts. 12 and 43). The 

reality, however, as Yevgeny Shevchuk, then the President of Transnistria, acknowledged in an 

interview, is that only Russian is “the language of documents.”1689 Also, from observations 

during field work, I concluded that should one choose “Moldovan” (Romanian) as the language 

of communication with the employees of Transnistria’s public institutions, he/she might be 

requested to speak Russian.1690  

Second, the difference between these two Constitutions consists of the specification of 

the script used for the Moldovan (aka Romanian) language. Although both sides employed the 

term “Moldovan” for language identification, only the Constitution of the Republic of Moldova 

mandated the usage of the Latin alphabet. Finally, while the language of ethnic Moldovans was 

officially referred to in the same way both in the text of Transnistria’s supreme law and in 

education and scholarship, i.e., “Moldovan,” there was a respective discrepancy in right-bank 

                                                           
1688 L.D. Yakubova, “Movna problema ta ii vplyv na etnokul’turne zhyttia ukrains’kykh hrekiv (seredyna 20-kh - 
30-ti rr. XX st.),” Ukrains’kyi istorychnyi zhurnal, No. 2, Kyiv (2004): 121. 
1689 Evgenii Shevchuk, “Kak zhivetsia Pridnestrov’iu mezhdu Moldaviei i Rossiei?” Lenta.RU. Byvshii SSSR. 15 
July 2013. Available at http://lenta.ru/conf/shevchuk/ (accessed 24 July 2015). 
1690 My attempts to speak in either “Moldovan” or Ukrainian (I possess some speaking abilities for the latter) with 
the law enforcement officers, border guards, employees of the banks and the postal offices failed. 

http://lenta.ru/conf/shevchuk/
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Moldova. There the language was called “Moldovan” (Constitution of 1994, art. 13) and referred 

to as such only by the adherents of Moldovanism. At the same time, in education, scholarship, 

and the public sphere it was called “Romanian.” As mentioned earlier, only recently (5 

December 2013), the Constitutional Court in Chisinau recognized that Romanian not Moldovan 

was the official language of the country.1691 

 
The Issue of Ethnic Identities and the Authorities' Nationality Policies 

 
In the MSSR pro- and pan-Romanian slogans were frequently heard during perestroika. The 

“awakened” Romanians and Romanian-speaking participants at rallies organized by the Popular 

Front held placards and shouted that they were Romanians, that their language was not 

“Moldavian” but Romanian, and that the Cyrillic alphabet and “History of Moldavia” imposed 

by the Soviets in 1940 had neither legal nor scholarly grounds. At that point the Soviet 

Moldavian authorities firmly supported the Moldovanist paradigm promoted by the Kremlin and 

rejected anything related to the Romanian identity of Soviet Moldavians.1692 However, as the 

democratization of the society and glasnost advanced rapidly, local elites became fragmentized. 

Some remained faithful to Soviet nationality policies and fought for them, whereas others 

switched sides, accepting the position of the Romanianists (e.g., Mircea Snegur, the first 

President of the country). Under these circumstances, the ruling elite of what was still Soviet 

Moldavia adopted two key documents that touched upon language and, by extrapolation, the 

identity of the people. Thus, the 1989 Law on Languages spoken in the MSSR directly 

confirmed that Moldovan and Romanian were, in fact, the same language, and the Declaration of 

Independence of August 1991 also called it “Romanian.”1693  

The Romanianists’ victory proved ephemeral, as they soon lost power to the 

Moldovanists. In the 1994 Constitution, the latter’s MPs succeeded in making “Moldovan” the 

official language and avoided the term “Romanian.” Nonetheless, the resistance from the 

Romanianist opposition (politicians, academia, and the general public) undermined the efforts of 

partisans of Moldovanism to make it “Moldovan” in everyday usage. They even compiled a 

“Moldovan–Romanian” dictionary to demonstrate that “Moldovan” was different from 

                                                           
1691 I discuss this below. 
1692  Republica Moldova. Documente secrete, vii-viii; 3-14. 
1693 “Legea cu privire la funcționarea limbilor vorbite pe teritoriul RSS Moldovenești. Nr. 3465-XI din 01.09.89 
Veștile nr. 9/217, 1989,” in Republica Moldova: Documente și materiale. Vol. I, p. 7 and 53. 
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“Romanian”1694 – an attempt that failed. However, the inability of Moldovanists and 

Romanianists to decide on the “right” name of the language surfaced through a paradoxical 

ambiguity: for more than two decades (July 1994 – December 2013), in education, scholarship, 

and society the language was called “Romanian,” while the Constitution stated it was 

“Moldovan.”  

This juridical ambiguity (about naming the Moldovan language) affected the cultural 

and ethnic identities of the titular nation. Also, personal inputs of officials and leaders of the 

parties influenced one’s preference for a particular ethnic, linguistic or civic identity. Of all the 

presidents of this country (five since 1990 to the summer of 2016), only two, namely Vladimir 

Voronin and Mihai Ghimpu, took a decisive stand on the problem of language and cultural 

identities of Romanian-speaking Moldovans. During Voronin’s tenure, in 2003, the Moldovan 

Parliament elaborated the Concept of National Policy, a document that made clear that 

henceforth the state was in charge of preserving Moldovan ethnicity, culture, history, and 

language.1695 Even so, this Conception did not bring the expected results. The Moldovan 

Academy of Sciences, in particular the institutes of History and Language, other public 

institutions (e.g. schools and universities), and the mainstream Romanian-speaking public sphere 

objected, rejected, and impeded its implementation.1696 The only victory the ruling Moldovan 

Communists gained, albeit for a brief period, was the introduction of the so-called course of 

“Integrated History” in which the Romanian component was substituted by Moldovan.1697  

In contrast to the Moldovan Communists, the policymakers from the AIE Coalition that 

won the elections in 2009 reintroduced the “History of Romanians” in secondary education,1698 

challenged the name of the language in Moldova’s Constitution,1699 and never denied the 

                                                           
1694 Vasile Stati, Dicționar moldovenesc-românesc (Chisinau: Tip. Centrală: 2003), 5-14. 
1695  “Concepţia politicii naţionale a Republicii Moldova.” Available at 
http://lex.justice.md/viewdoc.php?action=view&view=doc&id=312846&lang=2 (accessed 22 July 2015). 
1696 In 2006 students of the Chisinau-based “Romanian-French high school Gheorghe Asachi” protested the 
government’s attempt to legalize the name of “Moldavo-French” high school. They publically destroyed the newly 
imposed inscription. See “Liceeni din Chişinău anchetaţi de poliţie.” AlterMedia Info. 15 May 2006. Available at 
http://ro.altermedia.info/cealalta-romanie/liceeni-din-chiinu-anchetai-de-poliie_4009.html  (accessed 22 July 2015). 
1697 The key differences between the “History of Romanians” and the so-called “Integrated History” are that whereas 
the former promoted Romanianist and pro-Western views of Moldova’s history, the latter implemented the 
Moldovanist concept of Moldova’s past and is more Russian-oriented. 
1698 The Communists failed to impose the “History of Moldova” in higher educational institutions, where the 
“History of Romanians” continued to be taught. Personal account. 
1699 The text of this initiative is available at http://anagutu.net/files/2013/03/sesizare-Curetea-Const..pdf 

http://lex.justice.md/viewdoc.php?action=view&view=doc&id=312846&lang=2
http://ro.altermedia.info/cealalta-romanie/liceeni-din-chiinu-anchetai-de-poliie_4009.html
http://anagutu.net/files/2013/03/sesizare-Curetea-Const..pdf
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Romanianness of the titular nation.1700 Furthermore, despite a political crisis in the country in 

spring 2013 and the collapse of the Alliance, Romanianists did not give up on their cause. Thus, 

on 4 July 2013 they came up with a legal initiative by which Voronin’s “Concept of National 

Policy” was challenged, as it contradicted Article 5 of the Constitution: “No ideology can be 

established as the official state ideology.”1701 The major outcome of this initiative was the 

decision of the Constitutional Court to declare “Romanian” as the sole proper name for the 

official language on 5 December 2013.1702 

In Transnistria, the separatist leadership declared in early 1990s that the Moldovan 

people and its language, culture, and national customs were to be protected by the state.1703 This 

meant a continuation of Soviet nationality policies with respect to Moldovans and Romanians 

and opposition to the domestic policies of right-bank Moldova. To succeed, the state institutions 

of the TMR employed a variety of methods and propaganda techniques to promote Moldovanism 

everywhere (e.g., in education, scholarship, and the public sphere). Moreover, the Union of 

Transnistrian Moldovans, a local pro-statist NGO, strongly opposed the so-called 

“Romanianization” and envisioned no alternatives to Moldovanism and a Transnistrian nation-

state.1704 While in office (2012-2015), Nina Shtanski, the head of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

of the TMR, stated that Transnistria’s Moldovans rejected “the policy of ethno-linguistic 

preferences promoted by Chisinau and choose to support the rights of Russian-speaking citizens 

[because] the Russian language for us [Transnistrians] is a way of self-identification.”1705 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
(accessed 24 July 2015). See “Ana Guțu vrea să obțină pentru limba română statutul binemeritat.” Unimedia. 30 
March 2013. Available at http://unimedia.info/stiri/doc-ana-gutu-vrea-sa-obtina-pentru-limba-romana-statutul-
binemeritat-58976.html  (accessed 24 July 2015). 
1700 Mihai Ghimpu stated that “We are Romanians, speak Romanian but live in two separate Romanian states.” See 
“Suntem români, vorbim româna, dar trăim în două state românești diferite.” Unimedia. 27 November 2012. 
Available at http://unimedia.info/stiri/ghimpu-suntem-romani--vorbim-romana--dar-traim-in-doua-state-romanesti-
diferite-54671.html  (accessed 24 July 2015). 
1701 The text of this initiative is available at http://anagutu.net/files/2013/07/309.2013.ro_.pdf (accessed 14 July 
2015). 
1702 Peter Roudik, “Moldova: Romanian Recognized as the Official Language,” Global Legal Monitor, 23 December 
2013. Available at http://www.loc.gov/law/foreign-news/article/moldova-romanian-recognized-as-the-official-
language/ (accessed 14 July 2015). 
1703 Bessarabskii  vopros i obrazovanie PMR. Sbornik ofitsial’nykh dokumentov (Tiraspol: RIO PGKU, 1993), 97. 
1704 “Moldavane Pridnestrov’ia: My sokhranili moldavskii iazyk i kul’turu.” RIA Novyi Region Pridnestrov’e. 
21.01.2013 Available at http://www.nr2.ru/pmr/420711.html; “Moldavane Pridnestrov’ia: “ 
“Net rumynizatsii! Net latinizatsii! Net denatsionalizatsii!” IA REGNUM. 22 April 2013. Available at 
http://news.rambler.ru/18735445/ (both accessed 14 July 2015). 
1705 “Vybor pridnestrovskogo naroda — interv’iu Niny Shtanski gazete Slovo. ” Slovo. 25 July 2012.  Available at 
http://xn--b1addbl5aidjekm0d.xn--p1ai/pridnestrove-novosti/vyibor-pridnestrovskogo-naroda-intervyu-ninyi-
shtanski-gazete-slovo/ (accessed 14 July 2015). 

http://unimedia.info/stiri/doc-ana-gutu-vrea-sa-obtina-pentru-limba-romana-statutul-binemeritat-58976.html
http://unimedia.info/stiri/doc-ana-gutu-vrea-sa-obtina-pentru-limba-romana-statutul-binemeritat-58976.html
http://unimedia.info/stiri/ghimpu-suntem-romani--vorbim-romana--dar-traim-in-doua-state-romanesti-diferite-54671.html
http://unimedia.info/stiri/ghimpu-suntem-romani--vorbim-romana--dar-traim-in-doua-state-romanesti-diferite-54671.html
http://anagutu.net/files/2013/07/309.2013.ro_.pdf
http://www.loc.gov/law/foreign-news/article/moldova-romanian-recognized-as-the-official-language/
http://www.loc.gov/law/foreign-news/article/moldova-romanian-recognized-as-the-official-language/
http://www.nr2.ru/pmr/420711.html
http://news.rambler.ru/18735445/
http://приднестровец.рф/pridnestrove-novosti/vyibor-pridnestrovskogo-naroda-intervyu-ninyi-shtanski-gazete-slovo/
http://приднестровец.рф/pridnestrove-novosti/vyibor-pridnestrovskogo-naroda-intervyu-ninyi-shtanski-gazete-slovo/
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However, my findings indicate that her statement is inaccurate or truthful only to a limited 

extent.1706   

Similar to the central authorities in Chisinau, the policymakers in Tiraspol faced 

opposition to their nationality and language policies. However, fear in the case of some 

Transnistrians, self-identification as ethnic Moldovans in other cases, and strong state-sponsored 

propaganda led to the outcomes expected by the Transnistrian government. Many of those who 

disagreed with the leadership’s Moldovanism chose to leave the political and professional 

environment of the TMR. They moved into territories administrated by the central authorities or 

went abroad.1707 Those who did not leave, who objected to and challenged secessionism, were 

persecuted and exposed as enemies of the Transnistrian nation and state. The most famous case 

was that of the Romanian-language schools that did not accept the Moldovanist curricula of 

Tiraspol and insisted on using the Latin script instead of Russian Cyrillic.1708 Although there are 

just a few such institutions they are perceived as a threat and called Moldova’s “Trojan horses” 

in Transnistria.1709 Last but not least, the separatist officials, local politicians, activists, and 

scholars constantly emphasize that the TMR is the only place in the world where the state 

preserves the Moldovans’ ethnic identity and claim that the Transnistrians are a completely new 

political nation.1710  

 
The Problem of Identities in the Platforms of Political Parties 

 
The relationship between identity construction and nation-building and the implications of both 

for the settlement of the Transnistria conflict are central to the platforms of the parties in the 

Republic of Moldova. Although varying in ideological affiliation and location, Moldovan and 

Transnistrian political organizations declared that building a civic identity was a major priority. 

                                                           
1706 70% of the Romanian-speaking youth respondents in Transnistria considered the creation of the TMR as 
something negative (67% for adults). In contrast, about 90% of their Russian-speaking counterparts saw this event 
as positive (70% for adults). Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 6 Tables and Figures 1.4.6.96 - 1.4.6.97, p. 1067. 
1707 For instance the cases of Ștefan Urâtu, a Moldovan politician and defender of human rights, and of the State 
Pedagogical Institute evacuated from Tiraspol in Chisinau during the civil war. Personal account. 
1708 Tatiana Corai, “Romanian Schools in Hostage Role,” 15 October 2001. Available at 
http://www.minelres.lv/mailing_archive/2005-February/003802.html (accessed 14 July 4, 2015). 
1709 “V Pridnestrov’e zakryvaiut rumynskie shkoly.” Trud. No.142, 31 July 2004. Available at 
http://www.trud.ru/article/31-07-2004/75172_v_pridnestrove_zakryvajut_rumynskie_shkoly.html (accessed 15 July 
2015). 
1710 “Samobytnost’ kazhdogo naroda, ego traditsii budut sushhestvovat’ i razvivat’sia tol’ko lish pri uslovii 
sohraneniiaa iazyka - Igor Smirnov.” 24.05.2010. Available at http://president.gospmr.ru/ru/news/samobytnost-
kazhdogo-naroda-ego-tradicii-budut-sushchestvovat-i-razvivatsya-tolko-lish-pri (accessed 15 July 2015). 

http://www.minelres.lv/mailing_archive/2005-February/003802.html
http://www.trud.ru/article/31-07-2004/75172_v_pridnestrove_zakryvajut_rumynskie_shkoly.html
http://president.gospmr.ru/ru/news/samobytnost-kazhdogo-naroda-ego-tradicii-budut-sushchestvovat-i-razvivatsya-tolko-lish-pri
http://president.gospmr.ru/ru/news/samobytnost-kazhdogo-naroda-ego-tradicii-budut-sushchestvovat-i-razvivatsya-tolko-lish-pri
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It seems that the competitors in the political spectrum in Chisinau understood that only a 

politically built nation could supersede the ethnic nationalism of the Romanian speakers and the 

pan-Slavism of the Russian-speaking minorities. Only this sort of nationalism could unite them 

all on the grounds of being citizens of one Motherland – the modern Republic of Moldova.  

In Transnistria, if one trusts the statements of the local authorities and political platforms 

of the parties, there is no ethnic nationalism, but an inter-ethnic concord and civic nationalism 

that dominates the relationships among residents of the TMR. Yet, a few things should be 

pointed out in this regard. First, the construction of civic identity in the Republic of Moldova as 

presented in the political platforms is obstructed by the de facto incapacity of the Moldovan 

parties to implement and propagate their policies in the areas controlled by the secessionist 

government. Second, reality demonstrates that although each side carries out and orchestrates 

nation-building in the territories controlled by it, both try to interfere in each other’s nation-

construction projects. Third, notwithstanding the announced aim of attaining a political nation, 

parties in right-bank Moldova, in contrast to those in Transnistria, jeopardize this objective by 

the excessive politicization of the ethnic, cultural, and language identities of the Romanian-

speaking citizens of the Republic of Moldova. 

The narratives of the political platforms reflect the existing tensions within Moldovan 

society over the Romanian speakers’ identity. They also indicate the ways in which the political 

elite is seeking to conciliate all sides involved in that debate. However, the analysis of the texts 

points toward four different tendencies that may not bring peace in the nearest future. Whereas 

the first two demonstrate conflicting and exclusionist approaches (i.e., the Moldovanists and 

Romanianists), the other two (i.e., the “Europeanists” and “Neutralists”) distinguish themselves 

as being either appeasing parties, which offer conciliatory solutions to the identity crisis or, as in 

the case of the latter, avoid the sensitive matter of identity altogether.  

The quantitative data show that parties based on Moldovanist ideology dominated the 

political spectrum in right-bank Moldova.1711  The position of these parties can be summarized as 

follows: because the country “is divided and lacks any identity” and because ethnic “Moldovans 

have the Constitutional right to preserve their cultural identity and civilization,” efforts must be 

oriented toward the preservation of the Moldovan people and state.1712 The Moldovanist parties 

                                                           
1711 Volume II, Appendix 3 Table 3.1 pp. 1112-1113. 
1712 The Party of Communists of Moldova. Program, 2008: 9, 10, 13; People’s Socialist Party. Program, 2011: 1, 2, 
8; Party “Our Home – Moldova.” Program, 2008: 1, 4; The Party United Moldova. Program, 2010: 1-3. 
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advanced four major ideas: that “Moldovans” (not “Romanians”) constitute the titular nation of 

the country; that there exist two distinctive languages and peoples (i.e., Moldovan and 

Romanian, and Moldovans and Romanians); that the Republic of Moldova is a multiethnic state 

in which ethnic Romanians are one of many ethnic minority groups; and finally, that the viability 

of the Moldovan nation, state, and culture are guaranteed by strengthening relations with 

Russia.1713 The only difference between this and the Soviet Moldovanist approach is that the 

former in contrast to the latter accepted that there are indeed ethnic Romanians living in the 

territory of the Republic of Moldova.         

  In contrast to the Moldovanists, the programs of Romanianist parties are not free from 

political (ethnic) exclusivism. They firmly stand for “the awakening of the national 

consciousness of the Romanians who live east of the Prut River,” call for “the protection of 

Romanianism,” and condemn “primitive Moldovanism.”1714 Moreover, the designation of 

“Romanian” as the sole official language and the denunciation of the existence of a separate 

“Moldovan” language and ethnicity are the core objectives in their political activity. Hence, 

ethnic Russians and all Russified minorities not only must learn the official language, but also 

use it for their inter-ethnic communication (a function that in Moldovan law was reserved for 

Russian). One political platform claimed that the only way to overcome minorities’ isolation and 

ensure their full integration into “our society is to learn Romanian and assimilate into the culture 

of the [Romanian-speaking] majority.”1715 Although the Romanianist organizations represent a 

tiny segment of the political spectrum in right-bank Moldova, their position toward the name of 

the language has almost always dominated in government, parliament, public education, and 

society. To explain this situation and justify the use of the term “Romanian” instead of 

“Moldovan,” opponents of Moldovanism argue that there is no “Austrian language,” but 

German, or that there is no “Brazilian language,” but Portuguese. Therefore, there is and cannot 

be a “Moldovan language,” but only Romanian.      

Moldovan parties that envisioned the country’s future within the framework of the EU 

(the “Europeanists”) had the most pragmatic approach to identity issues. These parties 

considered that scholarship not politics should decide the name of the language (“Moldovan” or 

                                                           
1713 Republican Party of Moldova. Program, 1999: 1; The Party of Patriots of Moldova. Program, 2010: 1-4; The 
Gypsies’ Movement in Moldova. Program, 2010: 1-3; The Party United Moldova. Program, 2010: 1-3; Agrarian 
Party of Moldova. Program, 2004: 1-2; 5-6; Socio-political Movement “Equality.” Program, 2008:  1-3, 5, 6. 
1714 The National Romanian Party. Program, 2000: 1-3. 
1715 People’s Christian Democratic Party. Program, 1999: 3; Liberal Party. Program, 2005: 5, 12. 
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“Romanian”)1716 and made some clear points about the continuing identity conflict. Thus the 

Liberal Democratic Party believed that the overlap of identities and loyalty of most Romanian-

speaking Moldovans to Romania does not represent a problem for the Moldovan state; the 

problem was created by the leftist, pro-Russian-oriented organizations that aim to tie Moldova to 

Russia.1717 Furthermore, the so-called “Europeanists” consider that the artificially created 

conflict between “Moldovan” and “Romanian” ethnonyms is outdated and represents a 

destructive element that divides the titular nation between “us (ethnic) Moldovans” and “those 

(ethnic) Romanians.”1718  

 Another crucial point stated in the platforms of “Europeanists” was that “regardless of 

how we identify ourselves, Moldovans, Romanians, Russians, Ukrainians, [...] or Jews, we are 

all citizens of the Republic of Moldova, a united nation of Sovereign Moldova, a Moldovan civic 

nation.”1719 Lastly, in the spirit of the Western European countries’ tolerance toward ethnic 

minorities, as presented by Steven A. Weldon, it seems that these Moldovan parties see no 

problems with either ethnic Moldovans’ or Romanians’ right for self-identification.1720 That is, 

as the People’s Republican Party stated, if ethnic Moldovans want to become “a modern and 

civilized nation [separate from Romania], there is no need for them to deny their historical, 

cultural, and linguistic commonalities with Romanians.”1721 The point here is that ethnic 

Moldovans should not deny that they speak Romanian, just as Austrians do not deny that they 

speak German rather than “Austrian.” Also, if Germans have accepted the Austrian identity of 

Austria’s German-speaking population, why would Romanians not accept a Moldovan ethnic 

identity of those Moldovans who speak Romanian either in Moldova, the TMR, or Ukraine and 

prefer to self-identify themselves as ethnic Moldovans?  

 There is one more group of the Chisinau-based political parties, which might be called 

“Neutralists” because their platforms lack any statements on the identity crisis in the Republic of 

Moldova. While not completely ignoring the issue of nationality policy and inter-ethnic 

relations, these parties tend to avoid specifying the ethnicity and language of the titular nation. 

                                                           
1716 They support “Romanian” as the name of the language. See Communitarian Party “Democracy at Home.” 
Program, 2012: 2, 3, 5, 6; Liberal Democratic Party of Moldova. Program, 2007: 2, 4, 5. 
1717 Liberal Democratic Party of Moldova. Program, 2007: 15. 
1718 National Liberal Party. Program, 2006: 6; The Peoples’ Republican Party. Program, 2005: 3. 
1719 Party for Unification of Moldova. Program, 2011: 6; Social-Democratic Party, Program, 2007: 2-3. 
1720 Steven A. Weldon, “The Institutional Context of Tolerance for Ethnic Minorities: A Comparative, Multilevel 
Analysis of Western Europe,” American Journal of Political Science, Vol. 50, No. 2 (Apr., 2006): 338. 
1721 The Peoples’ Republican Party. Program, 2005: 3. 
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Interestingly, the political orientation of these few organizations is both pro-European and pro-

Russian. Although some made vague references about the need to “consolidate national 

identity,” omitting precise descriptors (e.g. ethnic vs. civic), and spoke of an unspecified “mother 

tongue” and “state language,”1722 others avoided any indicators of the ethnic, cultural, or civic 

identity of Moldova’s citizens.1723 One may find this approach inefficient. It does not help to 

resolve the identity problem, allows the continuation of the population's difficulties with 

deformed, confused, and often conflicting identities, and has no positive impact on the protracted 

conflict with Transnistria.  

         In the Transnistrian republic, political parties have practices very reminiscent of Soviet 

nationality policies. The employed semantics refer to internationalism, people’s friendship, and 

the multinational composition of the TMR. Some organizations assert that the authorities must 

base nation- and state-building on the historical experience of “imperial Russia, the USSR, the 

Russian Federation, and on the positive experience of other [unspecified] countries.”1724 Their 

platforms also identify as the core of ethnic, cultural, and language policies in the region the 

multi-ethnicity of the centuries-old Transnistrian people and its spiritual unity and cohesion.1725 

In addition, one may discover some discrepancies and contradictions between the political 

platforms and the Transnistrian Constitution.1726 Some of the statements are anti-Constitutional, 

as they challenge the constitutionally declared independence in 1990. Thus, the platforms of 

Transnistrian organizations gave priority to the so-called “Russian idea,” according to which 

“Russia is our common Motherland” and the Russian language is both “a value and the dominant 

instrument of communication, which assures the construction of the Transnistrian civic 

nation.”1727 From this one may conclude that Transnistrian parties seek the fusion of 

Transnistria’s political identity (under construction) with that of Russia, neglect the preservation 

of non-Russian ethnic identities, and therefore challenge the declared equality of official 

languages and representatives of non-Russian minorities. Evidently, this will strengthen the 

                                                           
1722 Conservative Party. Program, 2006: 7-8. 
1723 Party of Democratic Action. Program, 2011: passim; The Revival Party. Program, 2012: 6. 
1724 Liberal-Democratic Party of Pridnestrov’e. Program, 2006:3-6; Republican Party of Pridnestrov’e Renewal: 
Program, 2012; The Pridnestroviian Communist Party. Program, 2009. 
1725 Republican Party “Motherland.” Program, 2012; Liberal-Democratic Party of Pridnestrov’e. Program, 2006: 5; 
Republican Party Rebirth. Program, 2012. 
1726 For example, that all ethnic groups in the region and all three official languages share equal rights. 
1727 Liberal-Democratic Party of Pridnestrov’e. Program, 2006: 6; Republican Party Rebirth. Program, 2012. 
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individual and collective civic identities of the so-called “Transnistrian people” at the expense of 

their Moldovan, Bulgarian, Ukrainian, Jewish, Polish, or other ethnic belonging.   

 Another feature depicted in the narratives of political organizations in Transnistria is the 

manipulation of the image of the “alien other.” Indeed, elites often use this image to facilitate 

nation-building as the former makes a distinct division between their own “good” and the “bad” 

of the “other.” Whereas the image of “selves” and “others” is also omnipresent in the platforms 

of right-bank Moldova parties, it mainly reflects the conflict around individual or collective 

ethnic and cultural identities (Moldovan vs. Romanian). The representation and use of 

“otherness” in Transnistrian programs goes far beyond the imagination of the “domestic alien” as 

it centers on the “foreign enemy” – the Republic of Moldova. The statements included in the 

platforms reminded the voters that to become a united civic nation, Transnistrians must not 

forget Moldova’s national-fascist regime, chauvinism, Romanianization, discrimination, 

genocide, and military aggression, and that they need to fight against nationalism and 

pornography.1728 

It can be concluded from the above that the Constitutions of Moldova and Transnistria 

took a different approach toward the question of national identity. That of Transnistria oriented 

the inhabitants of the region to a common civic identity and did not emphasize ethnocentrism, as 

did, in contrast, the supreme law of the Republic of Moldova. Even though the latter declared 

Moldova the “Motherland” of all its citizens, made them all politically “Moldovans,” and 

guaranteed the development of all the country's languages, it still spoke in the first instance of 

ethnic Moldovans as the sole titular nation. It also emphasized the historical continuity of their 

national statehood and focused less on ethnic minorities.  

The language-related conflict between the law and reality in right-bank Moldova 

indicates that the government took no clear stance on this question for more than two decades, 

and this is why people became confused about their language and ethnic identities. As a 

Chisinau-based blogger pointed out: “What are we [Moldovans or Romanians, and what 

language do we thus speak, Moldovan or Romanian] if Marian Lupu is ‘Moldovan’ and Ghimpu 

is ‘Romanian’?”1729 In contrast to the decision-makers in Chisinau, those in Tiraspol pursued a 

                                                           
1728 The Pridnestroviian Communist Party. Program, 2009; Republican Party Rebirth. Program, 2012; Republican 
Party “Motherland.” Program, 2012. 
1729 Marian Lupu was appointed as Speaker of Parliament by Communists in 2005 and held this position until 2013 
with a short interruption. Mihai Ghimpu was Speaker of Parliament and Acting President of the country in 2009-
2010. Lilia Cazacu, “Marian Lupu e moldovean, Ghimpu e român. Noi ce suntem?” Available at 
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clearly identifiable nationality policy, worked on building a civic identity, and legally protected a 

Moldovan ethnic identity for Transnistria’s Romanian-speaking population. On the other hand, 

the platforms of the political parties on the territory of the Republic of Moldova revealed two 

main things. First, Transnistria’s organizations seek to strengthen the collective civic identity of 

the so-called “Transnistrian people” and also aim at its fusion with the political identity of the 

Russian Federation. Second, the Moldovan political parties do not share a common position 

regarding the ethnic identity of the titular nation and have demonstrated an exclusivist approach 

toward the building of a political nation in the Republic of Moldova.    

 

7.4. Unsettled Identities and Self-Identification: “Amphibians,” “Budweisers,”  

or Undefined? 
  

In the context of discussing nation and identity construction in the territory of the Republic of 

Moldova, two major questions arise. First, how do we define the population of this country, amid 

parallel nation-building projects and the unresolved conflict with the separatist republic of 

Transnistria? Are they cultural “amphibians,” political “Budweisers,” to use Jeremy King’s 

terms1730 or people of “undefined” identities? Also, to use Walker Connors’ notions, are the 

leaderships of Moldova and Transnistria “nation-builders” or “nation-destroyers”?1731 Various 

answers to these and related questions will be suggested in this section. The results of the 

opinion poll based on questionnaires administered to respondents in Moldova and Transnistria 

will be used for this purpose. Their views contribute to an understanding of the views of general 

public and demonstrate that besides the identity crisis, it is the protracted conflict over the TMR 

that frustrates nation and state-building in this country.  

So, what are the people of the modern Republic of Moldova? How do they identify 

themselves and perceive the domestic “other” based on cultural, spatial, and language 

characteristics? What does it mean to them to be “Moldovan,” and how do they identity the name 

of the language spoken by the majority of population? Also, in their opinion, who are the people 

that constitute the largest ethnic group of the country, the so-called “titular nation”: ethnic 

Moldovans or ethnic Romanians? Furthermore, who are Transnistrians: a “people” (narod) that 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
http://liliacazacu.blogspot.ca/2010/05/marian-lupu-e-moldovean-ghimpu-e-roman.html (accessed 24 July 2015). 
1730 Jeremy King, Budweisers into Czechs and Germans: A Local History of Bohemian Politics 1848–1948 
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2005), 104. 
1731 Walker Connor, “Nation-Building or Nation-Destroying?” World Politics, Vol. 24/3 (1972): 319-355. 

http://liliacazacu.blogspot.ca/2010/05/marian-lupu-e-moldovean-ghimpu-e-roman.html
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existed prior to 1991, part of a “nation under construction,” a symbol of unity for Transnistria 

and/or division for the Republic of Moldova?  

As demonstrated earlier, the Constitutions and the majority of political parties supported 

the idea of building civic nations out of the population who live in right-bank Moldova and 

Transnistria. However, although both sides emphasize ethnic, cultural, and language identities of 

their citizens-subjects, it is the identity of the numerically dominant ethnic group that challenges 

the efforts of central authorities to make a united political nation of Moldovans. When 

respondents of Moldova and Transnistria were asked to respond to the question who they think 

of when they hear the word “Moldovans,” their answers were divided between two (out of five) 

proposed options: 50% said that they “think of all citizens of the Republic of Moldova regardless 

of their ethnic background,” while 39% said that they think particularly of ethnic Moldovans.1732 

Interestingly, the analysis of the data by spoken language, place of residence and age group 

revealed that only 10% of the Romanian speakers in right-bank Moldova associated the term 

“Moldovans” with “Romanians.”1733 From this survey one may surmise that although the idea of 

ethnocentrism is still quite evident (with 39% considering themselves ethnic Moldovans), the 

50% cited above indicates a radical change in the self-perception of the people who live in the 

Republic of Moldova. As this shift has occurred only within the two decades of independence, 

the future may see a “civic” rather than “ethnic” Moldovan nation.  

Another serious challenge for both the authorities and Romanian-speaking individuals is 

the question whether ethnic Moldovans are ethnic Romanians. Francine Hirsch demonstrated 

that before the first all-Union census took place in 1926, Soviet ethnographers made no ethnic 

and/or linguistic division between Moldovans and Romanians. However, afterwards, in order “to 

deliberately transform its [Soviet] subjects’ identities” and to submit to “Stalin’s 1913 definition 

of a nation,” that division was ultimately made.1734 Therefore, from 1926 ethnic Moldovans in 

the MASSR and later in the MSSR and some parts of Soviet Ukraine had no choice but to 

become “Moldavians,” to whom the Romanian language became “foreign” overnight. The 

constructed Soviet “Moldavian” ethnic identity left a complicated legacy to those who perceived 

themselves as either Romanians or Moldovans. Initially, during the late 1980s-early 1990s, pan-

                                                           
1732 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Table and Figure 1.4.4.2, p. 809. 
1733 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Tables and Figures 1.4.4.4 - 1.4.4.7, pp. 810-811. 
1734 Hirsch, Empire of Nations, 8, 102, 283. 
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Romanian slogans, feelings, and a euphoric acceptance of belonging to the Romanian nation 

were obvious, followed by a slow process of self de-Romanianization.  

Ethnic, cultural, and political flexibility are constituents of identity construction. Scholars 

have demonstrated that exclusivist nation-building projects influence self-identification of the 

people from the borderlands. Furthermore, as Chad Bryant pointed out, in some particular cases 

it is “the state [that] assumed for itself the sole authority over the ascription of [people’s] 

nationality.”1735 In South-Eastern Europe “the personal choice [e.g., for the Romanian-speaking 

Bessarabians] was replaced by the administrative [census]” and nationality policies.1736 The 

policymakers in tsarist Russia and the USSR excluded the ethnonym “Romanian” for the 

identification of Moldavians in Bessarabia and east of the Dniester River, but Romania always 

included them in the larger Romanian nation in which ethnic Moldavians were never recognized 

as a separate nation no matter which political regime was running the country. This is why, it 

might be said that international circumstances and domestic nationality policies made the 

Romanian,speakers of Bessarabia, of the MASSR, and of them MSSR cultural “amphibians” and 

political “Budweisers.”  

The history of the past century and current developments show that ethnic Moldovans 

can indeed be described as “amphibians,” a people whose identity is unclear or “people who 

could switch public nationalities” under the pressure of events.1737 Those who accepted 

Romanianness and have fluctuated towards Romanian self-perception are seen as “traitors” and 

nationalists by the advocates of Moldovanism. For their part, the Romanianists call those who 

preserve Moldovan ethnic identity by the derogatory label “mankurt” – an individual who has 

lost connection with his/her nation (here ethnicity) and rejects their “true” culture. Hence, 

Romanian speakers, divided into “Moldovans” and “Romanians,” can accuse each other of 

mankurtism and treachery and perceive themselves as “true patriots” of either the Moldovan or 

Romanian nation. One may conclude that this situation is a direct outcome of the constructed 

Soviet Moldavian identity. Not only does it complicate the situation for individuals who declare 

themselves Moldovans or Romanians, but it also causes misunderstandings and clashes within 

the family and beyond. From the perestroika period to the present, the offspring of the same 

Romanian-speaking parents and even adults who were ascribed the “Moldavian nationality” 

                                                           
1735 Bryant, “Either German or Czech,” 702. 
1736 Ibid., 702. 
1737 Ibid., 684. 
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years ago, may identify themselves differently within the same family and disagree about their 

ethnicity and what language they speak.     

In the context of inter-ethnic tensions resulting from the government’s nationality 

policies, a new type of conflict emerged in the Republic of Moldova after 1991. The question of 

ethnic and cultural belonging caused an internal break within the Romanian-speaking community 

of the country. It resulted from the reaction of ethnic Moldovans and Russian speakers towards 

those who identify themselves as Romanians. Sometimes, extremists target the Romanian ethnic 

minority. To call oneself Romanian is both an act of courage and a risk, frequently resulting in 

derisive insults or even physical aggression.1738 Moreover, local Moldovans who identify 

themselves as Romanians are seen as “foreigners and enemies of Moldovans” and they “should 

move to Romania” if they do not identify themselves as ethnic Moldovans.1739 This intolerance 

may come from both a Moldovanist government and ordinary residents regardless of the 

language they speak (i.e. “Moldovan” or Russian). The sub-cultural division of the Romanian 

speakers in the Republic of Moldova, which is discussed below, reminds us of the case of Hutu-

Tutsi cultural similarity despite their inner ethnic conflict.1740 

The findings of this research suggest the existence of an ethno-cultural division among 

Romanian speakers in the Republic of Moldova. They represent a community divided into three 

sub-cultural groups that emerged from the two mutually incompatible nation-building projects, 

i.e., pan-Moldovanist and pan-Romanianist. Members of the first group identify themselves as 

ethnic Moldovans and call their native tongue Moldovan. Their background lies in the 

psychological attachment of ethnic Moldovans to the historical ethnonym “Moldovans,” in their 

absence from the early stage of Romanian nation-building, and in the influence of the nationality 

policies of the Soviet Union. Those in the second group identify themselves as ethnic 

Moldovans, but accept that the language should be called Romanian. Although rooted also in the 

legacy of Moldovanism, this category of Romanian speakers emerged during the national 

awakening and demonstrated a pragmatic approach towards the Moldovan-Romanian language 

identity issue. And lastly, the members of the third group are people with a strong Romanian 

consciousness. Their background lies in the survival of Romanianness in Russian Bessarabia and 

                                                           
1738 Sergiu Baciu, e-mail to author, 30 July 2013; Cornelia Munteanu, e-mail to author, 30 July 2013; Liuba Sârbu, 
e-mail to author, 30 July 2013. 
1739 Aliona Crețu, e-mail to author, 30 July 2013; Vlad Mischevca, e-mail to author, 30 July 2013. 
1740 Godfrey Mwakikagile, Identity Politics and Ethnic Conflicts in Rwanda and Burundi: A Comparative Study 
(Dar es Salaam, Tanzania: New Africa Press, 2012), 116-117. 
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in Soviet Moldavia, and in the rise of pan-Romanianist nationalism, which strengthened their 

ethnic identity during and after perestroika. Since neither of these two nation-building projects 

succeeded and the conflict has continued, any of these three sub-groups of Romanian speakers 

could gain political legitimacy in certain circumstances (e.g. a new census, changes in the 

national legislation, and a well-designed and implemented new nationality policy).   

The findings show that while Moldovan and Transnistrian respondents believed that 

Moldovans represented the dominant ethnic group in the country,1741 they differed on the name 

of the language this group speaks. The overwhelming majority of Russian speakers (in the TMR 

and Moldova) considered that the language must be called “Moldovan,” while the majority of 

Romanian speakers in both regions called it “Romanian.”1742 Interestingly, about 15% of 

Transnistrian and Moldovan respondents chose to refer to the official language in the Republic 

of Moldova as “the state language,” – an alternative term to the much debated “Romanian” and 

“Moldovan.”1743 Unfortunately, even though this variant might be convenient for avoiding 

tensions between advocates of “Moldovan” and “Romanian,” it seems unlikely to reconcile 

them. Besides, although the term “state language,” sometimes works in public speeches and/or in 

the platforms of political parties,1744 it cannot be applied in education and scholarship. 

Furthermore, as the poll data revealed, the overwhelming majority of Russian-speaking 

respondents (both in the TMR and right-bank Moldova) considered Moldovan and Romanian 

either “slightly different,” “very different,” or just “different.”1745 This contrasts with the opinion 

of the majority of Romanian speakers, again from both entities, who stated that “it is the same 

language, but called differently for political reasons.”1746 

  These results indicate the conflicting and ambivalent identities shared by Romanian 

speakers in the Republic of Moldova. One can apply to them the term coined by Chad Bryant, 

ethnic “amphibians,” with the modification that they are not so much “ethnic” as “linguistic.” 

The Soviet paradigm and stereotypes remained powerful with regard to the Russian speakers. 

                                                           
1741 Some 90% opted for “Moldovans,” 4% for “Romanians,” and 6% said they did not know. Volume II, Appendix 
1 Section 4 Tables and Figures 1.4.4.62 - 1.4.4.67, pp. 841-843. 
1742 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Tables and Figures 1.4.4.49 - 1.4.4.52, pp. 834-835. 
1743 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Table and Figure 1.4.4.47, p. 833. 
1744 See Matthew H Ciscel, “What Does Democracy Mean in Moldova? Political Discourses around Contested 
Words in the Disputed Elections of 2009,” in Ernest Andrews (ed.), Legacies of Totalitarian Language in the 
Discourse Culture of the Post-Totalitarian (Lexington Books, Rowman & Littlefield, 2011), 69-70. 
1745 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Tables and Figures 1.4.4.20 and 1.4.4.22, pp. 818-819. 
1746 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Tables and Figures 1.4.4.19 - 1.4.4.21, pp. 818-819. 
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The latter continued to call Moldovans “Moldavane” not “Rumyny” and respectively the 

language was called as in the pre- and Soviet era – “Moldavskii” rather than “Rumynskii.”     

Developments in the breakaway republic have been perceived somewhat differently. 

Transnistrian authorities claim that a new nation (“Pridnestrovskii narod”) exists in the region, 

that it stood at the foundations of the TMR, defended it during the so-called “war of 

independence,” and supports the building of a sovereign state. However, opinion poll results 

support these allegations only to a limited extent. In response to the question who are the 

“Transnistrians,” 38% of respondents (from Moldova and Transnistria) answered that they are 

“part of the people of the Republic of Moldova”; and 17% that “Transnistrians” represent a 

distinct community that existed before 1990.1747 Only 25% of respondents considered that 

“Transnistrians” were a new community created after 1990, while some 17% said that 

“Transnistrians” are those who consider themselves “Soviets” even after the collapse of the 

Soviet Union. 

It is important to look more closely at the survey results from the respondents who live 

in the territory controlled by separatists. Only 30% of Transnistria’s Russian-speaking adult 

respondents and none of the Transnistrian Russian-speaking youth perceived themselves as 

“people of the Republic of Moldova.” At the same time, 70% of the youth and 40% of the adults 

chose the option that “Transnistrians” (Pridnestrovskii narod) are a new and distinct community 

formed after 1991.1748 In contrast, more than half of the Transnistrian Romanian-speaking 

respondents (60% for each group, i.e., youth and adults) said that they considered themselves 

part of the people of the Republic of Moldova.1749 These results demonstrate two things. First, 

that the idea of a new civic “Transnistrian nation” has indeed found fertile soil among some 

residents in the TMR. Second, that ethnic-cultural background and spoken language are 

determinative in either accepting or rejecting a Transnistrian identity. Besides, the fact that more 

than half of Romanian-speaking respondents in Transnistria remained faithful to a Moldovan 

civic identity demonstrates that it is premature to consider the nationality policy promoted by the 

secessionists successful. Therefore, one may agree with Stefan Troebst that “what has been 

constructed by Tiraspol does not seem to be irreversible.”1750  

                                                           
1747 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Table and Figure 1.4.4.77, p. 849. 
1748 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Table and Figure 1.4.4.82, p. 851. 
1749 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 4 Table and Figure 1.4.4.81, p. 851. 
1750 Stefan Troebst, “‘We are Transnistrians!’: Post-Soviet Identity Management in the Dniester Valley,” Ab 
Imperio, (1/2003): 466. 
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Other data also indicate that the Russian- and Romanian-speaking communities in 

Transnistria do not share the same opinion on crucial questions related to the self-proclaimed 

republic. The poll participants who represented the former (90% youth and 70% adults) justified 

the creation of the TMR while the latter mainly condemned it (70% youth and 67% adults).1751 A 

sharp division can be noticed on the question who stood behind the emergence of the TMR. 

According to Tiraspol, it was the people in the region who during the late 1980s-early 1990s 

opted for the formation of a Transnistrian republic. This is exactly what came out of the 

responses of Transnistria’s Russian speakers: 90% youth and 78% adults said that the population 

supported the local elite to create the TMR.1752 Opposed to this, 90% of youth and 78% of adults 

among the Romanian-speaking respondents stated that the local elite backed by Moscow 

founded the TMR in 1990.  

The ambiguities concerning collective civic identities are evident in the responses about 

an alternative past and geopolitical future of the Republic of Moldova. The findings revealed that 

the place of residence, age, and cultural identity were not always the reason behind the division 

between Moldovans and Transnistrians. The Romanian speakers expressed the wish that Soviet 

Moldavia had either attained independence or united with Romania, while the majority of 

Russian-speaking respondents would have preferred it to remain within the USSR.1753 

Furthermore, the attachment to one particular identity (e.g. civic Moldovan or civic 

Transnistrian) arises from answers to the question what solution to the conflict they would 

personally prefer. Thus, Transnistria’s Russian speakers (80% of youth and 60% of adults) 

wanted their republic to be recognized as an independent state, whereas their right-bank 

counterparts considered that the separatist region should be reintegrated and given “a special 

status” according to Moldovan legislation (40% youth and 70% adults). An uncompromising 

response, however, came from the Romanianspeakers in both regions. To them the most 

adequate scenario would be the unconditional reintegration of Transnistria into the Republic of 

Moldova.1754 These positions indicate that the civic nationalism and readiness for concession 

were evident mainly among the Russian speakers in right-bank Moldova. In contrast, Romanian-

speaking respondents (regardless of their place of residence) were reluctant to compromise 

                                                           
1751 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 6 Tables and Figures 1.4.6.96 - 1.4.6.97, p. 1067. 
1752 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 6 Tables and Figures 1.4.6.126 - 1.4.6.127, p. 1083. 
1753 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 6 Tables and Figures 1.4.6.79 - 1.4.6.82, pp. 1058-1059. 
1754 Volume II, Appendix 1 Section 3 Tables and Figures 1.4.3.64 - 1.4.3.67, pp. 706-707. 
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territorial integrity, and for them ethnocentrism seemed to supersede the idea of civic 

nationalism. 

Several questions were raised at the beginning of this section. The first was whom we 

may define as the population of post-Soviet Moldova: “amphibians,” “Budweisers,” or people 

with “undefined” identities? The second referred to whether the central and separatist authorities 

should be treated as “builders” or “destroyers” of a Moldovan modern nation. One may conclude 

that since Romanian speakers oscillate between Moldovan ethnocentrism and Romanianness 

they could be referred to as “amphibians.” At the same time, taking into account local 

peculiarities, the notion “Budweisers” can also be applied to them. Although their case differs 

from that of German and Czech speakers in Southern Bohemia, the Romanian speakers in the 

Republic of Moldova face too the dilemma of ethnic and cultural belonging. 

On the other hand, Russian speakers in right-bank Moldova and Transnistria seem 

unaffected by an identity crisis like their Romanian-speaking counterparts are. But there is a 

difference in political attitude between Russian speakers of Moldova and the TMR. Those in the 

TMR embraced the civic identity of “Pridnestrovtsy” – the “narod,” oriented toward 

strengthening Transnistria’s statehood and becoming a constituent part of the so-called “Russkii 

mir” (the Russian World). The Russian speakers in right-bank Moldova, on the contrary, seem to 

adjust to the idea of being citizens of the Republic of Moldova and prefer to become 

“Moldovans.” Nonetheless, it appears that neither Moldovans nor Transnistrians can be 

considered nations with clearly defined civic identities. They are rather nations in search of 

identities, nations following a distorted path of identity construction. Much depends on the 

nationality policies of the leaderships in Chisinau and Tiraspol. However, as long as the 

protracted conflict remains unresolved, both authorities can be classified as “nation-destroyers” 

rather than “nation-builders.”   

The collected material suggests that Moldova’s government has not developed a clear, 

comprehensive, and conciliatory conception about state and national identity construction. 

Although the creation of a “political Moldovan” is the desired goal, the nationality policy 

promoted for more than two decades has proved to be of low quality and insufficient for 

constructing a civic identity shared by all citizens of the Republic of Moldova, including 

residents of Transnistria. Furthermore, the officials in Chisinau kept the issue of the ethnicity and 

cultural belonging of the titular nation “frozen.” This impeded to some extent the resolution of 
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the Transnistrian problem and also fed the conflict between the right-bank Russian speakers and 

Romanian-speaking Moldovanists with the Romanian ethnic minority in the country. Lastly, two 

comments can be made with respect to the input of the Transnistrian leadership on nation-

building in the territory it controls. First, those in Tiraspol were indeed successful in promoting a 

“Pridnestroviian” political identity; yet, as this work has demonstrated, the success was limited 

only to Russian speakers, almost completely failing among Romanian speakers. Second, the 

Transnistrian government can be called without reservation a “destroyer” of the modern 

Moldovan nation and state.  

After the MSSR gained its political independence, Romanian speakers in Moldova and 

Transnistria construed their identities differently than Russian speakers. The former assumed an 

ethnic identity based on pan-Moldovan or pan-Romanian nationalism; the latter seem to be 

divided between Moldovan and Transnistrian civic identities. Concerning the issues of whether 

ethnic Moldovans are (or are not) a distinct ethnocultural nation (natsional’nost’) and how their 

language should be called (“Moldovan” or “Romanian”), these matters seem to depend on one's 

personal ethnic self-determination, ethnic self-awareness, and national consciousness 

(natsional'noe samosoznanie). However, if a preference for a “Moldovan” ethnic identity can be 

understood, justified, and accepted, the existence of a separate “Moldovan” language is highly 

questionable (except as a political tool).1755 

Furthermore, the name of the language does not always unite ethnic, cultural, and 

political identities, just as not all speakers of English, French, or Portuguese are necessarily 

ethnic Englishmen, Frenchmen or Portuguese (as they might be Australians, Canadians, or 

Brazilians). Similarly, ethnic Moldovans who speak Romanian are not necessarily to be counted 

as Romanians. On the other hand, a post-Soviet ethnic Moldovan nation can be built (based on 

historical, regional, and geographic identities), thanks to state-sponsored Moldovanism with 

headquarters in Chisinau or Tiraspol. Also, whereas a historic borderland of German speakers, 

i.e., the Österreich, became the focal point of an entire empire and today is a republic in which 

ethnic Austrians form the majority of population, why then should a political project called 

“Moldovanism” (both in an ethnocentric or political sense) not have a chance to succeed in post-

Soviet Moldova? After all, from the perspective of ethnic nationalism, it was the state that made 

                                                           
1755 Austrians may not be Germans, and Brazilians not Portuguese, but they probably would not stand for “Austrian” 
or “Brazilian” languages; but there are political forces in Chisinau, Moscow, and Kyiv that claim “Moldovan” as a 
separate language. 
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Frenchmen out of peasants, Italians out of regionals, and Romanians out of Wallachians and 

Moldavians. And from the perspective of civic nationalism, again it has been the state that 

constructed Britons out of Welsh, Scots, and English,1756 attempted to make Soviets out of 

Lithuanians, Russians, Georgians, and Ukrainians; and it is the modern state that forges 

Canadians and Americans out of descendants of the Aboriginal peoples, Anglo-Saxons, French, 

Chinese, and dozens of culturally, linguistically, and confessionally divided newcomers into the 

country.  

In the Republic of Moldova the partisans or adversaries of Moldovanism and 

Romanianism have sufficient grounds to defend the positions they stand for. To pan-

Romanianists, ethnic Moldovans in Moldova, Ukraine, and Russia (or any other corner of the 

former USSR or world) are just ethnic Romanians, as are their counterparts from Western 

Moldova (today part of Romania). The example of Germans is the best comparison: all Germans 

are Germans first of all and only afterward are they Bavarians or Saxons. Their political 

opponents, i.e., the Moldovanists, claim that Moldovans are Moldovans, and in this case the 

Austrian or Brazilian scenario is being applied. As German speakers of Austria identify 

themselves as Austrians and Brazilians do not consider themselves to be Portuguese, why then 

should ethnic Moldovans not remain ethnic Moldovans sharing the Romanian language with 

Romanians from their country and beyond its borders? Today, as earlier in the twentieth century, 

certain geopolitical circumstances maintain distorted ethnic and civic identities in the Republic 

of Moldova.1757 One may agree, however, that Hasting’s theory that nations are created from pre-

existing ethnicities is also applicable to this country. Therefore, this post-Soviet state cannot be 

an exception to the principles universally applied to nations and states even though nation-

building in its territory is being affected and impeded by a geopolitical feature, i.e., pro-Russian 

separatism. 

 
 
 
 

                                                           
1756 The same can be said about the elite in Western Ukraine who back in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 
and until the late 1880s existed as “gente Rutheni, natione Poloni.” See John-Paul Himka, “The Construction of 
Nationality in Galician Ruś: Icarian Flights in Almost All Directions,” in Intellectuals and the Articulation of the 
Nation, edited by Ronald Grigor Suny and Michael D Kennedy (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2001), 
115. 
1757 I am referring to Russia’s and Ukraine’s interest in keeping the Moldovan state independent from Romania and 
preserving a separate Moldovan ethnic identity, and also to Romania’s support for Moldova’s Romanianists. 
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7.5. Conclusion 
 
The Republic of Moldova has been undergoing a process of nation- and state-building since 

1991. Various factors have complicated this project. The crisis of ethnic and political identities 

and the creation of the separatist TMR affected domestic stability and impeded nation 

construction. Whereas Transnistria pursued a well-defined, separate nation-building, right-bank 

Moldova demonstrated ambivalent policies regarding nation and identity construction. As a 

result, nation-building in this former Soviet republic has been asymmetrically divided, depending 

on the territory in which it occurs. This asymmetry rests on the conflicting approach Chisinau 

and Tiraspol have towards Moldovan statehood, an approach that impeded the resolution of the 

Transnistrian conflict, made the reconciliation of elites impossible, and consequently derailed the 

formation of a modern civil nation in the Republic of Moldova. What this asymmetry can do 

instead is to build separate civic identities in both regions of the country. This is a scenario 

unwelcome to the central government in Chisinau, but welcome to the leadership in Tiraspol. 

Both right-bank Moldova and Transnistria have different views on nation- and state-building in 

the territory of the former Moldavian SSR.    

The findings demonstrated that Linda Colley’s assertion that diverse ethnicities can 

create a politically united nation is not applicable to the Russian and Romanian speakers in the 

Republic of Moldova. Whereas, as she argues, in the case of the Welsh, Scots, and English the 

new political nation was created thanks to religion (the Protestant Church), geographic isolation, 

war, and shared anti-French sentiments, the forging of political Moldovans on similar grounds 

seems impossible. Even though the citizens of the Republic of Moldova are mainly of the same 

confession, i.e., Eastern Orthodox, their cultural and civic identities, the consequences of the 

civil war of 1992, and political preferences have divided rather than united them.  

The legacies of the Greater Romanian and Soviet nationality policies had a dramatic 

impact on the individual and collective self-identification of those who live in the territory of 

modern Moldova. While the majority of the population consists of ethnocentric Romanian 

speakers who face the dilemma of who they are (i.e., Moldovans or Romanians) and what 

language they speak (again, Moldovan or Romanian), the Russian speakers isolate themselves by 

accepting either the Moldovan or Transnistrian political identity based on a Soviet/Russian 

cultural substratum. Therefore, geopolitical orientation and cultural dissimilarities induce people 
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in this country to perceive differently state symbols, invented traditions, and the nationality 

policies implemented by the authorities in Chisinau and Tiraspol.     

This chapter has demonstrated how the unresolved conflict over Transnistria challenged 

the processes of nation- and state-building and compromised identity construction in this post-

Soviet state. The findings suggest that the politics of symbolism and nationality policies 

contribute to the creation of divided identities in the country as a whole, but also individually in 

each of its two entities (right-bank Moldova and the TMR). The adoption of different symbols, 

the celebration of different holidays, and the encouragement of conflicting identities foster in 

Moldova and Transnistria separate identities based on cultural belonging and geopolitical 

orientation rather than on civic nationalism. Russian and Romanian speakers construe their 

identities differently, a process in which their persistent Soviet/Russian and Moldovan/Romanian 

heritages play a major role.  

The official symbols of the Republic of Moldova and Transnistria (flags, coats of arms, 

and anthems), although called “national” or “state” symbols can be seen as such only to a limited 

extent. The ethnocentrism of the former and the ideological background of the latter not only 

divided the people, but demonstrated the exclusivist approach both the central and secessionist 

authorities took toward national symbols. In right-bank Moldova, although the leaders claim to 

be building a political nation, the current or even proposed alternative symbols focus on 

Moldovan/Romanian ethnocentrism rather than on civic nationalism. Therefore, the ethnic 

minorities of the country are made to accept symbols that belong to the titular nation and exclude 

their own historical and cultural heritage. Furthermore, the domestic conflict regarding the 

ethnocentric symbols of the Republic of Moldova (particularly the flag and the anthem) 

demonstrated once again the fragmented nature of right-bank Moldovan society. Not only did 

this rift compromise the unity of Moldovans, but it also promoted parallel politics of symbolism 

in Transnistria. The national symbols of the TMR, although based on civic (Soviet) nationalism 

and not challenged by the local political parties or civil society, are not accepted by all residents 

in the region. Furthermore, the proposals to use Russia’s national symbols as the state symbols of 

Transnistria indicate that the politics of symbolism in Tiraspol work for further rapprochement 

with this country rather than its gradual and peaceful reintegration into the Republic of Moldova.    

The findings suggest that even though the national symbols of the Republic of Moldova 

are based on ethnic nationalism, they are more acceptable to residents of right-bank Moldova 



412 
 

than those of the TMR to its own inhabitants. The attitude toward the state symbols is often 

determined by the cultural identity of respondents rather than by their place of residence. The 

Romanian speakers tend to be more loyal to Moldova's symbols than their Russian-speaking 

counterparts. Also, while the national symbols of the Republic of Moldova seem to unite the 

majority of the country (Romanian speakers of both entities and to some extent Russian speakers 

in right-bank Moldova), the symbols of Transnistria seem to resonate only with the Russian-

speaking community in the region.    

 This chapter has revealed that statutory holidays and other historical dates observed in 

Moldova and Transnistria as nationally significant correspond to the type of nation-building 

pursued by the authorities. Therefore, they cannot serve the cause of reconciliation, but instead 

keep people and elites divided. The division, however, goes beyond the protracted conflict and 

often the way in which some historical events are remembered and holidays are celebrated (e.g. 

“Victory Day” and 28 June 1940), depends on the cultural identity and geopolitical preferences 

of the people. It seems that the legacy of Soviet rule continues to influence the Russian-speaking 

minority, which prefers old Soviet-style holidays and is reluctant to accept Moldova’s new ones 

(e.g. “Our Language”). In contrast, the Romanian speakers distance themselves from the Soviet 

heritage and prefer the newly established statutory holidays. The survey results showed that the 

Russian speakers in right-bank Moldova, despite their strong cultural ties with Soviet/Russian 

traditions, seem to be less antagonistic toward the national holidays of Moldova than are their 

Transnistrian counterparts. At the same time, the invented new traditions of the leadership of the 

TMR do not meet with the sympathy of the Romanian-speaking Transnistrians as they do of their 

Russian-speaking counterparts.  

Three main factors obstruct the building of civic identity in the Republic of Moldova. 

First, there is the construction of a separate political identity of “Transnistrians” on the territory 

controlled by Tiraspol. Second, there is the ethnocentric character of the Moldovan Constitution, 

which on one hand proclaims the creation of a political nation of Moldovans, but on the other 

hand seems to prioritize the titular (Moldovan) ethnic group of the country. The third factor is 

the disinterested approach of the central authorities in Chisinau toward the cultural and linguistic 

identities of Romanian speaking Moldovans. The long unresolved conflict between Moldovan 

supreme law and scholarship on the matter of the proper name for the state language provoked 

confusion.  
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The analysis of the platforms of political parties revealed that nationality policies and 

identity construction are extremely vulnerable and sensitive matters for the Chisinau-based 

organizations. Even though most of them highlighted the construction of a Moldovan civic 

identity as a priority, political parties have been unable to move beyond a “dialogue of the deaf.” 

Whereas the partisans of the Moldovanist and Romanianist orientations in Chisinau 

demonstrated no desire for inclusion, parties with a more neutral approach toward the ethnic and 

cultural identity of the Romanian-speaking Moldovans have no political power to deal with this 

problem. At the same time, all programs of political parties in the TMR shared a common 

position toward building the civic identity of “Transnistrians” and guarding the individuality of a 

separate Moldovan ethnic nation.  

 The population of the Republic of Moldova has no clearly defined civic identity. 

Although some Russian speakers in right-bank Moldova are inclined to accept the idea of being 

politically “Moldovans,” Moldovan civic nationalism has not found fertile soil in their post-

Soviet identity. Twenty five years of independence have not eradicated their pro-Soviet and pro-

Russian attitudes. At the same time, opinion poll results indicated that Russian-speaking 

Transnistrians preferred to adopt the political identity of “Pridnestrovtsy” and contested 

Moldovan civic identity. The domestic and foreign policies of the Transnistrian leadership are 

directed toward the fusion of this new identity with that of modern Russia. Tiraspol’s pro-Russia 

political discourse and the politics of symbolism that propagate national symbols of a foreign 

state render “Pridnestrovtsy” (Transnistrians) part of an inclusive Russian extraterritorial identity 

and a community of people living under the political and military protection of the Kremlin. 

In conclusion, the civic and ethnic identities of the Romanian-speaking Moldovans and 

Transnistrians are challenged by the legacies of Soviet “Moldovanism” and Greater Romanian 

pan-Romanianism. Even though some Romanian speakers accept the idea of belonging to a new 

political nation (i.e., Moldovan or Transnistrian), the crisis of ethnic and cultural belonging in 

this country is evident. The survey data indicate that Moldovan “amphibians” are composed of 

three sub-cultural groups, one of which completely excludes Romanian ethnic and cultural 

identity, whereas the remaining two accept it either totally or partially (in particular, 

linguistically). Nonetheless, even though it is evident that Moldovan, not Romanian was chosen 

as the new ethnic identity, the majority prefer to call the language “Romanian” instead of 
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“Moldovan.” This tendency demonstrated once again the existing challenges to identity 

construction of the titular ethnic group of the country.  

Overall, it can be stated that existing territorial and geopolitical divisions in the 

Republic of Moldova have not only impeded nation-building, but also compromise any attempts 

to engineer and strengthen new political identities (Moldovan or Transnistrian) or preserve old 

ethnic ones (Moldovan or Romanian). National symbols, newly invented traditions for 

celebrating important events, and nationality policies contribute to the creation of divided ethnic 

and civic identities. They foster separate national unities based on cultural identification (pro-

Romanian/pro-Moldovan vs. pro-Russian) and political orientation (pro-Western vs. pro-

Russian) of the population. No civil nation can be democratically built when an intractable 

conflict divides the country and authorities make their citizens-subjects venerate conflicting 

symbols and observe exclusivist holidays.  

The contribution of Russia to these problems is obvious. Moscow’s foreign policy 

toward the so-called “near abroad” and “Russian world” is an additional major factor that 

impedes nation- and state-building in the Republic of Moldova. Also, it can be said that political 

leaders in both Moldova and Transnistria can be perceived as “nation-destroyers” rather than 

“nation-builders.” Both sides’ domestic and foreign policies have been keeping the Moldovan 

political nation “unborn” for more than two decades now. Last but not least, the creation of the 

internal “other,” which is “a threat to the security and integrity of those who share a common 

home,”1758 leaves the population in the Republic of Moldova with unsettled civic and ethnic 

identities.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                           

1758 David Morley, Kevin Robins, Spaces of Identity: Global Media, Electronic Landscapes, and Cultural 
Boundaries (London, New York: Routledge, 1995), 90. 
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VIII. CONCLUSION  

 
In the Cold War era, scholars in the West studied Soviet state-building and the nationality 

policies that Moscow employed to strengthen the first proletarian country in the world. After the 

fall of the Iron Curtain in Europe and the USSR’s breakup, a prominent direction in scholarship 

became nation-building in the newly independent states and the problems that challenged this 

process. Although the circumstances have changed, the legacy of the past persists, and the new 

realities gear the relations between the Metropole, i.e., Moscow, and former “colonies” toward 

another stage of geopolitical coexistence.1759   

Earlier in this work I mentioned Eugen Weber’s observation that nations (and, I would 

add, their states) are not given realities but works in progress.1760 Weber demonstrated how 

central authorities in Paris managed to transform the rural population of France into a modern 

French nation. However, the establishment of nationhood and the identity construction of a given 

populace are not necessarily the work only of nationalists at home. International factors may also 

influence these developments. Jeremy King’s example of German- and Czech-speaking 

“Budweisers” is a good case in point.1761  

With a new wave of nationalism in post-Communist Europe, and in light of the 

centrifugal tendencies of ethnic minorities in Serbia (e.g., the former region of Kosovo), Georgia 

(Abkhazia, Adjara, and South Ossetia) and Ukraine (Donbas and Crimea), the role which 

international actors play in the domestic affairs of a foreign country is sometimes crucial, even 

critical. The past and present of the Republic of Moldova are no exception to this scenario. On 

the contrary, they represent an inclusive case that demonstrates how a more powerful state like 

Russia that plays a key role in regional politics can challenge, obstruct, retard, and manipulate 

the building of a nation lost in the transition and struggling between a pro-Western and pro-

Russian orientation among the elites and masses. 

This dissertation has focused on nation-building and separatism in modern-day Moldova. 

It has investigated the extent to which the confrontation between the central government in 

Chisinau and separatist leadership in Tiraspol has impeded national reconciliation, challenged 

state-building, and hindered identity construction in the country. The study has looked at the 

                                                           
1759 Nicole J Jackson, Russian Foreign Policy and the CIS: Theories, Debates and Actions (New York: Routledge, 
2003), 162. 
1760 Weber, Peasants into Frenchmen, 493. 
1761 King, Budweisers into Czechs and Germans, passim. 
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national revival of the Romanian-speaking Moldovans in both imperial Russia and the USSR in 

the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries and examined the rise of the pro-Russian secessionist 

movement in the eastern districts of Moldova during the late 1980s. It has explored the historical 

roots of the unresolved conflict over Transnistria and the impact the conflict has had on the 

country’s domestic developments and international affairs. This dissertation argued that unsettled 

identities, shattered nationhood, and the involvement of international actors impeded nation- and 

state-construction on the territory of the Republic of Moldova.  

Major political events and historical processes have influenced state-building and identity 

construction in the territories that belong to the Republic of Moldova. As this study has 

demonstrated, the seeds of separatism and the crisis of identities were sowed in the earlier stages 

of the modern Moldovan state. The grounds for the contradictions between Chisinau and 

Tiraspol lie in two exclusivist political and identity construction projects that Russia and 

Romania undertook during the past two centuries.1762 In her discussion about the Germans of 

Pfalz, Celia Applegate pointed out that “borders shape or maintain a coherent national 

identity.”1763 Indeed, state borders can both preserve and change identities. However, in our case, 

the delineation of the international and domestic borders of the contemporary Moldovan state not 

only shaped the ethnic identities of the Romanian-speaking population, but it also obstructed the 

functionality of the MDR in 1917-1918 and later predetermined the fate of the MASSR, of the 

Moldavian SSR and present-day Moldova.   

 As shown in Chapter One, the emergence of Soviet Russia (RSFSR) and the creation of 

Greater Romania in 1918 imposed conflicting scenarios of state- and nation-building in 

Bessarabia and beyond the Dniester River in areas with a Moldovan ethnic minority. Once 

proclaimed, the Moldavian Democratic Republic (MDR) soon became a political fiasco for 

domestic and international reasons. At home, its undeveloped public institutions lacked 

authority; it failed to control its territory and to mobilize the Romanian-speaking population in 

support of an independent Moldovan state. The implication of the international factors also led to 

the failure of the Moldavian republic. Romania saw in it an impediment to pan-Romanian 

national unification; it thus made its own decisive contribution to the consequent liquidation of 

                                                           
1762 E.g., Moldovanist, pro-Russian, and Romanianist, pan-Romanian. 
1763 Celia Applegate, A Nation of Provincials: The German Idea of Heimat (Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 1990), ix. 
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the MDR. In turn, to the Soviets, Bessarabia was a temporary territorial loss as they looked for 

any possibility, i.e., diplomatic, politic, and military, to recover it.   

The Moldavian state created in December 1917 ceased to exist within just one year due to 

the conflicting interests of Romania and Soviet Russia in Bessarabia, and because of its own 

domestic problems. Nonetheless, its short-lived existence impressed the Kremlin in the same 

way as had the creation of the Belarusian People’s Republic did.1764 In the early 1920s, the 

memory of the MDR became a starting point for the further development of a Soviet Moldavian 

nationhood under the umbrella of Soviet nationalism and Communist internationalism. However, 

the MASSR created on the territory of Soviet Ukraine in 1924 was Moldavian neither politically 

nor demographically. Rather it was an artificial construction and a Soviet Piedmont, which was 

called on to serve the Bolsheviks’ plans against Romania as the Karelian ASSR did with respect 

to Finland.   

This study has demonstrated that the foreign policy of the Soviet Union towards interwar 

Romanian Bessarabia failed. Although the Kremlin managed to recover this foreign province and 

other territories it claimed were illegally seized by neighboring states back in 1918-1920, this act 

was not an outcome of the Piedmont Principle but rather a result of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact 

of 1939. Furthermore, as our study indicates, the origins of the protracted conflict over 

Transnistria lay in the administrative borders granted to the MSSR in 1940 and the nationality 

policies that the Communists implemented afterward. After merging lands that belonged to 

interwar Romania and those that were part of the MASSR, the newly created MSSR represented 

an unfavorable combination of two conflicting elites and mentalities. The area that today belongs 

to Transnistria was strongly sovietized before 1940, while the Russification of the region 

continued with a new impetus after the conclusion of the Great Patriotic War in 1945. 

Bessarabia, despite its massive Sovietization after 1944, continued to preserve a Moldavian 

ethno-cultural character that was congeneric with Romanian culture.  

The authorities of imperial and later Soviet Russia and those in pre-Communist Romania 

had not only always interfered in Moldavian state-building. They had also “attempted to fix,” 

employing the words of Bryant Chad, the ethnic and cultural identities of Moldavians in 

Bessarabia and beyond the river Dniester.1765 But if Chad was referring broadly to the population 

                                                           
1764 Per Anders Rudling, “The Battle over Belarus: The Rise and Fall of the Belarusian National Movement, 1906-
1931.” (PhD Dissertation, University of Alberta in Edmonton, 2010), 313. 
1765 Bryant, “Either German or Czech,” 683-706. 
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of Bohemia and Moravia who had either to be Germanized or Czechized, the case of ethnic 

Moldavians was different. Romanianizing them meant acculturation and instilling the 

consciousness of being ethnic Romanians. In other words, the nationality policy of Bucharest 

consisted in making Bessarabian Moldavians “Romanians” and bringing them into a larger 

nationhood, as Nazi Germany attempted to do with respect to Austrians after the Anschluss of 

1938. 

Russians, both imperial and Soviet, conceived a different identity construction project for 

the ethnic Moldavians: as subjects of the Tsar and citizens of the USSR. Their interest was to 

keep the Romanian-speaking population within the empire separate from that in Romania and to 

limit the relations between Moldavians living on both banks of the Prut River. The Soviets, in 

turn, wanted to preserve the Moldavians of the former imperial Russia as “Moldavians” and 

build a separate Soviet Moldavian nation and state through the policies of Moldavianization and 

Sovietization. In other words, Russians and Romanians regarded Moldavians as potential 

“amphibians.” Rather than being part of a “natural” nation, they were meant to be either 

Romanians or Soviet, pro-Russia-oriented Moldavians – products of the political will, to use a 

phrase from David Bell.1766       

 This study has shown that the cultural Romanianization employed by the government of 

interwar Romania in Bessarabia was less successful than the nationality policies the USSR 

implemented first in the Moldavian ASSR and after 1940 in the Moldavian SSR. The process of 

“making” Soviet Moldavians succeeded because the majority of the Romanian-speaking 

Moldavians preferred to stick with their archaic ethnonym as “Moldavians” instead of accepting 

Romanian ethnic and cultural identities which they regarded as alien. Furthermore, the de-

Romanianization of Bessarabians after 1944 was in part successful because they did not 

participate in the creation of the Romanian national state alongside Wallachians and Western 

Moldavians in 1859, while the two interwar decades, which they spent as subjects to Romanian 

Hohenzollerns, were insufficient to convert them into “true” ethnic Romanians. In contrast, the 

Soviets’ efforts to consolidate the Moldavian archaic and regional ethnic identity through 

education, propaganda, and fear, nearly (but not completely) erased the little that Romania 

intended and managed to accomplish via its cultural Romanianization project, which targeted 

first of all the Romanian-speaking Moldavians of Bessarabia.  

                                                           
1766 Bell, The Cult of the Nation in France, 5. 
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The nationality policies used by the Communists to forge a monolithic Soviet people 

from all the nationalities of the USSR proved unsuccessful – no monolithic Soviet nation was 

created. Instead, the Kremlin succeeded in constructing from Russians and Russified minorities a 

domestic “other” opposed to the titular nations in national republics. As in other Soviet 

republics, two different realities existed in the MSSR on the eve of perestroika. The official 

reality corresponded to the so-called “people’s friendship” and “internationalism” as propagated 

and supported by Soviet governments, both central and local. There was, however, a second 

reality, a reality that challenged the widely promoted image of a friendly Moldavia as a “sunny” 

republic where the Soviet-type friendship allegedly flourished. In general terms, the Russian-

speaking in-migrants and Sovietized local minorities considered themselves culturally and 

socially superior to the Romanian speakers, mistreated them, neglected their language, and gave 

preference to everything Russian and Soviet. In turn, the latter developed shared attitudes that 

included hatred and Russophobia against the internal Russian-speaking “other.” 

 When Soviet power fell into decline the nationality policy of Moscow was echoed in the 

rise of ethnic nationalism and phobias on the peripheries of the country. These features described 

both sides, i.e., those who identified with titular “nations” and the intra-republican “outsiders” to 

whom the USSR (Soviet Russia) represented the Motherland, but not the Union republic where 

they were born or lived. In the MSSR, Soviet internationalism, one-sided bilingualism, and anti-

Moldavian stereotypes forced the population to co-exist in two different worlds. One was the 

world of the Romanian speakers to which their Russian-speaking counterparts had no access due 

to their lack of knowledge of the Romanian language and their apathy towards the culture of the 

local majority. The second world belonged to those for whom the Russian language, Russian 

culture, and the Soviet state, meant everything. That was the world for which homo sovieticus 

was educated, and for which he was convinced to die to preserve the USSR and the privileged 

status he gained thanks to Soviet nationality policies. The clash between these unofficially co-

existing worlds prompted each to hold an exclusivist approach toward the other and led to the 

split of Moldavian society in late 1980s on the basis of ethnic belonging, spoken language, and 

political preference.  

