
	
		cover
	
	
		
			[image: OKL.jpg]
		

	

		
			





Discourse of Ukrainian Identity in the Polish Opinion-Forming Press during the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan

			For Roman

			LABORATORIUM INTERDYSCYPLINARNYCH BADAŃ 

			ARTES LIBERALES (LIBAL)

			Wydział „Artes Liberales” Uniwersytetu Warszawskiego

			MONOGRAFIE LIBAL

			seria pod redakcją 

			Jana Kieniewicza

			tom v

			


[image: ]

			Reviewers

			AGNIESZKA SAWICZ

			OREST SEMOTIUK

			Commissioning Editors 

			
				
					
				
				
					
							
							ANNA KĘDZIOREK

						
					

				
			

			EWA WYSZYŃSKA

			Proofreading and Editing

			ALEKSANDRA ZYCH

			Cover Design 

			ZBIGNIEW KARASZEWSKI

			Cover Photo of the Author

			AUTHOR’S PRIVATE COLLECTION

			Layout 

			IWONA MIŚKIEWICZ

			Typesetting 

			DARIUSZ GÓRSKI

			Published with financial support from the University of Warsaw, the “Artes Liberales Institute” Foundation, the University of Warsaw Foundation.

			[image: ]

			
Publication under the Creative Commons Attribution 3.0 PL (CC BY 3.0 PL) license (full text available at:  http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/pl/legalcode)

			Olha Tkachenko ORCID 0000-0002-0777-7897

			ISBN 978-83-235-5679-4 (print)

			ISBN 978-83-235-5687-9 (pdf online) 

			ISBN 978-83-235-5695-4 (e-pub)

			ISBN 978-83-235-5703-6 (mobi)

			Wydawnictwa Uniwersytetu Warszawskiego 

			02-678 Warszawa, ul. Smyczkowa 5/7

			E-mail: wuw@uw.edu.pl

			Online bookstore: www.wuw.pl

			1st Edition, Warsaw 2022

		

	
		
			

Acknowledgements

			This book is based on my PhD dissertation defended in 2017, which was the result of the research conducted between 2013 and 2017 during my PhD studies within the “Searching for Identity. Global Challenges, Local Traditions” programme at the University of Warsaw, Faculty of “Artes Liberales.” 

			During my work, I received incredible support from many scholars and mentors, especially at the Faculty of “Artes Liberales” at the University of Warsaw. First of all, I would like to thank the head of the PhD programme, Professor Jan Kieniewicz. I appreciate all our discussions about my research topic, as well as his general support on my academic path and during the publication of this book. Special thanks also go to Professor Bogdan Szlachta, who has been my mentor and supervisor. His invaluable advice and comments helped me create a research plan, formulate questions, find answers to them and write my dissertation. I also want to thank the Dean of the Faculty of “Artes Liberales,” Professor Robert A. Sucharski, who has always supported me and facilitated the publication of this book. Many thanks to everyone who has supported me during my work on the dissertation and its defence: Professors Iwona Hofman, Maciej Abramowicz, Jolanta Sujecka, Taras Finikov and many others.

			Last but not least, I want to thank my husband Roman, without whose constant and indispensable support this work would not have been possible. 

		

	
		
			

Contents

			Introduction 

			Chapter 1. National Identity and Discourse. Theory and Methodology 

			1.1. 	National identity and discourse 

			1.1.1. 	National identity as a construct 

			1.1.2. 	Main types of identity problems in Ukraine during the social and political transformation in the post-Soviet period

			1.1.3. 	Text, discourse and context

			1.1.4. 	Discourses of identity and media

			1.2. 	Methodology and methods of textual analysis 

			1.2.1. 	Content analysis 

			1.2.2. 	Critical Discourse Analysis 

			1.2.3. 	Norman Fairclough’s methods of Critical Discourse Analysis 

			1.2.4. 	Ruth Wodak’s Critical Discourse Analysis approach to national identity 

			1.2.5. 	Theo van Leeuwen’s method of analysis of social actors 

			1.2.6. Analysis of narrative 

			Chapter 2. Media Communication System and Opinion-Forming Press

			2.1. 	Mass media in the process of identity construction

			2.2. 	Polish opinion-forming press and the discourse of opinion journalism (publicystyka)  

			2.3. 	Opinion-forming press on the Polish media market

			Chapter 3. “Ukraine Is Not Russia”: The Orange Revolution and Changes in Ukrainian Identity in the Polish Opinion-Forming Press

			3.1. 	Representation of Ukraine before the Orange Revolution

			3.1.1.	The politicians

			3.1.2.	The oligarchs

			3.1.3.	The society 

			3.2. 	Re-inventing Ukraine. The discourse of the “birth of a nation”

			3.3. 	Actors of identity during the Orange Revolution

			3.3.1. 	Viktor Yushchenko, the hetman of freedom 

			3.3.2. 	Yulia Tymoshenko, Joan of Arc or the “gas princess”

			3.4. 	Discourse of a “divided Ukraine” 

			3.5. 	Post-Orange disappointment: the Empire strikes back

			Chapter 4. “Goodbye Lenin”: The Euromaidan and Ukrainian Identity in the Polish Opinion-Forming Press 

			4.1. 	Voices of representation

			4.2. 	Social actors, agencies and the framing of the protests 

			4.2.1. 	Activists and young people

			4.2.2. 	Radical nationalists

			4.2.3. 	Politicians

			4.2.4. 	Oligarchs 

			4.2.5. 	People of culture

			4.2.6. 	Clergy

			4.3. 	Agency. The image of the Euromaidan

			4.3.1. 	The Maidan as the Zaporizhian Sich

			4.3.2. 	The Maidan as the site of a “new Ukraine”

			4.3.3. 	The republic of the Maidan 

			4.4. 	Geography of representation 

			4.5. 	Wording 

			4.5.1. 	Ukraine as a “failed state” 

			4.5.2. 	“Two Ukraines” 

			4.5.3. 	Values 

			Chapter 5. Models and Patterns of Ukrainian Identity Represented in Polish Opinion-Forming Press: Comparisons, Narratives, Explanations

			5.1. 	The Orange Revolution versus the Euromaidan and the process of identity construction in Ukraine

			5.1.1. 	Discursive strategies and models of Ukrainian identity constructed in the Polish press 

			5.2. 	Polish-Ukrainian historical discourse and the perception of Ukrainian identity 

			5.2.1. 	Discourse of Kresy (Borderlands)

			5.2.2. 	Discourse of Central and Eastern Europe 

			5.2.3. 	Discourse of Ukraine as Poland’s raison d’état 

			Conclusions

			Bibliography

			Appendices

			Index of names

			List of figures

			List of tables

		

	
		
			

Introduction

			The question of identity has been a key issue for Ukrainians since their country gained independence after the fall of the Soviet Union. The common history and Polish-Ukrainian relations have had a significant impact on its formation. After the collapse of the USSR, the Polish democratic government based its policy toward Ukraine on the principles of the “ULB doctrine” developed by Jerzy Giedroyc, which envisaged cooperation with Ukraine, Lithuania and Belarus.1 Ukraine’s foreign orientation and its relations with its closest neighbours, including Poland, influenced its image and the perception of its identity in the latter country. The awareness of how a state’s identity is perceived beyond its borders plays an important role in international political communication and the overall strategy of international relations. In the case of the perception of Ukraine in Poland, there were two vectors of influence – European or Western (embodied in the European Union) and Eastern or post-Soviet (embodied in Russia). Political scientist Beata Surmacz adopted this pattern in her analysis of contemporary Polish-Ukrainian relations.2 

			In Ukraine, the beginning of the 21st century was marked by several important social and political changes that also contribut­­ed to the construction of Ukrainian identity and its perception in the outside world. The year 2004 ended with Ukrainians protesting against fraudulent presidential elections; these protests became known as the Orange Revolution. They also marked the end of the “multivector” foreign orientation of the previous government led by Leonid Kuchma. The newly-elected president, Viktor Yushchenko, promised a pro-Western orientation and declared a strong stance on Ukrainian national identity. However, the lack of political will and the inability to confront the entire post-Soviet legacy soon brought disappointment and uncertainty to the Ukrainian society. Moreover, the economic crisis of 2008 deepened the depression that had followed the euphoria of the Orange Revolution. As a result, Viktor Yanukovych was elected president in 2010. During his time in power, the traditions of the post-Soviet style of state governance were upheld, which resulted in nepotism, feudalism in the bureaucratic system, oligarchy, corruption and political persecution. There were no signs of systemic transformation. In contrast, in foreign policy, Yanukovych declared a European orientation and was apparently willing to sign an association agreement with the European Union. 

			In November 2013, Ukrainian Prime Minister Mykola Azarov announced his refusal to pursue an EU-oriented foreign policy. And as political scientist Olga Onuch commented, “it happened again!”3 Mass public protests erupted once more as a result of “hijacked expectations.”4 This time, the movement was called the Euromaidan because of its main postulates: achieving an institutional rapprochement with Europe and proclaiming identity changes. Later, the Euromaidan was also called the Revolution of Dignity. These two names are metaphors connected with the two main parts of Ukrainian identity – national and supranational. The prefix “Euro-” combined with the Ukrainian word for an open urban space – maidan (square) – signifies the introduction of a European identity discourse into Ukraine’s internal situation. The second name – the Revolution of Dignity – refers exclusively to internal issues. The term “revolution” is an indicator of violent changes of the system. “Dignity” is a specific feature of human character that self-conscious, strong individuals possess. 

			Despite the fundamental differences between the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan, both were influential in building the national identity of independent Ukraine. The former gave impetus to the emergence of civic society in Ukraine. Indeed, despite its failure, it resulted in many civic institutions and initiatives being created that contributed to the construction of civic identity. On the other hand, the Euromaidan was not a colour revolution since people were united by the common values of the European idea.5

			Naturally, the events of the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan were covered to a greater or lesser extent by foreign media. For the analysis of the perception of Ukrainian identity abroad, I chose contemporary Polish opinion-forming press because Poland is Ukraine’s closest neighbour in Europe, and both countries are linked historically and culturally. The former has a measurable influence on the shaping of Ukrainian identity, which makes its insight into Ukrainian identity changes significant. However, as acknowledged by Polish sociologist Joanna Konieczna-Sałamatin, Poles are unfamiliar with contemporary Ukraine, basing their idea of it on history and collective memory that is rooted in conflicts from the time of the Second World War. Thus, the perception of Ukraine and its identity in Poland is very often constructed on historical references, going back even to the times of Bohdan Khmelnytsky.6 However, the outbreak of the Orange Revolution led Poles to rediscover their eastern neighbours and realise that Ukrainians strive for freedom and democracy.7 

			According to a 2013 study by the Institute of Public Affairs (Instytut Spraw Publicznych), 74% of Poles declared that they got their knowledge about Ukraine from the media.8 Therefore, I decided to see how Ukraine was being presented to the Polish society by journalists and experts writing for the opinion-­forming press. The gap or, as Marek Pietraś put it, the “rift” in the development of civic society, respect for human rights or on the social, economic and political level between the post-Soviet states of East-Central Europe and the states of East-Central Europe that are already EU members is widening.9 Despite this fact, studying the perception of Ukrainian events in the Polish press allows us to identify what kind of mediatised discourses exist between two East-Central European countries that are now institutionally located in different geopolitical spaces. 

			As mentioned above, the two social movements – the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan – dealt with the issues of identity and possible or desired identity changes in Ukraine. It should be noted that the question of identity is not just an internal issue of a group. For effective political and international communication, it is extremely important to know how it is perceived by others.10 This explains the relevance of studying the perception of Ukrainian identity in Polish media discourse as it allows us to better understand the social processes taking place between Ukraine and Poland and the factors that influence the image/perception of Ukrainian identity in Poland. 

			According to the discourse theory, identity is always a matter of representation and can be accepted, rejected or negotiated through discursive processes.11 Since representation often appears in media discourse, it seems reasonable to examine the latter and the mechanisms of discursive strategies that media use to construct identity. In addition, the analysis of the perception of Ukrainian identity in the Polish press sheds light on how society functions and perceives others. Last but not least, this study introduces the English-speaking audience to the specifics of the Polish media market and Polish media studies and highlights such concepts as opinion journalism (publicystyka) and opinion-forming press (prasa opiniotwórcza), contributing in this way to the general scope of the theoretical aspect of media studies. 

			Therefore, this book consists of two parts. The first one deals with the concept of identity, discourse and the methodology of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA). I provide an overview of the theoretical foundations of identity, covering various theories and approaches, along with a presentation of the main strands of academic research on contemporary Ukrainian identity issues. I also explain the historical connections between Poland and Ukraine to understand the current discourse. The second part of the book focuses on the linguistic analysis of selected articles from the Polish opinion-forming press and its relevance to the analysis of Ukrainian identity in Polish media discourse. 

			The scholarly literature on this particular topic is very scarce. Research on Ukrainian identity in the media in general is also virtually non-existent. Recently, the way in which Ukraine is presented in contemporary Polish media was addressed by Jarosław Jura and Kaja Kałużyńska in the context of the image of foreigners in the discourse of Polish traditional and online media.12 Much attention has also been paid to the image of migrants in the Polish press. A reliable quantitative and qualitative analysis of several titles of daily, weekly and monthly newspapers from the first half of 2009 was conducted by the Institute of Public Affairs.13 It must be noted, however, that the study did not focus solely on Ukrainians. Similarly, Ukrainians appear in Aleksandra Grzymała-Kazłowska’s study on constructing the image of the “other” in Poland, in which she included the analysis of the press from 1993 to 2003.14 In his research on migrants in Poland, Maciej Mrozowski also explored the issue of the representation of Ukrainians as one of the social groups in the Polish press.15

			Research on the presentation of Ukrainian issues in the Polish press is less frequent and usually concerns the way in which certain events or actors have been portrayed. For example, Barbara Maria Mazurkiewicz analysed the image of former Ukrainian President Leonid Kuchma in the Wprost weekly,16 while Renata Rozbicka studied the portrayal of Ukrainian politicians in the Polish press on the examples of two presidents, Leonid Kuchma and Viktor Yushchenko.17 Researchers of Polish media have also analysed the presentation of such political events as elections.18

			Nevertheless, academic studies on the perception of independent Ukraine in contemporary Polish press have not been conducted to a sufficient degree. This is evidenced by the fact that only one monograph on this topic has been published. In Ukrainian Issues in the Polish Press in 1991–1996,19 Agnieszka Sawicz presented a wide range of events, mainly political, that took place in Ukraine from its independence to 1996, when the Ukrainian Parliament adopted the constitution. From a methodological point of view, Sawicz’s monograph contains a descriptive analysis of the content of selected titles of the Polish press, which presents a wide range of issues concerning the relations between the two states during this period, political dialogue, economic cooperation and the problems of Polish national minorities in Ukraine and Ukrainian ones in Poland. However, the author did not analyse the issues related to Ukrainian identity. 

			The Orange Revolution and its frequent portrayal in the Polish press have increased the scholarly interest in the presentation of Ukraine in the Polish media. A substantial collective work edited by Robert Potocki, Agnieszka Stec and Leszek Kucz analysed the coverage of these events in various Polish daily and weekly newspapers.20 In addition, several articles on this topic appeared in Polish and Ukrainian academic journals. Beata Kapinos presented the image of Ukraine during the Orange Revolution in the Polish press from the perspective of political discourse,21 while Henryk and Mikołaj Stroński described the general perception of these protests in the Polish mass media.22

			The most comprehensive collection of scholarly works on this topic was published in 2014. Iwona Hofman and Justyna Maguś, the editors of The Image of Contemporary Ukraine in the Polish Media,23 gathered more than a dozen articles devoted to various aspects of Ukrainian issues presented in the Polish media (not only the press): history and the present, Polish-Ukrainian relations, politics and elections, society and culture. The contributors to the volume described the image of Ukraine and the Ukrainians in selected media, the image of certain politicians and political events, such as the 2012 parliamentary elections, and social movements, including the Orange Revolution and the activity of the feminist organisation “Femen.” Therefore, they provided solid background information on Ukrainian issues discussed by Polish journalists but did not expand our knowledge about how the identity of the independent Ukrainian state is perceived in the Polish mass media. 

			A part of the academic literature on the subject is devoted to the analysis of stereotypes about Ukraine and Ukrainians in the contemporary Polish press. This topic is particularly popular among researchers because the media, along with culture and family histories, contribute significantly to the creation of stereotypes about other nations.24 Such analyses have appeared in both Polish and Ukrainian academic circles.25 These studies are very relevant to the subject of my book because stereotypes refer to an imagined identity.26 

			The latest research on stereotypes about Ukrainians in the Polish press was published in 2016 by Dariusz Baran, who analysed how “Ukrainians as an ethnic group are portrayed in the Polish press.”27 He examined newspapers and magazines published from 2012 to 2015, omitting materials devoted to the 70th anniversary of the Volhynia Massacre and the Euromaidan events. Baran concluded that the representation of Ukrainians in the Polish press was still burdened with various gender and national stereotypes that were constructed during the course of the common Polish-Ukrainian history. In addition, his research showed that the media image of Ukrainians in Poland depended heavily on Ukraine’s new historical policy in the context of a new law that recognised the soldiers of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army (UPA) as fighters for Ukrainian independence. Baran also focused on the portrayal of Ukrainians living in Poland, i.e. students, economic migrants and the Ukrainian minority, and the representation of their social identities. 

			An article by Renata Radzka, which analysed the media structure of stereotypes about Ukrainians in the Polish press, paid much attention to national stereotypes stemming from historical experience. As usual, the activity of the Organisation of Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN)-UPA proved pivotal in creating stereotypes of Ukrainians as bandits and people hostile towards Poles. Radzka also pointed out the importance of Polish literature in this matter, noting especially that Polish novelist Henryk Sienkiewicz was accused of creating such a negative stereotype of Ukrainians.28 Economic factors turned out to be significant, too, though not as pervasive. Radzka showed that Ukrainians who worked in Poland for economic reasons were mainly portrayed in a negative light as not very good, honest or smart workers.29 Regarding social and political factors, Radzka mentioned that after the Orange Revolution, Ukrainians began to be presented in a more positive way as equals, partners and citizens of a “European nation.”30 

			Hence, most works on Ukraine and Ukrainians in the Polish press conclude that the stereotypes have roots in three main areas: culture, politics and history. Maryana Prokop, who analysed the stereotype of the Ukrainian in the Polish weekly Polityka between 1991 and 2005, showed how Polish journalists portrayed Ukraine as a state with an uncertain identity, divided between “the Orthodox East and the Uniate West.”31 

			Surprisingly, she found that the main stereotype about Ukraine was what she called “the stereotype of a divided Ukraine.”32 However, she paid little attention to the issue of Ukrainian identity in the Polish press and considered almost every portrayal of Ukraine in Polityka a stereotype, even in general articles and in the context of Polish-Ukrainian relations, politics, culture and history. Like Radzka, Prokop recognised the role of the Orange Revolution as a turning point that had changed the negative “stereotypes” about Ukraine to more positive ones.33 

			The portrayal of Polish-Ukrainian relations in the Polish press was analysed in several articles.34 Renata Rozbicka, for example, presented this issue in the context of Europe and the European Union,35 as well as NATO.36 She also discussed the depiction in contemporary media of problems related to the Polish-Ukrainian common history, like the question of the Eaglets Cemetery in Lviv,37 Operation “Vistula”38 or Józef Piłsudski’s Ukrainian politics.39 In 2010, Rozbicka defended her doctoral dissertation entitled Ukrainian Issues in Polish Opinion-Forming Press after 1995. History, Politics, Literature, Religion where she presented a wide spectrum of the ways in which Ukrainian issues were portrayed in Polish printed media.40 However, it has not yet been published. In 2016, Przemysław Basak defended a PhD thesis on a similar topic (Polish-Ukrainian Relations in 1989–2005 in the Light of Polish Opinion-Forming Press).41

			 In Ukraine, Andrzej Kreslo wrote a monograph devoted to Polish-Ukrainian relations and the image of Ukraine in the Polish press between 1991 and 2003.42 Olha Konsevych, a scholar from the Kyiv Institute of Journalism, published in 2015 a study of the coverage of the Russian-Ukrainian conflict in the Polish press.43 She conducted a content analysis of 49 issues of the weekly Newsweek Polska on the topics of the Euromaidan, the occupation of Crimea and subsequent events in Eastern Ukraine. Konsevych also wrote an article about the image of Ukraine after the Euromaidan in the weekly Polityka44 and a general analysis of the portrayal of Ukraine in socio-political weeklies Polityka and Wprost.45 

			After the Euromaidan, several articles were devoted to the coverage of this movement and the annexation of Crimea in the Polish press.46 Of the most recent, the report of the Laboratory of Media Studies of the University of Warsaw is worth mentioning. It presents the results of an analysis of the Polish press discourse on the conflict in Ukraine in 2014–2015.47 However, none of these studies contained an insight analysis of Ukrainian identity in the Polish press. 

			The purpose of my study is a media linguistic analysis of the main discourses of Ukrainian identity predominating in the Polish opinion-forming press during the period of major social and political events in Ukraine in the 21st century. Special attention is paid to the theoretical and methodological part of the research in order to introduce new methods of textual and linguistic analysis of the media. It should be noted at the outset that I will not examine what the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan were as social phenomena and how they influenced Ukraine’s further development nor explore Polish-Ukrainian relations and their mutual perception48 in historical or political terms. I also do not intend to conduct a comparative analysis of the media content and Polish public opinion on the issue of Ukrainian identity. The latter aspect could be the subject of further studies and inquiries by sociologists, historians or political scientists. This book uses the methodology of Critical Discourse Analysis to show how the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan were perceived in the Polish press in terms of identity and what linguistic tools were used by Polish journalists and opinion-makers in the popular press to describe “Ukraine” and “Ukrainians.”

			In this book, I introduce the concept of perceived identity, discovered during the analysis of the perception of Ukrainian identity in the contemporary Polish press, which had not been conducted before. Moreover, in the theoretical and methodological part of the study, I propose a new solution in social sciences, i.e. a combination of interdisciplinary research on discourse, identity and media. The analysis of Ukraine’s identity in the Polish media discourse offers a wider understanding of the role of mass communication between two states. Ordinary people form their ideas about the world mainly based on mass media, so knowing how Ukraine and its identity are perceived in the Polish public discourse can be useful for future international relations, reconciliation and a better understanding of each other. 

			I seek to answer the following questions: How can the concept of “identity” be analysed in media discourse? What methodological tools are relevant for the analysis of “identity”? What are the main patterns of Ukrainian identity during the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan created/presented in the Polish press? Which actors of Ukrainian identity are described in the Polish press? Is there consistency in the presentation of Ukrainian identity in the Polish press during the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan? What factors influence the portrayal of Ukrainian identity in the Polish press? What linguistic expressions were used in the Polish press to indicate Ukrainian identity?

			I have formulated the following four hypotheses:

			Hypothesis 1: the representation of Ukrainian issues in the Polish opinion-forming press is a particular way of the discursive construction of the identity of one group (Ukraine) in the environment of another group (Poland). This process entails the construction of perceived identity. The methodology of Critical Discourse Analysis is an appropriate tool to analyse the concept of identity in a media text, and it can thus serve to distinguish perceived identity.

			Hypothesis 2: the perception of Ukrainian identity in the Polish press is not uniform. I argue that national Ukrainian identity is simultaneously intertwined with supranational, i.e. European (influenced by the EU), and post-Soviet identity (influenced by Russia). 

			Hypothesis 3: the burden of a common past and the overall historical context of Central and Eastern Europe play a key role in the perception of Ukrainian identity in the Polish press. 

			Hypothesis 4: Social and political changes during the period of social movements work in favour of a positive representation of Ukraine as a nation-state with a strong national identity combined with an element of European identity.

			The hypotheses take into account the independent variable, which is the social and political situation in Ukraine, and the dependent variable, i.e. changes in the number of publications about Ukraine during the analysed periods.

			In this study, I use the term “discourse” because it is the most appropriate methodological tool to analyse the perception of one group’s identity in another group’s environment. According to Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe’s theory of discourse,49 every social process, including the construction of identity, can be understood through discourse; therefore, discourse is not limited to linguistic phenomena. Laclau and Mouffe argue that certain concepts or structural elements of reality do not have meaning in themselves but acquire it through discourse.50 In other words, a question becomes an “issue” or “problem” in discourse. Therefore, to find out how Ukrainian identity is presented in the Polish press, I combined classical content analysis with Critical Discourse Analysis of the written text. These two approaches allow a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods. The analysis of text samples is based on text selection and coding. I have selected all printed articles about Ukraine in the Polish weeklies that corresponded to the journalistic genres of the opinion-forming press.51 Both the coding and the analysis in this study were done manually, although there are ways that use computer software.52 

			Any sample that proved to include qualitative data was coded so that it could be further analysed with the help of CDA. I used four main analytical tools of CDA to determine how Ukrainian identity was perceived in the Polish opinion-forming press. Firstly, the samples were analysed according to Norman Fairclough’s basic principles of critical analysis of the discourse: description, interpretation and explanation.53 Next, I applied Ruth Wodak’s approach in the analysis of discursive construction of national identity, which includes the analysis of strategies as well as personal, spatial and temporal references.54 Thirdly, following Theo van Leeuwen, I analysed the actors of identity55 and, finally, the narrative. 

			The analysis of the perception of Ukrainian identity in the Polish press was conducted based on selected opinion-forming weekly magazines.56 They were chosen with the aim of including a wider spectrum of data in order to obtain better results. Thus, the following weeklies were analysed: Polityka, Wprost, Gość Niedzielny, Newsweek Polska, Tygodnik Powszechny, Przegląd, Do Rzeczy and wSieci. 

			The study encompasses two periods of social and political changes: the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan. Therefore, I took into account articles published from the beginning of 2004 to the end of 2005 and from November 2013 to March 2014. The chosen time ranges require explanation.

			Although the Orange Revolution lasted from November 2004 to January 2005, I also included articles written before it and those that described the “post-Orange” disappointment. Thus, 194 articles from the years 2004 and 2005 were analysed: 73 from Tygodnik Powszechny, 30 from Przegląd, 28 from Polityka, 26 from Newsweek, 25 from Wprost and 12 from Gość Niedzielny. Of these, 96 were written during the protests themselves: 41 in Tygodnik Powszechny, 14 each in Przegląd and Newsweek, 11 in Wprost, 10 in Polityka and 6 in Gość Niedzielny. Therefore, the analysis encompassed also the period before and after the revolutionary events to provide the entire socio-political context of the first major social movement in post-Soviet Ukraine as seen by the foreign press. It also enabled a broader understanding of how Ukrainian identity was perceived before, during and after the Orange Revolution, which gave a rationale for analysing Ukrainian identity during the second social movement, the Euromaidan. 

			The second time range was limited to the duration of the event in question. The starting point were the first protests in Kyiv in November 2013, and the latest analysed materials were published in March 2014 (reports about the occupation of Crimea were omitted). This was due to the fact that the period immediately after the Euromaidan belongs to a thematic scope beyond the framework and aims of this study. The samples were selected based on the journalistic genre (short news reports were not taken into consideration), the degree of representation and scope (only articles entirely devoted to Ukrainian topics were included). Thus, the analysis encompassed 114 articles published during the Euromaidan events: 29 in Tygodnik Powszechny, 21 each in Gość Niedzielny and Przegląd, 18 in Polityka, 17 each in Do Rzeczy, Newsweek and wSieci and 12 in Wprost. 

			It should be noted here that the study also has its limitations. Firstly, applying the methodology of CDA results in a certain subjectivity in the interpretation of the data obtained through content analysis. Secondly, I focus only on one particular type of media, i.e. printed weeklies, which narrows the scope of the presentation of the topic. Thirdly, the analysis encompasses only the period of the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan events, which does not open up a broader temporal perspective. 

			The book consists of five chapters. The first one covers the main concepts, ideas and approaches used in the research. I explain the very concept of identity and national identity in the social sciences and describe the constructivist approach in identity studies to show why, in my opinion, it is most suitable for the study of the perception of Ukrainian identity in the Polish press. I also present the main academic works and opinions of intellectuals on contemporary Ukrainian identity. Finally, I introduce the concept of discourse and explain the connections between discourse, identity and media. In the second part of Chapter 1, I develop the methodological framework of the study, which combines Critical Discourse Analysis and classical content analysis of the press. 

			Chapter 2 explains the nature of media and communication and provides a classification of media to show why they are important in identity studies. It also describes the relationship between these two concepts. In the second part of the chapter, I explain what “opinion-forming press” is and present its history, classification and the genres specific to it. I also provide an overview of the main titles of such newspapers and magazines in the Polish media market. 

			The following three chapters contain the textual analysis of the selected weeklies and the interpretation of observed patterns based on the theoretical material from the previous chapters. Chapter 3 presents the main patterns of Ukrainian identity which appeared in the Polish press before, during and after the Orange Revolution, i.e. in 2004 and 2005. Particular attention is paid to the representation of social actors and agencies that influenced the perception of Ukrainian identity in the Polish press during these events. The chapter demonstrates the wide range of historical, political, social and cultural narratives used by Polish journalists to create a particular image of Ukraine, which, in turn, shaped the perceived identity of Ukraine in Poland. 

			Chapter 4 focuses on the perceived identity of Ukraine in Poland during the Euromaidan, presenting the wide scope of discursive strategies that very often unconsciously created a particular image of Ukrainian identity in the Polish press. Here, too, considerable attention is paid to the actors of identity and the agencies in which they operate. I analyse the linguistic elements of the articles and the wording used by the journalists, as well as the personal, temporal and spatial references they make, which allows me to interpret the identity frames that exist in the Polish media discourse about Ukraine. 

			In Chapter 5, I describe the differences in identity construction during the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan, analyse the narrative of the journalistic texts, identify particular discursive strategies and references to common Polish-Ukrainian history and explain the links between historical discourse and contemporary perception of Ukraine in the Polish press. In addition, based on the data obtained from the analysis, I distinguish the main patterns and models of Ukrainian identity constructed by the Polish opinion-forming press during the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan.

			Note on transliteration and translation of quotes

			I use the transliteration of the Cyrillic alphabet into the Latin alphabet in accordance with the official decision of the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine dated January 27, 2010, “Про впорядкування транслітерації українського алфавіту латиницею” (“On the Transliteration of the Ukrainian Alphabet into the Latin Alphabet”). 
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Chapter 1. 

National Identity and Discourse.
Theory and Methodology

			1.1. National identity and discourse

			1.1.1. National identity as a construct

			The concept of identity is present in all spheres of human life, both private and public. We cannot imagine our society without asking the question, “who are you?” Identity has become not only an ontological issue but an epistemological one as well. 

			The very concept of identity derives from the philosophical study of self-determination. All traditions of philosophical thought took a deep interest in this phenomenon. Indeed, researchers believe that without referring to philosophy, no comprehensive definition of this notion would be possible.1

			Philosopher Charles Taylor discovered the origins of modern human identity, which cannot exist without an understanding of “self” or “subjectivity,” in the works of Plato. In Plato’s thought, the ideal of self-mastery as self-control is seen as the Intellect that is able to realise the Good. This implies the presence of a vision of the subject and its separateness from its environment.2 Taylor presented the development of the perception of the “self” from the philosophical tradition of antiquity to modernity. Later research on self-identity in philosophy was connected with the cognition of “me, myself” and the understanding of the “other” and “stranger,” the search for the nature of the self and the specific understanding of “selfness.” According to Polish philosopher Barbara Skarga, the latter issue was addressed in the works of Immanuel Kant, Edmund Husserl and Martin Heidegger.3 Polish researcher Paweł Ścigaj writes that the source of “selfness” is the interiority of the subject. Selfness reveals itself most visibly when it encounters the “other” or “stranger” because the question then arises, “Who am I?” It is a perpetual search without a defined plan or route. This can be seen in the ideas of Heidegger, Henri Bergson and others.4 

			Nowadays, identity studies are concerned with not only self-identity but also collective identity, changes of identity and identity as perceived by others. It is thus necessary to give an overview of the origins of the concept of identity in the social sciences.

			The typology of identity in the social sciences is based on the dimension of subjectivity, which is created through discourses.5 Depending on the form and level of subjectivity, two basic types of identity are distinguished: individual (identity of the entity) and collective. 

			Following a very convenient classification of identities in the social sciences, Ścigaj divides both individual and collective identities into two groups – the former into personal identity and social identity and the latter into the identity of a real community and identity of social types.6 National identity is connected to the question, “What do I belong to?” and is one of the social identities,7 although it also refers to the collective type of identity. Moreover, a nation understood as people can be both the subject and object of identity.8 

			The concept of national identity derives from the study of nations and nationalism, i.e. what forms a nation shapes national identity. It is not an innate quality but is constructed by specific characteristics that organise people into communities that make up a nation.9 As I have indicated in an earlier article,10 national identity is viewed in the social sciences as part of an individual’s social identity and as a collective phenomenon that organises people into national groups.11 Therefore, it will be presented at both the collective and individual levels. 

			Depending on the type of nation, national identity is divided into civic and ethnic; hence, there are ethnic and civic nationalisms.12 Theoretician of nationalism Anthony Smith identifies five main features of national identity: “1. an historic territory, or homeland; 2. common myths and historical memories; 3. a common, mass public culture; 4. common legal rights and duties for all members; 5. common economy with territorial mobility for members.”13 The first three elements define the ethnic type of identity. Common territory, culture and historical memories form the core of the common origin of a given ethnie (ethnic community) and its connection with the nation-state. Speaking of ethnie, Smith adds three other features: a collective proper name, a myth of common ancestry and a sense of solidarity for significant sectors of the population.14 Hence, ethnic identities are more exclusive and emphasise the uniqueness of their group.15 They are considered in various aspects, such as exploration, resolution and affirmation of ethnicity.16

			Jean S. Phinney has proposed a three-stage model of ethnic identity development, based on addressing three questions: 

			1. The meaning of ethnic identity for the person.

			2. The place of one’s ethnic identity in their sense of self.

			3. The level of positivity or negativity in one’s attitude to their ethnic identity.

			Overall, ethnic identity puts emphasis on primordial values – the special role of national culture, history and traditions17 – as well as, according to Holley Hansen and Vicki Hesli, on promoting their sub-group to the exclusion of the other groups.18 

			Civic identity, on the contrary, is based not on the ethnic attachment but on group affiliation to a place of residence and tolerance of other ethnic groups living in the state.19 Daniel Hart, Cameron Richardson and Britt Wilkenfeld argue that civic identity is closely related to such concepts as citizenship and civic participation that ensure civic behaviour: 

			A sense of civic identity leads people to volunteer to help their neighbours and their neighbours’ children, vote in local and national elections, join the military and risk their lives to protect national interests, and pay taxes to provide for fellow citizens who are unable to earn enough to pay for housing, food, and medical care. The sense of oneself as a civic actor empowers political discussion, protest of governmental policies judged unfair or illegal, and participation in many facets of political life. Civic identity infuses meaning in, and provides the motivation for civic behaviour.20

			Civic identity is thus subject to personal choice because, as Liah Greenfeld writes, “membership in the nation in this case ultimately depends on one’s will to be a member, and nationality, similarly to religion, may be both acquired and lost.”21

			To better understand the dichotomy between ethnic and civic nationalism, Hansen and Hesli suggest turning to social identity theory. It explains the discrepancy between exclusive ethnic identity and inclusive civic identity by the strong in-group favouritism that results in a negative attitude toward out-groups.22 

			National identity is tied to many spheres of life, such as political and social life, ethnicity, nation, culture and religion. In order to systematise approaches to identity research, Polish sociologist Zbigniew Bokszański has described different models of understanding national identity:23

			1. The model of objectivity perceives the nation in a cultural and civic way. It uses quantitative empirical methods and analysis of sources and serves mainly historians and historically-oriented sociologists. The main representatives of this approach are Anthony Smith and John Armstrong.

			2. The model of discovered identity perceives the nation in a cultural way and considers culture to have a decisive role in the way national identity is conceptualised. Similarly to the first model, it uses quantitative empirical methods and analysis of sources. The main representatives of this approach are Samuel Huntington and Antonina Kłoskowska. 

			3. The model of constructed identity uses the same methods as the previous two, combining history, sociology and cultural studies with political science. The main representatives of this approach are Ernest Gellner, Shmuel N. Eisenstadt, Bernhard Giesen, Eric Hobsbawm and Benedict Anderson.

			4. The model of identity as public opinion uses quantitative methods and serves sociologists and social psychologists. The main representatives of this approach are Zbigniew Bokszański and Mikael Hjerm. 

			Based on Bokszański’s division, Ścigaj, having conducted a thorough analysis of various research theories of national identity, distinguished the following main approaches:24

			1. National identity from the perspective of the longue durée (perennialism, primordialism, ethnosymbolism, modernism and postmodernism in Smith’s concept). 

			2. National identity from the cultural perspective (e.g. Kło­s­kowska’s view on identity in the borderlands).

			3. National identity from the constructivist perspective. People are not born with identities but acquire them during socialisation. The process of identity formation is influenced by various factors, such as politics, institutions, culture, environment, events, etc. One of the most important analytical tools of this approach is discourse analysis, focusing on, e.g., press, TV materials, documents, opinion journalism and literature.

			4. National identity from the public opinion perspective, which is based on sociological methods of opinion polling on the topic of identity. 

			The constructivist approach is the most relevant for this study because I analyse how Ukrainian identity is perceived by external actors (in this case, Polish journalists) and how it is reflected in the discourse of the Polish opinion-forming press. Therefore, it is necessary to describe the general objectives of the constructivist approach in identity research. 

			Counterintuitively, I will start with a critique of the constructivist theory of national identity. In their paper “Beyond ‘Identity,’” Rogers Brubaker and Frederick Cooper argue that constructivists are wrong in their assumptions about identity being unstable, fluid and fragile. The researchers ask why something that is changeable and fluid should be called “identity.” They also reject ideas about institutional factors impacting the construction of identity, claiming that institutional modes of identity formation “cannot serve as indicators of real ‘groups’ and robust ‘identities.’”25 

			Nevertheless, the constructivist approach occupies a prominent place in the field of identity research and has been widely explored. Shmuel N. Eisenstadt and Bernhard Giesen were among the first to develop theoretical aspects of collective identity as a construct. In the article “The Construction of Collective Identity,” they often refer to Durkheimian structuralism and Weberian notion of Gemeinschaftsglauben (community of faith). They propose a general model for the analysis of collective identity and make strong arguments that collective identity is constructed. These include the following:26

			1. “Collective identity is not naturally generated but socially constructed.” This process can be both intentional and unintentional.

			2. “Collective identity is produced by the social construction of boundaries” that separate “ours” from “others” or “strangers.” It also raises the issue of “crossing boundaries” and reconstructing one’s identity. 

			3. Establishing the “symbolic codes of distinction” makes it possible to recognise the differences between in-groups and out-groups. These codes are fundamental in the construction of collective identity.

			4. “Primordiality is the first ideal code of collective identity.” It is also a social construction that requires special rituals and communicative efforts to exist and be maintained. 

			5. Civic codes of construction of collective identity are very important in the process of socialisation. They construct identity through social practices and institutional arrangements. 

			6. The cultural code of the construction of collective identity is similar to the primordial and civic ones, but it proposes a supernatural source of identity. Unlike the previous two, the cultural code overcomes the problem of social boundaries and relates the collectivity to a stable and eternal realm of the sacred and the sublime (God, Reason, Progress, Rationality). 

			Researchers who use the constructivist approach in studies of identity formation refer to such theorists of nation and nationalism as Gellner, Anderson and Hobsbawm. For instance, Shlomo Sand, in his book on the construction of the Jewish nation, states that it was Gellner and Anderson who first claimed that the nation was primarily a cultural project.27 

			When examining the process of identity formation during the postcommunist transformation, scholars emphasise that the period of transition from an authoritarian state to a democracy is deeply related to the construction of the state and the rethinking of fundamental principles of different levels of identity.28 Moreover, every process of change involves situations of conflict, which particularly affect the construction of identity. Herbert Kelman, analysing the role of identity in conflict resolution, argues that national identity is constantly being reconstructed and redefined; therefore, he claims that identities are “potentially changeable and indeed negotiable.”29 This is the basis for conflict resolution because if two identities are to become compatible, they have to be reconstructed. Kelman sees national identity as a social construction that does not arise by itself but is based on certain characteristics inherent in the group of that identity. He agrees with Anderson that national identity is more a product of an imagined past – common traditions, language, history, religion, territory, culture: 

			Typically, the social construction of an identity involves a dual process of discovery (or rediscovery) and creation of such common elements. The social construction of the identity implies a degree of arbitrariness and flexibility in the way the identity is composed (which elements are admitted into it and which omitted from it), and in what its boundaries are (who is included and who is excluded).30

			This issue of “inclusiveness” and “exclusiveness” is also deeply intertwined with the search for the Other. Hence the presence of boundaries in the process of identity construction, as described by Eisenstadt and Giesen. Anthropologist Fredrik Barth, who has made the greatest contribution to the study of symbolic boundaries, writes that social boundaries are established by members of a social group to indicate “ours” and “strangers,” which defines “membership and exclusion.”31

			Defining who is the Our and who is the Other or the Stranger is crucial in the process of identity formation in societies in transition. A vivid example is provided by the intellectual discussion going on in the 1980s in the countries of the Soviet bloc. The fundamental question was whether these countries belonged to Europe. Intellectuals equated the Our with Europe and its opposite, the Other, with the Soviet system. Ola Hnatiuk stresses that European identity was one of the main elements in the reconstruction of national identities at the turn of the postcommunist transformation.32 It involved both the redefinition of the concept of Europe in general and the establishment of a European identity in a territory that geographically belonged to Europe but, due to political factors, had been pushed outside the boundaries of European identity.

			In this way, the Central European discourse offered a national identity inscribed in the European context and, at the same time, clearly distanced from the Soviet Union. Arguing for a common European identity in Eastern and Central Europe, intellectuals raised the issue of spiritual values and cultural heritage,33 which remains very visible in the construction of Ukrainian identity in the post-Soviet period. The examples from Central Europe illustrate the construction or reconstruction of identity at the cultural level in intellectual discourse. The use of the framework of identity reconstruction through the operation of spatial and territorial phenomena refers to the popular concept of “inventing” territories, as does Larry Wolff’s concept of inventing Eastern Europe.34 It is also a vivid example of the construction and deconstruction of identities in discourses.

			The construction of identity is also closely related to elites. Shlomo Sand argues that every group needs intellectual elites to form a nation and its identity, both ethnic and civic.35 David Lane emphasises that elites construct, reconstruct or deconstruct identities. There are different ways of identity formation and different types of elites, and their role is especially important in postsocialist countries. In those states, ruling elites create the conditions for reshaping national identities while pursuing their interests by forming political and social identities. Lane points out that national identity is also constructed through the establishment of new institutions or changing the existing ones.36 

			One more aspect of the constructivist approach to national identity is the relationship between institutional changes and identity, especially in the postcommunist region after the establishment of the new European agenda. Ireneusz P. Karolewski considers the process of institutionalisation to be an identity transfer in the construction of European identity. In his opinion, the European Union has been trying to construct a collective identity of both its own citizens as well as the states belonging to the European Partnership. The methods used for this purpose include promoting a positive self-image (green Europe, social Europe), common symbols (European anthem, currency) and values (the Charter of Fundamental Rights). The EU promotes the European identity in non-member states by supporting human rights, good governance standards and modernisation projects.37

			1.1.2. Main types of identity problems in Ukraine during the social and political transformation in the post-Soviet period

			After the collapse of the Soviet Union, Ukraine, like other post-Soviet republics, began to build its own national identity. The literature on this topic is vast. Although different researchers have identified different types of identity in contemporary Ukraine, they all refer to a lesser or greater degree to the constructivist approach in identity theory described above. In this subchapter, I will provide a brief overview of the most prevalent patterns and models of Ukrainian identity in academic and public intellectual discourse. 

			Mykola Riabchuk, a Ukrainian scholar and essayist, claimed that Ukraine was the most ambiguous state in terms of identity formation among the postcommunist countries that underwent transformation between 1989 and 1991.38 He also introduced the idea of “two Ukraines” and attempted to explain the Ukrainian ambivalence in his work bearing just such a title.39 Riabchuk argued that Ukraine had not completed the postcommunist transition in matters of identity and was “neither an unequivocal success story like its postcommunist neighbours to the west nor a complete failure like its neighbours to the east,”40 but something in between. It is in this “transitional status” that the ambivalence of Ukrainian identity and the existence of “two Ukraines” have their source. Riabchuk believed that Ukraine was divided into two parts: eastern and western. These two regions have their own perceptions of the independence of the state they constitute and different visions of the future. This ambivalence helps explain the two main patterns or models of identity in Ukraine – Soviet Ukraine and European Ukraine. To make it clearer, Riabchuk compared the Donetsk and Lviv regions (oblasts): “Anybody who visits the extreme eastern and western Ukraine, for example, Donetsk and Lviv, inevitably feels the profound differences between the two regions, as if in reality they belong to two different countries, two different civilisations.”41 

			This approach of dividing Ukraine into two regions with different mentalities has been strongly criticised in Ukrainian academic discourse. For instance, Tatiana Zhurzhenko calls Riabchuk’s concept of “two Ukraines” merely a myth. She argues that it was created because of inconsistent interpretations of Ukrainian history,42 although she acknowledges the existence of a divided society in Ukraine. 

			Zhurzhenko critically writes about the division of the Ukrainian society in political, intellectual and public discourses into two separate parts or even civilisations in the Huntingtonian sense. This is how the “Huntingtonisation” of Ukrainian reality occurs.43 According to her, it is also a division into better and worse parts of the country. After the collapse of the USSR, Western Ukraine became the engine of democratic reforms and a pro-Ukrainian and pro-European environment with a strongly developed sense of national identity. Russian-speaking Eastern Ukraine, meanwhile, remained within the sphere of Soviet beliefs and viewpoints. 

			Hence, Zhurzhenko claims, it was the national democrats and critics of the West who created the negative image of Eastern Ukraine as an inferior part of the state. The “Huntingtonisation” of Ukraine was not their intention, but “in their eyes, the promising project of a ‘European Ukraine’ was rejected by the Russified population of the East, and it is therefore the East which is responsible for the split into ‘two Ukraines.’”44 In 2002, the researcher expressed the belief that the “two Ukraines” would be reconciled but only after much will and effort from both parts of the country: 

			Like other myths, it is not just an invention, but rather a re-construction of the political and cultural realities of Ukraine, based on a certain vision of history, on opinion polls and election results, on Western theoretical constructs, cultural stereotypes and ideological prejudices.45 

			In asserting this, Zhurzhenko failed to take into account that all of these factors influenced the public consciousness of the citizens who lived in the state and were part of the identity formation process. Hence, the only way to unite Ukraine is for Western Ukraine to start treating Eastern Ukraine as equal because, as she believes, Eastern Ukrainians are not inferior but represent a “distinctive version of Ukrainian identity.”46

			In post-Soviet states, national identity is closely linked to the supranational or transnational one.47 In the case of Ukraine, national identity has been tied to a supranational one – imperial or postimperial.48 This link is clearly illustrated by Stephen Shulman, who distinguishes two “identity complexes”: ethnic Ukrainian national identity and East Slavic national identity.49 The former is based on the idea that Ukrainian ethnicity, culture and language should be the dominant integrating forces of the Ukrainian nation-state. Ethnic Ukrainians, as the dominant group and the original indigenous people, should have a special status. Proponents of this type of identity view Ukrainian-Russian historical relations as relations between the colonised and coloniser and the Russian presence in Ukraine as the result of Russian imperial policy. It was Russia and Russification that caused the unnatural division between ethnic Ukrainians since the spread of the Russian language was imposed by the Russian Tsarist Empire and the Soviet Union. 

			This type of identity is similar to other Central and Eastern European identities. Despite the presence of ethnic elements, some researchers describe it as inclusive and civic but with a strong sense of belonging to national culture.50 This is also confirmed by Shulman in another article, in which he analyses Ukrainian identity complexes and the ability to support change and reform in social and political life. He has found that ethnic Ukrainians are more likely to participate in civic life and support social change toward democracy.51 

			On the contrary, the East Slavic national identity complex assumes that the Ukrainian nation is composed of two basic ethnic groups, languages and cultures – Ukrainian and Russian. They are united due to being embedded in a common historical and cultural space. The East Slavic identity refers to the imperial Russian and Soviet historiography of “brotherly union” or “Slavic unity” between Russians and Ukrainians.52 A part of the East Slavic identity is the post-Soviet identity, which derives from the concept of homo Sovieticus. It is characterised by a weak sense of culture and ethnicity. Representatives of the post-Soviet identity often lament the collapse of the USSR and speak neither Ukrainian nor Russian but a mixture of the two called surzhyk.53 

			One reason for such ambiguity in the process of identity construction in Ukraine is the political factor of late nation formation. As Andrew Wilson wrote in 2002, “despite winning independence in 1991, Ukraine remains an amorphous society with a weak sense of national identity.”54 In addition, history and its interpretation have played an important role in creating the Russia-Europe dichotomy in Ukrainian identity. During the Soviet period, Soviet historiography continually imposed the myth of a common Slavic world of three brotherly nations: Ukrainian, Belarusian and Russian, certainly under Russian domination. It was present in everyday discourse and exerted a strong influence even after the fall of the Soviet Union. This distorted perception of history was crucial for the formation of the Soviet or East Slavic type of identity with a pro-Russian orientation. Therefore, since regaining independence, Ukrainian society has been polarised between a post-Soviet lifestyle and pro-European and cultural aspirations. 

			Identity models currently existing in Ukraine demonstrate that language has become one of the most significant yet ambigu­­ous factors influencing Ukrainian identity. The data from the last census in 2001 show that among the two largest ethnic groups, Ukrainians (77.8%) and Russians (17.3%), Ukrainian is declared as the native language by 67.5% of the population and Russian by 29.6%. Ethnic and linguistic borders in Ukraine do not overlap, which means that those who speak Russian and live in Ukraine do not consider Russia their homeland. Therefore, as Anna Fournier points out, there is a “Russian-speaking” identity that includes both Russian and Ukrainian ethnic groups.55

			The issue of language in Ukrainian society has been of significance both from a political and cultural point of view. Ukrainian scholar Volodymyr Kulyk argues that the Ukrainian language is perceived as important not only ethnically but also civically. It means that its value is not “limited to its actual use, or its communicative function,”56 and even those who do not speak it in their daily lives acknowledge its importance. Kulyk concludes that the relationship between language and identity in Ukraine has been embedded in the division of the country into two parts that differ in this respect – Ukrainian nationalist and East Slavic, “which entail[s] Ukraine’s development as a Ukrainian nation-state and a part of Russian-dominated post-Soviet realm.”57 It should also be noted that the issue of language has often been misused by politicians to gain support among the Russian-speaking or Ukrainian-speaking part of the society.58

			In the modern Ukrainian state, intellectuals have argued against both Slavic “brotherhood” and Russia’s historical singularity in order to counter the post-Soviet historiography and such a colonial view of Ukraine. Among the researchers who first brought Ukraine into the discourse of postcolonial studies was the above-mentioned political and cultural scientist Mykola Riabchuk. 

			In his numerous publications and books, he explains that the process of building the Ukrainian state and nation is currently belated. Riabchuk sees the main reason for this in Ukraine’s postcolonial status, which results in its lack of self-confidence as an independent country, combined with the permanent minority complex of being a periphery in relation to the Russian centre, which has been constructed in the Ukrainian mass consciousness for a long time. For instance, in his book From Little Russia to Ukraine,59 Riabchuk describes how Ukrainian culture was always portrayed by Russian imperial and then Soviet propaganda as inferior and backward and associated only with folklore but never with high culture. For this reason, he explains, many people, even Ukrainian speakers, chose to speak Russian in the cities and preferred the “more advanced” Russian culture, even if it was usually of low artistic value. To deconstruct this discourse, Riabchuk constantly emphasises the differences between Ukraine and Russia that undermine the claim that their history and culture are similar. 

			The identity issue that is at the core of many internal and international problems Ukraine copes with, stems from two very different notions of “Ukrainianness.” In a sense, Ukraine copes today with the consequences of a pernicious historical myth that, being internalized, heavily influenced Ukrainian identity and, being internationalized, heavily influenced the Western perception of both Ukraine and Russia. In brief, it is a myth of the “thousand-year-old Russian state,” which in fact had neither been a “thousand-year-old” nor, actually, “Russian.” Hardly any historical myth has ever made such a great international career in a garb of an undisputable historical “truth.” No other myth was so broadly and uncritically accepted in academia, multiplied in mass media, and enshrined in mass consciousness and in popular discourse.60

			Riabchuk also stresses the great importance of yet another historical interpretation of the term “Rus’” and its relationship to the Duchy of Moscow. This narrative embraced the overestimated significance of the Orthodox Church and created the anti-Western discourse of East Slavic-Eurasian-Orthodox civilisation that rejected Western values and institutions, including the notion of human rights, civic national identity and a liberal democratic nation-state.61

			 The mythologisation of history and its perpetuation during the Soviet period caused an identity split in Ukraine. This resulted in the emergence of two competing identities – the national Ukrainian and the “Little Russian” or “Creole” one. Therefore, Riabchuk states: 

			… rival identities in Ukraine are no longer “Ukrainian national” and “Russian imperial” (or, even less, “Russian national”) but, rather, two different types of Ukrainian identity. One of them that was roughly defined as “Ukrainian national” is similar to other Central-East European identities, largely but not exclusively ethno-linguistic, i.e., largely inclusive and civic but with a clear ethno-cultural core. It has evolved within the past two centuries through painstaking emancipation from the Russian-Orthodox “ummah,” distancing itself from Russia as the main “Other,” and symbolical self-identification with the imaginary “West.” The other type of Ukrainian identity can be even more roughly defined as “Little Russian” or “Creole.” It is a peculiar product of the semi-destruction of the traditional supranational (East Slavonic, Orthodox Christian, Soviet) identity, a result of partial emancipation from “ummah” and vague, incoherent drift from regional patriotism within the empire towards a Ukrainian national loyalty within the independent state.62

			The passage quoted above reveals the significant role of supranational identity not only in understanding the contemporary foreign orientation of preferences but also in historical discourse. There are two dimensions of external factors influencing Ukraine in different historical periods – Russian and European. Historian Roman Szporluk agrees that the formation of modern Ukraine should be considered in the international context. In one of his articles, he highlights the role of Poland and Russia in this process, as these states had a strong influence on Ukraine during its history. Szporluk states that the modern Ukrainian identity is possessed by those who have rejected both Polish and Russian identity.63 

			While Russia has influenced the pro-Soviet type of Ukrainian identity, Poland has facilitated its orientation towards Europe. Describing Ukraine’s transformation into a modern nation-state, Szporluk, like Riabchuk, seeks to challenge the popular image of it as a Russian province. Referring to the historical circumstances of the annexation of Ukrainian lands by Russia, he shows that initially, more than three and a half centuries ago, only a small part of Ukraine came under the tsar’s rule. These were the then Poltava and Chernihiv regions with the city of Kyiv.64 Therefore, after 1667, Warsaw governed more Ukrainian territories than Moscow. The Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth possessed the lands west of the Dnipro River until the final partition of Poland in 1795. Furthermore, as Szporluk points out, the Polish nobility was the dominant group in the area until 1830, if not 1863, and the Poles retained considerable social and cultural influence even after the Russian revolutions of 1917. In the west, the Ukrainian-Polish bond persisted until the Second World War.65 Szporluk argues that it is thus a mistake to consider Ukraine purely as a post-Soviet state because it is partly Central European due to the influence of the Polish factor combined with the Austro-Hungarian one. 

			The affinity between Ukraine and Europe that has been established through European structures is also evidenced by the existence of the so-called European idea in Ukrainian historical and intellectual discourse. The intelligentsia was the first to realise that Poland “knew a shorter road to Europe, in particular to its liberal and democratic ideas and institutions.”66 Szporluk points out that the “European” idea became very popular because it was the main feature of Ukraine’s separateness from Russia.67 He argues that the European dimension of the formation of Ukrainian identity was strongly influenced by the presence of the Ukrainian factor in the revolution of 1848. A similar view is also expressed by American historian Timothy Snyder, who writes about the impact of historical events on the penetration of the European element into the Ukrainian identity as a sign of distinctiveness from Russia. “Today’s Belarus and Ukraine were in contact, through Vilnius and Warsaw, with the Renaissance and the Reformation, neither of these trends reached Moscow.”68

			Stephen Shulman takes a similar approach in his research on the cultural foundations of Ukrainian ethnic identity. He states that two axes influence the evaluation of its characteristics. One is the relationship between Ukrainian culture and the culture of the countries that historically have ruled Ukraine for extended periods – Russia and Poland. The other is the relationship between Ukrainian culture and European culture.69 

			It should be added that it is not only due to its relationship with Poland that Ukrainian intellectuals include Ukraine in Europe; the Austro-Hungarian Empire, under the hegemony of which some Ukrainians lived, also played a great role in shaping Ukrainian identity as European, especially in the cultural aspect. Szporluk states that the Austrian or German factor created a particular type of identity, “homo Austriacus” or “Viennism,” as Tomáš Masaryk called it. Overall, the researcher sees the revolution of 1848 as a kind of a starting point for the “European theme” in Ukrainian discourse.70

			The fact that Europe had played a significant role in the formation of Ukrainian cultural identity was reflected at various levels of public intellectual discussion in independent Ukraine. It was considered one of the most important factors by both political and cultural elites. Europe as a “symbolic power”71 also remained relevant in contemporary political discourse. The idea of Europe could integrate the Russian- and Ukrainian-speaking people and help build a single European supranational identity,72 as demonstrated during the Euromaidan.

			The “European” idea found wider expression among Ukrainian writers and scholars, who emphasised that it could be inscribed into the Ukrainian identity frame through the concept of “Central and Eastern Europe” as conceived by intellectuals from the former Soviet bloc.73 In this case, Europe was mainly perceived in two different dimensions: as an institution and as an idea.74 

			Europe as an idea appeared very often in Ukrainian intellectual discourse because the construction of identity in contemporary Ukraine was closely related to the question of the country’s place in Europe. Initially, the discussion focused on whether Ukraine belonged to Europe or not, and if it did, what kind of Europe was it? This led to the creation of a symbolic mental map of Europe. Geographically located in the centre of the continent, post-1991 Ukraine was considered simultaneously part of Eastern Europe, especially in the political and economic sense, and part of Russia and not a fully independent player. Europe was close at hand but, at the same time, unreal and unattainable. To dispel this belief, or at least diminish it, Ukrainian intellectuals very often emphasised the idea of Europe in their scientific or literary works, inventing in this way their own Europe. The greatest attention was devoted to the question of Central and Eastern Europe. 

			Compared to its western neighbours, the idea of Central and Eastern Europe began to be discussed in independent Ukraine relatively recently. Ola Hnatiuk writes that the topic first appeared in the Lviv magazine Ji. In 1995, it published several texts on European identity, in particular, a translation of Milan Kundera’s essay “A Kidnapped West or the Tragedy of Central Europe” and some novels by Bruno Schulz and Joseph Roth, Central European writers born in Galicia. Ji thus highlighted the topic of Ukraine’s belonging to Central Europe, framing it in the context of the Austro-Hungarian heritage.75 The magazine (and another one, Krytyka) continued to periodically publish essays by contemporary Ukrainian writers and intellectuals reflecting on the question of Europe, its regions and Ukraine’s belonging to it.

			Among Ukrainian intellectuals, writer Yurii Andrukhovych has drawn particular attention to the European idea and Ukraine’s place in it. He does not agree with the political and economic reality, so he rhetorically asks where Europe ends: 

			On the right bank of the Rhine because the great European Konrad Adenauer said so? Beyond the fence of Austrian chancellor Metternich’s garden because another great European, to whom this garden belonged, marked such borders? Far to the east of the imaginary Berlin Wall? On the western borders of the former USSR? On the border between Western and Eastern Christianity? Between the rivers Danube and Don? Between the rivers Dnipro and Dniester? In Mesopotamia? On this side of the Ural Mountains or beyond them? On the shores of the Pacific Ocean? In Vladivostok, where someone is listening to Mozart? Or in San Francisco, where someone is also listening to Mozart’s music?76 

			Andrukhovych presents Europe not merely as a geographical territory but as a concept or idea that can be constructed and reconstructed. Nevertheless, he still tries to draw some boundaries, although they have nothing to do with physical borders. His Europe is the product of the civilisational development of the world. In searching for its limits, Аndrukhovych refers to the three main concepts that, in his opinion, make up the idea of Europe: a common history, Latin or, as he calls it, Western Christianity and culture. 

			In the essay “Europe Is Not Yet Dead,” he offers an interesting but, by his own admission, adventurous theory about the essence of Europe. He views European identity as a deeply individual concept: 

			Europe is wherever the people think they are in Europe. Europe is defined subjectively. Someone in China or Singapore will never consider themselves European, and neither will someone in Saudi Arabia, India, Mongolia or Iran. But quite possibly Azerbaijanis and probably Armenians – would.77 

			Herein Andrukhovych implies probably the cultural aspect of European civilisation and the aspect of religion, namely Christianity, which, for him, is one of the crucial features of Europe. 

			Looking for a way to bring Ukraine into the scope of European identity, Andrukhovych introduces the concept of Central and Eastern Europe. The reason why Ukrainian intellectuals want their country to be not only Eastern but also Central European stems from the 18th–19th centuries when Eastern Europe was associated with poverty and backwardness, corruption and restrictions of people’s rights and freedoms.78 The Central European discourse also signifies separation from Russia and the possibility of acquiring a European identity.79 Ukrainian historian Olena Betlii argues that the concept of Central and Eastern Europe is very popular in Ukraine because it has become “a successful metaphor for a political and spiritual return to Еurope.”80 It has been used by intellectuals to distance themselves from political discourse associated only with Eastern Europe. 

			Andrukhovych addresses the issue of European borders also in another essay, “Atlas. Meditation,” written as a polemic against the German World Atlas Diercke Weltatlas. The author rejects the image of Central Europe presented in this work, which does not include Belarus, Ukraine and Romania.81 Due to the fragile and changeable nature of Central and Eastern Europe, Andrukhovych calls it “a belt of frequent changes of state formations, a transitional inter-imperial seismic zone,”82 implying the postcolonial character of the region.

			Although Andrukhovych attempts to ultimately outline the shape of Central and Eastern Europe, his concept of it is not very precise. In the essay “Time and Place, or My Last Territory,” he depicts it as a mirage, an unrealistic phantom. “In Еurope, the East is paradoxically in the place of the centre. Central Europe, the child of Kundera, Miłosz and Conrad, this strange substance, of mere ideas, feelings, mystifications, is the American device of a few disappointed dissidents.”83

			A similar description of Europe appears in the essay by Ukrainian writer Tanya Malarchuk, “Show Me Your Europe and I Will Tell You Who You Are.” She sees Ukraine as an ideological and metaphysical construct in an idealistic Europe without geographical borders. 

			I have never seen it [Europe – O.T.] in reality, but I know that Еurope belongs to one category of philosophy … For everyone, it is a certain set of imperative human values and traditions but not cities and landscapes. Freedom is what Europe is most proud of now. It depends not only on me but also on many others who will give it to me or not. That is why Europe embodies tolerance for different points of view and different traditions in which freedom appears.84 

			Regardless of how vague the definition of Europe is, Ukrainian intellectuals want to inscribe Ukraine in it. Andrukhovych, for instance, even finds commonalities between European and Ukrainian folk traditions and culture. In his essay “Carpathologia Cosmophilica,” he analyses the significance of the Carpathian Mountains for Ukraine. They form a line along which runs the boundary that separates Latin culture from Byzantine culture, which reinforces Ukraine’s ambiguous situation and makes Central and Eastern Europe even more illusory. However, Andrukhovych argues that there is still a cultural factor that can connect Ukraine to Europe. It is embedded in the authentic music of the mountains, which “gives meaning to conversations about unity, oneness and is separate from all the chronic conflicts and stereotypes.”85

			The issue of Central and Eastern Europe is also prominent in Riabchuk’s essay “Beyond the Fence of Metternich’s Garden. A Ukrainian Perspective on Central and Eastern Europe.” Riabchuk argues that this concept is used by those who have problems with identity. A vivid example of a country with such problems is post-Soviet Ukraine, where debates about who is more “Central and therefore more European”86 are still ongoing. Like Andrukhovych, Riabchuk tries to reconstruct the existing discourse in Europe and inscribe Ukraine into it. He disagrees with the words of the chancellor of West Germany, Konrad Adenauer, who said that “Asia ends on the Elbe,” and 19th-century Austrian chancellor Klemens von Metternich, who jokingly stated that Asia began beyond his garden, i.e. beyond the eastern suburbs of Vienna.87 Emphasising the Austro-Hungarian heritage, Riabchuk points to Ukraine’s place in it in the context of Central and Eastern Europe. This embodiment of the European identity of Ukraine in the Austrian and Austro-Hungarian heritage on a semiotic and symbolic level occurs quite often. 

			European symbolism and semiology have created a particular kind of mythology in Ukrainian discourse. Claude Lévi-Strauss argued that a myth is “bricolage,” the creation of new objects from existing parts to solve old problems.88 The image of Europe in Ukrainian intellectual discourse was, in some ways, nothing more than a myth. Especially since essayists used the concept of Central and Eastern Europe to construct Ukrainian European identity by suggesting ways to apply the old material (in this case, “Central and Eastern Europe”) to the Ukrainian intellectual sphere. 

			However, the myth of Central and Eastern Europe functions in Ukraine in several variants. The most widespread is the myth of the “lost paradise,” which is associated with the Habsburg Empire and refers mainly to Western Ukraine, specifically Galicia. It is significant for the Galician cultural tradition because it shifts the region from peripheral Eastern Europe to desirable Central Europe. And yet, being in “Austrian Central Europe” does not mean being in the centre. This myth is not a panacea for the periphery but its affirmation. Indeed, Austrian writer Joseph Roth once said, “The essence of Austria is not the centre but the periphery.”89 Ukrainian intellectuals, however, cannot let go of the concept of Eastern and Central Europe, even though they admit it is weak and unstable, because it seems to be the only way to separate the Ukrainian supranational discourse from the Russian imperial or Soviet one.

			This is particularly evident in the already-mentioned writings of Andrukhovych. He admits that the Austrian factor is clearly visible only in Western Ukraine, where it has been made unreal and mythologised. He confirms that in Galicia, “mythology compensates for history; native legends here are more important and more reliable than textbooks. As a result, history here is nothing more than a variant of mythology.”90

			In another essay by Andrukhovych, entitled “Erts-Herts-Perts,” the “Austrian myth” is so idealised that the author extrapolates its value in the Ukrainian socio-cultural space. He argues that Austrian influence was undoubtedly a positive phenomenon in Ukrainian culture. In his opinion, people should be grateful to Austria for the Ukrainian “component” that is stored in the “boundless linguistic and national diversity of the world.”91 These special features create a mythological but “Ukrainian” version of Central and Eastern Europe. 

			 Lviv, located in Western Ukraine, occupies a central place in this approach. Ukrainian historian Yaroslav Hrytsak distinguishes three types of myths about this city. First, there is the very popular myth of Austrian Lviv, sustained by numerous signs and symbols. For instance, Lviv has often been depicted as the “Vienna of the East” on account of “theatres, cafés and Viennese fashion.”92 The second myth is the nostalgia after the loss of Central European Lviv. Hrytsak relates it to the interwar period when Lviv became part of independent Poland. To explain the third myth, he infers that over time, Lviv lost its Central European status. After the Second World War, it became “merely” Eastern European, without any additional adjectives.93 

			It is worth noting that Ukrainian essayists discussing Ukrainian identity in the European context rarely mention the European Union. Rather, it appears as an antipode to the concept of Europe. For example, Andrukhovych describes the EU as a pragmatic formation “with its fears, reserve and all the other complexes of unlucky imperialists.”94 He states that the EU has nothing in common with real Europe, which, in his opinion, is definitely open, geographically undefinable, always changing and free. For him, Europe exists in an ethical, conscious and cultural sense. 

			To sum up, in Ukrainian academic and broader intellectual discourse, Ukrainian identity depends mainly on relations with Russia and Europe. In an attempt to inscribe “Europeanness” into Ukrainian identity, academic, cultural and other intellectual elites have reconstructed and redefined the meaning of Europe for Ukraine. 

			Generally speaking, Ukraine has been linked to Europe in two ways. The first was based on the fact that Ukraine was considered to have a distinctly European culture. In this context, Europe was perceived as a source of ideas and values but not as a political or economic entity. The second way involved redefining the borders of the whole Europe or its parts and centred around the debate about the concept of Central and Eastern Europe. 

			Ukrainian intellectuals have placed Ukraine on the border between the East and the West, at the same time emphasising the European character of Ukrainian cultural and political tradition. But as Hrytsak points out, 

			it is believed that nowhere did the clash between economic and political modernization take such a violent turn as in Eastern Europe; and there is probably no other region of the world in which modern empire building and state-building have been subject to such ambivalence.95 

			This ambivalence, according to Hrytsak, led to the “confusion and contestation of identities,” which meant that people supported “mutually exclusive … ideas,” for instance, Ukraine having close relations with both Russia and Europe.96 

			The examples of the constructivist approach described above also refer to the construction of identity in discourse. The concept of discourse will be explained in the following section.

			1.1.3. Text, discourse and context

			“Discourse is the power which is to be seized.”97

			In his famous lecture “The Order of Discourse,” Michel Foucault made a very strong hypothesis that “legitimises” the purpose of this chapter and this study in general: 

			in every society the production of discourse is at once controlled, selected, organised and redistributed by a certain number of procedures whose role is to ward off its powers and dangers, to gain mastery over its chance events, to evade its ponderous, formidable materiality.98 

			The awareness of the discourses of certain societal institutions or structures thus allows us to understand how that particular society functions and what power relations predominate in a given social group, regardless of its size and importance.

			Linguists have already agreed that language does not exist in isolation from society and human actions.99 The texts I analyse in this study are, therefore, a particular reflection of a particular society. Hence, discourse is a crucial part of my research, which aims to understand identity in the mediatised world.100 However, scholars acknowledge that the term “discourse” has been overused and misapplied in academia,101 and different interpretations of it can be found. This section discusses different approaches in discourse studies to clarify what is understood as “discourse” in this study. 

			Before describing the existing definitions of discourse in more detail, I would like to start with a quote from Jan Blommaert, a prominent scholar in the field of discourse studies: 

			… an event becomes “a problem” as soon as it is being recognised as such by people, and discursive work is crucial to this; a mountain becomes a “beautiful” mountain as soon as someone singles it out, identifies it and comments on it to someone else.102 

			These seemingly simple words illustrate the whole nature of discourse: it gives social and cultural meaning to the environment. Thus, discourse consists of two components: linguistic and socio-cultural. 

			The term “discourse” entered the research and methodological framework of various disciplines in the humanities and social sciences in the 1970s. The study of discourse began when language was recognised as a key factor in structuring power relations.103

			Several schools of discourse studies have been established over the years. They are homogeneous in their view on the nature of discourse but vary in approach and spectrum of analysis. In her analysis of the history of discourse studies, Ruth Wodak explains that these schools differ from the study of discourse in linguistic terms derived from Foucauldian conceptions of discourse (Norman Fairclough, Gunther Kress, Theo van Leeuwen), cognitive-oriented approaches (Teun van Dijk, Jan Blommaert) as well as sociolinguistics and the study of discourse as a social practice.104

			Initially, the concept of discourse originated in linguistics. Norman Fairclough, studying the phenomenon of discourse, refers primarily to linguistics, specifically to critical language studies. By “critical,” he means that which is “hidden from people,” i.e. the relationship between language, power and ideology. Critical language studies analyse the social interactions made possible by language but with an emphasis on what lies beyond the linguistic elements. What is “beyond” is very often hidden and can produce certain hidden effects that determine social relations.105 This means that the direct meaning cannot always be read from the content; it is often “presupposed.”106

			The concept of “hidden from people” and “beyond linguistics” corresponds to Teun van Dijk’s explanation of what discourse is. In the colloquial sense, discourse very often means a form of language, public speeches, i.e. spoken language and the way it is used. Although discourse derives from linguistics, sometimes researchers analysing the discourse of a political or philosophical doctrine omit the linguistic aspect altogether. Van Dijk emphasises, however, that such definitions are very informal. In more in-depth studies of discourse, analysts try to find out what goes “beyond common sense”107 by assuming that discourse derives from the use of language. The concept of the use of language has been further developed by Blommaert, who argues that discourse is language-in-action or language-in-use. Therefore, in discourse studies, language and action are equal.108 In a broader sense, discourse deals with who uses language, when, how and why.109

			Defining discourse as “language-in-use” makes sense for analysing different types of texts and their interrelationships with social phenomena. The point is that the language people use often varies depending on their social identities, social relations and social settings in which they are involved. This was already demonstrated at the beginning of the 20th century by linguist Ferdinand de Saussure, who made a distinction between langue and parole. Saussure called parole a language that was actually spoken or written. In his opinion, it was not socially conditioned but a matter of individual choice.110 However, Fairclough argues that people change the language under the influence of social conditions, so he considers the concept of parole to be unsatisfactory; he uses the term “discourse” to indicate that language is socially determined.111

			To explain more precisely what discourse is, it is necessary to establish what discourse is not. An example of the difference between such close linguistic phenomena as text and discourse can help clarify the meaning of the latter. The basic distinction is that discourse is not a product but a process, while a text is a product of the process of text production112 by an individual who is a social agent. He or she operates, as Gunther Kress notes, within specific sets of discursive practices that exist within the social institutions in which he or she is situated. These discourses are represented in various forms in the text that the individual produces.113 

			Fairclough explains that the process that is discourse includes both the process of producing the text and the process of interpreting it.114 Earlier, it has been noted that discourse refers to the spoken language; however, a text is not limited to speech but encompasses different types of expression. It has its “users” – authors and readers,115 who incorporate the product (text) into a particular process (discourse).

			 From this point of view, Fairclough proposes the following definition of discourse: 

			Discourse, then, involves social conditions, which can be specified as social conditions of production, and social conditions of interpretation. These social conditions, moreover, relate to three different “levels” of social organization: the level of the social situation, or the immediate social environment in which the discourse occurs; the level of the social institution which constitutes a wider matrix for the discourse; and the level of the society as a whole.116 

			In other words, using Fairclough’s framework and nomination scheme, it can be said that discourse studies are concerned with the relationship between text, context and interaction.117

			As already mentioned, the broadest and most general definition of discourse is “language-in-use.” When people use language in any of its forms – written or spoken – they communicate, and when people communicate, they do something; they interact.118 Van Dijk calls this phenomenon a communicative event.119 Therefore, discourse deals with something that is beyond language. In this context, discourse analysts identify the interrelationship between discourse and social practices.120 

			This approach is based on the Foucauldian idea that discourses should be regarded as “discontinuous practices” that intertwine and interact with each other. Foucault did not use the term “social practice,” but for subsequent scholars of discourse, it has acquired a crucial meaning. Accordingly, Fairclough and Lilie Chouliaraki provide the following definition of social practices: 

			… habitualised ways, tied to particular times and places, in which people apply resources (material or symbolic) to act together in the world. Practices are constituted throughout social life – in the specialised domains of the economy and politics, for instance, but also in the domain of culture, including everyday life.121 

			Chouliaraki and Fairclough emphasise that social practices can be viewed in two ways: as particular social actions or habitual ways of acting. This duality means that they have the character of both event and agency.122 The media are a vivid example of social practices that are simultaneously actions and agencies. 

			1.1.4. Discourses of identity and media

			The connection between discourse analysis and the construction of national identity can be found in the work of Austrian researcher Ruth Wodak and her colleagues. They have examined how national identity is constructed by elites in the public, semi-public and private spheres, rejecting the idea of a single national identity. The researchers believe that there are different identities, “discursively constructed according to audience, setting, topic and substantive content. National identities are therefore malleable, fragile and, frequently, ambivalent and diffuse.”123 Hence, they refer to Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of habitus and treat identity as a “complex of common or similar beliefs or opinions internalised in the course of socialisation” and as “common or similar behavioural dispositions, including inclusive, solidarity-oriented and exclusive, distinguishing dispositions and also in many cases linguistic dispositions.”124 

			Wodak and her colleagues propose four main content-related areas in the discursive construction of national identity that can be applied not only to Austria, on which they focus in their study, but to other countries as well: the concept of nation, homo nationalis, the construction of a collective past and the relationship between the concept of “Europe” and a given country.125 They also examine the role of the German component in the construction of national identity in Austria, which is relevant to this study since I analyse the impact of the Polish component on Ukrainian identity. 

			In media practice, the process of identity making is implicit because there are no direct indicators of identity; there are, however, certain discourses which guide us on how to interpret information about identity. As Fairclough explains, readers can infer the implied meaning from a list of attributes. However, different signs are used to help the recipients to decode the hidden meaning or relations of power in the discourse.126 Blommaert thus proposes to understand discourse as a semiotic human activity associated with historical, cultural and social patterns and development of use.127 According to him, the phenomenon of discourse includes all the arrangements of signs that make up the entire meaning of the material under analysis. For example, a newspaper article has a title and a subtitle and may be illustrated or divided into sections. Authors may use special linguistic, morphological and syntactic features in the narrative of the text, as well as metaphors and various indirect references. All these elements, taken together, point to a certain meaning of the entire discourse of identity. 

			The process of constructing or manifesting identity involves semiotic representation: various symbols and narratives.128 Blommaert identifies several semiotic layers of identity: real; sociological – groupness; socially-constructed categories – age, sex, occupation, nationality, cultural and ethnolinguistic identities; certain complexes – old versus young, well-educated versus the less educated, etc.129 

			In turn, discourse can produce certain structural effects, which Fairclough divides into three levels. At the content level, structural effects are associated with knowledge and beliefs; at the relational level – with social relations; and at the subject level – with social identities. This categorisation is crucial for the study of Ukrainian identity in Polish media discourse because the way in which this identity is presented (or what type of identity discourse is presented) determines the structural effects among the audience of these discourses. One such structural effect is the already-mentioned concept of perceived identity. 

			Blommaert supports the idea of constructed identity in discourse, arguing that identity is not an innate trait but an acquired one: people do not possess an identity, but they perform, enact or produce it. Hence, the main assumption of this study is that identity, in order to be established, must be recognised by others.130 On the political level, this is clearly expressed when a state is recognised by other states as independent. If it does not meet the requirements, it retains its non-state status. 

			Blommaert rightly argues that identity is assigned independently of self-identification. People make claims about their identities through various indicators: actions, signs, symbols. All these attributes can be interpreted differently depending on the circumstances. Therefore, under different social conditions, a given sign may imply a different identification. Blommaert emphasises that being included in a certain category of identity is not up to the individual; people are grouped by others in a particular process of social categorisation, which is known as othering.131 This is the very example of language-in-use: language in social conditions constructs, ascribes, projects identities. Blommaert proposes to see identity in discourse as a particular form of semiotic potential, organised into a repertoire and as an act of performance. In a discursive narrative, people express themselves as different actors, playing different roles. All these features make up the semiosis of identity organised by topic, situation, genre, style, occasion, purpose, actors and roles. I will use this semiotic framework in the analysis of the discourse of Ukrainian identity in the Polish opinion-forming press. 

			This is only one of the approaches to identity and discourse. Others are connected with particular times and places that differ in terms of who holds the power. For example, in the Soviet Union and the countries of the Soviet bloc, there were deliberate practices aimed at simplifying identity. One form of such simplification are stereotypes.132 Ron Scollon’s analysis of the relationship between national identity and discourse refers to the constructivist approach in socio-cultural space. His main argument is that all human actions are mediated by “cultural tools.” One of these cultural tools is language, which constitutes the essence of discourse. In turn, certain discourses are limited and, at the same time, defined by socio-historical tradition.133 Scollon’s approach is worth applying in this study for methodological reasons because the researcher attempts to establish whether there are any discourses of identity specific to postcolonial relations. 

			Discourse is very often about face-to-face communication. However, in modern society, it often involves participants who do not know each other and are separated in time and space.134 The most visible example of such discourse occurs in the radio, press, television, film and Internet, that is, in the media. Fairclough writes that media discourse is interesting because power relations are not always clear; he calls them hidden relations of power.135 

			According to Fairclough, media discourse is characterised by “one-sidedness,” with no direct interaction between participants. There is a sharp divide between producers and interpreters because the former do not exactly know who their audience is. However, the lack of immediate feedback does not mean that media producers do not target anyone. They always “produce with some interpreters in mind,” which means that media discourse is created for an ideal subject with whom the actual recipients of the information have to negotiate a relationship.136

			Media owners, media producers and media outlets have become new sources of power – the power of communication.137 Fairclough describes the power relations in the media as mediated relations between the power holders and the masses. If we assume that the process of identity formation is also a kind of power relationship and replace the word “power” with the word “identity,” we will get what is considered by media discourse as mediated relations between identity holders. This approach is supported by Robert Ferguson, who argues that ideology and power relations should be studied by every media researcher since they are mediated through media discourses.138 This type of power “is implicit in the practice of media rather than being explicit.”139 While the media seek to provide a venue for discussion and gratuitously illustrate social changes, they play the role of a constructor and mediator of meaning.140 

			Media texts can have causal consequences and influence social actions.141 The media – in the case of this study, the press – are the discourse, i.e. the context of the language-in-use. The functioning of the media in society is very specific because they gather many discourses that refer to different levels of social action. One of them is the identity discourse. 