This study has demonstrated that the national awakening and the nationalist mobilization 

of the titular nation in the MSSR, although sharing common characteristics with other republics 

(e.g., the role of the national intelligentsia, the struggle for national symbols and language), 
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distinguished itself from the rest of the country. Whereas in Ukraine or Georgia writers and other 

segments of the intelligentsia worked on and awakened national (ethnic) self-awareness, the 

focus of their counterparts in Moldavia was not on “Moldavianness,” but rather on Romanian 

nationalism. This phenomenon represented a backlash against the Russificatory policies that 

Moscow implemented to Sovietize the Romanian speakers in the republic. It was also a reaction 

against the cultural, social, and political marginalization that ethnic Moldavians suffered from 

Russians and Russian-speaking minorities who benefited from the Soviet nationality policies at 

the expense of the locals. In response, the spread of exclusivist pan- and pro-Romanian 

nationalism and the fear to be “Romanianized” provided political and cultural incentives for the 

Russian speakers to counter-mobilize in the localities where they numerically dominated. The 

Russophone populace fell under the control of local elites, which supported Soviet brotherhood, 

stuck with Moscow, and aimed to preserve the functionality of the Soviet Motherland. Their 

political credo lay in safeguarding the status of the Russian language, keeping the Moldavian 

SSR part of the USSR, and rejecting the Romanian language, the Latin script, and Moldavia’s 

national symbols, almost identical to Romania's. 

Three years of confrontation between the partisans of Moldova’s independence and the 

pro-Soviet oriented elite and population from the eastern districts of the country resulted in 

bloody warfare. A number of preconditions and symptoms were indicative of the escalation of 

conflict before the civil war began in 1992. The intransigence of the Moldovan leadership, the 

Transnistrians’ legal nihilism, the spread of physical violence, and sporadic clashes between the 

government’s law enforcers and the separatist paramilitary ended in the outbreak of real combat. 

The peaceful dialog initiated by the central authorities and their attempts to settle the divergences 

with separatists through negotiations, were fruitless and ultimately failed. The language 

legislation adopted in 1989 and the anti-Soviet trajectory of the officials in Chisinau prompted 

Russian speakers in the self-proclaimed TMR to shift from non-violent protests and economic 

strikes to open confrontations with and civil disobedience against the central government. The 

separatist leadership was encouraged and supported by the pro-Soviet (later pro-Russia) mainly 

Russian-speaking Transnistrians to organize and lead the political and milirary resistance against 

the central government in Chisinau. 

Separatist policy and decision makers in Tiraspol, backed by the Communist Kremlin, 

created Transnistria in 1990 in the desire to build toward a renewed Soviet state. They issued 
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political declarations and passed bills with which they justified the existence of their republic. 

Officials in Tiraspol legalized the breakaway entity and empowered the self-proclaimed 

administration to defend it by all means, including militarily. The outcomes of all those actions 

and events proved to be more than dramatic for Moldovans. The legal authority of Chisinau was 

delegitimized and public institutions located in the territory of the TMR forcibly seized. 

Furthermore, advocates for Moldova’s integrity were harassed physically, persecuted politically, 

deposed of their offices, and even killed. The central government’s failed attempts to enforce the 

law and the counter-measures that Transnistrians undertook to protect their emerging quasi-state 

drove sporadic skirmishes and recursive confrontations to the outbreak of the real civil war. The 

collective hostility and the construction of a good “us” and an evil “them” within the domestic 

sphere of the country made the pre-war violence an additional, yet crucial factor that transformed 

an inner ethno-political conflict into a regionalized military confrontation that soon echoed in the 

international arena.  

The 1992 civil war in the Republic of Moldova was a complex event. The antagonistic 

motivations of the local and foreign fighters and the national interests of neighbouring countries 

played a decisive role in the outbreak, development, and conclusion of this war. An escalating 

ethnic conflict did not drive the war; rather it was a war between nationalistic elites and 

segments of the populace – partisans of irreconcilable geopolitical vectors and conflicting 

national interests. Patriotic calls, professional duties of the armed men of the state, and the will to 

fight and avenge constituted the main factors that generated lethal confrontations during the war. 

In the case of some Transnistrian fighters (particularly, but not exclusively, the Romanian 

speakers), many found themselves armed and in the trenches against the government forces after 

being pushed by fear and anxiety generated by the leaders in Tiraspol. The separatist leadership 

employed a policy of intimidation to make the hesitant locals who were loyal to Chisinau to join 

the rank-and-file of the TMR paramilitary units.  

Xenophobia, both anti-Romanian and anti-Russian, prompted foreign supporters to 

participate in the Moldovan civil war. In contrast to the defenders of Moldova’s territorial 

integrity, their counterparts in the TMR proved to be more determined to fight their enemy; the 

so-called “Slavic blood brotherhood,” united by the sense of a common past and ethnocultural 

ties, played a major role in this. Russian Cossacks, civilian volunteers, and military, and 

Ukrainian right-wing nationalists fought the alleged Romanian and Moldovan “fascists” in order 
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to defend Transnistria as a piece of Russia (in the case of the former), and as Ukrainian national 

territory (in the case of the latter). The small number of Romanians, and possibly some 

Ukrainians from the L’viv region, who stood against Transnistrian separatism side by side with 

the governmental troops suggests that some foreigners held a certain degree of sympathy for the 

Moldovans’ cause.  

At the same time, as demonstrated in Chapter Three, the Romanian citizens did not 

participate in the war to the same extent as their counterparts from Russia and Ukraine did while 

fighting on the side of the TMR. There are at least three explanations for this. First, and most 

important, the so-called “Transnistria” was to Romanians nothing but a remote and alien land 

which was not worth dying for. Transnistria, and even what remained of interwar Bessarabia, 

i.e., post-Soviet Moldova, did not carry a “national” value for Romanians in the same way that 

Transylvania did (and still does). Viewed as the cradle of Romanian nationhood, the latter is 

embodied in the collective memory of Romanians and portrayed in their political mythology. 

Second, for geopolitical reasons, officials in Bucharest took a cautious position towards the 

Moldovan civil war and prevented the participation of Romanian citizens in it. Lastly, the harsh 

transitional period from the Soviet-type planned economy to the free market, and the political 

developments in post-Ceaușescu Romania, were other important factors that kept ordinary 

Romanians from involving themselves in a continuing war in the proximity, if not in the very 

zone, of Russian geopolitical and strategic interests in Southeastern Europe.   

The involvement of Russia, Romania, and Ukraine influenced the course of the 

Moldovan civil war. It was the international weight, the national interests, and military might 

that determined the degree of their involvement either in the combat or wartime diplomacy. The 

only international actor that did not provide official military support to Moldovans and 

Transnistrians was Ukraine. However, the politics of non-involvement and border protection that 

officials in Kyiv employed during the civil war in the Republic of Moldova proved ineffective. 

Not only did Ukraine fail, despite its efforts, to prevent the participation of its citizens in this 

war, but it also did not stop the Russian paramilitary Cossacks, civilian volunteers, and army 

personnel from trespassing on its territory before and during the war. In addition, Ukraine’s state 

interests in the region, along with the challenges caused by the centrifugal tendencies in the 

Crimean Peninsula and the Donbas region, influenced the position that the central authorities in 

Kyiv took regarding separatism in the neighboring country.   
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In contrast to Ukraine, Russia and Romania, which had historical conflicting interests in 

the Republic of Moldova, violated their commitments of non-interference as they both helped the 

rival camps with the requirements of modern warfare. Russia used its regular troops to attack 

Moldovans; it also defended Transnistrians and provided the latter with equipment, weapons, 

ammunition, and military personnel. In addition, the Kremlin did nothing to prevent thousands of 

Russian citizens from joining Transnistrian separatists, nor did it take responsibility for these 

fighters, some of whom allegedly arrived on Moldovan soil at their own expense while on 

vacation. Romania, on the other hand, while avoiding involvement in direct military actions, still 

helped Moldovans with logistics. It also sold them weaponry and ammunition before and during 

the war and sent military instructors to aid the Defense Ministry in Chisinau in dealing with the 

matters of war.   

The findings demonstrated that the failure of Moldovans to defend their country was 

conditioned both by internal and external factors. On one hand, the war against the 

Transnistrians and their allies was lost due to the lack of trust in the leadership, corruption and 

treachery in the central government, and problems with military discipline on the front lines. On 

the other hand, the involvement of Russia in combat, its wartime diplomacy, and the strategic 

and military superiority of separatists over Moldovans, together with the political pressure and 

economic sanctions that Moscow and Kyiv put on Moldova during the war, also determined the 

winner of the conflict. The military stage of the confrontation was “frozen” by the truce signed 

between Moldovans and Russians in Moscow. However, the conflict between Chisinau and 

Tiraspol itself continued to manifest in various spheres of the inimical coexistence between the 

central government and the self-proclaimed TMR.      

The approach taken by the Western powers to Moldova’s internationalized conflict 

demonstrated that the problems inflicted by pro-Russian separatism in eastern Moldova were left 

solely to the discretion of Moscow. Moreover, the way in which the Moldovan civil war ended 

significantly advantaged Russia during its post-war negotiations with the regional actors (i.e., 

Romania and Ukraine) and international actors (i.e., the EU and the USA) over Transnistria’s 

legal status. It might also be said that the 1992 civil wars in Moldova and Georgia became a sort 

of training ground for the domestic conflicts that the Kremlin inflicted, developed, and 

orchestrated later in Georgia (2008) and Ukraine (2014–).  
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It is worth mentioning that the Moldovan civil war was also a direct outcome of a 

successful coup d’état and a violent military overthrow performed by the Transnistrian 

separatists with the support of Moscow, and with the assistance of Russia’s military servicemen 

and paramilitary nationalistic combatants from both Russia and Ukraine. The domestic and 

foreign policies of the Moldovan leadership and the actions taken by Tiraspol in response 

shattered the internal stability of the Republic of Moldova, pushed the society into large-scale 

local warfare, and resulted in the country’s political and territorial fragmentation. Hence, the 

political altercations between Chisinau and Tiraspol, their gradual slide toward a military 

confrontation, and the cease-fire agreement signed in Moscow in July 1992 served as fertile soil 

for the consolidation, strengthening, and survival of pro-Russian separatism in eastern Moldova 

on the very state border of Ukraine. 

Post-war diplomacy and geopolitical conditions that were established after the war kept 

the Republic of Moldova divided. The Transnistria problem remained unresolved and the process 

of state-building in the TMR continued, while separatists consolidated their entity at home and in 

the international arena. Several factors determined these outcomes. In terms of domestic affairs, 

the political and legal initiatives that Moldovans undertook demonstrated a high degree of 

intransigency toward Transnistria. Similarly, the position of the latter demonstrated that officials 

in Tiraspol were unwilling to make any concessions to the central authorities in Chisinau, but 

instead acted as though they were representatives of an independent, though unrecognized, de 

facto state. As a result, a sort of cold war emerged in relations between both parties, a situation 

that negatively affected the negotiation process and the quest for conflict resolution. Political 

unity and territorial integrity were overridden in post-civil war Moldova by the unresolved 

conflict between elites, by the painful collective memory and war trauma of the population, and 

by the unpredictable future. 

This study has shown that neighbors and actors in the diplomatic dialogue created direct 

and indirect obstacles that obstructed reconciliation and stalled negotiations over the Transnistria 

problem in the Republic of Moldova. Moscow always made political declarations that it 

respected the sovereignty and territorial integrity of post-Soviet Moldova, though its official 

statements conflicted with the actual actions Russia undertook against the country. Interfering in 

the domestic affairs of Moldova, the Kremlin prevented the settlement of the conflict. Employing 

economic blackmail, providing allegedly unselfish humanitarian assistance to the Transnistrians, 
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and granting them Russian citizenship significantly undermined Moldovan sovereignty. There 

are a few other indications of Moscow’s benevolent attitude toward the breakaway region in 

eastern Moldova. Thus, the TMR gained strategic dividends from Russia’s self-imposed 

peacekeeping operation in the region, from its refusal to withdraw the 14th Army, and from the 

delayed evacuation of the weaponry stocked in the territory controlled by secessionists. In 

addition, the rights which the Kremlin unilaterally assumed in the framework of this 

internationalized dispute led to the exclusion of Romania from negotiations, transformed 

Ukraine into a hostage of Russia’s regional policy, and strengthened the course of Tiraspol 

towards political independence.  

The Transnistria problem disappeared from the agenda of the Ukrainian nationalists 

after the Moldovan civil war ended. However, given Ukraine’s national security interests and its 

political confrontation with pro-Russian separatists in Crimea during 1990s and later, this 

remained a matter with which the officials in Kyiv had to deal. National interests at home and 

abroad and the fear of Russia prevented post-Soviet Ukraine from being an active and 

independent actor in negotiations around separatism in the Republic of Moldova. Even President 

Iushchenko’s plan was designed in a way that would not threaten Russia’s interests in this 

country. Kyiv always prioritized matters related to Ukraine’s national security, domestic 

stability, and geopolitical interests in the region, which often depended on Russia. However, it 

was Kyiv’s (and Moscow’s) aim to exclude any diplomatic interference by Romania in the 

Transnistria affair, while on the other hand promoting the national interests of Ukraine in this 

rebellious region to the detriment of Chisinau. Only later, after Russian interventions in the 

Crimean Peninsula and Donbas region both derailed the territorial integrity and political unity of 

Ukraine, did Kyiv revise its attitude toward pro-Russian separatism in Transnistria.   

The vivid manifestations of pro- and pan-Romanian nationalism in Chisinau and 

Bucharest constantly surfaced during the negotiations over Transnistria. They did not contribute 

(and have not since contributed) to resolution of the conflict.1767  On the contrary, both the 

unionist idea itself and pro-unionist actions sabotaged and obstructed the process of building 

trust between the parties, creating additional impediments for settling the conflict.1768 The 

                                                           
1767 C. Russu, M. Jantovan, “Unionist March Organized in Chisinau,” Moldpres. State News Agency. 16 May 2015 
Available at http://www.moldpres.md/en/news/2015/05/16/15003265  (accessed 27 July 2015). 
1768 The most recent event was the establishment in Chisinau of the “Sfatul Ţării 2” (Country’s Council) on 27 
March 2016. This is a modern NGO but at the same time a symbolical political replica of the Sfatul Ţării “1” from 
1917. The “Sfatul Ţării 2” was proclaimed on the same date, i.e., 27 March, when the Sfatul Ţării of the MDR voted 

http://www.moldpres.md/en/news/2015/05/16/15003265
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mistrust Tiraspol holds toward Chisinau, complemented by the so-called “Romanian factor,” 

negatively influenced bilateral relations between the sides engaged in the diplomatic talks and 

justified the anti-integrationist position of Tiraspol. In addition, the revived slogan of 

“reunification,” connected with efforts to rebuild interwar Greater Romania under the umbrella 

of the European Union and with patriotic displays that nationalists in Moldova and Romania 

organized, made partisans of Transnistria's independence more than anxious.1769 To them, the 

prospect of reunification with Romania reconfirmed the righteousness of Russia’s and Ukraine’s 

stance toward the question about the existence of the Republic of Moldova as an independent 

state and justified their concern for the fate of the TMR.1770 

This study has demonstrated that proposals which the international actors offered during 

the two decades of negotiations contained unsuitable provisions that neither worked for Chisinau 

and Tiraspol nor were accepted by mediators and observers. The negotiations were often 

interrupted and stalled, and solutions to the problem always delayed.1771 Therefore, numerous 

meetings, diplomatic talks, and elaborated documents were nothing but an exercise in futility. 

The Westerners, i.e., the OSCE, the EU, and the USA, sided with Chisinau and supported the 

reintegration of the TMR into an exclusively Moldovan unitarian state.1772 In turn, Russia saw 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
union with Romania back in 1918. The ultimate political goal of this NGO is Moldova’s reunification with 
Romania. See Liviu G. Stan, “S-a constituit Sfatul Ţării 2, la 98 de ani de la Unirea Basarabiei cu România,” Info 
Prut, 27 March 2016. Available at http://infoprut.ro/43513-s-a-constituit-sfatul-tarii-2-la-98-de-ani-de-la-unirea-
basarabiei-cu-romania.html (accessed 1 June 2016). 
1769 “Moldova: Pondering Unification with Romania?” Eurasianet.org. 10 July 2015 Available at 
http://www.eurasianet.org/node/74176  (accessed 27 July 2015). 
1770 On the case of Ukraine, at least prior to the most recent events in Crimea and Donbas, see John R. Haines, 
“Between Two Fires: Ukraine amidst Transdniestria and the Donbas,” Foreign Policy Research Institute, March 
2015. Available at http://www.fpri.org/article/2015/03/between-two-fires-ukraine-amidst-transdniestria-and-the-
donbas/. Also “Statement by Mr. Andrey Kelin, Permanent Representative of the Russian Federation, at the 993rd 
Meeting of the OSCE Permanent Council 3 April 2014 Regarding the Upcoming Round of “5+2” Negotiations on a 
Transdniestrian Settlement,” The OSCE Official site. 3 April 2016. Available at 
http://www.osce.org/pc/117314?download=true (both accessed 1 June 2016). 
1771 The official negotiations were stalled in June 2014. However, shortly before they were relaunched in June 2016, 
Transnistrians announced that they preferred the Kremlin’s plan for conflict resolution. Therefore, no significant 
progress was reached during the talks in Berlin (2-3 June 2016). See “Russian Plan Must Be Used as Basis for Next 
5+2 Talks on Transnistria,” Tiraspol. Sputnik. Politics. 11 May 2016. Available at http://sptnkne.ws/bnRj (accessed 
22 May 2016); “Renewed Transdniestrian Settlement Talks Provide Impetus for Real Progress in the Coming 
Weeks, Says OSCE Special Representative,” OSCE Website. 3 June 2016. Available at 
http://www.osce.org/cio/244651 (accessed 7 June 2016). 
1772 There was a change in the OSCE’s approach towards the Transnistria problem in the summer of 2016. On 26 
July 2016, the OSCE Chairperson-in-Office, German Foreign Minister Frank-Walter Steinmeier, expressed his 
support to provide a special status for the TMR within the Republic of Moldova. See “Steinmeier Supports Special 
Status for Transnistria within Moldova,” Ukraine Today. 26 July 2016. Available at   
http://uatoday.tv/politics/steinmeier-supports-special-status-for-transnistria-within-moldova-704386.html (accessed 
27 July 2016). 

http://infoprut.ro/43513-s-a-constituit-sfatul-tarii-2-la-98-de-ani-de-la-unirea-basarabiei-cu-romania.html
http://infoprut.ro/43513-s-a-constituit-sfatul-tarii-2-la-98-de-ani-de-la-unirea-basarabiei-cu-romania.html
http://www.eurasianet.org/node/74176
http://www.fpri.org/article/2015/03/between-two-fires-ukraine-amidst-transdniestria-and-the-donbas/
http://www.fpri.org/article/2015/03/between-two-fires-ukraine-amidst-transdniestria-and-the-donbas/
http://www.osce.org/pc/117314?download=true
http://sptnkne.ws/bnRj
http://www.osce.org/cio/244651
http://uatoday.tv/politics/steinmeier-supports-special-status-for-transnistria-within-moldova-704386.html
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Tiraspol as a trustful and dependable ally and accepted no alternatives to a federative scenario 

for the Republic of Moldova. Moreover, the Kremlin made the retreat of the 14th Army 

conditional upon the simultaneous settlement of the Transnistria conflict, a position which also 

led to a diplomatic deadlock. Kyiv’s input into negotiations, including the failed Iushchenko Plan 

and the intention to elevate Ukraine’s status as a pro-European regional power, were more 

symbolic than significant.  

I argue that the term “frozen conflict” is inaccurate with respect to the case of 

Transnistria in the Republic of Moldova. The situation in this post-Soviet country after 1992 and 

the confrontations between the central government and separatists indicate that this term has 

never reflected the real state of affairs. In fact, one may question whether any domestic conflict 

followed by a bloody civil war can be considered “frozen” in a situation where a truce is 

achieved, but no satisfactory political compromise found. Thus, in modern Moldova, similar to 

Georgia and even both Koreas, only the hottest stage of the conflict was “frozen.” When the 

military confrontation was stopped, key differences remained unsettled. Therefore, the conflict in 

eastern Moldova (aka Transnistria) became a “simmering,” “smoldering,” “intractable,” or at 

least “protracted” dispute – but definitely not a “frozen” one. Therefore, the unresolved and 

protracted Transnistria conflict continues to position both sides as adversaries that can only 

coexist in tension, not in peace and accord. Pursuing mutually exclusive vectors in their foreign 

policy, i.e., the West (the EU and the USA) and the East (Russia and the Moscow-driven 

Eurasian Economic Union), Moldova and Transnistria are increasingly distancing themselves 

from each other and are therefore rendering reunification unlikely in the near future.1773  

This scenario appears likely to endure unless economic and/or political factors force 

either of the sides to repudiate the strategy they undertook and make a geopolitical U-turn in 

favor of the West or Russia. However, the political crisis and corruption scandals that have 

destabilized right-bank Moldova in recent years, and the rising tensions between the pro-Russia 

and pro-West wings in Moldova’s political and public spheres, may significantly reduce the 

                                                           
1773 Thus, for example, more recently, on 9 September 2016 Evgeny Shevchuk, the President of the self-proclaimed 
TMR signed the decree “On the Implementation of the Outcome of the National Referendum held on 17 September 
2006.” According to it, a specially created commission has the task to bring Transnistria’s legislation in conformity 
with that of Russia. Back in 2006, most of the population of Transnistria voted for independence from Moldova and 
the subsequent entry of the region into the Russian Federation in an internationally unrecognized referendum. See 
Damien Sharkov, “Moldova’s Transnistrian Separatists Urge Russia Annexation, Newsweek World. 9 September 
2016. Available at http://www.newsweek.com/moldovas-transnistrian-separatists-call-join-russia-496931 (accessed 
17 September 2016). 

http://www.newsweek.com/moldovas-transnistrian-separatists-call-join-russia-496931
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future ability of Chisinau to succeed in moving on with the resolution of the Transnistria 

problem.  On the other hand, the recent return to Transnistria of its first President, the hardliner 

Igor Smirnov, and the honorary seat in the local Parliament with which he was provided, cannot 

be treated as innocent events and left unnoticed.1774 Smirnov himself may not run for President, 

but with the upcoming elections in the TMR and with the military conflict in Donbas, one may 

expect that the Kremlin will give its support to a candidate of Smirnov’s caliber capable of 

dealing both with Chisinau and Kyiv in a manner consistent with Russian interests in the region. 

Separatism affected political parties, civil society, and the public sphere differently in the 

Republic of Moldova. The historical context in which Transnistria emerged, the parties’ and 

NGOs’ geopolitical orientation, peoples’ sense of ethnocultural belonging, and the geopolitical 

preferences of the population have all helped to determine the ways in which this problem has 

been perceived and interpreted in the Republic of Moldova. The collapse of the USSR and the 

societal transformations that followed produced two contradictory models of political systems in 

post-Soviet Moldova. Western-style democracy replaced Soviet authoritarianism in the areas 

under the jurisdiction of Chisinau. This led to the development of a multi-party political system, 

generated the appearance of a functional civil society, and guaranteed freedom of expression. In 

the TMR, on the contrary, the authoritarian regime of Igor Smirnov, and to a lesser extent the 

policies of his successor, i.e., Yevgeny Shevchuk, obstructed democratic transformations and 

kept public institutions, political organizations, and NGOs under the surveillance of the 

government, law enforcement agencies, and Transnistria’s intelligence service (the local 

KGB).1775     

The analysis of the parties’ programs provided interesting insights into the Transnistria 

problem. It revealed that political organizations took incompatible approaches toward the history 

and causes of the conflict, and pursued different scenarios on how to deal with disunity, 

territorial fragmentation, and identity issues. The study showed that the Chisinau-based parties 

saw the TMR as an integral part of the country and perceived the problem as purely domestic. In 

                                                           
1774 Smirnov, now 75 years old, lost the Presidential elections in December 2011. Subsequently, for almost five 
years, he disappeared from Transnistria’s political life. However, as relations between the President Shevchuk and 
Parliament worsened and the next Presidential elections approached, Smirnov seems to have been invited by the 
former to attend the Legislative's sessions as an honorable guest. Therefore, Smirnov sits in the first row where a 
special sign displays his name and the high-ranking position he held for twenty years. See “Vneocherednoe 
plenarnoe zasedanie Verkhovnogo Soveta,” Novosti Verkhovnogo Soveta PMR, 11 April 2016. Available at 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kEpNxNAjJ1I (accessed 2 June 2016). 
1775 See “Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnotsti PMR.” Available at http://kgb-pmr.com/history (accessed 1 June 
2016). 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kEpNxNAjJ1I
http://kgb-pmr.com/history
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contrast, the Transnistrian parties portrayed and treated Moldova as an enemy state and depicted 

the conflict as an international matter between two equal parties. Concerning the question why 

the conflict over Transnistria has not yet been solved, one should not limit the causes to 

international factors. Although this study showed that the involvement of third-party actors in the 

conflict settlement was not very productive, if at all, the blame for keeping this conflict 

protracted should fall primarily on Moldovans and Transnistrians. The political programs of the 

parties demonstrate that for Moldovans, separatism has not been a major concern, but merely a 

peripheral issue. In contrast, for political organizations in the TMR, “Transnistria” has remained 

a vital matter for both the elite and the majority of the people. They believe that there is no 

“separatism” in the region, but rather a justified struggle for political self-determination and 

independence.   

Furthermore, this study has shown how equally distinctive political systems in Moldova 

and the TMR influenced the activity of non-governmental organizations. In the case of the 

former, NGOs have not only functioned independently from the state authorities but have also, 

most importantly, elaborated and proposed documents meant to settle the protracted conflict with 

pro-Russian separatists in Tiraspol. In Transnistria the situation was quite different. There, 

Soviet-era practices hindered democratic transformations, blocked any manifestation of political 

pluralism, and enforced the punishment of those considered “traitors” and/or “agents” of 

Chisinau. Thus, in addition to their political convictions, the lack of pluralism prompted the 

majority of Transnistria’s NGOs to share the same approach that officials in Tiraspol took in 

respect to Moldova’s attempts to reintegrate its breakaway region. 

Education has always played a significant role in nation-building. Educational policies 

implemented by the central government in Paris in the second half of the nineteenth century 

transformed French peasants into a nation of citizens. The school curricula in Nazi Germany and 

Soviet Union, complemented with state-sponsored propaganda, helped these dictatorial regimes 

produce reliable subjects of the state. After the collapse of Communism in Eastern Europe, the 

governments called educators to satisfy the quest for new identities and cement the patriotism of 

the emancipated nations. In countries where the transition from totalitarian to independent 

democratic states was accompanied by ethnic and political conflicts, schooling was also relied 

upon to deal with an additional task – to reconcile members of post-war society. Moldova and 

Transnistria, in this respect, serve as a case in point.  
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This study has shown that contrary to the expected outcomes, education in the Republic 

of Moldova, namely primary and history education in the secondary schools, has been a serious 

impediment to national reconciliation and to the full reintegration of the breakaway region. It has 

disrupted identity construction and prevented the building of a modern state in which tolerance 

toward the domestic “other” allows for the re-establishment of stability and harmony within the 

whole society. Materials used in this research have demonstrated that the Grade 1 readers and the 

history textbooks that Chisinau and Tiraspol used after 1991 contributed to the creation of 

conflicting and exclusivist identities and fostered political antagonism. They served 

contradictory goals, deepened the existing split between Moldovans and Transnistrians, and 

represented destructive educational tools in a country plagued by secessionism and uncertainties 

over identity. 

During the Soviet era, disparate perceptions of the Motherland were presented to Soviet 

citizens when they learned to read from their first primary reader. The all-Union Bukvar’ forged 

a common Soviet civic identity even as it laid the foundation for the Russian-speaking homo 

sovieticus. It also engendered patriotic feelings and respect towards Russia at the expense of the 

place where the little ones were born and/or resided, prompting them to assimilate Russianness 

during the early stages of their childhood. In contrast, the republican readers (like those 

elaborated in Chisinau) propagated the Moldavian identity and love toward the native land first, 

and only afterwards sought to have pupils absorb the all-Soviet identity. Also, if Soviet readers 

engendered a Soviet type of (pro-Russian) cosmopolitanism in the minds of the Russians-

speaking inhabitants in non-Russian republics, they also stimulated the development of 

ethnocentric nationalism within representatives of the titular nation, i.e., among the Romanian-

speaking Moldavians.  

 The policy- and decision-makers in Chisinau and Tiraspol pursued the same goal as 

Soviet leaders – to inculcate a sense of patriotism through the first official textbook that the 

younger generation was provided in first grade. However, although the Moldovan and 

Transnistrian authorities employed different readers, the Soviet approach toward this aim was 

more than evident. The textbook offered to Romanianmspeakers in Moldova was ethnocentric; it 

promoted an image of Russian speakers as domestic “others” and propagated two separate 

identities of Romanian speakers, i.e., Moldovan and Romanian. Although the opinion persists 

among a part of Moldova’s intelligentsia that ethnic Moldovans are ethnic Romanians in terms 
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of culture and language, the Chisinau-made reader (Abecedar) neither confirmed nor rejected 

these conflicting identities. At the same time, the reader which Chisinau designed for Russian 

speakers created just an illusion of a Moldovan civic identity; its narrative, drawings, and images 

propagated Soviet cultural and Russian ethnic identities and therefore helped to inculcate 

sympathy and patriotic feelings toward Russia rather than Moldova.  

The same ideological distortions and conceptual discrepancies were discovered in the 

readers used in Transnistria’s primary education. Speakers of the Romanian language are taught 

using these texts, which are produced in the region. They are taught that they are Moldovans (not 

Romanians) and that “Nistrenia” (Transnistria) is their Motherland, not the Republic of 

Moldova. In contrast, their Russian-speaking counterparts learn from the Moscow-produced 

readers that they are Russians. The Russian ethnic identity is inculcated in readers, and the image 

of Russia, rather than the TMR, is constructed as their Motherland.   

The ways in which history is taught are another indicator that officials in both Chisinau 

and Tiraspol have worked against reconciliation. Two exclusive concepts have challenged the 

teaching of national history in right-bank Moldova. The History of the Romanians course and 

textbook have propagated the unionist platform, supported a Western interpretation of events, 

and generated resentment among opponents of unionism in Chisinau and Tiraspol. The persisting 

struggle between Moldovanists and Romanianists has further complicated the situation. In 

contrast to the latter, the former have a strong investment in a separate Moldovan history and 

largely share the Soviet and modern Russian view about Moldova’s past. The teaching of history 

in the Republic of Moldova thus has a disruptive impact; it divides right-bank Moldovan society, 

favors separatism in Transnistria, and cements pro-Russian sentiments in the areas administrated 

both by the central government and the leadership of the TMR. In Transnistria, history textbooks 

portray right-bank Moldovans as alien “others” and “fascists” and present the mainland as an 

unfriendly foreign state. Furthermore, the implementation of Russian curricula and textbooks and 

the ways in which history is being taught in the eastern districts of the Republic of Moldova 

helps Tiraspol (and by extension Moscow) to build a Transnistrian pro-Russian civic identify and 

consolidate Russian nationalism on foreign soil. 

Other factors besides educational policies, curricula, and teaching tools have complicated 

state-building and identity construction in the Republic of Moldova. Tiraspol pursued a well-

defined separate nation-construction strictly oriented toward Russia, based on both pan-Slavism 
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and Russian nationalism. Civic nationalism, which seeks to define “Transnistrians” in terms 

irrespective of ethnicity and language, is a bridge that links and cements the Transnistrian 

identity with the Russian one. Perhaps with a few exceptions, residents of the TMR have become 

Moldova's geopolitical juncture with Russia and Russians, the community that encapsulates and 

is absorbed by the so-called “Russian World” ideology. In contrast, right-bank Moldova has 

demonstrated ambivalent domestic nationality policies that have left no room for clarity and 

definiteness, but have sowed confusion and conflict regarding the question of whether ethnic 

Moldovans are ethnic Romanians. Therefore, it might be said that nation-building in the 

Republic of Moldova is asymmetrically divided depending on the territory in which it occurs. 

This asymmetry rests on antagonistic approaches which Chisinau and Tiraspol have toward the 

building of the modern Moldovan state. It has made political reconciliation impossible, produced 

different kinds of individual and collective self-awareness in the population, and prompted 

citizens to react differently toward official symbols, newly invented traditions, and the legacy of 

the Russian, Soviet, and Romanian past. 

The study has demonstrated that the politics of symbolism and nationality policies 

contribute to the creation of divided identities not only in the country as a whole but also 

individually in each of the rival entities, i.e., in right-bank Moldova and the TMR. The adoption 

of irreconcilable symbols and the celebration of different holidays foster exclusivist identities. 

The official symbols of the Republic of Moldova (the so-called “Romanian tricolour,” the coat of 

arms and anthem) are all ethnocentric. The claim that the central government is building a 

Moldovan civic nation is purely theoretical. In reality, it is ethnic nationalism that has constantly 

surfaced in domestic policies, fragmenting the public sphere into “us” (Romanian 

speakers/Moldovan speakers) and “them” (Russian speakers), and generating antagonism among 

Russophone and Russophile Transnistrians toward the Moldovan state. These circumstances 

have compromised the unity of Moldovans and have prompted Tiraspol to use parallel 

symbolism to demonstrate its independence from the Republic of Moldova. At the same time in 

Transnistria, the slightly redesigned symbols of the MSSR and the anthem of the TMR have 

bonded the Soviet past with  the present, and have contributed to a gradual merger, first of the 

Soviet identity and then of the Russian, with the Transnistrian identity. The politics of 

symbolism promoted in Tiraspol played Russia’s card and militated against reconciliation with 

right-bank Moldova.  
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The celebration of various holidays separately in Moldova and Transnistria does not unite 

elites and population, but on the contrary keeps them divided. On one hand, it is the legacy of the 

Soviet, Romanian, and recent past that has made the Russian-speaking minority in right-bank 

Moldova resist the newly created holidays and other observed dates. On the other hand, the 

living memory of the past has made Romanian-speaking Moldovans (regardless of their place of 

residence) repudiate the Soviet heritage. Holidays like “Our Language Day” and “Victory Day,” 

and such historical dates as 28 June 1940 and 2 March 1992, are indicators of political 

incompatibility; they tend to underscore the fact that Romanian and Russian speakers stand for 

conflicting ideological, ethnocultural, and political values, and share contradictory approaches 

toward the modern Moldovan state.  

The ethnic identities of people have been another serious impediment to establishing a 

mutual trust between the sides involved in resolving the Transnistria conflict. Ethnocentrism has 

not been eradicated; the titular nation and the minorities are still under the impact of the 

nationality policies that Romania and the Soviet Union implemented over the past century. The 

subcultural division of Romanian speakers into those who accept the Moldovanist platform and 

those who partially or entirely adopt the Romanian cultural identity have sown the seeds of 

discord among Romanian-speaking Moldovans. In the Republic of Moldova, calling oneself 

“Romanian” and standing for the Romanian language means being a pro-Western individual, a 

sort of “enemy” and traitor of the Moldovan state and nation. In contrast, the Moldovanists’ 

orientation is mainly anti-Romanian and anti-Western. This approach is generally accepted by a 

significant part of the pro-Russia Romanian-speaking Moldovans, and by Russophones in right-

bank Moldova and Transnistria. Furthermore, the construction of a separate Transnistrian 

political nation, as opposed to the undefined civic all-Moldovan identity, nourishes an 

antagonistic perception of “us” versus “them” and divides the people in the Republic of Moldova 

into rival camps of domestic “aliens.”   

A successful project of nation-building undertaken by nationalists cannot and will not be 

successful while strong centrifugal tendencies exist, while they are supported from abroad, and 

while they divide a “nation-in-regress,” as the Republic of Moldova can be defined. The 

domestic policies that leaders in Chisinau and Tiraspol have carried out since the demise of the 

USSR and the outcomes of these policies have rendered the policy-makers in right-bank 

Moldova and Transnistria state destroyers, rather than builders of a modern nation based on civic 
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nationalism. The unsettled identities of ethnic Romanian-speaking Moldovans during the Soviet 

and Romanian past, the dysfunctional Moldovan state, and Russia’s role in settling in motion the 

protracted conflict over Transnistria have impeded reconciliation between Moldovans and 

Transnistrians and disrupted the nation-building process in the whole country. Pro-Russian 

separatism and division over the geopolitical path the Republic of Moldova should follow are the 

driving factors that keep elites and large masses of the population divided and their post-Soviet 

state territorially fragmented. These realities render the Republic of Moldova a potential powder 

keg; situated on the borderline between the EU/NATO and Russia, it is ready to explode should 

the trigger of the conflict be pulled once again by either side, either internally or externally.1776 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1776 Or take, for example, the case of Bosnian Serbs in Republika Srpska. Whereas Russia is inclined to support their 
self-determination movement and separation from Bosnia-Herzegovina, the West is firmly opposed to such 
prospects. See “Tensions Rise as Bosnian Serbs Vote in Banned Referendum,” Radio Free Europe. Radio Liberty. 
25 September 2016. Available at http://www.rferl.org/a/balkan-tensions-rise-as-bosnian-serbs-push-ahead-with-
banned-referendum/28010813.html (accessed 27 September 2016). 

http://www.rferl.org/a/balkan-tensions-rise-as-bosnian-serbs-push-ahead-with-banned-referendum/28010813.html
http://www.rferl.org/a/balkan-tensions-rise-as-bosnian-serbs-push-ahead-with-banned-referendum/28010813.html
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Arhiva Organizaţiilor Social-Politice din Republica Moldova.  
 
Arhiva Universității Pedagogice de Stat Ion Creangă din Chisinău,  Republica Moldova. 
 
Central State Archive of Public Organizations in Kyiv (Woodbridge, Connecticut: Primary Source 

Microfilm, [2004]). Available at the University of Alberta Library. Edmnonton, Canada. 
 

 
Published Primary Sources 

 

Adauge, Mihai.  Partidul Popular Creștin Democrat. Documente și materiale. 1988-2008. Vol. 1 
(1988-1994). Chisinau, 2008.  

 
Babilunga,  N.V., B.G. Bomeshko, and A.V. Dirun. Bendery 1992 god: sorok tragicheskikh dnei. 

Sbornik dokumentov i materialov. Tiraspol’: Poligrafist, 2007. 
 
Berdennikov, G.V. Rossiia-Ukraina, 1990-2000: Dokumenty i materialy: V 2 kn. Kniga 2: 1996-

2000. Moscow: Mezhdunarodnye otnosheniia, 2001. 
 
Berezniakov, N.V., and O.N. Vovchok. Bor’ba trudiashchikhsia Moldavii protiv interventov i 

vnutrennei kontrrevoliutsii v 1917-1920 gg. Sbornik dokumentov i materialov. Chisinau: 
Cartea moldovenească, 1967. 

 
Berezniakov, N.V., and A.S. Esaulenko, Lupta oamenilor munchii din Moldova impotriva 

interventsionishtilor shi kontrarevolutsiei interne in anii 1917-1920. Kulezhere de dokumente 
shi materiale. Chisinau: Cartea moldovenseaska, 1967. 

 
Bilousova, L. G., Badera D., and P. Bondarchuk. Holodomory v Ukraini: Odes’ka oblast’ : 1921-

1923, 1932-1933, 1946-1947 rr.: doslidzhennia, spohady, dokumenty. Odesa: Odes’kyi 
oblasnyi derzhavnyi arkhiv, 2007. 

 
Cașu, Igor, and Igor Șarov. Republica Moldova. De la perestroika la independență 1989-1991. 

Documente secrete din arhiva CC al PCM. Chisinau: Cartdidact, 2011. 
 



436 
 

Cernenco, Mihai, Andrei Galben, Gheorghe Rusnac, and Solomon Constantin. Republica Moldova: 
Istoria politică (1989-2000). Documente și materiale. Volumul I -II. Chisinau: USM, 2000. 

 
Cojocaru, Gheorghe E. Cominternul și originile “moldovenismului”. Studii și documente. Chisinau: 

Civitas, 2009. 
 
Feneşan, Costin. Unter Fremder Flagge: Kommunisten und Kommunistische Partei Rumäniens im 

Kominternarchiv: 1919-1924. Bucharest: Ed. Enciclopedică, 2011.  
 
Frontul Popular din Moldova. Programul, statutul și rezoluțiile congresului de constituire a FPM. 

Chisinau: Argedava, 1989. 
 
Gaidukov, D.A., V.F. Kotok, and S.L. Ronin. Istoriia Sovetskoi Konstitutsii. Sbornik dokumentov, 

1917 - 1957 gg. Moscow: Izd-vo AN SSSR 1957. 
 
Grecu, Mihai, and Anatol Ţăranu, Trupele ruse în Republica Moldova (culegere de documente şi 

materiale). Chisinau: Litera Internaţional, 2004. 
 
Grosul, Ia.S., and A.C. Oțetea Istoricheskie sviazi narodov SSSR i Rumynii v XV-nachale XVIII v. 

Dokumenty i materialy v trekh tomakh. (Moscow: Nauka, Institut Istorii Akademii Nauk 
SSSR, Institut Istorii Akademiia Nauk RSR, Institutul  Istorii Akademii Nauk MSSR, 1965-
1970. 

 
Gribincea, Argentina, Mihai Gribincea, and Ion Şişcanu. Politica de moldovenizare în R.A.S.S. 

Moldovenească. Culegere de documente şi materiale. Chisinau: Civitas, 2004. 
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Peripherie zum orientalischen Sozialismus. Offenbach: Dr. Falk Verlag, 1989.  
 
Roper, Steven D. “Regionalism in Moldova: the Case of Transnistria and Gagauzia.” In Ethnicity 

and Territory in the Former Soviet Union: Regions in Conflict, edited by James Hughes and 
Gwendolyn Sasse. London, Portland, OR: Frank Cass, 2002, 101-122. 

 
Roper, Steven D. Romania: The Unfinished Revolution. London: Routledge, 2000. 
 
 



457 
 

Roslycky, Lada, and Jos Boonstra. “Ukraine: Changing Governments and Persistent Concerns in 
the Region.” In Establishing Security and Stability in the Wider Black Sea Area: 
International Politics and the New and Emerging Democracies, edited by P. M. E. Volten 
and B. Tashev. Amsterdam: IOS Press, 2007, 119-140.  

 
Rossiia. Geograficheskoe opisanie Rossiiskoi Imperii po guberniiam i oblastiam s geograficheskimi 

kartami. I. Evropeiskaia Rossiia, compiled by A.E. Riabchikov. SPb, 1913. 
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Țurcanu, Ion. Unirea Basarabiei cu România: preludii, premise, realizari: 1918. Chisinau: 

Tipografia Centrală, 1998. 
 
Vahl, Marius, and Michael Emerson. “Moldova and the Transnistrian conflict.” In Europeanization 

and Conflict Resolution: Case Studies from the European Periphery, edited by Bruno 
Coppieters, Michael Emerson, Michel Huysseune, Tamara Kovziridze, Gergana Noutcheva, 
Nathalie Tocci, and Marius Vahl. Gent: Academia Press, 2004, 149-190. 

 
Vartic, Andrei. “De la râul de sânge la râul de pace.” In Râul de sânge, edited by Valentina Ursu. 

Chisinau: Basarabia, 1993, 142-174.  
 
Vinokurov, Evgeny. A Theory of Enclaves. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2007. 
 
Voenno-statisticheskoe obozrenie Rossiiskoi Imperii. Tom XI. Chast’ 3. Bessarabskaia oblast’. 

SPb: V tipografii Departamenta General’nogo Shtaba, 1849. 
 
Volkova, A.Z. “K voprosu o politicheskoi fal’sifikatsii istorii agressii Respubliki Moldova protiv 

PMR.”  In Politicheskaia fal’sifikatsia istorii kak bar’er na puti demokraticheskogo 
reformirovaniia mezhdunarodnykh otnoshenii na postsovetskom prostranstve, edited by S. I. 
Beril, I.N. Galinskii, and I.M. Blagodatskikh. Tiraspol’: Litera, 2009, 57-63. 

 
Waal, Thomas De. Black Garden: Armenia and Azerbaijan through Peace and War. New York, 

NYU Press, 2013. 
 
Walker, Mark Clarence. The Strategic Use of Referendums: Power, Legitimacy, and Democracy 

New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003. 
  
Ward, Christopher J. Brezhnev’s Folly: The Building of BAM and Late Soviet Socialism. Pittsburgh, 

Pa.: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2009. 
 
Waters, Trevor. “Security Concerns in Post-Soviet Moldova.” Security Dynamics in the Former 

Soviet Bloc, edited by Graeme P. Herd and Jennifer D.P. Moroney. London; New York: 
Routledge Curzon, 2003, 133-150.  

 
Webb, Keith. “Mediation in Moldova: A Case of Second-track Diplomacy.” In Negotiation in 

International Conflict: Understanding Persuasion, edited by Deborah Goodwin and 
Matthew Midlane. London-Portland, OR, Frank Cass, 2002, 137-151. 

 
Weber, Eugen. Peasants into Frenchmen: The Modernization of Rural France 1870-1914. Stanford, 

California: Stanford University Press, 1976. 
 
 
 



462 
 

Wilson, Andrew. Ukraine Crisis: What it Means for the West. New Haven: Yale University Press, 
2014. 

 
Willigen, Niels Van. Peacebuilding and International Administration: The Cases of Bosnia and 

Herzegovina and Kosovo. Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge, 2013. 
 
Wimmer, Andreas. Nationalist Exclusion and Ethnic Conflict: Shadows of Modernity. Cambridge, 

UK: Cambridge University Press, 2002. 
 
Woodard, J. David. The America that Reagan Built. Westport, Conn.: Praeger Publishers, 2006. 
 
Yekelchyk, Serhy. Ukraine: Birth of a Modern Nation. Oxford, New York: Oxford University 

Press, 2007. 
 
Zabarah, Dareg A. Nation and Statehood in Moldova: Ideological and Political Dynamics since the 

1980s. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz Verlag, 2011. 
 
Zhirokhov, M.A. Pridnestrov’e: istoriia konflikta. Moscow: Russkaia panorama, 2014. 
 
Zhirokhov, Mikhail. Semena raspada: voiny i konflikty na territorii byvshego SSSR. Sankt-

Peterburg: BKhV-Peterburg, 2012. 
 
Zhurzhenko, Tatiana. Borderlands into Bordered Lands: Geopolitics of Identity in Post-Soviet 

Ukraine. Stuttgart: Ibidem-Verlag, 2010. 
 

 

Dissertations 

 
Deviatkov, A. V. “Politika Rossii v otnoshenii Pridnestrovskoi Moldavskoi Respubliki (1992-2009 

gg.).” PhD diss., [avtoreferat], Nizhnii Novgorod University, 2010. 
 
Kharchenko, M.P. “Protsess uregulirovaniia pridnestrovskogo voprosa v sisteme mezhdunarodnykh 

otnoshenii (1990-2013).” PhD diss., Moscow: RGGU, 2014. 
 
Kharitonova, N.I. “Pridnestrovskii konflikt i problema nepriznannykh gosudarstv na post-

sovetskom prostranstve v kontse XX-nachale XXI vv.” PhD diss., Moscow: MGU, 2008. 
 
Kharitonova, N.I. “Pridnestrovskii konflikt i problema nepriznannykh gosudarstv na post-

sovetskom prostranstve v kontse XX-nachale XXI vv.” PhD diss. [avtoreferat], Moscow: 
MGU, 2008. 

 
Pintsak, V.I. “Pozytsiia Ukrainy u protsesi vrehuliuvannia Prydnistrovs’koho konfliktu.” PhD Diss. 

[avtoreferat], Chernivtsi University, 2008. 
 
Rudling, Per Anders. “The Battle Over Belarus: The Rise and Fall of the Belarusian National 

Movement, 1906-1931.” PhD diss., University of Alberta, 2010. 
 



463 
 

SECONDARY SOURCES 

Textbooks 

 
Babilunga, N.V., and B.G. Bomeshko. Istoriia rodnogo kraia. Uchebnk dlia 

obshcheobrazovatel’nykh uchebnykh zavedenii. 8-9 klassy. Tiraspol’: RIO GIPK, 2005. 
 

Browne, Ken. An Introduction to Sociology, the 4th ed. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 2011. 
 
Buganov, V.I. and P.N. Zyr’ianov. Istoria Rusiei. Sfyrshitul sec. XVII-XIX. Manual pentru clasa a 

10-chia. Moscow: Prosveshchenie, 2000. 
 
Buganov, V.I., and P.N. Zyr’ianov. Istoriia Rossii. Konets XVII-XIX vek. 2 chast’. Uchebnik dlia 

10-go klassa. Moscow: Prosveshchenie, 2000.   
 
Buruiană, M., S. Cotelea, A. Ermicioi, C. Dragomir, and I. Hadârcă. Abecedar. Ediție revăzută. 
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Caşu, Igor, and Virgil Pâslariuc. “Chestiunea revizuirii hotarelor RSS Moldoveneşti: de la proiectul 

„Moldova Mare” la proiectul „Basarabia Mare” şi cauzele eşecului acestora (decembrie 
1943 – iunie 1946).” Archiva Moldaviae vol. II (2010): 275-370.  

 
Casu, Igor. “Le goulag bessarabien: déportation, répression, famine.” Communisme. Roumanie: un 

totalitarisme ordinaire 91/92, no. 3/4 (2007): 129-138. 
 
Caşu, Igor. “Political Repressions in Moldavian SSR after 1956: Towards a Typology Based on 

KGB Files.” Dystopia no. 1-2, (2012): 89-127. 
 
Connor, Walker. “Nation-Building or Nation-Destroying?” World Politics 24, no. 3 (1972): 319-

355. 
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Gribincea, Mihai. “Refugiații Basarabeni în România (1940-1941).” Patrimoniu no. 1, (1993): 145-
152. 

 
Hanne, Gottfried. “The Role and Activities of the OSCE Mission to Moldova in the Process of 

Transdniestrian Conflict Resolution.” European Yearbook of Minority Issues Volume 2, 
2002/3 (2004): 31-51. 

 
Himka, John-Paul. “The History behind the Regional Conflict in Ukraine.” Kritika: Explorations in 

Russian and Eurasian History 16, 1 (Winter 2015): 129–136. 
 
Iakubova, L.D. “Movna problema ta ii vplyv na etnokul’turne zhyttia ukrains’kykh hrekiv 

(seredyna 20-kh - 30-ti pp. XX st.).” Ukrains’kyi istorychnyi zhurnal no 2 (2004): 121-132. 
 
Kruglashov, Anatoliy M., and Constantine Tkachyov. “European Union and Transnistrian Conflict: 

Any Solutions in Sight.” Geopolitica. Revistă de Geografie Politică, Geopilitică și 
Geostrategie XII, no. 57 (2014): 146-155. 
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“Treceți batalioane române Carpații.” http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9pNbFAPFWtw (accessed 

17 October 2014). 
 
Trukhachev, Vadim. “Rumyniia metodichno zaglatyvaet Moldaviiu.” Pravda.Ru. 2 March 2012. 

http://www.pravda.ru/world/europe/easteurope/02-03-2012/1109870-romaniamoldova-0/ 
(accessed 8 February 2015). 

 “Unification with Romania – Moldova’s dilemma.” Moldova.org. 13 August 2013. 
http://www.moldova.org/unification-with-romania-moldovas-dilemma-238322-eng/ 
(accessed 8 February 2015). 

 
“V Pridnestrov’e rossiiskii flag schitaiut simvolom mira i bratskoi podderzhki.” Novyi Region. 22 

August 2012. http://www.nr2.ru/pmr/400404.html (accessed 19 June 2013). 
 
V Pridnestrov’e uchredili Den’ mirotvortsa.” Golos Rossii. 27 July 2012.  

http://rus.ruvr.ru/2012_07_27/V-Pridnestrove-uchredili-Den-mirotvorca/ (accessed 28 June 
2013). 

 
“V Pridnestrov’e segodnia vspominaiut zhertv Benderskoi tragedii.” RIA Novyi region 2. 19 June 

2012. http://www.nr2.ru/pmr/444745.html (accessed 12 September 2012).  
 
“V Pridnestrov’e zakryvaiut rumynskie shkoly.”Trud. 31 July 2004. http://www.trud.ru/article/31-

07-2004/75172_v_pridnestrove_zakryvajut_rumynskie_shkoly.html (accessed 4 July 2013). 
 
Varsegov. Nikolai. “Pridnestrov’e voidet v Rossiiu sledom za Ukrainoi. Mnenie diplomatov 

rossiiskikh.” Komsomol’skaia Pravda. 26 November 2009. 
http://www.kp.ru/daily/24401.4/577199/ (accessed 12 November 2014). 

 
“2 marta v Pridnestrov’e den’ pamiati.” Novosti Pridnestrov'ia. 3 March 2011. 

http://novostipmr.livejournal.com/89336.html (accessed 12 September 2012).  
 
Vucheva, Elitsa. “Europe’s Poorest Live in Bulgaria and Romania,” EU Observer. 13 February 

2008. https://euobserver.com/economic/25653 (accessed 2 February 2015). 
 

http://cables.mrkva.eu/cable.php?id=176514
http://common-home.org/index.php?id=65
http://common-home.org/index.php?id=65
http://politicom.moldova.org/news/transnistria-takes-advantage-of-the-political-crisis-in-moldova-235899-eng.html
http://politicom.moldova.org/news/transnistria-takes-advantage-of-the-political-crisis-in-moldova-235899-eng.html
http://en.rsf.org/moldova-does-arrest-signal-campaign-by-15-04-2010,37020.html
http://en.rsf.org/moldova-does-arrest-signal-campaign-by-15-04-2010,37020.html
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9pNbFAPFWtw
http://www.pravda.ru/world/europe/easteurope/02-03-2012/1109870-romaniamoldova-0/
http://www.moldova.org/unification-with-romania-moldovas-dilemma-238322-eng/
http://www.nr2.ru/pmr/400404.html
http://rus.ruvr.ru/2012_07_27/V-Pridnestrove-uchredili-Den-mirotvorca/
http://www.nr2.ru/pmr/444745.html
http://www.trud.ru/article/31-07-2004/75172_v_pridnestrove_zakryvajut_rumynskie_shkoly.html
http://www.trud.ru/article/31-07-2004/75172_v_pridnestrove_zakryvajut_rumynskie_shkoly.html
http://www.kp.ru/daily/24401.4/577199/
http://novostipmr.livejournal.com/89336.html
https://euobserver.com/economic/25653


485 
 

“Vybor pridnestrovskogo naroda — interv’iu Niny Shtanski gazete Slovo.” Slovo. 25 July 2012.  
http://xn--b1addbl5aidjekm0d.xn--p1ai/pridnestrove-novosti/vyibor-pridnestrovskogo-
naroda-intervyu-ninyi-shtanski-gazete-slovo/ (accessed 4 July 2013). 

 
“Ziua Europei va fi sărbătorită în Republica Moldova, timp de o săptămână.” Yupi.MD. 

http://yupi.md/ziua-europei-va-fi-sarbatorita-in-republica-moldova-timp-de-o-saptamana/. 
             (accessed 2 June 2015). 
 
 
 

http://приднестровец.рф/pridnestrove-novosti/vyibor-pridnestrovskogo-naroda-intervyu-ninyi-shtanski-gazete-slovo/
http://приднестровец.рф/pridnestrove-novosti/vyibor-pridnestrovskogo-naroda-intervyu-ninyi-shtanski-gazete-slovo/
http://yupi.md/ziua-europei-va-fi-sarbatorita-in-republica-moldova-timp-de-o-saptamana/


486 
 

Nation-Building and Separatism in Eastern Europe:  
The Transnistria Problem in Moldova and in the Geopolitics of Russia, Ukraine,  

Romania and the European Union (1917-2014) 
 
 
 

Appendices (Volume II)  
 
 
by 
 
 
 

Eduard Baidaus 
 

 
 
 
 

A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of 
 
 

Doctor of Philosophy 
 

in History 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Department of History and Classics  
University of Alberta 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                           © Eduard Baidaus, 2017 
 
 

 



 

487 
 

DETAILED TABLE OF CONTENT 
 
 

APPENDIX 1. The Questionnaire / 489 
 
       1.1. Project description /489 

       1.2. Questionnaire (sample) /491 

       1.3. List of major and minor focus groups/ 503 

       1.4. The Questionnaire (tables and figures) / 504  

1.4.1. Section 1: The war in Transnistria (1992) / 504 

1.4.2. Section 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem / 624 

1.4.3. Section 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem / 672 

1.4.4. Section 4: Political, ethnic, and cultural identities / 808 

1.4.5. Section 5: Historical imagery and representations / 960 

1.4.6. Section 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR / 1016 

 
 
APPENDIX 2. Interviews / 1096 
 
2.1 Project description and consent form for interviews / 1096 

2.2 Interview Questions. Group I / 1097 

2.3 Interview Questions. Group II / 1098 

2.4 List of respondents / 1099 

       2.4.1. Moldova. Group I / 1099 

       2.4.2. Moldova. Group II / 1102 

       2.4.3. Transnistria. Group I / 1104 

       2.4.4. Transnistria. Group II / 1106 

       2.4.5. Romania. Group I / 1108 

       2.4.6. Russia. Group I / 1109 

       2.4.7. Ukraine. Group I / 1110 

       2.4.8. The EU, the OSCE, and Germany / 1111 

 
 

APPENDIX 3. Political Parties and Organizations / 1112 
            
       3.1. Appendix 3. Table 1. Moldova. Active political parties and organizations / 1112 

       3.2. Appendix 3. Table 2. Transnistria. Active political parties and organizations / 1114 

       3.3. Appendix 3.  Table 3. The representation of the Moldovan political parties in Parliament    

        after elections / 1115  

3.4. Appendix 3.  Table 4. The representation of the Transnistrian political parties in the   

       Parliament of the TMR after elections / 1117 

3.5. Appendix 3. Table 5.The priority placed by the Moldovan parties on “Transnistria,”  



 

488 
 

       “Foreign Policy,” and “National Security” in their political platforms / 1119 

3.6. Appendix 3. Table 6. The priority placed by the Transnistrian parties on “Transnistria,”  

      “Foreign Policy,” and “National Security” in their political platforms / 1120 

3.7. Appendix 3. Table 7.The position of sections on the Transnistrian problem within the  

       platforms of Chisinau-based political parties / 1121 

3.8. Appendix 3. Table 8. Moldova. Types of approaches to the Transnistrian problem    

       articulated in the platforms of political parties / 1122 

3.9. Appendix 3. Table 9. Transnistria. Types of approaches to the Transnistrian problem  

       articulated in the platforms of political parties /1123 

      3.10. Appendix 3. Table 10. Frequency of the Declarations regarding “Transnistria” “Foreign  

               Policy/EU Integration”, and “National Security” made by the Moldovan political    

                parties between 2002-2012 / 1124  

       3.11. Appendix 3. Table 11.  Annual frequency of Declarations regarding “Transnistria”   

               “Foreign Policy/EU Integration,” and “National Security” made by the Moldovan       

                 political parties between 2002-2012 / 1125 

       3.12. Appendix 3.Table 12. Frequency of Declarations regarding the Transnistrian problem   

                 made by the Moldovan political parties between 2002-2012 / 1126 
 

 

APPENDIX 4. List of the Given Names / 1127  
 
 
APPENDIX 5. Images/ 1128 
 

          5.1. Cravata Roșie/Scânteia Leninistă (Cover Page)/ 1128 

          5.2. Billboards. Moldova/ 1128-1129 

          5.3. Billboards. Transnistria/ 1129 

          5.4. The “Acțiunea 2012” (“Acton 2012”) Propaganda Leaflet/ 1130 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

489 
 

Appendix 1. The Questionnaire 
 

Appendix 1.1.  Project Description 
 

UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA, EDMONTON – CANADA 
Department of History and Classics  

 

Doctoral Thesis. Author: Eduard Baidaus 

Nation-Building and Separatism in Eastern Europe:  
The Transnistria Problem in Moldova and in the Geopolitics of Russia, Ukraine,  

Romania and the European Union (1917-2014) 
 

Project Overview  

  

General Scope. The dissertation examines the “frozen conflict” in the Transnistrian region 

of Moldova and will ascertain the extent to which it has impeded nation building in this state since 

the collapse of Communism.  

Purpose. In order to achieve the above-stated goal, several questions will be considered. 

First, I will identify the historical roots of this “frozen conflict” with a major focus on nationalist 

and pro-Soviet movements during the final years of the USSR. Second, I will examine the internal 

aspects of the war in 1992 as well as the means by which and reasons why, Russia, Ukraine, and 

Romania got involved in it. The third line of analysis will be focused on the internationalization 

of the conflict and the diplomatic struggle regarding the legal status of Transnistria. Further, I will 

analyze how this conflict influenced and determined both political discourse and debates within 

Moldova’s internal political spectrum, and how this spectrum, in its turn, influenced the conflict 

resolution process. The issues of identity and of state- and nation-building in Moldova will be 

given special consideration. Finally, I will discuss the implications of and prospective solutions 

for this particular conflict.  

Outcomes. The dissertation will contribute to the scholarly discussion in a number of ways 

by addressing topics such as: “frozen conflicts” and diplomatic relations in Europe after the 

collapse of the USSR; the reassertion of Russia’s regional and global influence; Ukraine’s efforts 

to become a regional leader; and Romania’s attempts to serve as a diplomatic bridge between the 

“West” and the “East.” Based on the case of Moldova, the research will advance current knowledge 

about the internal political developments and the international perspectives of the post-Communist 
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states and their relations with the EU and NATO. It will also make a contribution to the studies on 

nationalism and nation-building. 

Questionnaire and Interviews. Even though in the process of study and research I will 

make use of archival, primary, and secondary sources, administering questionnaires and 

interviewing people are significant methods as well. The answers I expect to get from the 

questionnaires and interviews will help me to go beyond the official and scholarly approaches 

towards the questions I research. The personal experiences of interviewees and the views and 

perspectives of those who will fill out the questionnaire are valuable since they will provide 

insights hidden by the other sources I intend to use. By completing the questionnaire and/or giving 

an interview, the respondent is consenting to participate in this study. The participation is 

completely voluntary and the respondent can refuse to answer any of the questions without 

invalidating his/her participation, but cannot withdraw any data provided. Confidentiality and 

anonymity will be granted and ensured within the limitations set by the law. Research materials 

and the identity of the participants may be made available at the request of a court or in cases 

where the law compels mandatory reporting (ex. recognition of committing a crime). The 

participant has the right to chose not to answer a question if a risk exists. The researcher is 

assuming the full responsibility to keep the anonymity of the respondent if he/she requests it. 

Contact Information. The information to contact potential participants was identified 

throughout the pre-existing social, professional, and personal networks. The questionnaire or the 

interview are expected to be filled in and/or given within 50 minutes. More time will be provided 

if requested. Contact info: Eduard Baidaus, PhD Candidate.                        

Mailing address: 

University of Alberta 
Department of History and Classics 
 2-28 Tory Building 
Edmonton, Alberta, T6G 2H4    
CANADA 
 
Phone: 780-444-3720       E-mails: baidaus@ualberta.ca  or edbaidaus@yahoo.com 

 
The plan for this study has been reviewed for its adherence to ethical guidelines and approved 
by Research Ethics Board 1 at the University of Alberta. For questions regarding participant 
rights and ethical conduct of research, contact the Research Ethics Office at (780) 492-2615. 

 

 

mailto:baidaus@ualberta.ca
mailto:edbaidaus@yahoo.com
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Appendix 1.2. Questionnaire (Sample) 
 

UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA, EDMONTON – CANADA 
Department of History and Classics  

 

 

Name (optional )  

 

Year of Birth  

 

Place of birth (town, country )  

 

Place of residence (town, country )  

 

Place of work / study/ email  

 

Education / Institution  

 

Nationality (Ethnicity)  

 

Native language  

 

Language of instruction  

 

Other languages spoken  

Date  

 
Notes:  
 
        1. Please choose only one answer and circle the answer you have chosen. 
        2. Information on this form is confidential and will only be used for research purposes. 
        3. The name of the respondent will be coded (for example, respondent nr. 001) and will not appear in  
            the text of the work. 

        4. Double-click over the chosen cell. Select “Checked” and then press “OK.” 
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SECTION 1: THE WAR IN TRANSNISTRIA (1992) 
 
1. The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided if: 
 
         1)  there was no controversy over languages 
         2)  Russia had not intervened 
         3)  the unification of Moldova with Romania was not probable 
         4)  the conflict was inevitable 
 
 2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered as: 
 
        1)  a war between Moldova and Transnistria 
        2)  a war between Moldova and Russia 
        3)  a local military conflict 
        4)  a Civil War 
        5)  I do not know 
   
3. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the   
    Transnistrian war? 
 
1)  justifiable  
2)  unjustifiable, they should not have interfered  
3)  there were no such volunteers  
4)  I do not know 
                      

4. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian 
war? 

 
1)  justifiable  
2)  unjustifiable; they should not have interfered  
3)  there were no such volunteers  

       4)  I do not know 
 
  5. The Transnistrian war may be considered a continuation of which war? 
 

         1)  the Great Patriotic War of 1941-1945 
         2)  Second World War, 1939 - 1945 
         3)  both wars above 
         4)  it was a completely different war 
 
  6. In your opinion, what or whom did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies    
fight against? 
 

          1)  nationalism 
          2)  fascism 
          3)  the Moldovans 
          4)  the Romanians 
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          5)  the Moldavians and Romanians 
          6)  I do not know 
   
7. In your opinion, what or whom did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight against?  
 

         1)  anti-secession 
         2)  the Russians and Ukrainians 
         3)  Russian chauvinism 
         4)  Ukrainian nationalism 
         5)  I do not know 
             
 8. In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
 

       1)  independence of Transnistria 
       2)  salvation of the USSR 
       3)  solidarity of the Slavic peoples 
       4)  social and national justice 
       5)  preservation of the pre-perestroika situation (linguistic and ethnic) 
       6)  I do not know 
 
 9. In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight for? 
 

       1)  independence and territorial integrity of the Republic of Moldova 
       2)  union with Romania 
       3)  social and national justice 
       4)  changing the pre-perestroika situation (ethnic and language-wise) 
       5)  I do not know 
 
 10. Who do you think is responsible for the war in Transnistria? 
 

         1)  Moldova  
2)  Transnistria 
3)  both Moldova and Transnistria  
4)  Russia  
5)  Romania  
6)  I do not know 

 
 11. How would you characterize Russia’s political and military involvement in the    

Transnistrian war? 
 
       1)  an interference in the internal affairs of another independent state 
       2)  fraternal assistance to Transnistria 
       3)  I do not know 

 
12. Do you think Romania should have provided military and political support to Moldova    

      as Russia provided to Transnistria? 
  



 

494 
 

            1)  yes                              2)  no                               3)  I do not know 
   
13. Who do you think was the winner in this war and why? 
 
         1)  Moldova, as it retained de jure independence from Russia 
         2)  Transnistria, as it retained its de facto independence from Moldova 
         3)  Russia, because it has maintained its influence in the region 
         4)  none of the above 
         5)  I do not know 
 
 14. Do you think a new military conflict between Moldova and Transdniestria is possible? 
 
          1)  yes             2)  no                  3)  I do not know 
 
 15. Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict if it unfolds again?  
 
         1)  yes              2)  no                     3)  I do not know 
  
SECTION 2: THE INTERNATIONAL CONTEXT OF THE TRANSNISTRIA PROBLEM 
                           
16. In your opinion, how could Russia most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian  

conflict?  
  
      1)  withdraw the 14th Army from Transnistria 
      2)  continue providing support to Transnistria 
      3)  recognize the independence of Transnistria 
      4)  accept direct participation of the EU, Romania and the USA in the negotiation process 
      5)  recognize Transnistria as an entity of the Russian Federation 
      6)  I do not know 
   
17. In your opinion, how could Ukraine most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian   
      conflict?  
 
       1)  close the border with Transnistria 
       2)  recognize the independence of Transnistria  
       3)  accept direct involvement of the EU, Romania and the USA in the negotiation process 
       4)  offer Transnistria the status of an autonomous region within Ukraine, similar to Crimea  
       5)  not get involved in the negotiation process  
       6)  I do not know 
  
18. In your opinion, how could Romania most effectively contribute to resolving the  
      Transnistrian conflict?  
 
       1)  become an essential party in the negotiation process 
       2)  recognize Transnistria’s independence 
       3)  offer Transdniestria the status of autonomous region within Romania 
       4)  not get involved in the negotiation process 
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       5)  I do not know 
  
19. In your opinion, how could the European Union most effectively contribute to resolving the   
      Transnistrian conflict? 
 
      1)  become a decisive party in the negotiation process 
      2)  recognize the independence of Transnistria 
      3)  offer Transnistria a special status within EU 
      4)  not get involved in the negotiations 
      5)  I do not know 
  
20. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Kosovo’s independence by some countries 
in the world? 
 
      1)  positive             2)  negative         3)  I do not care           4)  I do not know 
 
21. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s  
       independence from Russia? 
 
        1)  positive             2)  negative        3)  I do not care        4)  I do not know  
 

 
SECTION 3: THE INTERNAL CONTEXT OF THE TRANSNISTRIA PROBLEM 
 

22. Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol is possible? 
 
       1)  yes                  2)  no                     3)  I do not care         4)  I do not know 
 
23. What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion regarding the solution to this “frozen  
      conflict”? 
 
      1)  they prefer the solution proposed by Tiraspol 
      2)  they prefer the solution proposed by Chisinau 
      3)  they think the conflict is unresolvable 
      4)  I think they do not have an opinion 
      5)  I do not know 
 
24. What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion regarding the solution to this “frozen  
       conflict”? 
 
 

       1)  they prefer the solution proposed by Tiraspol 
       2)  they prefer the solution proposed by Chisinau 
       3)  they think the conflict is unresolvable 
       4)  I think they do not have an opinion 
       5)  I do not know 
 
25. What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion regarding the solution of this conflict? 
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      1)  they prefer the solution proposed by Tiraspol 
      2)  they prefer the solution proposed by Chisinau 
      3)  they think the conflict is unresolvable 
      4)  I think they do not have an opinion 
      5)  I do not know 
 
26. What solution to the conflict would you prefer? 
 
      1)  unconditionally reintegrate Transnistria in Moldova 
      2)  provide a special status to Transnistria according to Moldovan legislation 
      3)  recognize the independence of Transnistria 
      4)  incorporate Transnistria into the Russian Federation 
      5)  return Transnistria to Ukraine 
      6)  I do not know 
 
27. How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan leadership to resolve the conflict in   
      Transnistria? 
 
       1)  Sufficient             2)  insufficient          3)  I do not care   4)  Do not know 
 
28. How would you rate the efforts of the Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 
 
       1)  Sufficient            2)  Insufficient           3)  I do not care        4)  Do not know 
 
29. How do you assess the participation of political parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in  
       resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
       1)  Active          2)  Passive          3)  I do not care          4)  Do not know 
 
30. How do you assess the participation of Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the conflict  
      between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 
 
       1)  Active          2)  Passive          3)  I do not care           4)  Do not know 

 
31. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in 
      resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
      1)  Active          2)  Passive          3)  I do not care           4)  Do not know 
  
32. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Transnistria in resolving the  

conflict? 
 
            1)  Active          2)  Passive          3)  I do not care           4)  Do not know 
 
33. How much are you personally concerned about this conflict? 
 
            1)  very concerned     
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2)  concerned       
3)  a little worried       
4)  does not bother me       
5)  I do not care 

 
34. How frequently do you follow the events associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the   

press, television, radio, Internet)? 
 
             1)  very often (every day)    

 2)  often (every week)   
 3)  rarely (every month)       
 4)  very rarely (every year)  
 5)  never 

 
35. How do you react to news and information about events related to the conflict 
in Transnistria? 
 
   1)  calmly, without emotion       2)  painfully, the news upset me  3)  I do not care 
 
36. What do you think Moldova will become in the next 10 years? 
 
      1)  an independent state 
      2)  a state federation consisting of Moldova, Transnistria and Gagauzia TAU 
      3)  a part of Romania 
      4)  a member of the CIS 
      5)  a member of the European Union 
      6)  the future of Moldova is uncertain; the conflict in Transnistria will still exist 
 
37. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 
 
       1)  a part of the Republic of Moldova 
       2)  an independent state, a member of the CIS 
       3)  a part of the Russian Federation 
       4)  a part of Ukraine 
       5)  a part of Romania 
       6)  the future of Transnistria is uncertain; the conflict in Transnistria will still exist 
 
38. In your opinion, how do the television, radio, Internet, and media affect the public opinion on   
      the Transnistrian issue? 
 
      1)  negatively, heating up the situation 
      2)  positively, increasing mutual trust between the people on both banks of the Dniester River 
      3)  have no effect 
      4)  I do not know 
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SECTION 4: POLITICAL, ETHNIC AND CULTURAL IDENTITIES 
 
39. When you hear the word "Moldovans,” whom do you think of? 
 
      1)  all citizens of Moldova, irrespective of their ethnic background 
      2)  Moldovan citizens of Moldovan nationality 
      3)  Romanians living in Moldova 
      4)  Moldovans living in Romania 
      5)  I do not know 
 
40. What do you think about the Moldovan and Romanian languages? 
 
      1)  these are the same language, but they are given different names for political reasons 
      2)  these are different languages 
      3)  these languages are slightly different 
      4)  these languages are very different 
      5)  I do not know 
 
41. What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans in Moldova? 
 
      1)  Moldovan  
      2)  Romanian  
      3)  a Moldovan subdialect of Romanian  
      4)  I do not know 
 
42. The “Moldovan language” is declared to be the state/official language in the Constitution of  
      the Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and research, the language is called “Romanian.”  
       Which of the descriptors below should be used in both instances? 
 
      1)  Moldovan 
      2)  Romanian 
      3)  Moldovan (Romanian) 
      4)  Romanian (Moldovan) 
      5)  The official language 
      6)  I do not know 
  
43. In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the Republic of Moldova? 
 
      1)  people who consider themselves Moldovans and claim that they speak Moldovan  
      2)  people who consider themselves Moldovans and claim that they speak Romanian 
      3)  people who consider themselves Romanians and claim that they speak Romanian 
      4)  I do not know 
  
44. In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”?  
   
      1)  people of the Republic of Moldova 
      2)  a distinct community that was formed before 1990 
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      3)  a distinct community that was formed after 1990 
      4)  people who consider themselves “Soviets” even after the collapse of the Soviet Union  
      5)  I do not know 
   
45. Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova reflect your patriotic feelings? 
 
        1)  yes              2)  no         3)  I do not care about them       4)  I do not know 
 
46. Do the state symbols of the Dniester Moldavian Republic reflect your patriotic feelings? 
 
            1)  yes              2)  no          3)  I do not care about them       4)  I do not know 
 
47. What do you think about the national holiday “Our Language”? 
 
      1)  it is a celebration of all the languages spoken in the Republic of Moldova 
      2)  it is a celebration of ethic Moldovans 
      3)  it needs to be renamed “Our Romanian Language” 
      4)  We do not need such a holiday because it causes inter-ethnic tensions 
      5)  it does not mean anything to me 
 
48. What is your attitude towards the cultural events organized by national minorities in  
       Moldova? 
 
      1)  positive, as they strengthen the Republic of Moldova 
      2)  negative, as they boost the anti-Moldovan mindset of minorities 
      3)  I am indifferent to such cultural events 
      4)  I do not know 
 
49. Do you celebrate Memorial Day on May 9th? 
                              
          1)  definitely yes                 2)  yes                     3)   definitely no           4)  no 
  
50. Do you celebrate International Workers’ Day on May 1st? 
 
          1)  definitely yes                 2)  yes                     3)   definitely no           4)  no 
51. Do you celebrate International Women’s Day on March 8th? 
 
           1)  definitely yes                 2)  yes                     3)   definitely no          4)  no 
 
52. Do you celebrate Transnistrian Republic Day on September 2nd? 
 
           1)  definitely yes                 2)  yes                     3)   definitely no          4)  no 
53. Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova on August 27? 
 
           1)  definitely yes                 2)  yes               3)   definitely no          4)  no 
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54. Over the past five years, have you personally been discriminated against or offended for   
      ethnic reasons (because your ethnicity or the language you speak)? 
 