			As studies of mass communication and culture suggest, the portrayal of identity issues in the media is strongly tied to the concept of interpretation. The ways of representing and interpreting reality in the media have been described by Stuart Hall, who uses the terms “encoding” and “decoding.”142 He argues that all information in the media is first encoded by special tools used to create the media message and then decoded by readers, who also use a certain cognitive and emotional apparatus. The first stage (encoding) is called media discourse and is concerned with the analysis of the content and output. The second stage involves the study of the audience. 

			More specifically, the media discourse encompasses two main aspects – what is written or broadcasted and under what social conditions, i.e. how the process of producing a text in the media is determined by the rules and norms of a given community.143 For this study, I have adopted a method in which the media discourse is viewed in the context of the community in which it is produced144 since the media represent reality through the “distorting lenses or selective filters” of the social group they create and represent.145 

			As the discourse itself has a linguistic and social dimension, the media discourse analysis can be both linguistic and “non-linguistic.”146 The linguistic approach focuses on all levels of language analysis, including style and variation, and also refers to the related areas of discourse – register and genre.147 The non-linguistic research touches on such disciplines as political science, communication studies and, in some cases, cultural studies.148

			Colleen Cotter writes that a paradigm for “discourse analysis” enables an analysis of a media text that goes beyond the structure of the word or sentence to include “questions of participant, topic, function, and discourse structure, as well as a range of topics that includes news interviews, quotation and reported speech, register issues, politeness, positioning and framing, and so forth.”149 The various methods of discourse analysis will be discussed in the next subchapter.

			1.2. Methodology and methods of textual analysis

			Researchers attach great importance to the interpretation of media discourse.150 This opens up the field to the analysis of the perception of media text. The process of interpretation is closely related to the content of the text. There are many types of textual analysis, but a proper understanding of the world depends on choosing the right one. According to Alan McKee, textual analysis is an appropriate method of collecting data for those researchers who “want to understand how members of different cultures and subcultures make sense of who they are and how they fit into the world in which they live.”151 It is thus very useful in identity studies. 

			Media analysts agree that textual analysis is derived from the theories of structuralism and poststructuralism,152 as well as the linguistic studies of Ferdinand de Saussure, Claude Lévi-Strauss, Michel Foucault, Roland Barthes and Jacques Lacan. It was significantly influenced by Barthes, who argued in his Mythologies that a myth consists of a “tri-dimensional pattern” of sign, signified and signifier.153 Later, his concepts were applied to all kinds of culture and so also to media and media texts. Semiotic analysis is, moreover, based on the Saussurian notion of language as a site of meaning.154 

			Generally, there are two types of texts: open, which can be interpreted in many ways, and closed, which have a specific meaning. The more complex a text, the more open it is.155 As Jason Bainbridge argues, in the media, texts are polysemic, i.e. open to multiple interpretations. Very often, they manipulate the relationship between signifier and signified in order to adapt the message to different audiences. Bainbridge emphasises that when analysing a text, it is useful to ask questions not only about what is present but what has been left out – the structuring absences.

			1.2.1. Content analysis

			One of the most popular methods of analysing media texts is content analysis. It will be used in this study together with Critical Discourse Analysis (see below). Content analysis aims to create an objective, measurable and verifiable description of the contents of a media text. As John Fiske writes, it analyses the denotative order of signification. Content analysis is not selective; it analyses the entire message or message system.156 That is what makes it objective; to quote Agnieszka Hess, “it eliminates bias from the description of media outlets, clarifies the terminological apparatus, referring to both the form and the content of the outlets.”157

			Media scholar Denis McQuail distinguishes two types of media content analysis: message content analysis (“traditional”) and structural content analysis.158 Traditional content analysis is quantitative, that is, it involves counting the occurrence of selected units in a text. It also includes the study of content functions and expresses the results as an “overall distribution of the complete universe or chosen content sample in terms of the frequency of the occurrence of the sought-for referents.”159 Structural content analysis, in turn, provides an in-depth examination of the text’s structure and its meaning, complementing message content analysis to create the whole picture of the analysed sample. It is qualitative, holistic, selective, illustrative, specific, reveals hidden meanings and is more relative to readers.160

			McQuail’s division corresponds to the main tools of empirical analysis of textual documents: quantitative and qualitative.161 Quantitative analysis involves examining the individual parts of a text to obtain quantitative indicators. Qualitative analysis explores how a text contributes to social and cultural ideas and is often called discourse analysis.162 

			Barrie Gunter describes the basic concepts of quantitative research. Firstly, it should have a concept: an abstract idea, an interpretation of why a phenomenon occurs.163 The second component is a construct – a combination of concepts, a complex of characteristics. There must also be a variable, which is an empirical representation of concepts and constructs, e.g. gender, age, identity.164 Variables can be differentiated based on the attributes that characterise them (e.g. gender is divided into two categories – male and female). In addition, they can be independent and dependent. The independent variable (also called the “causal” variable) can be “manipulated” by the researcher. The dependent variable, also known as the “effect” or “criterion” variable, is the measure of the response. The researcher’s objective is to demonstrate causal relationships between the dependent and independent variables.165 

			An essential part of the quantitative research and data collection process is the coding frame of the research sample. “This is the form on which the occurrences of the different categories relating to the unit of analysis, its features and attributes, can be numerically catalogued.”166 Hence, referring to Fred Kerlinger’s definition, Gunter states that quantitative content analysis is characterised by three main features:167 

			1. It is systematic and requires that samples be selected according to clear rules. A uniform coding and analysis procedure must be followed.

			2. It is objective, which means that the researcher should not allow his personal biases to influence the analysis. 

			3. It is quantifiable and accurately presents data on a body of media messages. 

			However, quantitative content analysis has its limitations. As McQuail points out, by conducting only quantitative research, analysts run the risk of showing “a meaning system rather than discovering it in the content.”168 Furthermore, quantitative content analysis, being a purely descriptive account of the characteristics of media texts, does not inform us about the role, influence and social impact of the analysed samples.169 

			One should remember, however, that content analysis is not just about quantitative research. As Gunter emphasises, counts and numbers must be complemented by interpretation. Only this can determine the “weight of the message.”170 The researcher distinguishes the following types of qualitative content analysis: a) structuralist-semiotic analysis, b) discourse analysis, c) rhetorical analysis, d) narrative analysis, e) interpretative analysis.171 They can all be gathered under the name of Critical Discourse Analysis. 

			1.2.2. Critical Discourse Analysis 

			As mentioned in the previous section, discourse analysis belongs to the qualitative tools of content analysis. Norman Fairclough has paid special attention to textual analysis in social research and suggested that it should focus on ideology and major political and economic processes connected with capitalism, neo-liberalism, Fordism, etc., that shape the development of a social system. This approach involves the analysis of language and its relationship with other aspects of social life, with a particular focus on the social function of the text.172

			One of the key methods of discourse analysis is Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), which was developed from Systemic Functional Linguistics based on the work of Michael Halliday.173 This method has been elaborated throughout the academic tradition of discourse studies by such distinguished scholars as Norman Fairclough and the British school of discourse studies, Ruth Wodak and the Viennese school, Theo van Leeuwen, Teun van Dijk and the Amsterdam school, Jan Blommaert and others. In this section, I will provide a brief general overview of CDA and its many approaches and then identify the CDA tools I will use. 

			As John Fiske points out, every “individual has a number of discourses deriving from the various social groupings of which s/he is a member: reading is a negotiation between the numerous discourses of the reader and the discourse in the text.”174 CDA is thus an interpretative, contextual and constructivist approach to analysing media texts. In other words, it provides “interpretations of the meanings of texts rather than just quantifying textual features and deriving meaning from this.”175 It also takes into account the contexts and the relationships between the producer and receiver of the text. 

			First and foremost, CDA is a particular way of discovering and interpreting knowledge. Siegfried Jäger explains its essence in terms of Foucault’s discourse theory, stating that it serves to answer questions about the nature and function of knowledge.176 He argues that knowledge is all kinds of information that people acquire in everyday life and gain from science.177 Therefore, since knowledge permeates all spheres of human life, discourse is present everywhere, and CDA serves as the “flow of knowledge.”178 

			Although, like discourse, CDA is derived from linguistics, it crosses discipline boundaries and goes beyond linguistics. Some researchers are of the opinion that its method is more sociological or socio-psychological.179 This is because CDA focuses on the relations between discourse and power and considers discourse as a “social practice,”180 which ensures its interdisciplinarity. Since CDA is closely related to social processes, Michael Meyer states that it should be considered not as a single method but rather as an approach consisting of different levels.181 It is these levels that constitute the essence of the analysis. 

			The term “critical” needs to be clarified here. Ruth Wodak writes that 

			a fully “critical” account of discourse would thus require a theorization and description of both the social processes and structures which give rise to the production of a text, and of the social structures and processes within which individuals or groups as social historical subjects, create meanings in their interaction with texts. Consequently, three concepts figure indispensably in all CDA: the concept of power, the concept of history, and the concept of ideology.182 

			In addition, Robert Ferguson considers ideology as the basis for the formation of a belief system, which also occupies an important place in media discourse.183 The three concepts emphasised by Wodak can be extended to tradition, culture and society.184 Tradition can be interpreted as part of history and culture as a component of ideology or political tradition. Notwithstanding, all these concepts form the context of the text that is central to CDA. In general, CDA serves “to ‘demystify’ discourses by ‘deciphering’ ideologies.”185 

			1.2.3. Norman Fairclough’s methods of Critical Discourse Analysis

			It should be noted that CDA is a highly complex form of textual analysis. It has seen many variations and modifications since its introduction into the academic sphere. Its foundations and methodology were developed primarily by Norman Fairclough, who distinguished three stages of CDA: description, interpretation and explanation. 

			During the first stage, description, the content of the text is examined on several levels, depending on the analysed components: vocabulary, grammar, textual structures.186 This stage uses lexical and grammatical analysis, which constitutes the micro-textual level of the CDA.187 It prepares the ground for the macro-level analysis that occurs at the later stages of interpretation and explanation, which is when discursive and social practices can be discovered. In fact, CDA involves “moving back and forth, in recursive circles”188 between micro- and macro-levels of analysis. 

			The second stage is interpretation, when discourse processes are analysed according to background knowledge and assumptions in order to show when the invisible gets visible.189 Fairclough argues that the relationship between text and social structure is indirect. It is mediated primarily by the discourse of which the text is a part because the values of textual features only become real and socially operative when they are embedded in social interaction, where texts are produced and interpreted against a background of common-sense assumptions that give textual features their value.190 To understand this “common sense,” the researcher needs interpretative analysis. 

			The third stage of Fairclough’s framework is explanation, which treats discourse as part of social order, process or practice and analyses it in terms of how it is determined by social structures and what effect it can have on them, i.e. whether it sustains or changes them.191 In other words, the analyst examines the relationships that are mediated by the social context of the discourse and determines the relationship of the discourse to social processes. At this stage, all the features of discourse described in the previous subchapter are taken into account. Power relations and social struggles, ideologies and ideals, hidden meanings and implications of discourse producers and others are analysed. In the case of this study, the explanation stage allowed me to discover, as Leo Havemann writes, the different foci of the “multiple ways in which identities are articulated and constructed, contradicted and negotiated, across that blurred boundary between cultural representations and realities.”192 

			1.2.4. Ruth Wodak’s Critical Discourse Analysis approach to national identity

			Ruth Wodak proposes a multidisciplinary approach to CDA that takes into account various factors of human life that influence the entire discourse of the issue under analysis. In their study of the discursive construction of national identity in Austria, Wodak and her colleagues have suggested using an approach that combines multiple methods of CDA and examines the following components:

			1. Contents

			2. Strategies 

			3. Means and forms of realisation

			Critical content analysis involves the examination of certain features that are believed to accommodate, contain or influence identity. According to Wodak and others, they include politics, culture, history and traditions of nation-building, landscapes and natural heritage that are associated with a certain nation.193

			The next step in the analysis concerns strategies. They are understood here after Pierre Bourdieu as an “unconscious relationship between a habitus and a field.”194 However, Wodak and her colleagues do not agree with the French sociologist that strategies are actions, arguing that actions are what make strategies real. Strategies are thus goal-oriented, even if those goals are unconscious or implicit,195 and can vary depending on the goal they seek to achieve. Among the most common are constructive strategies, strategies of justification, strategies of transformation, dismantling or destructive strategies and strategies of assimilation or dissimilation.196 If we assume that CDA encompasses the entire spectrum of what is, has been and can be said in a given situation, society or culture, then strategies help in analysing the limitations or extensions of the analysed material, which provides perspectives for further components of the process of CDA.197 

			One more CDA tool is the analysis of cultural stereotypes or topoi, which are a repertoire of images of social, political and cultural life that influence the construction of certain discourses – especially in the media.198 Very often, topoi serve as justification for an argument, explaining the goals of a strategy. If the justification is not rational, it is flawed.199 

			As indicated above, strategies have to be implemented. There are particular forms of their realisation in constructing one’s national identity. In this study, national identity is constructed from the outside, from the perspective of people who are not members of the group. It is a perceived identity, so the strategies are somewhat different from those used when identity is constructed by members of the given group. A vivid example of the construction of perceived identity is the phenomenon that Edward Said called “Orientalism.”200 The identities of colonial territories that existed in the Western imagination were first perceived and then reconstructed by non-members of the group. Although the identity did not always coincide with reality, it existed and served a common perception of the territories that were colonised. The same idea appears in Larry Wolff’s concept of the invention of Eastern Europe and the creation of its identity among the non-members of the group.201 A third example is Maria Todorova’s analysis of the creation of Balkan identity by the West.202 Therefore, referring to Wodak’s method of analysing means and forms of strategies’ realisation, Ukrainian identity in the Polish press will be analysed in relation to the following aspects: 

			1. Personal references. I will analyse how social actors are represented in the text and what is the linguistic, syntactic and morphological discourse of their representation. This will involve analysing what parts of speech are used to indicate social actors, what their place is in the text and what semantic role they play. I will also examine the tropes used because they represent the author’s emotional and semantic view, which is an important part of discourse analysis.203 Lastly, I will analyse the agencies of identity that are represented in the text.

			2. Spatial references. I will examine what toponyms and geonyms Polish journalists use to refer to Ukraine and how they do it, especially what additional descriptions, explanations or tropes they include. 

			3. Temporal references. I will analyse which periods, also historical, are mentioned in the text. 

			1.2.5. Theo van Leeuwen’s method of analysis of social actors

			The representation of social actors occupies one of the key places in CDA, especially in identity studies, as in this case. John E. Richardson points out that the way people are named or represented in the text affects the way they are perceived.204 Identities depend on social practices that entail the actions of actors (agents). As Ron Scollon writes, action is an extremely complex phenomenon that can never be analytically separated from human identity.205 Hence, to understand identity, one must analyse the actors. 

			Theo van Leeuwen suggests that we should ask how social actors are represented – “impersonally or personally, individually or collectively, by reference to their person or their utterance.”206 Analysing this is very important because representation encompasses many different aspects, which enables us to obtain relevant material and data. Firstly, it can lead to the analysis of exclusion and inclusion, which is very important in the question of identity. Secondly, the analysis of representation introduces the concept of nomination and nominalisation. The difference between them lies in the dimensions to which they refer: nomination refers to the sociological sphere and nominalisation to the linguistic one.207 Finally, examining the ways in which social actors are represented also throws light on the reallocation of roles and the rearrangement of social relations between participants. Therefore, during the analysis, it is important to identify whether social actors are “agents” (actor) or “patients” (goal),208 i.e. whether they are active or passive players. This can be examined grammatically or semantically (passive/active voice; relationships with other social actors).

			Another issue to consider when studying the representation of social actors is whether they are represented as a group or class (assimilation, genericisation) or as specific individuals (individualisation, specification).209 Analysing such references is very important for this study because they may reflect a certain perception of Ukrainian identity in the Polish press.

			Actors can also be represented as groups through association (the opposite is dissociation). It occurs when people are portrayed as a certain group with features that distinguish them from others as a whole (e.g. bureaucrats, civil servants, politicians).210 

			From the perspective of identity research and this study, the following two aspects of analysing social actors are the most important: nomination and categorisation, as well as functionalisation and identification. Nomination occurs when actors are named directly using their proper names or unique identity; the opposite phenomenon is categorisation, when actors are presented using the identity which they share with others. Functionalisation and identification are used to represent social actors in terms of “what they do” and “who they are,” respectively.211 We can thus study their identity through classification, physical or cultural identification, etc. One more way of representing social actors that is also related to the study of identity is through personalisation (e.g. “the Ukrainians) or impersonalisation (e.g. “Ukraine”).212

			1.2.6. Analysis of narrative 

			In the analysis of the discursive construction of identity, I will also address the issue of the general “narrative” about Ukrainians and Ukraine that exists in the Polish press. Wodak and her colleagues devote much attention to the analysis of narrative.213 The narrative is part of communicative interaction and, therefore, part of social practices. As a genre, it is yet another aspect of discourse analysis that belongs to the ­macro-level of CDA.214 

			It should be noted at the beginning that analysts distinguish between narrative content (the sequence of events, plot and action) and narrative form (the order in which events are presented).215 The narrative can be produced through spoken, written, kinesthetic, pictorial and musical modes of representation.216 Peter Larsen, referring to Roland Barthes, argues that narrative texts appear in all kinds of discursive forms and all kinds of media. He offers the following definition of the narrative: 

			As a textual type, however, the narrative is defined solely by its content: a narrative is a representation of events in time and space. These events are organised in series of causes and effects, and viewed in relation to human projects which they either further or impede.217

			Put more simply, narratives are stories constructed from “elementary sequences”:218 situations, main characters, general states of affairs and so on, which are transformed throughout the development of the story by the consequences of the events and actions in which the characters participate or which they perform. Thus, media texts can be analysed using the method of attentive “close reading” because they are narratives219 and, consequently, can be treated as stories.220 

			In media studies, narrative analysis attempts to identify the ways in which authors express themselves. It differs from other discursive models of analysis, such as the study of the relationship between language and social practices, by, to paraphrase Barbara Johnstone, its ability to make sense of the world through telling stories.221 The analysis of narrative allows the researcher to discover communicative modalities of the text. For instance, Elinor Ochs explains that “rather than using different modes of communication, the narrator implies these modes through stylistic variation.”222 This variation may indicate a change in the mode of expression, such as a shift from descriptive or indirect speech to direct quotation. All these interpretive elements lead to different levels of CDA, shifting the focus to a narrower context of intertextuality, analysis of social actors and emotional context. 

			A vivid example of evaluating a narrative about a specific event or person in a media report is the commentary of an expert who assesses the situation and social actors, rates it and proposes solutions. Such particularisation is not ideal, but it fits the analysis conducted as part of this study.

			In conclusion, understanding the narrative is very helpful, especially when analysing the historical factors that influence the construction of Ukrainian identity in the Polish press, i.e. what historical events and figures are associated with the Ukrainian nation, its origins and development and how they affect the perception of Ukrainians. All these elements contribute to the plot and coherence of texts in the Polish opinion-forming press.

			***

			Discourse studies prove that the media can and do play an instrumental role in power relations. Moreover, identities are a social construct of the power holders. By conducting a textual analysis and CDA, one can obtain relevant data from the entire range of such a multifaceted source of information as the opinion-forming press. Based on the main CDA approaches described above, I developed specific category keys and a tree of codes (see Appendices 1 and 2), which allowed me to identify the main patterns of Ukrainian identity in the Polish opinion-forming press.
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Chapter 2. 

Media Communication System and Opinion-Forming Press

			2.1. Mass media in the process of identity construction 

			The modern world is completely dependent on media of all kinds. It is hard to imagine something important happening and not being described, reflected upon, interpreted or explained by the media. Mass communication has an even longer history than mass media since prehistoric people used cave paintings to send messages about their activities. Indeed, as Marshall McLuhan has stated, “the medium is the message” and “the ‘content’ of any medium is always another medium.”1

			Referring to the constructivist approach in identity research, we can assume that identity is also constructed by the media. It is not enough to be self-identified; one’s self-identity must be recognised and accepted by others in order to be legitimised.2 This “perception by others” and “legitimisation by others” is also a social construct, shaped by external factors such as, in this case, the media. This is what I call here perceived identity. 

			Researchers agree that the issue of identity usually becomes vivid when it is threatened or when some violent social or political events occur. Identity is then constructed by the media in the process of social communication, which is not only communicative but also discursive and depends on the context and political, economic, cultural and civilisational conditions.3 Thus, to understand the role of the media in the construction of identity, I need to outline how the media reflect the world.

			First of all, it should be noted that the media do not present reality as it actually is. They construct, produce and reproduce knowledge about the world. In the process of communication, especially through the media, people learn who other people and nations are, what qualities they possess and what their good and bad sides are. Communication enables being in two dimensions: internal and external, individual and collective.4 

			The distortion between reality and its image in the media is due to the nature of media communication: the media, just like people, cannot perceive reality without constructing it.5 Niklas Luhmann emphasises that there is a difference between what is observed and how it is observed, between what really is and what must be. The media text is “second-level observation” or “observation of the observation” within a specific media framework.6 Hence, identity in the media ceases to be an attribute of human beings and becomes a product of the information society.7 This highlights the multifunctionality of the media, in which identity is generated according to time, place and situation, becoming symbolic and metaphorical.8 This applies also to the concept of perceived identity. 

			The issue of identity in the media can be addressed in relatively implicit ways. Helen Wood proposes to use a set of dichotomies: text and audience, isolation or connection, reason and emotion. These pairs also refer to other sets of dichotomies – transmission or ritual, old and new.9 The specificity of the relationship between identity and media lies in existing approaches to identity: primordialism and constructivism. Wood argues that identity is something that already exists – the media can only add to it or subtract from it.10 Manuel Castells, in turn, states that there are three ways of identity building: legitimising identity, resistance identity and project identity.11 It thus seems more reasonable to assume that identity is socially constructed and then processed in the media with inevitable changes depending on the ideology and tradition of a given medium.

			Let us now return to the issue of discourse in identity studies. Wood rightly notes that identities in the media are provisional and function as attachment to the subject position that is constructed by discursive practices. It means that identities in the media are flexible, reflecting only the existing discourse, which, however, is more stable and very often depends on the continuing historical and mental traditions of the area under study. Thus, the media create attachments according to existing models and also involve social actors in identity practices.12 These identity practices become more pronounced when they are exposed in the media and present the view of a group that shares similar beliefs and uses similar media,13 which is a key aspect of my study, in which I explore the concept of perceived identity. 

			In conclusion, I agree with Maja Megier that “identity is the result of communication and cooperation within a certain political community to which we want to belong or think we have some reason to belong.”14 This explains why studying identity construction in the media is relevant; in the case of perceived identity, the only thing that changes is the object of study, which is one’s identity constructed by “others” in order to present it to “others.” Thus, identity is inevitably reconstructed through locally existing discourse, and the discourse of identity is, in turn, created in the communication paradigm.15

			2.2. Polish opinion-forming press and the discourse of opinion journalism (publicystyka)

			The democratisation of the public sphere in Poland after 1989 meant a transformation of the Polish press from a monopoly to pluralism and the emergence of different types of ownership in the media market.16 According to Tomasz Mielczarek, the main trends in the development of the Polish media during that period were the concentration of media ownership with a simultaneous homogenisation of content, media specialisation and audience segmentation, as well as digitalisation of media messages. Moreover, the abolition of censorship allowed the Polish media to become actors in social life and to have a real impact on the shaping of public opinion.17 The current media discourse in Poland is thus characterised by a significant level of conventionalism and various forms of representation.18 In this study, I will focus on the opinion-forming press (prasa opinio­twórcza), which occupies a prominent place in Polish media studies.

			Many researchers agree that the dominant feature of texts published in the opinion-forming press is the journalistic style. A very close term appearing often in Polish media studies is opinion journalism (publicystyka). In contrast to the more general term “journalism” used in Western media studies, “opinion journalism” has a very narrow meaning, usually signifying an editorial column, an op-ed (“opposite the editorial page”) or an opinion piece, in which journalists or experts, usually called pundits, present their views on important social, political and economic issues.19 

			In general, Polish media analysts consider opinion journalism to be a public statement about some important event. This differs from, for instance, German and English understanding of the term. German publizistik indicates various communication techniques, which is closer to English public relations.20

			The Dictionary of Literary Terms edited by Stanisław Sierotwiński gives the following definition: “Opinion journalism is a type of writing that discusses current events, for example, political, economic, social, cultural. The purpose of opinion journalism is to shape public opinion.”21 A similar definition can be found in the Handbook of Literary Terms edited by Janusz Sławiński and others: “Opinion journalism (Latin: publicus – widespread, social) encompasses articles, comments, polemical texts on current social, economic, cultural events and issues, published in the press, broadcast on the radio or television.”22 

			A broader definition is given in the Dictionary of Literary Terms edited by Janusz Sławiński: 

			Opinion journalism is a statement on political, social, cultural and other issues of the moment; it uses persuasive methods and aims to influence public opinion. Opinion journalism is a basic form of journalistic work; it differs from information in that it not only conveys facts in an objective form but also illuminates them from a certain point of view, comments on them and explains them. The development of opinion journalism depends on the development of the media. Before the advent of the press, the term opinion journalism referred to political treatises and other rhetorical forms of expression. In its modern sense, opinion journalism was formed with the development of the press. Today, in addition to the press, opinion journalism has developed in radio, television and film. Very often, opinion journalism finds itself at the junction with literature.23 

			As for the opinion-forming press, the Encyclopedia of Press Knowledge edited by Julian Maślanka proposes a definition very similar to that of opinion journalism: “Opinion-forming press comments on events with the purpose of shaping public opinion and attitudes.”24 Mielczarek, in turn, lists the attributes of the opinion-forming press: opinion-forming editorial board, focus on socio-political, cultural and even literary issues and domination of the opinion-forming style.25 Thus, opinion journalism is a feature of the opinion-forming press, a media genre and a structural component of the communication. In this study, I will use the terms opinion journalism and opinion-forming press interchangeably. 

			In Polish media studies, Michał Szulczewski was the first to classify genres of media communication following Aristotle’s classification of literature. Szulczewski argued that all information that people receive serves to reduce the level of uncertainty and optimise the decision-making process. Therefore, communication as a way of acquiring information consists of three main parts: 

			– Informative communication, which conveys information;

			– Explanatory communication, which systemises and generalises information in order to draw conclusions;

			– Stimulative communication, which creates incentives for certain behaviours and actions. 

			This explanation allows us to better understand the complex phenomena of reality and the role that social communication plays in it. Therefore, Szulczewski assigns informative communication to the informative genre of journalism, stimulative communication to propaganda, and he links explanatory communication with opinion journalism, which is the core of opinion-forming journalism.26 

			In order to explain what opinion journalism is, one should take as the starting point the nature of opinion-forming press. This nature, as Szulczewski explains, is to show facts, events and phenomena from a certain point of view, to persuade the reader and evoke a certain reaction. However, as Zbigniew Bauer emphasises, the main rule is not to offend anyone; moreover, the author should respect other opinions and views, as long as it increases the level of trust in his text.27 The essence of opinion-forming press, according to Szulczewski, is that it has current relevance and reports on important social issues in a public, intentional way. If information only reflects reality, then opinion journalism reacts to reality. Information is the outside of reality, while opinion journalism is its inside.28 

			Szulczewski traces the origins of the opinion-forming style to the speeches of Cicero and Quintilian. But, in fact, opinion journalism originated in literature. Writers of belles-lettres were the first opinion journalists because they commented on important social, political or cultural events. The main difference between opinion journalism and literature is that the latter refers to the spiritual culture of the audience, while the former to its intellectual culture. Indeed, very often, opinion-forming texts use the linguistic means of literary genres. As Andrzej Kaliszewski and Kazimierz Wolny-Zmorzyński emphasise, such texts do not create a fictional reality; they do not atomise the world but “deepen the knowledge about reality.”29 Hence, the author’s task in opinion journalism is to persuade the reader, to make him think, and not to leave him indifferent.30 

			Szulczewski also lists the following qualities of opinion journalism: accessibility, curiosity, regularity, inventiveness, accuracy, clarity, diversity, impactfulness, selectiveness, constant interaction.31 However, journalists are not the only ones to write in the opinion-forming style. It is also used by scientists and scholars, allowing them to be less constrained by formal academic requirements, address new topics and fields, make risky hypotheses and go beyond their narrow area of research. In this way, they can gain new readers in the non-academic sphere.

			The definitions of opinion journalism and opinion-forming press have not changed much since the 1970s, but with the development of media technology, the importance of opinion journalism has increased, and new forms of it have emerged. Following Szulczewski’s thought, contemporary analysts agree that the most widespread genres of journalism are informative journalism and opinion journalism.32 The main difference between them lies in the functions they perform. Opinion-forming press interprets reality by making people think, ask questions and answer them, while informative press just relays the news.33 The latter presents events objectively, while the former includes strongly motivated individual evaluation and interpretation based on the analysis of facts. According to Bauer, informative journalism enriches people’s knowledge of the world, and the opinion-forming press deepens this knowledge by stimulating an intellectual and emotional reaction to the presented facts.34 It is allowed to reach subjective conclusions and pose questions, i.e. to provoke readers to think. In opinion-­forming texts, the author is very visible.35 

			In the book Bible of Journalism, journalist Kamil Durczok states that opinion journalism asks the question “why?” so the opinion-forming press collects arguments and draws conclusions in an attempt to answer this question.36 Jerzy Baczyński and Mariusz Janicki argue that opinion journalism deals not with news but with issues, presenting, interpreting and analysing them from the journalist’s point of view. The essence of opinion journalism is thus the expression of the author’s own opinion, which may be direct or implied.37

			There is no doubt that the opinion-forming press is a persuasive form of communication; it influences, shapes and projects people’s opinions.38 It has evolved from a source of media coverage to an opinion-maker and agenda-setter, becoming part of the social and political world.39 The agenda-setting function of the media is to tell people “what to think about” and thus influence public opinion.40 Due to their genesis and social functions, journalistic texts belong to social codes. 

			However, there are also other definitions of the opinion-­forming press. In recent years, it has begun to be considered as the press that is most often cited, which does not necessarily mean most persuasive and thought-provoking. This approach is widely criticised by researchers because not all frequently referenced texts show the characteristics of the opinion-forming style described above. To develop a proper definition of the opinion-forming press, Agnieszka Kula suggests taking into account the following criteria:41

			1. Scope of coverage. The opinion-forming press pays attention to political, cultural, economic and social issues.

			2. Perspective of presenting the topic. In the case of the opinion-forming press, texts are written with a public perspective in mind, addressed to a wide audience of non-specialists and cover a wide range of issues, including non-temporal ones. 

			3. Producer. The person who aspires to create opinion-­forming material must be an expert with a broad outlook, argue his point of view and stimulate discussion and the emergence of different thoughts. 

			4. Audience. The reader must be able to receive, understand and interpret the information sent by the producers, which involves being on an appropriate intellectual level. 

			In this study, I will therefore use the following definition of the opinion-forming press: all texts in the printed media that not only convey news and facts but also interpret and explain them by providing evaluations, arguments and statements. These texts directly or indirectly (depending on the genre) show the opinion of their authors and bring up issues for further discussion in society with the purpose of shaping public opinion. Opinion journalism must be tendentious, factual and engaged in the actual problems of the society. It is an essential element of public discourse and is addressed to a wide, non-specified audience in order to shape public opinion. 

			2.3. Opinion-forming press on the Polish media market

			The Polish Encyclopedia of Press Knowledge divides the opinion-forming press into socio-cultural and socio-political periodicals.42 Below, I will briefly characterise the Polish socio-political magazines selected for this study. Some of them are widely popular, while others are read only by particular social groups. However, they all throw light on the public discourse that is the object of my research. 

			As Agnieszka Kula rightly states, nowadays, with the development of Information and Communication Technologies, the printed press faces new challenges. It is not the only source of current and up-to-date information anymore, so it needs to attract readers by offering them an analytical view and commentary on events. The opinion-forming press comes in different forms: broadsheet and small-format newspapers, ambitious weeklies, elite media, etc.43 Top-selling daily newspapers, which in Poland include Gazeta Wyborcza, Rzeczpospolita, Dziennik Gazeta Prawna and Nasz Dziennik, however, are considered to have less impact and continuity than, for example, opinion-forming weeklies.44 Tomasz Mielczarek views even the high-quality ones as not fully opinion-forming.45 In his book Report on the Death of Polish Newspapers, he presents a thorough analysis of the various factors that did not favour the existence of the daily press in Poland and led to its decreasing popularity among readers since it lost the status “of a cultural value and was transformed into a commodity, distributed in the same way as soap, mayonnaise or washing powder.”46

			Iwona Hofman, in turn, points out that the magazine segment of the opinion-forming press is characterised by a more stable financial and publishing situation due to having stable target groups – the well-educated middle and upper classes.47 In contrast to the daily press, weeklies have been more resistant to changes in the economic situation. Due to wider commercial and promotional opportunities, this segment managed to maintain its leading position among Polish press outlets.

			Opinion weeklies (tygodniki opinii) thus play a key role among the opinion-forming press in Poland.48 Krzysztof Podemski argues that they are “the optimal form of expressing public discourse,”49 giving the following reasons: 

			1. Representatives of the symbolic elites, top pundits and commentators, political leaders and intellectuals (foreign and domestic) write for the weeklies;

			2. Weekly magazines have a high circulation rate and relatively large readership; 

			3. Texts from the weeklies are quoted in other media;

			4. Articles from the weeklies are read and discussed in intellectual and opinion-forming circles. 

			Ryszard Żabiński notes that there was a significant increase in the number of magazine titles in Poland between 1990 and 2009 (from 3,007 to 7,160). This happened despite the widespread trend of the printed media losing their importance and being dominated by the electronic media due to unfavourable economic conditions (slowdown of the economy in 2000–2003, 2009 and 2011), which strongly affected the situation in the advertising market. Since 1995, the total circulation of magazines in Poland has exceeded that of daily newspapers (in 2009, it amounted to 1,504.7 million and 1,168.3 million copies, respectively). Compared to newspapers, the magazine segment is more diversified. It is also very attractive to advertisers. Żabiński writes that in 2009, PLN 795 million was paid for advertising in magazines, which was more than in the daily press (PLN 620 million) but still less than on the television and the Internet – PLN 3,779 and 846 million, respectively.50 

			Magazines thus play an important role in shaping public opinion, especially the opinion-forming ones. Żabiński divides the development of the Polish segment of weekly magazines in the 21st century into three stages:51

			1) 2001–2003. The period before Poland’s accession to the European Union was characterised by unfavourable macro­economic conditions, which had a strong impact on press readership, the advertising market and the economic situation of newspaper publishers. Although the number of magazines increased from 5,771 in 2001 to 6,240 in 2003, the total average circulation decreased from 74,043 thousand copies in 2001 to 69,491 thousand copies in 2003.

			2) 2004–2008. During these years, macroeconomic indicators improved, the rate of economic growth increased, and unemployment fell. These factors had a positive impact on the advertising market, which resulted in the development of the media market. Between 2004 and 2008, the number of magazines increased from 6,425 to 7,013. Total average circulation also increased from 69,122 thousand copies in 2004 to 79,443 thousand copies in 2008. From 2008, opinion-forming weeklies such as Newsweek, Polityka and Wprost started losing their advertising revenue to lifestyle and entertainment magazines.

			3) 2009–2010. The fall of 2008 marked the beginning of the economic crisis in the US and Europe, which very quickly moved from the financial sector to the real economy. Already at the end of 2008, the GDP growth rate in Poland decreased to just 2.7%, and then further declined, reaching 1% in the third quarter of 2009. All this affected the advertising market. Newspaper publishers also recorded lower demand from individual consumers. In 2009, sales indicators of opinion-forming journals dropped by 3.21% compared to 2008, but the ad revenues of the most popular weeklies – Polityka, Wprost and Newsweek – remained relatively high. Żabiński believes it was due to their strong influence on shaping public opinion and the fact that their readers were an attractive target group for advertisers.

			If social and economic conditions were more or less favourable to the socio-political press, the situation of socio-cultural periodicals was much worse. Thus, the new media market in Poland was dominated by the former because the latter lost reader interest and popularity. Already in 1989, the weekly Polityka was the top-selling magazine with a record circulation of 426,000 copies. In the second place was the opinion-forming socio-political weekly Wprost, which in the new socio-political circumstances had a total circulation of over 200,000 copies.52

			Mielczarek ascribes the decline of the socio-cultural opinion-forming press in Poland to the lack of interest among readers and lack of money to publish printed magazines. That is why cultural issues, alongside the socio-political ones, have found their way onto the Internet. However, two influential magazines that dealt with cultural topics remained in the media market for quite a long time. These were Tygodnik Powszechny and Przekrój (the latter stopped appearing in 2013). 

			Tygodnik Powszechny is a Catholic magazine addressed to lay people, which was created with the idea of “saving Polish intelligentsia, not only the Catholic one.”53 The peak of its popularity came in the 1980s when the journal declared itself to be leftist, liberal and anticommunist. However, as Mielczarek writes, it raised controversies also in Catholic circles. Karol Wojtyła (Pope John Paul II), who had collaborated with Tygodnik Powszechny, wrote in a letter to editor Jerzy Turowicz that “the Church did not feel sufficiently respected.”54 

			In 1999, after the death of Turowicz, Rev. Adam Boniecki took over the position of editor-in-chief. Mielczarek writes that under Boniecki’s leadership, the magazine became too conservative. Despite some changes, it did not gain new readers. In 2011, Piotr Mucharski became the new editor-in-chief and faced challenges related to distribution. The journal’s audience continued to diminish – in 2012, only 40,000 people bought it every month. Surveys showed that they were mainly women and people over 55 years old, with average income, living in small towns.55 To gain new readers, Tygodnik Powszechny changed its format from a broadsheet newspaper to the popular A4 format for weeklies and launched a user-friendly website. It also started to publish thematic supplements. 

			As already mentioned, the 1990s were a period of the growing influence of the socio-political opinion-forming press, but nowadays, the overall circulation of such magazines has decreased significantly.56 It must be pointed out, however, that the expansion of the Internet has favoured opinion-forming magazines regardless of the topics they covered. While entertainment and advice journals dominated the sales of printed media, the popularity of online versions of the opinion-forming press increased significantly. In times of economic crisis, people could not afford to buy the expensive printed versions and looked for cheaper alternatives online.57 For a long time, the most influential and popular opinion-forming weeklies were Polityka, Wprost and Newsweek.58 

			Polityka was founded in 1957 as a newspaper representing the point of view of the young team of the First Secretary of the Polish United Workers’ Party, Władysław Gomułka.59 After 1989, the weekly became the property of the “POLITYKA Spółdzielnia Pracy” journalistic cooperative and has retained this status until today.60 At the beginning of the 1990s, it was losing readers, but the situation improved after the change of layout. Starting with issue no. 41 (2006) of November 11, 1995, the format of the weekly was reduced to A4, the colour print was introduced, articles were shortened, and the number of photos was increased. The effects were immediate. Already in 1995, the magazine sold 157,000 issues, and six years later – 250,000 issues.61 The stable financial situation of the publisher allowed it to make investments. In March 2000, the cooperative bought the monthly magazine Res Publica Nowa and in April 2001 – the weekly Forum.

			Mielczarek writes that for many years, Polityka’s areas of interest did not change. However, at different times, journalists focused on different issues. For example, at the beginning of the 1990s, the weekly described problems related to the political transformation. Then, in the middle of the decade, economic issues became the most widely analysed topic. At the turn of the century, journalists were more concerned with science and culture. In the following years, slightly more attention was paid to the issues of history and society. 