             1)  yes, often             2)  yes, but rarely                3)  no, never 
 
55. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Moldova (without 
Transnistria)? 
        
       1)  no, I don’t think there is anything to be concerned about 
       2)  yes, Moldovans/Romanians are marginalized 
       3)  yes, the minorities are marginalized 
       4)  I do not care 
       5)  I do not know 
 

56. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 
        
       1)  no, I don’t think there is anything to be concerned about  
       2)  yes, Moldovans/Romanians are marginalized 
       3)  yes, other ethnic groups are marginalized  
       4)  I do not care 
       5)  I do not know 
 
57. Is the Transnistrian conflict the principal obstacle that prevents democracy building in the             
      Republic of Moldova? 
 
        1)  yes definitely     2)  no        3)  I do not care       4)  Do not know 
 
 

SECTION 5: THE HISTORICAL VIEW OF THE PAST (1918-1985) 
 
58. From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a territory of: 
 
  1)  Moldova       2)  Romania      3)  Russia        4)  Ukraine      5)  I do not know 
 
59. From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a territory of: 
 
    1)  Moldova       2)  Romania       3)  Russia      4)  Ukraine       5)  I do not know 
 
 60. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: 
 
      1)  occupied by the USSR          
      2)  freed by the USSR          
      3)  I do not know         
      4)  I do not care 
 
61. How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 
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      1)  positively               2)  negatively           3)  I do not know       4)  I do not care 
 
62. What do you think about the war between Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-45? 
        
       1)  I think of it as the Great Patriotic War 
       2)  I think of it as part of the Second World War 
       3)  this war means nothing for me  
 
63. Did you, personally, experience discrimination on ethnic or linguistic grounds during the  
      Soviet period? 
       
      1)  yes, very often  2)  yes, but very rarely   3)  No   4)  No, I was born after 1991 
 
 64. What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in the Soviet Union was? 
 
      1)  a historical reality              2)  a false propaganda               3)  I do not know 

 
SECTION 6: THE EPOCH OF GORBACHEV. PERESTROIKA AND THE COLLAPSE OF THE 
USSR (1985-91) 
 
65. In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national symbols (language, national flag, the Latin 
     alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 
 
        1)  justified                      2)  unjustified                           3)  I do not know 
 
66. In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for     
      the status of the Russian language as a state language in Moldova was: 
 
          1)  justified                      2)  unjustified                           3)  I do not know 
 
67. In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan  
       language as the state/official language and to change it from the Cyrillic to the Latin   
       alphabet was:  
 
          1)  correct                        2)  incorrect                     3)  I do not know 
 
68. According to some authors, in 1988-1989, Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans.    
      Which of the following did you personally hear? 
 
       1)  “Russians - behind the Dniester, Jews - in the Dniester!” 
       2)  “Let’s drown the Russians in Jewish blood!” 
       3)  both of the above 
       4)  none of the above 
       5)  none of the above; I was born after 1991 
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69. What is your attitude towards the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 
 
      1)  positive         2)  negative          3)  I do not care          4)  I do not know 
 
70. What would you have wanted for Moldova in early 1990s? 
 
         1)  to remain a part of the USSR 
         2)  to become an independent state 
         3)  to join Romania 
         4)  I do not know 
 
 71. What is your attitude towards the reclamation of statehood in Transnistria in 1990? 
 
       1)  positive              2)  negative            3)  I do not care           4)  I do not know 
           
 72. What is your attitude towards the attempt to create a Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 
 
       1)  positive              2)  negative            3)  I do not care           4)  I do not know 
 
 73. In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 
 
         1)  the political elite supported by the population                   
         2)  the political elite supported by Russia 
         3)  I do not know 
 
  74. Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic created? 
 
         1)  because Moscow wanted to keep Moldova within the USSR 
         2)  to protect the rights of the Russian-speaking population 
         3)  to prevent Moldova from uniting with Romania 
         4)  (other reasons - please specify) __________________________________________ 
         5)  I do not know 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

503 
 

Appendix 1.3.  
List of major and minor survey focus groups  

 
A. Major focus groups 

 
I. Moldova (Chisinau) 

I.1. Romanian-speaking youth  
I.2. Romanian-speaking adults  
I.3. Russian-speaking youth 
I.4. Russian-speaking adults 
 

II. Transnistria (Tiraspol/Bender) 
II.1. Romanian-speaking youth  
II.2. Romanian-speaking adults 
II.3. Russian-speaking youth 
II.4. Russian-speaking adults 
 

III. ATU Gagauzia (Comrat) 
III.1. Gagauz youth  
III.2. Gagauz adults 
 

IV. Foreigners  
IV.1. Romanian youth (Bucharest)      
IV.2. Romanian adults (Bucharest)           
IV.3. Russian youth (Moscow)                 
IV.4. Russian adults (Moscow)                
IV.5. Ukrainian youth (Kyiv)            
IV.6. Ukrainian adults (Kyiv)        
 

B. Secondary focus groups 
 

V. Moldova (Chisinau)       
V.1. Jewish youth  
V.2. Jewish adults 
V.3. Bulgarian youth (Ion Creanga Pedagogical State University [PSU]) 
V.4. Bulgarian youth (Comrat State University [CmSU]) 
V.5. Gagauz youth (Ion Creanga Pedagogical State University [PSU]) 
V.6. Romanian-speaking youth (Ion Creanga Pedagogical State University [PSU]) 
V.7. Ukrainian youth (Ion Creanga Pedagogical State University [PSU]) 
V.8. Russian youth (Ion Creanga Pedagogical State University [PSU]) 
V.9. Russian youth (Slavonic University [SLU]) 
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Appendix 1. Appendix 1.4.1-1.4.6  

The Questionnaire: Tables and Figures 
 
GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine                                                             
       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
1. The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided if: 
Table 1.4.1.1 
№ 1.The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided 

if: 
Frequency Percent 

1. there was no Romanian- and Russian-language 
related debates 

57 23 

2. Russia had not intervened 61 25 
3. the unification of Moldova with Romania was 

unlikely 
94 38 

4. the conflict was inevitable 36 14 
 Total 248 100 
 

Figure 1.4.1.1 
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria 
1. The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided if: 
Table 1.4.1.2 
№ 1.The Transnistrian conflict could 

have been avoided if: 
Frequency Perce

nt 
1. there was no Romanian- and 

Russian-language related debates 
21 26 

2. Russia had not intervened 32 40 
3. the unification of Moldova with 

Romania was unlikely 
20       25 

4. the conflict was inevitable 7 9 
 Total 80 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.2

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
1. The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided if: 
Table 1.4.1.3                                                                                                                              Figure 1.4.1.3 

 

                                         

№ 1.The Transnistrian conflict 
could have been avoided if: 

Frequency Percent 

1. there was no Romanian- and 
Russian-language related 
debates 

8 13 

2. Russia had not intervened 22 37 
3. the unification of Moldova 

with Romania was unlikely 
17 28 

4. the conflict was inevitable 13 22 
 Total 60 100 
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups   

   SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

I. Moldova: Romanian-speaking youth and Romanian-speaking adults  

1. The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided if:Table 1.4.1.4 

№ 
The Transnistrian conflict 
could have been avoided 
if: 

I.1. Romanian-
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian-speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. 
there was no Romanian- 
and Russian-language 
related debates  

0 0 0 0 

2. Russia had not intervened 8 80 8 80 

3. 
the unification of Moldova 
with Romania was 
unlikely 

0 0 1 10 

4. the conflict was inevitable 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.4 

 

I. Moldova: Russian-speaking youth and Russian-speaking adults  

1. The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided if: 
 
Table 1.4.1.5 

№ 
The Transnistrian conflict 
could have been avoided 
if: 

I.3. Russian-speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian-speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. 
there was no Romanian- 
and Russian-language 
related debates  

3 30 5 50 

2. Russia had not intervened 4 40 1 10 

3. 
the unification of Moldova 
with Romania was 
unlikely 

3 30 2 20 

4. the conflict was inevitable 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.5
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II. Transnistria: Romanian-speaking youth and Romanian-speaking adults     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

1. The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided if: 

Table 1.4.1.6 

№ 
The Transnistrian conflict 
could have been avoided 
if: 

II.1. Romanian-
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian-speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. 
there was no Romanian- 
and Russian-language 
related debates  

2 20 1 10 

2. Russia had not intervened 7 70 4 40 

3. 
the unification of Moldova 
with Romania was 
unlikely 

0 0 5 50 

4. the conflict was inevitable 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.6 

 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

1. The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided if: 

 
Table 1.4.1.7 

№ 
The Transnistrian conflict 
could have been avoided 
if: 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. 
there was no Romanian- 
and Russian-language 
related debates  

5 50 5 50 

2. Russia had not intervened 0 0 0 0 

3. 
the unification of Moldova 
with Romania was 
unlikely 

4 40 5 50 

4. the conflict was inevitable 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.7 
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults        SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

1. The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided if: 

 
Table 1.4.1.8 

№ 
 

The Transnistrian conflict 
could have been avoided 
if: 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. 
there was no Romanian- 
and Russian-language 
related debates  

0 0 4 40 

2. Russia had not intervened 0 0 0 0 

3. 
the unification of Moldova 
with Romania was 
unlikely 

7 78 6 60 

4. the conflict was inevitable 2 22 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.8 

 

IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

1. The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided if: 

 
Table 1.4.1.9 

№ 
The Transnistrian conflict 
could have been avoided 
if: 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. 
there was no Romanian- 
and Russian-language 
related debates  

0 0 0 0 

2. Russia had not intervened 10 100 7 70 

3. 
the unification of Moldova 
with Romania was 
unlikely 

0 0 3 30 

4. the conflict was inevitable 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.9 

 



 

509 
 

IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults        SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

1. The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided if: 

 
Table 1.4.1.10 

№ 
The Transnistrian conflict 
could have been avoided 
if: 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. 
there was no Romanian- 
and Russian-language 
related debates  

2 20 3 30 

2. Russia had not intervened 0 0 0 0 

3. 
the unification of Moldova 
with Romania was 
unlikely 

4 40 4 40 

4. the conflict was inevitable 4 40 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.10 

 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

1. The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided if: 

 
Table 1.4.1.11 

№ 
The Transnistrian conflict 
could have been avoided 
if: 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. 
there was no Romanian- 
and Russian-language 
related debates  

3 30 0 0 

2. Russia had not intervened 2 20 3 30 

3. 
the unification of Moldova 
with Romania was 
unlikely 

2 20 4 40 

4. the conflict was inevitable 3 30 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.11 
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B. Secondary focus groups         SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
1. The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided if: 

Table 1.4.1.12 

№ 
The Transnistrian conflict 
could have been avoided 
if: 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. 
there was no Romanian- 
and Russian-language 
related debates  

4 44 4 40 

2. Russia had not intervened 0 0 0 0 

3. 
the unification of Moldova 
with Romania was 
unlikely 

4 44 6 60 

4. the conflict was inevitable 1 12 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 1.4.1.12 

 

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
1. The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided if: 
Table 1.4.1.13 

№ 
The Transnistrian 
conflict could have 
been avoided if: 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. 

there was no 
Romanian- and 
Russian-language 
related debates  

1 10 0 0 2 20 

2. 
Russia had not 
intervened 

1 10 0 0 2 20 

3. 
the unification of 
Moldova with 
Romania was unlikely 

4 40 10 100 4 40 

4. 
the conflict was 
inevitable 

4 40 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 1.4.1.13 
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V. Moldova: Romanian-speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
1. The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided if: 
 
Table 1.4.1.14 

№ 
The Transnistrian conflict 
could have been avoided 
if: 

V.6. Romanian-
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. 
there was no Romanian- 
and Russian-language 
related debates  

3 30 3 30 

2. Russia had not intervened 3 30 0 0 

3. 
the unification of Moldova 
with Romania was 
unlikely 

4 40 6 60 

4. the conflict was inevitable 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.14 

 
 

V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
1. The Transnistrian conflict could have been avoided if: 
 
Table 1.4.1.15 

№ 
The Transnistrian conflict 
could have been avoided 
if: 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. 
there was no Romanian- 
and Russian-language 
related debates  

2 20 5 50 

2. Russia had not intervened 1 10 0 0 

3. 
the unification of Moldova 
with Romania was 
unlikely 

5 50 1 10 

4. the conflict was inevitable 2 20 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 1.4.1.15 
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered as: 
Table 1.4.1.16 
№ 2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be 

considered as: 
Frequency Percent 

1. a war between Moldova and Transnistria 79 32 
2. a war between Moldova and Russia 46 18 
3. a local military conflict 51 21 
4. a civil war 54 22 
5. I do not know 18 7 
 Total 248 100 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.16
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered as: 
Table 1.4.1.17 
№ Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered 

as: 
Frequency Percent 

1. a war between Moldova and Transnistria 32 40 
2. a war between Moldova and Russia 27 34 
3. a local military conflict 16 20 
4. a civil war 5 6 
5. I do not know 0 0 
 Total 80 100 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     Figure 1.4.1.17 

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered as: 
Table 1.4.1.18 
№ Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered 

as: 
Frequency Percent 

1. a war between Moldova and Transnistria 12 20 
2. a war between Moldova and Russia 9 15 
3. a local military conflict 11 18 
4. a civil war 23 38 
5. I do not know 5 9 
 Total 60 100 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.18
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered as: 
Table 1.4.1.19 

№ 
Events on the Dniester in 
1992 can be considered as: 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. a war between Moldova 
and Transnistria 

1 10 1 10 

2. a war between Moldova 
and Russia 

8 80 9 90 

3. a local military conflict 1 10 0 0 

4. a civil war 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.19

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered as: 
 
Table 1.4.1.20 

№ 
Events on the Dniester in 
1992 can be considered as: 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. a war between Moldova 
and Transnistria 

4 40 3 30 

2. a war between Moldova 
and Russia 

4 40 5 50 

3. a local military conflict 0 0 0 0 

4. a civil war 2 20 2 20 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 1.4.1.20 
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992)  

2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered as: 

Table 1.4.1.21 

№ 
Events on the Dniester in 
1992 can be considered as: 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. a war between Moldova 
and Transnistria 

7 70 5 50 

2. a war between Moldova 
and Russia 

2 20 4 40 

3. a local military conflict 0 0 1 10 

4. a civil war 1 10 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.21

 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered as: 

 
Table 1.4.1.22 

№ 
Events on the Dniester in 
1992 can be considered as: 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. a war between Moldova 
and Transnistria 

6 60 5 50 

2. a war between Moldova 
and Russia 

0 0 0 0 

3. a local military conflict 4 40 5 50 

4. a civil war 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 
 
 

Figure 1.4.1.22 
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults        SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered as: 

 
Table 1.4.1.23 

№ 
 
Events on the Dniester in 
1992 can be considered as: 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. a war between Moldova 
and Transnistria 

1 11 2 20 

2. a war between Moldova 
and Russia 

0 0 0 0 

3. a local military conflict 2 22 2 20 

4. a civil war 2 22 6 60 

5. I do not know 4 45 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.23 

 

IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered as: 

 
Table 1.4.1.24 

№ 
Events on the Dniester in 
1992 can be considered as: 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. a war between Moldova 
and Transnistria 

0 0 7 70 

2. a war between Moldova 
and Russia 

0 0 1 10 

3. a local military conflict 0 0 1 10 

4. a civil war 7 70 0 0 

5. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.24 
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered as: 

 
Table 1.4.1.25 

№ 
Events on the Dniester in 
1992 can be considered as: 

IV.3. Russia -youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. a war between Moldova 
and Transnistria 

0 0 2 20 

2. a war between Moldova 
and Russia 

0 0 1 10 

3. a local military conflict 3 30 3 30 

4. a civil war 6 60 4 40 

5. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.25 

 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered as: 

 
Table 1.4.1.26 

№ 
Events on the Dniester in 
1992 can be considered as: 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. a war between Moldova 
and Transnistria 

3 30 0 0 

2. a war between Moldova 
and Russia 

4 40 3 30 

3. a local military conflict 2 20 2 20 

4. a civil war 1 10 5 50 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.26 
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B. Secondary focus groups         SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered as: 

Table 1.4.1.27 

№ 
Events on the Dniester in 
1992 can be considered as: 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. a war between Moldova 
and Transnistria 

3 30 2 20 

2. a war between Moldova 
and Russia 

1 10 0 0 

3. a local military conflict 1 10 3 30 

4. a civil war 3 30 4 40 

5. I do not know 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.27

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered as: 
Table 1.4.1.28 

№ 
Events on the Dniester 
in 1992 can be 
considered as: 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. a war between 
Moldova and 
Transnistria 

4 40 4 40 1 11 

2. a war between 
Moldova and Russia 

3 30 0 0 1 11 

3. a local military 
conflict 

1 10 3 30 4 45 

4. a civil war 1 10 1 10 2 22 

5. I do not know 1 10 2 20 1 11 

 Total 10 100 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.28
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]    SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered as: 
 
Table 1.4.1.29 

№ 
Events on the Dniester in 
1992 can be considered as: 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. a war between Moldova 
and Transnistria 

5 50 3 30 

2. a war between Moldova 
and Russia 

2 20 0 0 

3. a local military conflict 3 30 4 40 

4. a civil war 0 0 2 20 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.29

 
 

V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
2. Events on the Dniester in 1992 can be considered as: 
 
Table 1.4.1.30 

№ 
Events on the Dniester in 
1992 can be considered as: 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. a war between Moldova 
and Transnistria 

6 60 4 40 

2. a war between Moldova 
and Russia 

3 30 0 0 

3. a local military conflict 0 0 1 10 

4. a civil war 1 10 4 40 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.30
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
3. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the Transnistrian war? 

Table 1.4.1.31 

№ What do you think about the participation of 
volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the 
Transnistrian war? 

Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 87 35 
2. unjustifiable, they should not have interfered 110 45 
3. there were no such volunteers 12 5 
4. I do not know 37 15 
 Total 246 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.1.31
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
3. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the Transnistrian war? 
Table 1.4.1.32 

№ What do you think about the participation of 
volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the 
Transnistrian war? 

Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 23 29 
2. unjustifiable, they should not have interfered 45 57 
3. there were no such volunteers 4 5 
4. I do not know 7 9 
 Total 79 100 
 

 

Figure:1.4.1.32

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine       
3. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the Transnistrian war? 
Table 1.4.1.33 

№ What do you think about the participation of 
volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the 
Transnistrian war? 

Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 19 32 
2. unjustifiable, they should not have interfered 26 44 
3. there were no such volunteers 4 7 
4. I do not know 10 17 
 Total 59 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.1.33
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

3. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the Transnistrian war? 
Table 1.4.1.34 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Russia 
and Ukraine in the 
Transnistrian war? 

I.1. Romanian - 
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 0 0 0 0 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

8 80 10 100 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

2 20 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.34

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
3. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the Transnistrian war? 
 
Table 1.4.1.35 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Russia 
and Ukraine in the 
Transnistrian war? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 3 30 2 20 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

5 50 5 50 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

0 0 1 10 

4. I do not know 2 20 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.35
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

3. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the Transnistrian war? 

Table 1.4.1.36 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Russia 
and Ukraine in the 
Transnistrian war? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 2 20 0 0 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

7 70 10 100 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

 

 
Figure 
1.4.1.36

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

3. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the Transnistrian war? 
 

Table 1.4.1.37 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Russia 
and Ukraine in the 
Transnistrian war? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 7 78 9 90 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

0 0 0 0 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 2 22 1 10 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.37
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults        SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

3. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the Transnistrian war? 

 
Table 1.4.1.38 

№ 
 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Russia 
and Ukraine in the 
Transnistrian war? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 6 60 6 60 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

3 30 4 40 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.38 

 

IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

3. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the Transnistrian war? 

 
Table 1.4.1.39 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Russia 
and Ukraine in the 
Transnistrian war? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 3 30 0 0 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

6 60 3 30 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

0 0 4 40 

4. I do not know 1 10 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.39 
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults        SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

3. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the Transnistrian war? 

 
Table 1.4.1.40 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Russia 
and Ukraine in the 
Transnistrian war? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 6 67 7 70 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

1 11 2 20 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 2 22 1 10 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.40 

 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

3. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the Transnistrian war? 

 
Table 1.4.1.41 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Russia 
and Ukraine in the 
Transnistrian war? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 
1 10 2 20 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

8 80 6 60 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.41 
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B. Secondary focus groups         SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
3. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the Transnistrian war? 
Table 1.4.1.42 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Russia 
and Ukraine in the 
Transnistrian war? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 4 45 2 20 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

2 22 3 30 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

0 0 1 10 

4. I do not know 3 33 4 40 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.42

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
3. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the Transnistrian war? 
Table 1.4.1.43 

№ 

What do you think 
about the participation 
of volunteers from 
Russia and Ukraine in 
the Transnistrian war? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. justifiable 4 40 1 10 4 40 

2. unjustifiable, they 
should not have 
interfered 

4 40 8 80 3 30 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

0 0 1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 2 20 0 0 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.43
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]    SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
3. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the Transnistrian war? 
 
Table 1.4.1.44 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Russia 
and Ukraine in the 
Transnistrian war? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 2 20 4 44 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

5 50 4 44 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 2 20 1 12 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.44 

 

V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
3. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Russia and Ukraine in the Transnistrian war? 
 
Table 1.4.1.45 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Russia 
and Ukraine in the 
Transnistrian war? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 7 70 5 50 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

2 20 1 10 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.45
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
 
4. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian war? 
Table 1.4.1.46 
№ What do you think about the participation of 

volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian 
war? 

Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 25 10 
2. unjustifiable, they should not have interfered 139 56 
3. there were no such volunteers 34 14 
4. I do not know 48 20 
 Total 246 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.1.46
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
4. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian war? 
Table 1.4.1.47 
№ What do you think about the participation of 

volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian 
war? 

Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 9 11 
2. unjustifiable, they should not have interfered 40 50 
3. there were no such volunteers 18 23 
4. I do not know 13 16 
 Total 80 100 
 

 

 

Figure:1.4.1.47

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine        
4. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian war? 
Table 1.4.1.48 
№ What do you think about the participation of 

volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian 
war? 

Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 12 20 
2. unjustifiable, they should not have interfered 24 41 
3. there were no such volunteers 11 18 
4. I do not know 13 21 
 Total 60 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.1.48
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

4. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian war? 
Table 1.4.1.49 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Romania 
in the Transnistrian war? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 1 10 0 0 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

6 60 0 0 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

2 20 9 90 

4. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 1.4.1.49 

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

4. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian war? 
 
Table 1.4.1.50 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Romania 
in the Transnistrian war? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. justifiable 1 10 0 0 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

7 70 8 80 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

0 0 1 10 

4. I do not know 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 1.4.1.50 
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

4. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian war? 

Table 1.4.1.51 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Romania 
in the Transnistrian war? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 2 20 2 20 
2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

6 60 2 20 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

1 10 5 50 

4. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.51 

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

4. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian war? 
 

Table 1.4.1.52 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Romania 
in the Transnistrian war? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 1 10 2 20 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

4 40 7 70 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 5 50 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 1.4.1.52 
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
4. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian war? 

 
Table 1.4.1.53 

№ 
 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Romania 
in the Transnistrian war? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 0 0 0 0 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

8 80 8 80 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

1 10 2 20 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.53 

 

IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

4. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian war? 

 
Table 1.4.1.54 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Romania 
in the Transnistrian war? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 6 60 0 0 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

3 30 0 0 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

0 0 9 90 

4. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.54 
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults        SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

4. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian war? 

 
Table 1.4.1.55 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Romania 
in the Transnistrian war? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 1 10 4 40 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

5 50 5 50 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.55 

 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

4. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian war? 

 
Table 1.4.1.56 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Romania 
in the Transnistrian war? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 
1 10 0 0 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

3 30 8 80 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 5 50 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.56 
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B. Secondary focus groups         SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
4. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian war? 

Table 1.4.1.57 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Romania 
in the Transnistrian war? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 0 0 0 0 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

5 50 6 67 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

0 0 1 11 

4. I do not know 5 50 2 22 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 1.4.1.57 

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
4. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian war? 
Table 1.4.1.58 

№ 

What do you think 
about the participation 
of volunteers from 
Romania in the 
Transnistrian war? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. justifiable 0 0 1 10 0 0 

2. unjustifiable, they 
should not have 
interfered 

8 89 9 90 7 70 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 11 0 0 3 30 

 Total 9 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.58
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]    SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

4. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian war? 
 
Table 1.4.1.59 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Romania 
in the Transnistrian war? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 2 20 0 0 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

4 40 9 100 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 4 40 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.59 

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
4. What do you think about the participation of volunteers from Romania in the Transnistrian war? 
 
Table 1.4.1.60 

№ 

What do you think about 
the participation of 
volunteers from Romania 
in the Transnistrian war? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justifiable 1 10 0 0 

2. unjustifiable, they should 
not have interfered 

6 60 5 56 

3. there were no such 
volunteers 

0 0 1 11 

4. I do not know 3 30 3 33 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.60
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

 
5. A continuation of which war may the Transnistrian war be considered? 
Table 1.4.1.61 
№ A continuation of which war may the 

Transnistrian war be considered? 
Frequency Percent 

1. the Great Patriotic War of 1941-1945 12 5 
2. Second World War, 1939-1945 18 7 
3. both wars above 13 5 
4. it was a completely different war 207 83 
 Total 250 100 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1.4.1.61 
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria 

 
5. A continuation of which war may the Transnistrian war be considered? 
Table 1.4.1.62 
№ A continuation of which war may the 

Transnistrian war be considered? 
Frequency Percent 

1. the Great Patriotic War of 1941-1945 5 6 
2. Second World War, 1939-1945 8 10 
3. both wars above 7 9 
4. it was a completely different war 60 75 
 Total 80 100 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1.4.1.62 

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
 
5. A continuation of which war may the Transnistrian war be considered? 
Table 1.4.1.63 
№ A continuation of which war may the 

Transnistrian war be considered? 
Frequency Percent 

1. the Great Patriotic War of 1941-1945 0 0 
2. Second World War, 1939-1945 8 13 
3. both wars above 2 3 
4. it was a completely different war 50 84 
 Total 60 100 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1.4.1.63 
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

5. A continuation of which war may the Transnistrian war be considered? 
Table 1.4.1.64 

№ 
A continuation of which 
war may the Transnistrian 
war be considered? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Great Patriotic War of 
1941-1945 

2 20 0 0 

2. Second World War, 1939-
1945 

0 0 2 20 

3. both wars above 3 30 0 0 

4. it was a completely 
different war 

5 50 8 80 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.64

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

5. A continuation of which war may the Transnistrian war be considered? 
 
Table 1.4.1.65 

№ 
A continuation of which 
war may the Transnistrian 
war be considered? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Great Patriotic War of 
1941-1945 

0 0 0 0 

2. Second World War, 1939-
1945 

0 0 9 90 

3. both wars above 2 20 0 0 

4. it was a completely 
different war 

8 80 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 1.4.1.65 
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

5. A continuation of which war may the Transnistrian war be considered? 

Table 1.4.1.66 

№ 
A continuation of which 
war may the Transnistrian 
war be considered? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Great Patriotic War of 
1941-1945 

1 10 0 0 

2. Second World War, 1939-
1945 

1 10 1 10 

3. both wars above 0 0 0 0 
4. it was a completely 
different war 

8 80 9 90 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.66 

 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

5. A continuation of which war may the Transnistrian war be considered? 
 

Table 1.4.1.67 

№ 
A continuation of which 
war may the Transnistrian 
war be considered? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Great Patriotic War of 
1941-1945 

1 10 1 10 

2. Second World War, 1939-
1945 

0 0 3 30 

3. both wars above 1 10 1 10 

4. it was a completely 
different war 

8 80 5 50 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.67
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

5. A continuation of which war may the Transnistrian war be considered? 

 
Table 1.4.1.68 

№ 
 

A continuation of which 
war may the Transnistrian 
war be considered? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. the Great Patriotic War of 
1941-1945 

1 10 0 0 

2. Second World War, 1939-
1945 

0 0 0 0 

3. both wars above 0 0 0 0 

4. it was a completely 
different war 

9 90 10 100 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.68 

 

IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

5. A continuation of which war may the Transnistrian war be considered? 

 
Table 1.4.1.69 

№ 
A continuation of which 
war may the Transnistrian 
war be considered? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. the Great Patriotic War of 
1941-1945 

0 0 0 0 

2. Second World War, 1939-
1945 

0 0 0 0 

3. both wars above 0 0 0 0 

4. it was a completely 
different war 

10 100 10 100 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.69 
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults        SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

5. A continuation of which war may the Transnistrian war be considered? 

 
Table 1.4.1.70 

№ 
A continuation of which 
war may the Transnistrian 
war be considered? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. the Great Patriotic War of 
1941-1945 

0 0 0 0 

2. Second World War, 1939-
1945 

3 30 1 10 

3. both wars above 0 0 0 0 

4. it was a completely 
different war 

7 70 9 90 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.70 

 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

5. A continuation of which war may the Transnistrian war be considered? 

 
Table 1.4.1.71 

№ 
A continuation of which 
war may the Transnistrian 
war be considered? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. the Great Patriotic War of 
1941-1945 

0 0 0 0 

2. Second World War, 1939-
1945 

2 20 2 20 

3. both wars above 1 10 1 10 

4. it was a completely 
different war 

7 70 7 70 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.71 
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B. Secondary focus groups         SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
5. A continuation of which war may the Transnistrian war be considered? 

Table 1.4.1.72 

№ 
A continuation of which 
war may the Transnistrian 
war be considered? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. the Great Patriotic War of 
1941-1945 

0 0 0 0 

2. Second World War, 1939-
1945 

0 0 0 0 

3. both wars above 0 0 0 0 

4. it was a completely 
different war 

10 100 10 100 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.72

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
5. A continuation of which war may the Transnistrian war be considered? 
Table 1.4.1.73 

№ 

A continuation of 
which war may the 
Transnistrian war be 
considered? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. the Great Patriotic 
War of 1941-1945 

0 0 3 30 1 10 

2. Second World War, 
1939-1945 

1 10 0 0 0 0 

3. both wars above 1 10 0 0 2 20 

4. it was a completely 
different war 

8 80 7 70 7 70 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.73
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]    SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

5. A continuation of which war may the Transnistrian war be considered? 
 
Table 1.4.1.74 

№ 
A continuation of which 
war may the Transnistrian 
war be considered? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Great Patriotic War of 
1941-1945 

2 20 0 0 

2. Second World War, 1939-
1945 

1 10 0 0 

3. both wars above 0 0 1 10 

4. it was a completely 
different war 

7 70 9 90 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.74

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
5. A continuation of which war may the Transnistrian war be considered? 
 
Table 1.4.1.75 

№ 
A continuation of which 
war may the Transnistrian 
war be considered? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Great Patriotic War of 
1941-1945 

0 0 0 0 

2. Second World War, 1939-
1945 

0 0 0 0 

3. both wars above 0 0 0 0 

4. it was a completely 
different war 

10 100 10 100 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.75
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

 
6. In your opinion, against what or whom did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight? 
Table 1.4.1.76 
№ In your opinion, against what or whom did the 

Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian 
allies fight? 

Frequency Percent 

1. nationalism 137 55 
2. fascism 5 2 
3. the Moldovans 11 4 
4. the Romanians 22 9 
5. the Moldavians and Romanians 51 21 
6. I do not know 21 9 
 Total 247 100 
 
 
 

Figure 1.4.1.76 
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
 
6. In your opinion, against what or whom did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight? 
Table 1.4.1.77 
№ In your opinion, against what or whom did the 

Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian 
allies fight? 

Frequency Percent 

1. nationalism 38 47 
2. fascism 2 3 
3. the Moldovans 7 9 
4. the Romanians 6 8 
5. the Moldavians and Romanians 21 26 
6. I do not know 6 7 
 Total 80 100 
 

Figure1.4.1.77

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine       
 
6. In your opinion, against what or whom did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight? 
Table 1.4.1.78 
№ In your opinion, against what or whom did the 

Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian 
allies fight? 

Frequency Percent 

1. nationalism 27 45 
2. fascism 0 0 
3. the Moldovans 3 5 
4. the Romanians 2 3 
5. the Moldavians and Romanians 18 30 
6. I do not know 10 17 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

Figure1.4.1.78
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

6. In your opinion, against what or whom did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight? 
Table 1.4.1.79 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
Transnistrians and their 
Russian and Ukrainian 
allies fight? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. nationalism 4 40 0 0 

2. fascism 0 0 0 0 

3. the Moldovans 1 10 0 0 

4. the Romanians 1 10 1 10 

5. the Moldavians and 
Romanians 

3 30 8 80 

6. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.79

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

6. In your opinion, against what or whom did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight? 
 
Table 1.4.1.80 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
Transnistrians and their 
Russian and Ukrainian 
allies fight? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. nationalism 3 30 9 90 

2. fascism 0 0 0 0 

3. the Moldovans 1 10 0 0 

4. the Romanians 2 20 0 0 

5. the Moldavians and 
Romanians 

3 30 0 0 

6. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.80
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

6. In your opinion, against what or whom did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight? 

Table 1.4.1.81 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
Transnistrians and their 
Russian and Ukrainian 
allies fight? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. nationalism 3 30 3 30 
2. fascism 0 0 1 10 

3. the Moldovans 2 20 2 20 
4. the Romanians 1 10 1 10 

5. the Moldavians and 
Romanians 

3 30 3 30 

6. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.81

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

6. In your opinion, against what or whom did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight? 
 

Table 1.4.1.82 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
Transnistrians and their 
Russian and Ukrainian 
allies fight? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. nationalism 7 70 9 90 

2. fascism 0 0 1 10 

3. the Moldovans 1 10 0 0 

4. the Romanians 0 0 0 0 

5. the Moldavians and 
Romanians 

1 10 0 0 

6. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.82
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
6. In your opinion, against what or whom did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight? 

Table 1.4.1.83 

№ 
 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
Transnistrians and their 
Russian and Ukrainian 
allies fight? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. nationalism 7 70 8 100 

2. fascism 0 0 0 0 

3. the Moldovans 0 0 0 0 

4. the Romanians 3 30 0 0 

5. the Moldavians and 
Romanians 

0 0 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 8 100 

 

Figure 1.4.1.83 

 

IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

6. In your opinion, against what or whom did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight? 

Table 1.4.1.84 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
Transnistrians and their 
Russian and Ukrainian 
allies fight? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. nationalism 8 80 8 80 

2. fascism 0 0 0 0 

3. the Moldovans 0 0 0 0 

4. the Romanians 0 0 1 10 

5. the Moldavians and 
Romanians 

1 10 1 10 

6. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 1.4.1.84 
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults        SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
6. In your opinion, against what or whom did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight? 

Table 1.4.1.85 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
Transnistrians and their 
Russian and Ukrainian 
allies fight? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. nationalism 3 30 7 70 

2. fascism 0 0 0 0 

3. the Moldovans 2 20 1 10 

4. the Romanians 0 0 0 0 

5. the Moldavians and 
Romanians 

2 20 1 10 

6. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 1.4.1.85 

 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

6. In your opinion, against what or whom did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight? 

 
Table 1.4.1.86 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
Transnistrians and their 
Russian and Ukrainian 
allies fight? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. nationalism 3 30 7 70 

2. fascism 0 0 0 0 

3. the Moldovans 2 20 1 10 

4. the Romanians 0 0 0 0 

5. the Moldavians and 
Romanians 

2 20 1 10 

6. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 1.4.1.86 
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B. Secondary focus groups         SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
6. In your opinion, against what or whom did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight? 

Table 1.4.1.87 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
Transnistrians and their 
Russian and Ukrainian 
allies fight? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. nationalism 7 70 8 80 

2. fascism 0 0 0 0 

3. the Moldovans 0 0 0 0 

4. the Romanians 1 10 0 0 

5. the Moldavians and 
Romanians 

2 20 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.87

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
6. In your opinion, against what or whom did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight? 
Table 1.4.1.88 

№ 

In your opinion, 
against what or whom 
did the Transnistrians 
and their Russian and 
Ukrainian allies fight? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. nationalism 8 80 5 50 9 100 

2. fascism 1 10 1 10 0 0 

3. the Moldovans 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4. the Romanians 0 0 2 20 0 0 

5. the Moldavians and 
Romanians 

1 10 2 20 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.88
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]    SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
6. In your opinion, against what or whom did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight? 
 
Table 1.4.1.89 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
Transnistrians and their 
Russian and Ukrainian 
allies fight? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. nationalism 2 20 6 60 

2. fascism 0 0 0 0 

3. the Moldovans 0 0 1 10 

4. the Romanians 3 30 2 20 

5. the Moldavians and 
Romanians 

4 40 1 10 

6. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 
Figure1.4.1.89

 

V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
6. In your opinion, against what or whom did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight? 
Table 1.4.1.90 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
Transnistrians and their 
Russian and Ukrainian 
allies fight? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. nationalism 7 70 5 50 

2. fascism 1 10 0 0 

3. the Moldovans 0 0 0 0 

4. the Romanians 2 20 1 10 

5. the Moldavians and 
Romanians 

0 0 2 20 

6. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure1.4.1.90
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

 
7. In your opinion, against what or whom did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 
Table 1.4.1.91 
№ In your opinion, against what or whom did the 

forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 
Frequency Percent 

1. anti-secession 121 49 
2. the Russians and Ukrainians 55 22 
3. Russian chauvinism 32 13 
4. Ukrainian nationalism 2 1 
5. I do not know 37 15 
 Total 247 100 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1.4.1.91 
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
 
7. In your opinion, against what or whom did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 
Table 1.4.1.92 
№ In your opinion, against what or whom did the 

forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 
Frequency Percent 

1. anti-secession 44 55 

2. the Russians and Ukrainians 15 19 

3. Russian chauvinism 11 14 

4. Ukrainian nationalism 0 0 

5. I do not know 10 12 

 Total 80 100 

 
 
 

Figure1.4.1.92

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
 
7. In your opinion, against what or whom did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 
Table 1.4.1.93 
№ In your opinion, against what or whom did the 

forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 
Frequency Percent 

1. anti-secession 33 55 
2. the Russians and Ukrainians 14 23 
3. Russian chauvinism 4 7 
4. Ukrainian nationalism 0 0 

5. I do not know 9 15 
 Total 60 100 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure1.4.1.93
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

7. In your opinion, against what or whom did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 
Table 1.4.1.94 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
forces loyal to Chisinau 
fight? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. anti-secession 6 60 6 60 

2. the Russians and 
Ukrainians 

3 30 0 0 

3. Russian chauvinism 0 0 4 40 

4. Ukrainian nationalism 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.94

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

7. In your opinion, against what or whom did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 
Table 1.4.1.95 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
forces loyal to Chisinau 
fight? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. anti-secession 4 40 4 40 

2. the Russians and 
Ukrainians 

1 10 3 30 

3. Russian chauvinism 3 30 0 0 

4. Ukrainian nationalism 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 2 10 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.95
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

7. In your opinion, against what or whom did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 

Table 1.4.1.96 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
forces loyal to Chisinau 
fight? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. anti-secession 8 80 9 90 
2. the Russians and 
Ukrainians 

1 10 0 0 

3. Russian chauvinism 1 10 1 10 
4. Ukrainian nationalism 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.96

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
7. In your opinion, against what or whom did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 
 

Table 1.4.1.97 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
forces loyal to Chisinau 
fight? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. anti-secession 4 40 3 30 

2. the Russians and 
Ukrainians 

3 30 4 40 

3. Russian chauvinism 0 0 2 20 

4. Ukrainian nationalism 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.97
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
7. In your opinion, against what or whom did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 

 
Table 1.4.1.98 

№ 
 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
forces loyal to Chisinau 
fight? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. anti-secession 3 34 6 60 

2. the Russians and 
Ukrainians 

2 22 4 40 

3. Russian chauvinism 2 22 0 0 

4. Ukrainian nationalism 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 2 22 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.98

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

7. In your opinion, against what or whom did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 

 
Table 1.4.1.99 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
forces loyal to Chisinau 
fight? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. anti-secession 7 70 7 70 

2. the Russians and 
Ukrainians 

0 0 1 10 

3. Russian chauvinism 0 0 1 10 

4. Ukrainian nationalism 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.99 
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults        SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

7. In your opinion, against what or whom did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 

 
Table 1.4.1.100 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
forces loyal to Chisinau 
fight? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. anti-secession 7 70 4 40 

2. the Russians and 
Ukrainians 

3 30 2 20 

3. Russian chauvinism 0 0 2 20 

4. Ukrainian nationalism 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.100 

 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

7. In your opinion, against what or whom did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 

 
Table 1.4.1.101 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
forces loyal to Chisinau 
fight? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. anti-secession 7 70 8 80 

2. the Russians and 
Ukrainians 

0 0 1 10 

3. Russian chauvinism 0 0 1 10 

4. Ukrainian nationalism 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 3 30 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.101 
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B. Secondary focus groups         SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
7. In your opinion, against what or whom did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 

Table 1.4.1.102 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
forces loyal to Chisinau 
fight? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. anti-secession 8 80 4 40 

2. the Russians and 
Ukrainians 

1 10 2 20 

3. Russian chauvinism 0 0 2 20 

4. Ukrainian nationalism 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 10 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure1.4.1.102

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
7. In your opinion, against what or whom did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 
Table 1.4.1.103 

№ 

In your opinion, 
against what or whom 
did the forces loyal to 
Chisinau fight? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. anti-secession 4 40 1 10 4 44 

2. the Russians and 
Ukrainians 

4 40 6 60 1 12 

3. Russian chauvinism 1 10 2 20 0 0 

4. Ukrainian nationalism 0 0 1 10 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 10 0 0 4 44 

 Total 10 100 10 100 9 100 

Figure1.4.1.103
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]    SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

7. In your opinion, against what or whom did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 
 
Table 1.4.1.104 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
forces loyal to Chisinau 
fight? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. anti-secession 2 20 2 20 

2. the Russians and 

Ukrainians 
1 10 2 20 

3. Russian chauvinism 5 50 2 20 

4. Ukrainian nationalism 0 0 1 10 

5. I do not know 2 20 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.104

 

V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
7. In your opinion, against what or whom did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight? 
 
Table 1.4.1.105 

№ 

In your opinion, against 
what or whom did the 
forces loyal to Chisinau 
fight? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. anti-secession 8 89 2 20 

2. the Russians and 
Ukrainians 

1 11 2 20 

3. Russian chauvinism 0 0 3 30 

4. Ukrainian nationalism 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 3 30 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.105
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

 
8. In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
Table 1.4.1.106 
№ In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and 

their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
Frequency Percent 

1. independence of Transnistria 80 32 
2. salvation of the USSR 13 5 
3. solidarity of the Slavic peoples 11 4 
4. social and ethnic fairness 58 24 
5. preservation of the pre-perestroika situation 

(language and ethnic-wise) 
73 30 

6. I do not know 13 5 
 Total 248 100 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.106
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

8. In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
Table 1.4.1.107 
№ In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and 

their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
Frequency Percent 

1. independence of Transnistria 27 34 
2. salvation of the USSR 6 8 
3. solidarity of the Slavic peoples 4 5 
4. social and ethnic fairness 18 23 
5. preservation of the pre-perestroika situation 

(language and ethnic-wise) 
21 26 

6. I do not know 3 4 
 Total 79 100 
 
 

Figure 1.4.1.107 

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine       
8. In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
Table 1.4.1.108 
№ In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and 

their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
Frequency Percent 

1. independence of Transnistria 9 15 
2. salvation of the USSR 2 3 
3. solidarity of the Slavic peoples 3 5 
4. social and ethnic fairness 15 25 
5. preservation of the pre-perestroika situation 

(language and ethnic-wise) 
23 38 

6. I do not know 8 14 
 Total 60 100 
 
 

Figure 1.4.1.108 
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
I. Moldova: Romanian – speaking youth and Romanian – speaking adults  
8. In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
Table 1.4.1.109 

№ 

In your opinion, what did 
the Transnistrians and 
their Russian and 
Ukrainian allies fight for? 

I.1. Romanian –
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian – 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. independence of 
Transnistria 

2 22 3 30 

2. salvation of the USSR 1 11 2 20 

3. solidarity of the Slavic 
peoples 

0 0 1 10 

4. social and ethnic fairness 0 0 0 0 

5. preservation of the pre-
perestroika situation 
(language and ethnic-wise) 

5 56 3 30 

6. I do not know 1 11 1 10 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.109

 

I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

8. In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
 

Table 1.4.1.110 

№ 

In your opinion, what did 
the Transnistrians and 
their Russian and 
Ukrainian allies fight for? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. independence of 

Transnistria 
3 30 1 10 

2. salvation of the USSR 0 0 0 0 

3. solidarity of the Slavic 
peoples 

1 10 0 0 

4. social and ethnic fairness 2 20 5 50 

5. preservation of the pre-
perestroika situation 
(language and ethnic-wise) 

4 40 3 30 

6. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.110
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II. Transnistria: Romanian – speaking youth and Romanian – speaking adults     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

8. In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
Table 1.4.1.111 

№ 

In your opinion, what did 
the Transnistrians and 
their Russian and 
Ukrainian allies fight for? 

II.1. Romanian –
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian – 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. independence of 
Transnistria 

5 50 6 60 

2. salvation of the USSR 2 20 1 10 

3. solidarity of the Slavic 
peoples 

1 10 1 10 

4. social and ethnic fairness 0 0 0 0 

5. preservation of the pre-
perestroika situation 
(language and ethnic-wise) 

2 20 2 20 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 1.4.1.111 

 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

8. In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
 

Table 1.4.1.112 

№ 

In your opinion, what did 
the Transnistrians and 
their Russian and 
Ukrainian allies fight for? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. independence of 
Transnistria 

4 40 3 30 

2. salvation of the USSR 0 0 0 0 

3. solidarity of the Slavic 
peoples 

0 0 0 0 

4. social and ethnic fairness 5 50 6 60 

5. preservation of the pre-
perestroika situation 
(language and ethnic-wise) 

1 10 1 10 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.112
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

8. In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 

 
Table 1.4.1.113 

№ 
 

In your opinion, what did 
the Transnistrians and 
their Russian and 
Ukrainian allies fight for? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. independence of 
Transnistria 

3 33 2 20 

2. salvation of the USSR 0 0 0 0 

3. solidarity of the Slavic 
peoples 

0 0 0 0 

4. social and ethnic fairness 4 45 4 40 

5. preservation of the pre-
perestroika situation 
(language and ethnic-wise) 

1 11 4 40 

6. I do not know 1 11 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.113

 

IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

8. In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
 

Table 1.4.1.114 

№ 

In your opinion, what did 
the Transnistrians and 
their Russian and 
Ukrainian allies fight for? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. independence of 
Transnistria 

0 0 1 10 

2. salvation of the USSR 0 0 0 0 

3. solidarity of the Slavic 
peoples 

0 0 1 10 

4. social and ethnic fairness 7 70 0 0 

5. preservation of the pre-
perestroika situation 
(language and ethnic-wise) 

0 0 7 70 

6. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 1.4.1.114 
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia – youth and Russia – adults       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

8. In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 

 
Table 1.4.1.115 

№ 

In your opinion, what did 
the Transnistrians and 
their Russian and 
Ukrainian allies fight for? 

IV.3. Russia – youth IV.4. Russia – adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. independence of 
Transnistria 

2 20 1 10 

2. salvation of the USSR 1 10 0 0 

3. solidarity of the Slavic 
peoples 

0 0 1 10 

4. social and ethnic fairness 2 20 3 30 

5. preservation of the pre-
perestroika situation 
(language and ethnic-wise) 

4 40 5 50 

6. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 1.4.1.115 

 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

8. In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
 

Table 1.4.1.116 

№ 

In your opinion, what did 
the Transnistrians and 
their Russian and 
Ukrainian allies fight for? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. independence of 
Transnistria 

4 40 1 10 

2. salvation of the USSR 1 10 0 0 

3. solidarity of the Slavic 
peoples 

0 0 1 10 

4. social and ethnic fairness 0 0 3 30 

5. preservation of the pre-
perestroika situation 
(language and ethnic-wise) 

4 40 3 30 

6. I do not know 1 10 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 1.4.1.116 
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B. Secondary focus groups         SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
8. In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
Table 1.4.1.117 

№ 

In your opinion, what did 
the Transnistrians and 
their Russian and 
Ukrainian allies fight for? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. independence of 
Transnistria 

3 30 1 10 

2. salvation of the USSR 0 0 0 0 

3. solidarity of the Slavic 
peoples 

0 0 1 10 

4. social and ethnic fairness 2 20 4 40 

5. preservation of the pre-
perestroika situation 
(language and ethnic-wise) 

5 50 4 40 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.117

 

V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
8. In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
Table 1.4.1.118 

№ 

In your opinion, what did 
the Transnistrians and 
their Russian and 
Ukrainian allies fight for? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. independence of 
Transnistria 

5 50 3 30 4 40 

2. salvation of the USSR 0 0 0 0 2 20 

3. solidarity of the Slavic 
peoples 

0 0 3 30 0 0 

4. social and ethnic fairness 3 30 1 10 3 30 

5. preservation of the pre-
perestroika situation 
(language and ethnic-wise) 

2 20 3 30 1 10 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.118
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]    SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
8. In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
 

Table 1.4.1.119 

№ 

In your opinion, what did 
the Transnistrians and 
their Russian and 
Ukrainian allies fight for? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. independence of 
Transnistria 

2 20 9 90 

2. salvation of the USSR 2 20 0 0 

3. solidarity of the Slavic 
peoples 

0 0 0 0 

4. social and ethnic fairness 3 30 0 0 

5. preservation of the pre-
perestroika situation 
(language and ethnic-wise) 

3 30 1 10 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 
Figure 
1.4.1.119

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
8. In your opinion, what did the Transnistrians and their Russian and Ukrainian allies fight for? 
 

Table 1.4.1.120 

№ 

In your opinion, what did 
the Transnistrians and 
their Russian and 
Ukrainian allies fight for? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. independence of 
Transnistria 

6 60 6 60 

2. salvation of the USSR 0 0 1 10 

3. solidarity of the Slavic 
peoples 

0 0 0 0 

4. social and ethnic fairness 1 10 0 0 

5. preservation of the pre-
perestroika situation 
(language and ethnic-wise) 

3 30 2 20 

6. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.120
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
9. In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight for? 
Table 1.4.1.121 
№ In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to 

Chisinau fight for? 
Frequency Percent 

1. independence and territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Moldova 

145 58 

2. union with Romania 40 16 
3. social and ethnic fairness 9 4 
4. changing the pre-perestroika situation (ethnic and 

language-wise) 
40 16 

5. I do not know 14 6 
 Total 248 100 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.121
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

9. In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight for? 
Table 1.4.1.122 
№ In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to 

Chisinau fight for? 
Frequency Percent 

1. independence and territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Moldova 

52 66 

2. union with Romania 10 13 
3. social and ethnic fairness 4 5 
4. changing the pre-perestroika situation (ethnic and 

language-wise) 
8 10 

5. I do not know 5 6 
 Total 79 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.1.122

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
9. In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight for? 
Table 1.4.1.123 
№ In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to 

Chisinau fight for? 
Frequency Percent 

1. independence and territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Moldova 

39 65 

2. union with Romania 7 12 
3. social and ethnic fairness 0 0 
4. changing the pre-perestroika situation (ethnic and 

language-wise) 
11 18 

5. I do not know 3 5 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.1.123

 



 

570 
 

DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

9. In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight for? 
Table 1.4.1.124 

№ 
In your opinion, what did 
the forces loyal to 
Chisinau fight for? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. independence and 
territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Moldova 

6 67 10 10 

2. union with Romania 0 0 0 0 

3. social and ethnic fairness 0 0 0 0 

4. changing the pre-
perestroika situation 
(ethnic and language-wise) 

1 11 0 0 

5. I do not know 2 22 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.124

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

9. In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight for? 
 

Table 1.4.1.125 

№ 
In your opinion, what did 
the forces loyal to 
Chisinau fight for? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. independence and 
territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Moldova 

5 50 2 20 

2. union with Romania 2 20 3 30 

3. social and ethnic fairness 3 30 1 10 

4. changing the pre-
perestroika situation 
(ethnic and language-wise) 

0 0 3 30 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.125
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II. Transnistria: Romanian  - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

9. In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight for? 

Table 1.4.1.126 

№ 
In your opinion, what did 
the forces loyal to 
Chisinau fight for? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. independence and 
territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Moldova 

10 100 8 80 

2. union with Romania 0 0 1 10 

3. social and ethnic fairness 0 0 0 0 
4. changing the pre-
perestroika situation 
(ethnic and language-wise) 

0 0 1 10 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 1.4.1.126 

 
 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

9. In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight for? 

                                           Figure 1.4.1.127
 

Table 1.4.1.127 

№ 
In your opinion, what did 
the forces loyal to 
Chisinau fight for? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. independence and 
territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Moldova 

8 80 3 30 

2. union with Romania 1 10 3 30 

3. social and ethnic fairness 0 0 0 0 

4. changing the pre-
perestroika situation 
(ethnic and language-wise) 

0 0 3 30 

5. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

9. In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight for? 

 
Table 1.4.1.128 

№ 
 

In your opinion, what did 
the forces loyal to 
Chisinau fight for? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. independence and 
territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Moldova 

3 33 0 0 

2. union with Romania 2 22 4 40 

3. social and ethnic fairness 0 0 0 0 

4. changing the pre-
perestroika situation 
(ethnic and language-wise) 

0 0 6 60 

5. I do not know 4 45 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.128

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

9. In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight for? 
 

Table 1.4.1.129 

№ 
In your opinion, what did 
the forces loyal to 
Chisinau fight for? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. independence and 
territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Moldova 

10 100 8 80 

2. union with Romania 0 0 1 10 

3. social and ethnic fairness 0 0 0 0 

4. changing the pre-
perestroika situation 
(ethnic and language-wise) 

0 0 1 10 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.1.129 
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults        SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

9. In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight for? 

 
Table 1.4.1.130 

№ 
In your opinion, what did 
the forces loyal to 
Chisinau fight for? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. independence and 
territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Moldova 

3 30 5 50 

2. union with Romania 4 40 0 0 

3. social and ethnic fairness 0 0 0 0 

4. changing the pre-
perestroika situation 
(ethnic and language-wise) 

3 30 4 40 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 1.4.1.130 

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

9. In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight for? 

 
Table 1.4.1.131 

№ 
In your opinion, what did 
the forces loyal to 
Chisinau fight for? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. independence and 
territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Moldova 

6 60 7 70 

2. union with Romania 1 10 1 10 

3. social and ethnic fairness 0 0 0 0 

4. changing the pre-
perestroika situation 
(ethnic and language-wise) 

1 10 2 20 

5. I do not know 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 1.4.1.131 
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B. Secondary focus groups         SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
9. In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight for? 
Table 1.4.1.132 

№ 
In your opinion, what did 
the forces loyal to 
Chisinau fight for? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. independence and 
territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Moldova 

7 70 4 40 

2. union with Romania 1 10 1 10 

3. social and ethnic fairness 0 0 0 0 

4. changing the pre-
perestroika situation 
(ethnic and language-wise) 

2 20 4 40 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.132

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
9. In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight for? 
Table 1.4.1.133 

№ 
In your opinion, what 
did the forces loyal to 
Chisinau fight for? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. independence and 
territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Moldova 

4 40 4 40 6 60 

2. union with Romania 2 20 3 30 2 20 

3. social and ethnic 
fairness 

2 20 2 20 1 10 

4. changing the pre-
perestroika situation 
(ethnic and language-
wise) 

2 20 1 10 1 10 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.133
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]    SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
9. In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight for? 
 
Table 1.4.1.134 

№ 
In your opinion, what did 
the forces loyal to 
Chisinau fight for? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. independence and 
territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Moldova 

8 80 6 60 

2. union with Romania 1 10 3 30 

3. social and ethnic fairness 0 0 0 0 

4. changing the pre-
perestroika situation 
(ethnic and language-wise) 

1 10 1 10 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.134

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
9. In your opinion, what did the forces loyal to Chisinau fight for? 
 
Table 1.4.1.135 

№ 
In your opinion, what did 
the forces loyal to 
Chisinau fight for? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. independence and 
territorial integrity of the 
Republic of Moldova 

7 70 5 50 

2. union with Romania 1 10 3 30 

3. social and ethnic fairness 0 0 0 0 

4. changing the pre-
perestroika situation 
(ethnic and language-wise) 

2 20 1 10 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.135
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
 
10. Who do you think is responsible for the war in Transnistria? 
Table  1.4.1.136 
№ Who do you think is responsible for the war in 

Transnistria? 
Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova 52 21 
2. Transnistria 17 7 
3. both Moldova and Transnistria 120 48 
4. Russia 39 15 
5. Romania 12 5 
6. I do not know 10 4 
 Total 250 100 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure  
1.4.1.136
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
10. Who do you think is responsible for the war in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.1.137 
№ Who do you think is responsible for the war in 

Transnistria? 
Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova 20 25 
2. Transnistria 11 14 
3. both Moldova and Transnistria 24 30 
4. Russia 21 26 
5. Romania 3 4 
6. I do not know 1 1 
 Total 80 100 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure1.4.1.137

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine       
10. Who do you think is responsible for the war in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.1.138 
№ Who do you think is responsible for the war in 

Transnistria? 
Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova 10 16 
2. Transnistria 1 2 
3. both Moldova and Transnistria 32 53 
4. Russia 13 22 
5. Romania 1 2 
6. I do not know 3 5 
 Total 60 100 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.138
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
I. Moldova: Romanian – speaking youth and Romanian – speaking adults  
10. Who do you think is responsible for the war in Transnistria? 
Table  1.4.1.139 

№ 
Who do you think is 
responsible for the war in 
Transnistria? 

I.1. Romanian –
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian – 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. Moldova 

0 0 1 10 

2. Transnistria 1 10 0 0 

3. both Moldova and 
Transnistria 

3 30 0 0 

4. Russia 6 60 9 90 

5. Romania 0 0 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.139

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

10. Who do you think is responsible for the war in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.1.140 

№ 
Who do you think is 
responsible for the war in 
Transnistria? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. Moldova 0 0 6 60 

2. Transnistria 1 10 0 0 

3. both Moldova and 
Transnistria 

5 50 3 30 

4. Russia 2 20 0 0 

5. Romania 2 20 1 10 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.140
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II. Transnistria: Romanian – speaking youth and Romanian – speaking adults     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

10. Who do you think is responsible for the war in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.1.141 

№ 
Who do you think is 
responsible for the war in 
Transnistria? 

II.1. Romanian –
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian – 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. Moldova 1 10 1 10 

2. Transnistria 4 40 3 30 

3. both Moldova and 
Transnistria 

5 50 2 20 

4. Russia 0 0 4 40 

5. Romania 0 0 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.141

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

10. Who do you think is responsible for the war in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.1.142 

№ 
Who do you think is 
responsible for the war in 
Transnistria? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. Moldova 5 50 6 60 

2. Transnistria 2 20 0 0 

3. both Moldova and 
Transnistria 

2 20 4 40 

4. Russia 0 0 0 0 

5. Romania 0 0 0 0 

6. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.142
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

10. Who do you think is responsible for the war in Transnistria? 

 
Table 1.4.1.143 

№ 
 

Who do you think is 
responsible for the war in 
Transnistria? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova 1 10 4 40 

2. Transnistria 1 10 1 10 

3. both Moldova and 
Transnistria 

8 80 5 50 

4. Russia 0 0 0 0 

5. Romania 0 0 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.143

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

10. Who do you think is responsible for the war in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.1.144 

№ 
Who do you think is 
responsible for the war in 
Transnistria? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova 0 0 1 10 

2. Transnistria 0 0 0 0 

3. both Moldova and 
Transnistria 

7 70 3 30 

4. Russia 0 0 6 60 

5. Romania 0 0 0 0 

6. I do not know 3 30 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.144
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia – youth and Russia – adults       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

10. Who do you think is responsible for the war in Transnistria? 

 
Table 1.4.1.145 

№ 
Who do you think is 
responsible for the war in 
Transnistria? 

IV.3. Russia – youth IV.4. Russia – adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova 2 20 4 40 

2. Transnistria 0 0 0 0 

3. both Moldova and 
Transnistria 

6 60 5 50 

4. Russia 1 10 1 10 

5. Romania 1 10 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.145

 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

10. Who do you think is responsible for the war in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.1.146 

№ 
Who do you think is 
responsible for the war in 
Transnistria? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova 1 10 2 20 

2. Transnistria 1 10 0 0 

3. both Moldova and 
Transnistria 

6 60 5 50 

4. Russia 2 20 3 30 

5. Romania 0 0 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.146

 



 

582 
 

B. Secondary focus groups         SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
10. Who do you think is responsible for the war in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.1.147 

№ 
Who do you think is 
responsible for the war in 
Transnistria? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova 4 40 3 30 

2. Transnistria 0 0 0 0 

3. both Moldova and 
Transnistria 

5 50 7 70 

4. Russia 0 0 0 0 

5. Romania 1 10 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.147

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
10. Who do you think is responsible for the war in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.1.148 

№ 
Who do you think is 
responsible for the war 
in Transnistria? 

V.3. Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequenc
y 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. Moldova 4 40 1 10 1 10 

2. Transnistria 0 0 1 10 1 10 

3. both Moldova and 
Transnistria 

4 40 8 80 6 60 

4. Russia 1 10 0 0 0 0 

5. Romania 0 0 0 0 1 10 

6. I do not know 1 10 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure  
1.4.1.148
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]    SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
10. Who do you think is responsible for the war in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.1.149 

№ 
Who do you think is 
responsible for the war in 
Transnistria? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. Moldova 0 0 2 20 

2. Transnistria 0 0 0 0 

3. both Moldova and 
Transnistria 

4 40 7 70 

4. Russia 4 40 0 0 

5. Romania 1 10 0 0 

6. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.149

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
10. Who do you think is responsible for the war in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.1.150 

№ 
Who do you think is 
responsible for the war in 
Transnistria? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. Moldova 0 0 1 10 

2. Transnistria 0 0 1 10 

3. both Moldova and 
Transnistria 

4 40 6 60 

4. Russia 4 40 0 0 

5. Romania 1 10 2 20 

6. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.150

 



 

584 
 

GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

 
11. What do you think Russia’s political and military involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 
Table 1.4.1.151 
№ What do you think Russia’s political and military 

involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 
Frequency Percent 

1. an interference in the internal affairs of another 
independent state 

115 46 

2. fraternal assistance to Transnistria 117 47 
3. I do not know 17 7 
 Total 249 100 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.151
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

 
11. What do you think Russia’s political and military involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 
Table 1.4.1.152 
№ What do you think Russia’s political and military 

involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 
Frequency Percent 

1. an interference in the internal affairs of another 
independent state 

44 56 

2. fraternal assistance to Transnistria 33 42 
3. I do not know 2 2 
 Total 79 100 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure1.4.1.152

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine       
 
11. What do you think Russia’s political and military involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 
Table 1.4.1.153 
№ What do you think Russia’s political and military 

involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 
Frequency Percent 

1. an interference in the internal affairs of another 
independent state 

40 67 

2. fraternal assistance to Transnistria 15 25 
3. I do not know 5 8 
 Total 60 100 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.153
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

11. What do you think Russia’s political and military involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 
Table 1.4.1.154 

№ 

What do you think 
Russia’s political and 
military involvement in 
the Transnistrian war is? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. an interference in the 
internal affairs of another 
independent state 

7 70 10 100 

2. fraternal assistance to 
Transnistria 

3 30 0 0 

3. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.154

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

11. What do you think Russia’s political and military involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 
 
Table 1.4.1.155 

№ 

What do you think 
Russia’s political and 
military involvement in 
the Transnistrian war is? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. an interference in the 
internal affairs of another 
independent state 

6 60 5 56 

2. fraternal assistance to 
Transnistria 

4 40 4 44 

3. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.155
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

11. What do you think Russia’s political and military involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 

Table 1.4.1.156 

№ 

What do you think 
Russia’s political and 
military involvement in 
the Transnistrian war is? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. an interference in the 
internal affairs of another 
independent state 

7 70 8 80 

2. fraternal assistance to 
Transnistria 

3 30 1 10 

3. I do not know 0 0 1 10 
 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.156

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

11. What do you think Russia’s political and military involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 
 

Table 1.4.1.157 

№ 

What do you think 
Russia’s political and 
military involvement in 
the Transnistrian war is? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. an interference in the 
internal affairs of another 
independent state 

1 10 0 0 

2. fraternal assistance to 
Transnistria 

8 80 10 100 

3. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.157
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

11. What do you think Russia’s political and military involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 

 
Table 1.4.1.158 

№ 
 

What do you think 
Russia’s political and 
military involvement in 
the Transnistrian war is? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. an interference in the 
internal affairs of another 
independent state 

1 10 0 0 

2. fraternal assistance to 
Transnistria 

9 90 10 100 

3. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.158

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

11. What do you think Russia’s political and military involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 

 
Table 1.4.1.159 

№ 

What do you think 
Russia’s political and 
military involvement in 
the Transnistrian war is? 

IV.1. Romania - youth  IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent 
 

Frequency Percent 

1. an interference in the 
internal affairs of another 
independent state 

6 60 
 

10 100 

2. fraternal assistance to 
Transnistria 

3 30 
 

0 0 

3. I do not know 1 10  0 0 

 Total 10 100  10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.159
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults        SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

11. What do you think Russia’s political and military involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 

 
Table 1.4.1.160 

№ 

What do you think 
Russia’s political and 
military involvement in 
the Transnistrian war is? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. an interference in the 
internal affairs of another 
independent state 

4 40 3 30 

2. fraternal assistance to 
Transnistria 

4 40 5 50 

3. I do not know 2 20 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.160

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

11. What do you think Russia’s political and military involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 

 
Table 1.4.1.161 

№ 

What do you think 
Russia’s political and 
military involvement in 
the Transnistrian war is? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. an interference in the 
internal affairs of another 
independent state 

9 90 8 80 

2. fraternal assistance to 
Transnistria 

1 10 2 20 

3. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.161
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B. Secondary focus groups         SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
11. What do you think Russia’s political and military involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 

Table 1.4.1.162 

№ 

What do you think 
Russia’s political and 
military involvement in 
the Transnistrian war is? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. an interference in the 
internal affairs of another 
independent state 

3 30 0 0 

2. fraternal assistance to 
Transnistria 

7 70 6 60 

3. I do not know 0 0 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.162

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
11. What do you think Russia’s political and military involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 
Table 1.4.1.163 

№ 

What do you think 
Russia’s political and 
military involvement 
in the Transnistrian 
war is? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. an interference in the 
internal affairs of 
another independent 
state 

3 30 7 70 3 30 

2. fraternal assistance to 
Transnistria 

7 70 1 10 6 60 

3. I do not know 0 0 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.163
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]    SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
11. What do you think Russia’s political and military involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 
 
Table 1.4.1.164 

№ 

What do you think 
Russia’s political and 
military involvement in 
the Transnistrian war is? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. an interference in the 
internal affairs of another 
independent state 

7 70 2 20 

2. fraternal assistance to 
Transnistria 

2 20 8 80 

3. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.164

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
11. What do you think Russia’s political and military involvement in the Transnistrian war is? 
 
Table 1.4.1.165 

№ 

What do you think 
Russia’s political and 
military involvement in 
the Transnistrian war is? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. an interference in the 
internal affairs of another 
independent state 

2 20 3 30 

2. fraternal assistance to 
Transnistria 

8 80 5 50 

3. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.165
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

12. Do you think Romania should have provided military and political support to Moldova as Russia provided to Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.1.166 

№ Do you think Romania should have provided 
military and political support to Moldova as 
Russia provided to Transnistria? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes 67 27 
2. no 155 62 
3. I do not know 28 11 
 Total 250 100 
 

 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.1.166
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

12. Do you think Romania should have provided military and political support to Moldova as Russia provided to Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.1.167 

№ Do you think Romania should have provided 
military and political support to Moldova as 
Russia provided to Transnistria? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes 22 27 
2. no 48 60 
3. I do not know 10 13 
 Total 80 100 
 

 

igure 

1.4.1.167

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine      
12. Do you think Romania should have provided military and political support to Moldova as Russia provided to Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.1.168 

№ Do you think Romania should have provided 
military and political support to Moldova as 
Russia provided to Transnistria? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes 20 33 
2. no 31 52 
3. I do not know 9 15 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.1.168
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

12. Do you think Romania should have provided military and political support to Moldova as Russia provided to Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.1.169 

№ 

Do you think Romania 
should have provided 
military and political 
support to Moldova as 
Russia provided to 
Transnistria? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 4 40 6 60 

2. no 6 60 3 30 

3. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.169

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

12. Do you think Romania should have provided military and political support to Moldova as Russia provided to Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.1.170 

№ 

Do you think Romania 
should have provided 
military and political 
support to Moldova as 
Russia provided to 
Transnistria? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 2 20 1 10 

2. no 6 60 9 90 

3. I do not know 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.170
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

12. Do you think Romania should have provided military and political support to Moldova as Russia provided to Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.1.171 

№ 

Do you think Romania 
should have provided 
military and political 
support to Moldova as 
Russia provided to 
Transnistria? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 6 60 2 20 
2. no 3 30 6 60 

3. I do not know 1 10 2 20 
 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.171

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

12. Do you think Romania should have provided military and political support to Moldova as Russia provided to Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.1.172 

№ 

Do you think Romania 
should have provided 
military and political 
support to Moldova as 
Russia provided to 
Transnistria? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 1 10 0 0 

2. no 6 60 9 90 

3. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.172
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

12. Do you think Romania should have provided military and political support to Moldova as Russia provided to Transnistria? 

 
Table 1.4.1.173 

№ 
 

Do you think Romania 
should have provided 
military and political 
support to Moldova as 
Russia provided to 
Transnistria? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 1 10 0 0 

2. no 9 90 10 100 

3. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.173

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

12. Do you think Romania should have provided military and political support to Moldova as Russia provided to Transnistria? 

 
Table 1.4.1.174 

№ 

Do you think Romania 
should have provided 
military and political 
support to Moldova as 
Russia provided to 
Transnistria? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 10 100 0 0 

2. no 0 0 6 60 

3. I do not know 0 0 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.174
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults        SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

12. Do you think Romania should have provided military and political support to Moldova as Russia provided to Transnistria? 

 
Table 1.4.1.175 

№ 

Do you think Romania 
should have provided 
military and political 
support to Moldova as 
Russia provided to 
Transnistria? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 0 0 1 10 

2. no 7 70 8 80 

3. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.175

 
 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

12. Do you think Romania should have provided military and political support to Moldova as Russia provided to Transnistria? 

 
Table 1.4.1.176 

№ 

Do you think Romania 
should have provided 
military and political 
support to Moldova as 
Russia provided to 
Transnistria? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 7 70 2 20 

2. no 2 20 8 80 

3. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.176
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B. Secondary focus groups         SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
12. Do you think Romania should have provided military and political support to Moldova as Russia provided to Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.1.177 

№ 

Do you think Romania 
should have provided 
military and political 
support to Moldova as 
Russia provided to 
Transnistria? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 1 10 0 0 

2. no 7 70 9 90 

3. I do not know 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.177

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
12. Do you think Romania should have provided military and political support to Moldova as Russia provided to Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.1.178 

№ 

Do you think Romania 
should have provided 
military and political 
support to Moldova as 
Russia provided to 
Transnistria? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. yes 4 40 4 40 4 40 

2. no 6 60 6 60 5 50 

3. I do not know 0 0 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.178
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]    SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
12. Do you think Romania should have provided military and political support to Moldova as Russia provided to Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.1.179 

№ 

Do you think Romania 
should have provided 
military and political 
support to Moldova as 
Russia provided to 
Transnistria? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 3 30 5 50 

2. no 5 50 4 40 

3. I do not know 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.179

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
12. Do you think Romania should have provided military and political support to Moldova as Russia provided to Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.1.180 

№ 

Do you think Romania 
should have provided 
military and political 
support to Moldova as 
Russia provided to 
Transnistria? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 1 10 2 20 

2. no 8 80 7 70 

3. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.180
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

13. Who do you think was the winner in this war and why? 
Table 1.4.1.181 
№ Who do you think was the winner in this war and 

why? 
Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova, as it retained the de jure independence 
from Russia 

9 3 

2. Transnistria, as it retained its de facto 
independence from Moldova 

70 28 

3. Russia, because it influences the policy in the 
region 

64 26 

4. none of the above 94 38 
5. I do not know 12 5 
 Total 249 100 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.181
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
13. Who do you think was the winner in this war and why? 
Table 1.4.1.182 
№ Who do you think was the winner in this war and 

why? 
Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova, as it retained the de jure independence 
from Russia 

2 2 

2. Transnistria, as it retained its de facto 
independence from Moldova 

18 23 

3. Russia, because it influences the policy in the 
region 

28 35 

4. none of the above 32 40 
5. I do not know 0 0 
 Total 80 100 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.182

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine       
13. Who do you think was the winner in this war and why? 
Table 1.4.1.183 
№ Who do you think was the winner in this war and 

why? 
Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova, as it retained the de jure independence 
from Russia 

1 2 

2. Transnistria, as it retained its de facto 
independence from Moldova 

17 28 

3. Russia, because it influences the policy in the 
region 

13 22 

4. none of the above 23 38 
5. I do not know 6 10 
 Total 60 100 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.183
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

13. Who do you think was the winner in this war and why? 
Table 1.4.1.184 

№ 
Who do you think was the 
winner in this war and 
why? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. Moldova, as it retained the 
de jure independence from 
Russia 

0 0 0 0 

2. Transnistria, as it retained 
its de facto independence 
from Moldova 

2 20 1 10 

3. Russia, because it 
influences the policy in the 
region 

4 40 7 70 

4. none of the above 4 40 2 20 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.184

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

13. Who do you think was the winner in this war and why? 
 

Table 1.4.1.185 

№ 
Who do you think was the 
winner in this war and 
why? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. Moldova, as it retained the 
de jure independence from 
Russia 

1 10 0 0 

2. Transnistria, as it retained 
its de facto independence 
from Moldova 

1 10 2 20 

3. Russia, because it 
influences the policy in the 
region 

3 30 1 10 

4. none of the above 5 50 7 70 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.185
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

13. Who do you think was the winner in this war and why? 

Table 1.4.1.186 

№ 
Who do you think was the 
winner in this war and 
why? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. Moldova, as it retained the 
de jure independence from 
Russia 

1 10 0 0 

2. Transnistria, as it retained 
its de facto independence 
from Moldova 

1 10 0 0 

3. Russia, because it 
influences the policy in the 
region 

4 40 8 80 

4. none of the above 4 40 2 20 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.186

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

13. Who do you think was the winner in this war and why? 
 

Table 1.4.1.187 

№ 
Who do you think was the 
winner in this war and 
why? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. Moldova, as it retained the 
de jure independence from 
Russia 

0 0 0 0 

2. Transnistria, as it retained 
its de facto independence 
from Moldova 

6 60 5 50 

3. Russia, because it 
influences the policy in the 
region 

1 10 0 0 

4. none of the above 3 30 5 50 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.187
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

13. Who do you think was the winner in this war and why? 
 

Table 1.4.1.188 

№ 
 

Who do you think was the 
winner in this war and 
why? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova, as it retained the 
de jure independence from 
Russia 

0 0 0 0 

2. Transnistria, as it retained 
its de facto independence 
from Moldova 

4 40 6 60 

3. Russia, because it 
influences the policy in the 
region 

0 0 0 0 

4. none of the above 4 40 4 40 

5. I do not know 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.188

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

13. Who do you think was the winner in this war and why? 
 

Table 1.4.1.189 

№ 
Who do you think was the 
winner in this war and 
why? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova, as it retained the 
de jure independence from 
Russia 

0 0 1 10 

2. Transnistria, as it retained 
its de facto independence 
from Moldova 

7 70 2 20 

3. Russia, because it 
influences the policy in the 
region 

0 0 5 50 

4. none of the above 0 0 1 10 

5. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.189
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults        SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

13. Who do you think was the winner in this war and why? 
 

Table 1.4.1.190 

№ 
Who do you think was the 
winner in this war and 
why? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova, as it retained the 
de jure independence from 
Russia 

0 0 0 0 

2. Transnistria, as it retained 
its de facto independence 
from Moldova 

5 50 1 10 

3. Russia, because it 
influences the policy in the 
region 

1 10 1 10 

4. none of the above 4 40 7 70 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 1.4.1.190 

 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

13. Who do you think was the winner in this war and why? 
 

Table 1.4.1.191 

№ 
Who do you think was the 
winner in this war and 
why? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova, as it retained the 
de jure independence from 
Russia 

0 0 0 0 

2. Transnistria, as it retained 
its de facto independence 
from Moldova 

1 10 1 10 

3. Russia, because it 
influences the policy in the 
region 

2 20 4 40 

4. none of the above 7 70 4 40 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.191
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B. Secondary focus groups         SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
13. Who do you think was the winner in this war and why? 
Table 1.4.1.192 

№ 
Who do you think was the 
winner in this war and 
why? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova, as it retained the 
de jure independence from 
Russia 

0 0 0 0 

2. Transnistria, as it retained 
its de facto independence 
from Moldova 

4 40 2 20 

3. Russia, because it 
influences the policy in the 
region 

2 20 1 10 

4. none of the above 4 40 7 70 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.192

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
13. Who do you think was the winner in this war and why? 
Table 1.4.1.193 

№ 
Who do you think was the 
winner in this war and why? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. Moldova, as it retained the 
de jure independence from 
Russia 

1 10 1 11 1 10 

2. Transnistria, as it retained 
its de facto independence 
from Moldova 

2 20 1 11 1 10 

3. Russia, because it 
influences the policy in the 
region 

5 50 1 11 6 60 

4. none of the above 1 10 5 56 2 20 

5. I do not know 1 10 1 11 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.193
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]    SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
13. Who do you think was the winner in this war and why? 
 