			The significance of Polityka as an opinion-forming magazine is proved by the fact that it is a bestseller on the Polish media market. Since the times of the Polish People’s Republic, it has had a great influence on Polish public opinion.62 Polityka’s readership has shifted towards people with higher than average incomes, living in large cities, mainly men. Its impact and importance are evidenced by the fact that it publishes statements of the most influential domestic and foreign politicians, cultural activists, athletes and other famous people. In terms of political preferences, Polityka has a close relationship with the liberal party Civic Platform.63 It has often been attacked by various right-wing circles.64

			The second popular magazine that can be called opinion-forming is the weekly Wprost. Its first issue was published on December 1, 1982. The first print run was only 30,000 copies, but the journal gained new readers very quickly. In 1996, 238,000 of 338,000 copies were sold. In 2005, 278,000 copies were printed, 177,000 of which were sold, while in 2006, readers bought 145,000 copies.65 

			Throughout its history, Wprost experienced difficult moments due to court trials and conflicts between media holdings and corporations. Eventually, in 1993, the weekly was bought by the Advertising and Publishing Agency. Its head, Marek Król, was also the editor-in-chief of Wprost from 1988 to 2006. Under his management, the magazine comprised 112–130 columns in A4 format and included the following sections: Poland, Business – People and Money, Life and History, Science and Health, World and Culture. Among other things, it published texts written by famous Polish politicians, artists, writers, etc. 

			Wprost’s audience was similar to Polityka’s, although slightly younger (under 45 years old). Readers were interested in the situation in Poland (86%) as well as international affairs (83%). As for political preferences and ideological orientation, in the 1990s, Wprost was perceived more as a liberal journal (42%) than centre-right (25%). Currently, it is more centrist. 

			In 2005, Wprost got involved in yet another legal dispute and had to pay a $5 million fine, which resulted in the loss of readers and a drop in sales. Due to the unfavourable economic situation, the magazine started to look for an investor. In 2009, when only 60,000 copies were being sold, it was bought by the Media Platform Point Group. With the change of ownership, editor-in-chief Stanisław Janecki and several journalists left the magazine and started their own weekly called Wręcz Przeciwnie. However, only three issues of it were published.

			The new editor-in-chief Tomasz Lis hired a new team of journalists and reoriented Wprost towards social and political issues seen through the prism of individual people’s lives. Interviews, conducted mainly with politicians of centrist and leftist views, were the most popular type of texts published in the magazine. Changes in the form and orientation of the journal renewed the interest of readers, and sales figures rose to 100,000 copies. In 2012, however, Lis left Wprost to become the editor-in-chief of Newsweek Polska.66 He was replaced by Michał Kobosko, who had previously been deputy editor of Puls Biznesu and editor-in-chief of such journals as Forbes, Newsweek Polska, Dziennik Polska–Europa–Świat, Dziennik. Gazeta Prawna, Bloomberg Bussinessweek Polska. At the beginning of 2013, Wprost gained a new editor-in-chief, Sylwester Latkowski, former deputy editor and investigative journalist, who was replaced by Tomasz Wróblewski in March 2015. Since August 2016, Wprost has been headed by Jacek Pochłopień.

			The third significant socio-political weekly is Newsweek Polska (hereafter also Newsweek), the Polish franchise of the American Newsweek, which was founded in 1933 in New York. Newsweek Polska is published by German Axel Springer, the largest media company in Poland.67 Its first issue appeared in September 2001; 400,000 copies were sold, thanks to intensive promotion. Newsweek’s first editor-in-chief was Tomasz Wróblewski, previously deputy editor of Wprost. He was followed by Jarosław Sroka, Michał Kobosko, Wojciech Maziarski and finally, Tomasz Lis, who has been holding this position since 2012. The first editorial team of Newsweek consisted of former journalists of Wprost, Życie and Gazeta Wyborcza.68 

			From the very beginning, Newsweek was a serious rival to the other large opinion-forming weeklies, Wprost and Polityka. It was published on Mondays, while Wprost and Polityka appeared on Wednesdays. Its first price was also competitive: PLN 3.5.69 In the first year, its print run was 492,000 copies, of which 325,000 were sold. In 2002, 251,000 of 411,000 copies were sold. In the following years, interest in the journal declined, and in 2006, only 138,000 copies were sold. Various marketing tricks were then used to increase sales. Newsweek had a varied layout, not very long texts and many illustrations. Nevertheless, its success was not always stable. Between 2007 to 2012, from 138,000 to 130,000 copies were sold.70 

			A special place among the opinion-forming press with a long publishing tradition is occupied by the Catholic weekly Gość Niedzielny. It has been published since 1923 by the Metropolitan Curia in Katowice.71 The editor-in-chief is Rev. Marek Gancarczyk. The editorial board consists of journalists and collaborators, including scholars, poets, politicians and academics. The readers are mostly elderly people living in small towns and villages, with low incomes.72 It should be pointed out that in recent years, Gość Niedzielny had the highest circulation. It was also the only opinion-forming weekly that did not record a significant drop in sales between 2005 and 2015 (see Table 1 and Figure 1).

			Table 1. Average monthly sales of opinion-forming weeklies in Poland from 2005 to May 2015

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							
							2005

						
							
							2006

						
							
							2007

						
							
							2008

						
							
							2009

						
							
							2010

						
							
							2011

						
							
							2012

						
							
							2013

						
							
							2014

						
							
							Jan–May 2015

						
					

					
							
							Gość Niedzielny

						
							
							123,553

						
							
							129,792

						
							
							131,667

						
							
							130,500

						
							
							136,136

						
							
							142,930

						
							
							143,086

						
							
							141,596

						
							
							141,990

						
							
							141,503

						
							
							139,355

						
					

					
							
							Polityka

						
							
							175,773

						
							
							168,103

						
							
							165,126

						
							
							152,347

						
							
							144,597

						
							
							143,089

						
							
							134,562

						
							
							126,068

						
							
							125,290

						
							
							121,280

						
							
							118,473

						
					

					
							
							Newsweek Polska

						
							
							164,984

						
							
							145,560

						
							
							137,997

						
							
							121,135

						
							
							105,750

						
							
							112,626

						
							
							104,046

						
							
							119,794

						
							
							126,187

						
							
							118,486

						
							
							111,680

						
					

					
							
							W Sieci

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							199,364

						
							
							94,232

						
							
							77,030

						
							
							73,900

						
					

					
							
							Tygodnik Do Rzeczy

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							86,614

						
							
							60,446

						
							
							52,478

						
					

					
							
							Wprost

						
							
							165,466

						
							
							138,151

						
							
							144,431

						
							
							112,864

						
							
							86,570

						
							
							87,887

						
							
							96,591

						
							
							74,257

						
							
							61,981

						
							
							58,226

						
							
							45,584

						
					

					
							
							Gazeta Polska

						
							
							–

						
							
							–

						
							
							26,394

						
							
							25,542

						
							
							24,928

						
							
							50,180

						
							
							70,496

						
							
							65,421

						
							
							55,235

						
							
							42,848

						
							
							37,077

						
					

					
							
							Tygodnik Powszechny

						
							
							27,571

						
							
							21,006

						
							
							20,177

						
							
							20,425

						
							
							19,009

						
							
							17,899

						
							
							17,396

						
							
							16,572

						
							
							17,469

						
							
							18,035

						
							
							18,906

						
					

					
							
							Przegląd

						
							
							34,803

						
							
							31,038

						
							
							28,292

						
							
							24,137

						
							
							24,137

						
							
							22,848

						
							
							21,930

						
							
							20,292

						
							
							18,567

						
							
							18,313

						
							
							17,185

						
					

				
			

			Source: Związek Kontroli Dystrybucji Prasy, cited after http://www.wirtualnemedia.pl/artykul/wprost-o-72-proc-w-dol-a-polityka-o-32-proc-sprzedaz-tygodnikow-opinii-od-2005-roku-raport (accessed September 21, 2016)
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			Source: Związek Kontroli Dystrybucji Prasy, cited after http://www.wirtualnemedia.pl/artykul/wprost-o-72-proc-w-dol-a-polityka-o-32-proc-sprzedaz-tygodnikow-opinii-od-2005-roku-raport (accessed September 21, 2016)

			Uważam Rze. Inaczej pisane was a relatively short-lived right-wing magazine. Its first issue appeared on February 7, 2011, without any promotional campaign. The texts were ­partially prepared in cooperation with the right-wing daily newspaper Rzeczpospolita. In November 2011, it sold 131,600 copies, slightly more than Polityka, which was the most popular magazine in this segment. The emergence of Uważam Rze is associated with the development of right-wing media, centred primarily around the Internet portal wpolityce.pl published by the Jan Liszewski Association for Media and Social Education.73 The following year, the magazine gained a new owner and publisher – Grzegorz Hajdarowicz. Due to the conflict between Hajdarowicz and editor-in-chief Paweł Lisicki, about 30 journalists left the journal and, in 2012, founded a new weekly wSieci, which in terms of layout and worldview was a continuation of Uważam Rze (which eventually stopped appearing in November 2016). Despite its short history, wSieci quickly became a top-selling magazine, competing with Wprost and Newsweek. In 2012, it sold over 119,000 copies on average, although later, this number decreased to 70–77,000 copies.74

			Ideologically similar to wSieci is the magazine Do Rzeczy. It was founded in 2013, and its current editor-in-chief is Paweł Lisicki. Do Rzeczy adheres to a conservative ideology based on Christian values but declares a liberal approach to economic matters. 

			A completely different weekly that will be analysed in this study is Przegląd, until 1999 called Przegląd Tygodniowy. It expresses strong left-wing views and beliefs, very often criticising Polish conservative political and Catholic circles. Nevertheless, it belongs to the most popular Polish weeklies (see Table 1).

			To sum up, the Polish market of the opinion-forming press is dominated by colourful socio-political weeklies, most of which are almost identical both in terms of subject matter and layout. They focus on current socio-political events, sometimes mention history and very rarely publish poetry or prose. 

			Mielczarek concludes that generally, Polish opinion journalism’s situation is stable, especially when compared to the printed daily newspapers, which are losing readers in the Internet era. Even socio-political weeklies, however, are not able to compete with the Internet in terms of priority in creating news. The only thing they can offer readers is a commentary on reality and events. Therefore, since the opinion-forming press still occupies the first place among Polish readers, this commentary constitutes an important material for research. 
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Chapter 3. 

“Ukraine Is Not Russia”:1 The Orange Revolution and Changes in Ukrainian Identity in the Polish Opinion-Forming Press

			The Orange Revolution in Ukraine, which took place between November 2004 and January 2005, reverberated through the media abroad, especially in Poland. In the book entitled Polish Bibliography of the Orange Revolution,2 the authors list more than 3,000 bibliographical entries concerning texts about these events published in Poland. For Polish-Ukrainian relations, the Orange Revolution held great significance in both spheres: politics and society. Although it was a continuation of the post-Soviet development of an “unexpected nation”3 that underwent an “unfinished revolution”4 in 1991, it took many observers by surprise. 

			The analysis of how Ukrainian identity was presented in the Polish press during the Orange Revolution will be conducted using the methodology described in Chapter 1. A combination of quantitative and qualitative content analysis (Critical Discourse Analysis, CDA) using category keys (see Appendix 2) and a tree of codes (see Appendix 1) was chosen since purely descriptive data is not meaningful without deeper reflection on the meanings contained in the analysed units.5

			Issues related to the Orange Revolution were discussed in about 80 Polish periodicals;6 however, I have focused only on the following opinion-forming weeklies: Gość Niedzielny, Tygodnik Powszechny, Polityka, Wprost, Przegląd, Newsweek Polska. When compiling the corpus of texts, I used the specification and reduction method7 and took into account only paper versions of the magazines, not their websites. It should be noted that priority was given to the qualitative part of the analysis; therefore, only those genres which could be described as “opinion-forming” (see Chapter 2) were included. 

			To obtain relevant data, I decided to browse through the issues of the selected magazines published from the beginning of 2004 to the end of 2005. In this way, I aimed to present a comprehensive picture of how Ukraine was portrayed in the Polish opinion-forming press before, during and after the Orange Revolution. Employing CDA methods to analyse the journalistic discourse meant focusing on the language of a given text and the journalist’s attitude towards the described social processes (in this case, the Orange Revolution, its causes and consequences). I paid special attention to the rhetorical devices used in articles, such as metaphors, metonymy, personification, synecdoche, comparisons, since they are not just a matter of language but represent the author’s conceptual system.8 

			In 2004 and 2005, a total of 194 articles on Ukrainian topics was published in the analysed magazines (see Figure 2). The number of such articles in a given journal depended on its profile. 

			Ukrainian issues were discussed in the following main thematic categories: politics, society, history, economy, culture and religion. Some of the articles could not be ascribed to any of these and were classified as “other.” Table 2 shows the distribution of analysed articles according to these categories (half numbers mean that an article was assigned to more than one category). 

			Figure 2. Number of articles on Ukraine in Polish opinion-forming weeklies in 2004–2005

			[image: ]

			Source: own elaboration.

			Table 2. Distribution of analysed articles according to thematic categories 

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Category

							Title

						
							
							Politics

						
							
							Society

						
							
							History

						
							
							Economy

						
							
							Culture

						
							
							Religion

						
							
							Other

						
					

					
							
							Tygodnik

							Powszechny

						
							
							39.5

						
							
							14.5

						
							
							4

						
							
							2

						
							
							4

						
							
							3

						
							
							6

						
					

					
							
							Przegląd 

						
							
							21

						
							
							7

						
							
							1

						
							
							0.5

						
							
							0.5

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
					

					
							
							Polityka

						
							
							16.5

						
							
							1.5

						
							
							6

						
							
							1.5

						
							
							1

						
							
							0.5

						
							
							1

						
					

					
							
							Newsweek Polska

						
							
							13.5

						
							
							6

						
							
							3.5

						
							
							1

						
							
							1

						
							
							0

						
							
							1

						
					

					
							
							Wprost

						
							
							17

						
							
							1.5

						
							
							2

						
							
							3

						
							
							0

						
							
							0

						
							
							7

						
					

					
							
							Gość Niedzielny

						
							
							4.5

						
							
							1.5

						
							
							2.5

						
							
							0

						
							
							0.5

						
							
							2

						
							
							1

						
					

				
			

			Source: own elaboration.

			Figure 3 shows the percentage share of these thematic categories across the analysed weeklies. Ukraine was most often commented upon in the Polish press in the context of politics – 57.7% of analysed articles belonged to this category. Society was in second place with 16.5% of articles. Historical issues, which have always been important in relations between Poland and Ukraine, were also addressed frequently (9.8%). Culture and economy were represented in similar numbers – 3.6% and 4.1%, respectively. Less attention was paid to religion (2.8%) and other topics (0.5%). 

			Figure 3. Percentage share of thematic categories across the analysed weeklies
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			Source: own elaboration.

			In the following sections, I will present the actors and agencies – i.e. the situations in which social actors are presented as “agents” or “patients”9 of identity – that most frequently appeared in the Polish press and the discursive markers of identity that were attributed to them.

			3.1. Representation of Ukraine before the Orange Revolution 

			3.1.1. The politicians 

			As shown in Figure 3, politics was the leading theme of the articles on Ukraine in all the analysed weeklies. Therefore, it was the decisive factor in the representation of Ukrainian identity. Since political institutions were the main agencies of identity, politicians were the main actors of identity. 

			In 2004, prior to the Orange Revolution, journalists paid considerable attention to the then president, Leonid Kuchma. He was the second president of Ukraine, elected in 1994 and re-elected in 1999. During his presidency, he pursued what he called a “multivector” foreign policy, which meant both a pro-Russian and pro-Western orientation. For example, Kuchma declared that Ukraine wanted to join NATO but, at the same time, signed economic treaties with Russia and sent Ukrainian troops to Iraq. During his second presidential term, Kuchma was more pro-Russian than pro-Western.10 

			Kuchma’s presidency is also known for the restriction of media freedom, numerous corruption scandals and the rise of the Ukrainian oligarchy. Ukraine during this period was portrayed in the analysed magazines as a state of blackmail, totally corrupt political elites and flourishing Soviet-style secret service operations, with a post-Soviet and pro-Russian identity. 

			In an ironic essay “How Will It Be, Sashka?” published in Polityka, Edwin Bendyk described Kuchma’s geopolitical views by comparing Ukrainian foreign policy towards Europe to the country’s national dance, hopak: “But what to do when the partner is dancing the hopak all the time: coming closer, then running away again.”11 Even then, in late February 2004, the author wondered whether something similar to the Georgian Rose Revolution12 was possible in Ukraine. He thought not because, in his opinion, Ukraine was far from European standards, larger and more divided than Georgia, and the Russian influence was more visible there. Nevertheless, Bendyk considered the Georgian example to be the most suitable variant of transition to democracy for Ukraine. 

			These elements – postcolonial dependence on Russia, corrupt elites, internal division and uncertainty in Ukraine’s foreign policy under Kuchma – formed the context in which the president was portrayed in all the analysed weeklies. 

			In the Polish opinion-forming press, Kuchma and his “hybrid” state with a “competitive authoritarian regime”13 represented Ukraine’s post-Soviet identity and unwillingness to overcome it. Ukraine was depicted as a post-Soviet region where nothing had changed during the Kuchma era, and the lack of democracy and a fair judicial system contributed to its non-European supranational identity. 

			The main actor in the discourse of the post-Soviet representation of Ukraine was Kuchma, who was described as behaving ostensibly like a democrat but in reality acting like a dictator.14 Hence, the political regime in Ukraine was called the “Kuchma dictatorship” (“Ukraina kuczmowsko-dyktatorska”15). Polish journalists emphasised his post-Soviet style of governance and the presence of a completely Soviet political elite that made no effort to join Western structures. On the contrary, Kuchma clearly strove for a closer relationship with Russia; during a meeting with the Russian president on July 26, 2004, for instance, he presented a new defence doctrine for Ukraine, which did not mention the country’s earlier willingness to join NATO and the EU. This act was widely commented on by political scientists and experts as well as journalists. In the analysed magazines, it was seen as a rejection of the “multivector” foreign policy and proof of Kuchma’s pro-Russian orientation. That is why the term “multivector” was often used ironically and put in quotation marks. Kuchma’s policy was described with vivid metaphors, such as “Kuchma fell into the arms of Russia,” “he emphasised the close ties between brothers Slavs,”16 “Kuchma renounced Europe.”17 

			To indicate the country’s dependence on external actors, especially Russia, the passive voice was used so that Ukraine was not a subject but an object of sentences. However, despite the dominant discourse of passivity and dependence, Ukraine was sometimes portrayed as an actor of its pro-Russian orientation and post-Soviet identity. Referring to Kuchma’s decision to not mention the country’s preparations to join NATO and the EU in the new defence doctrine, Przegląd wrote that “Ukraine did not betray the West last week! It has never been loyal to it.”18 It means that the journalist completely rejected the idea of any European identity existing in Ukraine, which proves that realpolitik is a decisive factor in the process of identity construction. 

			Social agencies determining everyday life were the topic of problem reportages in Tygodnik Powszechny. In the article “Ukraine between Spirit and Matter,” the author described the procedure of crossing the border between Poland and Ukraine and the situation when Ukrainian border guards told journalists that it was forbidden to write books about people in power in Ukraine.19 The lack of freedom of speech indicated an undemocratic, authoritarian state and confirmed its post-Soviet identity with no ambition for change and transformation. 

			The problems of border crossing were widely discussed in articles written after May 1, 2004, i.e. after the enlargement of the EU to include Poland, among others. The corruption and bureaucracy related to the functioning of the customs system became one of the more visible and tangible elements of post-Soviet identity in Ukraine. The issue of institutional identity was highlighted, for instance, by Marek Grocholski. According to him, the fact that Ukraine was not in the EU automatically did not allow it to have a European identity. In this case, the actual border between the two states turned into a symbolic line separating “better Europe” from the rest of the continent. The former was embedded in the economic formation that was the European Union. Although the author regretted that Ukraine was on the other side of that border, he was nevertheless aware that its post-Soviet identity was enforced not only by bureaucracy and corruption but also by the tangible remains of the previous era, such as the Soviet military facilities in Ukraine.20

			The Polish press depicted Ukraine’s institutional identity as dependent to a large degree on external actors – Russia and the EU.21 Much attention was paid to the country’s prospects of joining the European Union.22 Therefore, in the geopolitical context, Ukraine was presented not as an actor determining its strategies of identity but rather as their object. I am referring here to a supranational identity: European or pro-Russian, which is a combination of certain values and geopolitical orientation. Europe saw Ukraine as belonging to the same category as the countries that geographically belonged to Asia and Africa,23 and the western border of the former USSR was considered the eastern border of the EU. Ukraine thus found itself on the other side of the new Iron Curtain dividing Europe. 

			Apart from the border between the EU and non-EU countries, which divided the European continent into two distinct parts, there was also another border, which, according to the Polish journalists, did not divide but united and imposed a different identity discourse that inscribed Ukraine in the Russian sphere. It was the border with Russia, which was not yet properly organised and guarded. As Przegląd noted, “Ukraine still does not have a marked out and guarded border with Russia, which keeps it away from the EU and the Schengen area. Besides, there is no indication that it will strive for such a demarcation.”24 

			Another indicator of the post-Soviet identity and pro-Russian orientation in the period before the Orange Revolution was the lack of Ukrainian language in the public sphere and the lack of freedom of speech. According to the Polish journalists, the omnipresence of Russian in the Ukrainian media was evidence of an undemocratic regime and proved that the real actor was Russia, not Ukraine. The public sphere, an agency of identity, was thus dominated by the external identity of the former coloniser. In terms of the postcolonial theory, Ukraine was presented as a subaltern, a minority, imitating the culture and political culture of the coloniser, which usually resulted in what Homi Bhabha called a “mimicry,” being “almost the same, but not quite.”25 In politics, postcolonial relations manifested themselves in the constant dependence on Russia in decision-making that was very apparent to external observers. Journalist Andrzej Łukowski, in an article on Russian-Ukrainian relations and the construction of the Odesa-Brody pipeline, used the metaphor of horseback riding to describe Ukrainian politics: “it will be difficult to turn back the horses, no longer just rushing towards Moscow but running in her team.”26 

			The lack of democracy became plainly visible just before the Orange Revolution. The Polish media widely covered the case of Viktor Yushchenko’s poisoning27 and the entire pre-election campaign. A journalist stated in Przegląd that “the situation in this country is still far from democracy … voters are intimidated and give wrong answers during anonymous polls.”28

			Russia-oriented Ukraine and its inability to overcome Russian influence were portrayed differently in different journals. For instance, Tygodnik Powszechny used mild wording when describing the country’s post-Soviet identity, referring only to the political ruling elites, whereas other analysed magazines were not so moderate. Their journalists wrote explicitly about the pro-Russian identity and pro-Russian orientation in Ukraine, often pointing to it in the very headlines of their articles: “The Ukrainian Republic of Russia” (“Ukraińska republika Rosji”), “Chipping the Trident” (“Szczerbienie tryzuba”) with a subtitle – “Russians Elect Ukraine’s President” and “Ukraine vs Ruskraine” (“Ukraina kontra Ruskraina”). The first example clearly shows that Ukraine, a de jure independent state, de facto was perceived as a satellite of Russia, moreover, as one of the units of the Russian Federation. These titles suggested that Ukraine was not an independent state with a strong national identity, and the issues concerning it were presented in colonial categories of centre and periphery. In all of these texts, Ukraine was portrayed as dependent on Russia and manipulated and directed by it. However, the journalists did not differentiate between the people of Ukraine and the politicians. They used the word “Ukraine” to generalise and indicate that the entire identity of the country depended not on individual actors but on political, or rather geopolitical, agendas. 

			In the article “The Ukrainian Republic of Russia,” Jerzy Marek Nowakowski referred to Ukraine as “the pearl in Russia’s imperialist crown.” The internal actors were President Kuchma and the group of oligarchs that had emerged during his term in office. Ukraine’s identity was represented by Kyiv’s agendas and its foreign policy – supposedly oriented to the West but, in reality, post-Soviet and backward. Comparisons to Alexander Lukashenko’s Belarus were very frequent. Ukraine before the Orange Revolution was presented as a Russified and Russian-speaking state. For the journalist, the real actor in Ukrainian politics was Russian President Vladimir Putin. He was the one with the real power and the one who dictated the discourses. Nowakowski compared him to one of the former First Secretaries of the USSR, Yurii Andropov, who had once said that NATO wanted to take Ukraine away from “Matushka Rossiya” (“Mommy Russia”).29 

			European identity was associated with European standards and democratic politics. Therefore, Ukraine did not possess it and, moreover, was reluctant to make any changes and reforms, thus getting closer to Russia and becoming invisible to the West: “only differentiation from Russia will allow Ukraine to exist (especially in the eyes of the West).”30

			Many references to the Soviet times were made in the context of Viktor Yanukovych, who was called “Putin’s candidate” and “Russia’s candidate.” For example, Jagienka Wilczak stressed in Polityka that Yanukovych’s policy as prime minister resembled the Soviet period because of its paternalism: he raised salaries for people working in the public sector, but the prices, especially of meat, also rose: “As in communist times, meat is again playing a political role.”31 This portrayal of Ukrainian identity as pro-Russian and post-Soviet was not limited to the analysed Polish press. Political scientist Taras Kuzio also agreed that Yanukovych’s image corresponded to Shulman’s “East Slavic” identity complex, which was “less supportive of reform and cooler towards Ukraine’s integration into the West.”32

			3.1.2. The oligarchs

			A very important factor in the perception of Ukrainian identity as post-Soviet and pro-Russian was the country’s economic dependence on Russia, which introduced the second large group of actors besides politicians – the oligarchs. They appeared in many articles, which means that they played a crucial role in creating Ukraine’s image abroad and the perception of its identity. 

			As Anders Åslund notes, oligarchs (big businessmen who are involved in politics and decision-making and have close relations with higher state authorities, usually the president) are not a unique phenomenon limited to Ukraine and Russia; they are common in the economy and politics of middle-income countries. They are usually associated with Latin America or post-Soviet states, such as Ukraine, Russia and Kazakhstan.33 In post-Soviet countries, oligarchs emerged as a result of the privatisation of large state-owned industrial concerns. Sławomir Matuszak, an expert at the Centre for Eastern Studies in Warsaw, in his short study on the Ukrainian oligarchy, states that although oligarchy is widespread in other countries as well, nowhere does it have such a significant influence as in Ukraine.34 

			The oligarchs in Ukraine as a class were formed in the early post-Soviet years, in the mid-1990s. In brief, three main clans of oligarchs emerged in the political arena: the Donetsk clan headed by Rinat Akhmetov; the Dnipropetrovsk clan, whose main actor was Pavlo Lazarenko, with Yulia Tymoshenko as a close partner; and the Kyiv clan, represented by Viktor Medvedchuk and the Surkis brothers, Hryhorii and Ihor.35 During Kuchma’s presidency (1994–2004), they held a strong position in Ukrainian politics, media and business. They not only owned large industrial companies but also controlled the main Ukrainian media, which were used to consolidate their power and minimise criticism of the establishment.36 Moreover, the oligarch-controlled TV channels influenced the opinions and views of Ukrainian citizens, which did not facilitate the transition to democracy and entry into the framework of European identity. 

			Before the Orange Revolution, the oligarchs were portrayed as symbols of post-Soviet identity. In addition, due to the fact that much of their financial activity depended on Russia, they were depicted as creators of pro-Russian identity in Ukraine. In addition, other symbols of post-Soviet identity and mentality, such as corruption, feudalism in political structures and nepotism, were also associated with them. 

			In the period of “pre-Orange Ukraine,” two oligarchs were mentioned most frequently in the analysed Polish weeklies. The first one was Rinat Akhmetov, who dealt mainly in metallurgy, media, banking, transport, conventional power engineering, insurance and retail trade. The second was Viktor Pinchuk, Kuchma’s son-in-law, whose main business was related to metallurgy, namely, the production and distribution of pipes, but who was also a media owner.

			Polish journalists used the words “clan” or “mafia” when describing Ukrainian oligarchs, implying the existence of organised criminal groups that influenced politics. Although the oligarchs’ position was strong already in the Kuchma era, during the political crisis following the Orange Revolution, some of them became actors of the new identity and were referred to in the Polish press as “Orange oligarchs” or “Yushchenko’s oligarchs.” It is hard not to agree with Matuszak that “the Orange Revolution caused a reshuffle among the oligarchs, but the system itself remained unchanged.”37 

			Figure 4 shows the number of articles in which oligarchs were mentioned. They most frequently appeared in the weekly Wprost, which emphasised their pro-Russian identity, writing that they either did not speak Ukrainian at all or spoke it very badly, like Pinchuk and Akhmetov. The latter was presented as the head of the Donetsk clan with close ties to Kuchma and Yanukovych. Wprost portrayed the oligarchs as representatives of post-Soviet paternalism and nepotism in politics and the economy. Kuchma was shown as their patron and called “Papa Kuchma.” On the other hand, it was mentioned that there were small and medium-sized businesses, which constituted an attempt at free-market economic development. The oligarchs were also associated with a non-transparent economy, a grey area full of corruption, which is what linked Ukraine to Russia and separated it from Europe. The expression “an economic umbilical cord connecting Kyiv with Moscow”38 implied that the relationship between the two countries was like the relationship between a mother and a child and was used to show Ukraine’s colonial dependence in terms of identity. 

			Figure 4. Number of articles in the analysed weeklies in which oligarchs were mentioned extensively
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			Source: own elaboration.

			The post-Soviet and anti-Western identity of the ruling establishment during the Kuchma era was also directly pointed out in Przegląd: 

			Ukrainian oligarchs feel good in the post-Soviet system; they finance the current government in exchange for the opportunity to get rich with impunity at the expense of the state (which, incidentally, is also true of Kuchma’s immediate family). For this group, Ukraine’s entry into Europe or NATO would be a disaster because the days of murky waters would be over.39

			In most cases, oligarchs were mentioned in connection with the large cities of Eastern Ukraine, such as Donetsk, Luhansk, Dnipropetrovsk and Kharkiv. Their areas of operation were also post-Soviet and pro-Russian. Moreover, they were perceived by Polish journalists as those who supported Russia’s imperial aspirations toward Ukraine and as a threat to democracy and an obstacle to creating Ukraine’s institutional European identity. This identity, related to the country’s entry into the European Union, depended on the level of democracy in every sphere of life, but Polish journalists emphasised that, in this case, the most important spheres were politics and the economy.40 

			3.1.3. The society 

			Before the Orange Revolution, ordinary society was also considered an agency of post-Soviet identity. In this context, Polish journalists paid attention to Ukrainian people’s appearance and behaviour, emphasising certain visual features of homo Sovieticus. This designation appeared mainly in articles about the Eastern or some parts of Western Ukraine, although in Przegląd, it was also used to describe the inhabitants of the Western Ukrainian town of Drohobych: “Homo Sovieticus walks down the street, humiliated by poverty, rude and gruff towards strangers.”41 

			Besides people, other attributes of Ukraine’s post-Soviet identity were monuments of Lenin and the Soviet-style buildings. The former, being symbols, were in particular portrayed as an obstacle to the transition to democracy and Europe. The author of the article “With Lenin to Europe” in Tygodnik Powszechny, for instance, described the ordinary life in the central Ukrainian city of Vinnytsia during the Orange Revolution, and the first thing he drew attention to was the monument of Lenin in the central square. This sign was incompatible with Europe and Ukraine’s aspiration to acquire a new identity. 

			The lack of changes in identity can be seen in the wording of the articles about Eastern Ukraine. For example, Newsweek clearly indicated the identity of the Donbas region through the title “We Are a Soviet People.”42 The journalist described the people living there as if they were still living in the USSR, knew all the local secretaries of the communist party and did not identify with a particular state: 

			“We are a Soviet people, not Russian or Ukrainian,” he argues. For people like him, the only thing that matters is their backyard; strangers are a threat. Strangers, then, are the Orange people from the streets of Kyiv, who brazenly fraternise with Poles and call on the forces of evil from America for help.43 

			The quoted passage implies that the people living in Donbas have neither a civic nor ethnic Ukrainian identity. 

			Religion was yet another factor of the post-Soviet and pro-Russian identity of Ukrainian society mentioned in the Polish press, although it was one of the less popular topics (see Figure 3). Stereotypically, followers of the Orthodox Church, especially of the Moscow Patriarchate, were portrayed as Yanukovych’s electorate and, therefore, pro-Russian and post-Soviet. On the contrary, those of the Greek Catholic faith were represented as supporters of pro-Western values and Yushchenko.44 Małgorzata Nocuń in Tygodnik Powszechny wrote about Orthodox religious organisations that supported Yanukovych. The wording of the article clearly indicated their post-Soviet identity, which involved a pro-Russian orientation and the desire for the unification of the Slavic people of Russia, Ukraine and Belarus. Religion was thus seen as an instrument of identity construction.

			The brotherhood resembles the Communist Party and its procession a May 1 march. Nearby, an elderly woman hands out leaflets printed in Russian with a prayer for Yanukovych. … And what is the purity of the Orthodox Church? It is a close relationship between the Church and Moscow.45 

			It is worth noting that, in reality, such cases were rare. According to L. Riazanova’s research, more Orthodox voters voted for Yushchenko (52.9%) than Yanukovych (31.6%) in the second round of elections on November 21, 2004.46 

			3.2. Re-inventing Ukraine. The discourse of the “birth of a nation” 

			Out of the 194 articles on Ukrainian topics that appeared in the analysed weeklies in 2004 and 2005 (see Figure 2), 96 were published between November 2004 and January 2005, i.e. during the period of the Orange Revolution (see Figure 5). 

			The Orange Revolution was depicted positively in the Polish press, with journalists describing its peaceful character and festive atmosphere. Accordingly, the emphasis was put on the identity changes that were taking place in Ukraine: the fact that Ukrainians began to see themselves as a nation and, consequently, the new image of their identity abroad that it created. This new identity, demonstrated during the Orange Revolution, was described in the discourse as the “birth of a nation,” to which phrase the adjective “new” was sometimes added. There were thus two narratives about Ukrainian identity. The first viewed Ukrainians as a nation that had existed before and only redefined itself during the Orange Revolution. The second narrative, on the other hand, implied that the Orange Revolution had created a “new” nation with a completely new identity. 

			Figure 5. Number of articles published in the analysed weeklies during the Orange Revolution (November 2004 – January 2005)
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			Source: own elaboration.

			Figure 6 shows how many times the “birth of a nation” discourse appeared in the analysed magazines. This issue was associated in the Polish press with the electoral behaviour of Ukrainians and their discontent with the election fraud that triggered mass protests. The first article to note that a political and social event such as the presidential elections in Ukraine could cause identity changes was published in Gość Niedzielny on November 11, 2004:47 “Now citizens have realised that by voting they can really make a difference in the state. This is a lot. In communist times, such thinking was not possible.”48 This quote indicates that the Orange Revolution was a turning point in the perception of Ukrainian identity. 

			Figure 6. Number of articles discussing the “birth of a nation” in the analysed weeklies in 2004–2005 
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			Source: own elaboration.

			Even after gaining independence, Ukraine was still perceived by its Western neighbour as part of the Soviet identity space, despite the fact that the Soviet Union no longer existed. The change in 2004 occurred primarily in the perception of agencies of identity. Before the Orange Revolution, the role of agents of identity in the international arena was played by individual politicians and political institutions and the Ukrainian political regime in general. The people’s disagreement with the election results shifted the focus, and henceforth Ukrainians began to be perceived as actors of identity and those who constructed it. 

			The new agents of identity were primarily young people. It was emphasised that they belonged to a new generation who did not remember the previous regime and therefore embodied a new identity. In the discourse of the “birth of a new nation,” young people who no longer had so many stereotypes about Ukraine were given the opportunity to “invent” it, which ties in to the constructivist theory in identity studies that places an emphasis on civic engagement in the process of identity-making. In the context of agencies, a great role was attributed to the Ukrainian youth NGO “Pora” (“It’s Time”), which was described as an engine of the revolution and a symbol of Ukrainian national identity in both civic and ethnic variants: “‘Pora’ has become a symbol of youth and nascent national consciousness. They want television to be broadcast in Ukrainian. They want to be Ukrainians.”49 

			In the articles, the phrase “Ukrainian nation” was used frequently (“naród Ukrainy,” “ukraiński naród”). From the point of view of the CDA theory, as Norman Fairclough has emphasised, this expression indicates a shift in power relations, consisting in putting first social practices performed not by the ruling state authorities but by another actor – society. The general wording of the discourse of the “birth of a nation” in different magazines is shown in Table 3. 

			Table 3. Wording of the discourse of the “birth of a nation” in the analysed weeklies

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Tygodnik

							Powszechny

						
							
							Civic society, the birth of democracy, democratic Ukraine, similarity to “Solidarity,” resistance to post-Soviet and pro-Russian elites, Polish-Ukrainian reconciliation, free Ukrainian nation, Ukrainians awakened, civic identity born, 1989 and the revolutions in Eastern and Central Europe, Georgian option, the awakening of the Ukrainian nation, 1989 Spring of Nations, struggle for sovereignty of the people of Eastern and Central Europe, dismantling the pillars of the old system, the nation got up from its knees, Ukraine is and will be, civic nation 

						
					

					
							
							Wprost

						
							
							Awakening of Ukraine, Ukrainian nation, Ukrainian people, Ukraine is similar to “Solidarity,” reconciliation between Poland and Ukraine, sovereign state, free Ukrainian people, the European system of values, Ukraine is a sovereign state, conscious member of the national community

						
					

					
							
							Polityka

						
							
							Maidan of freedom, new Ukrainian nation, the birth of a nation, a struggle for democracy, Polish-Ukrainian reconciliation

						
					

					
							
							Newsweek Polska

						
							
							A new nation was born, an independent and democratic nation, democratic elections, free Ukraine, the road to freedom and democracy, Polish-Ukrainian reconciliation, freedom is born

						
					

					
							
							Gość Niedzielny

						
							
							Conscious citizens, changes in the state, a stronger sense of citizenship, a new Ukraine

						
					

					
							
							Przegląd

						
							
							Awakening of the nation, civic awareness, freedom of speech, the rule of law, democracy, great social movement

						
					

				
			

			Source: own elaboration.

			After the first protests in Kyiv, in most of the analysed weeklies, the identity changes were presented in two juxtapositions: Ukrainian civic identity versus Soviet identity and Ukrainian ethnic identity versus Russian identity. The new Ukrainian civic identity was, on the one hand, different from the Soviet one and, on the other hand, close to the Ukrainian national cultural element, which showed that Ukraine was not Russia. In many cases, the phrase “Ukraine is not Russia” was used to claim that it had the right to declare its Europeanness.50 

			The data show that the biggest interest in the discussion about building a new identity in Ukraine and the influence of the Orange Revolution on this process was expressed by Tygodnik Powszechny. Very relevant descriptions of the birth of a new Ukrainian identity could also be found in Wprost and, to a lesser extent, in Polityka and Newsweek. While Gość Niedzielny did not devote much attention to these events, Przegląd covered them but without drawing conclusions about the “birth of a new nation.” These different approaches can be explained by the editorial policy and specificity of particular weeklies. Tygodnik Powszechny was very engaged in Ukrainian issues and paid much attention to the process of forming the Ukrainian nation-state, including during the Orange Revolution. The other weeklies, although they reported on those events, did not analyse their narratives and significance in depth. 

			When the first protests in Ukraine began, Tygodnik Pow­szechny demonstrated collective support for Ukrainians in its editorial. Identity markers that were used referred to people’s civic activity and their awareness that they were actors in political and social processes: “Both in the central and western parts, as well as in the east of the country, a civic society is being created today, rejecting the corset of Soviet times.”51

			To highlight the issue of Ukraine’s identity, Tygodnik Powszechny published an article by prominent historian Norman Davies. He wrote about the “awakening of the Ukrainian nation” and placed Ukrainian national identity in discourse not of “nascence” but “renascence,” stating that Ukrainian history had been distorted by Russian imperial and then Soviet historiography, which did not recognise Ukraine as a separate nation.52 

			In Wprost, on the other hand, the discourse of the “birth of a nation” was not as romanticised as in Tygodnik Powszechny. The emphasis was placed on the birth of civic identity, with particular stress on the transition from post-Soviet identity and the role of Yushchenko in this process. 

			A series of reports on Ukrainian events was published in the 49th issue of Polityka on December 4, 2004. The fact that something new had emerged was reflected by the name of the column in which these articles appeared: “The Spring of Ukraine.” The allegory of spring was used for two reasons – to link Ukraine with the revolutions of 1989 in Europe and to indicate the beginning of a “new Ukraine” that was created by “Kyiv intelligentsia and Western Ukrainian nationalism.”53 

			In Newsweek, the discourse of the “birth of a new nation” was presented as a juxtaposition of supranational identities, pro-Russian (post-Soviet) and European: 

			It was as if many politicians in Europe suddenly realised what had been clear in Warsaw for a long time – that Ukraine is not just another backward post-Soviet province, forever attached to great Russia, but an important area whose civilisational, cultural and political belonging to our part of the world is worth striving for.54 

			Newsweek also used the metaphor of awakening from a long sleep: “Ukraine has not experienced similar demonstrations since becoming an independent state in 1991. Afterwards, almost the entire society sank into a lethargy, only to wake up now.”55 The new identity was thus linked to people’s civic engagement in political affairs. 