Table 1.4.1.194 

№ 
Who do you think was the 
winner in this war and 
why? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. Moldova, as it retained the 
de jure independence from 
Russia 

2 20 1 10 

2. Transnistria, as it retained 
its de facto independence 
from Moldova 

2 20 4 40 

3. Russia, because it 
influences the policy in the 
region 

4 40 1 10 

4. none of the above 2 20 3 30 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.194

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
13. Who do you think was the winner in this war and why? 
 
Table 1.4.1.195 

№ 
Who do you think was the 
winner in this war and 
why? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. Moldova, as it retained the 
de jure independence from 
Russia 

0 0 0 0 

2. Transnistria, as it retained 
its de facto independence 
from Moldova 

5 50 4 40 

3. Russia, because it 
influences the policy in the 
region 

1 10 2 20 

4. none of the above 4 40 3 30 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.195
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
14. Do you think a new military conflict between Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 
Table 1.4.1.196 
№ Do you think a new military conflict between 

Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 
Frequency Percent 

1. yes 125 50 
2. no 90 36 
3. I do not know 34 14 
 Total 249 100 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.196
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
 
14. Do you think a new military conflict between Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 
Table 1.4.1.197 
№ Do you think a new military conflict between 

Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 
Frequency Percent 

1. yes 41 51 
2. no 30 38 
3. I do not know 9 11 
 Total 80 100 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.197

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine      
 
14. Do you think a new military conflict between Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 
Table 1.4.1.198 
№ Do you think a new military conflict between 

Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 
Frequency Percent 

1. yes 26 44 
2. no 20 34 
3. I do not know 13 22 
 Total 59 100 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.198
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

14. Do you think a new military conflict between Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 
Table 1.4.1.199 

№ 

Do you think a new 

military conflict between 

Moldova and Transnistria 

is possible? 

I.1. Romanian -

speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 4 40 7 70 

2. no 5 50 2 20 

3. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.199

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

14. Do you think a new military conflict between Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 
 
Table 1.4.1.200 

№ 

Do you think a new 
military conflict between 
Moldova and Transnistria 
is possible? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. yes 10 100 4 40 

2. no 0 0 5 50 

3. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.200
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

14. Do you think a new military conflict between Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 

Table 1.4.1.201 

№ 

Do you think a new 
military conflict between 
Moldova and Transnistria 
is possible? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 2 20 2 20 
2. no 7 70 6 60 

3. I do not know 1 10 2 20 
 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.201

 
 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
14. Do you think a new military conflict between Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 
 

Table 1.4.1.202 

№ 

Do you think a new 
military conflict between 
Moldova and Transnistria 
is possible? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 7 70 5 50 

2. no 2 20 3 30 

3. I do not know 1 10 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.202
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

14. Do you think a new military conflict between Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 

 
Table 1.4.1.203 

№ 
 

Do you think a new 
military conflict between 
Moldova and Transnistria 
is possible? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 5 50 4 40 

2. no 5 50 4 40 

3. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.203

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

14. Do you think a new military conflict between Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 

 
Table 1.4.1.204 

№ 

Do you think a new 
military conflict between 
Moldova and Transnistria 
is possible? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 6 60 2 20 

2. no 4 40 4 40 

3. I do not know 0 0 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.204
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults        SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

14. Do you think a new military conflict between Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 

 
Table 1.4.1.205 

№ 

Do you think a new 
military conflict between 
Moldova and Transnistria 
is possible? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 3 30 5 50 

2. no 4 40 4 40 

3. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.205

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

14. Do you think a new military conflict between Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 

 
Table 1.4.1.206 

№ 

Do you think a new 
military conflict between 
Moldova and Transnistria 
is possible? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 7 70 3 33 

2. no 3 30 5 56 

3. I do not know 0 0 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.206
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B. Secondary focus groups         SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
14. Do you think a new military conflict between Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 

Table 1.4.1.207 

№ 

Do you think a new 
military conflict between 
Moldova and Transnistria 
is possible? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 3 30 4 40 

2. no 5 50 4 40 

3. I do not know 2 20 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.207

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
14. Do you think a new military conflict between Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 
Table 1.4.1.208 

№ 

Do you think a new 
military conflict 
between Moldova and 
Transnistria is 
possible? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. yes 6 60 4 40 8 80 

2. no 4 40 4 40 2 20 

3. I do not know 0 0 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.208
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]    SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
14. Do you think a new military conflict between Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 
 
Table 1.4.1.209 

№ 

Do you think a new 
military conflict between 
Moldova and Transnistria 
is possible? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 8 80 5 50 

2. no 2 20 3 30 

3. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.209

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
14. Do you think a new military conflict between Moldova and Transnistria is possible? 
 
Table 1.4.1.210 

№ 

Do you think a new 
military conflict between 
Moldova and Transnistria 
is possible? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 4 40 7 70 

2. no 5 50 2 20 

3. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.210
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

 
15. Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict if it unfolds again? 
Table 1.4.1.211 
№ Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict 

if it unfolds again? 
Frequency Percent 

1. yes 42 17 
2. no 181 72 
3. I do not know 27 11 
 Total 250 100 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.211
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
 
15. Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict if it unfolds again? 
Table 1.4.1.212 
№ Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict 

if it unfolds again? 
Frequency Percent 

1. yes 22 27 
2. no 52 65 
3. I do not know 6 8 
 Total 80 100 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.212

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
 
15. Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict if it unfolds again? 
Table 1.4.1.213 
№ Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict 

if it unfolds again? 
Frequency Percent 

1. yes 2 3 
2. no 51 85 
3. I do not know 7 12 
 Total 60 100 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.213
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups      SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

15. Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict if it unfolds again? 
Table 1.4.1.214 

№ 
Would you voluntarily 
participate in the conflict if 
it unfolds again? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. yes 0 0 3 30 

2. no 10 100 7 70 

3. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.214

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

15. Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict if it unfolds again? 
 
Table 1.4.1.215 

№ 
Would you voluntarily 
participate in the conflict if 
it unfolds again? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. yes 4 40 0 0 

2. no 4 40 10 100 

3. I do not know 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.215

 



 

619 
 

II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults     SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

15. Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict if it unfolds again? 

Table 1.4.1.216 

№ 
Would you voluntarily 
participate in the conflict if 
it unfolds again? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. yes 6 60 2 20 
2. no 4 40 6 60 

3. I do not know 0 0 2 20 
 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.216

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
15. Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict if it unfolds again? 
 

Table 1.4.1.217 

№ 
Would you voluntarily 
participate in the conflict if 
it unfolds again? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. yes 2 20 5 50 

2. no 7 70 4 40 

3. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.1.217
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults       SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

15. Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict if it unfolds again? 

 
Table 1.4.1.218 

№ 
 

Would you voluntarily 
participate in the conflict if 
it unfolds again? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 3 30 0 0 

2. no 7 70 8 80 

3. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.218

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

15. Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict if it unfolds again? 

 
Table 1.4.1.219 

№ 
Would you voluntarily 
participate in the conflict if 
it unfolds again? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 0 0 0 0 

2. no 10 100 10 100 

3. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.219
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults        SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 

15. Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict if it unfolds again? 

 
Table 1.4.1.220 

№ 
Would you voluntarily 
participate in the conflict if 
it unfolds again? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 0 0 0 0 

2. no 7 70 9 90 

3. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.220

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  
15. Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict if it unfolds again? 
 
Table 1.4.1.221 

№ 
Would you voluntarily 
participate in the conflict if 
it unfolds again? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 0 0 2 20 

2. no 8 80 7 70 

3. I do not know 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.221
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B. Secondary focus groups         SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
15. Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict if it unfolds again? 

Table 1.4.1.222 

№ 
Would you voluntarily 
participate in the conflict if 
it unfolds again? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 1 10 0 0 

2. no 6 60 10 100 

3. I do not know 3 30 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.222

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
15. Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict if it unfolds again? 
Table 1.4.1.223 

№ 

Would you voluntarily 
participate in the 
conflict if it unfolds 
again? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. yes 2 20 2 20 2 20 

2. no 8 80 7 70 7 70 

3. I do not know 0 0 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.1.223
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]    SECTION 1: The War in Transnistria (1992) 
15. Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict if it unfolds again? 
 
Table 1.4.1.224 

№ 
Would you voluntarily 
participate in the conflict if 
it unfolds again? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. yes 0 0 0 0 

2. no 8 80 7 70 

3. I do not know 2 20 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.224

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
15. Would you voluntarily participate in the conflict if it unfolds again? 
 
Table 1.4.1.225 

№ 
Would you voluntarily 
participate in the conflict if 
it unfolds again? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. yes 2 20 6 60 

2. no 8 80 2 20 

3. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.1.225
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
16. In your opinion, how could Russia most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.1 
№ In your opinion, how could Russia most 

effectively contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. withdraw the 14th  Army from Transnistria 59 24 
2. continue providing support to Transnistria 35 14 
3. recognize the independence of Transnistria 56 22 
4. accept direct participation of the EU, Romania 

and the United States in the negotiation process 
43 17 

5. recognize Transnistria as an entity of the Russian 
Federation 

35 14 

6. I do not know 22 9 
 Total 250 100 

Figure 1.4.2.1 
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

16. In your opinion, how could Russia most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.2 
№ In your opinion, how could Russia most 

effectively contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. withdraw the 14th  Army from Transnistria 27 34 
2. continue providing support to Transnistria 8 10 
3. recognize the independence of Transnistria 17 21 
4. accept direct participation of the EU, Romania 

and the United States in the negotiation process 
19 24 

5. recognize Transnistria as an entity of the Russian 
Federation 

4 5 

6. I do not know 5 6 
 Total 80 100 
 

Figure 1.4.2.2 

 
 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
16. In your opinion, how could Russia most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.3 
№ In your opinion, how could Russia most 

effectively contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. withdraw the 14th  Army from Transnistria 17 28 
2. continue providing support to Transnistria 8 13 
3. recognize the independence of Transnistria 12 20 
4. accept direct participation of the EU, Romania 

and the United States in the negotiation process 
10 17 

5. recognize Transnistria as an entity of the Russian 
Federation 

7 12 

6. I do not know 6 10 
 Total 60 100 
 
 
 

Figure 1.4.2.3 

 
 
 



 

626 
 

DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

16. In your opinion, how could Russia most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.4 

№ 

In your opinion, how could 
Russia most effectively 
contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

I.1. Romanian -speaking 
youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. withdraw the 14th  Army from 
Transnistria 

4 40 6 60 

2. continue providing support to 
Transnistria 

0 0 0 0 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

1 10 0 0 

4. accept direct participation of the 
EU, Romania and the United 
States in the negotiation process 

5 50 4 40 

5. recognize Transnistria as an 
entity of the Russian Federation 

0 0 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.4

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

16. In your opinion, how could Russia most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.5 

№ 

In your opinion, how could 
Russia most effectively 
contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. withdraw the 14th  Army from 
Transnistria 

4 40 3 30 

2. continue providing support to 
Transnistria 

0 0 2 20 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

2 20 0 0 

4. accept direct participation of the 
EU, Romania and the United 
States in the negotiation process 

1 10 2 20 

5. recognize Transnistria as an 
entity of the Russian Federation 

2 20 1 10 

6. I do not know 1 10 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.5
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

16. In your opinion, how could Russia most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.6 

№ 

In your opinion, how could 
Russia most effectively 
contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. withdraw the 14th  Army from 
Transnistria 

5 50 5 50 

2. continue providing support to 
Transnistria 

1 10 0 0 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

1 10 0 0 

4. accept direct participation of 
the EU, Romania and the 
United States in the negotiation 
process 

1 10 4 40 

5. recognize Transnistria as an 
entity of the Russian Federation 

1 10 0 0 

6. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.6

 
 
 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

16. In your opinion, how could Russia most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.7 

№ 

In your opinion, how could 
Russia most effectively 
contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

II.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. withdraw the 14th  Army from 
Transnistria 

0 0 0 0 

2. continue providing support to 
Transnistria 

2 20 3 30 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

7 70 6 60 

4. accept direct participation of 
the EU, Romania and the 
United States in the negotiation 
process 

1 10 1 10 

5. recognize Transnistria as an 
entity of the Russian Federation 

0 0 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.7
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

16. In your opinion, how could Russia most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 

Table 1.4.2.8 

№ 
 

In your opinion, how could 
Russia most effectively 
contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. withdraw the 14th  Army from 
Transnistria 

0 0 0 0 

2. continue providing support to 
Transnistria 

1 10 4 40 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

4 40 2 20 

4. accept direct participation of the 
EU, Romania and the United 
States in the negotiation process 

0 0 4 40 

5. recognize Transnistria as an 
entity of the Russian Federation 

4 40 0 0 

6. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.8

 
 

IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

16. In your opinion, how could Russia most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.9 

№ 

In your opinion, how could 
Russia most effectively 
contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. withdraw the 14th  Army from 
Transnistria 

3 30 6 60 

2. continue providing support to 
Transnistria 

0 0 0 0 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

6 60 1 10 

4. accept direct participation of the 
EU, Romania and the United 
States in the negotiation process 

0 0 3 30 

5. recognize Transnistria as an 
entity of the Russian Federation 

0 0 0 0 

6. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 1.4.2.9 
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

16. In your opinion, how could Russia most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.10 

№ 

In your opinion, how could Russia 
most effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian 
conflict? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. withdraw the 14th  Army from 
Transnistria 

0 0 1 10 

2. continue providing support to 
Transnistria 

4 40 2 20 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

2 20 2 20 

4. accept direct participation of the 
EU, Romania and the United 
States in the negotiation process 

0 0 1 10 

5. recognize Transnistria as an entity 
of the Russian Federation 

3 30 3 30 

6. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 1.4.2.10 

 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

16. In your opinion, how could Russia most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.11 

№ 

In your opinion, how could 
Russia most effectively 
contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. withdraw the 14th  Army from 
Transnistria 

4 40 3 30 

2. continue providing support to 
Transnistria 

1 10 1 10 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

0 0 1 10 

4. accept direct participation of 
the EU, Romania and the 
United States in the 
negotiation process 

3 30 3 30 

5. recognize Transnistria as an 
entity of the Russian 
Federation 

0 0 1 10 

6. I do not know 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
Figure 1.4.2.11 
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
16. In your opinion, how could Russia most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 

Table 1.4.2.12 

№ 

In your opinion, how could 
Russia most effectively 
contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. withdraw the 14th  Army from 
Transnistria 

1 10 2 20 

2. continue providing support to 
Transnistria 

2 20 3 30 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

3 30 1 10 

4. accept direct participation of 
the EU, Romania and the 
United States in the 
negotiation process 

2 20 2 20 

5. recognize Transnistria as an 
entity of the Russian 
Federation 

2 20 1 10 

6. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.12

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
16. In your opinion, how could Russia most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.13 

№ 
In your opinion, how could Russia 
most effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth 
[PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Freq Per Freq Per Freq Per 
1. withdraw the 14th  Army from 

Transnistria 
0 0 1 10 1 10 

2. continue providing support to 
Transnistria 

0 0 1 10 4 40 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

4 40 4 40 2 20 

4. accept direct participation of the EU, 
Romania and the United States in the 
negotiation process 

1 10 0 0 1 10 

5. recognize Transnistria as an entity of 
the Russian Federation 

4 40 2 20 2 20 

6. I do not know 1 10 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.13
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
16. In your opinion, how could Russia most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.14 

№ 

In your opinion, how could 
Russia most effectively 
contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

V.6. Romanian -speaking 
youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. withdraw the 14th  Army from 
Transnistria 

4 40 2 20 

2. continue providing support to 
Transnistria 

0 0 2 20 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

2 20 2 20 

4. accept direct participation of 
the EU, Romania and the 
United States in the 
negotiation process 

3 30 0 0 

5. recognize Transnistria as an 
entity of the Russian 
Federation 

0 0 3 30 

6. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.14

 

V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
16. In your opinion, how could Russia most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.15 

№ 

In your opinion, how could 
Russia most effectively 
contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth [SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. withdraw the 14th  Army from 
Transnistria 

2 20 2 20 

2. continue providing support to 
Transnistria 

1 10 1 10 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

2 20 1 10 

4. accept direct participation of 
the EU, Romania and the 
United States in the negotiation 
process 

1 10 0 0 

5. recognize Transnistria as an 
entity of the Russian Federation 

3 30 3 30 

6. I do not know 1 10 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.15

 



 

632 
 

GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
17. In your opinion, how could Ukraine most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.16 
№ In your opinion, how could Ukraine most 

effectively contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. close the border with Transnistria 19 8 
2. recognize the independence of Transnistria 63 25 
3. accept direct involvement of the EU, Romania 

and the United States in the negotiation process 
57 23 

4. offer Transnistria the status of an autonomy 
within Ukraine, similar to Crimea 

31 12 

5. not get involved in the negotiation process 38 15 
6. I do not know 41 17 
 Total 249 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.16
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
17. In your opinion, how could Ukraine most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.17 
№ In your opinion, how could Ukraine most 

effectively contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. close the border with Transnistria 9 11 
2. recognize the independence of Transnistria 17 21 
3. accept direct involvement of the EU, Romania 

and the United States in the negotiation process 
28 35 

4. offer Transnistria the status of an autonomy 
within Ukraine, similar to Crimea 

7 9 

5. not get involved in the negotiation process 8 10 
6. I do not know 11 14 
 Total 80 100 
 

Figure 1.4.2.17 

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
17. In your opinion, how could Ukraine most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.18 
№ In your opinion, how could Ukraine most 

effectively contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. close the border with Transnistria 4 7 
2. recognize the independence of Transnistria 18 29 
3. accept direct involvement of the EU, Romania 

and the United States in the negotiation process 
13 22 

4. offer Transnistria the status of an autonomy 
within Ukraine, similar to Crimea 

8 13 

5. not get involved in the negotiation process 7 12 
6. I do not know 10 17 
 Total 60 100 
 
 

Figure 1.4.2.18 
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

17. In your opinion, how could Ukraine most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.19 

№ 

In your opinion, how could 
Ukraine most effectively 
contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

I.1. Romanian -speaking 
youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. close the border with 
Transnistria 

0 0 3 30 

2. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

1 10 0 0 

3. accept direct involvement of the 
EU, Romania and the United 
States in the negotiation process 

7 70 6 60 

4. offer Transnistria the status of an 
autonomy within Ukraine, 
similar to Crimea 

1 10 0 0 

5. not get involved in the 
negotiation process 

0 0 1 10 

6. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.19

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

17. In your opinion, how could Ukraine most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.20 

№ 

In your opinion, how could 
Ukraine most effectively 
contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. close the border with 
Transnistria 

3 30 0 0 

2. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

2 20 1 10 

3. accept direct involvement of the 
EU, Romania and the United 
States in the negotiation process 

0 0 2 20 

4. offer Transnistria the status of an 
autonomy within Ukraine, 
similar to Crimea 

0 0 3 30 

5. not get involved in the 
negotiation process 

0 0 2 20 

6. I do not know 5 50 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.20
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

17. In your opinion, how could Ukraine most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.21 

№ 
In your opinion, how could Ukraine 
most effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. close the border with Transnistria 2 20 1 10 

2. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

1 10 1 10 

3. accept direct involvement of the 
EU, Romania and the United States 
in the negotiation process 

4 40 6 60 

4. offer Transnistria the status of an 
autonomy within Ukraine, similar 
to Crimea 

0 0 0 0 

5. not get involved in the negotiation 
process 

2 20 2 20 

6. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.21

 
 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

17. In your opinion, how could Ukraine most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 

Table 1.4.2.22 

№ 
In your opinion, how could Ukraine 
most effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. close the border with 
Transnistria 

0 0 0 0 

2. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

7 70 4 40 

3. accept direct involvement of the 
EU, Romania and the United 
States in the negotiation process 

2 20 1 10 

4. offer Transnistria the status of 
an autonomy within Ukraine, 
similar to Crimea 

1 10 2 20 

5. not get involved in the 
negotiation process 

0 0 1 10 

6. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.22
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

17. In your opinion, how could Ukraine most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 

 
Table  1.4.2.23 

№ 
 

In your opinion, how could Ukraine 
most effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. close the border with Transnistria 0 0 0 0 

2. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

6 67 0 0 

3. accept direct involvement of the 
EU, Romania and the United States 
in the negotiation process 

0 0 2 20 

4. offer Transnistria the status of an 
autonomy within Ukraine, similar 
to Crimea 

1 11 0 0 

5. not get involved in the negotiation 
process 

2 22 4 40 

6. I do not know 0 0 4 40 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure  1.4.2.23 

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

17. In your opinion, how could Ukraine most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.24 

№ 
In your opinion, how could Ukraine 
most effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. close the border with Transnistria 0 0 3 30 

2. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

7 70 1 10 

3. accept direct involvement of the 
EU, Romania and the United States 
in the negotiation process 

0 0 4 40 

4. offer Transnistria the status of an 
autonomy within Ukraine, similar 
to Crimea 

3 30 0 0 

5. not get involved in the negotiation 
process 

0 0 1 10 

6. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.24
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

17. In your opinion, how could Ukraine most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.25 

№ 
In your opinion, how could Ukraine 
most effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. close the border with Transnistria 0 0 0 0 

2. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

4 40 4 40 

3. accept direct involvement of the 
EU, Romania and the United States 
in the negotiation process 

1 10 1 10 

4. offer Transnistria the status of an 
autonomy within Ukraine, similar 
to Crimea 

3 30 0 0 

5. not get involved in the negotiation 
process 

1 10 2 20 

6. I do not know 1 10 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.25

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

17. In your opinion, how could Ukraine most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.26 

№ 
In your opinion, how could Ukraine 
most effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. close the border with Transnistria 0 0 1 10 

2. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

1 10 1 10 

3. accept direct involvement of the 
EU, Romania and the United States 
in the negotiation process 

4 40 3 30 

4. offer Transnistria the status of an 
autonomy within Ukraine, similar 
to Crimea 

2 20 0 0 

5. not get involved in the negotiation 
process 

2 20 1 10 

6. I do not know 1 10 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.26
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
17. In your opinion, how could Ukraine most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 

Table 1.4.2.27 

№ 
In your opinion, how could Ukraine 
most effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. close the border with Transnistria 1 10 0 0 

2. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

2 20 3 30 

3. accept direct involvement of the EU, 
Romania and the United States in the 
negotiation process 

2 20 3 30 

4. offer Transnistria the status of an 
autonomy within Ukraine, similar to 
Crimea 

0 0 1 10 

5. not get involved in the negotiation 
process 

1 10 3 30 

6. I do not know 4 40 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure1.4.2.27

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
17. In your opinion, how could Ukraine most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.28 

№ 
In your opinion, how could Ukraine 
most effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth 
[PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Freq Per Freq Per Freq Per 
1. close the border with Transnistria 0 0 2 20 0 0 

2. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

4 40 5 50 3 30 

3. accept direct involvement of the EU, 
Romania and the United States in the 
negotiation process 

1 10 0 0 1 10 

4. offer Transnistria the status of an 
autonomy within Ukraine, similar to 
Crimea 

2 20 1 10 3 30 

5. not get involved in the negotiation 
process 

2 20 2 20 2 20 

6. I do not know 1 10 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.28
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
17. In your opinion, how could Ukraine most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.29 

№ 

In your opinion, how could 
Ukraine most effectively 
contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. close the border with Transnistria 1 10 0 0 

2. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

0 0 1 10 

3. accept direct involvement of the 
EU, Romania and the United 
States in the negotiation process 

4 40 1 10 

4. offer Transnistria the status of an 
autonomy within Ukraine, similar 
to Crimea 

1 10 4 40 

5. not get involved in the negotiation 
process 

2 20 2 20 

6. I do not know 2 20 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.29

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
17. In your opinion, how could Ukraine most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.30 

№ 

In your opinion, how could 
Ukraine most effectively 
contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth [SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. close the border with 
Transnistria 

2 20 0 0 

2. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

3 30 1 10 

3. accept direct involvement of 
the EU, Romania and the 
United States in the negotiation 
process 

1 10 1 10 

4. offer Transnistria the status of 
an autonomy within Ukraine, 
similar to Crimea 

3 30 0 0 

5. not get involved in the 
negotiation process 

1 10 2 20 

6. I do not know 0 0 6 60 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.30
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine   SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
 
18. In your opinion, how could Romania most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.31 
№ In your opinion, how could Romania most 

effectively contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in the negotiation process 69 28 
2. recognize Transnistria’s independence 53 21 
3. offer Transnistria the status of an autonomy 

within Romania 
12 5 

4. not get involved in the negotiation process 75 30 
5. I do not know 40 16 
 Total 249 100 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.31

 



 

641 
 

 

GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria    SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
 
18. In your opinion, how could Romania most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.32 
№ In your opinion, how could Romania most 

effectively contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in the negotiation process 35 44 
2. recognize Transnistria’s independence 17 21 
3. offer Transnistria the status of an autonomy 

within Romania 
4 5 

4. not get involved in the negotiation process 19 24 
5. I do not know 5 6 
 Total 80 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.32

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine     
 
18. In your opinion, how could Romania most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.33 
№ In your opinion, how could Romania most 

effectively contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in the negotiation process 18 30 
2. recognize Transnistria’s independence 12 20 
3. offer Transnistria the status of an autonomy 

within Romania 
3 5 

4. not get involved in the negotiation process 15 25 
5. I do not know 12 20 
 Total 60 100 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.33
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  
18. In your opinion, how could Romania most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.34 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could Romania most 
effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian 
conflict? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

5 50 10 100 

2. recognize Transnistria’s 
independence 

1 10 0 0 

3. offer Transnistria the 
status of an autonomy 
within Romania 

2 20 0 0 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiation process 

2 20 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.34

 

I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

18. In your opinion, how could Romania most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.35 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could Romania most 
effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian 
conflict? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

5 50 1 10 

2. recognize Transnistria’s 
independence 

3 30 1 10 

3. offer Transnistria the 
status of an autonomy 
within Romania 

0 0 1 10 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiation process 

2 20 5 50 

5. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.35
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

18. In your opinion, how could Romania most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 

Table 1.4.2.36 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could Romania most 
effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian 
conflict? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

6 60 8 80 

2. recognize Transnistria’s 
independence 

1 10 0 0 

3. offer Transnistria the 
status of an autonomy 
within Romania 

0 0 1 10 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiation process 

3 30 1 10 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.36

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

18. In your opinion, how could Romania most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.37 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could Romania most 
effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian 
conflict? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

0 0 0 0 

2. recognize Transnistria’s 
independence 

6 60 5 50 

3. offer Transnistria the 
status of an autonomy 
within Romania 

0 0 0 0 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiation process 

1 10 5 50 

5. I do not know 3 30 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.37
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

18. In your opinion, how could Romania most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.38 

№ 
 

In your opinion, how 
could Romania most 
effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian 
conflict? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

1 11 2 20 

2. recognize Transnistria’s 
independence 

0 0 0 0 

3. offer Transnistria the 
status of an autonomy 
within Romania 

0 0 0 0 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiation process 

6 67 6 60 

5. I do not know 2 22 2 20 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure1.4.2.38

 

IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

18. In your opinion, how could Romania most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.39 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could Romania most 
effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian 
conflict? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

0 0 5 50 

2. recognize Transnistria’s 
independence 

1 10 1 10 

3. offer Transnistria the 
status of an autonomy 
within Romania 

0 0 2 20 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiation process 

6 60 1 10 

5. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.39

 



 

645 
 

IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

18. In your opinion, how could Romania most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.40 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could Romania most 
effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian 
conflict? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

3 30 2 20 

2. recognize Transnistria’s 
independence 

5 50 3 30 

3. offer Transnistria the 
status of an autonomy 
within Romania 

0 0 0 0 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiation process 

2 20 3 30 

5. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.40

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

18. In your opinion, how could Romania most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.41 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could Romania most 
effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian 
conflict? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

5 50 3 30 

2. recognize Transnistria’s 
independence 

1 10 1 10 

3. offer Transnistria the 
status of an autonomy 
within Romania 

1 10 0 0 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiation process 

1 10 2 20 

5. I do not know 2 20 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.41
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
18. In your opinion, how could Romania most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.42 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could Romania most 
effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian 
conflict? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

2 20 1 10 

2. recognize Transnistria’s 
independence 

2 20 3 30 

3. offer Transnistria the 
status of an autonomy 
within Romania 

0 0 0 0 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiation process 

3 30 4 40 

5. I do not know 3 30 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.42

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
18. In your opinion, how could Romania most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.43 

№ 

In your opinion, how could 
Romania most effectively 
contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

1 10 1 10 1 10 

2. recognize Transnistria’s 
independence 

5 50 5 50 4 40 

3. offer Transnistria the status 
of an autonomy within 
Romania 

2 20 0 0 1 10 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiation process 

2 20 4 40 2 20 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 9 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.43
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
18. In your opinion, how could Romania most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 
Table 1.4.2.44 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could Romania most 
effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian 
conflict? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

3 30 2 20 

2. recognize Transnistria’s 
independence 

1 10 1 10 

3. offer Transnistria the 
status of an autonomy 
within Romania 

0 0 1 10 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiation process 

2 20 2 20 

5. I do not know 4 40 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

 
Figure 
1.4.2.44

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
18. In your opinion, how could Romania most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.45 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could Romania most 
effectively contribute to 
resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequenc
y 

Percent 
Frequenc
y 

Percent 

1
. 
become a decisive party 
in the negotiation process 

2 20 0 0 

2
. 
recognize Transnistria’s 
independence 

3 30 0 0 

3
. 
offer Transnistria the 
status of an autonomy 
within Romania 

1 10 0 0 

4
. 
not get involved in the 
negotiation process 

4 40 6 60 

5
. 
I do not know 0 0 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
Figure 
1.4.2.45
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
 

19. In your opinion, how could the European Union most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.46 
№ In your opinion, how could the European Union 

most effectively contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in the negotiation process 116 47 
2. recognize the independence of Transnistria 61 25 
3. offer Transnistria a special status within the EU 21 8 
4. not get involved in the negotiations 28 11 
5. I do not know 23 9 
 Total 249 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.46
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

19. In your opinion, how could the European Union most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 
Table 1.4.2.47 
№ In your opinion, how could the European Union 

most effectively contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in the negotiation process 51 64 
2. recognize the independence of Transnistria 15 19 
3. offer Transnistria a special status within the EU 5 6 
4. not get involved in the negotiations 6 7 
5. I do not know 3 4 
 Total 80 100 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.47

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
19. In your opinion, how could the European Union most effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 
Table 1.4.2.48 
№ In your opinion, how could the European Union 

most effectively contribute to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in the negotiation process 24 40 
2. recognize the independence of Transnistria 16 27 
3. offer Transnistria a special status within the EU 5 8 
4. not get involved in the negotiations 10 17 
5. I do not know 5 8 
 Total 60 100 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.48
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

19. In your opinion, how could the European Union most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.49 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could the European Union 
most effectively contribute 
to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

8 80 10 100 

2. recognize the 
independence of 
Transnistria 

1 10 0 0 

3. offer Transnistria a special 
status within the EU 

1 10 0 0 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiations 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.49

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

19. In your opinion, how could the European Union most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.50 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could the European Union 
most effectively contribute 
to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

8 80 5 50 

2. recognize the 
independence of 
Transnistria 

1 10 2 20 

3. offer Transnistria a special 
status within the EU 

0 0 0 0 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiations 

1 10 3 30 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.50
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

19. In your opinion, how could the European Union most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 

Table 1.4.2.51 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could the European Union 
most effectively contribute 
to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

8 80 7 70 

2. recognize the 
independence of 
Transnistria 

1 10 0 0 

3. offer Transnistria a special 
status within the EU 

0 0 2 20 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiations 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.51

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
19. In your opinion, how could the European Union most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.52 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could the European Union 
most effectively contribute 
to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

4 40 1 10 

2. recognize the 
independence of 
Transnistria 

5 50 5 50 

3. offer Transnistria a special 
status within the EU 

0 0 2 20 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiations 

0 0 2 20 

5. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.52
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

19. In your opinion, how could the European Union most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.53 

№ 
 

In your opinion, how 
could the European Union 
most effectively contribute 
to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

0 0 4 40 

2. recognize the 
independence of 
Transnistria 

5 56 0 0 

3. offer Transnistria a special 
status within the EU 

0 0 2 20 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiations 

2 22 0 0 

5. I do not know 2 22 4 40 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.53

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

19. In your opinion, how could the European Union most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.54 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could the European Union 
most effectively contribute 
to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

0 0 7 70 

2. recognize the 
independence of 
Transnistria 

7 70 1 10 

3. offer Transnistria a special 
status within the EU 

0 0 0 0 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiations 

0 0 2 20 

5. I do not know 3 30 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.54
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

19. In your opinion, how could the European Union most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.55 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could the European Union 
most effectively contribute 
to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

3 30 1 10 

2. recognize the 
independence of 
Transnistria 

3 30 4 40 

3. offer Transnistria a special 
status within the EU 

2 20 1 10 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiations 

2 20 4 40 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.55

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

19. In your opinion, how could the European Union most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.56 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could the European Union 
most effectively contribute 
to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

6 60 7 70 

2. recognize the 
independence of 
Transnistria 

0 0 1 10 

3. offer Transnistria a special 
status within the EU 

1 10 1 10 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiations 

2 20 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.56

 



 

654 
 

B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
19. In your opinion, how could the European Union most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.57 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could the European Union 
most effectively contribute 
to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

4 40 5 50 

2. recognize the 
independence of 
Transnistria 

5 50 3 30 

3. offer Transnistria a special 
status within the EU 

0 0 0 0 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiations 

1 10 1 10 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.57

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
19. In your opinion, how could the European Union most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.58 

№ 

In your opinion, how could 
the European Union most 
effectively contribute to 
resolving the Transnistrian 
conflict? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

5 50 0 0 5 50 

2. recognize the independence 
of Transnistria 

2 20 6 60 2 20 

3. offer Transnistria a special 
status within the EU 

2 20 1 10 2 20 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiations 

0 0 3 30 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 10 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.58
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
19. In your opinion, how could the European Union most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
Table 1.4.2.59 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could the European Union 
most effectively contribute 
to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

7 70 5 50 

2. recognize the 
independence of 
Transnistria 

1 10 1 10 

3. offer Transnistria a special 
status within the EU 

0 0 2 20 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiations 

1 10 1 10 

5. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.59

 

V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
19. In your opinion, how could the European Union most effectively contribute to resolving the Transnistrian conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.2.60 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
could the European Union 
most effectively contribute 
to resolving the 
Transnistrian conflict? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. become a decisive party in 
the negotiation process 

4 40 2 20 

2. recognize the 
independence of 
Transnistria 

3 30 2 20 

3. offer Transnistria a special 
status within the EU 

2 20 0 0 

4. not get involved in the 
negotiations 

1 10 2 20 

5. I do not know 0 0 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.60
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

20. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the world? 

Table 1.4.2.61 

№ What is your attitude towards the recognition of 
Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the 
world? 

Frequency Percent 

1. positive 98 40 
2. negative 77 31 
3. I do not care 37 15 
4. I do not know 36 14 
 Total 248 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.2.61
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

20. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the world? 

Table 1.4.2.62 

№ What is your attitude towards the recognition of 
Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the 
world? 

Frequency Percent 

1. positive 32 40 
2. negative 27 34 
3. I do not care 6 8 
4. I do not know 14 18 
 Total 79 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.2.62

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine      

20. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the world? 

Table 1.4.2.63 

№ What is your attitude towards the recognition of 
Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the 
world? 

Frequency Percent 

1. positive 23 38 
2. negative 29 48 
3. I do not care 6 10 
4. I do not know 2 4 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

Figure1.4.2.63
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

20. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the world? 
Table 1.4.2.64 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Kosovo’s independence by 
some countries of the 
world? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 6 60 0 0 

2. negative 2 20 4 44 

3. I do not care 2 20 1 12 

4. I do not know 0 0 4 44 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.64

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

20. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the world? 
 
Table 1.4.2.65 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Kosovo’s independence by 
some countries of the 
world? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 6 60 1 10 

2. negative 3 30 8 80 

3. I do not care 0 0 1 10 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.65
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

20. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the world? 

Table 1.4.2.66 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Kosovo’s independence by 
some countries of the 
world? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 5 50 3 30 
2. negative 3 30 3 30 

3. I do not care 1 10 1 10 
4. I do not know 1 10 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.66

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

20. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the world? 
 

Table 1.4.2.67 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Kosovo’s independence by 
some countries of the 
world? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 5 50 6 60 

2. negative 2 20 2 20 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 3 30 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.67
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
20. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the world? 

 
Table 1.4.2.68 

№ 
 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Kosovo’s independence by 
some countries of the 
world? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 5 56 4 40 

2. negative 0 0 4 40 

3. I do not care 1 11 2 20 

4. I do not know 3 33 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.2.68 

 

IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

20. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the world? 

 
Table 1.4.2.69 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Kosovo’s independence by 
some countries of the 
world? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 10 100 3 30 

2. negative 0 0 7 70 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.2.69 
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

20. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the world? 

 
Table 1.4.2.70 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Kosovo’s independence by 
some countries of the 
world? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 2 20 3 30 

2. negative 5 50 7 70 

3. I do not care 2 20 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.2.70 

 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

20. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the world? 

 
Table 1.4.2.71 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Kosovo’s independence by 
some countries of the 
world? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 3 30 2 20 

2. negative 4 40 6 60 

3. I do not care 3 30 1 10 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.2.71 
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
20. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the world? 

Table 1.4.2.72 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Kosovo’s independence by 
some countries of the 
world? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 1 10 1 10 

2. negative 2 20 4 40 

3. I do not care 3 30 3 30 

4. I do not know 4 40 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.72

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
20. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the world? 
Table 1.4.2.73 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the 
recognition of 
Kosovo’s 
independence by some 
countries of the 
world? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. positive 5 50 2 20 6 60 

2. negative 0 0 2 20 1 10 

3. I do not care 4 40 5 50 2 20 

4. I do not know 1 10 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure1.4.2.73
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

20. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the world? 
 
Table 1.4.2.74 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Kosovo’s independence by 
some countries of the 
world? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 4 40 7 70 

2. negative 4 40 1 10 

3. I do not care 0 0 2 20 

4. I do not know 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.74

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
20. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Kosovo’s independence by some countries of the world? 
 
Table 1.4.2.75 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Kosovo’s independence by 
some countries of the 
world? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 5 50 3 30 

2. negative 2 20 1 10 

3. I do not care 0 0 3 30 

4. I do not know 3 30 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.75
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

21. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence from Russia? 

Table 1.4.2.76 

№ What is your attitude towards the recognition of 
Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence 
from Russia? 

Frequency Percent 

1. Positive 134 54 
2. Negative 64 26 
3. I do not care 31 13 
4. I do not know 17 7 
 Total 246 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.2.76
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

21. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence from Russia? 

Table 1.4.2.77 

№ What is your attitude towards the recognition of 
Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence 
from Russia? 

Frequency Percent 

1. Positive 40 50 
2. Negative 31 39 
3. I do not care 5 6 
4. I do not know 4 5 
 Total 80 100 
 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.77

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine      
21. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence from Russia? 
Table 1.4.2.78 
№ What is your attitude towards the recognition of 

Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence 
from Russia? 

Frequency Percent 

1. Positive 32 54 
2. Negative 17 29 
3. I do not care 9 15 
4. I do not know 1 2 
 Total 59 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.2.78
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

21. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence from Russia? 
Table 1.4.2.79 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Abkhazia’s and South 
Ossetia’s independence 
from Russia? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 7 70 0 0 

2. negative 1 10 10 100 

3. I do not care 2 20 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.79

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
21. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence from Russia? 
 
Table 1.4.2.80 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Abkhazia’s and South 
Ossetia’s independence 
from Russia? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 5 50 5 50 

2. negative 4 40 4 40 

3. I do not care 1 10 1 10 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.80
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

21. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence from Russia? 

Table 1.4.2.81 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Abkhazia’s and South 
Ossetia’s independence 
from Russia? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 4 40 1 10 
2. negative 4 40 7 70 

3. I do not care 0 0 1 10 
4. I do not know 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.81

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

21. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence from Russia? 
 

Table 1.4.2.82 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Abkhazia’s and South 
Ossetia’s independence 
from Russia? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 8 80 10 100 

2. negative 1 10 0 0 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.2.82
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
21. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence from Russia? 

 
Table 1.4.2.83 

№ 
 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Abkhazia’s and South 
Ossetia’s independence 
from Russia? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 7 70 5 50 

2. negative 1 10 2 25 

3. I do not care 1 10 2 25 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.2.83 

 

IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

21. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence from Russia? 

 
Table 1.4.2.84 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Abkhazia’s and South 
Ossetia’s independence 
from Russia? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 7 70 7 70 

2. negative 0 0 2 20 

3. I do not care 3 30 1 10 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.2.84 
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

21. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence from Russia? 

 
Table 1.4.2.85 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Abkhazia’s and South 
Ossetia’s independence 
from Russia? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 5 50 7 70 

2. negative 2 20 2 20 

3. I do not care 2 20 1 10 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.2.85 

 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

21. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence from Russia? 

 
Table 1.4.2.86 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Abkhazia’s and South 
Ossetia’s independence 
from Russia? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 4 40 2 22 

2. negative 5 50 6 67 

3. I do not care 1 10 1 11 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.2.86 
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
21. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence from Russia? 

Table 1.4.2.87 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Abkhazia’s and South 
Ossetia’s independence 
from Russia? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 3 30 4 40 

2. negative 2 20 2 20 

3. I do not care 3 30 2 20 

4. I do not know 2 20 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.87

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
21. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence from Russia? 
Table 1.4.2.88 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the 
recognition of 
Abkhazia’s and South 
Ossetia’s 
independence from 
Russia? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. positive 4 40 6 60 8 80 

2. negative 2 20 1 10 0 0 

3. I do not care 4 40 2 20 1 10 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.2.88
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 2: The international context of the Transnistrian problem 

21. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence from Russia? 
 
Table 1.4.2.89 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Abkhazia’s and South 
Ossetia’s independence 
from Russia? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 7 70 8 80 

2. negative 2 20 0 0 

3. I do not care 1 10 1 10 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.89

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
21. What is your attitude towards the recognition of Abkhazia’s and South Ossetia’s independence from Russia? 
 
Table 1.4.2.90 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the recognition of 
Abkhazia’s and South 
Ossetia’s independence 
from Russia? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 7 70 5 50 

2. negative 1 10 3 30 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 2 20 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.2.90

 



 

672 
 

GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

22. Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol is possible? 

Table 1.4.3.1 

№ Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau 
and Tiraspol is possible? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes 175 71 
2. no 50 20 
3. I do not care 7 3 
4. I do not know 16 6 
 Total 248 100 
 

 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.1
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

22. Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol is possible? 

Table 1.4.3.2 

№ Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau 
and Tiraspol is possible? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes 51 65 
2. no 21 26 
3. I do not care 1 1 
4. I do not know 6 8 
 Total 79 100 
 

 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.2

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

22. Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol is possible? 

Table 1.4.3.3 

№ Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau 
and Tiraspol is possible? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes 43 72 
2. no 8 13 
3. I do not care 3 5 
4. I do not know 6 10 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.3
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

22. Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol is possible? 
Table 1.4.3.4 

№ 

Do you think the 
reconciliation between 
Chisinau and Tiraspol is 
possible? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 8 80 7 70 

2. no 2 20 2 20 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.4

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

22. Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol is possible? 
 
Table 1.4.3.5 

№ 

Do you think the 
reconciliation between 
Chisinau and Tiraspol is 
possible? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. yes 5 50 6 60 

2. no 4 40 4 40 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.5
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

22. Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol is possible? 

Table 1.4.3.6 

№ 

Do you think the 
reconciliation between 
Chisinau and Tiraspol is 
possible? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 7 78 8 80 
2. no 1 11 0 0 

3. I do not care 0 0 1 10 
4. I do not know 1 11 1 10 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.6

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
22. Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol is possible? 
 

Table 1.4.3.7 

№ 

Do you think the 
reconciliation between 
Chisinau and Tiraspol is 
possible? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 5 50 5 50 

2. no 3 30 5 50 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.7
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

22. Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol is possible? 

 
Table 1.4.3.8 

№ 
 

Do you think the 
reconciliation between 
Chisinau and Tiraspol is 
possible? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 6 67 8 80 

2. no 3 33 2 20 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.8

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

22. Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol is possible? 

 
Table 1.4.3.9 

№ 

Do you think the 
reconciliation between 
Chisinau and Tiraspol is 
possible? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 7 70 8 80 

2. no 0 0 1 10 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.9
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

22. Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol is possible? 

 
Table 1.4.3.10 

№ 

Do you think the 
reconciliation between 
Chisinau and Tiraspol is 
possible? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 5 50 7 70 

2. no 4 40 2 20 

3. I do not care 0 0 1 10 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.10

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

22. Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol is possible? 

 
Table 1.4.3.11 

№ 

Do you think the 
reconciliation between 
Chisinau and Tiraspol is 
possible? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 7 70 9 90 

2. no 0 0 1 10 

3. I do not care 2 20 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.11

 



 

678 
 

B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
22. Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol is possible? 

Table 1.4.3.12 

№ 

Do you think the 
reconciliation between 
Chisinau and Tiraspol is 
possible? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 7 70 10 100 

2. no 2 20 0 0 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.12

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
22. Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol is possible? 
Table 1.4.3.13 

№ 

Do you think the 
reconciliation between 
Chisinau and Tiraspol 
is possible? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. yes 9 90 7 70 9 90 

2. no 1 10 3 30 1 10 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.13
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

22. Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol is possible? 
 
Table 1.4.3.14 

№ 

Do you think the 
reconciliation between 
Chisinau and Tiraspol is 
possible? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 6 60 9 90 

2. no 3 30 1 10 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.14

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
22. Do you think the reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol is possible? 
 
Table 1.4.3.15 

№ 

Do you think the 
reconciliation between 
Chisinau and Tiraspol is 
possible? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes 7 70 3 30 

2. no 2 20 3 30 

3. I do not care 0 0 3 30 

4. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.15
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

         
23. What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Table 1.4.3.16 
№ What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion 

regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution proposed by Tiraspol 115 47 
2. they prefer the solution proposed by Chisinau 18 7 
3. they think the conflict is unresolvable 68 28 
4. they do not have an opinion 19 8 
5. I do not know 26 10 
 Total 246 100 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.16
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

 
23. What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Table 1.4.3.17 
№ What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion 

regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution proposed by Tiraspol 48 61 
2. they prefer the solution proposed by Chisinau 6 8 
3. they think the conflict is unresolvable 18 23 
4. they do not have an opinion 2 3 
5. I do not know 4 5 
 Total 78 100 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.17

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
 
23. What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Table 1.4.3.18 
№ What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion 

regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution proposed by Tiraspol 20 33 
2. they prefer the solution proposed by Chisinau 6 10 
3. they think the conflict is unresolvable 17 28 
4. they do not have an opinion 7 12 
5. I do not know 10 17 
 Total 60 100 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.18
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

23. What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Table 1.4.3.19 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Transnistrians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

6 60 5 50 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

1 10 3 30 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

3 30 1 10 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.19

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

23. What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
 

Table 1.4.3.20 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Transnistrians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

7 70 6 60 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

1 10 0 0 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

0 0 3 30 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

1 10 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.20
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

23. What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 

Table 1.4.3.21 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Transnistrians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

6 75 5 50 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

0 0 1 10 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

2 25 4 40 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 8 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.21

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
23. What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
 

Table 1.4.3.22 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Transnistrians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

7 70 6 60 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

0 0 0 0 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

3 30 2 20 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

0 0 1 10 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.22
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

23. What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 

 
 

Table 1.4.3.23 

№ 
 

What do you think is the 
Transnistrians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

1 11 4 40 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

0 0 0 0 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

6 67 6 60 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

1 11 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 11 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.23

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

23. What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
 

Table 1.4.3.24 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Transnistrians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

1 10 1 10 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

0 0 6 60 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

1 10 1 10 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

4 40 0 0 

5. I do not know 4 40 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.24
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

23. What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
 

Table 1.4.3.25 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Transnistrians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

3 30 6 60 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

0 0 0 0 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

5 50 3 30 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

0 0 1 10 

5. I do not know 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.25

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

23. What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
 

Table 1.4.3.26 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Transnistrians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

4 40 5 50 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

0 0 0 0 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

5 50 2 20 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

0 0 2 20 

5. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.26
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
23. What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Table 1.4.3.27 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Transnistrians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

6 60 7 70 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

0 0 0 0 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

1 10 1 10 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

1 10 1 10 

5. I do not know 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.27

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
23. What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Table 1.4.3.28 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Transnistrians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

5 50 4 40 4 40 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

2 20 1 10 0 0 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

2 20 4 40 1 10 

4. they do not have an opinion 1 10 1 10 3 30 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.28
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
23. What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
 
Table 1.4.3.29 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Transnistrians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

5 50 6 60 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

0 0 2 20 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

5 50 1 10 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

0 0 1 10 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.29

 

V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
23. What do you think is the Transnistrians’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
 
Table 1.4.3.30 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Transnistrians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

4 40 1 11 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

0 0 1 11 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

5 50 1 11 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

0 0 1 11 

5. I do not know 
1 10 5 56 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.30
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

 
24. What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Table 1.4.3.31 
№ What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion 

regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution proposed by Tiraspol 18 7 
2. they prefer the solution proposed by Chisinau 116 47 
3. they think the conflict is unresolvable 49 20 
4. they do not have an opinion 39 16 
5. I do not know 24 10 
 Total 246 100 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.31
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
 
24. What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Table 1.4.3.32 
№ What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion 

regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution proposed by Tiraspol 5 6 
2. they prefer the solution proposed by Chisinau 41 51 
3. they think the conflict is unresolvable 15 19 
4. they do not have an opinion 13 16 
5. I do not know 6 8 
 Total 80 100 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.32

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
 
24. What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Table 1.4.3.33 
№ What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion 

regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution proposed by Tiraspol 0 0 
2. they prefer the solution proposed by Chisinau 33 56 
3. they think the conflict is unresolvable 5 9 
4. they do not have an opinion 12 20 
5. I do not know 9 15 
 Total 59 100 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.33
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

24. What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Table 1.4.3.34 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Moldovans’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

0 0 0 0 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

5 50 6 60 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

2 20 3 30 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

3 30 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.34

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

24. What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
 

Table 1.4.3.35 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Moldovans’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

2 20 1 10 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

5 50 3 30 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

2 20 3 30 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

1 10 1 10 

5. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure1.4.3.35
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

24. What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 

Table 1.4.3.36 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Moldovans’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

1 10 0 0 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

9 90 3 30 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

0 0 5 50 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

0 0 2 20 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.36

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
24. What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
 

Table 1.4.3.37 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Moldovans’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

1 10 0 0 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

6 60 4 40 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

0 0 0 0 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

1 10 5 50 

5. I do not know 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.37
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

24. What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 

 
 

Table 1.4.3.38 

№ 
 

What do you think is the 
Moldovans’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

2 22 2 25 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

1 11 0 0 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

5 57 6 75 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 9 100 8 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.38

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

24. What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
 

Table 1.4.3.39 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Moldovans’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

0 0 0 0 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

1 12 8 80 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

0 0 1 10 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

4 44 0 0 

5. I do not know 4 44 1 10 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.39
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

24. What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
 

Table 1.4.3.40 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Moldovans’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

0 0 0 0 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

3 30 6 60 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

2 20 0 0 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

3 30 4 40 

5. I do not know 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.40

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

24. What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
 

Table 1.4.3.41 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Moldovans’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

0 0 0 0 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

8 80 7 70 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

1 10 1 10 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

1 10 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.41
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
24. What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Table 1.4.3.42 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Moldovans’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

0 0 1 10 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

3 30 6 60 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

3 30 2 20 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

2 20 1 10 

5. I do not know 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.42

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
24. What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
Table 1.4.3.43 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Moldovans’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

2 20 0 0 0 0 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

5 50 5 50 5 50 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

1 10 4 40 1 10 

4. they do not have an opinion 1 10 1 10 3 30 

5. I do not know 1 10 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.43
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
24. What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
 
Table 1.4.3.44 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Moldovans’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

4 40 1 10 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

4 40 4 40 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

1 10 3 30 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

1 10 1 10 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.44

 

V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
24. What do you think is the Moldovans’ opinion regarding the solution of this “frozen conflict”? 
 
Table 1.4.3.45 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Moldovans’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this “frozen conflict”? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

0 0 1 10 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

7 70 2 20 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

2 20 1 10 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

1 10 3 30 

5. I do not know 
0 0 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.45
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

25. What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion regarding the solution of this conflict? 

Table 1.4.3.46 

№ What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of this conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution proposed by Tiraspol 72 29 
2. they prefer the solution proposed by Chisinau 18 7 
3. they think the conflict is unresolvable 45 18 
4. they do not have an opinion 54 22 
5. I do not know 60 24 
 Total 249 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.3.46
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

25. What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion regarding the solution of this conflict? 

Table 1.4.3.47 

№ What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of this conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution proposed by Tiraspol 29 36 
2. they prefer the solution proposed by Chisinau 8 10 
3. they think the conflict is unresolvable 13 16 
4. they do not have an opinion 15 19 
5. I do not know 15 19 
 Total 80 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.3.47

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

25. What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion regarding the solution of this conflict? 
Table 1.4.3.48 
№ What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion 

regarding the solution of this conflict? 
Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution proposed by Tiraspol 5 8 
2. they prefer the solution proposed by Chisinau 3 5 
3. they think the conflict is unresolvable 6 10 
4. they do not have an opinion 15 25 
5. I do not know 31 52 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.48
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

25. What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion regarding the solution of this conflict? 
Table 1.4.3.49 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Gagauzians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this conflict? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

1 10 4 40 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

1 10 1 10 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

2 20 2 20 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

4 40 2 20 

5. I do not know 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.49

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

25. What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion regarding the solution of this conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.3.50 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Gagauzians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this conflict? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

4 40 3 30 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

4 40 0 0 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

0 0 3 30 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 2 20 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.50
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

25. What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion regarding the solution of this conflict? 

Table 1.4.3.51 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Gagauzians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this conflict? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

2 20 7 70 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

0 0 0 0 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

2 20 2 20 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

6 60 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.51

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
25. What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion regarding the solution of this conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.3.52 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Gagauzians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this conflict? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

4 40 4 40 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

2 20 0 0 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

0 0 2 20 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

0 0 3 30 

5. I do not know 4 40 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.52
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

25. What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion regarding the solution of this conflict? 

 
 

Table 1.4.3.53 

№ 
 

What do you think is the 
Gagauzians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this conflict? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

5 56 4 40 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

1 11 0 0 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

3 33 6 60 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.53

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

25. What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion regarding the solution of this conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.3.54 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Gagauzians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this conflict? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

0 0 0 0 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

0 0 0 0 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

0 0 1 10 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

5 50 1 10 

5. I do not know 5 50 8 80 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.54
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

25. What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion regarding the solution of this conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.3.55 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Gagauzians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this conflict? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

0 0 2 20 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

2 20 0 0 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

1 10 2 20 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

2 20 2 20 

5. I do not know 5 50 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.55

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

25. What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion regarding the solution of this conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.3.56 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Gagauzians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this conflict? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

1 12 2 20 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

0 0 1 10 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

0 0 1 10 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

4 44 1 10 

5. I do not know 4 44 5 50 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.56
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
25. What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion regarding the solution of this conflict? 
Table 1.4.3.57 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Gagauzians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this conflict? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

3 30 5 50 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

0 0 1 10 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

2 20 1 10 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

2 20 2 20 

5. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.57

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
25. What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion regarding the solution of this conflict? 
Table 1.4.3.58 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Gagauzians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this conflict? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

4 40 2 20 5 50 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

1 10 1 10 1 10 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

0 0 3 30 4 40 

4. they do not have an opinion 5 50 2 20 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.58
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
25. What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion regarding the solution of this conflict? 
 
Table 1.4.3.59 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Gagauzians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this conflict? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

4 40 0 0 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

0 0 1 10 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

2 20 3 30 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

2 20 5 50 

5. I do not know 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.59

 

V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
25. What do you think is the Gagauzians’ opinion regarding the solution of this conflict? 
 
Table 1.4.3.60 

№ 

What do you think is the 
Gagauzians’ opinion 
regarding the solution of 
this conflict? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Tiraspol 

6 60 0 0 

2. they prefer the solution 
proposed by Chisinau 

1 10 0 0 

3. they think the conflict is 
unresolvable 

1 10 1 10 

4. they do not have an 
opinion 

0 0 6 60 

5. I do not know 
2 20 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.60
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

 
26. What solution to the conflict would you prefer? 
Table 1.4.3.61 
№ What solution to the conflict would you prefer? Frequency Percent 
1. unconditionally reintegrate Transnistria in 

Moldova 
57 23 

2. provide a special status to Transnistria according 
to Moldovan legislation 

90 36 

3. recognize the independence of Transnistria 56 23 
4. incorporate Transnistria into the Russian 

Federation 
23 9 

5. return Transnistria to Ukraine 16 6 
6. I do not know 7 3 
 Total 249 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.61

 



 

705 
 

GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

26. What solution to the conflict would you prefer? 
Table 1.4.3.62 
№ What solution to the conflict would you prefer? Frequency Percent 
1. unconditionally reintegrate Transnistria in 

Moldova 
26 33 

2. provide a special status to Transnistria according 
to Moldovan legislation 

25 31 

3. recognize the independence of Transnistria 20 25 
4. incorporate Transnistria into the Russian 

Federation 
1 1 

5. return Transnistria to Ukraine 6 8 
6. I do not know 2 2 
 Total 80 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.62

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
 
26. What solution to the conflict would you prefer? 
Table 1.4.3.63 
№ What solution to the conflict would you prefer? Frequency Percent 
1. unconditionally reintegrate Transnistria in 

Moldova 
8 13 

2. provide a special status to Transnistria according 
to Moldovan legislation 

26 43 

3. recognize the independence of Transnistria 14 23 
4. incorporate Transnistria into the Russian 

Federation 
2 4 

5. return Transnistria to Ukraine 7 12 
6. I do not know 3 5 
 Total 60 100 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.63
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

26. What solution to the conflict would you prefer? 
Table 1.4.3.64 

№ 
What solution to the conflict 
would you prefer? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. unconditionally reintegrate 
Transnistria in Moldova 

7 70 5 50 

2. provide a special status to 
Transnistria according to 
Moldovan legislation 

2 20 4 40 

3. recognize the independence 
of Transnistria 

0 0 0 0 

4. incorporate Transnistria into 
the Russian Federation 

0 0 0 0 

5. return Transnistria to 
Ukraine 

1 10 1 10 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.64

 

I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

26. What solution to the conflict would you prefer? 
Table 1.4.3.65 

№ 
What solution to the conflict 
would you prefer? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. unconditionally reintegrate 
Transnistria in Moldova 

2 20 0 0 

2. provide a special status to 
Transnistria according to 
Moldovan legislation 

4 40 7 70 

3. recognize the independence 
of Transnistria 

3 30 0 0 

4. incorporate Transnistria into 
the Russian Federation 

0 0 0 0 

5. return Transnistria to 
Ukraine 

1 10 1 10 

6. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.65
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

26. What solution to the conflict would you prefer? 

Table 1.4.3.66 

№ 
What solution to the conflict 
would you prefer? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. unconditionally reintegrate 
Transnistria in Moldova 

5 50 7 70 

2. provide a special status to 
Transnistria according to 
Moldovan legislation 

2 20 3 30 

3. recognize the independence 
of Transnistria 

3 30 0 0 

4. incorporate Transnistria into 
the Russian Federation 

0 0 0 0 

5. return Transnistria to 
Ukraine 

0 0 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.66

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

26. What solution to the conflict would you prefer? 
 

Table 1.4.3.67 

№ 
What solution to the conflict 
would you prefer? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. unconditionally reintegrate 
Transnistria in Moldova 

0 0 0 0 

2. provide a special status to 
Transnistria according to 
Moldovan legislation 

1 10 2 20 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

8 80 6 60 

4. incorporate Transnistria into 
the Russian Federation 

0 0 1 10 

5. return Transnistria to Ukraine 1 10 1 10 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.67
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

26. What solution to the conflict would you prefer? 

 
Table 1.4.3.68 

№ 
 
What solution to the conflict 
would you prefer? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. unconditionally reintegrate 
Transnistria in Moldova 

0 0 2 20 

2. provide a special status to 
Transnistria according to 
Moldovan legislation 

5 56 8 80 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

4 44 0 0 

4. incorporate Transnistria into 
the Russian Federation 

0 0 0 0 

5. return Transnistria to Ukraine 0 0 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.68

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

26. What solution to the conflict would you prefer? 
 

Table 1.4.3.69 

№ 
What solution to the conflict 
would you prefer? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. unconditionally reintegrate 
Transnistria in Moldova 

0 0 6 60 

2. provide a special status to 
Transnistria according to 
Moldovan legislation 

2 20 1 10 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

5 50 2 20 

4. incorporate Transnistria into 
the Russian Federation 

0 0 0 0 

5. return Transnistria to Ukraine 3 30 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.69
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

26. What solution to the conflict would you prefer? 

 
Table 1.4.3.70 

№ 
What solution to the conflict 
would you prefer? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. unconditionally reintegrate 
Transnistria in Moldova 

0 0 0 0 

2. provide a special status to 
Transnistria according to 
Moldovan legislation 

6 60 5 50 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

2 20 2 20 

4. incorporate Transnistria into 
the Russian Federation 

0 0 2 20 

5. return Transnistria to Ukraine 2 20 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.70

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

26. What solution to the conflict would you prefer? 
 

Table 1.4.3.71 

№ 
What solution to the conflict 
would you prefer? 

IV.5. Ukraine - 
youth 

IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. unconditionally reintegrate 
Transnistria in Moldova 

2 20 0 0 

2. provide a special status to 
Transnistria according to 
Moldovan legislation 

4 40 8 80 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

2 20 1 10 

4. incorporate Transnistria into 
the Russian Federation 

0 0 0 0 

5. return Transnistria to Ukraine 2 20 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.71
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
26. What solution to the conflict would you prefer? 
Table 1.4.3.72 

№ 
What solution to the conflict 
would you prefer? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. unconditionally reintegrate 
Transnistria in Moldova 

3 30 2 20 

2. provide a special status to 
Transnistria according to 
Moldovan legislation 

4 40 6 60 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

1 10 2 20 

4. incorporate Transnistria into 
the Russian Federation 

2 20 0 0 

5. return Transnistria to Ukraine 0 0 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.72

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
26. What solution to the conflict would you prefer? 
Table 1.4.3.73 

№ 
What solution to the 
conflict would you prefer? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. unconditionally reintegrate 
Transnistria in Moldova 

2 20 1 10 0 0 

2. provide a special status to 
Transnistria according to 
Moldovan legislation 

2 20 5 50 2 20 

3. recognize the independence 
of Transnistria 

4 40 1 10 1 10 

4. incorporate Transnistria into 
the Russian Federation 

1 10 2 20 6 60 

5. return Transnistria to Ukraine 1 10 1 10 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.73
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
26. What solution to the conflict would you prefer? 
 

Table 1.4.3.74 

№ 
What solution to the conflict 
would you prefer? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. unconditionally reintegrate 
Transnistria in Moldova 

8 80 3 30 

2. provide a special status to 
Transnistria according to 
Moldovan legislation 

1 10 2 20 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

1 10 1 10 

4. incorporate Transnistria into 
the Russian Federation 

0 0 3 30 

5. return Transnistria to Ukraine 0 0 1 10 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.74

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
26. What solution to the conflict would you prefer? 
 

Table 1.4.3.75 

№ 
What solution to the conflict 
would you prefer? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. unconditionally reintegrate 
Transnistria in Moldova 

1 10 1 10 

2. provide a special status to 
Transnistria according to 
Moldovan legislation 

2 20 2 20 

3. recognize the independence of 
Transnistria 

5 50 2 20 

4. incorporate Transnistria into 
the Russian Federation 

2 20 4 40 

5. return Transnistria to Ukraine 0 0 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 50 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.75
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

27. How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.3.76 

№ How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan 
leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 

Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 11 4 
2. insufficient 210 85 
3. I do not care 7 3 
4. I do not know 20 8 
 Total 248 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.76
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

27. How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.3.77 

№ How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan 
leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 

Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 5 6 
2. insufficient 70 88 
3. I do not care 0 0 
4. I do not know 5 6 
 Total 80 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.77

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
27. How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.3.78 
№ How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan 

leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 
Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 0 0 
2. insufficient 44 75 
3. I do not care 2 3 
4. I do not know 13 22 
 Total 59 100 
 

 

 

Figure1.4.3.78
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  
27. How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.3.79 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Moldovan 
leadership to resolve the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 1 10 0 0 

2. insufficient 9 90 9 90 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.79

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

27. How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.80 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Moldovan 
leadership to resolve the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. sufficient 2 20 0 0 

2. insufficient 7 70 9 90 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.80
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

27. How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.3.81 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Moldovan 
leadership to resolve the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 0 0 1 10 
2. insufficient 10 100 9 90 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.81

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

27. How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.3.82 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Moldovan 
leadership to resolve the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 0 0 1 10 

2. insufficient 9 90 8 80 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.82
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

27. How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 

 
Table 1.4.3.83 

№ 
 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Moldovan 
leadership to resolve the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 0 0 0 0 

2. insufficient 8 89 10 100 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 11 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.83

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  
27. How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.84 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Moldovan 
leadership to resolve the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 0 0 0 0 

2. insufficient 7 70 7 78 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 3 30 2 22 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.84
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

27. How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 

 
Table 1.4.3.85 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Moldovan 
leadership to resolve the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 0 0 0 0 

2. insufficient 9 90 8 80 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.85

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  
27. How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.86 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Moldovan 
leadership to resolve the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 0 0 0 0 

2. insufficient 7 70 6 60 

3. I do not care 2 20 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.86
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
27. How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.3.87 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Moldovan 
leadership to resolve the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 1 10 0 0 

2. insufficient 9 90 10 100 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.87

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
27. How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.3.88 

№ 

How would you rate 
the efforts of the 
Moldovan leadership 
to resolve the conflict 
in Transnistria? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. sufficient 0 0 1 10 1 10 

2. insufficient 9 90 8 80 9 90 

3. I do not care 1 10 1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.88
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]                           SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
27. How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.89 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Moldovan 
leadership to resolve the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 1 10 1 10 

2. insufficient 9 90 8 80 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.89

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
27. How would you rate the efforts of the Moldovan leadership to resolve the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.90 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Moldovan 
leadership to resolve the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 1 10 1 10 

2. insufficient 8 80 6 60 

3. I do not care 0 0 3 30 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.90
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

28. How would you rate the efforts of the Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 

Table 1.4.3.91 

№ How would you rate the efforts of the 
Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 26 10 
2. insufficient 194 78 
3. I do not care 5 2 
4. I do not know 24 10 
 Total 249 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.91
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

28. How would you rate the efforts of the Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 

Table 1.4.3.92 

№ How would you rate the efforts of the 
Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 9 11 
2. insufficient 66 83 
3. I do not care 1 1 
4. I do not know 4 5 
 Total 80 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.92

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
28. How would you rate the efforts of the Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 
Table 1.4.3.93 
№ How would you rate the efforts of the 

Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 
Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 2 3 
2. insufficient 43 72 
3. I do not care 2 3 
4. I do not know 13 22 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.93
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

28. How would you rate the efforts of the Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 
Table 1.4.3.94 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Transnistrian 
leadership to resolve this 
conflict? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 0 0 0 0 

2. insufficient 9 90 9 90 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.94

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
28. How would you rate the efforts of the Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 
 
Table 1.4.3.95 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Transnistrian 
leadership to resolve this 
conflict? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. sufficient 3 30 0 0 

2. insufficient 6 60 9 90 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.95
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

28. How would you rate the efforts of the Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 

Table 1.4.3.96 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Transnistrian 
leadership to resolve this 
conflict? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 1 10 2 20 
2. insufficient 8 80 8 80 

3. I do not care 1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.96

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

28. How would you rate the efforts of the Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.3.97 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Transnistrian 
leadership to resolve this 
conflict? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 1 10 2 20 

2. insufficient 9 90 8 80 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.97
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

28. How would you rate the efforts of the Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 

 
Table 1.4.3.98 

№ 
 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Transnistrian 
leadership to resolve this 
conflict? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 2 22 0 0 

2. insufficient 7 78 10 100 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.98

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

28. How would you rate the efforts of the Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 

 
Table 1.4.3.99 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Transnistrian 
leadership to resolve this 
conflict? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 0 0 0 0 

2. insufficient 7 70 9 90 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.99
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

28. How would you rate the efforts of the Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 

 
Table 1.4.3.100 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Transnistrian 
leadership to resolve this 
conflict? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 2 20 0 0 

2. insufficient 7 70 8 80 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.100

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

28. How would you rate the efforts of the Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 

 
Table 1.4.3.101 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Transnistrian 
leadership to resolve this 
conflict? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 0 0 0 0 

2. insufficient 6 60 6 60 

3. I do not care 2 20 0 0 

4. I do not know 2 20 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.101
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
28. How would you rate the efforts of the Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 
Table 1.4.3.102 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Transnistrian 
leadership to resolve this 
conflict? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 1 10 0 0 

2. insufficient 6 60 10 100 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 3 30 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.102

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
28. How would you rate the efforts of the Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 
Table 1.4.3.103 

№ 

How would you rate 
the efforts of the 
Transnistrian 
leadership to resolve 
this conflict? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. sufficient 3 30 1 10 3 30 

2. insufficient 7 70 8 80 7 70 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.103
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]            SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
28. How would you rate the efforts of the Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 
 
Table 1.4.3.104 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Transnistrian 
leadership to resolve this 
conflict? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 1 10 2 20 

2. insufficient 9 90 7 70 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.104

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
28. How would you rate the efforts of the Transnistrian leadership to resolve this conflict? 
 
Table 1.4.3.105 

№ 

How would you rate the 
efforts of the Transnistrian 
leadership to resolve this 
conflict? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. sufficient 0 0 2 20 

2. insufficient 8 80 6 60 

3. I do not care 0 0 2 20 

4. I do not know 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.105
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

29. How do you assess the participation of political parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.3.106 

№ How do you assess the participation of political 
parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

Frequency Percent 

1. active 20 8 
2. passive 172 70 
3. I do not care 11 4 
4. I do not know 45 18 
 Total 248 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.106
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

29. How do you assess the participation of political parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.3.107 

№ How do you assess the participation of political 
parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

Frequency Percent 

1. active 9 11 
2. passive 56 71 
3. I do not care 2 3 
4. I do not know 12 15 
 Total 79 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.3.107

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

29. How do you assess the participation of political parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.3.108 

№ How do you assess the participation of political 
parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

Frequency Percent 

1. active 2 3 
2. passive 27 45 
3. I do not care 4 7 
4. I do not know 27 45 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.108
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

29. How do you assess the participation of political parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.3.109 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of political 
parties in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 3 30 0 0 

2. passive 7 70 9 90 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.109

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
29. How do you assess the participation of political parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.110 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of political 
parties in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 2 20 0 0 

2. passive 5 50 9 90 

3. I do not care 1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.110
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

29. How do you assess the participation of political parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.3.111 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of political 
parties in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 1 10 0 0 

2. passive 9 90 9 90 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.111

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
29. How do you assess the participation of political parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.3.112 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of political 
parties in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 0 0 3 33 

2. passive 4 40 4 45 

3. I do not care 1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 5 50 2 22 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.112
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

29. How do you assess the participation of political parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

 
Table 1.4.3.113 

№ 
 

How do you assess the 
participation of political 
parties in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 1 11 0 0 

2. passive 8 89 10 100 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.113

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  
29. How do you assess the participation of political parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.114 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of political 
parties in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 0 0 2 20 

2. passive 7 70 6 60 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 3 30 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.114
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

29. How do you assess the participation of political parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

 
Table 1.4.3.115 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of political 
parties in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 0 0 0 0 

2. passive 3 30 5 50 

3. I do not care 0 0 1 10 

4. I do not know 7 70 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.115

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  
29. How do you assess the participation of political parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.116 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of political 
parties in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 0 0 0 0 

2. passive 1 10 5 50 

3. I do not care 3 30 0 0 

4. I do not know 6 60 5 50 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.116
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
29. How do you assess the participation of political parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.3.117 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of political 
parties in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 0 0 0 0 

2. passive 10 100 10 100 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.117

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
29. How do you assess the participation of political parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.3.118 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of 
political parties in 
Moldova (without 
Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict 
in Transnistria? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. active 1 10 3 30 1 10 

2. passive 8 80 7 70 7 70 

3. I do not care 1 10 0 0 2 20 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.118
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
29. How do you assess the participation of political parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.119 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of political 
parties in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 1 10 1 10 

2. passive 9 90 7 70 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.119

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
29. How do you assess the participation of political parties in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.120 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of political 
parties in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 1 10 0 0 

2. passive 7 70 6 60 

3. I do not care 0 0 2 20 

4. I do not know 2 20 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.120
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

30. How do you assess the participation of Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 

Table 1.4.3.121 

№ How do you assess the participation of 
Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the 
conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 

Frequency Percent 

1. active 31 12 
2. passive 134 54 
3. I do not care 8 3 
4. I do not know 76 31 
 Total 249 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.121
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
 
30. How do you assess the participation of Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 
Table 1.4.3.122 
№ How do you assess the participation of 

Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the 
conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 

Frequency Percent 

1. active 12 15 
2. passive 53 66 
3. I do not care 1 1 
4. I do not know 14 18 
 Total 80 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.3.122

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

30. How do you assess the participation of Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 

Table 1.4.3.123 

№ How do you assess the participation of 
Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the 
conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 

Frequency Percent 

1. active 4 7 
2. passive 20 33 
3. I do not care 4 7 
4. I do not know 32 53 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.123
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

30. How do you assess the participation of Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 
Table 1.4.3.124 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of 
Transnistria’s political 
parties in resolving the 
conflict between Chisinau 
and Tiraspol? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 0 0 0 0 

2. passive 7 70 6 60 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 3 30 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.124

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
30. How do you assess the participation of Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 
 
Table 1.4.3.125 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of 
Transnistria’s political 
parties in resolving the 
conflict between Chisinau 
and Tiraspol? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 4 40 0 0 

2. passive 4 40 9 90 

3. I do not care 1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.125
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

30. How do you assess the participation of Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 

Table 1.4.3.126 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of 
Transnistria’s political 
parties in resolving the 
conflict between Chisinau 
and Tiraspol? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 1 10 1 10 

2. passive 9 90 8 80 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.126

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

30. How do you assess the participation of Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 
 

Table 1.4.3.127 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of 
Transnistria’s political 
parties in resolving the 
conflict between Chisinau 
and Tiraspol? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 1 10 5 50 

2. passive 6 60 4 40 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.127
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

30. How do you assess the participation of Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 

 
Table 1.4.3.128 

№ 
 

How do you assess the 
participation of 
Transnistria’s political 
parties in resolving the 
conflict between Chisinau 
and Tiraspol? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 0 0 0 0 

2. passive 7 78 8 80 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 2 22 2 20 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.128

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

30. How do you assess the participation of Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 

 
Table 1.4.3.129 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of 
Transnistria’s political 
parties in resolving the 
conflict between Chisinau 
and Tiraspol? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 0 0 1 10 

2. passive 6 60 2 20 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 4 40 7 70 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.129
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

30. How do you assess the participation of Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 

 
Table 1.4.3.130 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of 
Transnistria’s political 
parties in resolving the 
conflict between Chisinau 
and Tiraspol? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 1 10 0 0 

2. passive 2 20 4 40 

3. I do not care 0 0 1 10 

4. I do not know 7 70 5 50 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.130

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  
30. How do you assess the participation of Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 
 
Table 1.4.3.131 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of 
Transnistria’s political 
parties in resolving the 
conflict between Chisinau 
and Tiraspol? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 1 10 1 10 

2. passive 2 20 4 40 

3. I do not care 3 30 0 0 

4. I do not know 4 40 5 50 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.131

 



 

742 
 

B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
30. How do you assess the participation of Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 

Table 1.4.3.132 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of 
Transnistria’s political 
parties in resolving the 
conflict between Chisinau 
and Tiraspol? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 1 10 0 0 

2. passive 3 30 8 80 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 6 60 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.132

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
30. How do you assess the participation of Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 
Table 1.4.3.133 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of 
Transnistria’s political 
parties in resolving the 
conflict between 
Chisinau and 
Tiraspol? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. active 3 30 1 10 1 10 

2. passive 4 40 7 70 4 40 

3. I do not care 1 10 1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 2 20 1 10 5 50 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.133
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
30. How do you assess the participation of Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 
 
Table 1.4.3.134 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of 
Transnistria’s political 
parties in resolving the 
conflict between Chisinau 
and Tiraspol? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 4 40 2 20 

2. passive 6 60 4 40 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.134

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
30. How do you assess the participation of Transnistria’s political parties in resolving the conflict between Chisinau and Tiraspol? 
 
Table 1.4.3.135 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of 
Transnistria’s political 
parties in resolving the 
conflict between Chisinau 
and Tiraspol? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 4 40 2 20 

2. passive 5 50 4 40 

3. I do not care 0 0 1 10 

4. I do not know 1 10 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.135
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

31. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.3.136 

№ How do you assess the participation of the civil 
society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

Frequency Percent 

1. active 31 13 
2. passive 171 69 
3. I do not care 8 3 
4. I do not know 38 15 
 Total 248 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.136
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

31. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.3.137 

№ How do you assess the participation of the civil 
society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

Frequency Percent 

1. active 10 13 
2. passive 61 77 
3. I do not care 1 1 
4. I do not know 7 9 
 Total 79 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.137

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
 
31. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.3.138 
№ How do you assess the participation of the civil 

society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

Frequency Percent 

1. active 7 11 
2. passive 28 47 
3. I do not care 4 7 
4. I do not know 21 35 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.138
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

31. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.3.139 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 2 20 1 10 

2. passive 8 80 8 80 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.139

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

31. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.140 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 4 40 0 0 

2. passive 5 50 8 80 

3. I do not care 1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.140
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

31. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.3.141 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 0 0 1 10 

2. passive 10 100 9 90 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.141

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

31. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.3.142 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 0 0 2 22 

2. passive 6 60 7 78 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 4 40 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.142
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

31. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

 
Table 1.4.3.143 

№ 
 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 0 0 0 0 

2. passive 8 89 8 80 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 11 2 20 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.143

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  
31. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.144 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 0 0 4 40 

2. passive 7 70 3 30 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 3 30 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.144
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

31. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

 
Table 1.4.3.145 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 0 0 0 0 

2. passive 4 40 6 60 

3. I do not care 0 0 1 10 

4. I do not know 6 60 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.145

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  
31. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.146 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 3 30 0 0 

2. passive 3 30 5 50 

3. I do not care 3 30 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 5 50 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.146
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
31. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.3.147 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 0 0 0 0 

2. passive 9 90 10 100 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.147

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
31. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.3.148 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the 
civil society in 
Moldova (without 
Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict 
in Transnistria? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. active 1 10 3 30 0 0 

2. passive 8 80 6 60 9 90 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.148
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
31. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.149 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 4 40 2 20 

2. passive 6 60 6 60 

3. I do not care 0 0 1 10 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.149

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
31. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Moldova (without Transnistria) in resolving the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.150 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Moldova 
(without Transnistria) in 
resolving the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 2 20 2 20 

2. passive 7 70 5 50 

3. I do not care 0 0 2 20 

4. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.150
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

32. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 

Table 1.4.3.151 

№ How do you assess the participation of the civil 
society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. active 46 19 
2. passive 135 54 
3. I do not care 7 3 
4. I do not know 60 24 
 Total 248 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.151
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

32. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 

Table 1.4.3.152 

№ How do you assess the participation of the civil 
society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. active 18 23 
2. passive 52 66 
3. I do not care 0 0 
4. I do not know 9 11 
 Total 79 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.152

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

32. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 

Table 1.4.3.153 

№ How do you assess the participation of the civil 
society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. active 5 8 
2. passive 23 38 
3. I do not care 4 7 
4. I do not know 28 47 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.153
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  
32. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 
Table 1.4.3.154 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Transnistria in 
resolving the conflict? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 1 10 0 0 

2. passive 7 70 7 70 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 2 20 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.154

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
32. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 
 
Table 1.4.3.155 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Transnistria in 
resolving the conflict? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 6 60 0 0 

2. passive 4 40 8 80 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.155
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

32. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 

Table 1.4.3.156 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Transnistria in 
resolving the conflict? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 1 10 0 0 

2. passive 9 90 9 90 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.156

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

32. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.3.157 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Transnistria in 
resolving the conflict? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 4 40 6 67 

2. passive 5 50 3 33 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.157
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
32. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 
 
Table 1.4.3.158 

№ 
 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Transnistria in 
resolving the conflict? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 3 33 0 0 

2. passive 6 67 8 80 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.158

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  
32. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 
 
Table 1.4.3.159 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Transnistria in 
resolving the conflict? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 0 0 2 20 

2. passive 7 70 1 10 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 3 30 7 70 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.159
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

32. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 

 
Table 1.4.3.160 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Transnistria in 
resolving the conflict? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 1 10 0 0 

2. passive 3 30 4 40 

3. I do not care 0 0 1 10 

4. I do not know 6 60 5 50 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.160

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  
32. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 
 
Table 1.4.3.161 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Transnistria in 
resolving the conflict? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 1 10 1 10 

2. passive 4 40 4 40 

3. I do not care 3 30 0 0 

4. I do not know 2 20 5 50 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.161
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
32. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 

Table 1.4.3.162 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Transnistria in 
resolving the conflict? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 1 10 0 0 

2. passive 4 40 7 70 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 5 50 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.162

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
32. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 
Table 1.4.3.163 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the 
civil society in 
Transnistria in 
resolving the conflict? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. active 5 50 2 20 3 30 

2. passive 4 40 7 70 4 40 

3. I do not care 0 0 1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.163
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
32. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 
 
Table 1.4.3.164 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Transnistria in 
resolving the conflict? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 3 30 4 40 

2. passive 6 60 1 10 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 5 50 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.164

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
32. How do you assess the participation of the civil society in Transnistria in resolving the conflict? 
 
Table 1.4.3.165 

№ 

How do you assess the 
participation of the civil 
society in Transnistria in 
resolving the conflict? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. active 1 10 1 10 

2. passive 8 80 5 50 

3. I do not care 0 0 2 20 

4. I do not know 1 10 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.165
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

33. How much are you personally concerned about this conflict? 

Table 1.4.3.166 

№ How much are you personally concerned about 
this conflict? 

Frequency Percent 

1. very concerned 61 25 
2. concerned 77 31 
3. a little worried 72 29 
4. does not bother me 32 13 
5. I do not care 6 2 
 Total 248 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.166
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

33. How much are you personally concerned about this conflict? 
Table 1.4.3.167 
№ How much are you personally concerned about 

this conflict? 
Frequency Percent 

1. very concerned 41 51 
2. concerned 25 31 
3. a little worried 12 15 
4. does not bother me 2 3 
5. I do not care 0 0 
 Total 80 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.167

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

33. How much are you personally concerned about this conflict? 
Table 1.4.3.168 
№ How much are you personally concerned about 

this conflict? 
Frequency Percent 

1. very concerned 6 10 
2. concerned 13 22 
3. a little worried 21 35 
4. does not bother me 16 26 
5. I do not care 4 7 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.168
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

33. How much are you personally concerned about this conflict? 
Table 1.4.3.169 

№ 
How much are you 
personally concerned 
about this conflict? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. very concerned 

4 40 7 70 

2. concerned 
5 50 1 10 

3. a little worried 
1 10 2 20 

4. does not bother me 
0 0 0 0 

5. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.169

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

33. How much are you personally concerned about this conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.3.170 

№ 
How much are you 
personally concerned 
about this conflict? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. very concerned 

1 10 3 30 

2. concerned 
5 50 4 40 

3. a little worried 
4 40 2 20 

4. does not bother me 
0 0 1 10 

5. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.170
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

33. How much are you personally concerned about this conflict? 

Table 1.4.3.171 

№ 
How much are you 
personally concerned 
about this conflict? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. very concerned 

6 60 9 90 

2. concerned 
2 20 1 10 

3. a little worried 
1 10 0 0 

4. does not bother me 
1 10 0 0 

5. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.171

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
33. How much are you personally concerned about this conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.3.172 

№ 
How much are you 
personally concerned 
about this conflict? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. very concerned 

5 50 6 60 

2. concerned 
4 40 3 30 

3. a little worried 
1 10 1 10 

4. does not bother me 
0 0 0 0 

5. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.172
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

33. How much are you personally concerned about this conflict? 

 
 

Table 1.4.3.173 

№ 
 

How much are you 
personally concerned 
about this conflict? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. very concerned 
0 0 2 20 

2. concerned 
3 33 8 80 

3. a little worried 
6 67 0 0 

4. does not bother me 
0 0 0 0 

5. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.173

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

33. How much are you personally concerned about this conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.3.174 

№ 
How much are you 
personally concerned 
about this conflict? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. very concerned 
0 0 2 20 

2. concerned 
0 0 3 30 

3. a little worried 
3 30 3 30 

4. does not bother me 
4 40 1 10 

5. I do not care 
3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.174
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

33. How much are you personally concerned about this conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.3.175 

№ 
How much are you 
personally concerned 
about this conflict? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. very concerned 
1 10 0 0 

2. concerned 
1 10 5 50 

3. a little worried 
3 30 4 40 

4. does not bother me 
5 50 1 10 

5. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.175

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

33. How much are you personally concerned about this conflict? 
 

Table 1.4.3.176 

№ 
How much are you 
personally concerned 
about this conflict? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. very concerned 
0 0 3 30 

2. concerned 
1 10 3 30 

3. a little worried 
5 50 3 30 

4. does not bother me 
4 40 1 10 

5. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.176
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
33. How much are you personally concerned about this conflict? 
Table 1.4.3.177 

№ 
How much are you 
personally concerned 
about this conflict? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. very concerned 
0 0 0 0 

2. concerned 
1 10 5 50 

3. a little worried 
6 60 4 40 

4. does not bother me 
3 30 1 10 

5. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.177

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
33. How much are you personally concerned about this conflict? 
Table 1.4.3.178 

№ 
How much are you 
personally concerned about 
this conflict? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. very concerned 
0 0 1 10 1 11 

2. concerned 
4 40 4 40 5 56 

3. a little worried 
4 40 1 10 3 33 

4. does not bother me 
2 20 3 30 0 0 

5. I do not care 
0 0 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.178
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
33. How much are you personally concerned about this conflict? 
 
Table 1.4.3.179 

№ 
How much are you 
personally concerned 
about this conflict? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. very concerned 

5 50 2 20 

2. concerned 
2 20 1 10 

3. a little worried 
3 30 5 50 

4. does not bother me 
0 0 2 20 

5. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.179

 

V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
33. How much are you personally concerned about this conflict? 
 
Table 1.4.3.180 

№ 
How much are you 
personally concerned 
about this conflict? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. very concerned 

1 10 2 20 

2. concerned 
6 60 0 0 

3. a little worried 
2 20 5 50 

4. does not bother me 
1 10 2 20 

5. I do not care 
0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.180
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

34. How frequently do you follow the events associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the press, television, radio, Internet)? 

Table 1.4.3.181 

№ How frequently do you follow the events 
associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the 
press, television, radio, Internet)? 

Frequency Percent 

1. very often (every day) 34 14 
2. often (every week) 64 26 
3. rarely (every month) 76 31 
4. very rarely (every year) 41 17 
5. never 28 12 
 Total 243 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.181
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

34. How frequently do you follow the events associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the press, television, radio, Internet)? 

Table 1.4.3.182 

№ How frequently do you follow the events 
associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the 
press, television, radio, Internet)? 

Frequency Percent 

1. very often (every day) 20 25 
2. often (every week) 37 47 
3. rarely (every month) 18 23 
4. very rarely (every year) 4 5 
5. never 0 0 
 Total 79 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.182

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
34. How frequently do you follow the events associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the press, television, radio, Internet)? 
Table 1.4.3.183 
№ How frequently do you follow the events 

associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the 
press, television, radio, Internet)? 

Frequency Percent 

1. very often (every day) 1 2 
2. often (every week) 2 3 
3. rarely (every month) 24 42 
4. very rarely (every year) 16 28 
5. never 14 25 
 Total 57 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.183
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

34. How frequently do you follow the events associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the press, television, radio, Internet)? 
Table 1.4.3.184 

№ 

How frequently do you 
follow the events 
associated with the 
Transnistrian conflict (in 
the press, television, radio, 
Internet)? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. very often (every day) 1 10 2 22 

2. often (every week) 4 40 5 56 

3. rarely (every month) 5 50 2 22 

4. very rarely (every year) 0 0 0 0 

5. never 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.184

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

34. How frequently do you follow the events associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the press, television, radio, Internet)? 
 

Table 1.4.3.185 

№ 

How frequently do you 
follow the events 
associated with the 
Transnistrian conflict (in 
the press, television, radio, 
Internet)? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. very often (every day) 1 10 2 20 

2. often (every week) 2 20 8 80 

3. rarely (every month) 3 30 0 0 

4. very rarely (every year) 4 40 0 0 

5. never 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.185
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

34. How frequently do you follow the events associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the press, television, radio, Internet)? 

Table 1.4.3.186 

№ 

How frequently do you 
follow the events 
associated with the 
Transnistrian conflict (in 
the press, television, radio, 
Internet)? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. very often (every day) 2 20 6 60 
2. often (every week) 6 60 4 40 

3. rarely (every month) 2 20 0 0 

4. very rarely (every year) 0 0 0 0 

5. never 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.186

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
34. How frequently do you follow the events associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the press, television, radio, Internet)? 
 

Table 1.4.3.187 

№ 

How frequently do you 
follow the events 
associated with the 
Transnistrian conflict (in 
the press, television, radio, 
Internet)? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. very often (every day) 2 20 4 40 

2. often (every week) 2 20 6 60 

3. rarely (every month) 6 60 0 0 

4. very rarely (every year) 0 0 0 0 

5. never 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.187
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

34. How frequently do you follow the events associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the press, television, radio, Internet)? 

 
 

Table 1.4.3.188 

№ 
 

How frequently do you 
follow the events 
associated with the 
Transnistrian conflict (in 
the press, television, radio, 
Internet)? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. very often (every day) 0 0 4 40 

2. often (every week) 0 0 6 60 

3. rarely (every month) 3 38 0 0 

4. very rarely (every year) 3 38 0 0 

5. never 2 24 0 0 

 Total 8 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.188

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

34. How frequently do you follow the events associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the press, television, radio, Internet)? 
 

Table 1.4.3.189 

№ 

How frequently do you 
follow the events 
associated with the 
Transnistrian conflict (in 
the press, television, radio, 
Internet)? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. very often (every day) 0 0 0 0 

2. often (every week) 0 0 0 0 

3. rarely (every month) 6 60 7 70 

4. very rarely (every year) 3 30 3 30 

5. never 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.189
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

34. How frequently do you follow the events associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the press, television, radio, Internet)? 
 

Table 1.4.3.190 

№ 

How frequently do you 
follow the events 
associated with the 
Transnistrian conflict (in 
the press, television, radio, 
Internet)? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. very often (every day) 0 0 1 11 

2. often (every week) 0 0 0 0 

3. rarely (every month) 4 40 4 45 

4. very rarely (every year) 4 40 1 11 

5. never 2 20 3 33 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.190

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

34. How frequently do you follow the events associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the press, television, radio, Internet)? 
 

Table 1.4.3.191 

№ 

How frequently do you 
follow the events 
associated with the 
Transnistrian conflict (in 
the press, television, radio, 
Internet)? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. very often (every day) 0 0 0 0 

2. often (every week) 0 0 2 22 

3. rarely (every month) 2 22 1 12 

4. very rarely (every year) 2 22 3 33 

5. never 5 56 3 33 

 Total 9 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.191
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
34. How frequently do you follow the events associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the press, television, radio, Internet)? 
Table 1.4.3.192 

№ 

How frequently do you 
follow the events 
associated with the 
Transnistrian conflict (in 
the press, television, radio, 
Internet)? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. very often (every day) 0 0 2 20 

2. often (every week) 0 0 4 40 

3. rarely (every month) 4 40 4 40 

4. very rarely (every year) 3 30 0 0 

5. never 3 30 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.192

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
34. How frequently do you follow the events associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the press, television, radio, Internet)? 
Table 1.4.3.193 

№ 

How frequently do you 
follow the events associated 
with the Transnistrian 
conflict (in the press, 
television, radio, Internet)? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. very often (every day) 0 0 0 0 1 10 

2. often (every week) 1 10 3 30 3 30 

3. rarely (every month) 4 40 4 40 5 50 

4. very rarely (every year) 2 20 1 10 1 10 

5. never 3 30 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.193
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
34. How frequently do you follow the events associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the press, television, radio, Internet)? 
 
Table 1.4.3.194 

№ 

How frequently do you 
follow the events 
associated with the 
Transnistrian conflict (in 
the press, television, radio, 
Internet)? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. very often (every day) 1 10 0 0 

2. often (every week) 3 30 1 10 

3. rarely (every month) 4 40 2 20 

4. very rarely (every year) 2 20 7 70 

5. never 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.194

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
34. How frequently do you follow the events associated with the Transnistrian conflict (in the press, television, radio, Internet)? 
 
Table 1.4.3.195 

№ 

How frequently do you 
follow the events 
associated with the 
Transnistrian conflict (in 
the press, television, radio, 
Internet)? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. very often (every day) 3 33 2 20 

2. often (every week) 2 22 2 20 

3. rarely (every month) 4 45 0 0 

4. very rarely (every year) 0 0 2 20 

5. never 0 0 4 40 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.195
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

35. How do you react to news and information about events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.3.196 

№ How do you react to news and information about 
events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 

Frequency Percent 

1. calmly, without emotions 150 61 
2. painfully, they cause anxiety          86 35 
3. I do not care 10 4 
 Total 246 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.196

 



 

777 
 

GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

35. How do you react to news and information about events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.3.197 

№ How do you react to news and information about 
events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 

Frequency Percent 

1. calmly, without emotions 40 50 
2. painfully, they cause anxiety          40 50 
3. I do not care 0 0 
 Total 80 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.197

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
35. How do you react to news and information about events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.3.198 
 
№ How do you react to news and information about 

events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 
Frequency Percent 

1. calmly, without emotions 45 78 
2. painfully, they cause anxiety          7 12 
3. I do not care 6 10 
 Total 58 100 
 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.198
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

35. How do you react to news and information about events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.3.199 

№ 

How do you react to news 
and information about 
events related to the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. calmly, without emotions 
4 40 3 30 

2. painfully, they cause 

anxiety          6 60 7 70 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.199

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

35. How do you react to news and information about events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.200 

№ 

How do you react to news 
and information about 
events related to the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 

youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 

adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. calmly, without emotions 

7 70 7 70 

2. painfully, they cause 

anxiety          3 30 3 30 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.200
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

35. How do you react to news and information about events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.3.201 

№ 

How do you react to news 
and information about 
events related to the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. calmly, without emotions 
4 40 2 20 

2. painfully, they cause 

anxiety          6 60 8 80 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.201

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

35. How do you react to news and information about events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.3.202 

№ 

How do you react to news 
and information about 
events related to the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. calmly, without emotions 
7 70 6 60 

2. painfully, they cause 

anxiety          3 30 4 40 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.202
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

35. How do you react to news and information about events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 

 
Table 1.4.3.203 

№ 
 

How do you react to news 
and information about 
events related to the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. calmly, without emotions 
5 56 4 40 

2. painfully, they cause 

anxiety          4 44 6 60 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

igure 
1.4.3.203

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

35. How do you react to news and information about events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 

 
Table 1.4.3.204 

№ 

How do you react to news 
and information about 
events related to the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. calmly, without emotions 
7 70 9 100 

2. painfully, they cause 

anxiety          0 0 0 0 

3. I do not care 
3 30 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.204
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

35. How do you react to news and information about events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 

 
Table 1.4.3.205 

№ 

How do you react to news 
and information about 
events related to the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. calmly, without emotions 
8 80 6 60 

2. painfully, they cause 

anxiety          1 10 4 40 

3. I do not care 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.205

 
 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

35. How do you react to news and information about events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 

 
Table 1.4.3.206 

№ 

How do you react to news 
and information about 
events related to the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. calmly, without emotions 
8 80 7 78 

2. painfully, they cause 

anxiety          1 10 1 11 

3. I do not care 
1 10 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.206
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
35. How do you react to news and information about events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.3.207 

№ 

How do you react to news 
and information about 
events related to the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. calmly, without emotions 
8 80 9 90 

2. painfully, they cause 

anxiety          1 10 1 10 

3. I do not care 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.207

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
35. How do you react to news and information about events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.3.208 

№ 

How do you react to 
news and information 
about events related to 
the conflict in 
Transnistria? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. calmly, without 

emotions 6 60 7 70 6 60 

2. painfully, they cause 

anxiety          4 40 2 20 4 40 

3. I do not care 
0 0 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.208
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
35. How do you react to news and information about events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.209 

№ 

How do you react to news 
and information about 
events related to the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. calmly, without emotions 
4 40 5 50 

2. painfully, they cause 

anxiety          6 60 5 50 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.209

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
35. How do you react to news and information about events related to the conflict in Transnistria? 
 
Table 1.4.3.210 

№ 

How do you react to news 
and information about 
events related to the 
conflict in Transnistria? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. calmly, without emotions 
6 60 5 56 

2. painfully, they cause 

anxiety          4 40 2 22 

3. I do not care 
0 0 2 22 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.210
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

36. What do you think Moldova will become in the next 10 years? 
Table 1.4.3.211 
 
№ What do you think Moldova will become in the 

next 10 years? 
Frequency Percent 

1. an independent state 38 15 
2. a state federation consisting of Moldova, 

Transnistria and Gagauzia ATU 
30 12 

3. a part of Romania 32 13 
4. a member of the CIS 9 4 
5. a member of the European Union 34 14 
6. the future of Moldova is uncertain, the conflict in 

Transnistria will still exist 
106 42 

 Total 249 100 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.211
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

36. What do you think Moldova will become in the next 10 years? 
Table 1.4.3.212 
 
№ What do you think Moldova will become in the 

next 10 years? 
Frequency Percent 

1. an independent state 11 14 
2. a state federation consisting of Moldova, 

Transnistria and Gagauzia ATU 
7 9 

3. a part of Romania 13 16 
4. a member of the CIS 2 3 
5. a member of the European Union 17 21 
6. the future of Moldova is uncertain, the conflict in 

Transnistria will still exist 
29 37 

 Total 79 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.212

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
36. What do you think Moldova will become in the next 10 years? 
Table 1.4.3.213 
 
№ What do you think Moldova will 

become in the next 10 years? 
 Frequency Percent 

1. an independent state  11 18 
2. a state federation consisting of 

Moldova, Transnistria and Gagauzia 
ATU 

 
5 8 

3. a part of Romania  3 5 
4. a member of the CIS  4 7 
5. a member of the European Union  9 15 
6. the future of Moldova is uncertain, 

the conflict in Transnistria will still 
exist 

 
28 47 

 Total  60 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.213
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

36. What do you think Moldova will become in the next 10 years? 
Table 1.4.3.214 

№ 
What do you think Moldova 
will become in the next 10 
years? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. an independent state 2 20 2 20 

2. a state federation consisting 
of Moldova, Transnistria 
and Gagauzia ATU 

1 10 0 0 

3. a part of Romania 2 20 1 10 

4. a member of the CIS 0 0 0 0 

5. a member of the European 
Union 

2 20 2 20 

6. the future of Moldova is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

3 30 5 50 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.214

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

36. What do you think Moldova will become in the next 10 years? 
Table 1.4.3.215 

№ 
What do you think Moldova 
will become in the next 10 
years? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. an independent state 0 0 0 0 

2. a state federation consisting 
of Moldova, Transnistria 
and Gagauzia ATU 

2 20 3 30 

3. a part of Romania 3 30 0 0 

4. a member of the CIS 1 10 1 10 

5. a member of the European 
Union 

3 30 0 0 

6. the future of Moldova is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

1 10 6 60 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.215
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

36. What do you think Moldova will become in the next 10 years? 

Table 1.4.3.216 

№ 
What do you think Moldova 
will become in the next 10 
years? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. an independent state 2 22 3 30 
2. a state federation consisting 
of Moldova, Transnistria 
and Gagauzia ATU 

1 11 0 0 

3. a part of Romania 1 11 0 0 

4. a member of the CIS 0 0 0 0 

5. a member of the European 
Union 

4 45 5 50 

6. the future of Moldova is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

1 11 2 20 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.216

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

36. What do you think Moldova will become in the next 10 years? 
 

Table 1.4.3.217 

№ 
What do you think Moldova 
will become in the next 10 
years? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. an independent state 2 22 0 0 

2. a state federation consisting of 
Moldova, Transnistria and 
Gagauzia ATU 

0 0 0 0 

3. a part of Romania 3 33 2 20 

4. a member of the CIS 0 0 0 0 

5. a member of the European 
Union 

0 0 1 10 

6. the future of Moldova is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

4 45 7 70 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.217
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

36. What do you think Moldova will become in the next 10 years? 

Table 1.4.3.218 

№ 
 

What do you think Moldova 
will become in the next 10 
years? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. an independent state 3 30 2 20 

2. a state federation consisting of 
Moldova, Transnistria and 
Gagauzia ATU 

1 10 0 0 

3. a part of Romania 1 10 0 0 

4. a member of the CIS 0 0 0 0 

5. a member of the European 
Union 

0 0 0 0 

6. the future of Moldova is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

5 50 8 80 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.218

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

36. What do you think Moldova will become in the next 10 years? 
 

Table 1.4.3.219 

№ 
What do you think Moldova 
will become in the next 10 
years? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. an independent state 0 0 0 0 

2. a state federation consisting of 
Moldova, Transnistria and 
Gagauzia ATU 

0 0 0 0 

3. a part of Romania 0 0 0 0 

4. a member of the CIS 0 0 1 10 

5. a member of the European 
Union 

0 0 7 70 

6. the future of Moldova is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

10 100 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.219
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

36. What do you think Moldova will become in the next 10 years? 

Table 1.4.3.220 

№ 
What do you think Moldova 
will become in the next 10 
years? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. an independent state 1 10 2 20 

2. a state federation consisting of 
Moldova, Transnistria and 
Gagauzia ATU 

1 10 1 10 

3. a part of Romania 2 20 0 0 

4. a member of the CIS 1 10 1 10 

5. a member of the European 
Union 

0 0 0 0 

6. the future of Moldova is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

5 50 6 60 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.220

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  
36. What do you think Moldova will become in the next 10 years? 
 

Table 1.4.3.221 

№ 
What do you think Moldova 
will become in the next 10 
years? 

IV.5. Ukraine - 
youth 

IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. an independent state 4 40 4 40 

2. a state federation consisting of 
Moldova, Transnistria and 
Gagauzia ATU 

2 20 1 10 

3. a part of Romania 1 10 0 0 

4. a member of the CIS 1 10 0 0 

5. a member of the European 
Union 

0 0 2 20 

6. the future of Moldova is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

2 20 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.221
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
36. What do you think Moldova will become in the next 10 years? 
Table 1.4.3.222 

№ 
What do you think Moldova 
will become in the next 10 
years? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. an independent state 0 0 0 0 

2. a state federation consisting of 
Moldova, Transnistria and 
Gagauzia ATU 

1 10 1 10 

3. a part of Romania 1 10 1 10 

4. a member of the CIS 0 0 1 10 

5. a member of the European 
Union 

0 0 0 0 

6. the future of Moldova is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

8 80 7 70 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.222  

V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
36. What do you think Moldova will become in the next 10 years? 
Table 1.4.3.223 

№ 
What do you think Moldova 
will become in the next 10 
years? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth 
[PSU] 

V.4. 
Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Freq Per Freq Per Freq Per 
1. an independent state 2 20 1 10 1 10 
2. a state federation consisting of 
Moldova, Transnistria and 
Gagauzia ATU 

4 40 4 40 4 40 

3. a part of Romania 2 20 0 0 0 0 
4. a member of the CIS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5. a member of the European 
Union 

1 10 1 10 1 10 

6. the future of Moldova is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

1 10 4 40 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.223

 
 



 

791 
 

V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
36. What do you think Moldova will become in the next 10 years? 
 

Table 1.4.3.224 

№ 
What do you think Moldova 
will become in the next 10 
years? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. an independent state 3 30 0 0 

2. a state federation consisting of 
Moldova, Transnistria and 
Gagauzia ATU 

1 10 1 10 

3. a part of Romania 0 0 4 40 

4. a member of the CIS 0 0 0 0 

5. a member of the European 
Union 

3 30 1 10 

6. the future of Moldova is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

3 30 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.224

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
36. What do you think Moldova will become in the next 10 years? 
 

Table 1.4.3.225 

№ 
What do you think Moldova 
will become in the next 10 
years? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. an independent state 2 20 2 20 

2. a state federation consisting of 
Moldova, Transnistria and 
Gagauzia ATU 

3 30 0 0 

3. a part of Romania 2 20 1 10 

4. a member of the CIS 1 10 1 10 

5. a member of the European 
Union 

0 0 0 0 

6. the future of Moldova is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

2 20 6 60 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.225
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
37. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 
Table 1.4.3.226 
 
№ What do you think Transnistria will become in the 

next 10 years? 
Frequency Percent 

1. a part of the Republic of Moldova 66 27 
2. an independent state, a member of the CIS 32 13 
3. a part of the Russian Federation 28 11 
4. a part of Ukraine 11 4 
5. a part of Romania 1 1 
6. the future of Transnistria is uncertain, the conflict 

in Transnistria will still exist 
110 44 

 Total 248 100 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.226
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
37. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 
 
Table 1.4.3.227 
№ What do you think Transnistria will become in the 

next 10 years? 
Frequency Percent 

1. a part of the Republic of Moldova 26 33 
2. an independent state, a member of the CIS 9 11 
3. a part of the Russian Federation 6 7 
4. a part of Ukraine 4 5 
5. a part of Romania 0 0 
6. the future of Transnistria is uncertain, the conflict 

in Transnistria will still exist 
35 44 

 Total 80 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.227

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
37. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 
 
Table 1.4.3.228 
№ What do you think Transnistria will become in the 

next 10 years? 
Frequency Percent 

1. a part of the Republic of Moldova 17 29 
2. an independent state, a member of the CIS 7 12 
3. a part of the Russian Federation 3 5 
4. a part of Ukraine 3 5 
5. a part of Romania 1 2 
6. the future of Transnistria is uncertain, the conflict 

in Transnistria will still exist 
28 47 

 Total 59 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.228
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ATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

37. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 
Table 1.4.3.229 

№ 
What do you think 
Transnistria will become in 
the next 10 years? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. a part of the Republic of 
Moldova 

6 60 3 30 

2. an independent state, a 
member of the CIS 

0 0 0 0 

3. a part of the Russian 
Federation 

1 10 0 0 

4. a part of Ukraine 1 10 1 10 

5. a part of Romania 0 0 0 0 

6. the future of Transnistria is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

2 20 6 60 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.229

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

37. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 
Table 1.4.3.230 

№ 
What do you think 
Transnistria will become in 
the next 10 years? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. a part of the Republic of 
Moldova 

3 30 3 30 

2. an independent state, a 
member of the CIS 

1 10 0 0 

3. a part of the Russian 
Federation 

3 30 0 0 

4. a part of Ukraine 1 10 0 0 

5. a part of Romania 0 0 0 0 

6. the future of Transnistria is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

2 20 7 70 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.230
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

37. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 

Table 1.4.3.231 

№ 
What do you think 
Transnistria will become in 
the next 10 years? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. a part of the Republic of 
Moldova 

4 40 7 70 

2. an independent state, a 
member of the CIS 

3 30 1 10 

3. a part of the Russian 
Federation 

1 10 0 0 

4. a part of Ukraine 1 10 0 0 

5. a part of Romania 0 0 0 0 

6. the future of Transnistria is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

1 10 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.231

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

37. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 
 

Table 1.4.3.232 

№ 
What do you think 
Transnistria will become in 
the next 10 years? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. a part of the Republic of 
Moldova 

0 0 0 0 

2. an independent state, a 
member of the CIS 

3 30 1 10 

3. a part of the Russian 
Federation 

1 10 0 0 

4. a part of Ukraine 0 0 0 0 

5. a part of Romania 0 0 0 0 

6. the future of Transnistria is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

6 60 9 90 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.232
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

37. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 

 
Table 1.4.3.233 

№ 
 

What do you think 
Transnistria will become in 
the next 10 years? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. a part of the Republic of 
Moldova 

1 11 4 40 

2. an independent state, a 
member of the CIS 

1 11 0 0 

3. a part of the Russian 
Federation 

2 22 0 0 

4. a part of Ukraine 0 0 0 0 

5. a part of Romania 0 0 0 0 

6. the future of Transnistria is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

5 56 6 60 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.233

 

IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

37. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 
 

Table 1.4.3.234 

№ 
What do you think 
Transnistria will become in 
the next 10 years? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. a part of the Republic of 
Moldova 

0 0 6 60 

2. an independent state, a 
member of the CIS 

6 60 0 0 

3. a part of the Russian 
Federation 

0 0 1 10 

4. a part of Ukraine 3 30 0 0 

5. a part of Romania 0 0 0 0 

6. the future of Transnistria is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

1 10 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.234

 



 

797 
 

IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

37. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 

 
Table 1.4.3.235 

№ 
What do you think 
Transnistria will become in 
the next 10 years? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. a part of the Republic of 
Moldova 

2 20 3 30 

2. an independent state, a 
member of the CIS 

1 10 0 0 

3. a part of the Russian 
Federation 

1 10 0 0 

4. a part of Ukraine 0 0 0 0 

5. a part of Romania 0 0 0 0 

6. the future of Transnistria is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

6 60 7 70 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.235

 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

37. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 
 

Table 1.4.3.236 

№ 
What do you think 
Transnistria will become in 
the next 10 years? 

IV.5. Ukraine - 
youth 

IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. a part of the Republic of 
Moldova 

4 40 2 20 

2. an independent state, a 
member of the CIS 

0 0 0 0 

3. a part of the Russian 
Federation 

0 0 1 10 

4. a part of Ukraine 0 0 0 0 

5. a part of Romania 1 10 0 0 

6. the future of Transnistria is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

5 50 7 70 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.236
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
37. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 
Table 1.4.3.237 

№ 
What do you think 
Transnistria will become in 
the next 10 years? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. a part of the Republic of 
Moldova 

1 10 2 20 

2. an independent state, a 
member of the CIS 

1 10 0 0 

3. a part of the Russian 
Federation 

0 0 0 0 

4. a part of Ukraine 0 0 0 0 

5. a part of Romania 0 0 0 0 

6. the future of Transnistria is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

8 80 8 80 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.237

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
37. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 
Table 1.4.3.238 

№ 
What do you think 
Transnistria will become in 
the next 10 years? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth 
[PSU] 

V.4. 
Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Freq Per Freq Per Freq Per 
1. a part of the Republic of 
Moldova 

3 30 5 50 1 10 

2. an independent state, a 
member of the CIS 

1 10 0 0 3 30 

3. a part of the Russian 
Federation 

3 30 0 0 5 50 

4. a part of Ukraine 2 20 0 0 0 0 

5. a part of Romania 0 0 0 0 0 0 

6. the future of Transnistria is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

1 10 5 50 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.238
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
37. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 
 

Table 1.4.3.239 

№ 
What do you think 
Transnistria will become in 
the next 10 years? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. a part of the Republic of 
Moldova 

2 20 2 20 

2. an independent state, a 
member of the CIS 

4 40 1 10 

3. a part of the Russian 
Federation 

1 10 1 10 

4. a part of Ukraine 0 0 2 20 

5. a part of Romania 0 0 0 0 

6. the future of Transnistria is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

3 30 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.239

 

V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
37. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 
 

Table 1.4.3.240 

№ 
What do you think 
Transnistria will become in 
the next 10 years? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. a part of the Republic of 
Moldova 

1 10 1 10 

2. an independent state, a 
member of the CIS 

4 40 1 10 

3. a part of the Russian 
Federation 

1 10 6 60 

4. a part of Ukraine 0 0 0 0 

5. a part of Romania 0 0 0 0 

6. the future of Transnistria is 
uncertain, the conflict in 
Transnistria will still exist 

4 40 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.240
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

38. In your opinion, how do the television, radio, Internet, and print media affect public opinion on the Transnistrian issue? 

Table 1.4.3.241 

№ In your opinion, how do the television, radio, 
Internet, and print media affect public opinion on 
the Transnistrian issue? 

Frequency Percent 

1. negatively, heating up the situation 131 53 
2. positively, increasing mutual trust between the 

people on both banks of the Dniester River 
44 18 

3. they have no effect 37 15 
4. I do not know 35 14 
 Total 247 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.3.241
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

38. In your opinion, how do the television, radio, Internet, and print media affect public opinion on the Transnistrian issue? 
Table 1.4.3.242 
№ In your opinion, how do the television, radio, 

Internet, and print media affect public opinion on 
the Transnistrian issue? 

Frequency Percent 

1. negatively, heating up the situation 47 60 
2. positively, increasing mutual trust between the 

people on both banks of the Dniester River 
17 22 

3. they have no effect 11 14 
4. I do not know 3 4 
 Total 78 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.3.242

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
38. In your opinion, how do the television, radio, Internet, and print media affect public opinion on the Transnistrian issue? 
Table 1.4.3.243 
№ In your opinion, how do the television, radio, 

Internet, and print media affect public opinion on 
the Transnistrian issue? 

Frequency Percent 

1. negatively, heating up the situation 23 38 
2. positively, increasing mutual trust between the 

people on both banks of the Dniester River 
10 17 

3. they have no effect 15 25 
4. I do not know 12 20 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.3.243
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

38. In your opinion, how do the television, radio, Internet, and print media affect public opinion on the Transnistrian issue? 
Table 1.4.3.244 

№ 

In your opinion, how do 
the television, radio, 
Internet, and print media 
affect public opinion on 
the Transnistrian issue? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. negatively, heating up the 
situation 

7 78 4 40 

2. positively, increasing 
mutual trust between the 
people on both banks of 
the Dniester River 

2 22 3 30 

3. they have no effect 0 0 2 20 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.244

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

38. In your opinion, how do the television, radio, Internet, and print media affect public opinion on the Transnistrian issue? 
 
Table 1.4.3.245 

№ 

In your opinion, how do 
the television, radio, 
Internet, and print media 
affect public opinion on 
the Transnistrian issue? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. negatively, heating up the 
situation 

6 60 8 80 

2. positively, increasing 
mutual trust between the 
people on both banks of 
the Dniester River 

2 20 1 10 

3. they have no effect 2 20 1 10 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.245
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

38. In your opinion, how do the television, radio, Internet, and print media affect public opinion on the Transnistrian issue? 

Table 1.4.3.246 

№ 

In your opinion, how do 
the television, radio, 
Internet, and print media 
affect public opinion on 
the Transnistrian issue? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. negatively, heating up the 
situation 

7 70 7 70 

2. positively, increasing 
mutual trust between the 
people on both banks of 
the Dniester River 

2 20 3 30 

3. they have no effect 1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.246

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

38. In your opinion, how do the television, radio, Internet, and print media affect public opinion on the Transnistrian issue? 
 

Table 1.4.3.247 

№ 

In your opinion, how do 
the television, radio, 
Internet, and print media 
affect public opinion on 
the Transnistrian issue? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. negatively, heating up the 
situation 

4 40 4 45 

2. positively, increasing 
mutual trust between the 
people on both banks of 
the Dniester River 

3 30 1 11 

3. they have no effect 2 20 3 33 

4. I do not know 1 10 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.3.247
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

38. In your opinion, how do the television, radio, Internet, and print media affect public opinion on the Transnistrian issue? 

 
Table 1.4.3.248 

№ 
 

In your opinion, how do 
the television, radio, 
Internet, and print media 
affect public opinion on 
the Transnistrian issue? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. negatively, heating up the 
situation 

8 80 3 30 

2. positively, increasing 
mutual trust between the 
people on both banks of 
the Dniester River 

2 20 2 20 

3. they have no effect 0 0 1 10 

4. I do not know 0 0 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.248

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

38. In your opinion, how do the television, radio, Internet, and print media affect public opinion on the Transnistrian issue? 

Table 1.4.3.249 

№ 

In your opinion, how do 
the television, radio, 
Internet, and print media 
affect public opinion on 
the Transnistrian issue? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. negatively, heating up the 
situation 

0 0 3 30 

2. positively, increasing 
mutual trust between the 
people on both banks of 
the Dniester River 

7 70 1 10 

3. they have no effect 0 0 5 50 

4. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.249

 



 

805 
 

IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 

38. In your opinion, how do the television, radio, Internet, and print media affect public opinion on the Transnistrian issue? 

 
Table 1.4.3.250 

№ 

In your opinion, how do 
the television, radio, 
Internet, and print media 
affect public opinion on 
the Transnistrian issue? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. negatively, heating up the 
situation 

5 50 4 40 

2. positively, increasing 
mutual trust between the 
people on both banks of 
the Dniester River 

0 0 1 10 

3. they have no effect 3 30 3 30 

4. I do not know 2 20 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.250

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

38. In your opinion, how do the television, radio, Internet, and print media affect public opinion on the Transnistrian issue? 
 

Table 1.4.3.251 

№ 

In your opinion, how do 
the television, radio, 
Internet, and print media 
affect public opinion on 
the Transnistrian issue? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. negatively, heating up the 
situation 

6 60 5 50 

2. positively, increasing 
mutual trust between the 
people on both banks of 
the Dniester River 

0 0 1 10 

3. they have no effect 3 30 1 10 

4. I do not know 1 10 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.251
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
38. In your opinion, how do the television, radio, Internet, and print media affect public opinion on the Transnistrian issue? 

Table 1.4.3.252 

№ 

In your opinion, how do 
the television, radio, 
Internet, and print media 
affect public opinion on 
the Transnistrian issue? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. negatively, heating up the 
situation 

8 80 5 50 

2. positively, increasing 
mutual trust between the 
people on both banks of 
the Dniester River 

0 0 1 10 

3. they have no effect 0 0 3 30 

4. I do not know 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.252

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
38. In your opinion, how do the television, radio, Internet, and print media affect public opinion on the Transnistrian issue? 
Table 1.4.3.253 

№ 

In your opinion, how 
do the television, 
radio, Internet, and 
print media affect 
public opinion on the 
Transnistrian issue? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. negatively, heating up 
the situation 

6 60 8 80 3 30 

2. positively, increasing 
mutual trust between 
the people on both 
banks of the Dniester 
River 

3 30 1 10 3 30 

3. they have no effect 0 0 1 10 3 30 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.3.253
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 3: The internal context of the Transnistrian problem 
38. In your opinion, how do the television, radio, Internet, and print media affect public opinion on the Transnistrian issue? 
 

Table 1.4.3.254 

№ 

In your opinion, how do 
the television, radio, 
Internet, and print media 
affect public opinion on 
the Transnistrian issue? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. negatively, heating up the 
situation 

3 30 6 60 

2. positively, increasing 
mutual trust between the 
people on both banks of 
the Dniester River 

2 20 1 10 

3. they have no effect 1 10 1 10 

4. I do not know 4 40 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.254

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
38. In your opinion, how do the television, radio, Internet, and print media affect public opinion on the Transnistrian issue? 
 
Table 1.4.3.255 

№ 

In your opinion, how do 
the television, radio, 
Internet, and print media 
affect public opinion on 
the Transnistrian issue? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. negatively, heating up the 
situation 

7 70 5 50 

2. positively, increasing 
mutual trust between the 
people on both banks of 
the Dniester River 

1 10 1 10 

3. they have no effect 0 0 1 10 

4. I do not know 2 20 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.3.255
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

39. When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do you think of? 
 
Table 1.4.4.1 
 
№ When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do 

you think of? 
Frequency Percent 

1. all citizens of Moldova, irrespective of their 
ethnic background 

101 41 

2. Moldovan citizens of Moldovan ethnicity 123 50 
3. Romanians living in Moldova 14 6 
4. Moldovans living in Romania 6 2 
5. I do not know 1 1 
 Total 245 100 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.1
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

39. When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do you think of? 
 
Table 1.4.4.2 
№ When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do 

you think of? 
Frequency Percent 

1. all citizens of Moldova, irrespective of their 
ethnic background 

39 50 

2. Moldovan citizens of Moldovan ethnicity 30 39 
3. Romanians living in Moldova 7 9 
4. Moldovans living in Romania 1 1 
5. I do not know 1 1 
 Total 78 100 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.2

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
39. When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do you think of? 
 
Table 1.4.4.3 
№ When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do 

you think of? 
Frequency Percent 

1. all citizens of Moldova, irrespective of their 
ethnic background 

33 56 

2. Moldovan citizens of Moldovan ethnicity 18 30 
3. Romanians living in Moldova 3 5 
4. Moldovans living in Romania 5 9 
5. I do not know 0 0 
 Total 59 100 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.3
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

39. When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do you think of? 
Table 1.4.4.4 

№ 
When you hear the word 
“Moldovans,” who do you 
think of? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. all citizens of Moldova, 
irrespective of their ethnic 
background 

4 40 6 60 

2. Moldovan citizens of 
Moldovan ethnicity 

4 40 3 30 

3. Romanians living in 
Moldova 

2 20 1 10 

4. Moldovans living in 
Romania 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.4

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

39. When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do you think of? 
 

Table 1.4.4.5 

№ 
When you hear the word 
“Moldovans,” who do you 
think of? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. all citizens of Moldova, 
irrespective of their ethnic 
background 

3 30 6 60 

2. Moldovan citizens of 
Moldovan ethnicity 

6 60 4 40 

3. Romanians living in 
Moldova 

0 0 0 0 

4. Moldovans living in 
Romania 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.5
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

39. When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do you think of? 

Table 1.4.4.6 

№ 
When you hear the word 
“Moldovans,” who do you 
think of? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. all citizens of Moldova, 
irrespective of their ethnic 
background 

4 40 5 50 

2. Moldovan citizens of 
Moldovan ethnicity 

5 50 1 10 

3. Romanians living in 
Moldova 

0 0 4 40 

4. Moldovans living in 
Romania 

1 10 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.6

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
39. When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do you think of? 
 

Table 1.4.4.7 

№ 
When you hear the word 
“Moldovans,” who do you 
think of? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. all citizens of Moldova, 
irrespective of their ethnic 
background 

4 44 7 78 

2. Moldovan citizens of 
Moldovan ethnicity 

5 56 2 22 

3. Romanians living in 
Moldova 

0 0 0 0 

4. Moldovans living in 
Romania 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.7
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

39. When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do you think of? 
 
 

Table 1.4.4.8 

№ 
 

When you hear the word 
“Moldovans,” who do you 
think of? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. all citizens of Moldova, 
irrespective of their ethnic 
background 

1 11 8 80 

2. Moldovan citizens of 
Moldovan ethnicity 

8 89 2 20 

3. Romanians living in 
Moldova 

0 0 0 0 

4. Moldovans living in 
Romania 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.8

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  
39. When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do you think of? 
 

Table 1.4.4.9 

№ 
When you hear the word 
“Moldovans,” who do you 
think of? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. all citizens of Moldova, 
irrespective of their ethnic 
background 

7 70 6 60 

2. Moldovan citizens of 
Moldovan ethnicity 

2 20 4 40 

3. Romanians living in 
Moldova 

0 0 0 0 

4. Moldovans living in 
Romania 

1 10 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.9
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

39. When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do you think of? 
 

Table 1.4.4.10 

№ 
When you hear the word 
“Moldovans,” who do you 
think of? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. all citizens of Moldova, 
irrespective of their ethnic 
background 

6 60 1 10 

2. Moldovan citizens of 
Moldovan ethnicity 

4 40 8 80 

3. Romanians living in 
Moldova 

0 0 1 10 

4. Moldovans living in 
Romania 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.10

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  
39. When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do you think of? 
 

Table 1.4.4.11 

№ 
When you hear the word 
“Moldovans,” who do you 
think of? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. all citizens of Moldova, 
irrespective of their ethnic 
background 

8 80 5 56 

2. Moldovan citizens of 
Moldovan ethnicity 

2 20 4 44 

3. Romanians living in 
Moldova 

0 0 0 0 

4. Moldovans living in 
Romania 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.11
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
39. When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do you think of? 
Table 1.4.4.12 

№ 
When you hear the word 
“Moldovans,” who do you 
think of? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. all citizens of Moldova, 
irrespective of their ethnic 
background 

0 0 3 30 

2. Moldovan citizens of 
Moldovan ethnicity 

10 100 7 70 

3. Romanians living in 
Moldova 

0 0 0 0 

4. Moldovans living in 
Romania 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.12

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
39. When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do you think of? 
Table 1.4.4.13 

№ 
When you hear the word 
“Moldovans,” who do you 
think of? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. all citizens of Moldova, 
irrespective of their ethnic 
background 

1 10 4 44 1 10 

2. Moldovan citizens of 
Moldovan ethnicity 

7 70 4 44 9 90 

3. Romanians living in 
Moldova 

2 20 1 12 0 0 

4. Moldovans living in 
Romania 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.13
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
39. When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do you think of? 
 
Table 1.4.4.14 

№ 
When you hear the word 
“Moldovans,” who do you 
think of? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. all citizens of Moldova, 
irrespective of their ethnic 
background 

5 50 2 20 

2. Moldovan citizens of 
Moldovan ethnicity 

5 50 8 80 

3. Romanians living in 
Moldova 

0 0 0 0 

4. Moldovans living in 
Romania 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.14

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
39. When you hear the word “Moldovans,” who do you think of? 
 
Table 1.4.4.15 

№ 
When you hear the word 
“Moldovans,” who do you 
think of? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. all citizens of Moldova, 
irrespective of their ethnic 
background 

3 30 1 10 

2. Moldovan citizens of 
Moldovan ethnicity 

7 70 8 80 

3. Romanians living in 
Moldova 

0 0 1 10 

4. Moldovans living in 
Romania 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.15
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

40. What do you think about the Moldovan and Romanian languages? 
 
Table 1.4.4.16 
 
№ What do you think about the Moldovan and 

Romanian languages? 
Frequency Percent 

1. it is the same language, but called differently for 
political reasons 

93 37 

2. these are different languages 41 17 
3. these languages are slightly different 100 40 
4. these languages are very different 10 4 
5. I do not know 5 2 
 Total 249 100 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.16
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

40. What do you think about the Moldovan and Romanian languages? 
Table 1.4.4.17 
№ What do you think about the Moldovan and 

Romanian languages? 
Frequency Percent 

1. it is the same language, but called differently for 
political reasons 

39 49 

2. these are different languages 13 16 
3. these languages are slightly different 24 30 
4. these languages are very different 3 4 
5. I do not know 1 1 
 Total 80 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.4.17  
GENERAL DATA (II): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
40. What do you think about the Moldovan and Romanian languages? 
Table 1.4.4.18 
№ What do you think about the Moldovan and 

Romanian languages? 
Frequency Percent 

1. it is the same language, but called differently for 
political reasons 

24 40 

2. these are different languages 2 3 
3. these languages are slightly different 29 48 
4. these languages are very different 1 2 
5. I do not know 4 7 
 Total 60 100 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.18
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  
40. What do you think about the Moldovan and Romanian languages? 
Table 1.4.4.19 

№ 
What do you think about 
the Moldovan and 
Romanian languages? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. it is the same language, but 
called differently for 
political reasons 

6 60 10 100 

2. these are different 
languages 

1 10 0 0 

3. these languages are 
slightly different 

2 20 0 0 

4. these languages are very 
different 

1 10 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.19

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
40. What do you think about the Moldovan and Romanian languages? 
 

Table 1.4.4.20 

№ 
What do you think about 
the Moldovan and 
Romanian languages? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. it is the same language, but 
called differently for 
political reasons 

2 20 2 20 

2. these are different 
languages 

2 20 1 10 

3. these languages are 
slightly different 

6 60 7 70 

4. these languages are very 
different 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.20
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

40. What do you think about the Moldovan and Romanian languages? 

Table 1.4.4.21 

№ 
What do you think about 
the Moldovan and 
Romanian languages? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. it is the same language, but 
called differently for 
political reasons 

7 70 10 100 

2. these are different 
languages 

0 0 0 0 

3. these languages are 
slightly different 

2 20 0 0 

4. these languages are very 
different 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.21

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
40. What do you think about the Moldovan and Romanian languages? 
 

Table 1.4.4.22 

№ 
What do you think about 
the Moldovan and 
Romanian languages? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. it is the same language, but 
called differently for 
political reasons 

1 10 1 10 

2. these are different 
languages 

5 50 4 40 

3. these languages are 
slightly different 

2 20 5 50 

4. these languages are very 
different 

2 20 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.22
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

40. What do you think about the Moldovan and Romanian languages? 

 
 

Table 1.4.4.23 

№ 
 

What do you think about 
the Moldovan and 
Romanian languages? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. it is the same language, but 
called differently for 
political reasons 

1 12 2 20 

2. these are different 
languages 

4 44 0 0 

3. these languages are 
slightly different 

4 44 8 80 

4. these languages are very 
different 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.23

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

40. What do you think about the Moldovan and Romanian languages? 
 

Table 1.4.4.24 

№ 
What do you think about 
the Moldovan and 
Romanian languages? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. it is the same language, but 
called differently for 
political reasons 

4 40 9 90 

2. these are different 
languages 

0 0 0 0 

3. these languages are 
slightly different 

6 60 1 10 

4. these languages are very 
different 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.24
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

40. What do you think about the Moldovan and Romanian languages? 
 

Table 1.4.4.25 

№ 
What do you think about 
the Moldovan and 
Romanian languages? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. it is the same language, but 
called differently for 
political reasons 

1 10 4 40 

2. these are different 
languages 

1 10 0 0 

3. these languages are 
slightly different 

7 70 6 60 

4. these languages are very 
different 

1 10 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.25

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

40. What do you think about the Moldovan and Romanian languages? 
 

Table 1.4.4.26 

№ 
What do you think about 
the Moldovan and 
Romanian languages? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. it is the same language, but 
called differently for 
political reasons 

2 20 4 40 

2. these are different 
languages 

1 10 0 0 

3. these languages are 
slightly different 

5 50 4 40 

4. these languages are very 
different 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 2 20 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.26
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
40. What do you think about the Moldovan and Romanian languages? 
Table 1.4.4.27 

№ 
What do you think about 
the Moldovan and 
Romanian languages? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. it is the same language, but 
called differently for 
political reasons 

2 20 6 60 

2. these are different 
languages 

2 20 1 10 

3. these languages are 
slightly different 

6 60 3 30 

4. these languages are very 
different 

0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.27

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
40. What do you think about the Moldovan and Romanian languages? 
Table 1.4.4.28 

№ 
What do you think about 
the Moldovan and 
Romanian languages? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. it is the same language, but 
called differently for 
political reasons 

2 20 0 0 3 30 

2. these are different 
languages 

7 70 3 30 2 20 

3. these languages are slightly 
different 

1 10 7 70 5 50 

4. these languages are very 
different 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.28
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
40. What do you think about the Moldovan and Romanian languages? 
 
Table 1.4.4.29 

№ 
What do you think about 
the Moldovan and 
Romanian languages? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. it is the same language, but 
called differently for 
political reasons 

8 80 3 30 

2. these are different 
languages 

0 0 4 40 

3. these languages are 
slightly different 

2 20 1 10 

4. these languages are very 
different 

0 0 2 20 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.29

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
40. What do you think about the Moldovan and Romanian languages? 
 
Table 1.4.4.30 

№ 
What do you think about 
the Moldovan and 
Romanian languages? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. it is the same language, but 
called differently for 
political reasons 

1 10 2 20 

2. these are different 
languages 

3 30 0 0 

3. these languages are 
slightly different 

5 50 5 50 

4. these languages are very 
different 

1 10 3 30 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.30
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

41. What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? 

Table 1.4.4.31 

№ What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? Frequency Percent 
1. the Moldovan language 115 46 
2. the Romanian language 51 21 
3. the Moldovan, sub-dialect of the Romanian 

language   
74 30 

4. I do not know 8 3 
 Total 248 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.31
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

41. What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? 
Table 1.4.4.32 
№ What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? Frequency Percent 
1. the Moldovan language 26 33 
2. the Romanian language 27 34 
3. the Moldovan, sub-dialect of the Romanian 

language   
24 30 

4. I do not know 2 3 
 Total 79 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.32

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

41. What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? 
Table 1.4.4.33 
№ What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? Frequency Percent 
1. the Moldovan language 25 42 
2. the Romanian language 14 23 
3. the Moldovan, sub-dialect of the Romanian 

language   
17 28 

4. I do not know 4 7 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.33
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  
41. What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? 
Table 1.4.4.34 

№ 
What language is spoken 
by ethnic Moldovans? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Moldovan language 1 10 0 0 

2. the Romanian language 3 30 7 70 

3. the Moldovan, sub-dialect 
of the Romanian language   

6 60 3 30 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.34

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
41. What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? 
 
Table 1.4.4.35 

№ 
What language is spoken 
by ethnic Moldovans? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Moldovan language 4 40 6 60 

2. the Romanian language 2 20 1 10 

3. the Moldovan, sub-dialect 
of the Romanian language   

4 40 2 20 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.35
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

41. What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? 

Table 1.4.4.36 

№ 
What language is spoken 
by ethnic Moldovans? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Moldovan language 1 10 2 20 

2. the Romanian language 6 60 5 50 

3. the Moldovan, sub-dialect 
of the Romanian language   

3 30 3 30 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.36

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

41. What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? 
 

Table 1.4.4.37 

№ 
What language is spoken 
by ethnic Moldovans? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Moldovan language 6 60 6 67 

2. the Romanian language 2 20 1 11 

3. the Moldovan, sub-dialect 
of the Romanian language   

1 10 2 22 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.37
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

41. What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? 

 
Table 1.4.4.38 

№ 
 
What language is spoken 
by ethnic Moldovans? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Moldovan language 6 67 10 100 

2. the Romanian language 0 0 0 0 

3. the Moldovan, sub-dialect 
of the Romanian language   

3 33 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.38

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  
41. What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? 
Table 1.4.4.39 

№ 
What language is spoken 
by ethnic Moldovans? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Moldovan language 0 0 0 0 

2. the Romanian language 2 20 7 70 

3. the Moldovan, sub-dialect 
of the Romanian language   

8 80 3 30 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.39
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

41. What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? 

 
Table 1.4.4.40 

№ 
What language is spoken 
by ethnic Moldovans? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Moldovan language 9 90 7 70 

2. the Romanian language 0 0 2 20 

3. the Moldovan, sub-dialect 
of the Romanian language   

1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.40

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  
41. What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? 
 

Table 1.4.4.41 

№ 
What language is spoken 
by ethnic Moldovans? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Moldovan language 5 50 4 40 

2. the Romanian language 2 20 1 10 

3. the Moldovan, sub-dialect 
of the Romanian language   

1 10 4 40 

4. I do not know 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.41

 



 

830 
 

B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
41. What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? 

Table 1.4.4.42 

№ 
What language is spoken 
by ethnic Moldovans? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Moldovan language 8 80 6 60 

2. the Romanian language 0 0 0 0 

3. the Moldovan, sub-dialect 
of the Romanian language   

2 20 3 30 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.42

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
41. What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? 
Table 1.4.4.43 

№ 
What language is 
spoken by ethnic 
Moldovans? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

Frequ
ency 

Perc
ent 

1. the Moldovan 
language 

8 80 6 60 8 80 

2. the Romanian 
language 

1 10 0 0 1 10 

3. the Moldovan, sub-
dialect of the 
Romanian language   

1 10 3 30 1 10 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.43
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
41. What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? 
 

Table 1.4.4.44 

№ 
What language is spoken 
by ethnic Moldovans? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Moldovan language 2 20 4 40 

2. the Romanian language 3 30 2 20 

3. the Moldovan, sub-dialect 
of the Romanian language   

5 50 4 40 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.44

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
41. What language is spoken by ethnic Moldovans? 
 
Table 1.4.4.45 

№ 
What language is spoken 
by ethnic Moldovans? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. the Moldovan language 

3 30 3 30 

2. the Romanian language 2 20 1 10 

3. the Moldovan, sub-dialect 
of the Romanian language   

5 50 6 60 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.45
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

 
42. The “Moldovan language” is declared as the state/official language in the Constitution of the Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and research, the language is called 
“Romanian.” Which of the descriptors below should be used in the Constitution and elsewhere? 
 
 
Table 1.4.4.46 
 
№ The “Moldovan language” is declared as the 

state/official language in the Constitution of the  
Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and 
research, the language is called “Romanian.” 
Which of the descriptors below should be used in 
the Constitution and elsewhere? 

Frequency Percent 

1. Moldovan 89 36 
2. Romanian 58 24 
3. Moldovan (Romanian) 33 13 
4. Romanian (Moldovan) 13 5 
5. the official language 49 20 
6. I do not know 5 2 
 Total 247 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.46
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

42. The “Moldovan language” is declared as the state/official language in the Constitution of the Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and research, the language is called 
“Romanian.” Which of the descriptors below should be used in the Constitution and elsewhere? 
Table 1.4.4.47 
№ The “Moldovan language” is declared as the 

state/official language in the Constitution of the  
Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and 
research, the language is called “Romanian.” 
Which of the descriptors below should be used in 
the Constitution and elsewhere? 

Frequency Percent 

1. Moldovan 21 27 
2. Romanian 31 39 
3. Moldovan (Romanian) 7 9 
4. Romanian (Moldovan) 6 8 
5. the official language 12 15 
6. I do not know 2 2 
 Total 79 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.47

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
42. The “Moldovan language” is declared as the state/official language in the Constitution of the Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and research, the language is called 
“Romanian.” Which of the descriptors below should be used in the Constitution and elsewhere? 
Table 1.4.4.48 
№ The “Moldovan language” is declared as the 

state/official language in the Constitution of the  
Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and 
research, the language is called “Romanian.” 
Which of the descriptors below should be used in 
the Constitution and elsewhere? 

Frequency Percent 

1. Moldovan 18 30 
2. Romanian 16 27 
3. Moldovan (Romanian) 15 25 
4. Romanian (Moldovan) 1 2 
5. the official language 8 13 
6. I do not know 2 3 
 Total 60 100 
 
 

Figure 

1.4.4.48  
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

42. The “Moldovan language” is declared as the state/official language in the Constitution of the  Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and research, the language is called 
“Romanian.” Which of the descriptors below should be used in the Constitution and elsewhere? 
Table 1.4.4.49 

№ 

The “Moldovan language” is declared as 
the state/official language in the 
Constitution of the Republic of Moldova. 
Yet, in education and research, the 
language is called “Romanian.” Which of 
the descriptors below should be used in 
the Constitution and elsewhere? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking 
youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. Moldovan 0 0 0 0 

2. Romanian 3 30 9 90 

3. Moldovan (Romanian) 0 0 0 0 

4. Romanian (Moldovan) 4 40 1 10 

5. the official language 3 30 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.49

 

I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

42. What do you think Transnistria will become in the next 10 years? 
Table 1.4.4.50 

№ 

The “Moldovan language” is declared as 
the state/official language in the 
Constitution of the Republic of Moldova. 
Yet, in education and research, the 
language is called “Romanian.” Which of 
the descriptors below should be used in 
the Constitution and elsewhere? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. Moldovan 5 50 6 60 

2. Romanian 1 10 2 20 

3. Moldovan (Romanian) 2 20 1 10 

4. Romanian (Moldovan) 0 0 0 0 

5. the official language 2 20 1 10 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.50
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

42. The “Moldovan language” is declared as the state/official language in the Constitution of the  Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and research, the language is called 
“Romanian.” Which of the descriptors below should be used in the Constitution and elsewhere? 
 

Table 1.4.4.51 

№ 

The “Moldovan language” is declared as 
the state/official language in the 
Constitution of the  Republic of Moldova. 
Yet, in education and research, the 
language is called “Romanian.” Which of 
the descriptors below should be used in 
the Constitution and elsewhere? 

II.1. Romanian 
-speaking 
youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. Moldovan 0 0 0 0 

2. Romanian 6 60 8 80 

3. Moldovan (Romanian) 2 20 1 10 

4. Romanian (Moldovan) 0 0 0 0 

5. the official language 2 20 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.4.51  

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
42. The “Moldovan language” is declared as the state/official language in the Constitution of the  Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and research, the language is called 
“Romanian.” Which of the descriptors below should be used in the Constitution and elsewhere? 
 

 

Table 1.4.4.52 

№ 

The “Moldovan language” is declared as 
the state/official language in the 
Constitution of the  Republic of Moldova. 
Yet, in education and research, the 
language is called “Romanian.” Which of 
the descriptors below should be used in the 
Constitution and elsewhere? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking 
youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking 
adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. Moldovan 4 40 6 67 

2. Romanian 1 10 1 11 

3. Moldovan (Romanian) 0 0 1 11 

4. Romanian (Moldovan) 1 10 0 0 

5. the official language 3 30 1 11 

6. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.52
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

42. The “Moldovan language” is declared as the state/official language in the Constitution of the  Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and research, the language is called 
“Romanian.” Which of the descriptors below should be used in the Constitution and elsewhere? 
 

 

Table 1.4.4.53 

№ 
 

The “Moldovan language” is declared as 
the state/official language in the 
Constitution of the  Republic of Moldova. 
Yet, in education and research, the 
language is called “Romanian.” Which of 
the descriptors below should be used in 
the Constitution and elsewhere? 

III.1. Gagauz 
youth 

III.2. Gagauz 
adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. Moldovan 6 67 8 80 

2. Romanian 0 0 0 0 

3. Moldovan (Romanian) 0 0 2 20 

4. Romanian (Moldovan) 0 0 0 0 

5. the official language 3 33 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.53

 

IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

42. The “Moldovan language” is declared as the state/official language in the Constitution of the  Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and research, the language is called 
“Romanian.” Which of the descriptors below should be used in the Constitution and elsewhere? 
 

 

Table 1.4.4.54 

№ 

The “Moldovan language” is declared as the 
state/official language in the Constitution of the  
Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and 
research, the language is called “Romanian.” 
Which of the descriptors below should be used 
in the Constitution and elsewhere? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. Moldovan 0 0 1 10 

2. Romanian 3 30 9 90 

3. Moldovan (Romanian) 6 60 0 0 

4. Romanian (Moldovan) 1 10 0 0 

5. the official language 0 0 0 0 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.54
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

42. The “Moldovan language” is declared as the state/official language in the Constitution of the  Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and research, the language is called 
“Romanian.” Which of the descriptors below should be used in the Constitution and elsewhere? 
 

 
Table 1.4.4.55 

№ 

The “Moldovan language” is declared as the 
state/official language in the Constitution of the  
Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and 
research, the language is called “Romanian.” 
Which of the descriptors below should be used 
in the Constitution and elsewhere? 

IV.3. Russia - 
youth 

IV.4. Russia - 
adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. Moldovan 6 60 8 80 

2. Romanian 0 0 2 20 

3. Moldovan (Romanian) 1 10 0 0 

4. Romanian (Moldovan) 0 0 0 0 

5. the official language 2 20 0 0 

6. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.55

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

42. The “Moldovan language” is declared as the state/official language in the Constitution of the  Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and research, the language is called 
“Romanian.” Which of the descriptors below should be used in the Constitution and elsewhere? 
 

 

Table 1.4.4.56 

№ 

The “Moldovan language” is declared as the 
state/official language in the Constitution of the  
Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and 
research, the language is called “Romanian.” 
Which of the descriptors below should be used 
in the Constitution and elsewhere? 

IV.5. Ukraine - 
youth 

IV.6. Ukraine - 
adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. Moldovan 0 0 3 30 

2. Romanian 2 20 0 0 

3. Moldovan (Romanian) 5 50 3 30 

4. Romanian (Moldovan) 0 0 0 0 

5. the official language 3 30 3 30 

6. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.56
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
42. The “Moldovan language” is declared as the state/official language in the Constitution of the  Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and research, the language is called “Romanian.” Which of the 
descriptors below should be used in the Constitution and elsewhere? 
 

Table 1.4.4.57 

№ 

The “Moldovan language” is declared as the 
state/official language in the Constitution of the 
Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and 
research, the language is called “Romanian.” 
Which of the descriptors below should be used in 
the Constitution and elsewhere? 

V.1. Jews 
youth 

V.2. Jews 
adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. Moldovan 3 30 7 70 

2. Romanian 1 10 0 0 

3. Moldovan (Romanian) 2 20 2 20 

4. Romanian (Moldovan) 2 20 0 0 

5. the official language 2 20 1 10 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.57

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
42. The “Moldovan language” is declared as the state/official language in the Constitution of the  Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and research, the language is called “Romanian.” Which of the 
descriptors below should be used in the Constitution and elsewhere? 
 

Table 1.4.4.58 

№ 

The “Moldovan language” is 
declared as the state/official 
language in the Constitution of the 
Republic of Moldova. Yet, in 
education and research, the 
language is called “Romanian.” 
Which of the descriptors below 
should be used in the Constitution 
and elsewhere? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth 
[PSU] 

V.4. 
Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Freq Per Freq Per Freq Per 

1. Moldovan 7 78 4 40 3 30 
2. Romanian 0 0 0 0 2 20 

3. Moldovan (Romanian) 1 11 1 10 0 0 
4. Romanian (Moldovan) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5. the official language 1 11 5 50 5 50 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.58
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
42. The “Moldovan language” is declared as the state/official language in the Constitution of the  Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and research, the language is called 
“Romanian.” Which of the descriptors below should be used in the Constitution and elsewhere? 
 

 

Table 1.4.4.59 

№ 

The “Moldovan language” is declared as the 
state/official language in the Constitution of the  
Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and 
research, the language is called “Romanian.” 
Which of the descriptors below should be used in 
the Constitution and elsewhere? 

V.6. Romanian 
-speaking 
youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. Moldovan 0 0 4 40 

2. Romanian 5 50 1 10 

3. Moldovan (Romanian) 1 10 0 0 

4. Romanian (Moldovan) 2 20 0 0 

5. the official language 2 20 5 50 

6. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.59

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
42. The “Moldovan language” is declared as the state/official language in the Constitution of the  Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and research, the language is called 
“Romanian.” Which of the descriptors below should be used in the Constitution and elsewhere? 
 

 

Table 1.4.4.60 

№ 

The “Moldovan language” is declared as the 
state/official language in the Constitution of the  
Republic of Moldova. Yet, in education and 
research, the language is called “Romanian.” 
Which of the descriptors below should be used in 
the Constitution and elsewhere? 

V.8. Russians 
youth [PSU] 

V.9. Russians 
youth [SLU] 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. Moldovan 6 60 2 20 

2. Romanian 1 10 1 10 

3. Moldovan (Romanian) 1 10 1 10 

4. Romanian (Moldovan) 0 0 2 20 

5. the official language 2 20 3 30 

6. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.60
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
 
43. In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the Republic of Moldova? 
 
Table 1.4.4.61 
 
№ In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the 

Republic of Moldova? 
Frequency Percent 

1. people who consider themselves Moldovans and 
claim that they speak Moldovan  

138 56 

2. people who consider themselves Moldovans and 
claim that they speak Romanian 

73 30 

3. people who consider themselves Romanians and 
claim that they speak Romanian 

15 6 

4. I do not know 21 8 
 Total 247 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.61
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

43. In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the Republic of Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.62 
№ In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the 

Republic of Moldova? 
Frequency Percent 

1. people who consider themselves Moldovans and 
claim that they speak Moldovan  

37 47 

2. people who consider themselves Moldovans and 
claim that they speak Romanian 

34 43 

3. people who consider themselves Romanians and 
claim that they speak Romanian 

3 4 

4. I do not know 5 6 
 Total 79 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.62

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
43. In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the Republic of Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.63 
№ In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the 

Republic of Moldova? 
Frequency Percent 

1. people who consider themselves Moldovans and 
claim that they speak Moldovan  

42 71 

2. people who consider themselves Moldovans and 
claim that they speak Romanian 

11 19 

3. people who consider themselves Romanians and 
claim that they speak Romanian 

2 3 

4. I do not know 4 7 
 Total 59 100 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.63
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

43. In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the Republic of Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.64 

№ 
In your opinion, who are the 
ethnic majority in the Republic of 
Moldova? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Moldovan  

6 60 5 50 

2. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

4 40 4 40 

3. people who consider themselves 
Romanians and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.64

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
43. In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the Republic of Moldova? 
 
Table 1.4.4.65 

№ 
In your opinion, who are the 
ethnic majority in the Republic of 
Moldova? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Moldovan  

3 30 8 80 

2. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

6 60 1 10 

3. people who consider themselves 
Romanians and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.65
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

43. In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the Republic of Moldova? 

Table 1.4.4.66 

№ 
In your opinion, who are the 
ethnic majority in the Republic 
of Moldova? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Moldovan  

3 30 4 40 

2. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

7 70 6 60 

3. people who consider themselves 
Romanians and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.66

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

43. In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the Republic of Moldova? 
 

Table 1.4.4.67 

№ 
In your opinion, who are the 
ethnic majority in the Republic 
of Moldova? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Moldovan  

1 10 7 78 

2. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

4 40 2 22 

3. people who consider themselves 
Romanians and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

2 20 0 0 

4. I do not know 3 30 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.67
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

43. In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the Republic of Moldova? 

 
Table 1.4.4.68 

№ 
 

In your opinion, who are the 
ethnic majority in the Republic 
of Moldova? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Moldovan  

6 67 8 80 

2. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

2 22 0 0 

3. people who consider themselves 
Romanians and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

1 11 0 0 

4. I do not know 0 0 2 20 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.68

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

43. In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the Republic of Moldova? 

Table 1.4.4.69 

№ 
In your opinion, who are the 
ethnic majority in the Republic 
of Moldova? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Moldovan  

0 0 4 40 

2. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

9 90 4 40 

3. people who consider themselves 
Romanians and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

1 10 1 10 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.69
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

43. In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the Republic of Moldova? 

 
Table 1.4.4.70 

№ 
In your opinion, who are the 
ethnic majority in the Republic 
of Moldova? 