			Unlike the mainstream portrayal of Ukraine during the Orange Revolution, the left-wing Przegląd did not use figures of speech and rich vocabulary to praise the movement and did not describe the events as the birth of a new nation. Only one text, “I Feel Orange” by Krzysztof Teodor Toeplitz, clearly indicated that Ukraine had gained a new identity: 

			Ukraine wants democracy, the rule of law and freedom of speech, which is a legitimate right of every nation. The great social upheaval both in Kyiv and in Donbas suggests that there has been a real civic awakening, which is always a value.56 

			Although Przegląd also highlighted people’s civic engagement during the Orange Revolution, it did not make any optimistic assumptions. 

			The “birth of a new nation” during the Orange Revolution was further addressed in the discursive representation of values and transition. These two concepts appeared in all the analysed weeklies, even those that did not use the phrase “birth of a nation” very often, i.e. Gość Niedzielny and Przegląd. The issue of values was presented in the context of democracy, which was a value in itself and which defined a shift in the identity from a post-Soviet, authoritarian and non-free to a European, democratic and free one. To underline this shift, I will use the word “transition” because the Polish media portrayed the events in Ukraine by referring to its past. 

			The discursive indication of transition was marked by pointing out the common benefits from the Orange Revolution. Polish journalists used references to the past and metaphors that recalled social and national movements in their country. A conspicuous example was the editorial in Tygodnik Powszechny “For Your Freedom. And Ours” (“Za wolność waszą. I naszą”). It was a paraphrase of the famous Polish revolutionary motto “For our freedom and yours,” which originated after the Partitions. Later, it became a battle cry in various Polish uprisings and also signified the common struggle of oppressed nations in the Russian Empire. In addition, these words expressed the views of the Polish Romantics, who saw their nation as a “chosen one” with a special mission to liberate other nations oppressed by Russia.57 Since the Orange Revolution was perceived in the Polish press as the liberation of Ukraine from the Russian sphere of influence, this slogan became relevant again. It had also been popular during the “Solidarity” movement that had opposed the Soviet regime in Poland, as well as in Eastern and Central Europe. 

			In addition, three articles were entitled “The Orange Alternative,”58 which was a reference to Waldemar “Major” Fydrych and his Orange Alternative, a Polish anticommunist underground movement in the 1980s.59 The events on the Kyiv Maidan were also compared to the Polish “Solidarity.” Moreover, such Polish actors of the transformation as Lech Wałęsa, Leszek Balcerowicz and Jacek Kuroń were mentioned: “Ukrainians resemble the people of the first ‘Solidarity,’” “the atmosphere on the Maidan is similar to that of the early 1980s in Poland.”60 

			The discourse of transition was very aptly pointed out in Wprost by Leszek Balcerowicz, the former Polish minister of finance who had led Poland from a Soviet shortage economy to a capitalist free market economy. His text “Ukraine in Transition” (“Ukraina w przemianach”) presented the carnival of the Orange Revolution as a prerequisite for carrying out tangible structural changes in the economy. 

			Journalists also used the word “transformation” in an economic sense, as in Poland. Although Andrzej Brzeziecki indicated in Tygodnik Powszechny that the post-Soviet identity was far from European standards, the title of his article – “Before the Second Transformation”61 – implied a discourse of transition. The economic factor was associated with the value of freedom, in this case – with the freedom of private ownership and the free market, which could inscribe Ukraine into the Western identity system. The word “normal” appeared very often in the context of the value system and everyday life of citizens. Such expressions as “normal life of people,” “normal state,” “normal economy” were used to mark the difference from “abnormal,” which had been caused by Ukraine’s Soviet heritage. 

			The discourse of transition found in Polish texts about Ukraine written during the Orange Revolution is shown schematically in Figure 7.

			Figure 7. Discourse of transition in the analysed weeklies during the Orange Revolution
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			Source: own elaboration.

			In its coverage of the events in 2004 and 2005, Wprost stressed that peaceful protests were a sign that Ukraine belonged to Europe. Democracy and the possibility to freely express one’s opinions were presented as the main goals of the revolution. In his article “Squeezing Oranges,” Juliusz Urbanowicz portrayed the Orange Revolution as a social struggle for domination because the one who dominated defined identity: “the biggest achievement of the Orange Revolution … is to have broken Russia’s cultural domination and the post-Soviet mentality.”62 

			The discourse of transition in Ukraine was not possible without juxtaposing Ukraine with Russia. The separation from Russia and the portrayal of Ukraine as having a sense of its own identity had a very symbolic meaning in the Polish press. Journalists excluded Ukraine from the circle of Russian identity and inscribed it into the circle of identity of postcommunist states that had been able to transform and become members of the European Union.63 This emphasised the significance of institutional identity, which was related to values, namely, the values of freedom – “a free Ukraine can only develop as part of a free Europe.”64 

			Ukraine’s distancing from Russia was presented as a social process that indicated the end of the Russian empire and the real demise of the Soviet Union. Polish writer and thinker Stanisław Lem pointed out in his article in Przegląd that the Orange Revolution was a “failure of President Putin’s imperial policy.”65 The move away from the Russian sphere of influence was highlighted by civic activism, with journalists stressing that in Ukraine, unlike in Putin’s Russia, citizens “decide what to do with politicians.”66 

			Ukrainians during the Orange Revolution were portrayed as actors who were able to construct their identity themselves: “Ukrainians have undergone an accelerated transformation. From a post-Soviet mass, they became a modern, community- and goal-conscious, truly independent nation. Meanwhile, Russians long for the Soviet Union, as they have for the past 15 years.”67 This is an example of a discourse of constructing an imagined community of Ukraine that differs from Russia in terms of its transition efforts. 

			In Przegląd, the distance towards Russia and the departure from the Soviet mentality were also acknowledged but as the voice of the other, i.e. in the form of an interview with Viktor Yushchenko.68 And in a series of reports about the Orange Revolution entitled “The Battle for Ukraine,” journalist Mirosław Głodowski wrote that Ukraine was transforming from a mass into a nation, increasingly “aware of its peculiarity and own interests.”69 Also in Przegląd, the discourse of transition was presented as a crossroads where Ukrainian identity was being chosen. The title of one article read, “Ukraine between Russia and… the World,” implying that Ukraine was on the border when it came to identity.

			In the majority of articles, the Orange Revolution was presented as a way to legitimise the very existence of Ukraine, which until that point had been dependent on Russia. Therefore, the discourse of transition was used to prove to the world, Russia and the Ukrainians themselves that they were a separate, sovereign nation:

			It is still difficult for Russians to accept, first, that the democratisation processes in Ukraine were, to a decisive extent, the result of events in that country and not of “sabotage” on the part of the West; second, Russians do not really want to come to terms with the fact that, despite being culturally and historically close, the Russian and Ukrainian people are today ethnically, politically and nationally distinct.70

			In terms of institutional identity, all the weeklies except Przegląd expressed support for Ukrainian aspirations to join the European Union.71 Przegląd’s journalists accepted that Ukraine was on a path of transition but stressed that it was still dependent on the Russian economy, so Europe might not want to “take Ukraine completely away from Russia” to preserve good relations with the latter.72 

			One more important concept associated with the transition in the “birth of a nation” discourse was free media. The issue came to the front after the murder of Ukrainian journalist Georgii Gongadze (see above). During his presidential campaign, Yushchenko promised to find the perpetrators and punish them. The question of punishment for those responsible for this crime became thus a symbol of the changes. 

			The analysed weeklies acknowledged that one of the visible achievements of the Orange Revolution was freedom of speech. A widely reported example was Yushchenko apologising after being rude to a journalist who had asked him an uncomfort­able question about his son’s income and lifestyle. It was also emphasised that in Kuchma’s time, it had been forbidden to even ask politicians about their private lives. The apology was considered a sign of change, and the media began to play the role of controllers.73 

			Until recently, the children of Ukrainian elites lived in blissful peace, undisturbed by the press. The media were not supposed to be interested in them. But since the scandal around young Yushchenko broke out, journalists have not stopped looking for new bombshells.74

			Free media were linked to the value of freedom, which, as Figure 7 shows, was one of the most frequent attributes of the Ukrainian transition mentioned in the Polish press: the article “The Screen of Freedom,”75 for example, was devoted to the only opposition channel during the Ukrainian presidential elections – 5th Channel. 

			Journalists agreed that new free elections, opposition-building and opportunities for the development of civic society were evidence of a political transition. They also expressed hope that Ukrainians would fight corruption and nepotism to make the transition from a post-Soviet identity to a democratic state,76 comparing the country’s situation to that of Georgia after 2003. 

			The “birth of a nation” and transition discourses were very often accompanied by references to Poland’s role in building Ukrainian identity, especially the contribution of Polish President Aleksander Kwaśniewski (1995–2005) during the Orange Revolution and the historical influence of Kultura and Jerzy Giedroyc on the perception of Ukraine in Poland. The Orange Revolution was perceived as a legitimisation of Giedroyc’s ideas: “Giedroyc was right – Poland lost lands in the East but gained friends and allies there.”77 In this context, Polish-Ukrainian relations were treated as Poland’s positive contribution to Ukrainian European identity, as expressed in Tygodnik Powszechny: democracy in Ukraine depended on the quality of democracy in Poland.78 

			Another topic addressed in the analysed weeklies in the context of the “birth of a nation” discourse and re-inventing Ukraine, though not as often as politics, was culture. It appeared most frequently in Tygodnik Powszechny (see Table 3). For example, the first article about Ukraine in 2004 was devoted to its culture in the context of Polish-Ukrainian relations on the occasion of the celebration of the Polish Year in Ukraine.79 However, in addition to cultural issues, it also described the political and social situation in Ukraine. The journalist portrayed Ukraine as a European country in terms of literature and intellectual thought but stated that the political and social conditions were not conducive to the development of a European identity in Ukraine. 

			The other three articles on this topic in Tygodnik Powszechny were published in 2005. The first was written in connection with the creation of a new magazine in Lviv that was to be addressed to Poles and inform them about Ukraine in order to eliminate negative connotations and challenge stereotypes.80 The second article was devoted to an art exhibition at the Kyiv National Gallery, “Ukrainian Portrait of the 16th–18th Century.” This exhibition presented images of important figures of Ukrainian culture and history together with portraits of such persons from Poland, Belarus, Lithuania and Russia. The article’s author, Piotr Kosiewski, agreed that the title of the exhibition could be perceived as a declaration of the organisers, who apparently had in mind portraits of Ukrainians or painted by Ukrainians and other important figures living on the territory of the present Ukrainian state. Next, he reflected on Ukrainian culture in the context of Polish state tradition and the role of history, especially the heritage of the First Polish Republic, in shaping this culture. Referring to Ukrainian identity, Kosiewski concluded that the cultural tradition of the First Polish Republic should be understood as a common heritage of both Poland and Ukraine.81 In the third article, “The Majority in the Minority,”82 Andrzej Brzeziecki discussed the role of language in the Orange Revolution and the role of Ukrainian music bands that accompanied the protests. 

			In the other weeklies, cultural issues were presented very rarely. During the Orange Revolution, there were only a few articles devoted entirely to Ukrainian culture, therefore defining culture as a factor of identity. In two of them, Ukrainian contemporary literature was recognised as European and the writers as actors of identity. For instance, Yurii Andrukhovych was presented as a symbol of Ukraine’s search for a European identity and confrontation with the post-Soviet style. “His protagonist is a European with a story to tell, a Galician with a past, and a Ukrainian who feels like a stranger in his own Russified and Sovietised country. That is, Andrukhovych himself.”83

			In addition, Polish journalists emphasised in their texts that contemporary Ukrainian culture was an elite, high-quality culture, while Russian or Russian-speaking culture in Ukraine was a mass culture of low quality.84 

			3.3. Actors of identity during the Orange Revolution

			3.3.1. Viktor Yushchenko, the hetman of freedom

			In CDA, it is very important to analyse the actors of identity. In the “birth of a nation” discourse during the Orange Revolution, the actors were individualised and specified,85 in contrast to the generalisations used to refer to the people representing post-Soviet Ukraine, called simply “oligarchs,” for example. The main actor was Viktor Yushchenko. 

			Yushchenko played the role of an identity marker for the Polish press. He was described as a personification of Ukraine’s Western and European orientation. The fact that passive voice was not used in relation to him meant that he was perceived as an active independent figure. Tygodnik Powszechny wrote, for example, “Thousands came to ‘our Maidan’ to hear Viktor Yushchenko declare victory. And he thanked the people for persevering, for proving to the world that they are a European nation.”86 Only active voice was used here. Yushchenko “declared,” and people “proved” their European identity. So the actor was Yushchenko, and the agency of identity was the Maidan, which was also active. European identity was associated with “victory,” which, however, did not mean Yushchenko’s presidential win (the article was written on December 19, before the third round of elections). It referred to the Constitutional Court’s decision to hold the second round of elections again because the previous one had been deemed unfair by the Court. Therefore, in this case, European identity meant the values of the rule of law and the right to a fair choice for citizens. 

			Interesting texts from the perspective of the discourse of the actors of identity were published in Wprost. The first issue from 2005 was devoted in its entirety to Yushchenko as the winner of the “Man of the Year” prize, awarded annually by this magazine. His image in the Polish press was also built on references to Cossack traditions, e.g. Wprost entitled one of its articles about him “The Hetman of Freedom.”87 “Hetman” was the highest position in the hierarchy of Ukrainian Cossacks, who had their own state of Hetmanshchyna, considered a proto-Ukrainian state. The noun “freedom” referred to the common discourse of values, as described earlier, where freedom was seen as an attribute of liberal European identity. 

			In the same article, Wprost also used interesting linguistic devices that alluded to the discourse of religion, comparing Yushchenko to Jesus and Moses: “the last supper with dioxins” (a reference to his poisoning), “he will lead Ukrainians through their Red Sea.” 

			Yushchenko was also portrayed as one who could bring about reconciliation between the Polish and Ukrainian states and help overcome the difficult historical memory of ethnic cleansing in Volhynia and Operation “Vistula.”

			Liberal weeklies portrayed Yushchenko as a true leader and nation builder. Before he was elected president, he had been described as Ukraine’s only reasonable choice, which defined its identity for the future. Therefore, Yushchenko was presented in a dichotomy of the old regime versus a new one:

			Yushchenko is an experienced politician. Called the father of the Ukrainian currency, hryvnia, he was the head of the Central Bank. When he became prime minister, he stopped the looting of the state, forced the oligarchs to pay taxes and paid overdue salaries, pensions and annuities. But the clans never forgave Yushchenko for depleting their fortunes. Kuchma dismissed him from his post.88

			The wording of the articles also characterised Yushchenko as a pro-Western opposition leader who was associated with change and success. Furthermore, he embodied Ukrainian national identity, speaking the Ukrainian language and upholding traditions. His pro-Western orientation was stated unambiguously: “Yushchenko is a pro-Western, pro-European,” “democratic” and “anti-Russian” politician; therefore, he was perceived as the one who could oppose Russia, namely Putin. In the article “Striking Putin on the Nose,”89 Yushchenko was portrayed as the leader of GUAM, an association of the post-Soviet states of Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova that was supposed to resist Russia’s influence. 

			In the context of European identity, he was very often compared to successful leaders of Western societies. For example, one of the articles devoted to him was entitled, “Ukraine on the Threshold of the Victorian Era.”90 A trace of extrapolation of meaning is evident here, involving a comparison with the Victorian era in Great Britain. The phrase “Victorian era” is an allegory of prosperous times as it refers to the time when Queen Victoria ruled the British Empire, which is considered the best period in the history of the British state. 

			Similar rhetorical figures were to be found in other texts as well. On December 4, 2004, Polityka published Adam Szos­­tkiewicz’s commentary entitled “The Tale of Viktor’s Campaign.”91 The title was an allusion to “The Tale of Igor’s Campaign” – a historical epic about a Rus’ prince who led a campaign against the Polovtsians, a wild nomadic tribe inhabiting the south of today’s Ukraine. The poem mentions that Igor failed in his endeavour, but the Polish journalist left the finale of Yushchenko’s story open-ended, leaving the reader unsure whether the comparison was full or partial. 

			An interesting role was attributed to Yushchenko as the actor who organised the revolution. Michał Kacewicz wrote in Newsweek that Yushchenko had been persuaded by his political advisors from the West to run a political campaign of a new type, using the methods of colour revolutions: 

			Viktor Yushchenko was persuaded to launch a new type of political campaign by his American advisors, such as Mark Brzezinski, advisor to John Kerry, and the famous financier George Soros. He was also persuaded by his wife, Kateryna Chumachenko, who is an American. It is no secret that Yushchenko did not invent a clever plan for a peaceful revolution but merely improved it.92 

			Yushchenko was also presented as a representative of a new, non-ideological type of elite: “he is a technocrat – not a dissident or an apparatchik,” a “Ukrainian Balcerowicz,” which placed him in the discourse of reforms and transformation described in the previous subchapter. Also, the transition from post-Soviet to Western identity was emphasised linguistically, highlighting the value of humanism by portraying Yushchenko as a “human being”: “The Orange Revolution was led by a man, not a post-Soviet apparatchik.”93 This discourse also put an emphasis on the role of elites in nation-building.

			The notion of civic identity was underlined by calling Yushchenko a “president of the citizens.” Even the sceptical Przegląd compared him to Martin Luther King and his words to the latter’s famous speech, which began with “I have a dream…”: 

			“I believe that from this autumn, the Ukrainian people will finally begin to live in prosperity and happiness, that the authorities will serve the people and not their own interests, and that Ukraine will become a member of a strong, united Europe.” It reminded me of Martin Luther King’s famous 1968 speech “I have a dream…,” similar in its idealism.94 

			There were also very interesting references to Greek mythology. Mirosław Głodowski’s article in Przegląd, entitled “The 12 Labours of Viktor,”95 compared him to the divine hero Hercules, who had twelve extremely difficult tasks to complete. The new president faced a similar challenge due to the complicated situation in the Ukrainian economy, politics and society. Gość Niedzielny, however, reminded its readers that during the Soviet era, Yushchenko belonged to the Soviet youth group “Komsomol” and was a member of the Communist Party when other people were dissidents.96 

			In conclusion, Yushchenko was portrayed as a pro-Western actor of identity who represented both ethnic and civic types of Ukrainian identity. 

			3.3.2. Yulia Tymoshenko, Joan of Arc or the “gas princess” 

			Yulia Tymoshenko was portrayed in more interesting and more contradictory ways than Yushchenko, not only as his right hand during the Revolution but as an independent actor, in some cases more decisive and determined than the presidential candidate. The multiple discourses of her representation in the Polish press were created with the use of various metaphors and tropes. 

			In addition to being portrayed as a political actor who represented a similar discourse to Yushchenko, i.e. pro-Western orientation and democratic values, Tymoshenko was presented in at least two other roles. The first was a feminine personalisation of the political situation in Ukraine and its society in general. The second was associated with the discourse of revolution. For instance, journalists used many descriptive adjectives to emphasise Tymoshenko’s revolutionary temperament – “demagogic,” “inspiring and passionate,” “Ukrainian Joan of Arc.” She was often portrayed as the face of the Orange Revolution, a so-called fighting woman who was not afraid of anything. 

			However, Tymoshenko was also presented as a very ambigu­ous and even dangerous person. To emphasise this, journalists used the Polish proverb: “Where the Devil cannot go himself, there he will send a woman” (“Gdzie diabeł nie może, tam babę pośle”). She was thus perceived as a very controversial figure in Ukrainian politics but with euphoria and adoration because it was believed that all the problems of Ukraine could be solved by the devil called “Iron Yulia.” 

			In face of such contradictions, much attention was paid to Tymoshenko’s appearance. Journalists focused on her style before and during the Orange Revolution. An article in Polityka entitled “White Lady, Black Lady”97 described her change of hair colour when she joined the opposition (from dark to light) as coming over to the good side. Jagienka Wilczak portrayed her as someone more important than Yushchenko and with a rather ambiguous biography, full of secrets and suspicious events. The journalist claimed that there were two Yulias. The first (the black-haired one) amassed her capital because “she was stealing like the rest of them,” and the second (the light-haired one) headed the opposition party “Batkivshchyna” and started to build the image of a politician who wanted to emphasise her connection with Ukrainian culture. 

			In another article, entitled in Polish “Talia Julii,” Wilczak placed Tymoshenko at the centre of the political process in Ukraine.98 Since the Polish word “talia” has two meanings, the title could be translated either as “Yulia’s Waist” or “Yulia’s Set of Playing Cards.” This metaphor both signifies Tymoshenko’s power as a player and implies a feminine discourse of identity in Ukrainian politics. 

			In addition, Tymoshenko was compared to prominent Ukrainian and foreign women, such as Joan of Arc, Margaret Thatcher and the famous Ukrainian poet and playwright Lesia Ukrainka. In allusion to Thatcher, she was called “Ukraine’s Iron Lady.” There were also references to other women politicians who were associated with change and radicalism. One of the articles described Tymoshenko as “La Pasionaria,” which linked her to the Spanish revolutionary discourse. References to the French Revolution were also present – Tygodnik Powszechny mentioned caricatures that depicted Tymoshenko as Liberty leading people to the barricades from the well-known picture of Eugène Delacroix.99 The references to Joan of Arc also tied in to the discourse of the nation’s struggle for freedom. 

			An interesting choice of words was calling Tymoshenko “the only man among the Ukrainian oppositionists,” which was a paraphrase of what Ukrainian writer and thinker Ivan Franko had said about Lesia Ukrainka to emphasise the strength of her talent: “She is perhaps the only man in Ukrainian literature.”100 On the one hand, Tymoshenko was portrayed as a person with links to world-famous discourses and, at the same time, as someone who was closely connected to the Ukrainian national cultural heritage. Even her characteristic braid was presented as an allusion to Lesia Ukrainka, who had worn a similar hairstyle. 

			One more reference to outside people appeared in Tygodnik Powszechny. The title of Gerhard Gnauck’s article, “Iron Yulka,” referred to the movie by the Polish director Andrzej Wajda, “Man of Iron”: “This, to refer to Wajda’s film, is truly a woman of iron.”101 The movie in question tells the story of the revolutionary events in Gdansk in the 1980s, specifically during the strike of Polish labour workers in the shipyard. In the article, Tymoshenko was also described as the “engine” and “generator” of the changes that were taking place.

			Tymoshenko was thus portrayed as the one who would carry out reforms in Ukraine that would lead it to democracy. Newsweek called her “Radical Yulia,”102 which suggested her decisive nature. The magazine also showed her as someone who would accomplish the transformation of the Ukrainian system103 by using the metaphor “Iron Lady.” Newsweek emphasised Tymoshenko’s desire to become as independent from Russia as possible, describing the situation of the Ukrainian arms industry and its dependence on Russia as a legacy of the Soviet era. Tymoshenko was thus presented as someone who wanted to separate Ukraine from Russia and enter the Western structures, which inscribed her in the discourse of Ukraine’s pro-European identity: 

			Until now, the defence industry of both countries lived in the old Soviet symbiosis. There was no room for dreams of NATO. Today, everything has changed. Prime Minister Yulia Tymoshenko proposes to privatise the defence industry within the next two years. She wants Ukraine to become independent in the arms trade on world markets.104 

			It has already been mentioned that journalists were eager to underline Tymoshenko’s feminine traits. For this reason, new wording was introduced, e.g. “beautiful Yulia.” In addition to using traditionally masculine adjectives, such as “radical,” “decisive” and “firm,” journalists referred to her appearance and elegance. Juliusz Urbanowicz proposed an interesting metaphor, calling Tymoshenko Diana Thatcher – “an Eastern European mix of Lady Di and Margaret Thatcher,”105 emphasising her ability to be loved by people because of her beauty and openness and to be a strong political actor who would credibly lead the country to success. Krystyna Kofta in Przegląd paid much attention to her appearance, pointing out her elegant outfits and even calling her “ukraińska krasawica,”106 which means “Ukrainian pretty woman”; however, the word “krasavica” is not Ukrainian but Russian.

			Very often, Tymoshenko was presented at the intersection of feminine and masculine discourse by means of comparisons to Yushchenko. On the one hand, she was described as the Mother-Saviour of the Orange Revolution in terms of spiritual values and called the conscience and the “good spirit of the revolution.”107 On the other hand, she was inscribed into the masculine discourse by being called an “otaman.” Otaman was the leader of the Cossack army and definitely a man. Hence, “at the time when Yushchenko was prime minister, and Tymoshenko was deputy prime minister, Ukrainian commentators wrote with relish that it was brave Yulia who wore the trousers in this tandem.”108 In conclusion, masculinity prevailed in the discourse: Tymoshenko was called the most assertive politician in Ukraine. In the article “Viktor versus Iron Yulia,”109 the power holder was definitely Tymoshenko, who was described with the strong adjective “iron,” which automatically inscribed her in a specific discourse of power relations. 

			All in all, compared to Yushchenko, who was more often presented in the context of the values of democracy and freedom, Tymoshenko was portrayed in the context of radical change, i.e. revolution. The most frequently used adjectives that marked the discourse about her were “beautiful,” “iron” and “radical.” Also, unlike Yushchenko, she did not represent Ukrainian ethnic or cultural identity; she can be interpreted as an actor of civic identity, which involves social movements and social and political activism of citizens. However, from the point of view of supranational discourse, both Yushchenko and Tymoshenko were perceived in the Polish press as actors of the transition from Ukraine’s post-Soviet identity to a European one. 

			3.4. Discourse of a “divided Ukraine”

			The second current of identity discourses that appeared in the analysed weeklies was the discourse of a “divided Ukraine” or the discourse of “two Ukraines.” In articles written before and during the Orange Revolution, the discourse of two Ukraines was closely linked to the actors. Journalists described the inhabitants of Eastern and Western Ukraine as the electorate of Yanukovych and Yushchenko, respectively. Therefore, the eastern part of the country was portrayed as a place where people did not identify strongly with Ukraine: they spoke Russian and supported Yanukovych, who was presented as pro-Russian, anti-European and consequently undemocratic. Western Ukrainians, on the other hand, were depicted as representants of proper Ukrainian identity with its main ethnic feature, the Ukrainian language, showing a strong sense of citizenship and a pro-European orientation. 

			Figure 8 shows the number of articles highlighting the discourse of divided Ukraine in the analysed weeklies. They appeared most frequently in Polityka (8) and Tygodnik Powszechny (7). Comparison with the total number of articles in each magazine (see Figure 2) shows that perceiving Ukraine as a country with no common national identity was a popular view. 

			Figure 8. Number of articles highlighting the discourse of “divided Ukraine” in the analysed weeklies in 2004–2005 
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			Source: own elaboration.

			For external observers, the main and most visible factor that divided Ukraine was language, which corresponded to Mykola Riabchuk’s hypothesis about “two Ukraines.”110 This problem was often emphasised because from the perspective of the monolingual Polish society, two languages understandably implied the existence of problems with identity. Therefore, Ukraine was presented as two antagonistic worlds: the Russian-speaking East and the Ukrainian-speaking West. 

			Yanukovych says it is time to stop pretending that Ukraine is a linguistic monolith and wants to give Russian the status of a second official language. For Western Ukrainians, it is a slap in the face – no one wants to go back to using the hated “language of Muscovites.”111

			To emphasise the discourse of “two Ukraines,” journalists used the following expressions: “two Ukraines,” “two faces of Ukraine,” “Ukraine is divided,” “Eastern and Western Ukraine are two different worlds,” “Ukraine is torn into two parts.” However, after the outbreak of the Orange Revolution, they began voicing the expectation that the protests would unite the two separate parts of the country into one monolith with a common goal – a democratic and just state with favour­­able living conditions. For instance, in Polityka, the author of the article “Trident with Orange” gave examples of Russian-speaking Ukrainians who thought of themselves as Ukrainians because of their distinctiveness from Russians. Ukraine was thus portrayed as a state with different ethnic features but a single civic identity.112 

			At the same time, most of the articles, even those about the first protests on the Maidan, included statements that Ukraine was not united, that there was another Ukraine, which was anti-European and unwilling to change. The two parts of the country were juxtaposed, with Eastern Ukraine literally portrayed as the USSR and Western Ukraine idealistically identified with Europe and the West in general. Journalists also emphasised the historical role of Poland as a European structure that had influenced Ukraine’s identity. 

			Then there is Eastern Ukraine, which voted for Yanukovych, is averse to Europe and looks with sympathy toward Moscow. This Ukraine has no experience of living in European state structures like the Austro-Hungarian monarchy or the Second Polish Republic. Donbas in the east and Galicia in the west are two different worlds.113

			In Tygodnik Powszechny, for example, it was clearly stated that the line that divided Ukraine ran along the eastern border of the First Polish Republic. Thus, the west and centre of Ukraine, which had formed part of the Polish state, supported Yushchenko and the Western values of democracy and civic society, while the inhabitants of the territories in the east of Ukraine, which had never belonged to Poland, lacked the sense of civic belonging and national Ukrainian identity.114 

			The discourse of “divided Ukraine” was also highlighted by Polish journalists by drawing attention to separatist tendencies in Eastern Ukraine. This topic was raised repeatedly both before and during the Orange Revolution. Journalists even used a metaphor, calling Eastern Ukraine “Ukrainian Sudetenland,” which placed it in a historical context dating back to before the Second World War.115 

			Historical memory was yet another factor that contributed to Ukraine’s division. Journalist Jagienka Wilczak showed that historical memory regarding the Ukrainian Insurgent Army (UPA) was the reason why Ukraine was divided – in Western Ukraine, people considered the soldiers of UPA to have been fighters for the Ukrainian state, while in Eastern Ukraine, they were called murderers and fascists. Differences also stemmed from the opinions on what Soviet Ukraine had been – a socialist “paradise” (the view held in the east) or “hell” (the view held in the west). Nevertheless, even though Eastern Ukraine was presented as a post-Soviet and pro-Russian territory that supported Yanukovych, there were also some attempts to portray Russian-speaking Ukrainians as having a civic attachment to the Ukrainian state. At the same time, despite presenting Western Ukraine mainly as pro-European with a strong sense of national identity, Polish journalists also pointed out the Ukrainian nationalism of Yushchenko’s supporters and were critical of them displaying symbols of UPA, such as red-and-black banners. 

			Explicit references to nationalistic identity can be seen in Przegląd in the article “52% of Ukraine.” Its author stated that Ukraine was divided by voting for different candidates, which indicated the existence of an identity discourse. The journalist emphasised that Poles should be aware that there may be former UPA soldiers and Ukrainian nationalists in Ukraine, using the word “Banderites” to describe them: 

			… among these 52 per cent were groups that traced their genealogy back to Ukrainian fascism, UPA and OUN and had no reason to dissociate themselves from the genocide that took place in Volhynia and Eastern Galicia, or at least acknowledge that it was a fact.116 

			The author referred to the results of the second round of presidential elections on December 26, 2004, suggesting that 52% of Ukrainians who voted for Yushchenko had a positive attitude toward UPA soldiers. In reality, the number of people who considered UPA soldiers as fighters for Ukrainian independence had never reached 50% across Ukraine. For example, in the 2000s, systematic monitoring of attitudes toward UPA was conducted by the Ukrainian State Institute of Social and Political Psychology. In 2005, after Yushchenko, who explicitly supported UPA, came to power, 33.5% of Ukrainians supported the idea of recognising UPA soldiers as a belligerent party during the Second World War, while 43.7% opposed it. And already in 2006, the numbers were almost equal – 35.9% versus 41.1%. But the number of supporters of UPA did not rise.117 Indeed, most of them hailed from Western Ukraine, according to a public opinion poll conducted in 2007 by Ilko Kucheriv “Democratic Initiatives” Foundation (DIF) and the Ukrainian Sociology Service. In the west of Ukraine, 73.7% of Ukrainians fully or conditionally supported the granting of benefits and status to OUN-UPA soldiers. In the centre and northeast, this figure was 37.9%, the same as the number of opponents. In the south and southeast, 21.9% of respondents supported the granting of special status to UPA soldiers, fewer in Donbas and Crimea – 13.4%.118 

			The discourse of divided Ukraine appeared mainly before and during the Orange Revolution as a description of society and people’s way of life. Articles after February 2005 were mostly devoted to new political processes and related issues. 

			3.5. Post-Orange disappointment: the Empire strikes back

			Although in most cases the Orange Revolution was described with euphoria as a turning point in Ukraine’s history that would link it to the identity of European states, the political process after Yushchenko had been inaugurated as president and Tymoshenko had been appointed as prime minister was assessed more sceptically and critically. Only in Tygodnik Powszechny did the discourse of Ukraine after the Orange Revolution focus on its belonging to Europe and the ways in which the institutional European identity could be realised. In the other magazines, the crisis was shown as an inevitable part of the transition period, with mentions of the Soviet mentality of the Ukrainian political elite, although journalists expressed a strong belief that a new nation had indeed been born.

			The summer of 2005 brought a new political crisis to Ukraine, which provoked an external reaction, particularly evident in the conflict between Yushchenko and Tymoshenko. As a result, Tymoshenko was dismissed from the post of prime minister in September 2005. It is not the aim of this study to analyse Ukrainian politics after the Orange Revolution, so only the reactions of the Polish media to this situation will be presented. Journalists were shocked by the events and no longer presented Ukraine as a new, successful nation. 

			In terms of language, the most interesting discourses could be found in Wprost. In August 2005, it published an article entitled “The Rotting of Oranges.”119 Its author continued to emphasise that European orientation was the core of Yushchenko’s policy, but the lack of deep changes and reforms spoke of a return to Kuchma-style politics. Moreover, Wprost pointed out that Yushchenko’s camp started using methods similar to those employed by Yanukovych. That is why Agnieszka Korniejenko titled her article “Blue Orange,”120 mixing the symbol of the Orange Revolution and Yanukovych’s pre-election emblems, which were blue and white. She mentioned future parliamentary elections and stated that Ukraine was losing the image of “Maidan” and its greatest value, which was freedom.

			The disappearance of factors of identity change, such as structural transformation, from Ukrainian politics after the Orange Revolution caused a rapid disillusionment with this movement. Consequently, actors who had previously been portrayed as symbols of change and new identity were shown as powerless and weak, and so the era of Kuchmism continued: “Tymoshenko’s and Yushchenko’s rule proved too weak to upset the Kuchma-era status quo.”121 

			Hence, the word “neokuchmism” was mentioned more and more frequently in the journalistic discourse. It indicated a return to the Kuchma era with its main features: corruption and oligarchy. Wprost wrote about it explicitly in the article “Orange Neokuchmism?,”122 which described how new oligarchs, “Orange oligarchs,” appeared in the political arena, how the fight against corruption had failed and how the political elites with their interpersonal conflicts brought back the post-Soviet identity. Almost simultaneously, Newsweek published the article “Orange Oligarchy,”123 in which the author stated that the new oligarchs had replaced the old ones. 

			Polityka’s journalists also ironically emphasised the oligarchs’ role in nurturing Eastern and non-European elements of Ukraine’s identity even after the Orange Revolution: 

			The oligarchs are a permanent feature of the landscape. Former President Kuchma’s son-in-law, Viktor Pinchuk, the king of pipes and steel products, is one of the richest people in the country, and hardly anyone seems to mind. Ukrainians are forgiving; they understand that politicians, important people in the state, not only can but even should be rich. Wealth is not surprising: who will have money if not the politicians? There is a climate of acceptance for enrichment. The Byzantine lifestyle is something as natural as snow in November.124 

			Michał Kacewicz, in an article in Newsweek metaphorically entitled “Sharing Oranges,”125 argued that the lack of reforms and “strange relations on the junction of business and politics” had been an obstacle on Ukraine’s road to Central Europe. In his opinion, another indicator of a return to the old days was the presence of the old post-Soviet elites that had been active during the Kuchma era. In this process of moving away from Europe after the Orange Revolution, the journalist emphasised the distinguishing role of “Orange oligarchs.” He described them as those who controlled President Yushchenko and thus power. 

			Since national identity is constructed by elites, this was a clear example of portraying Ukraine as a post-Soviet state. However, in another article, Kacewicz acknowledged that there were different agencies of identity. On the one hand, there were politicians with their post-Soviet methods and, on the other hand, a society that was maturing in terms of civic identity. 

			Interestingly, journalists also compared the Ukrainian events to the political situation in Poland in the early 1990s and the quarrels in the democratic camp, using phrases such as “wars at the top” or “round table” that had been very common during the Polish transformation. This kind of metaphor introduces intertextuality and correlation into political discourse,126 making it easier for the reader to see the context. 

			***

			In conclusion, the analysis of Polish opinion-forming weeklies showed that Ukraine had been rediscovered by Polish public discourse during the Orange Revolution. These events, as the first significant manifestation of Ukrainian civic activism, were seen as a fundamental difference between Ukraine and Russia. When describing the protests in Ukraine, Polish journalists were, on the one hand, supportive and mostly presented them in a positive light, but, on the other hand, they were surprised to learn that “Ukraine was not Russia.” Therefore, the title of this chapter, although identical to the controversial title of the book by Ukraine’s second president, Leonid Kuchma, describes the paradoxical situation in which an independent state has to prove its uniqueness and separateness from others. 
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Chapter 4. 

“Goodbye Lenin”: The Euromaidan and Ukrainian Identity in the Polish Opinion-Forming Press

			The mass protests in Ukraine in 2013 and 2014, known as the Euromaidan, resonated in the foreign press. This chapter analyses how these events were portrayed by the Polish mass media, how they were perceived outside the Ukrainian context and what historical, cultural and political references they evoked. Since Poland has always been a symbolic “gateway to Europe” for Ukraine, it is important to examine how Polish media perceived such significant changes in the latter country. 

			The Euromaidan appeared to be a new stage in the construction of Ukrainian identity. It was generally seen as an attempt to challenge the entire post-Soviet system in Ukraine.1 In short, the demonstrations that began in response to the Ukrainian government’s refusal to sign the association agreement with the European Union resulted in a complex protest against the political order in Ukraine, which operated according to the old Soviet habits of the ruling elite and the new oligarchic ones.2

			I selected eight of the most popular Polish weekly magazines for the analysis – Polityka, Newsweek Polska, wSieci, Wprost, Przegląd, Do Rzeczy, Gość Niedzielny and Tygodnik Powszechny. In content analysis theory, it corresponds to varying probability sampling, which is used to detect the possible influence of information on public opinion.3 Thus, the magazines were chosen based on their circulation rates and ideological orientation. 

			The texts were selected according to the principle of data stratification in content analysis.4 It means that I included texts that corresponded to a particular stratum, or layer, defined by three criteria: time period, media type and journalistic genre. The second principle applied in the selection was relevance or purposive sampling,5 i.e. all textual units that might contain an answer to a given research question were included in the analysis. In this case, these were articles on Ukrainian topics published at the time of the discussed events, from the period between the first report on the Euromaidan and reports on the Russian occupation of Crimea (but excluding the latter), i.e. from November/December 2013 to February/March 2014. As for genres, I analysed those articles that contained not only news reports but also assessments and interpretations of events in Ukraine with the intention of influencing public opinion, i.e. essays, problem reportages and interviews. 

			The following categories were distinguished for the analysis:

			– voices in the coverage of the events in Ukraine

			– social actors and agencies 

			– the image of the “Maidan”

			– the wording of representation

			4.1. Voices of representation

			First of all, I was interested in the way the Euromaidan was covered: what voices were included in the reports,6 which genres journalists chose to present the events in Ukraine and what were the quantitative indicators of the materials.

			The number of articles devoted to the Euromaidan differed between the analysed weeklies, as shown in Figure 9. Tygodnik Powszechny devoted the most attention to Ukraine during these events (29 articles). Gość Niedzielny and Przegląd both published 21 articles on Ukrainian topics. Almost the same number of articles appeared in Polityka (18), Do Rzeczy, Newsweek and wSieci (17 articles each). The fewest articles were published in Wprost – 12. 

			Figure 9. Number of articles published in the analysed weeklies during the Euromaidan (November 2013 – March 2014) 

			[image: ]

			Source: own elaboration.

			The journalistic genres also varied across the analysed samples. Events in Ukraine during the Euromaidan were portrayed in the Polish press most frequently in the form of articles, problem reportages, interviews and columns or commentaries. The number of texts belonging to each category is shown in Figure 10. 

			The most popular forms of presenting Ukrainian events were article (44%) and column or commentary (25%), i.e. genres that allow the author to be less objective and present their own point of view. Problem reportage and interview were chosen in 18% and 13% of the cases, respectively. However, this distribution was not the same across the analysed weeklies (see Table 4), indicating the editorial boards’ preferences on how to cover the events in Ukraine. 