IV.3. Russia - 
youth 

IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Moldovan  

9 90 8 80 

2. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

0 0 2 20 

3. people who consider themselves 
Romanians and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.70

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

43. In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the Republic of Moldova? 
 

Table 1.4.4.71 

№ 
In your opinion, who are the 
ethnic majority in the Republic 
of Moldova? 

IV.5. Ukraine - 
youth 

IV.6. Ukraine - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Moldovan  

5 50 7 78 

2. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

4 40 1 11 

3. people who consider themselves 
Romanians and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.71
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
43. In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the Republic of Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.72 

№ 
In your opinion, who are the 
ethnic majority in the 
Republic of Moldova? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Moldovan  

4 40 7 70 

2. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

3 30 1 10 

3. people who consider themselves 
Romanians and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

2 20 1 10 

4. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.72

 
 

V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
43. In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the Republic of Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.73 

№ 
In your opinion, who are 
the ethnic majority in the 
Republic of Moldova? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. people who consider 
themselves Moldovans and 
claim that they speak 
Moldovan  

4 40 8 80 6 60 

2. people who consider 
themselves Moldovans and 
claim that they speak 
Romanian 

4 40 2 20 3 30 

3. people who consider 
themselves Romanians and 
claim that they speak 
Romanian 

1 10 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.73
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
43. In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the Republic of Moldova? 
 

Table 1.4.4.74 

№ 
In your opinion, who are the 
ethnic majority in the Republic 
of Moldova? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Moldovan  

4 40 3 30 

2. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

5 50 5 50 

3. people who consider themselves 
Romanians and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.74

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
43. In your opinion, who are the ethnic majority in the Republic of Moldova? 
 
Table 1.4.4.75 

№ 
In your opinion, who are the 
ethnic majority in the Republic 
of Moldova? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Moldovan  

4 40 5 50 

2. people who consider themselves 
Moldovans and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

2 20 1 10 

3. people who consider themselves 
Romanians and claim that they 
speak Romanian 

3 30 2 20 

4. I do not know 1 10 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.75
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
 
44. In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? 
 
Table 1.4.4.76 
 
№ In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? Frequency Percent 
1. part of the people of the Republic of Moldova 81 33 
2. a distinct community that was formed before 1990 33 13 
3. a distinct community that was formed after 1990 64 26 
4. people who consider themselves “Soviets” even 

after the collapse of the Soviet Union 
52 21 

5. I do not know 18 7 
 Total 248 100 
 
 
 

Figure  
1.4.4.76
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

44. In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? 
 
Table 1.4.4.77 
№ In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? Frequency Percent 
1. part of the people of the Republic of Moldova 30 38 
2. a distinct community that was formed before 1990 13 17 
3. a distinct community that was formed after 1990 20 25 
4. people who consider themselves “Soviets” even 

after the collapse of the Soviet Union 
13 17 

5. I do not know 3 3 
 Total 79 100 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.77

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
44. In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? 
 
Table 1.4.4.78 
№ In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? Frequency Percent 
1. part of the people of the Republic of Moldova 15 25 
2. a distinct community that was formed before 1990 9 15 
3. a distinct community that was formed after 1990 16 27 
4. people who consider themselves “Soviets” even 

after the collapse of the Soviet Union 
13 22 

5. I do not know 7 11 
 Total 60 100 
 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.78
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

44. In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? 
Table 1.4.4.79 

№ 
In your opinion, who are 
the “Transnistrians”? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. part of the people of the 
Republic of Moldova 

5 50 5 50 

2. a distinct community that 
was formed before 1990 

1 10 1 10 

3. a distinct community that 
was formed after 1990 

0 0 1 10 

4. people who consider 
themselves “Soviets” even 
after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union 

3 30 2 20 

5. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.79

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

44. In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? 
 

Table 1.4.4.80 

№ 
In your opinion, who are 
the “Transnistrians”? 

I.3. Russian - speaking 
youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. part of the people of the 
Republic of Moldova 

1 10 4 40 

2. a distinct community that 
was formed before 1990 

3 30 2 20 

3. a distinct community that 
was formed after 1990 

2 20 2 20 

4. people who consider 
themselves “Soviets” even 
after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union 

3 30 2 20 

5. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.80
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

44. In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? 

Table 1.4.4.81 

№ 
In your opinion, who are 
the “Transnistrians”? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. part of the people of the 
Republic of Moldova 

6 60 6 60 

2. a distinct community that 
was formed before 1990 

1 10 1 10 

3. a distinct community that 
was formed after 1990 

2 20 3 30 

4. people who consider 
themselves “Soviets” even 
after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union 

1 10 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.81

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
44. In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? 
 

Table 1.4.4.82 

№ 
In your opinion, who are 
the “Transnistrians”? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. part of the people of the 
Republic of Moldova 

0 0 3 30 

2. a distinct community that 
was formed before 1990 

2 20 2 20 

3. a distinct community that 
was formed after 1990 

7 70 4 40 

4. people who consider 
themselves “Soviets” even 
after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union 

1 10 1 10 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.82
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

44. In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? 

 
 

Table 1.4.4.83 

№ 
 
In your opinion, who are 
the “Transnistrians”? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. part of the people of the 
Republic of Moldova 

4 45 6 60 

2. a distinct community that 
was formed before 1990 

0 0 0 0 

3. a distinct community that 
was formed after 1990 

3 33 4 40 

4. people who consider 
themselves “Soviets” even 
after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union 

2 22 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.83

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

44. In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? 
 

Table 1.4.4.84 

№ 
In your opinion, who are 
the “Transnistrians”? 

IV.1. Romania - youth IV.2. Romania - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. part of the people of the 
Republic of Moldova 

1 10 7 70 

2. a distinct community that 
was formed before 1990 

0 0 0 0 

3. a distinct community that 
was formed after 1990 

6 60 1 10 

4. people who consider 
themselves “Soviets” even 
after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union 

0 0 1 10 

5. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.84
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

44. In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? 
 

Table 1.4.4.85 

№ 
In your opinion, who are 
the “Transnistrians”? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. part of the people of the 
Republic of Moldova 

2 20 2 20 

2. a distinct community that 
was formed before 1990 

4 40 0 0 

3. a distinct community that 
was formed after 1990 

0 0 5 50 

4. people who consider 
themselves “Soviets” even 
after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union 

3 30 3 30 

5. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.85

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

44. In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? 
 

Table 1.4.4.86 

№ 
In your opinion, who are 
the “Transnistrians”? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. part of the people of the 
Republic of Moldova 

1 10 2 20 

2. a distinct community that 
was formed before 1990 

2 20 3 30 

3. a distinct community that 
was formed after 1990 

2 20 2 20 

4. people who consider 
themselves “Soviets” even 
after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union 

3 30 3 30 

5. I do not know 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.86
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
44. In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? 
Table 1.4.4.87 

№ 
In your opinion, who are 
the “Transnistrians”? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. part of the people of the 
Republic of Moldova 

2 20 3 30 

2. a distinct community that 
was formed before 1990 

1 10 1 10 

3. a distinct community that 
was formed after 1990 

3 30 3 30 

4. people who consider 
themselves “Soviets” even 
after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union 

3 30 2 20 

5. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.87

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
44. In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? 
Table 1.4.4.88 

№ 
In your opinion, who are the 
“Transnistrians”? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. part of the people of the 
Republic of Moldova 

1 10 2 20 6 60 

2. a distinct community that 
was formed before 1990 

1 10 2 20 2 20 

3. a distinct community that 
was formed after 1990 

2 20 0 0 1 10 

4. people who consider 
themselves “Soviets” even 
after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union 

5 50 5 50 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 10 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.88
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
44. In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? 
 
Table 1.4.4.89 

№ 
In your opinion, who are 
the “Transnistrians”? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth [PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians youth 
[PSU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. part of the people of the 
Republic of Moldova 

7 70 3 30 

2. a distinct community that 
was formed before 1990 

0 0 0 0 

3. a distinct community that 
was formed after 1990 

3 30 5 50 

4. people who consider 
themselves “Soviets” even 
after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union 

0 0 2 20 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.89

 

V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
44. In your opinion, who are the “Transnistrians”? 
 
Table 1.4.4.90 

№ 
In your opinion, who are 
the “Transnistrians”? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. part of the people of the 
Republic of Moldova 

1 10 1 10 

2. a distinct community that 
was formed before 1990 

1 10 0 00 

3. a distinct community that 
was formed after 1990 

3 30 4 40 

4. people who consider 
themselves “Soviets” even 
after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union 

5 50 2 20 

5. I do not know 0 0 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.90
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

45. Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova reflect your patriotic feelings? 

Table 1.4.4.91 

№ Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova 
reflect your patriotic feelings? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes 102 41 
2. no 81 32 
3. I don’t care about them 46 19 
4. I do not know 20 8 
 Total 249 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.91
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

45. Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova reflect your patriotic feelings? 

Table 1.4.4.92 

№ Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova 
reflect your patriotic feelings? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes 44 55 
2. no 15 19 
3. I don’t care about them 14 17 
4. I do not know 7 9 
 Total 80 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.92

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

45. Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova reflect your patriotic feelings? 

Table 1.4.4.93 

№ Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova 
reflect your patriotic feelings? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes 11 18 
2. no 24 40 
3. I don’t care about them 18 30 
4. I do not know 7 12 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.93
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

45. Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova reflect your patriotic feelings? 
Table 1.4.4.94 

№ 
Do the state symbols of the 
Republic of Moldova reflect your 
patriotic feelings? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes 

9 90 9 90 

2. no 
1 10 1 10 

3. I don’t care about them 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.94

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

45. Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova reflect your patriotic feelings? 
 
Table 1.4.4.95 

№ 
Do the state symbols of the 
Republic of Moldova reflect your 
patriotic feelings? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes 

3 30 4 40 

2. no 
4 40 3 30 

3. I don’t care about them 
1 10 2 20 

4. I do not know 
2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.95
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

45. Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova reflect your patriotic feelings? 

Table 1.4.4.96 

№ 
Do the state symbols of the 
Republic of Moldova reflect 
your patriotic feelings? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes 

10 100 8 80 

2. no 
0 0 0 0 

3. I don’t care about them 
0 0 2 20 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.96

 
 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

45. Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova reflect your patriotic feelings? 
 

Table 1.4.4.97 

№ 
Do the state symbols of the 
Republic of Moldova reflect 
your patriotic feelings? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes 

0 0 1 10 

2. no 
4 40 2 20 

3. I don’t care about them 
5 50 4 40 

4. I do not know 
1 10 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.97
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

45. Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova reflect your patriotic feelings? 

 
Table 1.4.4.98 

№ 
 

Do the state symbols of the 
Republic of Moldova reflect 
your patriotic feelings? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes 
6 67 6 60 

2. no 
3 33 4 40 

3. I don’t care about them 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.98

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

45. Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova reflect your patriotic feelings? 

Table 1.4.4.99 

№ 
Do the state symbols of the 
Republic of Moldova reflect 
your patriotic feelings? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes 

4 40 3 30 

2. no 
6 60 5 50 

3. I don’t care about them 
0 0 2 20 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.99
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

45. Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova reflect your patriotic feelings? 

 
Table 1.4.4.100 

№ 
Do the state symbols of the 
Republic of Moldova reflect 
your patriotic feelings? 

IV.3. Russia - 
youth 

IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes 

0 0 1 10 

2. no 
2 20 6 60 

3. I don’t care about them 
6 60 2 20 

4. I do not know 
2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.100

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

45. Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova reflect your patriotic feelings? 
 

Table 1.4.4.101 

№ 
Do the state symbols of the 
Republic of Moldova reflect 
your patriotic feelings? 

IV.5. Ukraine - 
youth 

IV.6. Ukraine - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes 

1 10 2 20 

2. no 
4 40 1 10 

3. I don’t care about them 
5 50 3 30 

4. I do not know 
0 0 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.101
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
45. Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova reflect your patriotic feelings? 
Table 1.4.4.102 

№ 
Do the state symbols of the 
Republic of Moldova reflect 
your patriotic feelings? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes 
1 10 2 20 

2. no 
3 30 3 30 

3. I don’t care about them 
6 60 1 10 

4. I do not know 
0 0 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.102

 
 

V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
45. Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova reflect your patriotic feelings? 
Table 1.4.4.103 

№ 

Do the state symbols of 
the Republic of Moldova 
reflect your patriotic 
feelings? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. yes 
5 50 4 40 6 60 

2. no 
4 40 5 50 3 30 

3. I don’t care about them 
0 0 1 10 1 10 

4. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.103
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
45. Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova reflect your patriotic feelings? 
 

Table 1.4.4.104 

№ 
Do the state symbols of the 
Republic of Moldova reflect 
your patriotic feelings? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes 

8 80 2 20 

2. no 
1 10 8 80 

3. I don’t care about them 
1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.104

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
45. Do the state symbols of the Republic of Moldova reflect your patriotic feelings? 
 
Table 1.4.4.105 

№ 
Do the state symbols of the 
Republic of Moldova reflect 
your patriotic feelings? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes 

4 40 3 30 

2. no 
5 50 3 30 

3. I don’t care about them 
0 0 4 40 

4. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.105
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

46. Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic reflect your patriotic feelings? 

Table 1.4.4.106 

№ Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic reflect your patriotic 
feelings? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes 52 21 
2. no 111 45 
3. I don’t care about them 58 23 
4. I do not know 28 11 
 Total 249 100 
 

 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.106

 



 

865 
 

GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

46. Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic reflect your patriotic feelings? 

Table 1.4.4.107 

№ Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic reflect  your patriotic 
feelings? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes 20 25 
2. no 42 52 
3. I don’t care about them 11 14 
4. I do not know 7 9 
 Total 80 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.4.107

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

46. Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic reflect your patriotic feelings? 

Table 1.4.4.108 

№ Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic reflect  your patriotic 
feelings? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes 5 8 
2. no 21 35 
3. I don’t care about them 25 42 
4. I do not know 9 15 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.108
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

46. Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic reflect your patriotic feelings? 
Table 1.4.4.109 

№ 
Do the state symbols of the 
Transnistrian Moldovan Republic 
reflect  your patriotic feelings? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes 

1 10 0 0 

2. no 
8 80 9 90 

3. I don’t care about them 
1 10 1 10 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.109

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

46. Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic reflect your patriotic feelings? 
 
Table 1.4.4.110 

№ 
Do the state symbols of the 
Transnistrian Moldovan Republic 
reflect  your patriotic feelings? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes 

1 10 1 10 

2. no 
3 30 5 50 

3. I don’t care about them 
3 30 3 30 

4. I do not know 
3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.110
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

46. Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic reflect  your patriotic feelings? 

Table 1.4.4.111 

№ 

Do the state symbols of the 
Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic reflect  your patriotic 
feelings? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes 
1 10 1 10 

2. No 
7 70 8 80 

3. I don’t care about them 
2 20 1 10 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.111

 
 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

46. Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic reflect  your patriotic feelings? 
 

Table 1.4.4.112 

№ 

Do the state symbols of the 
Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic reflect  your patriotic 
feelings? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes 
7 70 8 80 

2. No 
1 10 1 10 

3. I don’t care about them 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.112

 



 

868 
 

III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

46. Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic reflect  your patriotic feelings? 

 
Table 1.4.4.113 

№ 
 

Do the state symbols of the 
Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic reflect  your patriotic 
feelings? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes 
4 44 2 20 

2. no 
4 44 2 20 

3. I don’t care about them 
0 0 4 40 

4. I do not know 
1 12 2 20 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.113

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

46. Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic reflect  your patriotic feelings? 

Table 1.4.4.114 

№ 

Do the state symbols of the 
Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic reflect  your patriotic 
feelings? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes 
3 30 1 10 

2. no 
7 70 2 20 

3. I don’t care about them 
0 0 7 70 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.114
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

46. Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic reflect  your patriotic feelings? 

 
Table 1.4.4.115 

№ 

Do the state symbols of the 
Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic reflect  your patriotic 
feelings? 

IV.3. Russia - 
youth 

IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes 
1 10 0 0 

2. no 
1 10 4 40 

3. I don’t care about them 
6 60 2 20 

4. I do not know 
2 20 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.115

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

46. Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic reflect  your patriotic feelings? 
 

Table 1.4.4.116 

№ 

Do the state symbols of the 
Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic reflect  your patriotic 
feelings? 

IV.5. Ukraine - 
youth 

IV.6. Ukraine - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes 
0 0 0 0 

2. no 
5 50 2 20 

3. I don’t care about them 
5 50 5 50 

4. I do not know 
0 0 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.116
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
46. Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic reflect  your patriotic feelings? 
Table 1.4.4.117 

№ 

Do the state symbols of the 
Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic reflect  your patriotic 
feelings? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes 
1 10 1 10 

2. no 
3 30 4 40 

3. I don’t care about them 
4 40 3 30 

4. I do not know 
2 20 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.117

 
 

V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
46. Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic reflect  your patriotic feelings? 
Table 1.4.4.118 

№ 

Do the state symbols of 
the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic reflect  
your patriotic feelings? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. yes 
3 30 3 30 4 40 

2. no 
4 40 6 60 4 40 

3. I don’t care about them 
1 10 1 10 1 10 

4. I do not know 
2 20 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.118
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
46. Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic reflect  your patriotic feelings? 
 

Table 1.4.4.119 

№ 

Do the state symbols of the 
Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic reflect  your patriotic 
feelings? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes 

2 20 2 20 

2. no 
6 60 6 60 

3. I don’t care about them 
1 10 2 20 

4. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.119

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
46. Do the state symbols of the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic reflect  your patriotic feelings? 
 
Table 1.4.4.120 

№ 

Do the state symbols of the 
Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic reflect  your patriotic 
feelings? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes 
3 30 2 20 

2. no 
4 40 5 50 

3. I don’t care about them 
2 20 3 30 

4. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.120
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
 
47. What do you think about the “Our language” national holiday in Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.121 
 
№ What do you think about the “Our language” 

national holiday in Moldova? 
Frequency Percent 

1. it is a celebration of all the languages spoken in 
the Republic of Moldova 

55 22 

2. it is a holiday of ethnic Moldovans 70 29 
3. it needs to be renamed “Our Romanian language” 46 19 
4. we do not need such a holiday because it causes 

inter-ethnic tensions 
27 11 

5. it does not mean anything to me 47 19 
 Total 245 100 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.121
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

 
47. What do you think about the “Our language” national holiday in Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.122 
№ What do you think about the “Our language” 

national holiday in Moldova? 
Frequency Percent 

1. it is a celebration of all the languages spoken in 
the Republic of Moldova 

13 17 

2. it is a holiday of ethnic Moldovans 19 25 
3. it needs to be renamed “Our Romanian language” 27 35 
4. we do not need such a holiday because it causes 

inter-ethnic tensions 
8 10 

5. it does not mean anything to me 10 13 
 Total 77 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.122

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
 
47. What do you think about the “Our language” national holiday in Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.123 
№ What do you think about the “Our language” 

national holiday in Moldova? 
Frequency Percent 

1. it is a celebration of all the languages spoken in 
the Republic of Moldova 

10 17 

2. it is a holiday of ethnic Moldovans 14 24 
3. it needs to be renamed “Our Romanian language” 11 18 
4. we do not need such a holiday because it causes 

inter-ethnic tensions 
4 7 

5. it does not mean anything to me 20 34 
 Total 59 100 
 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.123
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

47. What do you think about the “Our language” national holiday in Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.124 

№ 
What do you think about the 
“Our language” national holiday 
in Moldova? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Perc Frequency Per 
1. it is a celebration of all the 
languages spoken in the 
Republic of Moldova 

2 22 2 20 

2. it is a holiday of ethnic 
Moldovans 

1 11 0 0 

3. it needs to be renamed “Our 
Romanian language” 

6 67 7 70 

4. we do not need such a holiday 
because it causes inter-ethnic 
tensions 

0 0 0 0 

5. it does not mean anything to me 0 0 1 10 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.124

 

I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

47. What do you think about the “Our language” national holiday in Moldova? 
 

Table 1.4.4.125 

№ 
What do you think about the 
“Our language” national 
holiday in Moldova? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. it is a celebration of all the 
languages spoken in the 
Republic of Moldova 

1 10 2 20 

2. it is a holiday of ethnic 
Moldovans 

6 60 2 20 

3. it needs to be renamed “Our 
Romanian language” 

2 20 1 10 

4. we do not need such a holiday 
because it causes inter-ethnic 
tensions 

1 10 3 30 

5. it does not mean anything to 
me 

0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.125
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

47. What do you think about the “Our language” national holiday in Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.126 

№ 
What do you think about the 
“Our language” national 
holiday in Moldova? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. it is a celebration of all the 
languages spoken in the 
Republic of Moldova 

1 10 3 30 

2. it is a holiday of ethnic 
Moldovans 

2 20 3 30 

3. it needs to be renamed “Our 
Romanian language” 

5 50 4 40 

4. we do not need such a holiday 
because it causes inter-ethnic 
tensions 

1 10 0 0 

5. it does not mean anything to 
me 

1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.126

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
47. What do you think about the “Our language” national holiday in Moldova? 
 

Table 1.4.4.127 

№ 
What do you think about the 
“Our language” national 
holiday in Moldova? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. it is a celebration of all the 
languages spoken in the 
Republic of Moldova 

1 12 1 11 

2. it is a holiday of ethnic 
Moldovans 

2 22 3 33 

3. it needs to be renamed “Our 
Romanian language” 

2 22 0 0 

4. we do not need such a holiday 
because it causes inter-ethnic 
tensions 

2 22 1 11 

5. it does not mean anything to 
me 

2 22 4 45 

 Total 9 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.127
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

47. What do you think about the “Our language” national holiday in Moldova? 
 
 

Table 1.4.4.128 

№ 
 

What do you think about the 
“Our language” national holiday 
in Moldova? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. it is a celebration of all the 
languages spoken in the 
Republic of Moldova 

2 22 6 60 

2. it is a holiday of ethnic 
Moldovans 

6 67 0 0 

3. it needs to be renamed “Our 
Romanian language” 

0 0 0 0 

4. we do not need such a holiday 
because it causes inter-ethnic 
tensions 

1 11 0 0 

5. it does not mean anything to me 0 0 4 40 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.128

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

47. What do you think about the “Our language” national holiday in Moldova? 
 

Table 1.4.4.129 

№ 
What do you think about the 
“Our language” national holiday 
in Moldova? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. it is a celebration of all the 
languages spoken in the 
Republic of Moldova 

6 60 1 10 

2. it is a holiday of ethnic 
Moldovans 

1 10 1 10 

3. it needs to be renamed “Our 
Romanian language” 

3 30 8 80 

4. we do not need such a holiday 
because it causes inter-ethnic 
tensions 

0 0 0 0 

5. it does not mean anything to me 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.129
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

47. What do you think about the “Our language” national holiday in Moldova? 
 

Table 1.4.4.130 

№ 
What do you think about the 
“Our language” national 
holiday in Moldova? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1
. 
it is a celebration of all the 
languages spoken in the 
Republic of Moldova 

0 0 1 10 

2
. 
it is a holiday of ethnic 
Moldovans 

1 11 4 40 

3
. 
it needs to be renamed “Our 
Romanian language” 

0 0 0 0 

4
. 
we do not need such a 
holiday because it causes 
inter-ethnic tensions 

2 22 1 10 

5
. 
it does not mean anything to 
me 

6 67 4 40 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.130

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

47. What do you think about the “Our language” national holiday in Moldova? 
 

Table 1.4.4.131 

№ 

What do you think about 
the “Our language” 
national holiday in 
Moldova? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. it is a celebration of all the 
languages spoken in the 
Republic of Moldova 

1 10 1 10 

2. it is a holiday of ethnic 
Moldovans 

4 40 3 30 

3. it needs to be renamed 
“Our Romanian language” 

0 0 0 0 

4. we do not need such a 
holiday because it causes 
inter-ethnic tensions 

1 10 0 0 

5. it does not mean anything 
to me 

4 40 6 60 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.131
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
47. What do you think about the “Our language” national holiday in Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.132 

№ 
What do you think about the “Our 
language” national holiday in 
Moldova? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. it is a celebration of all the languages 
spoken in the Republic of Moldova 

1 10 4 40 

2. it is a holiday of ethnic Moldovans 2 20 2 20 

3. it needs to be renamed “Our 
Romanian language” 

0 0 0 0 

4. we do not need such a holiday 
because it causes inter-ethnic tensions 

2 20 2 20 

5. it does not mean anything to me 5 50 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.132

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
47. What do you think about the “Our language” national holiday in Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.133 

№ 
What do you think about 
the “Our language” national 
holiday in Moldova? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. it is a celebration of all the 
languages spoken in the 
Republic of Moldova 

5 50 6 60 2 20 

2. it is a holiday of ethnic 
Moldovans 

2 20 2 20 7 70 

3. it needs to be renamed “Our 
Romanian language” 

1 10 0 0 0 0 

4. we do not need such a 
holiday because it causes 
inter-ethnic tensions 

2 20 1 10 1 10 

5. it does not mean anything to 
me 

0 0 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.133
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
47. What do you think about the “Our language” national holiday in Moldova? 
 

Table 1.4.4.134 

№ 
What do you think about the 
“Our language” national holiday 
in Moldova? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. it is a celebration of all the 
languages spoken in the 
Republic of Moldova 

3 30 1 10 

2. it is a holiday of ethnic 
Moldovans 

2 20 5 50 

3. it needs to be renamed “Our 
Romanian language” 

4 40 1 10 

4. we do not need such a holiday 
because it causes inter-ethnic 
tensions 

0 0 3 30 

5. it does not mean anything to me 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.134

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
47. What do you think about the “Our language” national holiday in Moldova? 
 

Table 1.4.4.135 

№ 
What do you think about the 
“Our language” national 
holiday in Moldova? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. it is a celebration of all the 
languages spoken in the 
Republic of Moldova 

1 10 1 10 

2. it is a holiday of ethnic 
Moldovans 

3 30 6 60 

3. it needs to be renamed “Our 
Romanian language” 

2 20 0 0 

4. we do not need such a holiday 
because it causes inter-ethnic 
tensions 

2 20 1 10 

5. it does not mean anything to 
me 

2 20 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.135
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

48. What is your attitude towards the ethnic minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 

Table 1.4.4.136 

№ What is your attitude towards the ethnic 
minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 

Frequency Percent 

1. positive, as they strengthen the Republic of 
Moldova 

170 69 

2. negative, as they boost the anti-Moldovan mindset 
of minorities 

20 8 

3. I do not care 37 15 
4. I do not know 20 8 
 Total 247 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.136
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

48. What is your attitude towards the ethnic minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 

Table 1.4.4.137 

№ What is your attitude towards the ethnic 
minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 

Frequency Percent 

1. positive, as they strengthen the Republic of 
Moldova 

56 71 

2. negative, as they boost the anti-Moldovan mindset 
of minorities 

5 6 

3. I do not care 10 13 
4. I do not know 8 10 
 Total 79 100 

Figure 

1.4.4.137

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

48. What is your attitude towards the ethnic minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.138 
№ What is your attitude towards the ethnic 

minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 
Frequency Percent 

1. positive, as they strengthen the Republic of 
Moldova 

42 70 

2. negative, as they boost the anti-Moldovan mindset 
of minorities 

2 3 

3. I do not care 11 18 
4. I do not know 5 9 
 Total 60 100 
 
 

Figure 

1.4.4.138
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

48. What is your attitude towards the ethnic minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.139 

№ 
What is your attitude towards the 
ethnic minorities’ cultural events 
organized in Moldova? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive, as they strengthen the 
Republic of Moldova 

9 90 9 90 

2. negative, as they boost the anti-
Moldovan mindset of minorities 

1 10 0 0 

3. I do not care 0 0 1 10 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.139

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

48. What is your attitude towards the ethnic minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 
 
Table 1.4.4.140 

№ 
What is your attitude towards the 
ethnic minorities’ cultural events 
organized in Moldova? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive, as they strengthen the 
Republic of Moldova 

4 40 8 80 

2. negative, as they boost the anti-
Moldovan mindset of minorities 

3 30 1 10 

3. I do not care 2 20 1 10 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.140

 



 

883 
 

II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults                                    SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

48. What is your attitude towards the ethnic minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 

Table 1.4.4.141 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the ethnic minorities’ cultural 
events organized in Moldova? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive, as they strengthen the 
Republic of Moldova 

10 100 8 80 

2. negative, as they boost the anti-
Moldovan mindset of minorities 

0 0 0 0 

3. I do not care 0 0 1 10 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.141

 
 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
48. What is your attitude towards the ethnic minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 
 

Table 1.4.4.142 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the ethnic minorities’ cultural 
events organized in Moldova? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive, as they strengthen the 
Republic of Moldova 

3 30 5 50 

2. negative, as they boost the anti-
Moldovan mindset of minorities 

0 0 0 0 

3. I do not care 4 40 2 20 

4. I do not know 3 30 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.142
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

48. What is your attitude towards the ethnic minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 

 
Table 1.4.4.143 

№ 
 

What is your attitude towards 
the ethnic minorities’ cultural 
events organized in Moldova? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positive, as they strengthen the 
Republic of Moldova 

4 45 10 100 

2. negative, as they boost the anti-
Moldovan mindset of minorities 

1 11 0 0 

3. I do not care 2 22 0 0 

4. I do not know 2 22 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.143

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

48. What is your attitude towards the ethnic minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 

Table 1.4.4.144 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the ethnic minorities’ cultural 
events organized in Moldova? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive, as they strengthen the 
Republic of Moldova 

9 90 8 80 

2. negative, as they boost the anti-
Moldovan mindset of minorities 

0 0 1 10 

3. I do not care 0 0 1 10 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.144
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

48. What is your attitude towards the ethnic minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 

 
Table 1.4.4.145 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the ethnic minorities’ cultural 
events organized in Moldova? 

IV.3. Russia - 
youth 

IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive, as they strengthen the 
Republic of Moldova 

2 20 7 70 

2. negative, as they boost the anti-
Moldovan mindset of minorities 

0 0 1 10 

3. I do not care 6 60 2 20 

4. I do not know 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.145

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

48. What is your attitude towards the ethnic minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 
 

Table 1.4.4.146 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the ethnic minorities’ cultural 
events organized in Moldova? 

IV.5. Ukraine - 
youth 

IV.6. Ukraine – 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive, as they strengthen the 
Republic of Moldova 

7 70 9 90 

2. negative, as they boost the anti-
Moldovan mindset of minorities 

0 0 0 0 

3. I do not care 2 20 0 0 

4. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.146
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
48. What is your attitude towards the ethnic minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.147 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the ethnic minorities’ cultural 
events organized in Moldova? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positive, as they strengthen the 
Republic of Moldova 

8 80 10 100 

2. negative, as they boost the 
anti-Moldovan mindset of 
minorities 

0 0 0 0 

3. I do not care 2 20 0 0 
4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.147

 
 

V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
48. What is your attitude towards the ethnic minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.148 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the ethnic 
minorities’ cultural events 
organized in Moldova? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. positive, as they 
strengthen the Republic of 
Moldova 

6 60 9 90 4 40 

2. negative, as they boost the 
anti-Moldovan mindset of 
minorities 

3 30 0 0 2 20 

3. I do not care 1 10 1 10 1 10 

4. I do not know 0 0 0 0 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.148
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
48. What is your attitude towards the ethnic minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 
 

Table 1.4.4.149 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the ethnic minorities’ cultural 
events organized in Moldova? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive, as they strengthen the 
Republic of Moldova 

6 60 4 45 

2. negative, as they boost the anti-
Moldovan mindset of minorities 

2 20 3 33 

3. I do not care 1 10 2 22 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.149

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
48. What is your attitude towards the ethnic minorities’ cultural events organized in Moldova? 
 
Table 1.4.4.150 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the ethnic minorities’ cultural 
events organized in Moldova? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive, as they strengthen the 
Republic of Moldova 

6 60 5 50 

2. negative, as they boost the anti-
Moldovan mindset of minorities 

1 10 1 10 

3. I do not care 3 30 3 30 

4. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.150
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

49. Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? 

Table 1.4.4.151 

№ Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? Frequency Percent 
1. yes, definitely  125 50 
2. yes 83 34 
3. definitely no 10 4 
4. No 30 12 
 Total 248 100 
 

 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.151
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

49. Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? 

Table 1.4.4.152 

№ Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? Frequency Percent 
1. yes, definitely  29 36 
2. yes 31 39 
3. definitely no 9 11 
4. No 11 14 
 Total 80 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.152

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

49. Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? 

Table 1.4.4.153 

№ Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? Frequency Percent 
1. yes, definitely  29 48 
2. yes 15 25 
3. definitely no 0 0 
4. No 16 27 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.153
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

49. Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? 
Table 1.4.4.154 

№ 
Do you celebrate Victory Day on 
May 9th? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

1 10 1 10 

2. yes 
5 50 0 0 

3. definitely no 
1 10 3 30 

4. No 
3 30 6 60 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.154

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
49. Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? 
 
Table 1.4.4.155 

№ 
Do you celebrate Victory Day on 
May 9th? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  6 60 6 60 

2. yes 
3 30 4 40 

3. definitely no 
1 10 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.155
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

49. Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? 

Table 1.4.4.156 

№ 
Do you celebrate Victory Day 
on May 9th? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely  
2 20 0 0 

2. yes 
7 70 5 50 

3. definitely no 
1 10 3 30 

4. No 
0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.156

 
 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

49. Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? 
 

Table 1.4.4.157 

№ 
Do you celebrate Victory Day 
on May 9th? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

6 60 7 70 

2. yes 
4 40 3 30 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.157
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

49. Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? 

 
Table 1.4.4.158 

№ 
 
Do you celebrate Victory Day 
on May 9th? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

5 56 6 60 

2. yes 
4 44 4 40 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.158

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

49. Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? 

Table 1.4.4.159 

№ 
Do you celebrate Victory Day 
on May 9th? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania – 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  0 0 1 10 

2. yes 1 10 3 30 

3. definitely no 0 0 0 0 

4. No 9 90 6 60 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.159
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

49. Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? 

 
Table 1.4.4.160 

№ 
Do you celebrate Victory Day 
on May 9th? 

IV.3. Russia - 
youth 

IV.4. Russia – adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

8 80 8 80 

2. yes 
2 20 2 20 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.160

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

49. Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? 
 

Table 1.4.4.161 

№ 
Do you celebrate Victory Day 
on May 9th? 

IV.5. Ukraine - 
youth 

IV.6. Ukraine – 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

4 40 8 80 

2. yes 
6 60 1 10 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.161
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
49. Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? 
Table 1.4.4.162 

№ 
Do you celebrate Victory Day 
on May 9th? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

3 30 9 90 

2. yes 
6 60 1 10 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.162

 
 

V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
49. Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? 
Table 1.4.4.163 

№ 
Do you celebrate Victory 
Day on May 9th? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. yes, definitely  
8 80 6 60 6 60 

2. yes 
2 20 3 30 4 40 

3. definitely no 
0 0 1 10 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.163
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
49. Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? 
 

Table 1.4.4.164 

№ 
Do you celebrate Victory Day 
on May 9th? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

4 40 6 67 

2. yes 
5 50 2 22 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
1 10 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.164

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
49. Do you celebrate Victory Day on May 9th? 
 
Table 1.4.4.165 

№ 
Do you celebrate Victory Day 
on May 9th? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

7 70 7 70 

2. yes 
3 30 3 30 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.165
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

50. Do you celebrate International Workers Day on May 1st? 

Table 1.4.4.166 

№ Do you celebrate International Workers Day on 
May 1st? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, definitely  47 19 
2. yes 116 47 
3. definitely no 7 3 
4. No 76 31 
 Total 246 100 
 

 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.166
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

50. Do you celebrate International Workers Day on May 1st? 

Table 1.4.4.167 

№ Do you celebrate International Workers Day on 
May 1st? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, definitely  12 15 
2. yes 36 45 
3. definitely no 3 4 
4. No 29 36 
 Total 80 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.167

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

50. Do you celebrate International Workers Day on May 1st? 

Table 1.4.4.168 

№ Do you celebrate International Workers Day on 
May 1st? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, definitely  8 13 
2. yes 37 63 
3. definitely no 1 2 
4. No 13 22 
 Total 59 100 
 

 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.168
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

50. Do you celebrate International Workers Day on May 1st? 
Table 1.4.4.169 

№ 
Do you celebrate International 
Workers Day on May 1st? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

0 0 0 0 

2. yes 
4 40 2 20 

3. definitely no 
1 10 0 0 

4. No 
5 50 8 80 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.169

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

50. Do you celebrate International Workers Day on May 1st? 
 
Table 1.4.4.170 

№ 
Do you celebrate International 
Workers Day on May 1st? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

2 20 1 10 

2. yes 
4 40 4 40 

3. definitely no 
1 10 0 0 

4. No 
3 30 5 50 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.170
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

50. Do you celebrate International Workers Day on May 1st? 

Table 1.4.4.171 

№ 
Do you celebrate International 
Workers Day on May 1st? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely  
1 10 1 10 

2. yes 
8 80 4 40 

3. definitely no 
0 0 1 10 

4. No 
1 10 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.171

 
 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

50. Do you celebrate International Workers Day on May 1st? 
 

Table 1.4.4.172 

№ 
Do you celebrate International 
Workers Day on May 1st? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

3 30 4 40 

2. yes 
5 50 5 50 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.172
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

50. Do you celebrate International Workers Day on May 1st? 

 
Table 1.4.4.173 

№ 
 
Do you celebrate International 
Workers Day on May 1st? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

2 22 0 0 

2. yes 
3 33 8 80 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
4 45 2 20 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.173

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

50. Do you celebrate International Workers Day on May 1st? 

Table 1.4.4.174 

№ 
Do you celebrate International 
Workers Day on May 1st? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania – 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

0 0 1 10 

2. yes 
10 100 8 80 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.174

 



 

901 
 

IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

50. Do you celebrate International Workers Day on May 1st? 

 
Table 1.4.4.175 

№ 
Do you celebrate International 
Workers Day on May 1st? 

IV.3. Russia - 
youth 

IV.4. Russia – adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

1 10 2 22 

2. yes 
3 30 7 78 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
6 60 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.175

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

50. Do you celebrate International Workers Day on May 1st? 
 

Table 1.4.4.176 

№ 
Do you celebrate International 
Workers Day on May 1st? 

IV.5. Ukraine - 
youth 

IV.6. Ukraine – 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

2 20 2 20 

2. yes 
3 30 6 60 

3. definitely no 
0 0 1 10 

4. No 
5 50 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.176
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
50. Do you celebrate International Workers Day on May 1st? 
Table 1.4.4.177 

№ 
Do you celebrate International 
Workers Day on May 1st? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

1 10 3 30 

2. yes 
3 30 5 50 

0
0
3. 

definitely no 
0 0 1 10 

4. No 
6 60 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.177

 
 

V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
50. Do you celebrate International Workers Day on May 1st? 
Table 1.4.4.178 

№ 
Do you celebrate 
International Workers Day 
on May 1st? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. yes, definitely  
6 60 5 50 2 20 

2. yes 
1 10 2 20 3 30 

3. definitely no 
1 10 1 10 0 0 

4. No 
2 20 2 20 5 50 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.178
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
50. Do you celebrate International Workers Day on May 1st? 
 

Table 1.4.4.179 

№ 
Do you celebrate International 
Workers Day on May 1st? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

2 20 1 11 

2. Yes 
4 40 5 56 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
4 40 3 33 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.179

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
50. Do you celebrate International Workers Day on May 1st? 
 
Table 1.4.4.180 

№ 
Do you celebrate International 
Workers Day on May 1st? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

2 20 3 33 

2. yes 
5 50 4 45 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
3 30 2 22 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.180
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

51. Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day on March 8th? 

Table 1.4.4.181 

№ Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day 
on March 8th? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, definitely  114 46 
2. yes 117 47 
3. definitely no 5 2 
4. No 13 5 
 Total 249 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.181
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

51. Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day on March 8th? 

Table 1.4.4.182 

№ Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day 
on March 8th? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, definitely  30 38 
2. yes 42 53 
3. definitely no 2 2 
4. No 6 7 
 Total 80 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.182

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

51. Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day on March 8th? 

Table 1.4.4.183 

№ Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day 
on March 8th? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, definitely  18 30 
2. yes 36 60 
3. definitely no 2 3 
4. No 4 7 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.183
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  
51. Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day on March 8th? 
Table 1.4.4.184 

№ 
Do you celebrate the International 
Women’s Day on March 8th? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  3 30 1 10 

2. yes 6 60 4 40 

3. definitely no 
0 0 2 20 

4. No 
1 10 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.184

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

51. Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day on March 8th? 
 
Table 1.4.4.185 

№ 
Do you celebrate the International 
Women’s Day on March 8th? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

5 50 4 40 

2. yes 
4 40 5 50 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.185
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

51. Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day on March 8th? 

Table 1.4.4.186 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
International Women’s Day on 
March 8th? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely  
4 40 4 40 

2. yes 
6 60 6 60 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.186

 
 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

51. Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day on March 8th? 
 

Table 1.4.4.187 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
International Women’s Day on 
March 8th? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

4 40 5 50 

2. yes 
6 60 5 50 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.187
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

51. Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day on March 8th? 

 
Table 1.4.4.188 

№ 
 

Do you celebrate the 
International Women’s Day on 
March 8th? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely  
5 50 6 60 

2. yes 
5 50 4 40 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.188

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

51. Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day on March 8th? 

Table 1.4.4.189 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
International Women’s Day on 
March 8th? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania – 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

0 0 1 10 

2. yes 
10 100 9 90 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.189
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

51. Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day on March 8th? 

 
Table 1.4.4.190 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
International Women’s Day on 
March 8th? 

IV.3. Russia - 
youth 

IV.4. Russia – adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

3 30 6 60 

2. yes 
5 50 3 30 

3. definitely no 
1 10 0 0 

4. No 
1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.190

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

51. Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day on March 8th? 
 

Table 1.4.4.191 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
International Women’s Day on 
March 8th? 

IV.5. Ukraine - 
youth 

IV.6. Ukraine – 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

4 40 4 40 

2. yes 
5 50 4 40 

3. definitely no 
0 0 1 10 

4. No 
1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.191
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
51. Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day on March 8th? 
Table 1.4.4.192 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
International Women’s Day 
on March 8th? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely  
4 40 7 70 

2. yes 
5 50 2 20 

3. definitely no 
0 0 1 10 

4. No 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.192

 
 

V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
51. Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day on March 8th? 
Table 1.4.4.193 

№ 

Do you celebrate the 
International 
Women’s Day on 
March 8th? 

V.3. Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth [CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per 
Frequen
cy 

Per 
Freq
uenc
y 

Per 

1. yes, definitely  
7 70 7 70 7 70 

2. yes 
3 30 2 20 3 30 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.193
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
51. Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day on March 8th? 
 

Table 1.4.4.194 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
International Women’s Day on 
March 8th? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

7 70 5 56 

2. Yes 
3 30 3 33 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.194

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
51. Do you celebrate the International Women’s Day on March 8th? 
 
Table 1.4.4.195 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
International Women’s Day on 
March 8th? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

6 60 5 50 

2. yes 
4 40 5 50 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.195
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

52. Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day on September 2nd? 

Table 1.4.4.196 

№ Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day 
on September 2nd? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, definitely  14 6 
2. yes 16 6 
3. definitely no 35 14 
4. No 181 74 
 Total 246 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.196
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

52. Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day on September 2nd? 

Table 1.4.4.197 

№ Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day 
on September 2nd? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, definitely  12 15 
2. yes 9 11 
3. definitely no 17 21 
4. No 42 53 
 Total 80 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.197

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

52. Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day on September 2nd? 

Table 1.4.4.198 

№ Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day 
on September 2nd? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, definitely  0 0 
2. yes 0 0 
3. definitely no 15 26 
4. No 43 74 
 Total 58 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.198
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

52. Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day on September 2nd? 
Table 1.4.4.199 

№ 
Do you celebrate the Transnistrian 
Republic Day on September 2nd? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

1 10 0 0 

2. yes 
1 10 0 0 

3. definitely no 
0 0 6 60 

4. No 
8 80 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.199

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
52. Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day on September 2nd? 
 
Table 1.4.4.200 

№ 
Do you celebrate the Transnistrian 
Republic Day on September 2nd? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

0 0 0 0 

2. yes 
1 10 0 0 

3. definitely no 
1 10 0 0 

4. No 
8 80 10 100 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.200
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

52. Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day on September 2nd? 

Table 1.4.4.201 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
Transnistrian Republic Day on 
September 2nd? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely  
0 0 0 0 

2. yes 
0 0 0 0 

3. definitely no 
3 30 6 60 

4. No 
7 70 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.201

 
 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

52. Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day on September 2nd? 
 

Table 1.4.4.202 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
Transnistrian Republic Day on 
September 2nd? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

6 60 6 60 

2. yes 
3 30 4 40 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.202
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

52. Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day on September 2nd? 

 
Table 1.4.4.203 

№ 
 

Do you celebrate the 
Transnistrian Republic Day on 
September 2nd? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely  
0 0 0 0 

2. yes 
1 11 0 0 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
8 89 10 100 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.203

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

52. Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day on September 2nd? 

Table 1.4.4.204 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
Transnistrian Republic Day on 
September 2nd? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania – 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

0 0 0 0 

2. yes 
0 0 0 0 

3. definitely no 
10 100 4 40 

4. No 
0 0 6 60 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.204
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

52. Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day on September 2nd? 

 
Table 1.4.4.205 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
Transnistrian Republic Day on 
September 2nd? 

IV.3. Russia - 
youth 

IV.4. Russia – adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

0 0 0 0 

2. yes 
0 0 0 0 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
10 100 9 100 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.205

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

52. Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day on September 2nd? 
 

Table 1.4.4.206 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
Transnistrian Republic Day on 
September 2nd? 

IV.5. Ukraine - 
youth 

IV.6. Ukraine – 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

0 0 0 0 

2. yes 
0 0 0 0 

3. definitely no 
1 11 0 0 

4. No 
8 89 10 100 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.206
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
52. Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day on September 2nd? 
Table 1.4.4.207 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
Transnistrian Republic Day on 
September 2nd? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely  
0 0 0 0 

2. yes 
0 0 0 0 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
10 100 10 100 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.207

 
 

V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
52. Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day on September 2nd? 
Table 1.4.4.208 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
Transnistrian Republic 
Day on September 2nd? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. yes, definitely  
0 0 0 0 0 0 

2. yes 
0 0 3 30 1 10 

3. definitely no 
1 10 1 10 0 0 

4. No 
9 90 6 60 9 90 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.208
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
52. Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day on September 2nd? 
 

Table 1.4.4.209 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
Transnistrian Republic Day on 
September 2nd? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

0 0 0 0 

2. Yes 
0 0 1 11 

3. definitely no 
1 10 0 0 

4. No 
9 90 8 89 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.209

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
52. Do you celebrate the Transnistrian Republic Day on September 2nd? 
 
Table 1.4.4.210 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
Transnistrian Republic Day on 
September 2nd? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

1 10 1 10 

2. yes 
0 0 1 10 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
9 90 8 80 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.210
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

53. Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 

Table 1.4.4.211 

№ Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the 
Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, definitely  33 13 
2. yes 85 35 
3. definitely no 19 8 
4. No 109 44 
 Total 246 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.211
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

53. Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 

Table 1.4.4.212  

№ Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the 
Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, definitely  20 25 
2. yes 32 40 
3. definitely no 3 4 
4. No 25 31 
 Total 80 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.212

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

53. Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 

Table 1.4.4.213  

№ Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the 
Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, definitely  1 2 
2. yes 4 7 
3. definitely no 15 25 
4. No 40 66 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.213
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

53. Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 
Table 1.4.4.214 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
Independence Day of the Republic 
of Moldova on August 27th? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

5 50 5 50 

2. yes 
5 50 4 40 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.214

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
53. Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 
 
Table 1.4.4.215 

№ 
Do you celebrate the 
Independence Day of the Republic 
of Moldova on August 27th? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

4 40 1 10 

2. yes 
6 60 3 30 

3. definitely no 
0 0 1 10 

4. No 
0 0 5 50 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.215
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

53. Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 

Table 1.4.4.216 

№ 

Do you celebrate the 
Independence Day of the 
Republic of Moldova on August 
27th? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely  
4 40 1 10 

2. yes 
6 60 8 80 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.216

 
 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

53. Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 
 

Table 1.4.4.217 

№ 

Do you celebrate the 
Independence Day of the 
Republic of Moldova on August 
27th? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely  
0 0 0 0 

2. yes 
0 0 0 0 

3. definitely no 
1 10 1 10 

4. No 
9 90 9 90 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.217
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

53. Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 

 
Table 1.4.4.218 

№ 
 

Do you celebrate the 
Independence Day of the 
Republic of Moldova on August 
27th? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely  
1 12 0 0 

2. yes 
4 44 2 25 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
4 44 6 75 

 Total 9 100 8 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.218

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

53. Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 

Table 1.4.4.219 

№ 

Do you celebrate the 
Independence Day of the 
Republic of Moldova on August 
27th? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania – 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely  
0 0 0 0 

2. yes 
0 0 3 30 

3. definitely no 
10 100 2 20 

4. No 
0 0 5 50 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.219
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

53. Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 

 
Table 1.4.4.220 

№ 

Do you celebrate the 
Independence Day of the 
Republic of Moldova on August 
27th? 

IV.3. Russia - 
youth 

IV.4. Russia – adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely  
0 0 0 0 

2. yes 
0 0 0 0 

3. definitely no 
2 20 0 0 

4. No 
8 80 10 100 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.220

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

53. Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 
 

Table 1.4.4.221 

№ 

Do you celebrate the 
Independence Day of the 
Republic of Moldova on August 
27th? 

IV.5. Ukraine - 
youth 

IV.6. Ukraine – 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely  
0 0 1 10 

2. yes 
1 10 0 0 

3. definitely no 
0 0 1 10 

4. No 
9 90 8 80 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.221
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
53. Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 
Table 1.4.4.222 

№ 

Do you celebrate the 
Independence Day of the 
Republic of Moldova on 
August 27th? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely  
0 0 0 0 

2. yes 
3 30 6 60 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
7 70 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.222

 
 

V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
53. Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 
Table 1.4.4.223 

№ 

Do you celebrate the 
Independence Day of the 
Republic of Moldova on 
August 27th? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. yes, definitely  
2 20 1 10 0 0 

2. yes 
6 60 4 40 8 80 

3. definitely no 
0 0 1 10 0 0 

4. No 
2 20 4 40 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.223
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
53. Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 
 

Table 1.4.4.224 

№ 

Do you celebrate the 
Independence Day of the 
Republic of Moldova on August 
27th? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely  

5 50 1 12 

2. Yes 
5 50 4 44 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
0 0 4 44 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.224

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
53. Do you celebrate the Independence Day of the Republic of Moldova on August 27th? 
 
Table 1.4.4.225 

№ 

Do you celebrate the 
Independence Day of the 
Republic of Moldova on August 
27th? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely  
1 10 1 10 

2. yes 
3 30 4 40 

3. definitely no 
0 0 0 0 

4. No 
6 60 5 50 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.225
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

54. Over the past five years, have you personally been discriminated against or offended for ethnic reasons (because your ethnicity or the language you speak)? 

Table 1.4.4.226 

№ Over the past five years, have you personally been 
discriminated against or offended for ethnic 
reasons (because your ethnicity or the language 
you speak)? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, often 32 13 
2. yes, but rarely 100 40 
3. no, never 115 47 
 Total 247 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.226
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

54. Over the past five years, have you personally been discriminated against or offended for ethnic reasons (because your ethnicity or the language you speak)? 

Table 1.4.4.227 

№ Over the past five years, have you personally been 
discriminated against or offended for ethnic 
reasons (because your ethnicity or the language 
you speak)? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, often 11 14 
2. yes, but rarely 33 41 
3. no, never 36 45 
 Total 80 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.227

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
54. Over the past five years, have you personally been discriminated against or offended for ethnic reasons (because your ethnicity or the language you speak)? 
Table 1.4.4.228 

№ Over the past five years, have you personally been 
discriminated against or offended for ethnic 
reasons (because your ethnicity or the language 
you speak)? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, often 4 7 
2. yes, but rarely 7 12 
3. no, never 48 81 
 Total 59 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.228
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

54. Over the past five years, have you personally been discriminated against or offended for ethnic reasons (because your ethnicity or the language you speak)? 
Table 1.4.4.229 

№ 

Over the past five years, have you 
personally been discriminated 
against or offended for ethnic 
reasons (because your ethnicity or 
the language you speak)? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, often 
1 10 1 10 

2. yes, but rarely 
5 50 5 50 

3. no, never 
4 40 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.229

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

54. Over the past five years, have you personally been discriminated against or offended for ethnic reasons (because your ethnicity or the language you speak)? 
 
Table 1.4.4.230 

№ 

Over the past five years, have you 
personally been discriminated 
against or offended for ethnic 
reasons (because your ethnicity or 
the language you speak)? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, often 
4 40 2 20 

2. yes, but rarely 
4 40 6 60 

3. no, never 
2 20 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.230
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

54. Over the past five years, have you personally been discriminated against or offended for ethnic reasons (because your ethnicity or the language you speak)? 

Table 1.4.4.231 

№ 

Over the past five years, have 
you personally been 
discriminated against or 
offended for ethnic reasons 
(because your ethnicity or the 
language you speak)? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, often 
1 10 1 10 

2. yes, but rarely 
3 30 3 30 

3. no, never 
6 60 6 60 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.231

 
  

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

54. Over the past five years, have you personally been discriminated against or offended for ethnic reasons (because your ethnicity or the language you speak)? 
 

Table 1.4.4.232 

№ 

Over the past five years, have 
you personally been 
discriminated against or 
offended for ethnic reasons 
(because your ethnicity or the 
language you speak)? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, often 
0 0 1 10 

2. yes, but rarely 
5 50 2 20 

3. no, never 
5 50 7 70 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.232
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

54. Over the past five years, have you personally been discriminated against or offended for ethnic reasons (because your ethnicity or the language you speak)? 

 
Table 1.4.4.233 

№ 
 

Over the past five years, have 
you personally been 
discriminated against or 
offended for ethnic reasons 
(because your ethnicity or the 
language you speak)? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, often 
0 0 0 0 

2. yes, but rarely 
7 78 10 100 

3. no, never 
2 22 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.233

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

54. Over the past five years, have you personally been discriminated against or offended for ethnic reasons (because your ethnicity or the language you speak)? 

Table 1.4.4.234 

№ 

Over the past five years, have 
you personally been 
discriminated against or 
offended for ethnic reasons 
(because your ethnicity or the 
language you speak)? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania – 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, often 
0 0 0 0 

2. yes, but rarely 
0 0 0 0 

3. no, never 
10 100 10 100 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 1.4.4.234 



 

933 
 

IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

54. Over the past five years, have you personally been discriminated against or offended for ethnic reasons (because your ethnicity or the language you speak)? 

 
Table 1.4.4.235 

№ 

Over the past five years, have 
you personally been 
discriminated against or 
offended for ethnic reasons 
(because your ethnicity or the 
language you speak)? 

IV.3. Russia - 
youth 

IV.4. Russia – adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, often 
1 10 1 10 

2. yes, but rarely 
1 10 2 20 

3. no, never 
8 80 7 70 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.235

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

54. Over the past five years, have you personally been discriminated against or offended for ethnic reasons (because your ethnicity or the language you speak)? 
 

Table 1.4.4.236 

№ 

Over the past five years, have 
you personally been 
discriminated against or 
offended for ethnic reasons 
(because your ethnicity or the 
language you speak)? 

IV.5. Ukraine - 
youth 

IV.6. Ukraine – 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, often 
1 10 1 11 

2. yes, but rarely 
2 20 2 22 

3. no, never 
7 70 6 67 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.236
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
54. Over the past five years, have you personally been discriminated against or offended for ethnic reasons (because your ethnicity or the language you speak)? 
Table 1.4.4.237 

№ 

Over the past five years, have 
you personally been 
discriminated against or 
offended for ethnic reasons 
(because your ethnicity or the 
language you speak)? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, often 
2 20 0 0 

2. yes, but rarely 
7 70 6 60 

3. no, never 
1 10 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.237

 
 

V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
54. Over the past five years, have you personally been discriminated against or offended for ethnic reasons (because your ethnicity or the language you speak)? 
Table 1.4.4.238 

№ 

Over the past five years, 
have you personally been 
discriminated against or 
offended for ethnic 
reasons (because your 
ethnicity or the language 
you speak)? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. yes, often 
4 40 1 10 1 10 

2. yes, but rarely 
3 30 7 70 5 50 

3. no, never 
3 30 2 20 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.238
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
54. Over the past five years, have you personally been discriminated against or offended for ethnic reasons (because your ethnicity or the language you speak)? 
 

Table 1.4.4.239  

№ 

Over the past five years, have 
you personally been 
discriminated against or 
offended for ethnic reasons 
(because your ethnicity or the 
language you speak)? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, often 
1 10 1 11 

2. yes, but rarely 
2 20 7 78 

3. no, never 
7 70 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.239

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
54. Over the past five years, have you personally been discriminated against or offended for ethnic reasons (because your ethnicity or the language you speak)? 
 
Table 1.4.4.240 

№ 

Over the past five years, have 
you personally been 
discriminated against or 
offended for ethnic reasons 
(because your ethnicity or the 
language you speak)? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, often 
3 30 4 40 

2. yes, but rarely 
4 40 2 20 

3. no, never 
3 30 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.240
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

55. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 

Table 1.4.4.241 

№ Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic 
relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 

Frequency Percent 

1. no, I don’t think there is anything to be concerned 
about 

44 18 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians are marginalized 38 15 
3. yes, the minorities are marginalized 107 44 
4. I do not care 15 6 
5. I do not know 42 17 
 Total 246 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.4.241
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

55. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 

Table 1.4.4.242 

№ Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic 
relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 

Frequency Percent 

1. no, I don’t think there is anything to be concerned 
about 

25 32 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians are marginalized 13 17 
3. yes, the minorities are marginalized 24 31 
4. I do not care 5 6 
5. I do not know 11 14 
 Total 78 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.242

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
55. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 
Table 1.4.4.243 
№ Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic 

relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 
Frequency Percent 

1. no, I don’t think there is anything to be concerned 
about 

12 20 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians are marginalized 8 14 
3. yes, the minorities are marginalized 11 18 
4. I do not care 6 10 
5. I do not know 23 38 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.243
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

55. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 
Table 1.4.4.244 

№ 
Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations in 
Moldova (without Transnistria)? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Perc Frequency Per 
1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned about 

0 0 3 30 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians are 
marginalized 

3 30 6 60 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

6 60 0 0 

4. I do not care 1 10 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.244

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
55. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 
 

Table 1.4.4.245 

№ 

Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations 
in Moldova (without 
Transnistria)? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned 
about 

2 20 2 20 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians 
are marginalized 

0 0 1 10 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

6 60 7 70 

4. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.245
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

55. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 
Table 1.4.4.246 

№ 

Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations 
in Moldova (without 
Transnistria)? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned 
about 

7 70 7 78 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians 
are marginalized 

1 10 0 0 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

1 10 1 11 

4. I do not care 1 10 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.246

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
55. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 
 

Table 1.4.4.247 

№ 

Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations 
in Moldova (without 
Transnistria)? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned 
about 

2 20 2 22 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians 
are marginalized 

2 20 0 0 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

0 0 3 33 

4. I do not care 3 30 0 0 

5. I do not know 3 30 4 45 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.247
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

55. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 

 
 

Table 1.4.4.248 

№ 
 

Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations in 
Moldova (without Transnistria)? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned about 

2 23 0 0 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians are 
marginalized 

3 33 0 0 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

3 33 10 100 

4. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 11 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.248

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

55. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 
 

Table 1.4.4.249 

№ 
Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations in 
Moldova (without Transnistria)? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned about 

3 30 5 50 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians are 
marginalized 

6 60 2 20 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

0 0 1 10 

4. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 10 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.249

 



 

941 
 

IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

55. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 
 

Table 1.4.4.250 

№ 

Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations 
in Moldova (without 
Transnistria)? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1
. 
no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned 
about 

1 10 0 0 

2
. 
yes, Moldovans/Romanians 
are marginalized 

0 0 0 0 

3
. 
yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

3 30 5 50 

4
. 
I do not care 1 10 1 10 

5
. 
I do not know 5 50 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.250

 

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

55. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 
 

Table 1.4.4.251 

№ 

Are you concerned about 
the current inter-ethnic 
relations in Moldova 
(without Transnistria)? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned 
about 

2 20 1 10 

2. yes, 
Moldovans/Romanians are 
marginalized 

0 0 0 0 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

1 10 1 10 

4. I do not care 4 40 0 0 

5. I do not know 3 30 8 80 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.251
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
55. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 
Table 1.4.4.252 

№ 
Are you concerned about the current 
inter-ethnic relations in Moldova 
(without Transnistria)? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. no, I don’t think there is anything to 
be concerned about 

0 0 0 0 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians are 
marginalized 

0 0 0 0 

3. yes, the minorities are marginalized 8 80 8 80 

4. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 2 20 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.252

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
55. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 
Table 1.4.4.253 

№ 

Are you concerned about 
the current inter-ethnic 
relations in Moldova 
(without Transnistria)? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned 
about 

0 0 1 10 1 10 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians 
are marginalized 

0 0 1 10 2 20 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

10 100 6 60 7 70 

4. I do not care 0 0 1 10 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.253
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
55. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 
 

Table 1.4.4.254 

№ 
Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations in 
Moldova (without Transnistria)? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned about 

0 0 1 11 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians are 
marginalized 

5 50 2 22 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

4 40 6 67 

4. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.254

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
55. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Moldova (without Transnistria)? 
 

Table 1.4.4.255 

№ 

Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations 
in Moldova (without 
Transnistria)? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned 
about 

0 0 2 20 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians 
are marginalized 

1 10 3 30 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

9 90 1 10 

4. I do not care 0 0 3 30 

5. I do not know 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.255
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

56. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.4.256 

№ Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic 
relations in Transnistria? 

Frequency Percent 

1. no, I don’t think there is anything to be concerned 
about 

59 24 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians are marginalized 60 24 
3. yes, the minorities are marginalized 24 10 
4. I do not care 32 13 
5. I do not know 70 29 
 Total 245 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.256
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria          SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

56. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 

Table 1.4.4.257 

№ Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic 
relations in Transnistria? 

Frequency Percent 

1. no, I don’t think there is anything to be concerned 
about 

27 34 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians are marginalized 29 37 
3. yes, the minorities are marginalized 7 9 
4. I do not care 2 2 
5. I do not know 14 18 
 Total 79 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.257

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
56. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.4.258 
№ Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic 

relations in Transnistria? 
Frequency Percent 

1. no, I don’t think there is anything to be concerned 
about 

7 12 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians are marginalized 16 27 
3. yes, the minorities are marginalized 5 8 
4. I do not care 9 15 
5. I do not know 23 38 
 Total 60 100 
 
 

Figure 

1.4.4.258
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

56. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.4.259 

№ 
Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations in 
Transnistria? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Perc Frequency Per 
1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned about 

1 10 0 0 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians are 
marginalized 

6 60 9 90 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

2 20 0 0 

4. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.259

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

56. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.4.260 

№ 
Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations 
in Transnistria? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned 
about 

1 10 2 20 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians 
are marginalized 

4 40 1 10 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

3 30 0 0 

4. I do not care 0 0 1 10 

5. I do not know 2 20 6 60 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.260
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

56. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.4.261 

№ 
Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations 
in Transnistria? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned 
about 

3 30 4 44 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians 
are marginalized 

4 40 4 44 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

1 10 1 12 

4. I do not care 1 10 0 0 

5. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.261

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
56. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.4.262 

№ 
Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations 
in Transnistria? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned 
about 

6 60 10 100 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians 
are marginalized 

1 10 0 0 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

0 0 0 0 

4. I do not care 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 3 30 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.262
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

56. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 

 
 

Table 1.4.4.263 

№ 
 

Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations in 
Transnistria? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned about 

4 45 0 0 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians are 
marginalized 

1 11 0 0 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

0 0 2 20 

4. I do not care 2 22 0 0 

5. I do not know 2 22 8 80 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.263

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

56. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.4.264 

№ 
Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations in 
Transnistria? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned about 

0 0 0 0 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians are 
marginalized 

7 70 7 70 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

0 0 0 0 

4. I do not care 3 30 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.264
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

56. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.4.265 

№ 
Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations 
in Transnistria? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1
. 
no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned 
about 

5 50 0 0 

2
. 
yes, Moldovans/Romanians 
are marginalized 

0 0 0 0 

3
. 
yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

2 20 2 20 

4
. 
I do not care 1 10 1 10 

5
. 
I do not know 2 20 7 70 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.265

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

56. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.4.266 

№ 
Are you concerned about 
the current inter-ethnic 
relations in Transnistria? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned 
about 

0 0 2 20 

2. yes, 
Moldovans/Romanians are 
marginalized 

1 10 1 10 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

1 10 0 0 

4. I do not care 4 40 0 0 

5. I do not know 4 40 7 70 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.266
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
56. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.4.267 

№ 
Are you concerned about the current 
inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 
1. no, I don’t think there is anything to 
be concerned about 

1 10 1 10 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians are 
marginalized 

0 0 0 0 

3. yes, the minorities are marginalized 1 10 1 10 

4. I do not care 2 20 1 10 

5. I do not know 6 60 7 70 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.267

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
56. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 
Table 1.4.4.268 

№ 
Are you concerned about 
the current inter-ethnic 
relations in Transnistria? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned 
about 

3 33 3 30 4 40 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians 
are marginalized 

0 0 1 10 1 10 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

1 11 1 10 1 10 

4. I do not care 3 33 3 30 2 20 

5. I do not know 2 23 2 20 2 20 

 Total 9 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.268

 



 

951 
 

 
V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
56. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.4.269 

№ 
Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations in 
Transnistria? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned about 

0 0 4 45 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians are 
marginalized 

6 60 1 11 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

2 20 1 11 

4. I do not care 1 10 2 22 

5. I do not know 1 10 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.269

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
56. Are you concerned about the current inter-ethnic relations in Transnistria? 
 

Table 1.4.4.270 

№ 
Are you concerned about the 
current inter-ethnic relations 
in Transnistria? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. no, I don’t think there is 
anything to be concerned 
about 

3 33 2 20 

2. yes, Moldovans/Romanians 
are marginalized 

4 45 1 10 

3. yes, the minorities are 
marginalized 

1 11 1 10 

4. I do not care 0 0 5 50 

5. I do not know 1 11 1 10 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.270
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

57. Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that prevents building a democratic state in the Republic of Moldova? 

Table 1.4.4.271 

№ Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that 
prevents building a democratic state in the 
Republic of Moldova? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, definitely 103 42 
2. no 111 45 
3. I do not care 5 2 
4. I do not know 28 11 
 Total 247 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.271
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

57. Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that prevents building a democratic state in the Republic of Moldova? 

Table 1.4.4.272 

№ Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that 
prevents building a democratic state in the 
Republic of Moldova? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, definitely 42 53 
2. no 34 42 
3. I do not care 0 0 
4. I do not know 4 5 
 Total 80 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.4.272

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

57. Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that prevents building a democratic state in the Republic of Moldova? 
 
Table 1.4.4.273 
№ Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that 

prevents building a democratic state in the 
Republic of Moldova? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, definitely 26 44 
2. no 23 39 
3. I do not care 1 2 
4. I do not know 9 15 
 Total 59 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.4.273
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

57. Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that prevents building a democratic state in the Republic of Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.274 

№ 

Is the Transnistrian conflict the 
main obstacle that prevents 
building a democratic state in the 
Republic of Moldova? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely 
8 80 3 30 

2. no 
2 20 7 70 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 
10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.274

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

57. Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that prevents building a democratic state in the Republic of Moldova? 
 
Table 1.4.4.275 

№ 

Is the Transnistrian conflict the 
main obstacle that prevents 
building a democratic state in the 
Republic of Moldova? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely 
5 50 3 30 

2. no 
4 40 7 70 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 
10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.275
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

57. Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that prevents building a democratic state in the Republic of Moldova? 

Table 1.4.4.276 

№ 

Is the Transnistrian conflict the 
main obstacle that prevents 
building a democratic state in 
the Republic of Moldova? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely 
7 70 9 90 

2. no 
3 30 0 0 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 1 10 

 Total 
10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.276

 
 

II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

57. Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that prevents building a democratic state in the Republic of Moldova? 
 

Table 1.4.4.277 

№ 

Is the Transnistrian conflict the 
main obstacle that prevents 
building a democratic state in 
the Republic of Moldova? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely 
3 30 4 40 

2. no 
5 50 6 60 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
2 20 0 0 

 Total 
10 100 10 100 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.4.277
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

57. Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that prevents building a democratic state in the Republic of Moldova? 

 
Table 1.4.4.278 

№ 
 

Is the Transnistrian conflict the 
main obstacle that prevents 
building a democratic state in 
the Republic of Moldova? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely 
3 30 2 20 

2. no 
3 30 8 80 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
4 40 0 0 

 Total 
10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.278

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

57. Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that prevents building a democratic state in the Republic of Moldova? 

Table 1.4.4.279 

№ 

Is the Transnistrian conflict the 
main obstacle that prevents 
building a democratic state in 
the Republic of Moldova? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania – 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely 
6 60 6 60 

2. no 
4 40 0 0 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 4 40 

 Total 
10 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.279
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 

57. Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that prevents building a democratic state in the Republic of Moldova? 

 
Table 1.4.4.280 

№ 

Is the Transnistrian conflict the 
main obstacle that prevents 
building a democratic state in 
the Republic of Moldova? 

IV.3. Russia - 
youth 

IV.4. Russia – adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely 
1 10 4 40 

2. no 
6 60 6 60 

3. I do not care 
1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 
2 20 0 0 

 Total 
10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.280

IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

57. Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that prevents building a democratic state in the Republic of Moldova? 
 

Table 1.4.4.281 

№ 

Is the Transnistrian conflict the 
main obstacle that prevents 
building a democratic state in 
the Republic of Moldova? 

IV.5. Ukraine - 
youth 

IV.6. Ukraine – 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely 
5 56 4 40 

2. no 
3 33 4 40 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
1 11 2 20 

 Total 
9 100 10 100 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.281
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
57. Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that prevents building a democratic state in the Republic of Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.282 

№ 

Is the Transnistrian conflict 
the main obstacle that 
prevents building a democratic 
state in the Republic of 
Moldova? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely 
2 20 2 20 

2. no 
5 50 6 60 

3. I do not care 
1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 
2 20 2 20 

 Total 
10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.282

 
 

V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
57. Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that prevents building a democratic state in the Republic of Moldova? 
Table 1.4.4.283 

№ 

Is the Transnistrian 
conflict the main obstacle 
that prevents building a 
democratic state in the 
Republic of Moldova? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. yes, definitely 
3 30 7 70 4 40 

2. no 
6 60 1 10 6 60 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
1 10 2 20 0 0 

 Total 
10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.4.283
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 4: Political, ethnic and cultural identities 
57. Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that prevents building a democratic state in the Republic of Moldova? 
 

Table 1.4.4.284 

№ 

Is the Transnistrian conflict the 
main obstacle that prevents 
building a democratic state in 
the Republic of Moldova? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, definitely 

5 50 2 23 

2. no 
5 50 3 33 

3. I do not care 
0 0 1 11 

4. I do not know 
0 0 3 33 

 Total 
10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.284

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
57. Is the Transnistrian conflict the main obstacle that prevents building a democratic state in the Republic of Moldova? 
 
Table 1.4.4.285 

№ 

Is the Transnistrian conflict the 
main obstacle that prevents 
building a democratic state in 
the Republic of Moldova? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, definitely 
3 30 2 20 

2. no 
5 50 6 60 

3. I do not care 
0 0 2 20 

4. I do not know 
2 20 0 0 

 Total 
10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.4.285
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 5: Historical imagery and representations (1918-1985) 

58. From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a territory of: 

Table 1.4.5.1 

№ From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a 
territory of: 

Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova 105 43 
2. Romania 81 34 
3. Russia 39 16 
4. Ukraine 10 4 
5. I do not know 8 3 
 Total 243 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.5.1
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

58. From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a territory of: 

Table 1.4.5.2 

№ From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a 
territory of: 

Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova 32 42 
2. Romania 32 42 
3. Russia 10 13 
4. Ukraine 2 2 
5. I do not know 1 1 
 Total 77 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.5.2

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

58. From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a territory of: 

Table 1.4.5.3 

№ From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a 
territory of: 

Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova 13 22 
2. Romania 26 44 
3. Russia 9 15 
4. Ukraine 6 10 
5. I do not know 5 9 
 Total 59 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.5.3
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 
I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  
58. From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a territory of: 
Table 1.4.5.4 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Bessarabia is a territory of: 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Perc Frequency Per 
1. Moldova 3 30 3 33 

2. Romania 7 70 6 67 

3. Russia 0 0 0 0 

4. Ukraine 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.4

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
58. From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a territory of: 
 

Table 1.4.5.5 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Bessarabia is a territory of: 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. Moldova 2 20 9 90 

2. Romania 
6 60 0 0 

3. Russia 
2 20 1 10 

4. Ukraine 
0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.5
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

58. From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a territory of: 
Table 1.4.5.6 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Bessarabia is a territory of: 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. Moldova 

4 40 2 22 

2. Romania 
5 50 7 78 

3. Russia 
1 10 0 0 

4. Ukraine 
0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.6

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
58. From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a territory of: 
 

Table 1.4.5.7 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Bessarabia is a territory of: 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. Moldova 

4 40 5 50 

2. Romania 
1 10 0 0 

3. Russia 
3 30 3 30 

4. Ukraine 
2 20 0 0 

5. I do not know 
0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.5.7
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

58. From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a territory of: 

 
 

Table 1.4.5.8 

№ 
 
From a historical perspective, 
Bessarabia is a territory of: 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. Moldova 

2 22 8 80 

2. Romania 
3 33 0 0 

3. Russia 
4 45 2 20 

4. Ukraine 
0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.8

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

58. From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a territory of: 
 

Table 1.4.5.9 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Bessarabia is a territory of: 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. Moldova 

0 0 0 0 

2. Romania 
9 90 10 100 

3. Russia 
1 10 0 0 

4. Ukraine 
0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.9
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

58. From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a territory of: 
 

Table 1.4.5.10 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Bessarabia is a territory of: 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1
. 
Moldova 

2 20 4 40 

2
. 
Romania 

4 40 1 10 

3
. 
Russia 

4 40 4 40 

4
. 
Ukraine 

0 0 0 0 

5
. 
I do not know 

0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure1.4.5.10

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

58. From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a territory of: 
 

Table 1.4.5.11 

№ 
From a historical 
perspective, Bessarabia is 
a territory of: 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova 
4 40 3 33 

2. Romania 
1 10 1 11 

3. Russia 
0 0 0 0 

4. Ukraine 
4 40 2 23 

5. I do not know 
1 10 3 33 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.11
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
58. From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a territory of: 
Table 1.4.5.12 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Bessarabia is a territory of: 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 
1. Moldova 

5 50 8 80 

2. Romania 
3 30 1 10 

3. Russia 
1 10 1 10 

4. Ukraine 
0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.12

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
58. From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a territory of: 
Table 1.4.5.13 

№ 
From a historical 
perspective, Bessarabia is a 
territory of: 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. Moldova 
5 50 6 60 7 70 

2. Romania 
1 10 2 20 2 20 

3. Russia 
3 30 0 0 1 10 

4. Ukraine 
1 10 1 10 0 0 

5. I do not know 
0 0 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.13
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 
58. From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a territory of: 
 

Table 1.4.5.14 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Bessarabia is a territory of: 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. Moldova 

5 50 6 67 

2. Romania 
5 50 1 11 

3. Russia 
0 0 2 22 

4. Ukraine 
0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.5.14

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
58. From a historical perspective, Bessarabia is a territory of: 
 

Table 1.4.5.15 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Bessarabia is a territory of: 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. Moldova 

5 56 3 30 

2. Romania 
0 0 5 50 

3. Russia 
4 44 2 20 

4. Ukraine 
0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.15
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

59. From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a territory of: 

Table 1.4.5.16 

№ From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a 
territory of: 

Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova 91 37 
2. Romania 15 6 
3. Russia 51 21 
4. Ukraine 70 29 
5. I do not know 18 7 
 Total 245 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.5.16
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

59. From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a territory of: 

Table 1.4.5.17 

№ From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a 
territory of: 

Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova 25 32 
2. Romania 9 12 
3. Russia 15 20 
4. Ukraine 21 27 
5. I do not know 7 9 
 Total 77 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.5.17

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

59. From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a territory of: 

Table 1.4.5.18 

№ From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a 
territory of: 

Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova 22 37 
2. Romania 4 7 
3. Russia 10 17 
4. Ukraine 19 31 
5. I do not know 5 8 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.5.18
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

59. From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a territory of: 
Table 1.4.5.19 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Transnistria is a territory of: 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Perc Frequency Per 
1. Moldova 

2 22 6 60 

2. Romania 
1 11 2 20 

3. Russia 
1 11 1 10 

4. Ukraine 
3 34 0 0 

5. I do not know 
2 22 1 10 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.19

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

59. From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a territory of: 
 

Table 1.4.5.20 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Transnistria is a territory of: 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. Moldova 

1 10 3 30 

2. Romania 
3 30 0 0 

3. Russia 
1 10 4 40 

4. Ukraine 
3 30 3 30 

5. I do not know 
2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.20
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

59. From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a territory of: 
Table 1.4.5.21 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Transnistria is a territory of: 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. Moldova 

7 70 3 33 

2. Romania 
1 10 2 22 

3. Russia 
1 10 0 0 

4. Ukraine 
1 10 4 45 

5. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.21

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
59. From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a territory of: 
 

Table 1.4.5.22 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Transnistria is a territory of: 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. Moldova 

0 0 3 33 

2. Romania 
0 0 0 0 

3. Russia 
4 40 3 33 

4. Ukraine 
5 50 2 23 

5. I do not know 
1 10 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.5.22
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

59. From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a territory of: 

 
 

Table 1.4.5.23 

№ 
 
From a historical perspective, 
Transnistria is a territory of: 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. Moldova 

3 33 4 40 

2. Romania 
0 0 0 0 

3. Russia 
2 22 2 20 

4. Ukraine 
4 45 4 40 

5. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.23

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

59. From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a territory of: 
 

Table 1.4.5.24 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Transnistria is a territory of: 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. Moldova 

6 60 5 50 

2. Romania 
1 10 2 20 

3. Russia 
0 0 2 20 

4. Ukraine 
3 30 1 10 

5. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.24
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

59. From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a territory of: 
 

Table 1.4.5.25 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Transnistria is a territory of: 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1
. 
Moldova 

2 20 1 10 

2
. 
Romania 

1 10 0 0 

3
. 
Russia 

4 40 3 30 

4
. 
Ukraine 

2 20 4 40 

5
. 
I do not know 

1 10 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.25

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

59. From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a territory of: 
  

Table 1.4.5.26 

№ 
From a historical 
perspective, Transnistria is 
a territory of: 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. Moldova 
5 50 3 30 

2. Romania 
0 0 0 0 

3. Russia 
0 0 1 10 

4. Ukraine 
4 40 5 50 

5. I do not know 
1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.26
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
59. From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a territory of: 
Table 1.4.5.27 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Transnistria is a territory of: 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 
1. Moldova 

2 20 3 30 

2. Romania 
0 0 0 0 

3. Russia 
2 20 2 20 

4. Ukraine 
4 40 4 40 

5. I do not know 
2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.27

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
59. From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a territory of: 
Table 1.4.5.28 

№ 
From a historical 
perspective, Transnistria is 
a territory of: 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. Moldova 
1 10 6 60 5 50 

2. Romania 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

3. Russia 
5 50 2 20 2 20 

4. Ukraine 
3 30 2 20 3 30 

5. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.28
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 
59. From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a territory of: 
 

Table 1.4.5.29 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Transnistria is a territory of: 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. Moldova 

8 80 5 56 

2. Romania 
1 10 0 0 

3. Russia 
0 0 2 22 

4. Ukraine 
0 0 2 22 

5. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.5.29

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
59. From a historical perspective, Transnistria is a territory of: 
 

Table 1.4.5.30 

№ 
From a historical perspective, 
Transnistria is a territory of: 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. Moldova 

2 20 5 50 

2. Romania 
1 10 0 0 

3. Russia 
4 40 3 30 

4. Ukraine 
3 30 1 10 

5. I do not know 
0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.30
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

60. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: 

Table 1.4.5.31 

№ On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: Frequency Percent 
1. occupied by the USSR 92 38 
2. freed by the USSR 107 44 
3. I do not know 41 17 
4. I do not care 3 1 
 Total 243 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.5.31
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

60. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: 

Table 1.4.5.32 

№ On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: Frequency Percent 
1. occupied by the USSR 41 54 
2. freed by the USSR 28 37 
3. I do not know 7 9 
4. I do not care 0 0 
 Total 76 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.5.32

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

60. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: 

Table 1.4.5.33 

№ On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: Frequency Percent 
1. occupied by the USSR 34 57 
2. freed by the USSR 22 36 
3. I do not know 4 7 
4. I do not care 0 0 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.5.33
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

60. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: 
Table 1.4.5.34 

№ 
On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia 
was: 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Perc Frequency Per 
1. occupied by the USSR 

9 90 10 100 

2. freed by the USSR 
0 0 0 0 

3. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.34

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

60. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabi10a was: 
 

Table 1.4.5.35 

№ 
On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia 
was: 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. occupied by the USSR 

4 40 2 22 

2. freed by the USSR 
3 30 7 78 

3. I do not know 
3 30 0 0 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.35
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

60. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: 
Table 1.4.5.36 

№ 
On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia 
was: 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. occupied by the USSR 

8 80 7 87 

2. freed by the USSR 
1 10 0 0 

3. I do not know 
1 10 1 13 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 8 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.36

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
60. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: 
  

Table 1.4.5.37 

№ 
On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia 
was: 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. occupied by the USSR 

1 10 0 0 

2. freed by the USSR 
8 80 9 100 

3. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.5.37
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

60. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: 

 
 

Table 1.4.5.38 

№ 
 
On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia 
was: 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. occupied by the USSR 

1 11 0 0 

2. freed by the USSR 
6 67 10 100 

3. I do not know 
2 22 0 0 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.38

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

60. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: 
 

Table 1.4.5.39 

№ 
On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia 
was: 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. occupied by the USSR 

10 100 10 100 

2. freed by the USSR 
0 0 0 0 

3. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.39
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

60. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: 
 

Table 1.4.5.40 

№ 
On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia 
was: 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1
. 
occupied by the USSR 

1 10 3 30 

2
. 
freed by the USSR 

9 90 7 70 

3
. 
I do not know 

0 0 0 0 

4
. 
I do not care 

0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.40

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

60. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: 
 

Table 1.4.5.41 

№ 
On June 28, 1940, 
Bessarabia was: 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1. occupied by the USSR 

5 50 5 50 

2. freed by the USSR 
3 30 3 30 

3. I do not know 
2 20 2 20 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.41
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
60. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: 
Table 1.4.5.42 

№ On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: 
V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 
1. occupied by the USSR 

1 10 0 0 

2. freed by the USSR 
6 60 8 80 

3. I do not know 
3 30 2 20 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.42

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
60. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: 
Table 1.4.5.43 

№ 
On June 28, 1940, 
Bessarabia was: 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. occupied by the USSR 
1 10 2 20 2 20 

2. freed by the USSR 
4 40 7 70 2 20 

3. I do not know 
5 50 1 10 6 60 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.43
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 
60. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: 
 

Table 1.4.5.44 

№ 
On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia 
was: 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. occupied by the USSR 

5 50 1 12 

2. freed by the USSR 
1 10 4 44 

3. I do not know 
4 40 4 44 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.5.44

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
60. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia was: 
 

Table 1.4.5.45 

№ 
On June 28, 1940, Bessarabia 
was: 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. occupied by the USSR 

1 11 3 30 

2. freed by the USSR 
7 78 2 20 

3. I do not know 
1 11 2 20 

4. I do not care 
0 0 3 30 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.45
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

61. How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 

Table 1.4.5.46 

№ How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was 
a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 

Frequency Percent 

1. positively 64 26 
2. negatively 134 55 
3. I do not know 35 14 
4. I do not care 11 5 
 Total 244 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.5.46
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

61. How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 

Table 1.4.5.47 

№ How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was 
a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 

Frequency Percent 

1. positively 33 43 
2. negatively 34 44 
3. I do not know 10 13 
4. I do not care 0 0 
 Total 77 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.5.47

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

61. How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 

Table 1.4.5.48 

№ How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was 
a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 

Frequency Percent 

1. positively 21 35 
2. negatively 28 47 
3. I do not know 7 12 
4. I do not care 4 6 
 Total 60 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.5.48
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

61. How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 
Table 1.4.5.49 

№ 

How do you perceive the fact 
that Bessarabia was a part of 
Romania between 1918 and 
1940: 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Perc Frequency Per 

1. positively 
8 80 9 90 

2. negatively 
0 0 0 0 

3. I do not know 
2 20 1 10 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.49

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

61. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabi10a was: 
 

Table 1.4.5.50 

№ 

How do you perceive the fact 
that Bessarabia was a part of 
Romania between 1918 and 
1940: 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positively 
3 30 0 0 

2. negatively 
6 60 9 90 

3. I do not know 
1 10 1 10 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.50
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

61. How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 
Table 1.4.5.51 

№ 

How do you perceive the fact 
that Bessarabia was a part of 
Romania between 1918 and 
1940: 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positively 
7 70 5 62 

2. negatively 
3 30 1 13 

3. I do not know 
0 0 2 25 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 8 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.51

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
61. How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 
 

Table 1.4.5.52 

№ 

How do you perceive the fact 
that Bessarabia was a part of 
Romania between 1918 and 
1940: 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positively 
1 10 0 0 

2. negatively 
6 60 9 100 

3. I do not know 
3 30 0 0 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.5.52
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

61. How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 

 
 

Table 1.4.5.53 

№ 
 

How do you perceive the fact 
that Bessarabia was a part of 
Romania between 1918 and 
1940: 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positively 
0 0 0 0 

2. negatively 
7 78 10 100 

3. I do not know 
2 22 0 0 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.53

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

61. How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 
 

Table 1.4.5.54 

№ 

How do you perceive the fact 
that Bessarabia was a part of 
Romania between 1918 and 
1940: 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positively 
10 100 10 100 

2. negatively 
0 0 0 0 

3. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.54
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

61. How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 
 

Table 1.4.5.55 

№ 

How do you perceive the fact 
that Bessarabia was a part of 
Romania between 1918 and 
1940: 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1
. 
positively 

0 0 0 0 

2
. 
negatively 

7 70 7 70 

3
. 
I do not know 

1 10 2 20 

4
. 
I do not care 

2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.55

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

61. How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 
 

Table 1.4.5.56 

№ 

How do you perceive the 
fact that Bessarabia was a 
part of Romania between 
1918 and 1940: 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positively 
1 10 0 0 

2. negatively 
8 80 6 60 

3. I do not know 
1 10 3 30 

4. I do not care 
0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.56
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
61. How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 
Table 1.4.5.57 

№ 
How do you perceive the fact that 
Bessarabia was a part of Romania 
between 1918 and 1940: 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. positively 
1 10 0 0 

2. negatively 
5 50 7 70 

3. I do not know 
4 40 3 30 

4. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.57

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
61. How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 
Table 1.4.5.58 

№ 

How do you perceive the 
fact that Bessarabia was a 
part of Romania between 
1918 and 1940: 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. positively 
0 0 1 10 0 0 

2. negatively 
9 100 7 70 6 60 

3. I do not know 
0 0 1 10 4 40 

4. I do not care 
0 0 1 10 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.58
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 
61. How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 
 

Table 1.4.5.59 

№ 

How do you perceive the fact 
that Bessarabia was a part of 
Romania between 1918 and 
1940: 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positively 

7 70 0 0 

2. negatively 
2 20 7 78 

3. I do not know 
1 10 1 11 

4. I do not care 
0 0 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.5.59

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
61. How do you perceive the fact that Bessarabia was a part of Romania between 1918 and 1940: 
 

Table 1.4.5.60 

№ 

How do you perceive the fact 
that Bessarabia was a part of 
Romania between 1918 and 
1940: 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positively 
1 10 0 0 

2. negatively 
6 60 6 60 

3. I do not know 
2 20 0 0 

4. I do not care 
1 10 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.60
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

62. In what way do you think of the war between the Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-1945? 

Table 1.4.5.61 

№ In what way do you think of the war between the 
Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-
1945? 

Frequency Percent 

1. I think of it as the Great Patriotic War 146 60 
2. I think of it as part of the Second World War 99 40 
3. this war means nothing to me 0 0 
 Total 245 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.5.61
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

62. In what way do you think of the war between the Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-1945? 

Table 1.4.5.62 

№ In what way do you think of the war between the 
Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-
1945? 

Frequency Percent 

1. I think of it as the Great Patriotic War 40 51 
2. I think of it as part of the Second World War 39 49 
3. this war means nothing to me 0 0 
 Total 79 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.5.62

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

62. In what way do you think of the war between the Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-1945? 

Table 1.4.5.63 

№ In what way do you think of the war between the 
Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-
1945? 

Frequency Percent 

1. I think of it as the Great Patriotic War 29 49 
2. I think of it as part of the Second World War 30 51 
3. this war means nothing to me 0 0 
 Total 59 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.5.63
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

62. In what way do you think of the war between the Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-1945? 
Table 1.4.5.64 

№ 

In what way do you think of the 
war between the Nazi Germany 
and the Soviet Union in 1941-
1945? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Perc Frequency Per 

1. I think of it as the Great 

Patriotic War 0 0 0 0 

2. I think of it as part of the 

Second World War 10 100 10 100 

3. this war means nothing to me 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.64

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

62. In what way do you think of the war between the Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-1945? 
 

Table 1.4.5.65 

№ 

In what way do you think of 
the war between the Nazi 
Germany and the Soviet 
Union in 1941-1945? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. I think of it as the Great 

Patriotic War 8 80 8 80 

2. I think of it as part of the 

Second World War 2 20 2 20 

3. this war means nothing to me 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.65
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

62. In what way do you think of the war between the Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-1945? 
Table 1.4.5.66 

№ 

In what way do you think of 
the war between the Nazi 
Germany and the Soviet 
Union in 1941-1945? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. I think of it as the Great 

Patriotic War 5 50 3 33 

2. I think of it as part of the 

Second World War 5 50 6 67 

3. this war means nothing to me 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.66

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
62. In what way do you think of the war between the Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-1945? 
 

Table 1.4.5.67 

№ 

In what way do you think of 
the war between the Nazi 
Germany and the Soviet 
Union in 1941-1945? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. I think of it as the Great 

Patriotic War 8 80 8 80 

2. I think of it as part of the 

Second World War 2 20 2 20 

3. this war means nothing to me 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.5.67
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

62. In what way do you think of the war between the Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-1945? 

 
 

Table 1.4.5.68 

№ 
 

In what way do you think of the 
war between the Nazi Germany 
and the Soviet Union in 1941-
1945? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. I think of it as the Great 

Patriotic War 7 78 8 80 

2. I think of it as part of the 

Second World War 2 22 2 20 

3. this war means nothing to me 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.68

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

62. In what way do you think of the war between the Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-1945? 
 

Table 1.4.5.69 

№ 

In what way do you think of the 
war between the Nazi Germany 
and the Soviet Union in 1941-
1945? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. I think of it as the Great 

Patriotic War 0 0 0 0 

2. I think of it as part of the 

Second World War 10 100 9 100 

3. this war means nothing to me 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.69
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

62. In what way do you think of the war between the Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-1945? 
 

Table 1.4.5.70 

№ 

In what way do you think of 
the war between the Nazi 
Germany and the Soviet 
Union in 1941-1945? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1
. 
I think of it as the Great 

Patriotic War 10 100 8 80 

2
. 
I think of it as part of the 

Second World War 0 0 2 20 

3
. 
this war means nothing to me 

0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.70

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

62. In what way do you think of the war between the Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-1945? 
 

Table 1.4.5.71 

№ 

In what way do you think 
of the war between the 
Nazi Germany and the 
Soviet Union in 1941-
1945? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. I think of it as the Great 

Patriotic War 5 50 6 60 

2. I think of it as part of the 

Second World War 5 50 4 40 

3. this war means nothing to 

me 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.71
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
62. In what way do you think of the war between the Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-1945? 
Table 1.4.5.72 

№ 
In what way do you think of the war 
between the Nazi Germany and the 
Soviet Union in 1941-1945? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. I think of it as the Great Patriotic War 
8 80 9 90 

2. I think of it as part of the Second 

World War 2 20 1 10 

3. this war means nothing to me 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.72

 
 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
62. In what way do you think of the war between the Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-1945? 
Table 1.4.5.73 

№ 

In what way do you think of 
the war between the Nazi 
Germany and the Soviet 
Union in 1941-1945? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. I think of it as the Great 

Patriotic War 5 50 8 80 8 80 

2. I think of it as part of the 

Second World War 5 50 2 20 2 20 

3. this war means nothing to 

me 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.73
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 
62. In what way do you think of the war between the Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-1945? 
 

Table 1.4.5.74 

№ 

In what way do you think of the 
war between the Nazi Germany 
and the Soviet Union in 1941-
1945? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. I think of it as the Great 

Patriotic War 3 30 6 75 

2. I think of it as part of the 

Second World War 7 70 2 25 

3. this war means nothing to me 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 8 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.5.74

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
62. In what way do you think of the war between the Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union in 1941-1945? 
 

Table 1.4.5.75 

№ 

In what way do you think of 
the war between the Nazi 
Germany and the Soviet 
Union in 1941-1945? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. I think of it as the Great 

Patriotic War 9 90 6 60 

2. I think of it as part of the 

Second World War 1 10 4 40 

3. this war means nothing to me 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.75
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

63. Did you personally experience discrimination on ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet Union period? 

Table 1.4.5.76 

№ Did you personally experience discrimination on 
ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet 
Union period? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, very often 13 5 
2. yes, but very rarely 27 11 
3. No 136 56 
4. No, I was born after 1991 69 28 
 Total 245 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.5.76
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

63. Did you personally experience discrimination on ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet Union period? 

Table 1.4.5.77 

№ Did you personally experience discrimination on 
ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet 
Union period? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, very often 7 9 
2. yes, but very rarely 11 14 
3. No 36 46 
4. No, I was born after 1991 24 31 
 Total 78 100 
 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.77

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
63. Did you personally experience discrimination on ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet Union period? 
Table 1.4.5.78 
№ Did you personally experience discrimination on 

ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet 
Union period? 

Frequency Percent 

1. yes, very often 0 0 
2. yes, but very rarely 7 12 
3. No 44 73 
4. No, I was born after 1991 9 15 
 Total 60 100 
 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.5.78
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

63. Did you personally experience discrimination on ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet Union period? 
Table 1.4.5.79 

№ 

Did you personally experience 
discrimination on ethnic or 
linguistic grounds during the 
Soviet Union period? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Perc Frequency Per 

1. yes, very often 
0 0 5 50 

2. yes, but very rarely 
0 0 3 30 

3. No 
2 20 2 20 

4. No, I was born after 1991 
8 80 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.79

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

63. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabi10a was: 
 

Table 1.4.5.80 

№ 

Did you personally experience 
discrimination on ethnic or 
linguistic grounds during the 
Soviet Union period? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, very often 
0 0 0 0 

2. yes, but very rarely 
1 10 0 0 

3. No 
1 10 10 100 

4. No, I was born after 1991 
8 80 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.80

 



 

1003 
 

II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 5: Historical imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

63. Did you personally experience discrimination on ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet Union period? 
Table 1.4.5.81 

№ 

Did you personally experience 
discrimination on ethnic or 
linguistic grounds during the 
Soviet Union period? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, very often 
0 0 2 22 

2. yes, but very rarely 
0 0 4 45 

3. No 
7 70 3 33 

4. No, I was born after 1991 
3 30 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.81

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
63. Did you personally experience discrimination on ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet Union period? 
 

Table 1.4.5.82 

№ 

Did you personally experience 
discrimination on ethnic or 
linguistic grounds during the 
Soviet Union period? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, very often 
0 0 0 0 

2. yes, but very rarely 
0 0 3 30 

3. No 
5 50 7 70 

4. No, I was born after 1991 
5 50 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.5.82
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

63. Did you personally experience discrimination on ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet Union period? 

 
  

Table 1.4.5.83 

№ 
 

Did you personally experience 
discrimination on ethnic or 
linguistic grounds during the 
Soviet Union period? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, very often 
0 0 2 20 

2. yes, but very rarely 
0 0 2 20 

3. No 
5 56 6 60 

4. No, I was born after 1991 
4 44 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.83

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

63. Did you personally experience discrimination on ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet Union period? 
 

Table 1.4.5.84 

№ 

Did you personally experience 
discrimination on ethnic or 
linguistic grounds during the 
Soviet Union period? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, very often 
0 0 0 0 

2. yes, but very rarely 
0 0 4 40 

3. No 
10 100 6 60 

4. No, I was born after 1991 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.84
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

63. Did you personally experience discrimination on ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet Union period? 
 

Table 1.4.5.85 

№ 

Did you personally 
experience discrimination on 
ethnic or linguistic grounds 
during the Soviet Union 
period? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1
. 
yes, very often 

0 0 0 0 

2
. 
yes, but very rarely 

0 0 0 0 

3
. 
No 

7 70 10 100 

4
. 
No, I was born after 1991 

3 30 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.85

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

63. Did you personally experience discrimination on ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet Union period? 
 

Table 1.4.5.86 

№ 

Did you personally 
experience discrimination 
on ethnic or linguistic 
grounds during the Soviet 
Union period? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. yes, very often 
0 0 0 0 

2. yes, but very rarely 
0 0 3 30 

3. No 
4 40 7 70 

4. No, I was born after 1991 
6 60 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.86
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
63. Did you personally experience discrimination on ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet Union period? 
Table 1.4.5.87 

№ 

Did you personally experience 
discrimination on ethnic or linguistic 
grounds during the Soviet Union 
period? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. yes, very often 
0 0 0 0 

2. yes, but very rarely 
0 0 5 50 

3. No 
2 22 5 50 

4. No, I was born after 1991 
7 78 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.87

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
63. Did you personally experience discrimination on ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet Union period? 
Table 1.4.5.88 

№ 

Did you personally 
experience discrimination 
on ethnic or linguistic 
grounds during the Soviet 
Union period? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. yes, very often 
2 20 0 0 0 0 

2. yes, but very rarely 
0 0 0 0 1 10 

3. No 
4 40 7 70 5 50 

4. No, I was born after 1991 
4 40 3 30 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.88
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 
63. Did you personally experience discrimination on ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet Union period? 
 

Table 1.4.5.89 

№ 

Did you personally experience 
discrimination on ethnic or 
linguistic grounds during the 
Soviet Union period? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. yes, very often 

1 10 0 0 

2. yes, but very rarely 
1 10 0 0 

3. No 
7 70 5 56 

4. No, I was born after 1991 
1 10 4 44 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.5.89

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
63. Did you personally experience discrimination on ethnic or linguistic grounds during the Soviet Union period? 
 

Table 1.4.5.90 

№ 

Did you personally experience 
discrimination on ethnic or 
linguistic grounds during the 
Soviet Union period? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. yes, very often 
0 0 1 10 

2. yes, but very rarely 
0 0 0 0 

3. No 
8 80 2 20 

4. No, I was born after 1991 
2 20 7 70 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 1.4.5.90 
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

64. What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in the Soviet Union was? 

Table 1.4.5.91 

№ What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in 
the Soviet Union was? 

Frequency Percent 

1. a historical reality 153 62 
2. false propaganda 69 28 
3. I do not know 23 10 
 Total 245 100 
 

 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.5.91
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

64. What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in the Soviet Union was? 

Table 1.4.5.92 

№ What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in 
the Soviet Union was? 

Frequency Percent 

1. a historical reality 41 53 
2. false propaganda 30 38 
3. I do not know 7 9 
 Total 78 100 
 

 
 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.92

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
64. What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in the Soviet Union was? 
Table 1.4.5.93 
№ What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in 

the Soviet Union was? 
Frequency Percent 

1. a historical reality 26 44 
2. false propaganda 27 46 
3. I do not know 6 10 
 Total 59 100 
 

 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.5.93
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

64. What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in the Soviet Union was? 
Table 1.4.5.94 

№ 
What do you think the 
“friendship of peoples” in the 
Soviet Union was? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. a historical reality 

2 20 2 20 

2. false propaganda 
8 80 8 80 

3. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.94

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

64. On June 28, 1940, Bessarabi10a was: 
 

Table 1.4.5.95 

№ 
What do you think the 
“friendship of peoples” in the 
Soviet Union was? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. a historical reality 

7 70 8 80 

2. false propaganda 
1 10 1 10 

3. I do not know 
2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.95
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

64. What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in the Soviet Union was? 
Table 1.4.5.96 

№ 
What do you think the 
“friendship of peoples” in the 
Soviet Union was? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. a historical reality 

5 50 2 22 

2. false propaganda 
5 50 7 78 

3. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.96

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
64. What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in the Soviet Union was? 
 

Table 1.4.5.97 

№ 
What do you think the 
“friendship of peoples” in the 
Soviet Union was? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. a historical reality 

6 60 9 100 

2. false propaganda 
0 0 0 0 

3. I do not know 
4 40 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.5.97
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

64. What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in the Soviet Union was? 

 
 

Table 1.4.5.98 

№ 
 

What do you think the 
“friendship of peoples” in the 
Soviet Union was? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. a historical reality 
7 78 10 100 

2. false propaganda 
1 11 0 0 

3. I do not know 
1 11 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.98

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

64. What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in the Soviet Union was? 
 

Table 1.4.5.99 

№ 
What do you think the 
“friendship of peoples” in the 
Soviet Union was? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. a historical reality 

0 0 0 0 

2. false propaganda 
7 70 10 100 

3. I do not know 
3 30 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.99
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 

64. What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in the Soviet Union was? 
 

Table 1.4.5.100 

№ 
What do you think the 
“friendship of peoples” in the 
Soviet Union was? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1
. 
a historical reality 

9 90 9 90 

2
. 
false propaganda 

1 10 1 10 

3
. 
I do not know 

0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.100

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

64. What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in the Soviet Union was? 
 

Table 1.4.5.101 

№ 
What do you think the 
“friendship of peoples” in 
the Soviet Union was? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. a historical reality 
2 20 6 67 

2. false propaganda 
7 70 1 11 

3. I do not know 
1 10 2 22 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.101
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
64. What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in the Soviet Union was? 
Table 1.4.5.102 

№ 
What do you think the “friendship of 
peoples” in the Soviet Union was? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 
1. a historical reality 

5 50 7 70 

2. false propaganda 
4 40 2 20 

3. I do not know 
1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.5.102

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
64. What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in the Soviet Union was? 
Table 1.4.5.103  

№ 
What do you think the 
“friendship of peoples” in 
the Soviet Union was? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. a historical reality 9 90 9 90 7 70 

2. false propaganda 1 10 0 0 0 0 

3. I do not know 
0 0 1 10 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.103
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 5: Historical  imagery  and representations  (1918-1985) 
64. What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in the Soviet Union was? 
 

Table 1.4.5.104 

№ 
What do you think the 
“friendship of peoples” in the 
Soviet Union was? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. a historical reality 

6 60 8 89 

2. false propaganda 
3 30 0 0 

3. I do not know 
1 10 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.5.104

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
64. What do you think the “friendship of peoples” in the Soviet Union was? 
 

Table 1.4.5.105 

№ 
What do you think the 
“friendship of peoples” in the 
Soviet Union was? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. a historical reality 

9 90 9 90 

2. false propaganda 
1 10 0 0 

3. I do not know 
0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.5.105
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

65. In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national symbols (language, national flag, the Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 

Table 1.4.6.1 

№ In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national 
symbols (language, national flag, the Latin 
alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 

Frequency Percent 

1. justified 176 72 
2. unjustified 50 20 
3. I do not know 20 8 
 Total 246 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.1
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

65. In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national symbols (language, national flag, the Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 

Table 1.4.6.2 

№ In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national 
symbols (language, national flag, the Latin 
alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 

Frequency Percent 

1. justified 56 72 
2. unjustified 12 15 
3. I do not know 10 13 
 Total 78 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.2

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

65. In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national symbols (language, national flag, the Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 

Table 1.4.6.3 

№ In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national 
symbols (language, national flag, the Latin 
alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 

Frequency Percent 

1. justified 51 85 
2. unjustified 7 12 
3. I do not know 2 3 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.3
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

65. In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national symbols (language, national flag, the Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 
Table 1.4.6.4 

№ 

In your opinion, the Moldovans’ 
fight for national symbols 
(language, national flag, the 
Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 
1987-1989  was: 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. justified 
10 100 8 89 

2. unjustified 
0 0 0 0 

3. I do not know 
0 0 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.4

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

65. In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national symbols (language, national flag, the Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.5 

№ 

In your opinion, the 
Moldovans’ fight for national 
symbols (language, national 
flag, the Latin alphabet, coat 
of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. justified 
7 70 6 60 

2. unjustified 
1 10 3 30 

3. I do not know 
2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 1.4.6.5 

 



 

1019 
 

II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

65. In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national symbols (language, national flag, the Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 
Table 1.4.6.6 

№ 

In your opinion, the 
Moldovans’ fight for national 
symbols (language, national 
flag, the Latin alphabet, coat 
of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. justified 
9 90 9 100 

2. unjustified 
0 0 0 0 

3. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.6

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
65. In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national symbols (language, national flag, the Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.7 

№ 

In your opinion, the 
Moldovans’ fight for national 
symbols (language, national 
flag, the Latin alphabet, coat 
of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. justified 
3 30 4 40 

2. unjustified 
2 20 6 60 

3. I do not know 
5 50 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.7
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

65. In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national symbols (language, national flag, the Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 

 
 

Table 1.4.6.8 

№ 
 

In your opinion, the Moldovans’ 
fight for national symbols 
(language, national flag, the 
Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 
1987-1989  was: 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. justified 
8 80 6 60 

2. unjustified 
2 20 4 40 

3. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.8

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  
65. In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national symbols (language, national flag, the Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.9 

№ 

In your opinion, the Moldovans’ 
fight for national symbols 
(language, national flag, the 
Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 
1987-1989  was: 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. justified 
10 100 10 100 

2. unjustified 
0 0 0 0 

3. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.9
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

65. In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national symbols (language, national flag, the Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.10 

№ 

In your opinion, the 
Moldovans’ fight for national 
symbols (language, national 
flag, the Latin alphabet, coat 
of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1
. 
justified 

7 70 7 70 

2
. 
unjustified 

3 30 3 30 

3
. 
I do not know 

0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.10

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

65. In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national symbols (language, national flag, the Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.11 

№ 

In your opinion, the 
Moldovans’ fight for 
national symbols 
(language, national flag, 
the Latin alphabet, coat of 
arms) in 1987-1989  was: 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justified 
9 90 8 80 

2. unjustified 
0 0 1 10 

3. I do not know 
1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.11
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
65. In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national symbols (language, national flag, the Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 
Table 1.4.6.12 

№ 

In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight 
for national symbols (language, 
national flag, the Latin alphabet, coat 
of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. justified 
7 70 1 10 

2. unjustified 
3 30 6 60 

3. I do not know 
0 0 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.12

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
65. In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national symbols (language, national flag, the Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 
Table 1.4.6.13 

№ 

In your opinion, the 
Moldovans’ fight for 
national symbols (language, 
national flag, the Latin 
alphabet, coat of arms) in 
1987-1989  was: 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. justified 
7 70 5 50 8 80 

2. unjustified 
0 0 4 40 2 20 

3. I do not know 
3 30 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.13
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
65. In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national symbols (language, national flag, the Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.14 

№ 

In your opinion, the Moldovans’ 
fight for national symbols 
(language, national flag, the 
Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 
1987-1989  was: 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. justified 
8 80 5 56 

2. unjustified 
2 20 3 33 

3. I do not know 
0 0 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.14

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
65. In your opinion, the Moldovans’ fight for national symbols (language, national flag, the Latin alphabet, coat of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.15 

№ 

In your opinion, the 
Moldovans’ fight for national 
symbols (language, national 
flag, the Latin alphabet, coat 
of arms) in 1987-1989  was: 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. justified 
8 80 6 67 

2. unjustified 
2 20 3 33 

3. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.15
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

66. In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the status of the Russian language as a state language in Moldova was: 

Table 1.4.6.16 

№ In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-
speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the 
status of the Russian language as a state language 
in Moldova was: 

Frequency Percent 

1. justified 139 56 
2. unjustified 86 35 
3. I do not know 21 9 
 Total 246 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.16
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

66. In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the status of the Russian language as a state language in Moldova was: 

Table 1.4.6.17 

№ In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-
speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the 
status of the Russian language as a state language 
in Moldova was: 

Frequency Percent 

1. justified 32 41 
2. unjustified 39 50 
3. I do not know 7 9 
 Total 78 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.17

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

66. In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the status of the Russian language as a state language in Moldova was: 

Table 1.4.6.18 

№ In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-
speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the 
status of the Russian language as a state language 
in Moldova was: 

Frequency Percent 

1. justified 26 43 
2. unjustified 29 48 
3. I do not know 5 9 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.18
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

66. In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the status of the Russian language as a state language in Moldova was: 
Table 1.4.6.19 

№ 

In your opinion, the movement 
of the Russian-speaking 
population in Soviet Moldavia 
for the status of the Russian 
language as a state language in 
Moldova was: 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. justified 
0 0 0 0 

2. unjustified 
9 90 9 90 

3. I do not know 
1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.19

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

66. In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the status of the Russian language as a state language in Moldova was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.20 

№ 

In your opinion, the 
movement of the Russian-
speaking population in Soviet 
Moldavia for the status of the 
Russian language as a state 
language in Moldova was: 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. justified 
5 50 10 100 

2. unjustified 
4 40 0 0 

3. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.20
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

66. In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the status of the Russian language as a state language in Moldova was: 
Table 1.4.6.21 

№ 

In your opinion, the 
movement of the Russian-
speaking population in Soviet 
Moldavia for the status of the 
Russian language as a state 
language in Moldova was: 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. justified 
0 0 1 11 

2. unjustified 
8 89 8 89 

3. I do not know 
1 11 0 0 

 Total 9 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.21

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
66. In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the status of the Russian language as a state language in Moldova was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.22 

№ 

In your opinion, the 
movement of the Russian-
speaking population in Soviet 
Moldavia for the status of the 
Russian language as a state 
language in Moldova was: 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. justified 
6 60 10 100 

2. unjustified 
1 10 0 0 

3. I do not know 
3 30 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.22
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

66. In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the status of the Russian language as a state language in Moldova was: 

 
 

Table 1.4.6.23 

№ 
 

In your opinion, the movement 
of the Russian-speaking 
population in Soviet Moldavia 
for the status of the Russian 
language as a state language in 
Moldova was: 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. justified 
7 70 10 100 

2. unjustified 
0 0 0 0 

3. I do not know 
3 30 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.23

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

66. In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the status of the Russian language as a state language in Moldova was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.24 

№ 

In your opinion, the movement 
of the Russian-speaking 
population in Soviet Moldavia 
for the status of the Russian 
language as a state language in 
Moldova was: 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. justified 
0 0 6 60 

2. unjustified 
9 90 3 30 

3. I do not know 
1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.24
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

66. In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the status of the Russian language as a state language in Moldova was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.25 

№ 

In your opinion, the 
movement of the Russian-
speaking population in Soviet 
Moldavia for the status of the 
Russian language as a state 
language in Moldova was: 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1
. 
justified 

8 80 7 70 

2
. 
unjustified 

2 20 2 20 

3
. 
I do not know 

0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.25

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

66. In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the status of the Russian language as a state language in Moldova was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.26 

№ 

In your opinion, the 
movement of the Russian-
speaking population in 
Soviet Moldavia for the 
status of the Russian 
language as a state 
language in Moldova was: 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. justified 
1 10 4 40 

2. unjustified 
9 90 4 40 

3. I do not know 
0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.26
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
66. In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the status of the Russian language as a state language in Moldova was: 
Table 1.4.6.27 

№ 

In your opinion, the movement of the 
Russian-speaking population in Soviet 
Moldavia for the status of the Russian 
language as a state language in 
Moldova was: 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. justified 
7 70 10 100 

2. unjustified 
1 10 0 0 

3. I do not know 
2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.27

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
66. In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the status of the Russian language as a state language in Moldova was: 
Table 1.4.6.28 

№ 

In your opinion, the 
movement of the Russian-
speaking population in 
Soviet Moldavia for the 
status of the Russian 
language as a state language 
in Moldova was: 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. justified 
6 60 6 60 8 80 

2. unjustified 
4 40 3 30 2 20 

3. I do not know 
0 0 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.28
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
66. In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the status of the Russian language as a state language in Moldova was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.29 

№ 

In your opinion, the movement 
of the Russian-speaking 
population in Soviet Moldavia 
for the status of the Russian 
language as a state language in 
Moldova was: 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. justified 
3 30 7 78 

2. unjustified 
7 70 1 11 

3. I do not know 
0 0 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.29

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
66. In your opinion, the movement of the Russian-speaking population in Soviet Moldavia for the status of the Russian language as a state language in Moldova was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.30 

№ 

In your opinion, the 
movement of the Russian-
speaking population in Soviet 
Moldavia for the status of the 
Russian language as a state 
language in Moldova was: 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. justified 
10 100 7 78 

2. unjustified 
0 0 0 0 

3. I do not know 
0 0 2 22 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.30
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine    SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

67. In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan language as the state/official language and to change from the Cyrillic to the Latin 

alphabet was: 

Table 1.4.6.31 

№ In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan 
Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan 
language as the state/official language and to 
change from the Cyrillic to the Latin alphabet 
was: 

Frequency Percent 

1. correct 154 63 
2. incorrect 60 24 
3. I do not know 31 13 
 Total 245 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.31
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

67. In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan language as the state/official language and to change from the Cyrillic to the Latin 

alphabet was: 

Table 1.4.6.32 

№ In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan 
Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan 
language as the state/official language and to 
change from the Cyrillic to the Latin alphabet 
was: 

Frequency Percent 

1. correct 53 67 
2. incorrect 19 24 
3. I do not know 7 9 
 Total 79 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.32

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
67. In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan language as the state/official language and to change from the Cyrillic to the Latin 
alphabet was: 
Table 1.4.6.33 

№ In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan 
Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan 
language as the state/official language and to 
change from the Cyrillic to the Latin alphabet 
was: 

Frequency Percent 

1. correct 40 67 
2. incorrect 11 18 
3. I do not know 9 15 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.33
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

67. In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan language as the state/official language and to change from the Cyrillic to the Latin 
alphabet was: 
Table 1.4.6.34 

№ 

In your opinion, the decision of 
the Moldovan Parliament in 
1989 to recognize the Moldovan 
language as the state/official 
language and to change from the 
Cyrillic to the Latin alphabet 
was: 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. correct 
10 100 10 100 

2. incorrect 
0 0 0 0 

3. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.34

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

67. In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan language as the state/official language and to change from the Cyrillic to the Latin 
alphabet was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.35 

№ 

In your opinion, the decision 
of the Moldovan Parliament in 
1989 to recognize the 
Moldovan language as the 
state/official language and to 
change from the Cyrillic to the 
Latin alphabet was: 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. correct 
6 60 7 70 

2. incorrect 
2 20 2 20 

3. I do not know 
2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.35
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

67. In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan language as the state/official language and to change from the Cyrillic to the Latin 
alphabet was: 
Table 1.4.6.36 

№ 

In your opinion, the decision 
of the Moldovan Parliament in 
1989 to recognize the 
Moldovan language as the 
state/official language and to 
change from the Cyrillic to the 
Latin alphabet was: 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. correct 
9 90 8 89 

2. incorrect 
0 0 1 11 

3. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.36

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
67. In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan language as the state/official language and to change from the Cyrillic to the Latin 
alphabet was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.37 

№ 

In your opinion, the decision 
of the Moldovan Parliament in 
1989 to recognize the 
Moldovan language as the 
state/official language and to 
change from the Cyrillic to the 
Latin alphabet was: 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. correct 
2 20 1 10 

2. incorrect 
7 70 7 70 

3. I do not know 
1 10 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.37
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

67. In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan language as the state/official language and to change from the Cyrillic to the Latin 
alphabet was: 
 
 

Table 1.4.6.38 

№ 
 

In your opinion, the decision of 
the Moldovan Parliament in 
1989 to recognize the Moldovan 
language as the state/official 
language and to change from the 
Cyrillic to the Latin alphabet 
was: 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. correct 
6 67 8 80 

2. incorrect 
2 22 0 0 

3. I do not know 
1 11 2 20 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.38

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  
67. In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan language as the state/official language and to change from the Cyrillic to the Latin 
alphabet was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.39 

№ 

In your opinion, the decision of 
the Moldovan Parliament in 
1989 to recognize the Moldovan 
language as the state/official 
language and to change from the 
Cyrillic to the Latin alphabet 
was: 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. correct 
10 100 10 100 

2. incorrect 
0 0 0 0 

3. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.39
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

67. In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan language as the state/official language and to change from the Cyrillic to the Latin 

alphabet was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.40 

№ 

In your opinion, the decision 
of the Moldovan Parliament 
in 1989 to recognize the 
Moldovan language as the 
state/official language and to 
change from the Cyrillic to 
the Latin alphabet was: 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1
. 
correct 

2 20 5 50 

2
. 
incorrect 

5 50 4 40 

3
. 
I do not know 

3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.40

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

67. In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan language as the state/official language and to change from the Cyrillic to the Latin 

alphabet was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.41 

№ 

In your opinion, the 
decision of the Moldovan 
Parliament in 1989 to 
recognize the Moldovan 
language as the 
state/official language and 
to change from the Cyrillic 
to the Latin alphabet was: 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. correct 
8 80 5 50 

2. incorrect 
1 10 1 10 

3. I do not know 
1 10 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.41
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
67. In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan language as the state/official language and to change from the Cyrillic to the Latin 
alphabet was: 
Table 1.4.6.42 

№ 

In your opinion, the decision of the 
Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to 
recognize the Moldovan language as 
the state/official language and to 
change from the Cyrillic to the Latin 
alphabet was: 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. correct 
5 50 5 56 

2. incorrect 
1 10 4 44 

3. I do not know 
4 40 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.42

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
67. In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan language as the state/official language and to change from the Cyrillic to the Latin 
alphabet was: 
Table 1.4.6.43 

№ 

In your opinion, the 
decision of the Moldovan 
Parliament in 1989 to 
recognize the Moldovan 
language as the 
state/official language and 
to change from the Cyrillic 
to the Latin alphabet was: 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. correct 
5 50 3 30 5 50 

2. incorrect 
5 50 7 70 2 20 

3. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.43
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
67. In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan language as the state/official language and to change from the Cyrillic to the Latin 
alphabet was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.44 

№ 

In your opinion, the decision of 
the Moldovan Parliament in 
1989 to recognize the Moldovan 
language as the state/official 
language and to change from the 
Cyrillic to the Latin alphabet 
was: 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. correct 
8 80 5 56 

2. incorrect 
1 10 2 22 

3. I do not know 
1 10 2 22 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.44

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
67. In your opinion, the decision of the Moldovan Parliament in 1989 to recognize the Moldovan language as the state/official language and to change from the Cyrillic to the Latin 
alphabet was: 
 

Table 1.4.6.45 

№ 

In your opinion, the decision 
of the Moldovan Parliament in 
1989 to recognize the 
Moldovan language as the 
state/official language and to 
change from the Cyrillic to the 
Latin alphabet was: 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. correct 
7 70 4 45 

2. incorrect 
3 30 3 33 

3. I do not know 
0 0 2 22 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.45
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

68. According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. Which of the following did you personally hear? 

Table 1.4.6.46 

№ According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic 
Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. 
Which of the following did you personally hear? 

Frequency Percent 

1. “Russians - behind the Dniester, Jews - in the 
Dniester!” 

20 8 

2. “Let’s drown the Russians in Jewish blood!” 5 2 
3. both of the above 20 8 
4. none of the above 115 48 
5. none of the above, I was born after 1991 81 34 
 Total 241 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.6.46

 



 

1041 
 

 

GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

68. According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. Which of the following did you personally hear? 

Table 1.4.6.47 

№ According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic 
Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. 
Which of the following did you personally hear? 

Frequency Percent 

1. “Russians - behind the Dniester, Jews - in the 
Dniester!” 

7 9 

2. “Let’s drown the Russians in Jewish blood!” 1 1 
3. both of the above 4 5 
4. none of the above 42 56 
5. none of the above, I was born after 1991 22 29 
 Total 76 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.6.47

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
68. According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. Which of the following did you personally hear? 
Table 1.4.6.48 
№ According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic 

Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. 
Which of the following did you personally hear? 

Frequency Percent 

1. “Russians - behind the Dniester, Jews - in the 
Dniester!” 

1 2 

2. “Let’s drown the Russians in Jewish blood!” 4 7 
3. both of the above 0 0 
4. none of the above 39 65 
5. none of the above, I was born after 1991 16 26 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.48
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  
68. According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. Which of the following did you personally hear? 
Table 1.4.6.49 

№ 

According to some authors, in 
1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan 
protesters shouted a number of 
slogans. Which of the following 
did you personally hear? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. “Russians - behind the Dniester, 
Jews - in the Dniester!” 

1 10 0 0 

2. “Let’s drown the Russians in 
Jewish blood!” 

0 0 0 0 

3. both of the above 0 0 0 0 

4. none of the above 3 30 10 100 

5. none of the above, I was born 
after 1991 

6 60 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.49

I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
68. According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. Which of the following did you personally hear? 
 

Table 1.4.6.50 

№ 

According to some authors, in 
1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan 
protesters shouted a number 
of slogans. Which of the 
following did you personally 
hear? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. “Russians - behind the 
Dniester, Jews - in the 
Dniester!” 

0 0 1 11 

2. “Let’s drown the Russians in 
Jewish blood!” 

0 0 0 0 

3. both of the above 2 20 0 0 
4. none of the above 0 0 8 89 
5. none of the above, I was born 
after 1991 

8 80 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.50

 



 

1043 
 

II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults                                      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
 
68. According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. Which of the following did you personally hear? 

Table 1.4.6.51 

№ 

According to some authors, in 
1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan 
protesters shouted a number of 
slogans. Which of the following 
did you personally hear? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. “Russians - behind the Dniester, 
Jews - in the Dniester!” 

1 10 0 0 

2. “Let’s drown the Russians in 
Jewish blood!” 

0 0 0 0 

3. both of the above 0 0 0 0 

4. none of the above 8 80 9 100 

5. none of the above, I was born 
after 1991 

1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure1.4.6.51

 
 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
68. According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. Which of the following did you personally hear? 
 

Table 1.4.6.52 

Figure 1.4.6.52  
 
 

 
 
 
 

№ 

According to some authors, in 
1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan 
protesters shouted a number of 
slogans. Which of the 
following did you personally 
hear? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1
. 
“Russians - behind the 
Dniester, Jews - in the 
Dniester!” 

0 0 4 45 

2
. 
“Let’s drown the Russians in 
Jewish blood!” 

0 0 1 11 

3
. 
both of the above 0 0 2 22 

4
. 
none of the above 2 22 2 22 

5
. 
none of the above, I was born 
after 1991 

7 78 0 0 

 Total 9 100 9 100 
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
68. According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. Which of the following did you personally hear? 
 
 

Table 1.4.6.53 

№ 
 

According to some authors, in 
1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan 
protesters shouted a number of 
slogans. Which of the following 
did you personally hear? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. “Russians - behind the Dniester, 
Jews - in the Dniester!” 

0 0 2 20 

2. “Let’s drown the Russians in 
Jewish blood!” 

1 10 0 0 

3. both of the above 0 0 2 20 

4. none of the above 3 30 6 60 

5. none of the above, I was born 
after 1991 

6 60 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.53

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  
68. According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. Which of the following did you personally hear? 
 

Table 1.4.6.54 

№ 

According to some authors, in 
1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan 
protesters shouted a number of 
slogans. Which of the following 
did you personally hear? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. “Russians - behind the Dniester, 
Jews - in the Dniester!” 

0 0 0 0 

2. “Let’s drown the Russians in 
Jewish blood!” 

0 0 0 0 

3. both of the above 0 0 0 0 

4. none of the above 10 100 10 100 

5. none of the above, I was born 
after 1991 

0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.54
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

68. According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. Which of the following did you personally hear? 
 

Table 1.4.6.55 

№ 

According to some authors, 
in 1988-1989, ethnic 
Moldovan protesters shouted 
a number of slogans. Which 
of the following did you 
personally hear? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1. “Russians - behind the 
Dniester, Jews - in the 
Dniester!” 

1 10 0 0 

2. “Let’s drown the Russians in 
Jewish blood!” 

0 0 0 0 

3. both of the above 0 0 3 30 

4. none of the above 2 20 7 70 

5. none of the above, I was born 
after 1991 

7 70 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.55

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  
68. According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. Which of the following did you personally hear? 
 

Table 1.4.6.56 

№ 

According to some 
authors, in 1988-1989, 
ethnic Moldovan 
protesters shouted a 
number of slogans. Which 
of the following did you 
personally hear? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. “Russians - behind the 
Dniester, Jews - in the 
Dniester!” 

0 0 0 0 

2. “Let’s drown the Russians 
in Jewish blood!” 

0 0 0 0 

3. both of the above 0 0 1 10 

4. none of the above 1 10 9 90 

5. none of the above, I was 
born after 1991 

9 90 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.56
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
68. According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. Which of the following did you personally hear? 
Table 1.4.6.57 

№ 

According to some authors, in 1988-
1989, ethnic Moldovan protesters 
shouted a number of slogans. Which 
of the following did you personally 
hear? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. “Russians - behind the Dniester, Jews 
- in the Dniester!” 

0 0 3 33 

2. “Let’s drown the Russians in Jewish 
blood!” 

0 0 0 0 

3. both of the above 1 11 2 22 

4. none of the above 0 0 4 45 

5. none of the above, I was born after 
1991 

8 89 0 0 

 Total 9 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.57

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
68. According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. Which of the following did you personally hear? 
Table 1.4.6.58 

№ 

According to some authors, 
in 1988-1989, ethnic 
Moldovan protesters 
shouted a number of 
slogans. Which of the 
following did you 
personally hear? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. “Russians - behind the 
Dniester, Jews - in the 
Dniester!” 

2 20 0 0 0 0 

2. “Let’s drown the Russians 
in Jewish blood!” 

0 0 0 0 1 11 

3. both of the above 0 0 3 30 1 11 

4. none of the above 4 40 3 30 3 33 

5. none of the above, I was 
born after 1991 

4 40 4 40 4 45 

 Total 10 100 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.58
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
68. According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. Which of the following did you personally hear? 
 

Table 1.4.6.59 

№ 

According to some authors, in 
1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan 
protesters shouted a number of 
slogans. Which of the following 
did you personally hear? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. “Russians - behind the Dniester, 
Jews - in the Dniester!” 

2 20 0 0 

2. “Let’s drown the Russians in 
Jewish blood!” 

1 10 1 11 

3. both of the above 0 0 0 0 

4. none of the above 6 60 3 33 

5. none of the above, I was born 
after 1991 

1 10 5 56 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.59

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
68. According to some authors, in 1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan protesters shouted a number of slogans. Which of the following did you personally hear? 
 

Table 1.4.6.60 

№ 

According to some authors, in 
1988-1989, ethnic Moldovan 
protesters shouted a number of 
slogans. Which of the 
following did you personally 
hear? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. “Russians - behind the 
Dniester, Jews - in the 
Dniester!” 

3 30 0 0 

2. “Let’s drown the Russians in 
Jewish blood!” 

0 0 0 0 

3. both of the above 2 20 1 11 

4. none of the above 2 20 0 0 

5. none of the above, I was born 
after 1991 

3 30 8 89 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.60
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

69. What is your attitude towards the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 

Table 1.4.6.61 

№ What is your attitude towards the collapse of the 
Soviet Union in 1991? 

Frequency Percent 

1. positive 87 36 
2. negative 134 55 
3. I do not care 6 2 
4. I do not know 18 7 
 Total 245 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.61
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

69. What is your attitude towards the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 

Table 1.4.6.62 

№ What is your attitude towards the collapse of the 
Soviet Union in 1991? 

Frequency Percent 

1. positive 29 37 
2. negative 42 54 
3. I do not care 1 1 
4. I do not know 6 8 
 Total 78 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.6.62

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

69. What is your attitude towards the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 

Table 1.4.6.63 

№ What is your attitude towards the collapse of the 
Soviet Union in 1991? 

Frequency Percent 

1. positive 36 61 
2. negative 20 34 
3. I do not care 1 2 
4. I do not know 2 3 
 Total 59 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.63

 



 

1050 
 

 

DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  
69. What is your attitude towards the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 
Table 1.4.6.64 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the collapse of the Soviet Union 
in 1991? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive 

10 100 6 67 

2. negative 
0 0 0 0 

3. I do not care 
0 0 1 11 

4. I do not know 
0 0 2 22 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.64

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
69. What is your attitude towards the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 
 

Table 1.4.6.65 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the collapse of the Soviet 
Union in 1991? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive 

3 30 0 0 

2. negative 
6 60 9 90 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.65
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

69. What is your attitude towards the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 
Table 1.4.6.66 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the collapse of the Soviet 
Union in 1991? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive 

4 40 4 44 

2. negative 
6 60 4 44 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 1 12 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.66

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
69. What is your attitude towards the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 
 

Table 1.4.6.67 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the collapse of the Soviet 
Union in 1991? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive 

1 10 1 10 

2. negative 
8 80 9 90 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.67
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

69. What is your attitude towards the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 

 
 

Table 1.4.6.68 

№ 
 

What is your attitude towards 
the collapse of the Soviet Union 
in 1991? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positive 
2 20 2 20 

2. negative 
7 70 8 80 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.68

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

69. What is your attitude towards the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 
 

Table 1.4.6.69 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the collapse of the Soviet Union 
in 1991? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive 

10 100 10 100 

2. negative 
0 0 0 0 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.69
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

69. What is your attitude towards the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 
 

Table 1.4.6.70 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the collapse of the Soviet 
Union in 1991? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1. positive 
1 10 1 10 

2. negative 
8 80 9 90 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.70

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

69. What is your attitude towards the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 
 

Table 1.4.6.71 

№ 
What is your attitude 
towards the collapse of the 
Soviet Union in 1991? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 
9 90 5 56 

2. negative 
0 0 3 33 

3. I do not care 
1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.71

 



 

1054 
 

B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
69. What is your attitude towards the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 
Table 1.4.6.72 

№ 
What is your attitude towards the 
collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 
1. positive 

4 40 2 20 

2. negative 
3 30 6 60 

3. I do not care 
1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 
2 20 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.72

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
69. What is your attitude towards the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 
Table 1.4.6.73 

№ 
What is your attitude 
towards the collapse of the 
Soviet Union in 1991? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. positive 1 10 0 0 2 20 

2. negative 8 80 10 100 5 50 

3. I do not care 0 0 0 0 2 20 

4. I do not know 1 10 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.73
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
69. What is your attitude towards the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 
 

Table 1.4.6.74 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the collapse of the Soviet Union 
in 1991? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive 

7 70 0 0 

2. negative 
3 30 7 78 

3. I do not care 
0 0 1 11 

4. I do not know 
0 0 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.74

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
69. What is your attitude towards the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991? 
 

Table 1.4.6.75 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the collapse of the Soviet 
Union in 1991? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive 

1 10 1 11 

2. negative 
8 80 7 78 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
1 10 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.75
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

70. What would you have wanted for Moldova in early 1990s? 

Table 1.4.6.76 

№ What would you have wanted for Moldova in 
early 1990s? 

Frequency Percent 

1. to remain a part of the USSR 113 46 
2. to become an independent state 75 31 
3. to unite with Romania 44 18 
4. I do not know 14 5 
 Total 246 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.6.76
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

70. What would you have wanted for Moldova in early 1990s? 

Table 1.4.6.77 

№ What would you have wanted for Moldova in 
early 1990s? 

Frequency Percent 

1. to remain a part of the USSR 32 40 
2. to become an independent state 25 32 
3. to unite with Romania 22 28 
4. I do not know 0 0 
 Total 79 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.77

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

70. What would you have wanted for Moldova in early 1990s? 

Table 1.4.6.78 

№ What would you have wanted for Moldova in 
early 1990s? 

Frequency Percent 

1. to remain a part of the USSR 15 25 
2. to become an independent state 19 32 
3. to unite with Romania 19 32 
4. I do not know 7 11 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.78
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

70. What would you have wanted for Moldova in early 1990s? 
Table 1.4.6.79 

№ 
What would you have wanted 
for Moldova in early 1990s? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. to remain a part of the USSR 

0 0 0 0 

2. to become an independent state 
5 50 2 20 

3. to unite with Romania 
5 50 8 80 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.79

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

70. What would you have wanted for Moldova in early 1990s? 
 

Table 1.4.6.80 

№ 
What would you have wanted 
for Moldova in early 1990s? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. to remain a part of the USSR 

5 50 9 90 

2. to become an independent 

state 3 30 1 10 

3. to unite with Romania 
2 20 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.80
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

70. What would you have wanted for Moldova in early 1990s? 
Table 1.4.6.81 

№ 
What would you have wanted 
for Moldova in early 1990s? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. to remain a part of the USSR 

2 20 2 22 

2. to become an independent 

state 6 60 4 45 

3. to unite with Romania 
2 20 3 33 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.81

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
70. What would you have wanted for Moldova in early 1990s? 
 

Table 1.4.6.82 

№ 
What would you have wanted 
for Moldova in early 1990s? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. to remain a part of the USSR 

4 40 10 100 

2. to become an independent 

state 4 40 0 0 

3. to unite with Romania 
2 20 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.82
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

70. What would you have wanted for Moldova in early 1990s? 

 
 

Table 1.4.6.83 

№ 
 
What would you have wanted 
for Moldova in early 1990s? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. to remain a part of the USSR 

8 80 6 60 

2. to become an independent state 
2 20 4 40 

3. to unite with Romania 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.83

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

70. What would you have wanted for Moldova in early 1990s? 
 

Table 1.4.6.84 

№ 
What would you have wanted 
for Moldova in early 1990s? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. to remain a part of the USSR 

0 0 0 0 

2. to become an independent state 
0 0 2 20 

3. to unite with Romania 
10 100 8 80 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.84
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

70. What would you have wanted for Moldova in early 1990s? 
 

Table 1.4.6.85 

№ 
What would you have wanted 
for Moldova in early 1990s? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1. to remain a part of the USSR 
4 40 9 90 

2. to become an independent 

state 1 10 1 10 

3. to unite with Romania 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
5 50 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.85

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

70. What would you have wanted for Moldova in early 1990s? 
 

Table 1.4.6.86 

№ 
What would you have 
wanted for Moldova in 
early 1990s? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. to remain a part of the 

USSR 0 0 2 20 

2. to become an independent 

state 7 70 8 80 

3. to unite with Romania 
1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 
2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.86
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
70. What would you have wanted for Moldova in early 1990s? 
Table 1.4.6.87 

№ 
What would you have wanted for 
Moldova in early 1990s? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 
1. to remain a part of the USSR 

2 20 3 33 

2. to become an independent state 
6 60 2 22 

3. to unite with Romania 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
2 20 4 45 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.87

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
70. What would you have wanted for Moldova in early 1990s? 
Table 1.4.6.88 

№ 
What would you have 
wanted for Moldova in 
early 1990s? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. to remain a part of the 

USSR 8 80 7 70 8 80 

2. to become an independent 

state 2 20 3 30 1 10 

3. to unite with Romania 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.88
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
70. What would you have wanted for Moldova in early 1990s? 
 

Table 1.4.6.89 

№ 
What would you have wanted 
for Moldova in early 1990s? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. to remain a part of the USSR 

3 30 8 89 

2. to become an independent state 
4 40 0 0 

3. to unite with Romania 
3 30 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.89

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
70. What would you have wanted for Moldova in early 1990s? 
 

Table 1.4.6.90 

№ 
What would you have wanted 
for Moldova in early 1990s? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. to remain a part of the USSR 

6 60 7 78 

2. to become an independent 

state 4 40 2 22 

3. to unite with Romania 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.90
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

71. What is your attitude towards the reestablishment of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River (Transnistria) in 1990? 

Table 1.4.6.91 

№ What is your attitude towards the reestablishment 
of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River 
(Transnistria) in 1990? 

Frequency Percent 

1. positive 117 48 
2. negative 58 24 
3. I do not care 18 7 
4. I do not know 51 21 
 Total 244 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.91
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

71. What is your attitude towards the reestablishment of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River (Transnistria) in 1990? 

Table 1.4.6.92 

№ What is your attitude towards the reestablishment 
of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River 
(Transnistria) in 1990? 

Frequency Percent 

1. positive 40 51 
2. negative 31 39 
3. I do not care 1 1 
4. I do not know 7 9 
 Total 79 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.92

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 

71. What is your attitude towards the reestablishment of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River (Transnistria) in 1990? 

Table 1.4.6.93 

№ What is your attitude towards the reestablishment 
of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River 
(Transnistria) in 1990? 

Frequency Percent 

1. positive 27 45 
2. negative 9 15 
3. I do not care 6 10 
4. I do not know 18 30 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.93
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  
71. What is your attitude towards the reestablishment of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River (Transnistria) in 1990? 
Table 1.4.6.94 

№ 

What is your attitude towards 
the reestablishment of statehood 
on the left bank of the Dniester 
River (Transnistria) in 1990? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positive 
6 60 3 30 

2. negative 
3 30 5 50 

3. I do not care 
1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.94

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

71. What is your attitude towards the reestablishment of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River (Transnistria) in 1990? 
 

Table 1.4.6.95 

№ 

What is your attitude towards 
the reestablishment of 
statehood on the left bank of 
the Dniester River 
(Transnistria) in 1990? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positive 
6 60 3 30 

2. negative 
3 30 4 40 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
1 10 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.95
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

71. What is your attitude towards the reestablishment of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River (Transnistria) in 1990? 
Table 1.4.6.96 

№ 

What is your attitude towards 
the reestablishment of 
statehood on the left bank of 
the Dniester River 
(Transnistria) in 1990? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positive 
3 30 3 33 

2. negative 
7 70 6 67 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.96

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
71. What is your attitude towards the reestablishment of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River (Transnistria) in 1990? 
 

Table 1.4.6.97 

№ 

What is your attitude towards 
the reestablishment of 
statehood on the left bank of 
the Dniester River 
(Transnistria) in 1990? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positive 
9 90 7 70 

2. negative 
1 10 2 20 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.97
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

71. What is your attitude towards the reestablishment of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River (Transnistria) in 1990? 

 
 

Table 1.4.6.98 

№ 
 

What is your attitude towards 
the reestablishment of statehood 
on the left bank of the Dniester 
River (Transnistria) in 1990? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positive 
5 56 2 20 

2. negative 
0 0 6 60 

3. I do not care 
2 22 0 0 

4. I do not know 
2 22 2 20 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.98

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

71. What is your attitude towards the reestablishment of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River (Transnistria) in 1990? 
 

Table 1.4.6.99 

№ 

What is your attitude towards 
the reestablishment of statehood 
on the left bank of the Dniester 
River (Transnistria) in 1990? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positive 
7 70 6 60 

2. negative 
0 0 3 30 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.99
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

71. What is your attitude towards the reestablishment of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River (Transnistria) in 1990? 
 

Table 1.4.6.100 

№ 

What is your attitude towards 
the reestablishment of 
statehood on the left bank of 
the Dniester River 
(Transnistria) in 1990? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1. positive 
0 0 5 50 

2. negative 
5 50 2 20 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
5 50 3 30 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.100

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

71. What is your attitude towards the reestablishment of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River (Transnistria) in 1990? 
 

Table 1.4.6.101 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the 
reestablishment of 
statehood on the left bank 
of the Dniester River 
(Transnistria) in 1990? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 
2 20 2 20 

2. negative 
3 30 1 10 

3. I do not care 
3 30 0 0 

4. I do not know 
2 20 7 70 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.101
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
71. What is your attitude towards the reestablishment of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River (Transnistria) in 1990? 
Table 1.4.6.102 

№ 

What is your attitude towards the 
reestablishment of statehood on the 
left bank of the Dniester River 
(Transnistria) in 1990? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. positive 
2 20 1 11 

2. negative 
0 0 2 22 

3. I do not care 
3 30 0 0 

4. I do not know 
5 50 6 67 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.102

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
71. What is your attitude towards the reestablishment of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River (Transnistria) in 1990? 
Table 1.4.6.103 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the reestablishment 
of statehood on the left 
bank of the Dniester River 
(Transnistria) in 1990? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. positive 
8 80 7 70 7 70 

2. negative 
0 0 1 10 1 10 

3. I do not care 
1 10 1 10 0 0 

4. I do not know 
1 10 1 10 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.103
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
71. What is your attitude towards the reestablishment of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River (Transnistria) in 1990? 
 

Table 1.4.6.104 

№ 

What is your attitude towards 
the reestablishment of statehood 
on the left bank of the Dniester 
River (Transnistria) in 1990? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive 

4 40 5 56 

2. negative 
2 20 2 22 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
4 40 2 22 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.104

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
71. What is your attitude towards the reestablishment of statehood on the left bank of the Dniester River (Transnistria) in 1990? 
 

Table 1.4.6.105 

№ 

What is your attitude towards 
the reestablishment of 
statehood on the left bank of 
the Dniester River 
(Transnistria) in 1990? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positive 
6 67 3 33 

2. negative 
3 33 1 11 

3. I do not care 
0 0 4 45 

4. I do not know 
0 0 1 11 

 Total 9 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.105
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

72. What is your attitude towards the attempt to create Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 

Table 1.4.6.106 

№ What is your attitude towards the attempt to create 
Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 

Frequency Percent 

1. positive 89 37 
2. negative 87 36 
3. I do not care 19 8 
4. I do not know 46 19 
 Total 241 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.6.106
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

72. What is your attitude towards the attempt to create Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 

Table 1.4.6.107 

№ What is your attitude towards the attempt to create 
Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 

Frequency Percent 

1. positive 25 32 
2. negative 41 53 
3. I do not care 5 7 
4. I do not know 6 8 
 Total 77 100 
 

 

 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.107

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
72. What is your attitude towards the attempt to create Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 
Table 1.4.6.108 
№ What is your attitude towards the attempt to create 

Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 
Frequency Percent 

1. positive 16 26 
2. negative 19 32 
3. I do not care 6 10 
4. I do not know 19 32 
 Total 60 100 
 
 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.108
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

72. What is your attitude towards the attempt to create Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 
Table 1.4.6.109 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the attempt to create Gagauz 
statehood in the early 1990s? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive 

2 20 0 0 

2. negative 
8 80 9 90 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.109

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

72. What is your attitude towards the attempt to create Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 
 

Table 1.4.6.110 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the attempt to create Gagauz 
statehood in the early 1990s? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive 

3 30 8 80 

2. negative 
4 40 1 10 

3. I do not care 
2 20 1 10 

4. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.110
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

72. What is your attitude towards the attempt to create Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 
Table 1.4.6.111 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the attempt to create Gagauz 
statehood in the early 1990s? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive 

2 22 0 0 

2. negative 
7 78 9 100 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.111

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
72. What is your attitude towards the attempt to create Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 
  

Table 1.4.6.112 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the attempt to create Gagauz 
statehood in the early 1990s? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive 

4 40 6 67 

2. negative 
1 10 2 22 

3. I do not care 
2 20 0 0 

4. I do not know 
3 30 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.112

 
 
 



 

1076 
 

 
III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

72. What is your attitude towards the attempt to create Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 

 
 

Table 1.4.6.113 

№ 
 

What is your attitude towards 
the attempt to create Gagauz 
statehood in the early 1990s? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. positive 
7 78 6 67 

2. negative 
2 22 3 33 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.113

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

72. What is your attitude towards the attempt to create Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 
 

Table 1.4.6.114 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the attempt to create Gagauz 
statehood in the early 1990s? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive 

6 60 1 10 

2. negative 
0 0 7 70 

3. I do not care 
2 20 0 0 

4. I do not know 
2 20 2 20 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.114
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

72. What is your attitude towards the attempt to create Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 
 

Table 1.4.6.115 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the attempt to create Gagauz 
statehood in the early 1990s? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1. positive 
1 10 5 50 

2. negative 
3 30 3 30 

3. I do not care 
1 10 1 10 

4. I do not know 
5 50 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.115

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

72. What is your attitude towards the attempt to create Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 
 

Table 1.4.6.116 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the attempt to 
create Gagauz statehood in 
the early 1990s? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. positive 
1 10 2 20 

2. negative 
4 40 2 20 

3. I do not care 
2 20 0 0 

4. I do not know 
3 30 6 60 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.116
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
72. What is your attitude towards the attempt to create Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 
Table 1.4.6.117 

№ 
What is your attitude towards the 
attempt to create Gagauz statehood in 
the early 1990s? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 

1. positive 
3 30 3 30 

2. negative 
1 10 1 10 

3. I do not care 
4 40 2 20 

4. I do not know 
2 20 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.117

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
72. What is your attitude towards the attempt to create Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 
Table 1.4.6.118 

№ 

What is your attitude 
towards the attempt to 
create Gagauz statehood in 
the early 1990s? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. positive 
6 60 6 60 7 70 

2. negative 
1 10 2 20 2 20 

3. I do not care 
1 10 0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
2 20 2 20 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.118
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
72. What is your attitude towards the attempt to create Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 
 

Table 1.4.6.119 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the attempt to create Gagauz 
statehood in the early 1990s? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive 

2 20 3 33 

2. negative 
5 50 2 22 

3. I do not care 
0 0 0 0 

4. I do not know 
3 30 4 45 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.119

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
72. What is your attitude towards the attempt to create Gagauz statehood in the early 1990s? 
 

Table 1.4.6.120 

№ 
What is your attitude towards 
the attempt to create Gagauz 
statehood in the early 1990s? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. positive 

3 33 2 26 

2. negative 
4 45 4 50 

3. I do not care 
0 0 1 12 

4. I do not know 
2 22 1 12 

 Total 9 100 8 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.120
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

73. In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 

Table 1.4.6.121 

№ In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic? 

Frequency Percent 

1. the political elite supported by the population 68 28 
2. the political elite supported by Russia 129 53 
3. I do not know 46 19 
 Total 243 100 
 

 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.121
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

73. In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 

Table 1.4.6.122 

№ In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic? 

Frequency Percent 

1. the political elite supported by the population 28 36 
2. the political elite supported by Russia 43 56 
3. I do not know 6 8 
 Total 77 100 
 

 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.122

 
GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
73. In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 
Table 1.4.6.123 
№ In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian 

Moldovan Republic? 
Frequency Percent 

1. the political elite supported by the population 16 27 
2. the political elite supported by Russia 36 60 
3. I do not know 8 13 
 Total 60 100 
 
 
 
 

Figure 

1.4.6.123
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  

73. In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 
Table 1.4.6.124 

№ 
In your opinion, who created the 
Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. the political elite supported by 

the population 1 10 1 10 

2. the political elite supported by 

Russia 8 80 9 90 

3. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.124

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  

73. In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 
 

Table 1.4.6.125 

№ 
In your opinion, who created 
the Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. the political elite supported by 

the population 4 40 4 44 

2. the political elite supported by 

Russia 5 50 5 56 

3. I do not know 
1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.125
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

73. In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 
Table 1.4.6.126 

№ 
In your opinion, who created 
the Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. the political elite supported by 

the population 1 10 1 11 

2. the political elite supported by 

Russia 9 90 7 78 

3. I do not know 
0 0 1 11 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.126

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
73. In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 
 

Table 1.4.6.127 

№ 
In your opinion, who created 
the Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. the political elite supported by 

the population 9 90 7 78 

2. the political elite supported by 

Russia 0 0 0 0 

3. I do not know 
1 10 2 22 

 Total 10 100 9 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.127
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

73. In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 

 
 

Table 1.4.6.128 

№ 
 

In your opinion, who created the 
Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 

1. the political elite supported by 

the population 4 44 4 40 

2. the political elite supported by 

Russia 5 56 0 0 

3. I do not know 
0 0 6 60 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.128

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

73. In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 
 

Table 1.4.6.129 

№ 
In your opinion, who created the 
Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. the political elite supported by 

the population 1 10 1 10 

2. the political elite supported by 

Russia 6 60 8 80 

3. I do not know 
3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.129
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

73. In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 
 

Table 1.4.6.130 

№ 
In your opinion, who created 
the Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1
. 
the political elite supported by 

the population 5 50 6 60 

2
. 
the political elite supported by 

Russia 4 40 3 30 

3
. 
I do not know 

1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.130

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

73. In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 
 

Table 1.4.6.131 

№ 
In your opinion, who 
created the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. the political elite 

supported by the 

population 
1 10 2 20 

2. the political elite 

supported by Russia 8 80 7 70 

3. I do not know 
1 10 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.131
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
73. In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 
Table 1.4.6.132 

№ 
In your opinion, who created the 
Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 
1. the political elite supported by the 

population 1 10 2 20 

2. the political elite supported by Russia 
5 50 4 40 

3. I do not know 
4 40 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.132

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
73. In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 
Table 1.4.6.133 

№ 
In your opinion, who 
created the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. the political elite supported 

by the population 2 20 2 20 2 20 

2. the political elite supported 

by Russia 6 60 5 50 3 30 

3. I do not know 
2 20 3 30 5 50 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.133
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
73. In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 
 

Table 1.4.6.134 

№ 
In your opinion, who created the 
Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. the political elite supported by 

the population 3 30 0 0 

2. the political elite supported by 

Russia 7 70 5 56 

3. I do not know 
0 0 4 44 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.134

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
73. In your opinion, who created the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic? 
 

Table 1.4.6.135 

№ 
In your opinion, who created 
the Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. the political elite supported by 

the population 4 44 0 0 

2. the political elite supported by 

Russia 4 44 6 67 

3. I do not know 
1 12 3 33 

 Total 9 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.135
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GENERAL DATA (I): Moldova, Romania, Russia and Ukraine     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

74. Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic created? 

Table 1.4.6.136 

№ Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic 
created? 

Frequency Percent 

1. because Moscow wanted to keep Moldova within 
the USSR 

34 14 

2. to protect the rights of the Russian-speaking 
population 

70 29 

3. to prevent Moldova from uniting with Romania 80 33 
4. other reasons 33 13 
5. I do not know 27 11 
 Total 244 100 
 

Figure 

1.4.6.136
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GENERAL DATA (II): Moldova and Transnistria      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

74. Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic created? 

Table 1.4.6.137 

№ Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic 
created? 