			Figure 10. Most popular journalistic genres of texts about Ukraine published in the analysed weeklies during the Euromaidan (November 2013 – March 2014)

			[image: ]

			Source: own elaboration.

			Table 4. Number of texts about Ukraine published in the analysed weeklies during the Euromaidan (November 2013 – March 2014) broken down into journalistic genres
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			Source: own elaboration.

			The data show that wSieci, Tygodnik Powszechny, Gość Niedzielny, Do Rzeczy and Przegląd chose genres that allow for some subjectivity in representation – article and column or commentary. In contrast, Polityka, Newsweek and Wprost preferred to balance between subjective and objective genres or tended to be more objective, so problem reportages and interviews predominated in these weeklies. 

			The third characteristic of the way the Euromaidan was represented is the voice of the press outlets. For my research, it is critical whether these were exclusively Polish voices or whether the editors gave external experts or observers, including Ukrainians, the opportunity to speak. 

			Most of the texts in the analysed weeklies were written by Polish journalists. Only 10 were authored by Ukrainians: three by Tatiana Kolesnichenko (Wprost), two by Bohdana Kostiuk (Tygodnik Powszechny), two by Krystyna Berdynskych (Wprost), one by Vitalii Portnikov (Polityka), one by Dmitrii Chekalkin (Tygodnik Powszechny), one by Tymofii Gavryliv (Tygodnik Powszechny) and one by Myroslav Marynovych (Tygodnik Powszechny). As we can see, it was Tygodnik Powszechny and Wprost that reported on Ukrainian events from different perspectives, providing non-Poles the opportunity to engage in their presentation. 

			When analysing the representation of voices, I took into account interviews with people about the situation in Ukraine. As Figure 10 shows, the interview was the least frequently used genre, which means that journalists or editors of the weeklies decided to present the discussed events to their readers from their own point of view. Out of 19 interviews in the analysed weeklies, 11 were conducted with people from Ukraine, including:

			‒	Vitalii Klichko (current major of Kyiv, MP at the time, political party UDAR), Newsweek

			‒	Yurii Lutsenko (politician, political party Petro Poro­shenko Bloc, former political prisoner), Tygodnik Pow­szechny

			‒	Lubomyr Huzar (archbishop, former head of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church), Tygodnik Powszechny

			‒	Yurii Andrukhovych (Ukrainian writer), Newsweek

			‒	Vitalii Portnikov (Ukrainian journalist), Newsweek, Gość Niedzielny

			‒	Myroslav Marynovych (Ukrainian intellectual), Tygodnik Powszechny

			‒	Inna Bogoslovska (former MP, Party of Regions, which she left during the Euromaidan), Wprost

			‒	Serhii Rudenko (Ukrainian journalist), Wprost

			‒	Sviatoslav Shevchuk (archbishop, head of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church), Gość Niedzielny

			‒	Stanislav Shyrokoradiuk (Catholic bishop of Kharkiv and Zaporizhia, active participant in the Euromaidan), Gość Niedzielny

			Interviewees from the Polish side included:

			‒	Tadeusz Olszański (Polish expert on Ukrainian affairs), Tygodnik Powszechny

			‒	Adam Daniel Rotfeld (former Polish foreign minister), Newsweek

			‒	Aleksander Kwaśniewski (former president of Poland), Newsweek

			‒	Andrzej Zapałowski (Polish historian), Przegląd

			‒	Bohdan Cywiński (Polish intellectual, philosopher, social activist), Do Rzeczy

			In addition, British political scientist Mark Leonard was interviewed by Polityka, and one article was written by American historian Timothy Snyder (Tygodnik Powszechny). 

			4.2. Social actors, agencies and the framing of the protests 

			The importance of actors of identity in CDA was already mentioned in Chapter 3. Here, I will expand the analysis to include broader concepts ranging from actors to agencies and frames. The exclusion or inclusion of particular social actors in representation is thought to imply some interest in those actors on the part of the readers.7 In CDA of identity, the inclusion or exclusion of a social actor from a text marks a particular social practice that creates particular discourses of identity. In addition, the representation of actors defines a certain framing of the whole social process that took place during the Euromaidan. As Robert Entman states, “to frame is to select some aspects of a perceived reality and make them more salient in a communicating text, in such a way as to promote a particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation for the item described.”8 

			The media would be thus “part of the system of creation and transmission of frames.”9 Baldwin Van Gorp argues that frames are a central part of culture and that culture “refers to an organized set of beliefs, codes, myths, stereotypes, values, norms, frames, and so forth that are shared in the collective memory of a group or society.”10 Consequently, frames define agency, which in turn shapes social actions.11 Therefore, analysing social actors and their actions in the context of frames and agencies will help to organise the Ukrainian identity discourses that were represented in the Polish press. 

			Compared to the portrayal of the Orange Revolution, the Euromaidan was presented with almost no mention of politicians. The main message was that people who participated in the protests did not trust politicians and other structures representing state authorities, so there was a change in attitudes: from dependence on the state to dependence on themselves.12 The real actors of the Euromaidan were people with no particular political sympathies. 

			I divided the main actors of the Euromaidan, as portrayed in the analysed weeklies, into the following categories: young people, people of culture, activists, clergy, oligarchs, politicians and radical nationalists. Figure 11 shows the share of these categories in the overall discourse. Of course, it does not mean that an article was always devoted to just one actor; it could discuss several of them. Furthermore, this distribution was not the same across the magazines, e.g. some weeklies mentioned particular categories of actors more frequently than others (see Figure 12). 

			Figure 11. Categories of social actors in the discourse of the Euromaidan in the analysed weeklies 

			[image: ]

			Source: own elaboration

			Figure 12. Number of articles presenting the social actors of the Euromaidan in the analysed weeklies broken down into categories
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			Source: own elaboration

			4.2.1. Activists and young people

			Figure 11 shows that the main actors of the Euromaidan portrayed in the analysed weeklies were people belonging to the category of “activists,” which included journalists, NGO activists, middle-class representatives, civic activists and others. This group predominated in all of the magazines except Przegląd, where it was mentioned in only one article, and Newsweek, where it appeared the same number of times as “politicians.” 

			A category similar to “activists” were “young people” – born already in independent Ukraine, i.e. after 1991. Such designation suggested that identity could be changed through generational change. It was implied particularly in interviews with Ukrainians about their expectations for the future. The phrase “new generation” was used to indicate a different identity from the post-Soviet one, namely, national Ukrainian and Western-oriented. Journalists emphasised that such a new generation was not burdened by the past and was “Western in the political and cultural sense.”13 

			Students were most often portrayed in the articles as the engine of the revolution. Journalists admitted that these young people “were already in Europe.” Other nominations used included “young Ukraine,” “well-educated Ukraine,” “new generation of Ukrainians,” “the Maidan of students.” 

			These two categories (“activists” and “young people”) appeared in the texts about the Euromaidan to indicate mainly the civic identity of the participants and to demonstrate their commitment to the idea of citizenship. This latter concept was particularly prominent in descriptions of the social and political changes that the Euromaidan was likely to bring about. Journalists often stressed that it was the citizens of Ukraine who decided about these changes – “not the state, not the president, not the political parties or politicians are the agents of this change but the citizens.”14 

			The second common element of the categories “activists” and “young people” was the discourse of values (“European values,” “values of a democratic state and society”). Therefore, actors fighting for European values were contrasted with post-Soviet politicians. That is why the young people who protested on the Maidan were perceived as the ones who would tear Ukraine away from its post-Soviet identity and turn it towards Europe. “… these days, the streets of Kyiv are filled with young people who, if not today, then in the future, will lead Ukraine out of the post-Soviet zone and make possible what they call its ‘return to Europe.’”15 Such a discourse created the frames of Ukraine’s new identity, based on the principle of struggle for democracy, civic society and European values.

			The deaths of young people on the Maidan were often described with emotionally-shattering wording. For instance, Gość Niedzielny published a separate article entirely devoted to the first victim on the Maidan – Sergii Nigojan.16 It was written to elicit an emotional response from readers while portraying the multiethnic and multinational identity of the Maidan, pointing out that Nigojan was ethnically Armenian but was shot for his European values as a Ukrainian, which proved that national identity should not be treated as primordial. 

			4.2.2. Radical nationalists

			After the events on the Maidan became a violent protest, Polish journalists focused their attention on a third group of social actors – radicals and right-wing organisations, emphasising their role in shaping the nationalistic discourse of Ukrainian identity. The visible presence of signs and symbols of Ukrainian nationalists was widely noted in the analysed weeklies in their coverage of the Euromaidan events. However, representatives of such groups were not always seen as agents of the social process, and the overall image of the Euromaidan was generally not nationalistic. Nevertheless, it was very common to refer to those participating in the protests as “nationalists.” 

			“Radical nationalists” appeared in the same number of articles as “young people,” and most of these texts were published in the left-wing Przegląd (see Figures 11 and 12). It was the only magazine to portray the Euromaidan as solely nationalistic, describing the protesters as exclusively radical nationalists, heirs to the traditions of Stepan Bandera and the Ukrainian Insurgent Army, called the Banderites (banderowcy in Polish). According to this rhetoric, the protests were an illegal rebellion against the legally elected president, and the driving force behind these unlawful actions were nationalists. 

			Other magazines also referred to radical nationalists but did not always present them as a threat or decision-makers. The main attributes that were mentioned very often were the black-and-red flag, which used to be the flag of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army, and the slogan “Glory to Ukraine! Glory to the heroes!” They were perceived badly by Polish journalists, even those who wrote about Ukraine in a very positive way. These elements were depicted as incompatible with European values. 

			On the other hand, the presence of nationalistic elements during the Euromaidan caused the Polish public discourse to rethink the issue of the tradition of UPA in Ukrainian historical memory and to reflect on its meaning for contemporary Ukraine. Since the same event makes “different sense, depending on the frame applied,”17 some magazines portrayed Ukrainian nationalists as a threat to Poland and the Euromaidan, while others stated that the nationalists participating in the protests were either adverse only to Russia and not Poland or were provocateurs controlled by Russian special forces. 

			A polemic even developed in the pages of one magazine. The conservative and right-wing Do Rzeczy published its first article about the Ukrainian Euromaidan under the title “Ukrainian Oxymoron.” It was a column written by Waldemar Łysiak, a Polish writer and essayist.18 Commenting on the way Polish political and cultural elites were supporting Ukraine during that time, Łysiak voiced an opinion that it was misguided because Ukraine had never been friendly to Poland. In his argument, he referred to the historical uprising of Ukrainian Cossacks against the Polish nobility and the more recent Volhynia Massacre. Moreover, Łysiak portrayed Ukrainians as nationalists who hated Poles. He even said that Tymoshenko, as a politician, was an anti-Polish nationalist. Furthermore, Łysiak explicitly stated that Ukraine had no right to call itself a European state because “Ukraine is a bestial Asian savage.”19 

			This article sparked a lively discussion. In the same magazine, the most persistent polemist was the essayist of Do Rzeczy, Bronisław Wildstein, who wrote that Ukrainians were not anti-Polish, and if nationalistic elements were present on the Maidan, they were very marginal and insignificant. In his opinion, those who portrayed Ukrainians in the Polish press as eternal enemies of Poles were working for the benefit of Moscow: 

			Meanwhile, alongside gestures of solidarity, quite a number of voices have appeared in our country that point to the Ukrainians as Poland’s eternal enemies and question Polish involvement on their behalf. These statements, which perfectly meet Moscow’s expectations, are not, after all, solely the result of the work of its agents. Many of them are made by “useful idiots,” who, locked in the cages of phobias (even the most justified ones), do not understand that the past should be remembered but also transcended.20

			In another article, Wildstein emphasised the need to remember history but not be a prisoner of it and argued that this should be the key to Polish-Ukrainian relations. He stated that Poles and Ukrainians should transcend history to enable further development. As an example, he gave Germany and France, which managed to exist nowadays without mutual malice. Admitting that there were black-and-red flags on the Maidan, he nevertheless pointed out that they all referred to the tradition of the fight for independence and did not have any anti-Polish meaning. 

			With time, symbols of UPA began to appear there as well. They were, however, only a reference to the tradition of the struggle for independence. Poles were welcomed by Ukrainians with enthusiasm and gratitude and were never met with dislike. Even during the fights with the militia, I saw Polish flags flying among the most radical rebels.21

			In turn, other polemists of the same magazine persisted in their opinions and stressed that the black-and-red flags and the slogan “Glory to Ukraine! Glory to the heroes!” could not be accepted by Poles. For instance, in his article “Polishness as a Sect,” Tomasz Kwaśnicki stated that what was happening in Ukraine during the Euromaidan was a “Banderites’ revival” (“odrodzenie banderowskie”). The author’s point of view was thus completely different from Wildstein’s. He also condemned the fact that Polish politicians, such as the leader of the then opposition Law and Justice party, Jarosław Kaczyński, were shouting “Glory to Ukraine!” on Kyiv’s Maidan.22 

			A similar stance was taken by another Polish essayist, Rev. Tadeusz Isakowicz-Zaleski. He stated that the UPA symbols on the Maidan and the Polish support for such events were “selling out the memory of those killed”23 during the Volhynia Massacre. Interestingly, in the same issue of Do Rzeczy, yet another Polish essayist, Przemysław Żurawski vel Grajewski, presented an opposite point of view on the nationalists on the Maidan. He wrote that contemporary Ukrainian nationalists, depicted as “hungry for Polish blood,” were the creation of “Russian propaganda.”24

			An article in wSieci entitled “Just Not Little Russia,”25 written by Polish intellectual Piotr Skwieciński, was another voice of this polemic. It had a subtitle: “Ukraine of the Banderites but not of Putin.” The author argued that supporting the Ukrainian revolution was more important for Polish geopolitics than paying attention to the nationalists on the Euromaidan. He polemicised with Isakowicz-Zaleski and Łysiak in this respect. While Skwieciński did not question the visible and sometimes numerous presence of nationalistic elements on the Maidan, he admitted that they did not dominate Ukrainian politics and that their nationalism was directed against Russians, not Poles.

			There were thus two types of articles about nationalists at the Euromaidan. The first one included texts that disproved the notion that Ukrainians who participated in the protests were radical nationalists and only mentioned the fact that some nationalists took part in the events, without any additional implications. The second category, on the contrary, portrayed the nationalists as agents and decision-makers, supporting and nurturing the image of Ukrainians as radical anti-Polish nationalists, which was associated with historical memories of UPA’s violence against the Polish population. 

			In general, the issue of UPA and the fear of growing Ukrainian nationalism were very noticeable in the analysed weeklies during the Euromaidan. Even the neutral liberal press did not fail to mention the presence of symbols, such as red-and-black flags and portraits of Bandera, that intimidated the Polish public. For example, Newsweek and Gość Niedzielny published interviews with the same Ukrainian journalist, Vitalii Portnikov, who had left Ukraine sometime before and was living in Poland because of the political persecution he had faced during the Euromaidan. Both weeklies asked him the same question about the participation of radical nationalists in the events but in different words. Jacek Dziedzina from Gość Niedzielny asked, “Is it true that radical nationalists now dominate the Maidan?”26 and Michał Kacewicz from Newsweek referred directly to Polish fears: “Aren’t you afraid of what some people in Poland are afraid of? Of growing nationalist radicalism of the protests, of those UPA flags flying over the Maidan?”27 In response, Portnikov said that as a Ukrainian of Jewish descent, he should fear Ukrainian nationalism as well but assured his interviewer that Ukrainian nationalists also wanted European integration: 

			I understand Poles’ anxiety. As a Ukrainian of Jewish descent, I should fear Ukrainian nationalism no less than you do. But during the last two months, I worked with Oleh Tyahnybok28 and other leaders of Svoboda without any problems. We had a warm and professional relationship. Nationalists also say that they want European integration and that they are ready to accept European values. When normal, European law comes into force in Ukraine, Svoboda, like any other party, will be able to discuss its views. Yes, nationalists from Svoboda are called fascists. But they want a European Ukraine, unlike the so-called internationalists, antifascists from the Party of Regions, who consider each of us to be a criminal. This begs the question, who should I stick with?29 

			These words imply the meaning of the Euromaidan semiotics. Signs and symbols that referred to the traditions of UPA were perceived in Poland through the lens of historical memory. Although some publicists accepted that those traditions in today’s Ukraine were nothing more than a symbol of the struggle for independence and that some of the people holding portraits of Bandera and banners of the UPA might not have even known about the slaughter of Poles during the Second World War, the presence of nationalistic elements was perceived mainly negatively. 

			While explaining the nature and cause-and-effect relationships of Ukrainian nationalism and trying to present it as not anti-Polish, journalists nevertheless used very strong negative wording to refer to actors of nationalistic identity – “neo-­Banderites,” “football hooligans,” “radical nationalists.” Thus, nationalists, even when viewed not entirely negatively, created a decidedly negative image of Ukraine. 

			Paweł Pieniążek from Newsweek devoted an entire article to describing the nationalistic identities of the Maidan, admitting that they referred to the symbolic power of UPA. However, he tried to show that these signs did not have any anti-Polish connotations: 

			In Ukraine, UPA is identified with a steadfast struggle, which is why it has become a symbol of resistance for many Ukrainians – not necessarily only those with nationalistic views. This is all the more so because, both in the history and in the present of the country, there are not many such figures or symbols to which young people could refer. They look at Bandera through rose-coloured patriotic glasses, often knowing little about him.30 

			The Euromaidan also caused the rejection of the historical image of Ukraine as wild and hostile, which originated mainly from the negative stereotype of Cossacks, created chiefly by the Polish writer Henryk Sienkiewicz and confirmed by the memory of the Banderites. Newsweek journalist Rafał Kalukin wrote an article with a very telling title: “A Banderite Also Reads Mickiewicz,”31 in which he stated that the average image of a Ukrainian in Polish society was derived from Sienkiewicz’s novels, as well as from the colonial attitude towards the Ukrainian people, imposed mainly during the Second Polish Republic by Polish national democrats. 

			The journalist first showed that the image of a Ukrainian was associated with such descriptions as “wildness that broke free,” “people of wild nature,” “rabble hungry for blood and murder,” which is what the average Polish child read in Henryk Sienkiewicz’s With Fire and Sword, a novel included in the school curriculum. Kalukin then explained that there was a continuity between the stereotype of a Cossack and a Banderite. 

			In the Second Polish Republic, even the parties favouring Ukrainian aspirations were unable to rid themselves of mentorship. As always, an enlightened Polish master lectured the Ruthenian on how to take care of his own interests. This tone has returned even now, after the Maidan, when representatives of the Polish elite, full of good intentions, were considering whether Ukrainians finally had their “Solidarity revolution.” It is as if they had not already gained their own unique experience.32 

			Kalukin also stated that these stereotypes were used by Poles to maintain their superiority over Ukrainians. As the journalist emphasised, Ukrainians were deprived of their own subjectivity as a nation and were rather perceived as peasants, implying a relationship of “Polish master and Ruthenian servant.” 

			This discourse of paternalism and superiority could be seen in postcolonial terms.33 All this implied a discrepancy between Polish support for the building of the Ukrainian state and the image of Ukrainians in Polish society. Therefore, in Kalukin’s opinion, it was time for Poles to revise their perception of Ukrainians that was based on two stereotypes: wild Cossack and furious Banderite.34 

			4.2.3. Politicians

			As the analysed material shows, “politicians” were seldom portrayed in the Polish press as agents of the Euromaidan. They were certainly mentioned less frequently than “activists,” “young people” and “radical nationalists”; still, they appeared more often than “clergy” and “oligarchs” (see Figure 11). In the articles about the events, Ukrainian politicians were rarely interviewed and were not the protagonists. Only three articles were entirely devoted to the opposition leaders on the Maidan – Vitalii Klichko, Oleh Tyahnybok and Arsenii Yatseniuk. However, these texts presented only the political biographies of these figures, without indicating the actual role they played in the events, with the minor exception of Klichko. 

			Two of the weeklies (Newsweek and Wprost) presented him as an actor who could have led Ukrainian politics after the Euromaidan. In the article by Michał Kacewicz in Newsweek,35 Klichko was portrayed as a determined and assertive politician who could viably influence the process of reforms. The article appeared right after the protests broke out in December 2013. Its wording was very expressive – the title “Doctor Iron Fist” referred to Klichko’s nickname “Iron Fist,” which he had earned during his boxing career. Newsweek also published an interview with the politician,36 in which he was portrayed as the one who could oppose Yanukovych and lead the Ukrainian people. Another separate article about Klichko appeared in Wprost (also after the outbreak of the protests),37 in which the author presented him as a possible candidate for president. Among other politicians, Yurii Lutsenko was interviewed in Tygodnik Powszechny and Inna Bogoslovska in Wprost. In general, the role of politicians was mentioned marginally, and they were not presented as decision-makers. 

			Yulia Tymoshenko received special, though not considerable, attention. After her release from prison, there was either an article or a separate section of an article about her in every analysed magazine. She was presented in a decidedly negative way, described with such epithets as “populist” and “actress.” For instance, Tygodnik Powszechny published a text about her with the headline “Perfect Populist.”38 She was no longer the “spirit of the Revolution” or “Ukrainian Joan of Arc,” as this magazine had called her during the Orange Revolution. Another separate article on Tymoshenko appeared in Newsweek with the title “Yulia’s Shadow.”39 She was portrayed as a politician of the old regime who did not understand the current Maidan and as the first among the oligarchs, mentioned even before Yanukovych’s people. In general, references to Tymoshenko appeared only after she had come to the Maidan, and she was perceived in a very negative way. However, all the articles acknowledged that she was striving for power and was able to control the opposition, even while in prison. 

			4.2.4. Oligarchs 

			One more category of actors were the “oligarchs.” Unlike politicians, they were portrayed as agents on the Maidan in a political sense because many decision-making processes depended on them. Furthermore, in some articles, it was stated that oligarchs might have been supporting the Euromaidan because of their financial interests in Europe. Although they were mentioned in only 6% of the analysed material (see Figure 11), their role was described using very direct wording, indicating that their influence was quite big. 

			For example, one of the articles in Do Rzeczy suggested in its very title what role oligarchs played on the Maidan – “The Fate of the Maidan Is in the Hands of the Oligarchs.”40 The journalist described the situation in Ukraine as completely dependent on oligarchs in the economic and political sense and even pointed out that there were absolutely no free media since almost all of them were owned by oligarchs. One more separate article was published in Newsweek by Miłosz Węglewski and entitled “The Slalom of the Oligarchs.”41 The author portrayed Ukrainian oligarchs as neutral and satisfied with the status quo of Ukraine, which was “in-between” – neither in the European Union nor in the Eurasian Customs Union. The significant role of the oligarchs was also acknowledged by others – an article in Gość Niedzielny cited the words of Ukrainian journalist Vitalii Portnikov: “The people on the Maidan will gain nothing unless the oligarchs come over to their side.”42 

			4.2.5. People of culture

			The role of culture in the events on the Euromaidan, and thus of the people of culture, was explicitly mentioned in only 9% of the analysed material, mostly in Tygodnik Powszechny (see Figure 11). However, the discourse of cultural change in Ukraine in a global context and in terms of overall identity was very prominent. For example, in one of the first reports about the Ukrainian revolution, the conservative weekly wSieci stated: “Ukraine is undergoing a not only political but also cultural revolution, making the great Eastern European state increasingly Western from within and moving towards the West in its international relations.”43 It is clear from this passage that Ukrainian identity was perceived as European, or Western, because of the cultural factor.

			In the further coverage of protests in Ukraine, all the weeklies, with the exception of Przegląd, mentioned the role of culture. Some of them devoted separate articles to this topic. Compared to those written during the Orange Revolution, they were not introductory but explained the deep connection between Ukrainian culture and Europe and the social and political changes. 

			For instance, Wprost journalist Tatiana Kolesnichenko presented artists, singers, writers and intellectuals as actors of European identity. She pointed out that the main difference between the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan was that the former had been dominated by politicians, and the latter was driven by artists.44 Among the main actors, she listed artist Strongowski, play director Troitsky, singers Polozhynskyi, Burmaka and Ruslana. The latter was particularly singled out and called the “Ukrainian Amazon” because of her commitment and strong will to participate in the Euromaidan. 

			Another article in which people of culture were presented as actors appeared in wSieci and was entitled “With Pen and Banner.”45 It showed Ukrainian culture as superior to Russian culture; according to the author, Ukrainisation meant Europeanisation. Thus, the problem lay in the language. Although the Maidan was bilingual, the works written in Ukrainian were perceived as superior and, as such, connecting Ukraine to European culture. However, this was not just about the ethnic attributes of identity of which language is a feature. It was about Ukrainian authors and people of culture being portrayed as actors of civic identity and drivers of the civic movement and the development of civic society in Ukraine. 

			The third and final article entirely devoted to the role people of culture played in the protests was published in Gość Niedzielny under the title “The Maidan of Artists.” The Maidan was described as a sphere of creativity and a field of art. Artists were presented as civic activists who expressed their civic position with their art: 

			The Maidan is rich in artistic initiatives: “Barbican of Art” (organised by the gallery “Bacteria”), “ArtMajdan” (initiators: students and graduates of the Lviv National Academy of Arts, curator: Yulia Ostrovska), Open University, “Straikplakat” – a group that distributes satirical posters attacking the regime on the Internet.46 

			The most popular representative of Ukrainian culture in the Polish discourse on the Euromaidan was Yurii Andrukhovych. Apart from him, journalists mentioned the following figures: writers Oksana Zabuzhko, Yurii Vynnychuk, Irena Karpa, Andrii Bondar, Serhii Zhadan, Ostap Slyvynskyi, as well as artists Lesia Khomenko and Oleksii Zolotariov. However, out of all Ukrainian artists, only Andrukhovych was interviewed, i.e. given the opportunity to speak. Newsweek talked to him about the final period of the Maidan, during the bloodshed. However, Andrukhovych was speaking as a social activist rather than as a writer, which confirms his role as an actor and his commitment to building the image of civic identity in Ukraine. 

			As for capturing the mood in Eastern Ukraine, the main actor among people of culture was Serhii Zhadan. For example, in Polityka, Polish writer and journalist Ziemowit Szczerek wrote a series of reportages about Ukraine, including its eastern part. The text in the 11th issue of the magazine in 2014, entitled “Journey to Mordor,” depicted mainly the post-Soviet identity of the eastern Ukrainian city of Kharkiv but also noted its European and Ukrainian identities, which, although less visible, were strong enough. This identity discourse was represented by people of culture, of whom Zhadan was the most prominent one.

			It is worth noting that during the Euromaidan, the role of people of culture as creators of identity received a lot of attention thanks to the Ukrainian national poet Taras Shevchenko, whose 200th birthday anniversary fell on May 9, 2014. This date coincided with the Euromaidan, and the topic was addressed in the Polish press. Two separate articles were devoted to Shevchenko – one in Polityka and the other in Tygodnik Powszechny – and minor mentions appeared in almost all the analysed weeklies. 

			In Polityka, Shevchenko was portrayed as the one who gave rise to the idea of a modern Ukrainian nation and who inspired modern Ukrainian culture. This is an example of personal references in the discursive construction of national identity.47 Well-known Polish journalist and essayist Edwin Bendyk entitled his article “They All Come from Him.”48 “They” were contemporary Ukrainian people of culture, and thus, Bendyk presented them as Shevchenko’s successors. He traced the dividing line between the Ukrainian intelligentsia, which connected Ukraine to Europe, and Shevchenko’s importance as a European poet in the tradition of Ukrainian literature. Bendyk described his role and his symbolic and even mythological place in Ukrainian discourses of national identity. The article expressly portrayed people of culture as constructors of European identity. Indeed, Shevchenko was the one who was influenced by the Western Romantic tradition and the one who opposed the colonial discourse in the Ukraine-Russia dichotomy.49 In this context, he was contrasted with the writer of Ukrainian descent, Mykola Gogol, who gained worldwide fame because of his works written in Russian and who took up the colonial discourse: 

			Nikolai Gogol and many other representatives of the Ukrainian elite agreed to this colonial project, becoming de facto creators of Creole culture. Shevchenko took up the anticolonial struggle, with time supporting his artistic activity with political involvement.50 

			The author emphasised Shevchenko’s role in Ukrainian literature, calling him the originator of Ukrainian as the language of the modern nation. Thus, the poet was presented as the one who created texts about the power of national myth and became a myth himself. Next, the article described Ukrainian culture as struggling against the Russian oppressive colonial regime. People of culture were therefore portrayed as those who connected Ukraine to Western, “real” Europe. This fact placed Ukraine in the context of the process of national identity-building in Central and Eastern Europe, in which cultural elites or “intelligentsia” played a significant role.51

			Among other personal references in the creation of Ukrainian European identity through culture, Bendyk introduced the Polish reader to the figures of the Ukrainian cultural uprising of the 1920s–1930s. These included playwright Les Kurbas and writers Mykola Khvylovyi, Valerian Pidmohylnyi, Mykola Kulish and Mykola Zerov, who did not survive Stalin’s repression and were later dubbed the “Executed Renaissance.”52

			Bendyk, citing Ukrainian scholar Tamara Hundorova, referred to the Chornobyl trauma as another factor influencing Ukrainian culture. The nuclear disaster of 1986 was a signal to rethink the concept of national identity in Ukrainian literature. It was one of the catalysts for changes in society and identity; as Ola Hnatiuk states, it was an appeal “to save the national substance.”53 The actors of this identity were the creators of the Ukrainian avant-garde literary group “Bu-Ba-Bu” (“Burlesk, Balagan, Bufonada”) – Yurii Andrukhovych, Oleksandr Irvanets, Viktor Neborak, as well as Ukrainian writer Oksana Zabuzhko. All of them were portrayed as those who fought against the colonial syndrome in Ukrainian literature, inscribing it into the European cultural scope. 

			The second article that presented Shevchenko as a symbol appeared in Tygodnik Powszechny and was entitled “And a Fire Will Flame Anew.”54 This phrase was taken from Shevchenko’s poem Cold Ravine (Holodnyi yar): 

			For judgment, in your day of joy, 

			Will suddenly be seen, 

			And Freedom’s fires will flame anew 

			Out of the Cold Ravine!55

			The Cold Ravine is an area in central Ukraine where Ukrainian rebels, the haidamaks, gathered to fight against the Polish nobility in the 18th century. The largest and final uprising broke out there in 1768. Historian Paul Robert Magocsi claims that it was the only revolt of the haidamaks that “seemed to have specific social and political goals.”56 The main ones were to obtain greater freedoms for the Orthodox Church and autonomy for the Cossacks under the Polish Crown. The rebellion, known as Koliivshchyna, led by Cossacks Maksym Zalizniak and later Ivan Gonta, was portrayed in Ukrainian folklore as well as by Shevchenko as a heroic attempt to liberate the Ukrainian people. In the first years after the First World War, Ukrainian insurgents were also active in the Cold Ravine, hoping to establish an independent Ukraine. They proclaimed an unrecognised republic, the Cold Ravine Republic, which was modelled on the Cossack Sich and whose battle cry was “Freedom for Ukraine or Death.”57 In a broader sense, the Cold Ravine became a symbol of the struggle for freedom and independence of the Ukrainian people.

			The article by Polish essayist Tadeusz Olszański that used the quote from Shevchenko’s poem about the Cold Ravine in its title was written in March 2014, i.e. after the cruellest acts of violence against the insurgents – the mass sniper shootings in February – and after the overthrow of Viktor Yanukovych and his flight from Ukraine. A symbolic illustration for the article was the portrait of Shevchenko on the shields of the Maidan protesters. The title alone showed the implementation of the value of freedom in the discourse of Ukrainian identity. 

			In this way, as a symbolic figure of Ukrainian culture, Shevchenko was presented as the one who had influenced the contemporary civic engagement of the Ukrainian people in state affairs. He was also one of the symbols of the Euromaidan; his portraits and contemporary art stylizations were ubiquitous during the visual representation of the Euromaidan.58 Moreover, 2014 was the 200th anniversary of Shevchenko’s birth, which made his person that much more important in the context of Ukrainian identity. 

			Apart from the national civic identity, there were thus two other Ukrainian identity frames in the discourse of the Polish press: a national cultural identity associated with poetic and historical tradition and a cultural identity frame in which freedom was the greatest value. In the latter case, the discursive strategy of justification59 was used to link Ukraine to the European liberal frame, which stemmed from the slogan of the French Revolution, where “Freedom” came first. 

			4.2.6. Clergy 

			The data shows that religion and the role of the clergy were mentioned the least frequently, appearing in only 6% of the articles, mainly in conservative weeklies, especially Gość Niedzielny (see Figures 8 and 9). However, clergymen predominated among the people interviewed. 

			Describing the events on the Euromaidan, Gość Niedzielny often used such expressions as “the Maidan is praying” and “prayer is stronger than bullets.” The overall impression is that the journalists wanted to show that people of different denominations participated in the Euromaidan, which emphasised its ecumenical aspect. Even so, the articles focused on the special role of the Greek Catholic Church as the main supporter of the protesters. In contrast, the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Moscow Patriarchate was presented mainly as pro-Russian. 

			4.3. Agency. The image of the Euromaidan

			The place where the core of the revolution was located played an important role in the portrayal of Ukraine during the Euromaidan. It was, of course, the Maidan, Independence Square in Kyiv, which was seen as the agency. It was mainly liberal socio-political weeklies that rejected writing about the ideological representations and opinions in favour of describing the everyday life on the Maidan, usually in the form of problem reportages. 

			Three main images of the Maidan can be distinguished in the analysed texts: the Maidan as the Zaporizhian Sich, the Maidan as the site of a “new Ukraine” and the republic of the Maidan. First of all, it should be noted that no article was devoted exclusively to one of these categories; all three images were usually intertwined. For this reason, it is difficult to present quantitative data. The portrayal of the Maidan also defined the agencies in which the events took place. Most articles described the everyday life on the Maidan, admiring its good organisation. Therefore, the social actors of the Euromaidan described in the analysed weeklies were ordinary people, social activists and journalists. Each of these representations reflects a certain identity discourse of Ukraine as perceived by the Polish press. 

			4.3.1. The Maidan as the Zaporizhian Sich

			The Maidan was presented in many articles as the Zaporizhian Sich – the Cossack state that was a symbol of Ukrainian aspirations for freedom and the struggle for independence. Particular attention was paid to the way the Euromaidan was organised. Like the Cossack state, it was divided into structural units – the sotnyas (the hundreds) – which were described in detail in the analysed magazines and presented as a symbol of freedom. In this representation, the word “freedom” was used alongside the word “Maidan” to indicate values. 

			Indeed, some of the journalists describing everyday life on the Maidan used the word “sotnyas” very often. In Newsweek, Michał Kacewicz entitled one of his many reportages on the protests “The Hundreds of Freedom,”60 which was a direct reference to Cossack times. Kacewicz also used very Cossack-esque wording to describe the civic movement, calling it an uprising. 

			Milena Zatylna in Tygodnik Powszechny called the Maidan the Kyivan Sich and described its various representatives and their motivations for protesting.61 The most common one was the desire for a new Ukraine, which made the Maidan the site of a “new Ukraine” (see below). 

			In Polityka’s reportage “The Camps of the Maidan,” Katarzyna Kwiatkowska-Moskalewicz portrayed the Maidan as both the Zaporizhian Sich and a new alternative state. “What is Maidan? ‘It’s so simple!’ exclaims 30-year-old Serhii. ‘Maidan is a modern-day Zaporizhian Sich, a Cossack camp. The territory of free people.’”62 The values of freedom were also emphasised here.

			An interesting depiction of the Maidan appeared in a reportage by Ziemowit Szczerek in Polityka. The author described a few images of it: at first, the Maidan was hipster, then a Cossack Sich and then it turned into a “postapocalyptic world of Mad Max.”63 

			The image of the Maidan as the Sich was clearly shown in wSieci. Grzegorz Górny juxtaposed the scope of Western values, i.e. the pro-European Maidan, with the Eastern, post-Soviet identity discourse. This was expressed in the article’s title: “The Cossack Sich against the Eastern Satrapy.”64 To point out the difference between the pro-Western and post-Soviet identity, the author contrasted the organisation of the Maidan, which was similar to the Cossack Sich, with such elements of Easterness, in his opinion, as nepotism, corruption and oligarchy. 

			Thus, the discourse of the Cossack state in the representation of the Euromaidan inscribed Ukraine into the pro-European identity discourse through references to the value system of democracy: the fight for freedom, equality and organisation of society. To present the image of the Maidan as the Sich, constructivist strategies of national identity based on historical references were used. However, when the Maidan turned into the Sich, some journalists acknowledged the presence of radical elements among the protesters and expressed fear of a split in Ukrainian society that could lead to a civil war.

			4.3.2. The Maidan as the site of a “new Ukraine”

			The second way in which the Maidan was represented was as a place where a new Ukraine and new Ukrainian identity were born. Consequently, it had significance not just as the location of the protests but as a social actor. Therefore, Polish journalists used metonymy when referring to the protesters: “the Maidan is in a fury,” “the Maidan demands,” “the Maidan has decided.” The name “Maidan” appeared even more often than “Ukraine” or “Ukrainians.” The Maidan was thus presented as an arena of struggle against the state structures of the time. Hence, the entire ideology of the Maidan protests was represented as an opposition: civic structures against state structures, which indicated the birth of the civic identity and civic society. 

			The Maidan was shown as a place where a new Ukraine was born, Ukraine with a civic identity that wanted to rid itself of postcommunism and thus of its post-Soviet identity. For instance, in her first reportage about the Maidan in Polityka, “Ukraine in a Helmet,”65 Jagienka Wilczak compared the Euromaidan with the Orange Revolution. In her opinion, the latter was carried out by politicians, while the Euromaidan was proof of a new civic identity of the Ukrainian people based on nationality. The reportage described the Maidan as a community of civic initiatives, which inscribed it into the frame of civic society. Similar rhetoric appeared in Newsweek, where Paweł Pieniążek explicitly pointed out that “a new, independent Ukraine is being born on the Maidan.”66 This discourse of a new Ukraine, however, was not as strong as during the Orange Revolution. 

			The Maidan as the site of a new Ukraine was also mentioned by interviewees. Talking to Gość Niedzielny, Sviatoslav Shevchuk, head of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church, often used the word “society” when describing the Maidan, adding that it also meant civic identity. The discourse about the birth of the new Ukraine was related to the new organisation of citizens, which made the Maidan a community. Andrzej Grajewski in his article “All that Maidan”67 used the following phrases: “a phenomenon of civic organisation and activity,” “the community of the Maidan,” “the citizens of the Maidan.” This last expression introduces the third image of the Maidan – the Maidan as a republic. 

			4.3.3. The republic of the Maidan

			The third image of the Maidan depicted a free, well-organised and well-functioning republic. Journalists metaphorically called it a “state,” arguing that it had its own services, military forces, logistics, medical department, food department and others. A good example of this is Jerzy Baczyński’s article in Polityka: 

			We watched in amazement as the Maidan turned first into a camp straight from the Zaporizhian Sich, then into a mini-­republic, with its own services, a council of deputies, endless debates but also extraordinary self-discipline and ability to mobilise. Direct democracy, which modern Europe has not seen at home.68

			Similarly, Paweł Reszka in Tygodnik Powszechny made his opinion of the Maidan clear by entitling his reportage “Maidan, the State.”69 In its everyday life and functioning, the journalist noticed the civic identity of the people and presented the Maidan as a smoothly run state. 

			4.4. Geography of representation

			In the study of identity and discourse, the geography of representation has a significant meaning. It was of particular interest to me because although the protests took place in Kyiv, a country’s identity cannot be limited to its capital city alone. Therefore, I included this aspect in my analysis. 

			Generally, only the pro-Western parts of Ukraine, namely Kyiv (central Ukraine) and Lviv (Western Ukraine), were represented, although those weeklies that described the Ukrainian revolution in the form of reportages paid attention to other parts of the country as well. 

			Newsweek published an article by Michał Kacewicz entitled “A Very Small Revolution,”70 in which the author described life in the city of Chernihiv, located 120 km from Kyiv, as completely different from that in the capital. For people from the peripheries of Ukraine, Europe was a phantom. Their identity was uncertain, and they had no supranational aspirations. The visual elements of the city pointed to its post-Soviet identity.  Here, even the university and students, who were the engine of the revolution in Kyiv, had no European aspirations, showing a passive attitude towards the changes on the Maidan and a weak civic awareness. The author even noted that the student government was sometimes referred to as “komsomol,” as it had been called in the USSR. In addition, the city was presented as very poor; people could not afford to go to Kyiv, so Europe was very distant, lying “beyond mountains, beyond seas.”71 The journalist also drew attention to the corrupt traffic police – militia, which was, for him, another proof of Ukraine’s post-Soviet identity. 