Frequency Percent 

1. because Moscow wanted to keep Moldova within 
the USSR 

12 15 

2. to protect the rights of the Russian-speaking 
population 

16 21 

3. to prevent Moldova from uniting with Romania 32 41 
4. other reasons 14 18 
5. I do not know 4 5 
 Total 78 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.137

 

GENERAL DATA (III): Romania, Russia and Ukraine 
74. Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic created? 
 
Table 1.4.6.138 
№ Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic 

created? 
Frequency Percent 

1. because Moscow wanted to keep Moldova within 
the USSR 

15 25 

2. to protect the rights of the Russian-speaking 
population 

18 30 

3. to prevent Moldova from uniting with Romania 8 13 
4. other reasons 12 20 
5. I do not know 7 12 
 Total 60 100 
 

 

Figure 

1.4.6.138
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DATA BY GROUPS A. Major focus groups     SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
I. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults  
74. Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic created? 
Table 1.4.6.139 

№ 
Why was the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic created? 

I.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

I.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. because Moscow wanted to 
keep Moldova within the USSR 

1 10 3 30 

2. to protect the rights of the 
Russian-speaking population 

0 0 0 0 

3. to prevent Moldova from 
uniting with Romania 

6 60 5 50 

4. other reasons 1 10 2 20 

5. I do not know 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.139

 
I. Moldova: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
74. Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic created? 
 

Table 1.4.6.140 

№ 
Why was the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic created? 

I.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

I.4. Russian - speaking 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. because Moscow wanted to 
keep Moldova within the 
USSR 

3 30 0 0 

2. to protect the rights of the 
Russian-speaking population 

1 10 3 30 

3. to prevent Moldova from 
uniting with Romania 

3 30 4 40 

4. other reasons 2 20 3 30 

5. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.140
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II. Transnistria: Romanian - speaking youth and Romanian - speaking adults   SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

74. Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic created? 
Table 1.4.6.141 

№ 
Why was the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic created? 

II.1. Romanian -
speaking youth 

II.2. Romanian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. because Moscow wanted to 
keep Moldova within the 
USSR 

1 10 3 33 

2. to protect the rights of the 
Russian-speaking population 

2 20 0 0 

3. to prevent Moldova from 
uniting with Romania 

5 50 6 67 

4. other reasons 2 20 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.141

 
II. Transnistria: Russian - speaking youth and Russian - speaking adults  
74. Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic created? 
 

Table 1.4.6.142 

№ 
Why was the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic created? 

II.3. Russian - 
speaking youth 

II.4. Russian - 
speaking adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. because Moscow wanted to 
keep Moldova within the 
USSR 

1 11 0 0 

2. to protect the rights of the 
Russian-speaking population 

5 56 5 50 

3. to prevent Moldova from 
uniting with Romania 

0 0 3 30 

4. other reasons 2 22 2 20 

5. I do not know 1 11 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.142
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III. ATU Gagauzia: Gagauz youth and Gagauz adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

74. Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic created? 

 
 

Table 1.4.6.143 

№ 
 
Why was the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic created? 

III.1. Gagauz youth III.2. Gagauz adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. because Moscow wanted to 
keep Moldova within the USSR 

1 11 0 0 

2. to protect the rights of the 
Russian-speaking population 

6 67 4 40 

3. to prevent Moldova from 
uniting with Romania 

2 22 6 60 

4. other reasons 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 9 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.143

 
IV. Foreign/Abroad:  Romania - youth and Romania - adults  

74. Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic created? 
 

Table 1.4.6.144 

№ 
Why was the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic created? 

IV.1. Romania - 
youth 

IV.2. Romania - 
adults 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. because Moscow wanted to 
keep Moldova within the USSR 

0 0 8 80 

2. to protect the rights of the 
Russian-speaking population 

7 70 1 10 

3. to prevent Moldova from 
uniting with Romania 

0 0 0 0 

4. other reasons 0 0 0 0 

5. I do not know 3 30 1 10 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.144
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IV.    Foreign/Abroad:  Russia - youth and Russia - adults      SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 

74. Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic created? 
 

Table 1.4.6.145 

№ 
Why was the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic created? 

IV.3. Russia - youth IV.4. Russia - adults 

Frequenc
y 

Per 
Frequenc
y 

Per 

1. because Moscow wanted to 
keep Moldova within the 
USSR 

1 10 0 0 

2. to protect the rights of the 
Russian-speaking population 

4 40 3 30 

3. to prevent Moldova from 
uniting with Romania 

3 30 2 20 

4. other reasons 0 0 5 50 

5. I do not know 2 20 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.145

 
IV.   Foreign/Abroad:  Ukraine - youth and Ukraine - adults  

74. Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic created? 
 

Table 1.4.6.146 

№ 
Why was the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic 
created? 

IV.5. Ukraine - youth IV.6. Ukraine - adults 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

1. because Moscow wanted 
to keep Moldova within 
the USSR 

3 30 3 30 

2. to protect the rights of the 
Russian-speaking 
population 

2 20 1 10 

3. to prevent Moldova from 
uniting with Romania 

2 20 1 10 

4. other reasons 2 20 5 50 

5. I do not know 1 10 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.146
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B. Secondary focus groups        SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
V. Moldova: Jews youth and Jews adults  
74. Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic created? 
Table 1.4.6.147 

№ 
Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic created? 

V.1. Jews youth V.2. Jews adults 

Freq Per Freq Per 
1. because Moscow wanted to keep 
Moldova within the USSR 

0 0 0 0 

2. to protect the rights of the Russian-
speaking population 

4 40 3 30 

3. to prevent Moldova from uniting with 
Romania 

5 50 6 60 

4. other reasons 1 10 1 10 

5. I do not know 0 0 0 0 

 Total 10 100 10 100 
 

Figure 
1.4.6.147

 
V. Moldova: Bulgarians youth [PSU], Bulgarians youth [CmSU] and Gagauz youth [PSU].  
74. Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic created? 
Table 1.4.6.148 

№ 
Why was the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic 
created? 

V.3. 
Bulgarians 
youth [PSU] 

V.4. Bulgarians 
youth 
[CmSU] 

V.5. Gagauz 
youth [PSU] 

Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 
Frequ
ency 

Per 

1. because Moscow wanted to 
keep Moldova within the 
USSR 

1 10 0 0 1 10 

2. to protect the rights of the 
Russian-speaking 
population 

2 20 6 60 3 30 

3. to prevent Moldova from 
uniting with Romania 

5 50 3 30 1 10 

4. other reasons 0 0 0 0 1 10 

5. I do not know 2 20 1 10 4 40 

 Total 10 100 10 100 10 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.148
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V. Moldova: Romanian - speaking youth [PSU] and Ukrainians youth [PSU]  SECTION 6: Perestroika and the collapse of the USSR (1985-1991) 
74. Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic created? 
 

Table 1.4.6.149 

№ 
Why was the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic created? 

V.6. Romanian -
speaking youth 
[PSU] 

V.7. Ukrainians 
youth [PSU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. because Moscow wanted to 
keep Moldova within the USSR 

3 30 1 11 

2. to protect the rights of the 
Russian-speaking population 

2 20 1 11 

3. to prevent Moldova from 
uniting with Romania 

4 40 3 33 

4. other reasons 1 10 0 0 

5. I do not know 0 0 4 45 

 Total 10 100 9 100 
 

 

Figure 
1.4.6.149

 
V. Moldova: Russians youth [PSU] and Russians youth [SLU] 
74. Why was the Transnistrian Moldovan Republic created? 
 

Table 1.4.6.150 

№ 
Why was the Transnistrian 
Moldovan Republic created? 

V.8. Russians youth 
[PSU] 

V.9. Russians youth 
[SLU] 

Frequency Per Frequency Per 
1. because Moscow wanted to 
keep Moldova within the 
USSR 

0 0 0 0 

2. to protect the rights of the 
Russian-speaking population 

2 22 3 33 

3. to prevent Moldova from 
uniting with Romania 

5 56 0 0 

4. other reasons 1 11 2 22 

5. I do not know 1 11 4 45 

 Total 9 100 9 100 

Figure 
1.4.6.150
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Appendix 2. Interviews 
Appendix 2. 1. Consent Form1  

 
 

Consent Form for Interviews 
 

Conducted for Academic Research Purposes in Accordance with the Research Ethics Policy and 
Guidelines of the University of Alberta, Edmonton, Canada 

 
Date: 

Location of interview (place/locality/country): 

Interviewee’s name, occupation/e-mail: 

Year of birth / Ethnicity / Native language: 

Name of the interviewer/researcher: Eduard Baidaus 

 
 I, the interviewee, have being fully informed of the following points before proceeding with the   
    interview:  
 
1. My participation in this research is completely voluntary. I was explicitly told that by 
completing this form I am consenting to participate in this study-project. 

 
2. I understand the intent and purpose of this research. The risks involved in participation in this 
research have been identified. I have been advised of the source of funding of this research. 
 
3. I understand that I will receive no compensation, financial or otherwise, for participating in 
this research.  

 
4. I may refuse to answer any questions and I may terminate my participation in the interview at 
any time without consequences.   

 
5. Information collected in the course of or in relation to this interview will be used only for 
research purposes, including the production of scholarly publications. 

 
6. On my request, information I provide will not be attributed to me and my participation will 
be kept anonymous (in such case my name will be codified – ex. Respondent Nr. 021). If I wish 
to remain anonymous, the interviewer will take all reasonable steps in this regard. If I do not 
request anonymity, my responses may be attributed to me and I may be identified by my name 
in any paper written by this researcher.   

 
7. The researcher will take all reasonable measures to protect the information I provide against 
unauthorized disclosure. I understand that the researcher is assuming the full responsibility to 
maintain my anonymity if I will wish so. 

 

                                                           
1 The interviewees received the same “Project Description” as I provided to the survey participants.    
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8. I understand that the confidentiality and anonymity will be granted and ensured within the 
limitations set by the law, and that the research materials and the identity of participants may be 
made available at the request of a court or in cases where the law compels mandatory reporting. 

 
9. After the interview is completed, the interview will be kept at the researcher’s place and will 
be inaccessible to others. 

 
10. If I have any questions about this research, I may contact the researcher at: 
baidaus@ualberta.ca   or edbaidaus@yahoo.com   
  
11. I will receive a copy of this consent form for my records. 
 
12. I am / I’m not giving (please underline) permission to the researcher to use my name in his 
work. 
         
Signature/Name/or Initials of the Interviewee: 
 

     
Appendix 2.2.  

Interview Questions (Group I)  
 

1. How do you define/understand the “frozen conflict” in the Republic of Moldova? In your 
opinion, what would be the most effective contribution of countries and international organizations 
involved in the Transnistrian conflict resolution (e.g. Russia, Ukraine, Romania, OSCE, USA, and 
EU)?  
 
2. How would you rate the effort made by the officials, political parties and civil society of 
Moldova and Transnistria in order to settle this “frozen conflict”? 
  
3. What do you consider the best way to resolve the Transnistrian conflict? In which circumstances 
do you consider possible a complete reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol? How do you 
see the future of Moldova and Transnistria in the next 10 years? 
 
4. The authorities of Transnistria speak about the existence of a “Transnistrian people.” In your 
opinion, who are the Transnistrians and what do you think about the construction of this identity? 
 
5. Is the problem of Transnistria in Moldova the main obstacle in creating a contemporary 
Moldovan nation-state in which harmonious inter-ethnic relations prevail between the different 
ethnicities that inhabit it? 
 
6. Moldovans/Romanians in Moldova (Bessarabia and Transnistria) can be theoretically divided 
into three ethno-linguistic sub-groups: 
 
     a. people who consider themselves Moldovans and say that they speak Moldovan  
     b. people who consider themselves Moldovans and say that they speak Romanian  
     c. people who consider themselves Romanians and say that they speak Romanian  
      

mailto:baidaus@ualberta.ca
mailto:edbaidaus@yahoo.com
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How would you explain this situation and which sub-group is closer to you? Do you have any 
other comments in regard to the creation of ethno-linguistic identities? 
 
7. How did you perceive the military conflict/war in Moldova in 1992, and what is your view of it 
now? What do you remember most about it? What do you think about the participation of nationals 
from other countries (e.g. Russia, Ukraine, and Romania)? 
 
8. How do you find the inter-ethnic relations between the citizens of the Republic of Moldova, of 
Moldovan/Romanian background and other ethnic minorities of the country? Have you ever 
undergone any form of discrimination on ethnic or linguistic grounds in Moldova? If yes, please 
give an example. 
 
9. From what you remember, what was the relationship between Moldovans and Russian-speaking 
residents like in the Moldavian SSR? Have you personally been discriminated against on ethnic 
and/or linguistic grounds as a child, youth, and/or adult? If yes, please give an example. 
 
10. What is your opinion about the inter-ethnic relations between the Moldovans/Romanians and 
the national minorities of modern Moldova? Have you personally been discriminated against on 
ethnic and/or linguistic grounds since the collapse of the Soviet Union? If yes, please give an 
example. 

 
Appendix 2.3.  

Interview Questions (Group II)  
 
 

1. Against whom was the war in Moldova fought on the Dniester River banks in 1992? Whose war 
was it? What impressions did you have of your war comrades and enemies? 

 
2. What do you think about the participation of citizens of other countries (e.g. Russia, Ukraine, 
and Romania) in this war? What impression did they make on you? 

 
3. Who in your opinion won, and who lost, this war, and why? 
 
4. Do you think it is possible that a new military conflict may erupt between secessionist 
Transnistria and Moldova? “Would you participate voluntarily in it?” 

 
 5. How can the Transnistrian “frozen conflict” be settled? Under what circumstances would a full 
reconciliation between Chisinau and Tiraspol be possible? How do you see the future of 
Moldova and Transnistria in the next 10 years? 

 
6. How did you perceive the war in Moldova in 1992 and what is your view of it now? Was this 
confrontation necessary? What do you remember most about it? What do you think about the 
participation of nationals from other countries (e.g. from Russia, Ukraine, and Romania)? 

 
7. “Did any of your family members or friends object to your participation in the war? 
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8.  What is your view on the legitimacy of the regime in the so-called “Transnistrian Moldovan 
Republic”? 

 
9. From what you remember, what was the relationship like between Moldovans and Russian-
speaking residents in the Moldavian SSR? Have you personally been discriminated against on 
ethnic and/or linguistic grounds as a child, youth, and/or adult? If yes, please give an example. 

 
10. What is your opinion about the inter-ethnic relations between the Moldovans/Romanians and 
the national minorities of modern Moldova? Have you personally been discriminated against 
on ethnic and/or linguistic grounds after the collapse of the Soviet Union? If yes, please give 
an example. 

 
Appendix 2.4.  

 
Appendix 2. 4. Table 1.  

Moldova. Group I: MD [I]  
 

 
# 
 
1. 

 
Last Name/First Name 
(or Institution) 

2. 

Occupation 
at the moment of the 
interview and/or 
previous career  

3. 

Location 
 
 
4. 

Interview 
type/Language 

 
5. 

Date 
 
 
6. 

1. 
Anonymous Interviewee 
Respondent MD [I] 001 

High Ranking Official, 
Moldovan Government   

Chisinau 
Recorded by 

author. Romanian 
Nov. 17, 
2011 

2. 
Anonymous Interviewee 
Respondent MD [I] 002  

Diplomat, Ambassador,  
Moldovan Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 

author. Romanian 
Nov. 18, 
2011 

3. 
Anonymous Interviewee 
Respondent MD [I] 003 

Faculty Member, 
Scholar, Historian 
Slavic University 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 
author. Russian 

Oct. 20, 
2011 

4. 
Anonymous Interviewee 
Respondent MD [I] 004 

Medical Doctor Bălți 
Emailed to author 
Russian 

Jan. 31, 
2012 

5. 
Anonymous 
Interviewee. 
Respondent MD [I] 005 

Legal Adviser  Bălți 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

Feb. 15, 
2012 

6. 
Anonymous Interviewee 
Respondent MD [I] 006 

Faculty Member Chisinau 
Emailed to author 
Russian 

Jan. 17, 
2012 

7. 
Anonymous Interviewee 
Respondent MD [I] 007 

Medical Doctor Bălți 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

Jan. 31, 
2011 

8. 
Anonymous Interviewee 
Respondent MD [I] 008 

Lawyer  Bălți 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

July 15, 
2012 

9. Baidauz, Igor 
Engineer, Moldova-Gaz 
(Retired Moldovan 
Army Officer ) 

Drochia 
Emailed to author 
Russian 

Feb. 01, 
2012 

10. Baran, Liuba Educator Chisinau 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

Oct. 26, 
2012 

11. Borshevskii, Andrei 

Executive Director, 
Democracy and Civil 
Society for 
Development Center  

Chisinau 
Emailed to author 
Russian 

 
Dec. 31, 
2011 
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12. Blănaru, Gheorghe 
High School History 
Teacher 

Baimaclia village, 
Cantermir district 

Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

Oct. 14, 
2012 

13. 
Bukarskii, Vladimir 
Valerievici 

Political Scientist, Head 
of the Regional 
Analytical Center 
“Realpolitik” 

Chisinau 
Emailed to author 
Russian 

Oct., 29, 
2012 

14. Cebotari, Igor 
Economist, Self-
employed  

Drochia 
Recorded by 

author. Romanian 
Nov. 22, 
2011 

15. Cereș, Irina 
Faculty Member, 
Cooperative Trade 
University  

Chisinau 
Emailed to author. 

Russian 
Jan. 23, 
2012 

16. Cernomaz, Nicolae 

General-Director, 
Fides-SRL (Ex-State 
Minister, Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, 
Moldovan Ambassador 
to Ukraine and Hungary   

Chisinau 
Recorded by 
author. 
Romanian 

Oct. 21, 
2011 

17. Corman, Igor 

Chairman of the 
Committee for Foreign 
Policy and European 
Integration, MP 
Moldova 

Chisinau 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

Apr 10, 
2013 

18. Covalschi, Stanislav 

Faculty Member, 
Institute of Applied 
Criminology and Penal 
Studies 

Chisinau 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

Nov. 03, 
2012 

19. Cubreacov, Vlad 
Journalist, Flux 
Newspaper  (Ex-MP) 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 

author. Romanian 
Oct. 21, 
2011 

20. Culiuc, Nicolae 
High School History 
Teacher  

Orhei 
Recorded by 

author. Romanian 
June 14, 
2013 

21. Damian, Victor 
Scholar, Cultural 
Heritage Institute, 
Academy of Sciences  

Chisinau 
Emailed to author 
Russian 

Feb. 18, 
2012 

22. Dragnev, Demir 
Scholar, Institute of 
History and Law, 
Academy of Sciences 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 
author. 
Romanian 

Nov. 21, 
2011 

23. Enache, Valentina 
Faculty Member, 
European University 

Chisinau 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

Dec. 25, 
2011 

24. Gobjila, Alexandr 

Lawyer (Former 
Faculty Member, 
School of Police, 
Retired Officer, 
Ministry of Interior) 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 
author. 
Russian 

Oct. 18, 
2011 

25. 
Gorbaceva, Nina 
 

Faculty Member, 
Institute of Education 
of Moldova 

Chisinau 
Emailed to author. 

Russian 
Jan. 18, 
2012 

26. 
Klimenko, Valerii 
Ivanovici 

Chairman of the Board 
of the Congress of 
Russian Communities 
of the Republic of 
Moldova 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 
author. 
Russian 

Nov. 14, 
2011 

27. 
Kulibaba, Valerii 
Borisovici 
 

Engineer, Moldova-Gaz 
Company  

Drochia 
Emailed to author. 

Russian 

 
Jan. 11, 
2012 
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28. Musteață, Sergiu 

Faculty Member, 
History Department at 
the Ion Creangă State 
Pedagogical University; 
President, Association 
of Historians of 
Moldova  

Chisinau 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

Feb. 06, 
2012 

29. Nantoi, Oazu 
Political Analyst, 
Institute for Public 
Policy (Ex-MP) 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 
author. 
Romanian 

Oct. 12, 
2011 

30. Nazaria, Sergiu 

Faculty Member, 
Moldovan State 
Institute for 
International Relations  

Chisinau 
Recorded by 
author. 
Romanian 

 
 

Nov. 14, 
2011 
 
 

31. Osipov, Victor 

Former Deputy Prime 
Minister for 
Reintegration; Political 
Expert. 

Chisinau 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian. 

Nov. 09, 
2012 

32. Petrencu, Anatol 

Moldovan Politician;  
Scholar; Faculty 
Member, Moldovan 
State University  

Chisinau 
Recorded by 
author. 
Romanian 

Nov. 16, 
2011 

33. Roman, Alexandru 

Professor,  Department 
of International 
Relations, State 
University; Senior 
Advisor for the 
Ombudsman in 
Moldova 

Chisinau 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian. 

Dec. 12, 
2012 

34. 
Romanov, Svetlana 
Iakovlevna 

Faculty Member, 
Comrat University 

Comrat, ATU 
Gagauzia 
 

Recorded by 
author. Russian 

Oct. 19, 
2011 

35. Stati, Sergiu 
MP, (Ex-Ambassador  
of Moldova to Ukraine) 

Chisinau, 
Moldova 

Recorded by 
author. Romanian 

Oct. 22, 
2011 

36. 
Stepanov, Veaceslav 
Petrovici 

Scholar, Cultural 
Heritage Institute, 
Academy of Sciences; 
Faculty Member, 
Tiraspol University 

Chisinau/Tiraspol, 
Recorded by 
author. 
Russian 

Oct. 20, 
2011 

37. Șova, Vasilii 

(Ex-MP, 1990-1994; 
Ex-Deputy Minister of 
Moldovan Foreign 
Affairs in 1995-1998; 
Ex-Moldovan Minister 
of Reintegration, 2002-
2008)  

Chisinau 
Recorded by 
author. 
Russian 

Oct. 24, 
2011 

38. 
Telinov, Nikolai 
Petrovici 

Scholar, Academy of 
Sciences; Faculty 
Member, Tiraspol 
University 

Chisinau/Tiraspol 
Recorded by 
author. 
Russian 

Oct. 13, 
2011 

39. Trifailă, Petru 
Retired High School 
History Teacher 
(GULAG Survivor) 

Drochia 
Recorded by 
author. 
Romanian 

Nov. 21, 
2011 
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40. Țăranu, Anatol 

Political Analyst. 
Scholar, Institute of 
History and Law, 
Academy of Sciences 
(Ex-MP; Ex-
Ambassador to Russia; 
Formerly Moldova's 
Chief Expert in 
Negotiations with 
Transnistria; Ex-
Adviser to Moldovan 
President) 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 
author. 
Romanian 

Oct. 13, 
2011 

41. Țurcanu, Ion 
Scholar, Historian (Ex-
MP and Parliament 
Secretary ) 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 
author. 
Romanian 

Nov. 15, 
2011 

42. Țvik, Irina Iosifovna 
Faculty member, Ion 
Creangă State 
Pedagogical University 

Chisinau 
Emailed to author. 

Russian 

Nov. 29, 
2012 
 
 

43. Ursan, Oleg Ivanovici 
High School History 
Teacher 

Chisinau 
Emailed to author. 

Russian 
Nov. 06, 
2012 

44. Ursu, Valentina 
Faculty Member, Ion 
Creangă State 
Pedagogical University  

Chisinau 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

Dec. 11, 
2011 

45. 
Zaharia, Serghei 
Konstantinovici 

Member Gagauzia 
People' Assembly; 
Dean, School of Law, 
Comrat University 

Comrat, ATU 
Gagauzia 

Recorded by 
author. 
Russian 

Oct. 19, 
2011 

46. Zveaghințeva, Liudmila 
Journalist, Drapelul 
(The Flag) Newspaper 

Anenii-Noi 
Emailed to author. 

Russian 
Jan. 23, 
2012 

 
 
 

Appendix 2. 4.Table 2.  
Moldova. Group II: MD [II] 

 
 
# 
1. 

 
Last Name/First Name 
(or Institution) 

2. 

Occupation 
at the moment of the 
interview and/or 
previous career 3. 

Location 
4. 

Interview type 
/Language 
5. 

Date 
6. 

1. 
Anonymous Interviewee 
Respondent MD [II] 008 

Medical Doctor (war 
participant) 
 

Bălți 
 

Emailed to author 
Russian 

Feb. 05, 
2012 

2. Baidauz, Igori 

Engineer, Moldova-
Gaz (Retired 
Moldovan Army 
Officer and former 
Peacekeeper ) 

Drochia 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
Dec. 03, 
2011 

3. Blănaru, Gheorghe 
High School History 
Teacher (war 
participant) 

Baimaclia village, 
Cantermir district 

Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

Feb. 10, 
2012 

4. Buga, Petru 
Self-employed (war 
participant; 
peacekeeper) 

Moscow, Russia 
Recorded by 
author. 
Russian 

Oct. 22, 
2012 
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5. 
Burgudji, Ivan 
Gheorghievici 

Gagauz political 
activist. Head of the 
ATU Gagauzia Main 
Justice Department 
(1990-1992 war 
participant)  

Comrat, ATU 
Gagauzia 

Recorded by 
author. 
Russian 

Oct. 19, 
2011 

6. Costaș, Ion 

Moldovan Army 
Retired General 
(former Moldovan 
Minister of Interior, 
1990–92, and of 
Defence 1992 (war 
participant) 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 
author. 
Romanian 

 
 
 
 

Oct. 22, 
2011 
 
 
 

7. Covalschi, Stanislav 

Faculty Member, 
Institute of Applied 
Criminology and Penal 
Studies (war 
participant) 

Chisinau 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

Nov. 29, 
2012 

8. Gorgan, Alexandru 

Moldovan Army 
Retired Officer (ex- 
Secretary of the 
Supreme Security 
Council 1992; ex-
Deputy Minister of 
Defense 1992-95 and 
former adviser to 
President, 1995-97) 
(war participant) 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 

author. Romanian 
Oct. 23, 
2011 

9. Lașcu, Mihai 

Police Officers Labour 
Union President 
(former Faculty 
Member at Police 
School, Retired 
Officer, Ministry of 
Interior) (witness) 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 

author. Romanian 
Oct. 18, 
2011 

10. 
Munteanu, Anatol 
 

Vice-President, 
Bucharest-Chisinau 
Cultural Association 
(Colonel, Retired 
Moldovan Army 
Officer) (war 
participant) 

Bucharest, 
Romania 

Recorded by 
author. Romanian 

Nov. 01, 
2011 

11. Pătrașcu, Victor 

President. Movement 
of the War Veterans’ 
“Brotherhood” (war 
participant, combatant) 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 

author. Romanian 
Oct. 21, 
2011 

12. Pânzari, Tudor 

Homeless. Anti-
government protester 
(war participant, 
volunteer)  

Chisinau 
Recorded by 

author. Romanian 
Nov. 25, 
2011 

13. 
Russu, Grigorii 
Antonovici 

Lawyer. Ministry of 
Internal Affairs Retired 
Lieutenant Colonel 
(former chief of 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 
author. Russian 

Oct. 24, 
2011 
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Tighina/Bendery 
district police duty 
unit) (war participant 
and refugee) 

14. Troenco, Valeriu 

Retired (on Reserve) 
General. Ministry of 
Justice (Ex-vice-
Minister of Justice) 
(war participant) 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 

author. Romanian 
Nov. 14, 
2011 

 

 
Appendix 2. 4. Table 3.  

Transnistria. Group I: TMR [I]                                                                
 

 
# 
1. 

 
Last Name/First 

Name (or Institution) 
2. 

Occupation 
at the moment of the 
interview and/or previous 

career 3. 

Location 
4. 

Interview 
type/Language 

5. 

Date 
6. 

1. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee 
Respondent TMR [I] 
009 

Political Analyst. Polit-
Tiras. Faculty. Tiraspol 
University    

Tiraspol 
Recorded by 
author. 
Russian 

Oct. 27, 
2011 

2. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee 
Respondent TMR [I] 
010 

Unemployed Dubăsari 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

May 04, 
2012 

3. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee 
Respondent TMR [I] 
011 

Unemployed Dubăsari 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
Jan. 18, 
2012 

4. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee 
Respondent TMR [I] 
012 

School teacher Tiraspol 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

Oct. 29, 
2012 

5. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee 
Respondent TMR [I] 
013 

School teacher 
Krasnyi Okriabr’ 
village, Camenca 

district 

Emailed to author 
Russian 

Feb. 02, 
2012 

6. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee 
Respondent TMR [I] 
014 

Educator Tighina/Bender 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

Feb. 21, 
2012 

7. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee 
Respondent TMR [I] 
015 

Not available  Dubăsari 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

March 20, 
2012 

8. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee 
Respondent TMR [I] 
016  

Not available 
Larga village, 
Dubăsari district 

Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

March 24, 
2012 

9. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee 
Respondent TMR [I] 
017 

Not available Dubăsari 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

 
 

March 27, 
2012 
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10. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee 
Respondent TMR [I] 
018  

BA Student, Moldovan 
State University in 
Chisinau 

Larga village, 
Dubăsari district 

Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

March 25, 
2012 

11. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee 
Respondent TMR [I] 
019 

Farmer Dubăsari 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

 
March 20, 
2012 
 
 

12. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee 
Respondent TMR [I] 
020 

Not available Dubăsari 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
March 27, 
2012 

13. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee 
Respondent TMR [I] 
021 

Not available 
Dzerjinskii village, 
Dubăsari district 

Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

March 26, 
2012 

14. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee 
Respondent TMR [I] 
022 

School Teacher Dubăsari 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

March, 13, 
2012 

15. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee 
Respondent TMR [I] 
023-1 

Public Servant 
Cioburci, Slobozia 

district  
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

March 15,, 
2013 

16. 
Babilunga, Nikolai 
Vadimovich 

Scholar. Historian. Chair, 
Department of Local 
History, Tiraspol 
University 
 

Tiraspol 
Recorded by 
author. 
Russian 

Oct. 26 
2011 

17. Bolgari Rodica History Teacher Dubăsari 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

Oct. 10, 
2012 

18. Căldare, Elena Educator Tighina/Bender 
Recorded by 

author. Romanian 
May 01, 
2012 

19. 
Galinskii, Ilia 
Nikolaevich 

Political Analyst. Chair, 
Department of Political 
Sciences and Political 
Processes, Tiraspol 
University  

Tiraspol 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
Oct. 27, 
2011 

20. 
Leon, Maxim 
 

Not available 
Larga village, 
Dubăsari district 

Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

March 24, 
2012 

21. Logvin, I. F. Train Driver Tighina/Bender 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
March 15, 
2012 

22. Nesterenco, Vasile Not available Dubăsari 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

March 21, 
2012 

23. 
Nichitovschi, 
Svetlana 

Consultant, “La Strada” 
International Center for the 
Protection and Promotion 
of Women’s Rights 

Grigoriopol 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

 
 

April 28, 
2012 
 

24. Novak, Sofia Not available Tiraspol 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
April 04, 
2012 

25. Novițchi, Vitalie Not available Râbnița 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

May 01, 
2012 
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26. 
Okushko, Vladimir 
Rostislavovich 

Vice-President of Research 
and Scholarship. Tiraspol 
University 

Tiraspol 
Hard copy 
interview 

provided. Russian 

Oct. 27, 
2011 

27. 
Podmazko, Polina 
Iurevna 

Hotel Manager in Tighina Tighina 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
Feb. 03, 
2012 

28. 
Yankovskii, Vitalii 
Valentinovich 

Head of Transnistria 
Government Apparatus  

Tiraspol 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
March 14, 
2012 

29.  
Yastrebchak, 
Vladimir 
Valierevich 

Minister of Foreign Affairs 
of the TMR in 2008-2012 

Tiraspol 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
April 28, 
2013 

 
 

Appendix 2. 4. Table 4.  
Transnistria. Group II: TMR [II] 

 

 
# 
1. 

 
Last Name/First 
Name (or 
Institution) 
2. 

Occupation 
at the moment of the 

interview and/or previous 
career 
3. 

Location 
4. 

Interview 
type/Language 

5. 

Date 
6. 

1. 
Anonym Interview 
Respondent TMR 
[II] 023-2 

Political Analyst. Polit-Tiras 
(witness)   

Tiraspol 
Recorded by 
author. Russian 

Oct. 20, 
2011 

2. 
Anonym Interview 
Respondent TMR 
[II] 024 

Unemployed (witnesses) Dubăsari 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

May 04, 
2012 

3. 
Anonym Interview 
Respondent TMR 
[II] 025 

Unemployed (war 
participant) 

Dubăsari 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
Jan. 18, 
2012 

5. 
Anonym Interview 
Respondent TMR 
[II] 026 

School teacher (witnesses, 
refugee) 

Krasnyi Okriabr’ 
village, Kamenskii 

district 

Emailed to author 
Russian 

Feb. 02, 
2012 

6. 
Anonym Interview 
Respondent TMR 
[II] 027 

Educator (witnesses, 
refugee) 

Tighina/Bender 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

Feb. 12, 
2012 

7. 
Anonym Interview 
Respondent TMR 
[II] 028 

Not available (war 
participant) 

Dubăsari 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

March 20, 
2012 

8. 
Anonym Interview 
Respondent TMR 
[II] 029 

Not available (witness, 
refugee) 

Larga village, 
Dubăsari district 

Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

March 24, 
2012 

9. 
Anonym Interview 
Respondent TMR 
[II] 030 

Not available (witness) Dubăsari 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

March 27, 
2012 

10. 
Anonym Interview 
Respondent TMR 
[II] 031 

Not available (witness) Dubăsari 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

March 20, 
2012 

11. 
Anonym Interview 
Respondent TMR 
[II] 032 

Not available (witnesses, 
refugee) 

Dubăsari 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
March 27, 
2012 

12. 
Anonym Interview 
Respondent TMR 
[II] 033 

Not available (witness, 
refugee) 

Dzerjinskii village, 
Dubăsari district 

Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

March 26, 
2012 
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13. 
Anonym Interview 
Respondent TMR 
[II] 034 

High School Teacher 
(witnesses) 

Dubăsari 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

March, 13, 
2012 

14. 
Babilunga, Nikolai 
Vadimovich 

Scholar. Historian. Chair, 
Department of Local 
History, Tiraspol University 
(witness) 

Tiraspol 
Recorded by 
author. Russian 

Oct. 26, 
2011 

15. 
Căldare, Elena 
 

Educator (war witnesses, 
refugee) 

Tighina/Bender 
Recorded by 

author. Romanian 
May 01, 
2012 

16. 
Dirun, Anatolii 
Viktorovich 

Faculty member. Moscow 
Institute of Business and 
Law, Tiraspol Branch (war 
participant) 

Tiraspol 
Emailed to author 

Russian 

 
Feb. 20, 
2012 
 
 

17. 
Demidenko, Artur 
Nikolaevich (aka 
Ivan Dnestrianskii) 

Deputy Chief Prosecutor 
(war participant, Tiraspol) 

Odessa 
Emailed to author. 

Russian 
March 30, 
2012 

18. 
Galinskii, Ilia 
Nikolaevich 

Political Analyst. Chair, 
Department of Political 
Sciences and Political 
Processes, Tiraspol 
University (witness) 

Tiraspol 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
Oct. 27, 
2011 

19.  Krapiva, Ivan I. 
Not available (war 
participant Tighina/Bender) 

Moscow  
Emailed to author 

Russian 
May 8, 
2012 

20. 
Logvin, I. F.  
 

Train Driver (witness) Tighina/Bender 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
March 15, 
2012 

21. Mokan, Igori A. 
Real estate agent (war 
participant from 
Tighina/Bender) 

Moscow 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
April 01, 
2012 

22. Nesterenco, Vasile Not available (witness) Dubăsari 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

March 21, 
2012 

23. 
Nichitovschi, 
Svetlana 

Consultant. “La Strada” 
International Center for the 
Protection and Promotion of 
Women’s Rights (witnesses) 

Grigoriopol 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

April 28, 
2012 

24. Novak, Sofia Not available (witnesses) Tiraspol 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
April 04, 
2012 

25. Novițchi, Vitalie Not available (witnesses) Râbnița 
Emailed to author. 
Romanian 

May 01, 
2012 

26. 
Okushko, Vladimir 
Rostislavovich 

Vice-President of Research 
and Scholarship. Tiraspol 
University (witness) 

Tiraspol 

Hard copy 
interview 
provided. 
Russian 

Oct. 27, 
2011 

27. 
Podmazko, Polina 
Iurevna 

Manager (witnesses) Tighina/Bender 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
Feb. 03, 
2012 

28. 
Yaknovskii, Vitalii 
Valentinovich 

Head of Transnistria 
Government Apparatus  
(witness, refugee) 

Tiraspol 
Emailed to author 

Russian 
March 14, 
2012 
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Appendix 2. 4. Table 5.  
    Romania. Group I (RO [I]). 

 
 
# 
1. 

 
Last Name/First 
Name (or 
Institution) 
2. 

Occupation 
at the moment of the 

interview and/or previous 
career 
3. 

Location 
4. 

Interview 
type/Language 

5. 

Date 
6. 

1. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee.   
Respondent RO [I] 
001 

Historian. Scholar (former 
employee of the Romanian 
Embassy in Moscow) 

Bucharest 
Recorded by 
author.  
Romanian 

Nov. 08, 
2011 

2. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee.   
Respondent RO [I] 
002 

Researcher. Swansea, 
UK/Galați/Romania 

Swansea, UK 
Emailed to author 
Romanian 

Feb. 21, 
2012 

3. Burac, Constantin 
Faculty, A.I. Cuza Police 
Academy 

Bucharest 
Emailed to author 
Romanian 

Feb. 19, 
2012 

4. Cimpoeșu, Dorin 

Faculty, A.I. Cuza Police 
Academy (former employee 
of the Romanian Embassy in 
Chisinau) 

Bucharest 
Emailed to author 
Romanian 

Jan. 18, 
2012 

5. 
Embassy of 
Romania in 
Moldova 

Public Institution Chisinau 
Emailed to author 
Romanian 

March 21, 
2012 

6. 
Guzun, Vadim 
(Unofficial 
interview). 

Diplomat, Romanian 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

Bucharest 
Recorded by 
author.  
Romanian 

Nov. 05, 
2011 

7. Horváth, István  
Faculty, Babeș-Bolyai 
University 

Cluj-Napoca 
Emailed to author 
Romanian 

Oct. 11, 
2012 

8. Mândruț, Stelian 
Faculty, Babeș-Bolyai 
University 

Cluj-Napoca 
Emailed to author 
Romanian 

Oct. 23, 
2012 

9. 
Mironov, 
Alexandru-Murad 

Faculty, Bucharest Academy Bucharest 
Recorded by 

author. Romanian 
Nov. 09, 
2011 

10. Ratcu, Ileana-Maria  
Faculty, A.I. Cuza Police 
Academy 

Bucharest 
Emailed to author 
Romanian 

Jan. 30, 
2012 
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Appendix 2. 4. Table 6.   
Russia. Group I. (RU [I]) 

 
 

 
 
# 
1. 

 
Last Name/First 
Name (or 
Institution) 
2. 

Occupation 
at the moment of the 
interview and/or previous 

career 3. 

Location 
4. 

Interview 
type/Language 

5. 

Date 
6. 

1. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee.   
Respondent RU [I] 
001 

Moldova branch of the 
Russian Federation Agency 
for the Commonwealth of 
Independent States, 
Compatriots Living Abroad 
and International 
Humanitarian Cooperation 
(Rossotrudnichestvo) 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 
author. 
Russian 

Nov. 18, 
2011 

2. 
Dezhurov, Vladimir 
Nikolaevich 

President. Association 
“Friendship Russia-
Moldova” 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 
author. 
Russian 

Oct. 24,  
2011 

3. 
Diukov, Aleksandr 
Reshideovich 

Historian, Political analyst. 
President of the Actual 
Historical Research 
Assistance Foundation 
“Historical Memory” 
 

Chisinau 
Recorded by 
author. 
Russian 

Oct. 24,  
2011 

4. 
Kharitonova, 
Natal’ia Ivanovna 

Historian. Political Analyst. 
Expert on Post-Soviet 
Countries.  Faculty Member.  
M.V. Lomonosov Moscow 
State University 

Moscow 
Emailed to 
author. 
Russian 

April 24, 
2012 

5. 
Kirilova, Tat’iana 
Konstantinovna 

Historian. Lawyer. n/a 
Emailed to 
author. 
Russian 

March 29, 
2012 

6. 
Kremen’, Sergei 
Anatolievich 

Faculty Member, Smolensk 
State University 

Smolensk 
Emailed to 
author. 
Russian 

Nov. 01, 
2012 

7. 
Kushnereva Iuliia 
Viktorovna 

High School Teacher of 
History and Socia studies  

Moscow 
Emailed to 
author. 
Russian 

June 7,  
2013 

8. 
Machak, Gennadii 
Nikolaevich 

Scholar. Researcher. Moscow 
Emailed to 
author. 
Romanian 

Jan. 22,  
2012 

9. 
Meshcheriakov, 
Vasilii 
Aleksandrovich 

Engineer Moscow 
Emailed to 
author. 
Russian 

Jan. 23,  
2012 

10. Mokan, Igori A. Real Estate Agent Moscow 
Emailed to 
author. 
Russian 

Nov. 11, 
2011 

11. 
Mokanu Sergei 
Andreevich 

Manager Kursk 
Emailed to 
author. 
Russian 

Jan. 22,  
2012 
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Appendix 2. 4. Table 7.   
Ukraine. Group I. (UA [I]) 

 
 
 

 
# 
1. 

 
Last Name/First 
Name (or 
Institution) 
2. 

Occupation 
at the moment of the 
interview and/or earlier 

carrier) 
3. 

Location 
4. 

Interview 
type/Language 

5. 

Date 
6. 

1. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee.   
Respondent [UA] 
001  

Faculty Member,  
Department of Sociology, 
Kharkiv National University   

Kharkiv 
Emailed to 
author. 
Russian 

Feb. 13, 
2012 

2. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee.   
Respondent [UA] 
002  

Not available  Vinnytsia 
Emailed to 
author. 
Russian 

March 19, 
2012 

3. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee.   
Respondent [UA] 
003 

Faculty. PhD. Department 
of Sociology, Kharkiv 
National University   

Kharkiv 
Emailed to 
author. 
Russian 

Feb. 13, 
2012 

4. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee.   
Respondent [UA] 
004  

Educational Consultant Vinnytsia 
Emailed to 
author. 
Russian 

March 19, 
2012 

5. 
Gnatiuk, Sergiy 
Leonidovich 

Political Analyst Kyiv 
Emailed to 
author. 
Russian 

Feb. 12, 
2012 

6. 
Yakushik, 
Valentin 
Mikhailovich 

Political Scientist, 
University Professor,  
National University of 
Kyiv-Mohyla Academy 

Kyiv 
Emailed to 
author. 
Russian 

Jan. 05, 
2012 

7. Țopa, Petru 
History Teacher, High 
School Principal 

Lukovitsa village, 
Chernivtsi Region, 

Emailed to 
author. 
Romanian 

March 14, 
2012 

8. Bratan, Viktor  Advertising Designer Kherson 
Emailed to 
author. 
Russian 

March 13, 
2012 

9. 
Deshchytsia, 
Andriy  

Ukrainian Diplomat, the 
OSCE Special 
Representative for 
Protracted Conflicts, 
Ambassador  

Kyiv 
Emailed to 
author. 
Ukrainian 

July 22, 
2013 
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Appendix 2. 4. Table 8.   
The EU, the OSCE, and Germany  

 
 
# 
1. 

 
Last Name/First 
Name (or 
Institution) 
2. 

Occupation 
at the moment of the 
interview and/or previous 

career 3. 

Location 
4. 

Interview 
type/Language 

5. 

Date 
6. 

1. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee.  
Respondent 
[OSCE ] 001  

Political Officer; OSCE 
Mission to Moldova 

Chisinau, Moldova 
Recorded by 
author. 
English 

Oct. 28, 
2011 

2. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee.   
Respondent 
[OSCE ] 002  

Political Officer; OSCE 
Mission to Moldova 

Chisinau, Moldova 
Recorded by 
author. 
English 

Oct. 28, 
2011 

3. 

Anonymous 
Interviewee.   
Respondent [DE] 
003  

Representative of German 
Embassy in Moldova 

Chisinau, Moldova 
Recorded by 
author. 
English 

Nov. 14, 
2011 

4. Schübel, Dirk  
Head of the Delegation of 
the European Union to 
Moldova 

Chisinau, Moldova 
Recorded by 
author. 
English 

Nov. 16, 
2011 
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Appendix 3.  Political Parties and Organizations  
Appendix 3. Table 1. Moldova. Active political parties and organizations. 

 

 
 

 
 
# 
 

Name of Party 
(Original language and English version) 

Used 
Acronym 

Founded 
 

Position 
towards 
Moldovan 
statehood and 
geopolitical 
orientation 

1.  Partidul Democrat din Moldova/Democratic Party of Moldova PDM 1997 B 

2.  
Partidul Comuniştilor din Republica Moldova/Party of Communists of 
Moldova 

PCRM 1994 A 

3.  Partidul Agrar din Moldova/Agrarian Party of Moldova PAM 1991 A 
4.  Partidul Socialist din Moldova/Socialist Party of Moldova PSM 1992 A 
5.  Partidul Legii şi Dreptăţii/Party of Law and Justice PLD 1997 B 
6.  Partidul Popular Creştin Democrat/People’s Christian Democratic Party PPCD 1989 C 

7.  
Mişcarea Profesioniştilor Speranţa-Nadezhda/The “Hope” Movement of 
Professionals 

PPSN 1997 A 

8.  Partidul Liberal/Liberal Party PL 1993 C 
9.  Partidul pentru Unirea Moldovei/Party for the Unification of Moldova PpUM 1998 B 
10.  Partidul Social Democrat/Social-Democratic Party PSD 1990 B 
11.  Mişcarea “Forţa Nouă”/ The “New Force” Socio-Political Movement MFN 1997 B 

12.  
Partidul Socialiştilor din Republica Moldova/Party of Socialists of the 
Republic of Moldova 

PSRM 1997 A 

13.  Mişcarea “Ravnopravie”/  The “Equality” Socio-Political Movement  MR 1998 A 
14.  Partidul Verde Ecologist/Environmental Green Party  PVE 1992 B 
15.  Partidul Naţional Român/National Romanian Party  PNR 1992 C 

16.  Partidul Popular Republican/The Peoples’ Republican Party 
PPR 
[MD] 

1994 A 

17.  Partidul Republican din Moldova/Republican Party of Moldova PRMd 1999 B 
18.  Partidul Muncii/Labor Party PM 1999 A 

19.  
Partidul Uniunea Centristă din Moldova/  The Centrist Union of 
Moldova Party 

PUCM 2000 B 

20.  Partidul European/European Party PE 2005 B 

21.  
Partidul Popular Democrat din Moldova/Peoples’ Democratic Party of 
Moldova 

PPDM 2006 A 

22.  
Partidul Moldova “Unită-Edinaia Moldova”/The United Moldova Party 
 

PMUEM 2006 A 

23.  Partidul Conservator/Conservative Party PC 2006 B 
24.  Partidul Naţional Liberal/National Liberal Party PNL 2007 C 

25.  Partidul “Pentru Neam şi Ţară”/Party for Nation and Country PNŢ 

 
2007 B 

26.  
Partidul Liberal Democrat din Moldova/Liberal Democratic Party of 
Moldova 

PLDM 2008 B 

27.  
Mişcarea Romilor din Republica Moldova/Gypsy Movement of the 
Republic of Moldova 

MRRM 2010 B 

28.  Partidul “Patrioţii Moldovei”/The Party of Patriots of Moldova PPMd 2010 A 
29.  Partidul “Casa Noastră-Moldova”/ The “Our Home – Moldova” Party PCNM 2010 B 
30.  Mişcarea Populară “Antimafie”/“Antimafia” People’s Movement MPA 2011 B 
31.  Partidul Popular din Moldova/People’s Party of Moldova PPRM 2011 B 

32.  
Partidul Comunitar “Democraţia Acasă”/ The “Democracy At Home” 
Communitarian Party 

PCDA 2011 B 

33.  Partidul Regiunilor din Moldova/Party of Regions of Moldova PRM 2011 A 
34.  Partidul Popular Socialist din Moldova/People’s Socialist Party PPSM 2012 B 
35.  Partidul Acţiunea Democratică/Party of Democratic Action PAD 2012 B 
36.  Partidul “Renaștere”/The Revival Party PR[MD] 2012 A 

http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pdm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pdm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pcrm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pcrm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pcrm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pam/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pdam/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/psm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/psm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pld/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pdsem/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/ppcd/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/ppcd/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/mpsn/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pl/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pr/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/npnm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/psd/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/psdm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/mfn/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/psmpr/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/psrm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/psrm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/mrr/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/msprr/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pemave/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/peavm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pnr/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pnr/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/ppr/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/ptcdm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/prm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/prm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/umpr/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/ucm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pe/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pum/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pdsmu/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pc/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pc/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pnl/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pnl/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/mpnt/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/mspnt/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pldm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/mrrm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/ppm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pcnm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/mpa/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pprm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/ppda/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pr/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/ppsm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pad/


 

1113 
 

Notes: 
 “A” – Parties advocating the preservation of the Moldovan state and maintaining a pro-Russian political 
orientation.  
 “B” – “Parties advocating the preservation of the Moldovan state and maintaining a pro-EU political 
orientation. 
 “C” – “Parties arguing that the statehood of the Republic of Moldova is temporary, pressing for reunion 
with Romania, and maintaining a pro-EU political orientation. 
 
 
Sources:  
The Association for Participatory Democracy in Chisinau, Moldova at http://www.e-
democracy.md/parties/ and Ministry of Justice of Moldova 
http://www.justice.gov.md/pageview.php?l=ro&idc=212&id=780  (accessed 7 January 2013).  
Platforms of the political parties. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/
http://www.justice.gov.md/pageview.php?l=ro&idc=212&id=780
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Appendix 3. Table 2.  

Transnistria. Active political parties and organizations 
 
 

 
 

Notes: 
 “D” – Parties advocating the separation from the Republic of Moldova and maintaining a pro-Russian 
political orientation. 
  
 “E” – “Parties advocating conditional reintegration into Republic of Moldova and maintaining a pro-
Russian political orientation. 
  
Sources: 
 “List of political parties in Transnistria.” Wikipedia. Available at 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_political_parties_in_Transnistria;  “Politics of Transnistria.” 
Wikipedia. Available at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Politics_of_Transnistria  (accessed 27 December 
2012). Platforms of the political parties. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

# 

 

Name of Party 

(Original language and the English version) 

Used 

Acronym 

Founded 

 

Position 

towards 

Transnistrian 

statehood/ 

geopolitical 

orientation 

1.  
Respublikanskaia Partiia Pridnestrov’ia 

“Obnovlenie”/Republican Party of Pridnestrov’ie Renewal 
RPPO 2000 D 

2.  
Pridnestrovskaia KommunisticheskaiaPartiia/The 
Pridnestroviian Communist Party 

PKP 1991 D 

3.  
Narodno-Demokraticheskaia Partiia “Proryv”/ The 
“Breakthrough” People’s Democratic Party  
 

NDPP 
2005-

2012 
D 

4.  
Respublikanskaia Partiia “Vozrozhdenie”/ The “Rebirth” 
Republican Party 

RPV 2012 D 

5.  
Respublikanskaia Partiia “Rodina”/ The “Motherland” 
Republican Party 
 

RPR 2012 D 

6.  Sotsial-Demokraticheskaia Partiia Pridnestrov’ia/Social-
Democratic Party of Pridnestrov’e 

SDPP 2007 E 

7.  
Liberal’no-Demokraticheskaia Partiia Pridnestrov’ia/ Liberal-

Democratic Party of Pridnestovie 
LDPRP 2006 D 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_political_parties_in_Transnistria
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Politics_of_Transnistria
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pdm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pdm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pdm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pdm/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pdm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/ppcd/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/ppcd/
http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/pdm/
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Appendix 3. Table 3.  

The representation of the Moldovan political parties in Parliament after elections. 

 

 

 
 
# 
 

Name of the Party 
 

Dates of elections and number of seats 

Nov. 
28. 
2010 

July 29 
2009 

Apr. 05 
2010 

March  
06 
2005 

Feb. 25 
2001 

March 
22 
1998 

Feb. 
27. 
1994 

1.  Party of Communists of Moldova 42       
2.  Liberal Democratic Party of 
Moldova 

32       

3.  Democratic Party of Moldova 15       
4.  Liberal Party [of Moldova] 12       
         

1 Party of Communists of Moldova  48      
2 Liberal Democratic Party of 
Moldova 

 18      

3 Liberal Party [of Moldova]  15      
4 Democratic Party of Moldova  13      
5 Our Moldova Alliance  [1]  7      
         
1 Party of Communists of Moldova   60     
2 Liberal Party [of Moldova]   15     
3 Liberal Democratic Party of 
Moldova 

  15     

4 Our Moldova Alliance   11     
         
1 Party of Communists of Moldova    56    
2 Democratic Moldova Electoral 
Bloc [2] 

   
34 

   

3 Christian Democratic People’s 
Party 

   11    

         
1 Party of Communists of Moldova     71   
2 Braghiș Alliance Electoral Bloc 
[3] 

    19   

3 Christian Democratic People’s 
Party 

    11   

         
1 Party of Communists of Moldova      40  
2 Democratic Convention of 
Moldova Electoral Bloc [4] 

     
26 

 

3 For a Democratic and Prosperous 
Moldova Electoral Bloc [5] 

     
24 

 

4 Party of Democratic Forces      11  
         
1 Agrarian Democratic Party of 
Moldova 

      
56 

2 Socialist Party and Unity 
Electoral Bloc [6] 

      
28 

3 Peasants and Intellectuals’ 
Electoral Bloc [7] 

      
11 

4 Alliance of the Christian 
Democratic People’s Party [8] 

      
9 

 Total seats 101 101 101 101 101 101 104 
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Notes: Electoral blocks 
 
[1] -- Our Moldova Alliance (1997-2011) was created by the merger of the Social Democratic Alliance of 
Moldova , Liberal Party, Independents’ Alliance of Moldova and People’s Democratic Party of Moldova. 
 
[2] – The Democratic Moldova Electoral Bloc (2005) included the Democratic Party of Moldova, Our 
Moldova Alliance and Social Liberal Party of Moldova. 
 
[3] – The Braghiș Alliance Electoral Bloc (2001) included the New Force Movement, the “Hope” 
Movement of Professionals, Socialist Party of Moldova, Labour Union, Centrist Union of Moldova, Party 
of Social Democracy “Ant”  and Our Moldova Alliance. 
 
[4] – The Democratic Convention of Moldova Electoral Bloc (1998) included the Party of Rebirth and 
Reconciliation of Moldova, Christian Democratic Popular Front, Ecologist Party Green Alliance 
Moldova, Christian Democratic League of Women of Moldova and Peasant Christian Democratic Party. 
 
[5] – The For a Democratic and Prosperous Moldova Electoral Bloc (1998) included the Socio-Political 
Movement for a Democratic and Prosperous Moldova, Civic Party of Moldova, The “New Force” Socio-
Political Movement, People’s Democratic Party of Moldova 
 
[6] – The Socialist Party and Unity Electoral Bloc (1994) included the Socialist Party of Moldova and the 
“Unity Movement for Equal Rights” 
 
[7] – The Peasants and Intellectuals’ Electoral Bloc (1994) was composed from the Congress of 
Intellectuals in Moldova, Free Peasants Alliance, Christian Democratic League of Women of Moldova, 
Christian Democratic Party of Moldova and Liberal National Party 
 
[8] – The Alliance of the Christian Democratic People’s Party (1994) was composed from the Christian 
Democratic Popular Front, Volunteers’ Movement of Moldova, and Christian Democratic Youth 
Organization. 
 
 
Sources: 
 
Report on the Moldovan Parliamentary Elections. February 27, 1994. Prepared by the Staff of the U/S. 
Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe. S.l. April 1994; Political Handbook of the World 
2011. [Eds.] Thomas C. Muller, William R. Overstreet, Judith F. Isacoff, Tom Lansford (Washington, 
D.C.: CQ Press, 2011):938-940, 942-946; Association for Participatory Democracy (ADEPT). Available 
at http://www.e-democracy.md/elections/parliamentary/ (Accessed on 22 January 2013). 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.e-democracy.md/elections/parliamentary/
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Appendix 3. Table 4.  
 

The representation of the Transnistrian political parties in the Parliament   
of the TMR after elections 

 
 

  
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
# 
 

Name of the Party 
 

Dates of elections and number of seats 

Dec. 
11 
2010 

Dec. 
11 
2005 

Dec. 10 
2000 

Dec. 
24 
1995 

Nov. 
25 
1990 

Sept. 2 
1990 

1.  The “Renewal” Republican Party of 
Pridnestrov’ie  

25      

2.  The “Republic” Political Party/non-
partisans [1] 

16      

3.  The “Breakthrough” People’s 
Democratic Party  [2] 

1      

4.  The Pridnestroviian Communist Party 1      
        

1 The “Renewal” Republican Party of 
Pridnestrov’ie  

 23     

2 The “Republic” Political Party  13     
3 Allies of the “Renewal”  6     
4 Non-partisans  1     
        
1 Independents [3]   25    
2 Unity [4]   9    
3 The “Renewal” Republican Party of 
Pridnestrov’ie  

  7    

4 Power to the People [5]   1    
 Vacant [6]   1    
        
1 The Pridnestroviian Communist Party    4   
2 The Agrarian Party     3   
3 The Power of People Party    3   
4 Movement of Transnistria’s 
Development & Independent/Non-
partisans   

   58   

        
1 Communist Party of the USSR      52  
2 Independent/Non-partisans     8  
        
1 Communist Party of the USSR      50 
        
 
 
Total seats 43 43 43 68 60 50 

http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pdm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pdm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pdm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pdm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pdm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pdm/


 

1118 
 

Notes: 
 
[1] -- The “Republic” Party was founded by Igor Smirnov in 1990. In the aftermath of the presidential 
elections of December 2011, when its leader lost the race and left the region, the members of the 
“Republic” and former adepts and supporter of Smirnov saw themselves united into a new political 
organization: the “Motherland” Republican Party.  Although the “Republic” is considered a defunct party, 
those who gained seats in local assemblies remained MPs but declared themselves “independents” or non-
partisans.  
 
[2] -- The “Breakthrough” People’s Democratic Party was founded in 2005 by Dmitrii Soin. In November 
2012 it was closed down for breaking Transnistria’s laws. 
 
[3] -- The “Independents” represented the political segment of Igor Smirnov’s adepts and supporters.  
 
[4] -- Unity – Edinstvo is currently a non-active political organization. As a party in Parliament it 
supported Igor Smirnov. 
 
[5]  -- Power to the People (Vlast’ Narodu) was a party that opposed Igor Smirnov. Founded in 1994, it 
was banned several times and outlawed by the Transnistrian Court in 2002 for its anti-Smirnovian 
position and for advocating the reintegration of the breakaway region into the rest of the country. In 2007 
its former members created a new political organization (The Social-Democratic Party of Pridnestrov’e).  
 
[6] Vacant seat. 
 
Sources:  
 
Political Handbook of the World 2011. [Eds.] Thomas C. Muller, William R. Overstreet, Judith F. Isacoff, 
Tom Lansford (Washington, D.C.: CQ Press, 2011):938-940, 942-946; Politics of Transnistria. Available 
at https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Politics_of_Transnistria#2010_Parliamentary_election; Transnistrian 
legislative election; 2005. Available at 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Transnistrian_legislative_election,_2005; Istoriia sozdaniia i razvitiia 
Verkhovnogo Soveta Pridnestrovskoi Moldavskoi Respubliki  Available at http://www.vspmr.org/?Part=5 
(Accessed on 27 December 2012); Bomeshko B.G. Verkhovnyi Sovet Pridnestrovskoi Moldavskoi 
Respubliki. (Bendery: Poligrafist, 2010): 16-27, 90-91; 102.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Politics_of_Transnistria#2010_Parliamentary_election
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Transnistrian_legislative_election,_2005
file:///C:/Users/robertd/AppData/Local/Temp/Istoriia%20sozdaniia%20i%20razvitiia%20Verkhovnogo%20Soveta%20Pridnestrovskoi%20Moldavskoi%20Respubliki%20%20Available%20at%20http:/www.vspmr.org/%3fPart=5
file:///C:/Users/robertd/AppData/Local/Temp/Istoriia%20sozdaniia%20i%20razvitiia%20Verkhovnogo%20Soveta%20Pridnestrovskoi%20Moldavskoi%20Respubliki%20%20Available%20at%20http:/www.vspmr.org/%3fPart=5
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Appendix 3. Table 5. 
The priority placed by the Moldovan parties on “Transnistria,” “Foreign Policy,” and 

“National Security” in their political platforms 
 

   

 

Issues  

“Transnistria”  

 

“Foreign Policy”  

 

“National Security”  

 

 

Total 

 

     
 
 
 
   # 

 
 
 
Political  
Parties 

a 

A 

B

B 

 

c

C 

 

 

D 

a 

A 

B

B 

 

c

C 

 

 

D 

a 

A 

B

B 

 

c

C 

 

 

D 

 

1.  PDM*/**  x   x       x 3 

2.  PCRM*/**  x    x    x   3 

3.  PAM**    x   x    x   3 

4.  PSM** - - - - - - - - - - - - 0 

5.  PLD***   x  x      x  3 

6.  PPCD** x    x     x   3 

7.  PPSN**   x    x    x  3 

8.  PL* x    x    x    3 

9.  PpUM***   x  x      x  3 

10.  PSD*** x    x     x   3 

11.  MFN** - - - - - - - - - - - - 0 

12.  PSRM***    x   x    x  3 

13.  MR***    x x      x  3 

14.  PVE*** x      x    x  3 

15.  PNR***  x    x      x 3 

16.  PPR[MD]*** x    x      x  3 

17.  PRMD***   x  x    x    3 

18.  PM**   x   x    x   3 

19.  UCM*** x    x      x  3 

20.  PE*** x    x    x    3 

21.  PPDM*** x    x    x    3 

22.  PMUEM*** x    x    x    3 

23.  PC*** x    x     x   3 

24.  PNL***  x   x     x   3 

25.  PpNȚ*** x    x    x    3 

26.  PLDM*  x    x    x    3 

27.  MRRM***   x   x     x   3 

28.  PPMd***   x   x     x   3 

29.  PCN-M***   x   x    x    3 

30.  MPA***     x    x   x  3 

31.  PPM***    x  x      x  3 

32.  PCDA***  x    x      x  3 

33.  PRM***     x  x    x   3 

34.  PPSD***     x x      x  3 

35.  PAD*** x    x    x    3 

36.  PR [MD]***   x  x    x    3 

 Total (1) 14 7 8 5 25 5 3 1 10 10 12 2 102 

 Total (2) 34 34 34 102 
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Notes: 
a) “A” – high priority; “B” – moderate priority; “C” – low priority; “D”– no priority. 

b) Some parliamentary parties had only an insignificant number of seats as they campaigned within 

political blocs of more influential organizations.  

c) *- Moldovan parliamentary parties (2009-2012) 

d) ** - Moldovan parliamentary parties (1994-2009) 

e) *** - Non- parliamentary Moldovan parties (1994-2012) 

 
Appendix 3. Table 6. 

The priority placed by the Transnistrian parties on “Transnistria,” “Foreign Policy,” and 
“National Security” in their political platforms 

 
         Notes: 

a) * - Transnistrian active non-Parliamentary parties. 
b) ** - Transnistrian Parliamentary parties after December 2010 elections. 
c) “A” – high priority; “B” – moderate priority; “C” – low priority; “D”– no priority. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Issues  

“Transnistria”  

 

“Foreign Policy “ 

 

“National Security” 

 

 

Total 

 

     
 
 
 
   # 

 
 
 
Political  
Parties 

a

A 

B

B 

 

c

C 

 

 

D 

 

A 

B

B 

 

 

C 

 

 

D 

a 

A 

B

B 

 

c

C 

 

 

D 

 

1.  RPPO** x    x    x    3 

2.  PKP** x    x     x   3 

3.  NDPP**   x   x     x  3 

4.  RPV** x    x    x    3 

5.  RPR* x     x    x   3 

6.  SDPP*  x    x     x  3 

7.  LDPP* x    x    x    3 

 Total (1) 5 1 1 0 4 3 0 0 3 2 2 0 21 

 

 
Total (2) 7 7 7 21 
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Appendix 3. Table 7. 
The position of sections on the Transnistrian problem within the platforms of 

Chisinau-based political parties 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

# 

 

Name of Party 

(in English) 
Acronym The position within the platforms  

1.  Democratic Party of Moldova PDM Section missed 

2.  Party of Communists of Moldova PCRM Section missed 

3.  Agrarian Party of Moldova PAM Section missed 

4.  Socialist Party of Moldova PSM Platform not available 

5.  Party of Law and Justice PLD Section missed 

6.  People’s Christian Democratic Party PPCD   Section 37 of 44 

7.  The “Hope” Movement of Professionals PPSN Section missed 

8.  Liberal Party PL   Section 10 of 12 

9.  Party for Unification of Moldova PpUM Section missed 

10.  Social-Democratic Party PSD   Section 11 of 29 

11.  The “New Force” Socio-Political Movement MFN Platform not available 

12.  Party of Socialists of the Rep. of Moldova PSRM Section missed 

13.  The “Equality” Socio-Political Movement MR Section missed 

14.  Environmental Green Party  PVE    Section 17 of 24 

15.  National Romanian Party PNR Section missed 

16.  The Peoples’ Republican Party PPR [MD]    Section 12 of 14 

17.  Republican Party of Moldova PRMd Section missed 

18.  Labor Party PM Section missed 

19.  The Centrist Union of Moldova Party PUCM                         Section 8 of 9 

20.  European Party PE Section 5 of 10 

21.  Peoples’ Democratic Party of Moldova PPDM Section 7 of 37 

22.  The Party United Moldova  PMUEM                         Section 7 of 8 

23.  Conservative Party PC Section 4 of 20 

24.  National Liberal Party PNL Section missed 

25.  Party for Nation and Country PNŢ   Section 13 of 32 

26.  Liberal Democratic Party of Moldova PLDM Section 4 of 16 

27.  Gypsy Movement of the Rep. of Moldova MRRM Section missed 

28.  The Party of Patriots of Moldova PPMd Section missed 

29.  The “Our Home – Moldova” Party PCNM Section missed 

30.  “Antimafia” People’s Movement MPA Section missed 

31.  People’s Party of Moldova PPRM Section missed 

32.  The “Democracy at Home” Communitarian Party PCDA                         Section 2 of 4 

33.  Party of Regions of Moldova PRM Section missed 

34.  People’s Socialist Party PPSM Section missed 

35.  Party of Democratic Action PAD Section 6 of 12 

36.  The Revival Party PR[MD] Section missed 

http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pdm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pcrm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pdam/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/psm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pdsem/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/ppcd/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pr/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/psdm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/psrm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/peavm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pnr/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/ptcdm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/prm/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pdsmu/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pc/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/pnl/
http://www.parties.e-democracy.md/en/parties/mspnt/
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Appendix 3. Table 8. 
Moldova. Types of approaches to the Transnistrian problem articulated in the platforms of political parties 

 

 

 
# 

 
 
Political Parties 

 

                  Types of Approaches 

 

 

Pragmatic 

 

Non-Pragmatic 

 

No Approach 

 

1.  PDM    x 

2.  PCRM   x 

3.  PAM   x 

4.  PSM - - - 

5.  PLD   x 

6.  PPCD   x 

7.  PPS-N   x 

8.  PL x   

9.  PpUM   x 

10.  PSD x   

11.  MFN - - - 

12.  PSRM   x 

13.  MR   x 

14.  PEAVM   x 

15.  PNR   x 

16.  PPR   x 

17.  PRM   x 

18.  PM   x 

19.  PUCM  x  

20.  PE x   

21.  PPDM x   

22.  PMU-EM x   

23.  PC x   

24.  PNL   x 

25.  PpNT x   

26.  PLDM x   

27.  MRRM    x 

28.  PPM    x 

29.  PCNM    x 

30.  MPA    x 

31.  PPM    x 

32.  PCDA   x  

33.  PRM    x 

34.  PPSD    x 

35.  PAD x   

36.  PR    x  

               Total  9 2  23 
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Appendix 3. Table 9. 
 

Transnistria. Types of approaches to the Transnistrian problem articulated in the 
platforms of political parties. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

      

 
          # 

 
 
Political Parties 

 

                      Types of  Approaches 

 

 

Pragmatic 

 

Non-Pragmatic 

 

No Approach 

 

1.   RPPO x - - 

2.  PKP - x - 

3.  NDPP x -  

4.  RPV x - - 

5.  RPR x - - 

6.  SDPP x - - 

7.  LDPRP x - - 

 Total 6 1 0 
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Appendix 3. Table 10.  
Frequency of the Declarations regarding “Transnistria” “Foreign Policy/EU Integration”, 
and “National Security”   made by the Moldovan political parties between 2002-2012. 

 
 

 

Notes: a) Data as of December 31st, 2012. Source: The Association for Participatory Democracy ADEPT.  
Available at http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/ (accessed 7 February 2013). 
 

b) * – The first figure indicates the total number of declarations made only with respect to the 
three categories; the second indicates the total number of declarations. 

Issues  

“Transnistria” 
“Foreign Policy/ 
EU Integration” 

“National Security” 

Total* 

       

 #        Political Parties 
1 

I 
 

II 

1.  PDM  23 31 4 58 551 

2.  PCRM 10 51 38 99 627 

3.  PAM 0 0 0 0 1 

4.  PSM 2 0 1 3 7 

5.  PLD 0 0 0 0 9 

6.  PPCD 19 23 14 56 193 

7.  PPS-N 1 1 0 2 10 

8.  PL 46 77 12 135 870 

9.  PpUM 0 0 0 0 0 

10.  PSD  17 64 37 118 540 

11.  MFN 0 0 0 0 7 

12.  PSRM 12 16 16 44 389 

13.  MR 0 0 0 0 2 

14.  PEAVM 7 6 1 14 54 

15.  PNR 4 4 1 9 19 

16.  PPR 3 1 3 7 46 

17.  PRM 2 4 0 6 29 

18.  PM 0 0 0 0 1 

19.  UCM 7 7 1 15 65 

20.  PE 1 0 0 1 2 

21.  PPDM 0 2 3 5 38 

22.  PMU-EM 2 3 3 8 52 

23.  PC 0 1 1 2 19 

24.  PNL  10 24 7 41 226 

25.  PpNT 0 0 0 0 1 

26.  PLDM  17 43 7 67 832 

27.  MRRM  0 0 0 0 1 

28.  PPM  2 10 10 22 50 

29.  PCN-M  0 0 0 0 0 

30.  MPA  0 2 3 5 35 

31.  PPM  1 2 5 8 67 

32.  PCDA  2 3 2 7 31 

33.  PRM  0 1 2 3 30 

34.  PPSD  0 0 1 1 5 

35.  PAD 15 7 8 30 130 

36.  PR 1 1 1 3 18 

 Total 204 384 181 769 4957 

http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/
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Appendix 3. Table 11. 
 

Annual frequency of Declarations regarding “Transnistria” “Foreign Policy/EU 
Integration”, and “National Security”   made by the Moldovan political parties          

between 2002-2012 
 

 

 
 

Note:  
 
Data as of December 31st, 2012. Source: The Association for Participatory Democracy ADEPT.  
Available at http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/ (accessed 7 February 2013). 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No. 
Issues  

“Transnistria” 
“Foreign Policy/ 

EU Integration” 
“National Security” Total 

Years 

1.  2012 64 163 71 298 

2.  2011 12 56 38 106 

3.  2010 9 46 26 81 

4.  2009 10 17 3 30 

5.  2008 26 28 19 73 

6.  2007 3 11 3 17 

7.  2006 5 1 3 9 

8.  2005 3 1 1 5 

9.  2004 17 7 4 28 

10.  2003 43 36 10 89 

11.  2002 12 18 3 33 

            Total  204 384 181 769 

http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/
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Appendix 3.Table 12. 
 

Frequency of Declarations regarding the Transnistria problem made by the Moldovan 
political parties between 2002-2012. 
 

 
 
Note:  
1. Data as of December 31st, 2012. Source: The Association for Participatory Democracy ADEPT.  
Available at http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/ (accessed 7 February 2013). 
 

Issue & Years 
                                             “Transnistria” 

 

2002 

2

2003 

2

2004 

2

2005 

 

2006 

 

2007 

2

2008 

2

2009 

2

2010 

2

2011 

 

2012 

T

Total 
Political Parties 
1.  PDM 0 6 6 0 0 0 1 1 3 3 3 23 

2.  PCRM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 5 10 

3.  PAM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4.  PSM 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

5.  PLD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

6.  PPCD 4 10 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 19 

7.  PPS-N 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

8.  PL 0 6 1 1 2 1 12 3 1 4 15 46 

9.  PpUM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10.  PSD 2 6 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 7 17 

11.  MFN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

12.  PSRM 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 12 

13.  MR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

14.  PEAVM 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 

15.  PNR 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

16.  PPR 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 

17.  PRM 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

18.  PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

19.  UCM 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 7 

20.  PE 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

21.  PPDM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

22.  PMU-EM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 

23.  PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

24.  PNL 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 1 2 1 10 

25.  PpNT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

26.  PLDM 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 4 1 0 5 17 

27.  MRRM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

28.  PPM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 

29.  PCN-M 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

30.  MPA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

31.  PPM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

32.  PCDA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 

33.  PRM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

34.  PPSD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

35.  PAD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 15 

36.  PR           1 1 

 Total 12 43 17 3 5 3 26 10 9 12 64 204 

http://www.e-democracy.md/parties/
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 Appendix 4. 

List of the given names (Romanian are shown in red)        

  

Drochia (town) 
 

1. Eduard  

2. Andrei  

3. Vitalii  

4. Lilia  

5. Vladimir 

6. Iurii 

7. Lilia 

8. Ludmila  

9. Larisa  

10. Grigore 

11. Tatiana 

12. Valerii 

13. Ala 

14. Nadejda  

15. Lilia 

16. Lilia 

17. Ghenadii 

18. Marina 

19. Oleg 

20. Nona 

21. Viaceslav 

22. Victoria 

23. Iurii 

24. Viaceslav 

25. Oleg 

26. Maria 

27. Vitalii 

28. Lilia 

29. Tatiana  

30. Vera 

31. Viaceslav 

32. Petru 

33. Nelia 

34. Iurii 

35. Galina  

36. Igori 

Chetrosu (village, Drochia district) 
 

1. Vasile  

2. Vladimir  

3. Zinaida  

4. Violeta  

5.  Afanasii 

6.  Vladimir 

7. Gheorghe  

8. Lidia 

9. Iurii 

10. Vera 

11.  Ana 

12. Eugenia  

13. Grigore 

14.  Ion  

15.  Sofia 

16.  Nina 

17.  Iacob 

18.  Marcu  

19.  Ilie 

20. Galina  

21. Toader 

22. Mihai  

23. Grigore  

24. Grigore 

25. Sviatoslav 

26. Victor 

27. Eudochia 
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Appendix 5. Images 
 

5.1. “The Read Scarf [–] The Leninist Spark” 

(In Romanian [-] In Cyrillic Romanian [Moldovan])  

Source: Author himself   

 

 
 

5.2. Billboards. Moldova (All in Romanian only).  

Source: Author himself  

 

5.2.1. “Love Your Language! Love Your Country!”          5.2.2. “Moldova [Is] My Motherland.”                   
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5.2.3. “Moldova Is My Motherland.”                               5.2.4. “Moldova Is My Motherland.”                             

 

           
 

 

5.3. Billboards. Transnistria (Both bilingual).  

Source: Valentina Ursu, Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, Chisinau, Moldova. 
 

 

5.3.1. “The Motherland Is Not For Sell!”                        5.3.2. “The Republic Is Not For Sell!”      

   (In Russian)                                                                     (In Cyrillic Romanian [Moldovan])                        
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5.4. The “Acțiunea 2012” (“Acton 2012”) Propaganda Leaflet 

 

 