			Another reportage on Eastern Ukraine, entitled “Journey to Mordor,” was published in Polityka by Ziemowit Szczerek. The author used a name from J.R.R. Tolkien’s saga to ironically demonise the Ukrainian East. He described Kharkiv as post-­­Soviet but also tried to understand the people without demonising them. However, the symbols and signs of post-­Soviet identity in the city were very visible. They were found in people’s everyday lives, such as old Soviet “zhyguli” cars, people dressed only in dark or grey clothes, the huge monument of Lenin with fresh flowers always laid before it. The students were described as passive and indifferent to what was happening in Kyiv. However, the journalist concluded that he had not seen Mordor in Kharkiv; even in the streets, you could often hear the Ukrainian language. He also mentioned the alternative, cultural side of Kharkiv, which I have discussed earlier.

			The second city Szczerek described was Donetsk, where he noticed a very pro-Russian mood and a deeply-ingrained post-Soviet identity (he even called the inhabitants “Soviet people”). He often saw inscriptions on the walls, such as “Putin, help us” and “the Berkut72 are heroes.” He also described the celebration of holidays that dated back to the Soviet Union, which was another evidence of the pro-Russian and post-­­Soviet identity: “On the second day, All Women’s Day, during Lenin’s time, there was a demonstration with Russian and Soviet flags.”73 

			Generally, in Kharkiv and Donetsk, the journalist saw a common East Slavic identity complex embedded in the “russkii mir” (“the Russian world”), which signifies the Russian circle of interests and cultural superiority in countries such as Ukraine and Belarus in particular and the entire post-Soviet area in general. The phrase “Russian world” also has connotations with Russian neo-imperial aspirations. 

			“Listen, Pole,” an older man with a grey goatee approached me. “We do not support Putin. We are simply close to Russia. This is the ‘Russian world’ – Russia, Ukraine, Belarus. It is all one and the same. We share a common history, language and way of thinking. Why divide us?”74

			4.5. Wording

			Just like during the Orange Revolution, the language of journalists during the Euromaidan was full of metaphors, comparisons, metonymies and other figures of speech. Hence, it is worth showing what kind of wording with regard to Ukrainian identity was used in the analysed Polish weeklies. 

			To emphasise the post-Soviet Ukrainian identity, Polish journalists compared the Ukrainian reality during the Euromaidan to that of the Polish People’s Republic when people rebelled against the communist authorities. Thus, Viktor Yanukovych was often compared to General Wojciech Jaruzelski75 and the Ukrainian special police force Berkut to the Polish communist Motorized Reserves of the Citizens’ Militia (ZOMO).76

			For example, wSieci wrote that both Jaruzelski in 1981 and Yanukovych in 2013 did not pay attention to the “will of the people” but to what “Moscow said”: 

			However, both for Jaruzelski in December 1981 and for Yanukovych in December 2013, a source other than the “will of the people” or the “democratic verdict of the voters” was more important than their “right” to rule, the power of life and death. This source flows from Moscow. Without the support of Brezhnev’s Moscow, Jaruzelski would not have held on in Poland, the Polish United Workers’ Party (PZPR) would not have “won” consecutive elections, no martial law would have been introduced, and if it had, its author would have eventually had to stand trial for causing the death of dozens of his country’s citizens. Not in the same way but similarly (because it is no longer a totalitarian Moscow but an authoritarian one, though still imperial), Yanukovych would not have won the elections if it were not for Putin’s openly shown support.77 

			However, this analogy is not complete, as there were also several differences, pointed out by Aleksander Kwaśniewski in his interview with Newsweek: 

			In Poland, we had a simple division: them and us. In Ukraine, there are us, i.e. the people from the Maidan; those whom we are willing to accept but do not fully identify with, or the opposition; and them – those who are unacceptable, that is, the authorities. In Kyiv – unlike in Warsaw 25 years ago – there is neither the popular, respected, conciliatory Prime Minister Mazowiecki nor President Jaruzelski, ready to step down due to a sense of responsibility for the state and social peace. Yanukovych not only does not want to resign but also still hopes for re-election in 2015.78

			The most interesting wording concerns references to Ukraine as a state. There were several ways in which Polish journalists called Ukraine apart from its proper name, e.g. “the state on the Dnipro River,” “in the East,” “our eastern neighbour.” This moved the discourse to Ruth Wodak’s concept in CDA – spatial references. On the other hand, describing Ukraine with the spatial reference “in the East” often carried negative connotations and implied a certain unconscious orientalisation of Ukraine, although sometimes it simply denoted the country’s geographical location. 

			It should be noted that the identification of a state with geographical terms, especially rivers, is significant for Polish society. The phrase “the state on the Dnipro River” was used mainly in articles with a positive attitude towards Ukraine, where it symbolised the beginning of a new society and a new state system. References to Polish history helped to explain Ukrainian events through concepts familiar to Poles. Indeed, journalists used the phrase “the Miracle on the Vistula River”79 and transformed it into “the Miracle in Kyiv” or “the Miracle on the Dnipro River.” Journalists also recalled the Polish experience of the “round table” and “wars at the top,” but to a lesser degree than during the Orange Revolution. 

			When describing the processes associated with the Euromaidan, journalists often used the specification “Ukrainians” instead of the genericisation “Ukraine.” This gave the impression that they were presenting Ukraine as a community of people acting in that place and that time but not a country as a whole. A discursive representation of social actors called assimilation can be observed here.80 It means that people are not presented as individuals but as actors who are united by a common social practice. 

			Journalists also used the word “nation” in reference to the events in Ukraine during the Euromaidan. In this case, the nation was treated as a community of people, and the state structures of the time were not identified with it. For instance, the following phrases were often used: “the Ukrainian nation against Yanukovych,” “the Ukrainian nation does not want to turn to the East.” Thus, the government of the time was not identified with the “nation” at all. President Yanukovych and the ruling elite were described as pro-Russian. The post-­Soviet way of functioning of state structures was described as something different from the nation – embedded in the will of the people. 

			4.5.1. Ukraine as a “failed state”

			As acknowledged above, not all of the analysed articles portrayed the Euromaidan as a positive event in the construction of Ukrainian identity. The most explicit criticism appeared in Przegląd. Beginning with historical references and ending with the Euromaidan, Ukraine was presented there as a “failed state.” 

			It is worth noting that the wording and narrative about Ukraine in Przegląd were completely different from that in other magazines. First, in late 2013, there were only articles about the political situation in Ukraine, with no mention of the protests. The first texts about the Euromaidan started to appear in 2014, presenting it in a very negative light as a rebellion of a radical nationalistic mob against legitimate authorities.81 Hence, the journalists were very sceptical of it, even calling it “Orange Revolution-bis.” 

			Moreover, texts about the Euromaidan were interspersed with historical ones about Ukrainian nationalists from the UPA period. Both the articles about contemporary and past Ukraine portrayed these people as radical nationalists with a decidedly anti-Polish attitude. The country itself was presented as a “failed state,” for which the dissolution of the USSR had been a great tragedy since its entire economy had collapsed. Hence, Przegląd described Ukraine as a very poor country: “corruption, even famine. This is how life in Ukraine can be characterised.”82 

			Historical references were often used to portray Ukraine as a failed state. While in other weeklies, the words Kresy and “Wild Fields” appeared mainly in a historical context, in Przegląd, they described contemporary Ukraine. For example, in his column “Wild Fields of Europe,” Jan Widacki presented Ukrainian-European relations as a struggle over Tymoshenko. To emphasise this, he invoked a comparison with Henryk Sienkiewicz’s novel.

			The heroes of With Fire and Sword used to say that the war with the Cossacks was a war for Mrs Khmelnytska vel Czaplińska’s “red braid.” Today, Europe is fighting with Ukraine for a different ‘braid,’ maybe this time not a red one but a blond one wrapped around the head.83 

			The most popular wording in Przegląd was that Ukraine should remain between Moscow and Brussels because its economy was backward and would collapse under the onslaught of a strong economy of the EU. 

			4.5.2. “Two Ukraines”

			The idea of “two Ukraines” was revived somewhat during the Euromaidan. It was not as strongly expressed as in the articles about the Orange Revolution but visible enough to be analysed. There were warnings about the division of Ukraine in all the weeklies. Journalists acknowledged that Ukraine was divided culturally, linguistically and historically. Those who participated in the Euromaidan were thus portrayed in terms of civic identity and the formation of a civic nation, while those who did not support the protests were described as Soviet and pro-Russian. Usually, the discourse of divided Ukraine was associated not only with the geographical division between East and West but also with the representation of social actors already mentioned above.

			The discourse of a divided Ukraine also appeared in interviews with Ukrainians. Talking to Newsweek, journalist Vitalii Portnikov confirmed the differences between the two Ukraines as understood by Mykola Riabchuk. Nevertheless, he urged not to generalise because “there are people with Ukrainian consciousness in the east and many pro-Russian ones in the west.”84 In the wording of two Ukraines, the phrase “Soviet people” often appeared. These Soviet people were portrayed as those who did not want any changes, were passive and missed the Soviet times. 

			4.5.3. Values 

			When describing Ukraine during the Euromaidan, journalists very often used the word “values” to represent it as a state developing a civic identity and a civic society oriented towards the European tradition, e.g. stating that the Euromaidan stood “in defence of European values.” The second, also quite frequent, usage referred to the values of the state and citizenship. Do Rzeczy described Ukrainians as people who had begun to appreciate their own state as a value. This fact, according to Polish journalists, narrowed the gap existing in Ukraine and brought Russian-speaking and Ukrainian-speaking citizens closer together. Therefore, civic elements prevailed over ethnic ones, such as language. 

			The phrase “European values” was usually used to refer to the desire of Ukrainians to enter the circle of European culture. The expression “values of democracy and a fair state system” appeared equally often. A journalist of the conservative Do Rzeczy wrote that the Ukrainians’ aspiration to sign an association agreement with the EU was not dictated by political or economic factors alone: “The desire to associate with the EU does not stem from political calculations or knowledge about this institution but from the desire to find oneself in a European culture.”85 

			The texts also addressed the contradiction of values: on the one hand, there was an oligarchic political system, which did not equal democracy, and on the other hand, people were fighting for European values, which were often associated with democracy and a transparent, corruption-free political and economic system. Journalists were keen to quote ordinary people who said that Poland was a major point of reference for them as a successful country in the EU: “We want to join the European project because we know that it works, that you in Poland have succeeded. This knowledge is a sufficient guarantee for us.”86 This also placed Ukraine within the identity frame of Central and Eastern Europe, epitomised by the former Soviet bloc countries that had joined the EU. 

			The people participating in the Euromaidan were sometimes portrayed as unaware of what Europe really was and what the association agreement really meant for them but firmly believing that it would completely change their country: “They assure quite seriously that signing the association agreement alone will change their country beyond recognition. Corruption and disorder will disappear, and opportunities will arise for every young and ambitious person.”87 

			In terms of values cultivated in Ukraine, Polish journalists noticed differences between Ukraine, Russia and Belarus. In Polityka, Andrzej Brzeziecki wrote: 

			Ukraine is not Russia, Leonid Kuchma used to say, and apparently, he was right. What passes smoothly in Minsk and Moscow is met with strong resistance in Kyiv. The society here is different, infected with the bug of democracy and freedom of speech.88

			***

			To sum up, the Euromaidan was presented in the Polish press as a civic protest driven by the need of the Ukrainian society to move away from the post-Soviet order and rid itself of the postcommunist identity frame. Polish journalists portrayed Ukrainians mainly as a European nation with the social will to carry out a systemic transformation. A particular feature of the coverage of the Ukrainian events was a relative lack of attention paid to politicians as decision-makers, which put them in the background of the revolution. 

			However, the image of Ukraine during the Euromaidan in the Polish opinion-forming press was not uniform. In particular, the issue of Ukraine’s national identity was influenced by Polish historical, cultural and political discourse, which resulted in references to a few stereotypes about Ukraine related to the common historical heritage. 
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Chapter 5. 

Models and Patterns of Ukrainian Identity Represented in Polish Opinion-Forming Press: Comparisons, Narratives, Explanations

			In this chapter, I will present the final stage of Norman Fairclough’s method of CDA – explanation. I will also refer to the narratives of the analysed journalistic texts and present the relation of the data obtained from the analysis to the research on Ukrainian identity, their correspondence to certain patterns and models of identity, as well as references to historical and contemporary discourses. 

			Before going into the details of the third stage of CDA, I will briefly explain the difference between the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan from the perspective of identity construction. 

			5.1. The Orange Revolution versus the Euromaidan and the process of identity construction in Ukraine

			The Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan should be considered breakthrough moments in the process of identity formation in Ukraine. These two events were the starting and ending points of a certain political and social period. Therefore, it is important to examine the academic discourse on the issue of identity during that time. According to the constructivist approach to identity, historical breakthroughs or important turning points in the existence of a society create the most appropriate conditions for constructing, reconstructing or reestablishing identity. In this subchapter, I will compare the changes or problems with identity that occurred during the Orange Revolution with those that emerged during the Euromaidan. 

			Firstly, I will examine the main scholarly trends focusing on Ukrainian identity during the Orange Revolution. These events were perceived as a time of significant development of civic society in Ukraine and, consequently, the emergence of civic nationalism.1 Different types of national identity found in different types of nationalism can result in different consequences. For example, the Soviet, great-power, imperial and anti-Western nationalisms in post-Soviet states led to ethnic conflicts, xenophobia and the establishment of authoritarian regimes in some of them. 

			Researchers argue that civic nationalism in Ukraine played a significant role in mobilising mass protests against electoral fraud in the 2004 presidential elections, which became known as the Orange Revolution. Taras Kuzio states that, like in the case of the Rose Revolution in Georgia, civic nationalism during these events provided the basis for Ukraine’s aspirations towards European integration and distanced it from Russia.2 However, during the Orange Revolution, those with a strong Ukrainian ethnic identity were more supportive of democratic change than those with an East Slavic identity, disproving the notion that ethnic national identity is always “hostile to democracy.”3 The relationship between types of national identity and support for reforms was also studied by Holley Hansen, Vicki Hesli and Stephen Shulman, who examined the correlation between the type of people’s identity in Ukraine and their willingness to support democratic and market reforms.4

			The geographical distribution of these identity types was closely related to the candidate one voted for and the voter turnout. Ethnic Ukrainian identity was most often manifested in the western and central parts of Ukraine5 and resulted in pro-Western and anti-Soviet political and social discourse.6 At the same time, East Slavic identity or East Slavic nationalism developed among eastern Ukrainians and in Crimea. There was also a special type of identity in the Ukrainian society, called Soviet identity. Speaking about the Orange Revolution and the presidential elections that triggered it, Kuzio states that people who voted for Yanukovych defined their identity as Soviet (neither Ukrainian nor Russian) – “an identity that crossed ethnic allegiances.”7 Therefore, “only western-central Ukrainians believed that their candidate, Yushchenko, was honest, not corrupt and thereby morally superior to other candidates, particularly to Yanukovych. Yanukovych’s twice-criminal record did not flummox eastern Ukrainians to vote for him…”8 This illustrates the level of civic and political awareness of people during the Orange Revolution. Because the very people who voted for the “honest” candidate disagreed with the election results and organised protests against the fraud. 

			However, many researchers argue that despite the differences in the level of civic and ethnic national identity of the participants, the Orange Revolution was the first attempt to unite both left- and right-bank Ukraine. For instance, Andrew Wilson states in Ukraine’s Orange Revolution that these protests were not sparked by the West or by Western Ukraine. He argues that it was Yushchenko who took advantage of “this civic mood, winning broader support across Ukraine, uniting the west and centre, the Right Bank and the Left, and wining sufficient antiregime protest votes in parts of the east and south.”9 Whether Yushchenko was the driving force behind the Orange Revolution can be debated, but it was definitely not the split in regional identity in Ukraine. 

			Ukraine was therefore a profoundly different country in 2004 than it had been even in 1991. All previous elections had been “the west (of Ukraine) versus the rest,” with the west a natural minority. Now central Ukraine was on board, and at the wheel.10

			As described earlier, Ukrainians with a stronger ethnic identity were more active in the democratic transition. However, the readiness to introduce democratic changes in the state by changing or restructuring institutions, high social activity and participation in social and political events are features of the civic component of national identity. Therefore, people with a strong ethnic adherence also had a strong civic identity. This was first demonstrated in a broad sense during the Orange Revolution.11 

			In addition to the ethnic and civic components of identity, the supranational one was also important in Ukrainian civic movements. Because there were two supranational identities competing with each other, East Slavic and European, ­people’s attitudes towards Europe played a significant role during almost all of Ukraine’s shifts towards democracy. During the Orange Revolution, although it was caused by internal political events, the pattern of Ukrainian identity as European was widely demonstrated. For the Ukrainian society, European identity meant, above all, a recognition of European values and the principles of freedom and democracy. Europe did not exist in Ukraine in an ethical and cultural sense but in the sense of values. Therefore, one of the most important identity changes during the Orange Revolution was that “the Ukrainian people transformed, declared European values into reality through their individual and collective actions.”12

			Thus, during and immediately after the Orange Revolution, these events were compared to the fall of communism in Central and Eastern Europe, when the people of those countries also declared their European identity. In 2004, Timothy Snyder stated that the opposition protests in Ukraine were unlike anything seen in Europe since 1989. Therefore, he argued that 

			there are moments in history, as in 1945 throughout western Europe, as in 1975 in Spain, as in 1989 throughout eastern Europe, as in Ukraine today, when one must think broadly and ambitiously. To secure democracy in Ukraine is in the interest of the European Union, because democratic neighbors are peaceful and prosperous neighbors.13 

			Hence, the Orange Revolution in post-Soviet Ukraine was perceived in the context of identity changes in the transition from an authoritarian regime to democracy. 

			Disillusionment with the Orange Revolution came when the “transition/transformation frame” was not supported by deep changes in the sphere of the institutional identity in post-­Orange Ukraine. Geir Flikke explains that the transition period is never easy: “elites may conflict over regime issues, that these differences may be overcome through pacts, and that new elections compel all to abide by the ‘only game in town’ – that of democracy.”14 However, the new elites did not “conflict with the regime,” and democracy did not become the “only game in town” in post-Orange Ukraine. The lack of institutional changes, constant disagreements and an unstable political system were obstacles to Ukraine’s full integration into the European, i.e. Western, identity frame that was demonstrated at the societal level during the Orange Revolution in the form of values. From this point of view, Ukraine was not a “nation-state” but a “state-nation.”15

			The failure of institutional identity after the Orange Revolution was reinforced by Viktor Yanukovych, who became president in 2010. He abolished all attempts to create a European institutional identity in Ukraine with “Soviet ideological weapons: anti-Americanism and hostility to Ukrainian nationalism.”16 

			In 2012, describing the uncertainty of national identity in Ukraine during the postcommunist transition, Mykola Riabchuk argued that the Orange Revolution was an opportunity for identity change. But unfortunately, “the window of opportunity was never used and closed.”17 Riabchuk additionally predicted that “another window” would open for Ukraine in the next two decades. He was right. It happened even sooner, nine years after the Orange Revolution.

			Naturally, the Euromaidan was initially compared to the Orange Revolution. However, the main difference between these two events lay in their character. The Orange Revolution was more political and dedicated to a single politician. In contrast, the Euromaidan had antiregime aspirations. At first, people demonstrated a strong European supranational identity, which was later merged with national identity. Therefore, Ukraine lost its geopolitical ambiguity.18 The revolution of the Euromaidan was thus simultaneously European and national.19 It is worth adding that during the Euromaidan, civic identity prevailed over the ethnic one, as evidenced by Olga Onuch’s survey conducted during the protests. Activists responded that they wanted to frame the Euromaidan as a protest “in terms of civil and human rights.”20 

			The main identity issue during the Euromaidan was civic national identity and European supranational identity. However, right-wing radical nationalistic parties and organisations such as the Svoboda party and the Right Sector caused a controversial backlash. They used symbols of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army and were therefore perceived as fascists. The nationalists’ march on January 1 to mark the anniversary of the birth of Stepan Bandera, the nationalistic leader of UPA during the Second World War and for several years thereafter, also had significant resonance. 

			Due to their visibility, the presence of nationalistic elements during the Euromaidan was effectively exploited by Russian media propaganda, although they did not, in fact, constitute the majority of the protesters. As for the slogan “Glory to Ukraine,” it was not a mere expression of nationalistic pathos, and the response “Glory to the heroes” did not refer to the heroes of UPA but to “all the heroes of the centuries-long Ukrainian struggle for independence … including the current struggle on the Maidan.”21 Onuch also presents evidence that further undermines the assumption about the key role of right-wing forces during the Euromaidan.

			The rush to identify the Right Sector, and other right-wing groups, as the central force behind the latter stages of the EuroMaidan has unfortunately resulted in analysts not only misinterpreting the ideology of the typical protester, but also the broader political mood in Ukraine. Most importantly, these much-discussed right-wing groups have not been able to win over many voters, and recent parliamentary election results indicate that such groups have actually even lost much of their own electoral support.22

			Another identity issue during the Euromaidan was the relationship between the East Slavic and European identities. As Volodymyr Kulyk writes, people with an East Slavic identity opposed the Euromaidan because, for them, integration with Europe meant a betrayal of the East Slavic unity. In their eyes, all the participants of the Euromaidan were “Banderites,” whom they very often associated with all those who supported the Western orientation of Ukraine.23

			The Euromaidan also saw a significant identity shift in terms of expanding civic adherence. Protesters were not only from central and western Ukraine and were not only Ukrainian speakers.

			Since the Orange Revolution failed to realise the project of “the birth of the Ukrainian nation,” the Euromaidan was more aptly compared to the 1989 revolutions in Eastern Europe and became the Ukrainian equivalent of a return to Europe.24 Tatiana Zhurzhenko also emphasised a very important aspect of the identity change in Ukraine during the Euromaidan – the symbolic one. There were still many symbols of the old era and Soviet identity in Ukraine, such as an active communist party and numerous monuments of Lenin. During the Euromaidan and afterwards, those monuments were dismantled in many Ukrainian cities, and the Communist Party did not win seats in the Ukrainian parliament for the first time. 

			5.1.1. Discursive strategies and models of Ukrainian identity constructed in the Polish press

			Ukraine’s identity during the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan was represented in the Polish press in the form of national and supranational identity, as has been shown in previous chapters. Based on the main theoretical studies on Ukrainian identity described earlier and the data obtained from the analysed magazines, Ukrainian identity in the Polish press was categorised following detailed patterns (see Appendix 1). First, two main categories were identified: supranational identity and national identity. They were further divided into two subcategories: supranational identity into European identity and East Slavic identity, while national identity into ethnic identity and civic identity. Each subcategory was then divided into codes: European identity into materialistic and idealistic codes; East Slavic identity into pro-Russian and post-Soviet codes; ethnic identity into nationalistic and cultural codes; civic identity into political and axiological codes. These codes made it possible to examine the discourse in order to piece together the overall image of Ukrainian identity that Polish journalists presented to the Polish public. I have previously used this approach in the quantitative and qualitative analysis of the perception of Ukrainian identity in several Polish weeklies during the Euromaidan25 and in the analysis of the evolution of the perception of Ukrainian identity in the Polish intellectual periodicals Arcana and Res Publica Nowa.26

			Supranational identity

			As mentioned in the previous chapters, supranational identity is the result of late nation-building and an inferiority complex resulting from the post-Soviet legacy. In Ukraine, supranational identity has for many years been represented mainly in two vectors: European identity and East Slavic identity.27 

			Based on the results of the analysis of the Polish weeklies, it can be concluded that the European identity of Ukraine was presented in a way that referred to how people imagined Europe. In this narrative, journalists used strategies of inclusion to make Ukrainians “more like us.”28 During the Orange Revolution, the subcategory of supranational European identity appeared in almost all of the analysed weeklies, though not very often. I divided it into materialistic and idealistic codes. The former was associated with keywords and phrases that described Ukrainians as people whose ideas about Europe were limited to the realm of wealth and a booming economy (e.g. the desire to be included in European institutional structures that could, for example, abolish EU visas and help with carrying out economic reforms). In contrast, the idealistic code was identified using keywords indicating values of democracy, freedom, justice and cultural or historical affiliation with Europe (e.g. culture, mentality, democracy, human rights, absence of corruption, “normal” life, freedom, freedom of the press, equal rights). During the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan, the analysed Polish press mainly featured an idealistic expression of the Ukrainian people’s European identity. The materialistic aspect was either omitted altogether or presented in a very limited way. In many cases, Ukrainians were portrayed as being unaware of what Europe really was. Journalists often described the protesters as people who did not know the economic and political details of what they were fighting for. This overlapped with the portrayal of Ukrainians as ignorant and unprepared to be Europeans. For example, in his first article about the Euromaidan protests in Tygodnik Powszechny, Andrzej Brzeziecki wrote that Ukrainians had an idealistic vision of Europe – they equated it with a better life, unaware of how difficult the period of transition would be. Ukrainians were also presented as not being familiar with such European values as tolerance. The journalist wrote that only one in 200 Ukrainians accepted homosexuals, and half of Ukrainians wanted to close their borders to them. Ukrainians were thus not ready to accept the “Other” as one of the European values.29

			Other mentions of the supranational European identity referred to its meanings and values. For example, in the first sentence of an article in Polityka “The Road to Europe,” its author described Ukraine’s aspirations toward Europe. The journalist wrote: “Kyiv is now the only city in Europe where the European flag is kissed.”30 It was this identity that was demonstrated during the protests that had begun as the first antigovernment demonstrations before the Vilnius summit. Although Ukraine during the Euromaidan was described mostly as a homogenous formation with a strong desire to defend or establish its European identity, this article also presented different identities of Ukraine, not only the one epitomised by the Maidan: “We should remember that not all Ukrainians have supported and support integration with Europe. The East [is] economically and mentally closer to Russia.”31

			The last example leads to the representation of the East Slavic identity in the articles about Ukraine. As I have already stated, the East Slavic identity was interpreted by Mykola Riabchuk as “Little Russian,”32 an identity that was characterised by a clear affiliation with Russia or sentiment towards the Soviet Union and the Soviet mentality, as well as the specificity of a corrupt political and social environment that was “rooted in post-Soviet political and business culture.”33 Therefore, in this study, the subcategory of East Slavic identity was divided into pro-Russian and post-Soviet codes.34

			East Slavic identity appeared very often in articles about the Orange Revolution. This was due to the fact that Ukraine during this period was not presented only in the context of protests on Independence Square in Kyiv but with significant attention paid to the Donbas region and the Ukrainian oligarchy. The code “pro-Russian” was used to refer to the political and business affiliation with Russia of the current Ukrainian authorities and business elite. The situation in Eastern Ukraine was described solely in terms of the post-Soviet code: people manipulated by the authorities; regret over the dissolution of the USSR (“we have already lost one of our homes – the USSR,” “we do not want Yushchenko to deliver us into the hands of America and Western imperialists”); symbols of the Soviet era – monuments of Lenin and topographical names (even the title of one article about Donbas was illustrative of it – “We, the Soviet People”35).

			During the Euromaidan, foreign media, including the Polish press, did not pay much attention to post-Soviet or pro-Russian sentiments. The appearance of these discourses depended on the attitude of the editors to Ukrainian events, i.e. whether the journalists decided to write not only about the central events in Kyiv and pro-European Western Ukraine but also about the eastern part of the country. The pro-Russian orientation was represented in articles that described the actions of former President Yanukovych, the Ukrainian oligarchs and their relations with Russia, the activity of state structures during the Euromaidan and the geopolitical preferences of the inhabitants of Eastern Ukraine. The post-Soviet discourse, on the other hand, referred more to the mentality of the people. It was used when journalists portrayed Ukrainians as not free, uncertain of their national identity or feeling nostalgic for the USSR. 

			National identity

			The analysis of the Polish opinion-forming press showed that the category of Ukrainian national identity was perceived in ethnic and civic terms, in line with theoretical research on identity, as already described earlier in this book.

			For the purpose of this study, the subcategory of ethnic identity was divided into nationalistic and cultural codes. This division was made based on the most popular patterns of Ukrainian national ethnic identity described in the analysed texts. The nationalistic code was identified through such keywords as “radical nationalists,” “Banderites,” “Stepan Bandera,” “Ukrainian Insurgent Army,” “fascists,” etc. The cultural code referred to the perception of Ukrainian identity in the discourse of national cultural values and common historical symbols that unite people, alongside popular contemporary culture and religion. 

			During the Orange Revolution, the subcategory of ethnic identity appeared in very few instances and mainly in its cultural code. There were no mentions of Ukrainians as radical nationalists or Banderites, except for one reference to the nationalistic motives of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army and very few comments in Przegląd about former UPA soldiers who were also Yushchenko’s supporters. 

			This changed during the Euromaidan. Discursively, the word “Banderites” was used in a negative way, with fear of Ukrainian nationalism. However, some journalists pointed out that UPA symbols were not used to demonstrate anti-Polish sentiments but were merely symbols of the Ukrainian struggle for full independence from Russia. It should also be noted that during the Euromaidan, Polish journalists very often inscribed the discourse of Ukrainian cultural tradition or history into the current political changes. This embedded the entire narrative in the heroic ideological struggle for independence and fostered Polish-Ukrainian reconciliation.

			All of the analysed weeklies paid considerable attention to the cultural component of both protests. There were fewer articles on culture during the Orange Revolution, while the role of intellectual and cultural elites and the clergy was clearly emphasised during the Euromaidan. 

			The cultural discourse of representation was consistent with the one reflecting the civic component of national identity, which was based not on the ethnic attachment but on the values of citizenship and the state. In the analysed Polish opinion-forming press, civic identity was represented in two codes: political and axiological. 

			The subcategory of civic identity appeared with great frequency both during the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan. The protests against electoral fraud were treated by Polish journalists as a manifestation of the Ukrainian people’s desire to live in a strong state that follows all the procedures of a democratic society. Such passages as “a new Ukraine is being born on the Maidan,” “they are fighting for a new, independent Ukraine,” “they want to decide for themselves who will be president,” “they want fair elections,” “Ukraine has decided not to follow Russian instructions,” “Ukrainians do not want to see a ‘miracle’ over the ballot boxes” were assigned to the political code. Thus, in this study, it encompasses the portrayal of Ukrainians as people who are aware of their rights and have a strong sense of citizenship and responsibility for the state in which they live. In short, the political code illustrates the civic identity of Ukrainians with institutional adherence to the state. In the case of the Euromaidan, journalists referred to civic identity according to the same patterns, even using the same words and expressions about civic society or the “birth of a new Ukraine.” Very often authors of articles on the Orange Revolution also wrote about the Euromaidan. 

			The axiological code of civic identity prevailed over the political one both during the Euromaidan and the Orange Revolution, although it appeared most often during the latter, re­­­presented by such passages as “people stand for the value of democracy,” “people do not want corruption,” “civic consciousness of Ukrainians is growing.” This discourse represented the set of civic values that Ukrainians were demonstrating. The main keywords associated with it were: civil society, human rights, discipline in the state, absence of corruption, self-organisation during the Euromaidan, cooperation between all people without language and ethnic differences, etc. The axiological discourse can be very similar to the political code, but the difference lies in the description of the ideals and ideas of civic society during the Euromaidan. For instance, such passages as “these people do not take bribes and do not give them,” “they do not throw litter on the streets and keep their staircases clean,” “they gave their lives for the new Ukraine,” “they want a clear and transparent authority” were assigned to the axiological code of civic identity, while expressions about the adherence to the state – to the political code (new nation, new political nation). 

			5.2. Polish-Ukrainian historical discourse and the perception of Ukrainian identity 

			Historical representations in the text are a key aspect in discourse studies. Due to the common history of Poland and Ukraine, historical vocabulary was frequently used in the analysed weeklies, including metaphorically. Some patterns have already been presented in the section analysing actors and agencies of identity, but it is important to clarify which historical references appeared most often in the Polish press, influencing the perception of Ukrainian identity. 

			To explain Polish-Ukrainian relations, it is necessary to go back to the times of the medieval state of Rus’, or rather its weakening and collapse. It was Polish King Casimir III the Great, whose armies waged military campaigns against Galicia and Volhynia in 1340 and 1349,36 who initiated the expansion into the territory of former Rus’. 

			Polish historian Władysław Serczyk writes that after the annexation of the lands of Sanok and Przemyśl in 1344, Casimir the Great even called himself “Lord and Heir of Rus’.”37 In 1349, he seized the city of Lviv, the entire Halych Rus’, Chełm, Belz, Brest and Volodymyr Volynski and continued to fight with the Duchy of Lithuania and Hungary for Galicia and Volhynia. As a result of the war between Poland, Lithuania and Hungary, the territories of Rus’ that were not under the control of the Golden Horde, including most of today’s Ukraine, were divided between the Kingdom of Poland and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania.38 Thus, from the late 14th century, Ukraine developed its national identity within foreign state formations,39 being a minority group within larger state structures. 

			Historians agree that after the dissolution of Rus’, a sense of separateness emerged among the ethnic groups formed on its ruins. In the territories west of the Moscow state border, which belonged to Lithuania and Poland, two groups felt distinct from the Poles and Lithuanians and also from each other. These were the future Belarusians and Ukrainians. British historian Andrew Wilson claims that Ukrainian identity originated in Kyiv Rus’ but that true national consciousness emerged only in the later 16th century.40 On the other hand, Serczyk sees the beginnings of the national consciousness of future Ukrainians in the period just after a large part of Rus’ was incorporated into the Polish and Lithuanian state structures. “At that time, the term ‘Ukraine’ gradually began to establish itself in the public consciousness as a separate territory, inhabited by a population that differed from its neighbours in language and customs.”41 

			Therefore, the incorporation of the former Rus’ lands into early modern European state structures had a decisive impact on the formation of Ukraine’s identity. Historians acknowledge Poland’s role in shaping Ukrainian European identity but also emphasise that it did not create it ex nihilo. Wilson, for example, states that despite being influenced by the Byzantine tradition, Rus’ was always open to Central and even Western Europe.42

			In 1569, after the Union of Lublin, Volhynia and the lands of Braclav and Kyiv joined Galicia, Belz and Podolia as territories under Polish rule. The creation of a new state, the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, resulted in new challenges and changes in identity. Paul Robert Magocsi estimates that the

			number of inhabitants in the Ukrainian territories annexed by Poland in 1569 was approximately 937,000. To this number can be added the approximately 573,000 inhabitants of the western, largely Ukrainian-inhabited palatinates of Rus’ (Galicia), Belz, and Podolia, which were already part of Poland, with a Polish legal system and Polish as the official language.43 

			The main manifestation of identity at that time was religion. Those lands of former Rus’ that belonged to the new Commonwealth were usually Orthodox. The link between the Orthodox religion and the political and cultural elite was very strong. This fostered the development of culture and tradition separate from Polish and Lithuanian.44 In 1596, the Union of Brest introduced a new religious paradigm – the Uniate Church, a framework in which the Orthodox Church recognised the supremacy of the Pope. From then on, the Kyivan Metropolitanate split in two – one part remained under the authority of the Patriarch of Constantinople, and the other began to recognise the authority of the Pope of Rome.45 

			 In his book The Reconstruction of Nations. Poland, Ukraine, Lithuania, Belarus, 1569–1999, Timothy Snyder states: “Just as the history of medieval Rus’ begins with the Orthodox baptism of Grand Prince Volodymyr in 988, so the history of early modern Ukraine begins with conversions of Ukrainian nobles to Western Christianity after 1596.”46 Indeed, after the Unions of Lublin and Brest, the term “Ukraine” came into political usage as a name for the territories inhabited by Orthodox Christians in the Commonwealth.47 All in all, after heated disputes among Orthodox senior church officials, many Ukrainian (Ruthenian) nobles and clergy embraced the Uniate Church to save their lands and political influence, as it was clearly supported by the Polish king, while the Orthodox religion was “virtually outlawed.”48 Nevertheless, disputes continued for quite a long time after the Union of Brest, and many Orthodox parishes managed to resist and maintain their status in the Ukrainian lands of the Commonwealth. An example is the Kyivan Cave Monastery, which remained under Orthodox control, and later, through the efforts of the Orthodox nobility, the Orthodox Church was formally recognised by the Polish authorities, although the Uniates enjoyed greater preference.49 

			After the religious crisis, the Cossacks became the new force of the Orthodox religion. Serhii Plokhy writes that its revival began after the Cossacks transformed from a military to political power in 1620–1621.50 This entailed the consolidation of the Orthodox elite, which conditioned the emergence of a separate identity of the Ruthenians at the turn of the 16th and the 17th centuries.51 Moreover, from the 1630s, Ruthenians began to feel like a separate group with a specific identity.52 

			It is difficult to overestimate the role of Ukrainian Cossacks in the history of Ukraine and other states, including Poland. They were the real starting point for the process of building Ukrainian identity, while their neighbours – neither the Poles nor later the Muscovites – never recognised them as a separate, independent institutional unit. In the case of the Polish state, where the king and nobility were unable to control the Cossacks, the revolts of the latter and their ideas of a separate Ukrainian statehood weakened the Polish state and were one of the many reasons for the Partitions of Poland.53 Later, after the alliance with Russia, the Cossacks were seen as a dangerous force and were treacherously eliminated by the Muscovites and then the Russian imperial authorities. 

			The legend of the Cossacks has created a particular myth for the Ukrainians and their current national identity as people of free, independent will who do not submit to any external authority. The word “Cossack” is of Turkish origin and means “free warrior.” Initially, Ukrainian Cossacks were people who escaped from the daily life of serfdom and settled beyond the thresholds (porohy in Ukrainian) of the Dnipro River. That is why they were customarily called Zaporizhian Cossacks, which means “beyond the thresholds.” At first, they lived on fishing, hunting, beekeeping and cattle breeding. From time to time, they also went on military expeditions and raids against the rich nobility. Then, as early as the 16th century, the Cossacks began to enter into political alliances. 

			The main dwelling place of the Cossacks was the Khortytsia Island on the Dnipro River. The Cossack organisation was called Sich – the Ukrainian noun sich comes from the verb sikty, which means “to chop,” “to cut.” The Cossacks had their assemblies or meetings called Rada (the Council), during which they elected the heads of the structural units of the Sich and the head of the entire structure, called a hetman. The hetman held wide power but could easily be dismissed by the vote of the other Cossacks. Therefore, as Austrian historian Andreas Kappeler writes, “the political organisation of the Dnipro Cossacks was a peculiar combination of centralised military discipline and democratic order.”54

			In general, Ukrainian Cossacks are considered a turning point in the process of building Ukrainian identity. According to historian Ivan Lysiak-Rudnytsky, the Cossacks replaced, in a sense, the Ukrainian (Ruthenian) nobility, i.e. the upper class. As a result of Polonisation after converting to the Catholic religion, there was a lack of Ukrainian (Ruthenian) “spokesmen,” so the Cossacks took on the role of aristocracy, helped restore the Orthodox Church hierarchy, helped establish Orthodox schools and made political alliances with the remaining Orthodox nobility and clergy. The Cossacks’ attitude to protecting Orthodoxy was crucial to the “emergence of a protonational ethno-religious consciousness”55 in the Ukrainian lands of that time. Therefore, Rudnytsky argues that the largest uprising of Ukrainian Cossacks against the Polish-Lithuanian state in 1648 was caused by both social and national factors.56 “There is not the slightest doubt that the Ukrainians of the 17th century were fully aware of their difference from the Turks and Tatars, Poles and Muscovites.”57 

			It is thus reasonable to end the overview of the Cossacks’  history on the uprising of 1648, as this is the most prevalent narrative about them in Polish discourse. In Poland, the image of the Cossacks was mainly based on the legends of Bohdan Khmelnytsky’s uprising and was reinforced by the great Polish novelist Henryk Sienkiewicz in With Fire and Sword, where the Cossacks were portrayed as almost bandits, lawless and disobedient rebels against the Polish authorities. However, as Serczyk admits, there was a lot of violence in the pages of this brilliant book but also some balanced rationalism.58

			Before Khmelnytsky’s uprising, there were several smaller Cossack rebellions against the Polish authorities. The main reason for the Cossacks’ dissatisfaction was the restriction of their privileges and rights, or “freedoms” as they were called then. The personal conflict between Khmelnytsky and Polish nobleman Daniel Czapliński was an additional cause of the uprising.59 

			With the outbreak of the uprising, the Ukrainian Cossack state was created. Its official name was “Zaporizhian Army,” but it was commonly known as “Hetmanate” after the title of its head, who was Khmelnytsky himself. In this way, Khmelnytsky introduced the idea of freedom into the Ukrainian construction of national identity and statehood.60 The Hetmanate was, in a sense, separated from the main body of the Polish state and de facto independent,61 hence it was a source of displeasure for the Polish authorities. In 1651, as a result of the betrayal of the Crimean Tatars allied with Khmelnytsky, the Cossack army was severely beaten by Polish forces. After that defeat, the hetman desperately began to look for a new ally. This led him to its eastern neighbour – the Muscovite state. The idea of an alliance with an Orthodox neighbour was not new.62 Already in 1648, Khmelnytsky asked the Muscovite tsar to become a patron of the Cossack army. In this way, the hetman wanted to gain an additional ally in case the wayward Tatars betrayed him,63 but Tsar Oleksii Mykhailovych did not agree to this proposal until 1653.64

			The Ukrainian Cossack state collapsed in 1654 after the Pereyaslav Council when Khmelnytsky signed the fateful treaty with the Muscovite tsar. I will not devote much attention to the historical significance of this agreement here but only point out that Khmelnytsky wanted allies in his war with Poland and did not think that the Pereyaslav Agreement significantly restricted his political freedom.65 However, the Cossack state still nominally had autonomy and de jure existed until 1775 when it was abolished by Catherine II. 

			The years after Khmelnytsky’s death in 1657 are known in historiography as “the Ruin,” a very unhappy period for Ukraine. In 1658, Khmelnytsky’s successor, Hetman Ivan Vyhovsky, signed the Treaty of Hadiach that would have incorporated the Cossack state of Ukraine as a third independent entity of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. This time, however, the agreement never came into force. After numerous battles over Ukrainian lands, Poland and Moscovia concluded the Truce of Andrusovo in 1667. As Leszek Podhorecki writes, this treaty divided Ukraine into two parts and gradually reduced Polish influence in the east.66 Thus, Ukraine increasingly entered into the Muscovite and later Russian imperial discourse. Hetman Ivan Mazepa made another important but unsuccessful attempt at Ukrainian independence in 1708–1709. After that, the autonomy of the Cossack state dwindled until it was officially abolished. As Lysiak-Rudnytsky notes, Russian influence far outweighed the pro-Polish alternative.67

			In turn, the common Polish-Ukrainian history continued in right-bank Ukraine. Occasionally, revolts by Ukrainian peasants dissatisfied with social and economic conditions troubled the Polish authorities. The largest revolts took place in 1734, 1750 and 1768. Their participants were called “haidamaks.” In the Polish discourse, the haidamaks were perceived primarily as cruel bandits who destroyed the lands and burned and plundered the estates of the nobility. In Ukrainian culture, on the other hand, they were depicted as people who continued the Cossacks’  struggle for Ukrainian independence. However, in his book The Haidamaks, Serczyk admits that 

			[t]he haidamak movement was not merely a devastating trend that destroyed feudal institutions; quite contrary to popular opinion, it contained constructive elements, for example, making references to Cossack patterns and attempting to create a plebeian state organisation or at least an administration. The aspiration to create an autonomous organisational unit, uniform in terms of nationality and religion, was an inherent element of the haidamaks.68 

			References to haidamaks in the analysed weeklies appeared in Tadeusz Olszański’s article in Tygodnik Powszechny in the context of Ukrainians’ struggle for freedom during the Euromaidan,69 as described in the previous chapter. 

			Polish influence persisted not only in the western Ukrainian lands but also in Kyiv until the partitions of Poland in 1772, 1793 and 1795 and later. This has been exhaustively discussed by Roman Szporluk in his argument proving “the Western dimension” of Ukrainian identity,70 as already mentioned in Chapter 1. 

			The next stage of Polish-Ukrainian history occurred during the interwar period. After the First World War, as a result of Polish-Ukrainian and Polish-Soviet military actions, the Ukrainian regions of Galicia and Volhynia were incorporated into the newly formed Polish state – the Second Polish Republic. 

			A new phase in the Polish-Ukrainian historical discourse was marked by the Peace of Riga concluded between Poland and Soviet Russia in 1921 and the establishment of borders at the conference in Paris in 1923. As a result, the lands of Ukraine were divided between the USSR to the east and Poland, Romania and Hungary to the west. The then territories of Eastern Galicia (Lviv and Ivano-Frankivsk regions) and western Volhynia came under Polish rule. 

			Notwithstanding the Promethean ideas of liberating the nations suppressed by the Soviet Union, the minority policy of interwar Poland in its eastern territories was far from liberal. For instance, Ukrainian schools were replaced by bilingual schools dominated by the Polish language, while the very word “Ukrainian” was banned, and “Ruthenian” was proposed instead. This caused resistance among the national minorities of the Second Polish Republic, hence in the late 1920s and early 1930s, violent protests against representatives and structures of the Polish state became more frequent. Often there occurred so-called acts of sabotage on the part of Ukrainian nationalists, which resulted in violent responsive actions and a policy of pacification on the part of the Polish authorities. The issue of the Ukrainian university in Lviv was also never resolved. Moreover, in 1934, a camp for political opposition was created in Bereza Kartuska.71 These factors led to the spread of ultranationalistic ideas in Ukrainian society, which in turn resulted in the most tragic events in Polish-Ukrainian history in the 20th century. 

			The perception of Ukrainians and Ukraine in Poland has been primarily affected by the actions of the nationalistic Ukrainian Insurgent Army (UPA) and the tragedy of the Volhynia Massacre, during which Ukrainian nationalists killed approximately 100,000 Poles in Volhynia and Galicia. This act caused the Polish Home Army to retaliate against Ukrainian civilians. As a result, UPA is remembered in Poland and Ukraine very differently. Generally, in Polish historiography, the attitude towards the insurgents is unambiguously negative. They are perceived as almost the worst enemies, and their ideology and methods are called fascist.72 Meanwhile, in contemporary Ukrainian historiography, they are presented mainly as those who fought against both the Soviet and German occupation for an independent Ukraine. The historical memory of UPA in Ukraine is devoid of anti-Polish connotations, and very often, there is no mention of the atrocities in Volhynia. In the Polish discourse, the mass killing of Poles in 1943 by UPA soldiers is always called a “massacre,” while in the Ukrainian discourse, the phrases “the Volhynia tragedy” or “the Polish-Ukrainian war” are used. As Snyder writes, “the memory of the UPA became an essential element of the Ukrainian identity in postwar Poland.”73 This is not the place for an in-depth analysis of Polish-Ukrainian relations after the Volhynia Massacre, but it is evident that the historical memory of UPA affects the perception of Ukrainian identity today in the Polish opinion-forming press. That is why numerous symbols of UPA, such as red-and-black banners, portraits of the UPA leader Stepan Bandera and the slogan “Glory to Ukraine!” were seen even by liberal weeklies as manifestations of the far right-wing nationalistic identity. 

			The issue of UPA is currently of great importance for the relations between both countries, especially after the Polish parliament passed a resolution recognising the Volhynia Massacre as genocide against the Polish nation.74 Among the most radical spokesmen against UPA on the Polish side is Rev. Tadeusz Isakowicz-Zaleski, while in Ukraine, Volodymyr Viatrovych, the former head of the Ukrainian Institute of National Remembrance, staunchly rejects the criticism of the Army’s crimes against the Poles. Of course, there are also reasonable voices on both sides. In Polish historiography, the most reliable research on the Ukrainian insurgents, and thus on the crimes of UPA, has been conducted by Grzegorz Motyka. In his writings on the Ukrainian partisan movement75 and the book about the Volhynia Massacre and forced resettlements after the war,76 the historian shows that the Ukrainian nationalist movement in interwar Poland was the result of inadequate Polish policy towards minorities.

			It is worth mentioning the most recent dramatic event that concerned both Ukraine and communist Poland. It was the forced resettlement, called Operation “Vistula,” which was one of the general Soviet ethnic cleansings and also involved suppressing the Ukrainian partisan movement. Snyder metaphorically calls this operation the “final solution” of communist Poland to their “Ukrainian problem.”77 In order to assimilate Ukrainians into Polish culture, the communist-dominated Polish government, in cooperation with the Soviet government, conducted an operation in which 140,000 Ukrainians or people identified as Ukrainians (including the Lemko ethnic group) living in the Carpathian Mountains were forcibly deported to the western and northern regions of Poland, to the so-called Recovered Territories that had previously been German.78 In this way, the fight against the remnants of UPA forces in Polish lands was facilitated.79

			All in all, in Poland, UPA and its leader Stepan Bandera have caused Ukrainians to be perceived as radical nationalists with anti-Polish attitudes. The root cause of the problem lies in the different historical memory about the Ukrainian partisan and nationalist movement. For Ukrainians, it was a protest against the occupation, and one of the many reasons for the failed attempt to create their own state lay in the Polish-Ukrainian conflict of the time. Hence, Ukrainians perceive the 1921 Peace of Riga as an occupation of Ukraine by the USSR and Poland. In Poland, on the other hand, these events were always seen as a regaining of Polish lands that had once been taken by Russia and Austria. 

			During the interwar period, attitudes towards Ukrainians depended on the political and ideological preferences of Poles. The most liberal were the circles centred around Cracow-based periodical Czas, as well as Bunt Młodych and Polityka. They protested against antagonistic actions toward Ukrainians and strove for agreement and reconciliation with them.80 Socialists were much more open and liberal in solving the problems of national minorities, including Ukrainians. They opposed bilingual schools and supported the idea of a Ukrainian university in Lviv.81 The opposite approach was represented by the National Democrats, whose leader Roman Dmowski did not consider Ukrainians to be a nation, calling them a “tribe.” Instead of “Ukraine” or “Ukrainians,” his followers used the word “Ruthenians” and called the Ukrainian language a “dialect.”82 

			After the Second World War and the Yalta Conference, Poland lost its eastern possessions in Galicia and Volhynia and became one of the satellite states of the USSR, a part of the so-called Soviet bloc. Ukraine, including the lands in the west that had previously belonged to Poland, became part of the USSR in 1939 – the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. 

			In 1991, after the collapse of the Soviet Union, Poland was the first country to recognise Ukraine’s independence. The Polish government led by Tadeusz Mazowiecki and both chambers of the Polish parliament welcomed with joy and goodwill the diplomatic cooperation with the newly independent Ukraine. All the resolutions following Ukrainian independence published in the Polish press were accompanied by positive comments.83

			The analysis of journalistic texts showed that the image of Ukraine and Ukrainian identity in general was influenced by the common Polish-Ukrainian history and by the fact that part of modern Ukraine had once been incorporated into the structures of the Polish state. The data obtained from the analysed magazines show that historical references appeared more frequently during the Orange Revolution than during the Euromaidan. Most articles with references to Ukrainian history during the Orange Revolution were published in Polityka. Their authors were often historians, such as Władysław Serczyk, who wrote the first article about Ukraine in this weekly in 2004, entitled “How the Tsar Outsmarted the Cossacks.” It was devoted to the 350th anniversary of the signing of the Pereyaslav Agreement. The main protagonist was Bohdan Khmelnytsky, who was portrayed as the most important symbol of Ukrainian national self-consciousness. Moreover, Serczyk called the Cossack period the first step toward the development of Ukrainian identity. He wrote that the conflict between the Cossacks and the Commonwealth was caused by the Polish nobility’s lack of acceptance and understanding of the emerging Ukrainian national self-consciousness. In this context, religion was indicated as one of the crucial factors defining identity. The Orthodox Church was portrayed as having a relationship with Russia stemming from the “common descent from Kyiv Rus’,”84 but Khmelnytsky’s union with Moscow was presented as a political necessity of the time rather than a result of sympathy for Russia. 

			Although Khmelnytsky was the one who organised an armed uprising against the Polish nobility in the 17th century, he was not presented in a negative way. In another article, devoted exclusively to Ukrainian Cossacks, Serczyk depicted them as the first elites aware of their national identity and, thus, a symbol of freedom. In the other reportages in Polityka, especially about the Orange Revolution, Khmelnytsky was presented as the one who created the initial programme of an independent Ukrainian state. By contrast, in Gość Niedzielny, he was seen as one who was “loyal to Russia.”85

			However, throughout the narrative during the Orange Revolution, the Cossack times were portrayed as one of the most flourishing periods in Ukrainian history, while the recent history of 20th-century Ukraine was characterised as “aggressive Ukrainian nationalism.”86 

			The Cossacks represent a very interesting discourse of contradictory symbols against the background of cultural assimilation, which eliminated some cultural layers and imposed others. Andrzej Bobkiewicz in Polityka admitted that Ukraine could refer to the traditions of Rus’ and the Cossacks, but nowadays, the latter were defeated by Lenin, who was a symbol of the Ukrainian post-Soviet identity: 

			Ukraine may refer to the great traditions of Kyivan Rus’, Cossack uprisings or attempts to regain independence after the First World War. But the Cossacks Mamay and Khmelnytsky are symbols that are becoming more and more empty every year. Besides, there are still more monuments of Lenin than of Khmelnytsky. No one remembers the parade of Cossacks on Khreshchatyk, the main street of Kyiv, in the early 1990s. The feisty Cossack Mamay on the monument on Independence Square in Kyiv is the only reminder of that euphoria.87 

			With the spread of the Orange Revolution, journalists increasingly recalled historical events. In Newsweek, Jerzy Surdykawski wrote that Rus’ was the first independent Ukrainian state. He added that the Orange Revolution was the new Pereyaslav and that Ukraine needed the support of Poland and Europe not to be pushed back into the arms of Russia.88

			Newsweek also published an article about 20th-century Ukrainian actors who had been murdered by the Soviet secret services. Among them was Bandera, who was portrayed as a fighter for Ukrainian independence and a symbol of anti-Soviet resistance, without a single mention of the Volhynia Massacre. 

			Such Polish-Ukrainian historical ties as Volhynia, Operation “Vistula” or the war in 1919 were mentioned very rarely during the Orange Revolution. Even then, they were not presented in a negative light but rather in the context of how to attain Polish-Ukrainian reconciliation. 

			This latter issue arose in 2005, when the cemetery of the defenders of Polish Lviv during the war in 1918–1919, called “Eaglets,” was restored and reopened. On the night of November 1, 1918, Dmytro Vitovskyj, the commander of a Ukrainian military organisation called the Ukrainian Sich Riflemen, and about 1,500 soldiers manned the main strategic points in the city and ordered a blue-and-yellow flag – the banner of independent Ukraine – to be hung from the top of the tower of the Lviv Town Hall. It was an attempt to take over the city. However, after almost three weeks of fighting, Polish forces regained control of it. Among the Polish defenders of Lviv, 1,421 were under 17 years of age. Many lost their lives in the struggle for Lviv to become part of Poland. A famous cemetery was created for them and other people who contributed to this victory. Although the Eaglets Cemetery did not suffer much damage during the Second World War, it was devastated by the Soviet authorities taking over the administration in Lviv after the war. A garbage dump was organised there, and some monuments were destroyed by tanks in 1971. It was only after the dissolution of the USSR that an attempt was made to renovate the cemetery. On June 24, 2005, the Eaglets Cemetery was officially opened by the President of Poland, Aleksander Kwaśniewski, and the President of Ukraine, Viktor Yushchenko.89 

			Many articles about this event were published, containing numerous historical references and calls for reconciliation. Most of them appeared in Tygodnik Powszechny, which stated that Ukraine was not nationalistic, except for some inhabitants of Western Ukraine. Moreover, the weekly admitted that the Polish policy of assimilation led to the creation of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army. Therefore, the journalists compared Ukrainian nationalists to Polish nationalists and called them “students of Polish nationalism.”90 Małgorzata Nocuń and Andrzej Brzeziecki wrote: 

			Since the OUN – Organisation of Ukrainian Nationalists – was founded in 1929, it is largely the child of Polish nationalists. It was the policy of the Second Polish Republic that was the wind, and the year 1943 in Volhynia – the storm that the Poles had to reap.91

			However, some journalists showed in their articles about the Eaglets Cemetery nostalgia for Lviv and presented it as Polish. “Without those volunteers, it would have been much harder to maintain Lviv. Marshal Piłsudski decorated Lviv with the Order of Virtuti Militari – for ‘merit in preserving the Polish character of this city and its belongingness to Poland,’”92 Polityka wrote. Poles and Ruthenians (the term used instead of Ukrainians) were represented as brotherly nations.

			During the Euromaidan, due to the presence of right-wing elements on the Maidan, the most frequent historical references concerned the UPA period and the Banderites. Journalists also referred positively to the Cossack era, comparing the situation on the Maidan to the Zaporizhian Sich (see Chapter 4). At that time, the majority of negative historical references appeared in the left-wing Przegląd, which devoted several separate articles to the Polish-Ukrainian conflict during the Second World War. Interestingly, in its texts on Polish-Ukrainian history, the weekly focused only on the negative aspects.

			5.2.1. Discourse of Kresy (Borderlands)

			During the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan, the word Kresy or “Borderlands” appeared quite often in the context of historical references. This is directly related to the perception of Ukrainian identity in Poland in general, but it requires a broader explanation. Etymologically, the Polish word kres means “line,” “boundary,” “end of something.”93 Polish sociologist Antonina Kłoskowska writes that the Great Universal Encyclopedia of 1905 explained the word Kresy as “a military post on the border between Podolia and Ukraine.”94 

			The word Kresy appeared in Polish literature for the first time in Wincenty Pol’s poem Mohort, which was written in Cracow between 1840 and 1852.95 In this context, it meant the distant eastern borderlands of the First Polish Republic. Jacek Kolbuszewski, in his well-known book Kresy, notes that initially, these lands included settlements of Cossacks and Tatar hordes, encompassing the estuary of the Dnipro River and the lower Dniester River.96 They were often called “Wild Fields” because they tended to have undefined and unstable borders, officially belonged to no one, were raided by Turks and Tatars, and thus were a bone of contention between Poles, Cossacks and Muscovites.97 The Polish authorities sent noblemen to protect these territories, which is why Kresy also had romantic connotations connected with the memory of the famous knights who guarded the unstable borders. 

			After the fall of the First Republic and during the Second Republic, the word Kresy was used to describe the former possessions of the Polish state – Volhynia, Podolia, Hutsulia, Polesia and the Vilnius Region,98 which now belong to Ukraine, Belarus and Lithuania. After the Second World War, when today’s Western Ukraine became part of the USSR, these lands were also called Kresy in the Polish discourse. Kłoskowska mentions in this context the “borderlandness of the homeland” (“kresowość ojczyzny”) in 20th-century Polish literature. She also recalls many famous Polish figures who were born there, such as Józef Piłsudski, Tadeusz Kościuszko, Adam Mickiewicz, Stanisław Moniuszko and others. In the postwar period, when many Poles were repatriated from their native lands, the discourse of the “borderlandness of the homeland” of many nations and multiculturalism was particularly vivid in historical memory and in the works of such renowned Polish writers as Stanisław Lem and Czesław Miłosz.99

			The word Kresy also implies the presumed Polishness of these lands, given the romantic vision of a multicultural and multiethnic First Republic, usually under the Jagiellonian dynasty. The latter creates the discourse of the “Jagiellonian idea,” i.e. a multicultural and multiethnic civic state, the national identity of which was based not on primary values but on the sense of statehood. 

			A romantic and idealised vision of the Kresy is presented by Kolbuszewski. According to him, it is a myth that was created by Polish literature and fine arts to preserve the memory of the former powerful Polish state. Indeed, the myth of the idealised former Polish possessions derives from paintings and writings, such as that of “Ukraine flowing with milk and honey.”100 

			However, the use of the word Kresy in contemporary discourse to designate the lands of today’s independent states – in this case, Ukraine – is somewhat controversial. From a Ukrainian point of view, the contemporary discourse of Kresy implies a kind of colonial perception of today’s independent Ukraine, which has been clearly manifested by Ukrainian historian Yaroslav Hrytsak in the Polish mass media.101 Among the Poles, however, there are two widely differing opinions on this matter. One has to agree with Polish sociologist Tomasz Zarycki, who divided the opponents in this discourse according to their ideological and political preferences:

			The key question here is whether the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth should be considered to be an Empire. In case we recognize the “imperial” status of the Commonwealth, its peripheries and, in particular, its regions where Polish culture and Catholicism were shared by a minority of inhabitants, could be seen as colonies. Consequently, the Kresy concept and related discourses could be seen as classic colonial discourses and should be criticized as elements of tools for illegitimate Polish domination over the region. The opposite view, widely shared among the Polish conservatives, is that the First Rzeczpospolita was a voluntary union between Poland and Lithuania, and, at the same time, a multicultural state, whose heritage could be seen as being common for all contemporary states existing on the region’s territory.102

			The main argument for the non-imperial character of the First Republic is that Poland never killed millions of people to conquer these lands, and the union was voluntary. It is defended in the works of many Polish historians. For instance, Jan Kieniewicz states that Kresy are the common heritage of all the lands that were part of the First Republic and that it was a special “civilisational project that shaped Europeanness.”103 From this point of view, the Kresy discourse confirms that, for example, Belarusian and Ukrainian European aspirations have a solid foundation because those lands had once belonged to European structures.104 Hieronim Grala, in turn, supports the view that the Commonwealth did not conquer the territories in question and argues that there is no colonial attitude in the Kresy discourse since the former Ruthenian magnates and nobles held high positions in the state structures of the Commonwealth.105 

			 However, the view that the union was peaceful and voluntary is often criticised. Aleksander Fiut, for example, calls the actions of the First Republic “velvet colonisation,” but at the same time states that this term can only be applied to the Lithuanian lands, as there was “much violence and bloodshed” in the Ukrainian lands.106 This opinion is also supported by French historian Daniel Beauvois, who believes that there is a “fraud of history” in the mythologised idyll of the Kresy. In addition, he compares Polish nostalgic admiration for the Borderlands with the attitude of the French towards Algiers. He admits, however, that the nature of property in Ukraine was feudal rather than colonial, but “there was no significant difference in the day-to-day attitude toward the local Ukrainian, Lithuanian and Belarusian people.”107 

			It should be noted, however, that historians who discuss the nature of the Borderlands, their colonialism or postcolonialism, look only from the point of view of the era that the word signifies. They overlook the discourse of the Kresy in different periods mutatis mutandis, even though they cannot be considered in the same way. This is confirmed by Hanna Gosk in her analysis of Polish interwar non-fiction. She agrees that Poles associate the word Kresy with exoticism, multiculturalism and a certain peripherality in relation to the Polish centre.108 Furthermore, by analysing some texts from various years of the interwar period, Gosk concludes that there is a colonial perception of the Kresy by Polish writers. In particular, she refers to mocking descriptions of the “indigenous people,” which, according to Homi Bhabha, is a colonial treatment resulting from the relationship of assimilation or the similarity of the suppressed culture to the ruling one.109

			One more thing that is widely criticised by the liberal circles is the description of the Borderlands as an ideal country, specifically the myth of “the land of milk and honey,”110 and the superiority of the ruling culture over the local one and its mission to save the Wild East.111 The most critical of this discourse is Polish scholar Bogusław Bakuła, who argues that the term Kresy is “politically incorrect and describes a type of relationship that could be perceived by the people inhabiting these territories as a symbol of Polish colonialism.”112 He criticises those who hold a nostalgic and mythologised vision of the former Polish possessions as a sacred land without any conflicts. Bakuła underlines the peripheral perception of the Kresy and the cultivation of this notion to confirm Polish superiority among the Poles themselves. He also refers to theorists of postcolonial studies such as Bhabha, Gayatri Spivak and Edward Said in order to demonstrate that the contemporary Kresy discourse is a colonial discourse in relation to Poland’s now independent neighbours. 

			It is not surprising that the Others, our neighbours, do not want to participate in the multicultural “Borderlands adventure,” because it is not their “adventure,” and that they so eagerly participate in projects concerning Galicia and Central Europe. … This is accompanied by nostalgia, paternalism, and idealization. If, however, this seems to us to be just an innocent game with memory, then we are mistaken.113 

			All in all, as Zarycki concludes, discussions about the Kresy will continue forever because this concept, regardless of the attitudes towards it, has been firmly implanted in Polish identity. It echoed in the interwar ideas of the Promethean movement, the concept of Intermarium, Giedroyc’s doctrine (ULB) and even in the programme of the Eastern Partnership and unity against the common enemy – Russia. Zarycki admits, however, that the discourse of the Borderlands is outdated today and that it should be used only in its historical context.114 On the other hand, Jacek Purchla, in his introduction to the book The Heritage of the Borderlands – Our Common Heritage?, states that the myth of the Kresy should be seen as a nostalgia not for “lost territories” but for a “lost world of values.”115

			In any case, in Polish public media discourse, the word Kresy could be interpreted in terms of “orientalisation”; not in Said’s original sense, however, but as adapted by Michał Buchowski: “… the new European orientalism is a refraction, a derivative or correlate of a phenomenon covered by such concepts as globalization, the expansion of multinational capital, flexible capitalism, transgressions, migrations, transnationalism or the media-covered global village.”116 This form of orientalism is present in everyday life in the perception of the Other in the creation of identity, and not only in the dichotomy of East and West but also in “capitalism and socialism, civility and primitivism, and class distinction into elites and plebs.”117

			The discourse of Kresy appeared more frequently during the Orange Revolution, mainly in the conservative press, such as Gość Niedzielny. The first article about Ukraine in 2004 was entitled “The Myth of the Borderlands”118 and presented Western Ukraine as former Polish territories, with a kind of nostalgia for those lands. Ukraine was described in terms of a postcolonial perception of periphery and centre with a romantic idealisation of the Kresy, which were of great importance to the Poles. Particular attention was given to the city of Lviv. The protagonists of the article were people of Polish descent who spoke excellent Polish and taught it to their children. One of the symbols of the Borderlands was Polish architecture in Lviv, alongside the Austro-Hungarian buildings and Jewish symbols. The Kresy were thus presented as a multicultural borderland. Other significant symbols, such as the Lychakiv Cemetery in Lviv with the Eaglets Cemetery, were mentioned by Ewa and Andrzej Babuchowski as a “true extract of Polishness.”119 The journalists only paid attention to the Polish symbols of Ukraine and signs about Poland that could be inscribed into postcolonial theory. For instance, one of the protagonists, a woman from Lviv, was portrayed as a “true Pole” (“polonuska całą gębą”120). 

			Very often, the authors described the Ukrainian territories from the perspective of their literary discourse and the already-mentioned “borderlandness of the homeland.” One of the articles recalled Polish writers Zbigniew Herbert, Juliusz Słowacki and Henryk Sienkiewicz and Polish patriotic songs. In general, the entire mediatised discourse of Kresy referred to the myth of Ukraine “flowing with milk and honey,” with the journalists accepting that “the Borderlands are both an invention and the truth.”121 

			However, thanks to the Kresy discourse, Polish journalists placed Ukraine, at least the part that had once belonged to Poland, in a Central European context. Indeed, the city of Lviv was compared to Central European Prague, Vienna and Cracow. Drogobych was also portrayed as a Central European city in Przegląd, with Bruno Schulz being its main representative and symbol. 

			Interestingly, Polish journalists perceived Lviv as if it had always been Polish and Ukrainians appeared there by accident. In the article “The Old Lviv Is Sinking,”122 Michał Kacewicz wrote about one of Lviv’s landmarks, the High Castle, emphasising that it had been built by Polish King Casimir the Great and not mentioning anything about the pre-Polish period of the city’s history. In general, Lviv was presented as full of Polishness and Polish monuments.

			Alongside Kresy, the phrase “Wild Fields” entered Polish discourse as a metonymy which usually meant some kind of difficult, complicated situation, incomprehensible to other people, not always referring to the historical context. For example, Jagienka Wilczak’s article “Wokulski in the Wild Fields” used two metonymies. Wokulski is a character from the novel The Doll written by the famous Polish writer Bolesław Prus and metonymy for a Polish entrepreneur, while the Wild Fields represent Ukraine, suggesting the difficult and unclear rules of doing business in that country.123 

			The word Kresy appeared in Polityka and Newsweek in the politically correct form of “former Kresy.” Also in Polityka, the author of the article about the Ukrainian writer Yurii Andrukhovych used this term in another sense: “the Ukrainian Kresy, which are the borderlands of Europe.”124 In this context, Kresy meant a borderland – especially a European borderland, which, from the author’s point of view, Ukraine was. This interpretation allows us to see Ukrainian identity in a new frame – that of Central and Eastern Europe. 

			5.2.2. Discourse of Central and Eastern Europe 

			The discourse of Central and Eastern Europe is very closely related to history and identity issues in all postcommunist states, including Ukraine and Poland. The whole concept and its significance for Ukrainian identity have already been described in Chapter 1.

			The division of Europe into Central, Eastern and Western has always been linked to the political, cultural and economic development of the region.125 In academia, the term “Central Europe” was introduced by 19th-century German economist Friedrich List, a representative of the so-called historical school in economics.126

			During the First World War, in 1915, Friedrich Naumann published a book entitled Mitteleuropa, which, according to Polish historian Antoni Podraza, was considered a kind of “Bible of the Central European concept.”127 After the Second World War, the term “Central Europe,” in the words of British historian Timothy Garton Ash, “died with Hitler.”128 

			In the 1980s, intellectual and political elites began to view Central and Eastern Europe as a distinct category. In April 1984, The New York Review of Books published an English translation of Milan Kundera’s essay “A Kidnapped West or the Tragedy of Central Europe,” in which the author addressed the question of the European identity of the countries that made up the former Soviet bloc. In Kundera’s opinion, the Europeanness of these states was defined by the cultural factor and tradition. On the other hand, it was a political decision that imposed on them a non-inherent Soviet identity. 

			The question of the “return” to Europe was further developed by other representatives of the cultural elite, such as Adam Michnik, Czesław Miłosz, Danilo Kiš, György Konrád, Antonín Liehm, Tomas Venclova and Csaba György Kiss. In creating a mental map of Central and Eastern Europe, they very often stressed the influence of national literature on the East-Central European identity and the role of intellectuals. They created a Central Europe that could separate their countries from the Soviet space, emphasising the historical and cultural tradition associated with the “real Europe” and different from the Soviet totalitarian tradition. 

			When several former Soviet bloc countries joined the European Union in 2004, the discussions about Central Europe became less frequent there because it had lost its symbolic meaning as a transfer zone able to connect Eastern European countries with the “real” Western Europe. These states now had a legal European institutional identity, justified by the Acquis communautaire. In Ukraine, however, the debate remained very intensive. Ukrainian intellectuals tried to inscribe their state in a common European heritage and link Ukraine also with Central Europe. According to Zarycki, being “the East” was infused in intellectual discussion with a certain ideology: Eastern Europe was imagined, dependent on the Western core, not real, lacking the maturity of a region and having a status of a borderland and semi-periphery. However, Zarycki points out that its attribute was the special role played by the intelligentsia in the realm of power.129 

			The discourse of Central and Eastern Europe was still present in the Polish perception of Ukrainian identity at the time of the protests, as shown by the articles in the analysed weeklies. The issue of whether Ukraine belonged to East-Central Europe was more frequently addressed during the Orange Revolution than during the Euromaidan, when it was replaced by the concept of a common European identity with reference to European values. 

			The most common factors that linked Ukraine to Central Europe during the Orange Revolution were social protests and a developing civic society: 

			Now everyone in Ukraine – from the west, the centre, the east – can see that it is possible to argue with the authorities, and the dispute does not have to be violent. This is how an ethos is created. It is similar to the ethos of other bloodless revolutions in Central Europe.130 

			In all of the analysed magazines, the Orange Revolution was compared to the civic movements in former communist states in the 1980s. Particular attention was paid to finding parallels between the Orange Revolution and the “Solidarity” movement in Poland. This comparison placed Ukraine in the discourse of Central and Eastern Europe131 and plucked it out of the Russian sphere of influence, which revealed a national identity and rejected the post-Soviet one. 

			In this way, the idea of Central Europe reduced the distance from the identity marker “West.”132 The words used were related to the attributes of Western democracies: civic movements, civic activism, pro-Western orientation:

			Society did not particularly change either. People were afraid to speak and get involved in politics. For 14 years, the media, obedient to the authorities, told them that there was no alternative to hypocritical authoritarianism and remaining in the post-Soviet structures of the alliance with Russia and Belarus. Today, the old fear and complexes have collapsed. Ukrainians do not want to be deceived any longer. They have bet everything on one card. They were not afraid of the cold and rumours of a special forces attack. And after a week, they won their first victory.133

			This passage stresses the role of civic activism and the fact that the author portrays Ukrainians as active people who are actors of identity. This means that the agency has changed. 

			It is about constructing a common or similar past with the Central and Eastern European states, which, according to Anthony Smith, is one of the elements of the process of identity construction.134 In the case of Ukraine, it is what connects it to the democratic states of the former Soviet bloc and to Europe in general. From the perspective of the identity discourse of Central Europe, this example shows that civic identity encompasses people’s ability to organise themselves, participate in social movements and resist the authorities. 

			5.2.3. Discourse of Ukraine as Poland’s raison d’état

			During the Euromaidan, the context of Central Europe revealed a new pattern of the perception of Ukrainian identity in the Polish press – Ukraine as the Polish raison d’état. Indeed, the idea of Central Europe was evoked then with a slightly different meaning. It was not a cultural concept but rather a political one, linked to specific Polish geopolitical views in the past. When talking about Ukraine, Polish public speakers in the media increasingly referred to Józef Piłsudski’s idea of federation and Intermarium. 

			After the First World War and in the interwar period, it was the Polish socialists who were most inclined towards Polish-Ukrainian reconciliation. In the book Advocates of Polish-Ukrainian Reconciliation, its editor Maciej Marszał states that it was Piłsudski who first put forward this concept. It originated from his federalist idea, which developed into the Promethean movement and the concept of Intermarium.135 These ideas appear quite often in the contemporary discourse on Ukraine in the Central European context. Therefore, they require a more detailed explanation. 

			The concept of a federation in Polish political thought originated just after the Partitions. Before the First World War, it was the Polish Socialist Party, its leader Piłsudski and his associate Leon Wasilewski who announced the forming of a “voluntary federation” based on absolute equality of the member nations. The first goal was to rebuild the regional power of Poland, anticipating the weakening of Russia, but the concept also supported the national aspirations of the other former members of the Polish Republic, i.e. Lithuanians, Latvians, Belarusians and Ukrainians. In the federalists’ vision, the unification of these nations under the leadership of Poland should have led to the collapse of the Russian empire.136 The main ideologist of this concept was Wasilewski. He argued for a “cultural wall” between Russia and Germany, which would stop the Russian and German expansion. To this end, he called for creating conditions for the emergence of independent states from the White Sea to the Black Sea: Finland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Belarus, Ukraine, Poland and Romania. Piłsudski also supported the idea of eliminating Russia’s influence on European politics by separating it from Europe, which could be achieved by a federation of de jure independent states under Polish supervision.137 In his opinion, it also could reduce the possible Russian threat to Polish independence. Piłsudski was certain that despite the collapse of the empire and the Bolshevik Revolution, Russia would continue its expansionist policy and retain its imperialistic character.138 

			On the Ukrainian side, the leader of the Ukrainian People’s Republic, Symon Petliura, saw Piłsudski as an ally against “red” and “white” Russia, but he was not too keen on incorporating Ukraine into a federation under Polish supervision, preferring to see his country fully independent.139 In addition, Polish-Ukrainian relations cooled after Ukraine’s defeat in the Polish-Ukrainian war of 1918–1919, which resulted in the annexation of Galicia by Poland.140 The idea of a federation was also interpreted differently by Lithuanians. For instance, Marek Maciejewski writes that Lithuanian politicians saw it rather as an “empire of Polish dominions” encompassing former Jagiellonian lands.141 However, researchers studying Polish foreign policy after the First World War admit that Piłsudski was flexible in dealing with Poland’s eastern neighbours; in particular, he “was quite prepared to hand over Wilno to the Lithuanians and to make concessions in Eastern Galicia to the Ukrainians in exchange for close ties between them and Poland.”142 

			The second geopolitical idea of interwar Poland, which included Ukraine in the discourse of Central and Eastern Europe and still appears in the Polish press, was the idea of Intermarium. It, too, was promoted by some political thinkers from Piłsudski’s circle. Maciejewski explains that it envisioned, in a narrow sense, an alliance of states located between the Baltic and the Black Sea (Finland, Estonia, Latvia, Hungary, Romania) on the terms of a federation or confederation, and in a broad sense – Armenia, Georgia and also states on the Aegean and the Mediterranean Sea.143 Therefore, in a broad sense, Intermarium also included the Adriatic region and encompassed such states as Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, Belarus, Slovakia, Slovenia, Hungary, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Moldova, Ukraine, Greece, Albania, Bulgaria and Romania.144

			The main goal of Intermarium was the same as in the case of the earlier federalist idea – to weaken Russia while creating stable political structures between it and Germany. The concept was popular not only among Polish socialists but also among national democrats, liberals, conservatives and some people’s activists.145 However, the geopolitical situation during the interwar period did not favour these ideas, and the concepts of Intermarium and federation were never realised. Nevertheless, they have many interpretations today. Firstly, as already mentioned, these ideas were perceived in some of the analysed journalistic texts as a precondition for a new united Europe. Secondly, they are one of the elements of the imagery of East-Central Europe as a counterweight to both Russia and Germany.146 During the Euromaidan, these references were invoked in order to show that without Ukraine, there could be no real force against Russia. 

			Also frequently mentioned in the context of Central Europe were the geopolitical vision of Polish émigré intellectual Jerzy Giedroyc and the activity of his periodical Kultura. Before and during the Second World War, Giedroyc worked in various state and military structures in Poland and abroad. From his youth, he had also worked as a journalist and editor-in-chief of the periodical Bunt Młodych.147 In 1946, he founded in Rome a publishing house named Instytut Literacki and published the first issue of Kultura in 1947. Giedroyc then moved to a small town near Paris called Maisons-Laffitte and continued to edit and publish Kultura there.148 

			The milieu of Kultura became a real think-tank that developed various recommendations for Polish policy, including the one concerning its eastern neighbours. It proposed to support the independence of Ukraine, Belarus and Lithuania in order to have strong neighbours in the east that could serve as a buffer zone between Poland and Russia. Moreover, the new concept rejected the Polish desire to regain the pre-1939 borders, which meant that the lands that had become part of post-war Ukraine, Belarus and Lithuania had to remain in the possession of these countries. Poles were meant to agree to this for the sake of their future eventual independence from the Soviets. This concept was very similar to Piłsudski’s idea of a federation, except that the milieu of Kultura rejected the Jagiellonian idea of a multinational Poland even in the form of a federation, considering it a manifestation of Polish imperialism.149 The connection between those two ideas stemmed from Giedroyc’s attachment to Piłsudski’s political views and his rejection of Dmowski’s integral nationalism. Moreover, like Piłsudski, he was of Lithuanian descent, born in Minsk, and was also “a pragmatist whose highest value was Polish statehood, and who did not conflate the nationalism of Polish society with the interests of the Polish state.”150 

			Giedroyc rarely wrote articles himself but would discuss his ideas in correspondence with others.151 In fact, his closest associate Juliusz Mieroszewski was the author of the famous ULB concept of the “Giedroyc doctrine.” In his writings, he criticised the policies of the First and Second Polish Republics towards national minorities, claiming that they had led to the Polonisation of the then Ruthenian nobility and cultural elites, and also rejected the ideas of any federation with Poland.152 Mieroszewski said that Ukrainians and the other “small nations” that made up the USSR did not want to unite in any federation but preferred to “sway to the old song, full, sovereign, independence.”153 Hence, they were to be treated as separate nations and equal partners. In addition, Mieroszewski supported the idea of Poland refusing to accept Lviv back. He always said that people were more important than cities and territories, although he was aware of the importance of Lviv for many Poles.154 

			It should be noted that the idea of refusing to accept Lviv back was first voiced by Józef Z. Majewski in the pages of Kultura in 1952.155 This caused a huge outcry among the Polish intelligentsia abroad, and Kultura was accused of betraying the Polish state. Nevertheless, Giedroyc accepted the risk he was taking, did not turn from his path in political thought and developed a new idea of reconciliation with Poland’s eastern neighbours, including Ukraine, and of establishing partnership relations with them.156 He realised that reconciliation between Ukraine and Poland was difficult because of their common complicated history and the recent memory of the Volhynia Massacre. He appealed for quieting the negative emotions and working for the benefit of future Polish-Ukrainian relations.157

			Apart from Polish eastern policy, the Kultura milieu created a particular new concept of Eastern and Central Europe, which was based on the principle of partner cooperation between states liberated from the oppression of Soviet Russia and envisaged cooperation with Germany. It also appealed to those Russians who wanted their country to be democratic. Eastern and Central Europe was thus imagined as a partner of democratic Russia and a neighbour of democratic Germany, which could guarantee security and independence to small and medium-sized nations “striving for democracy and independence.”158 

			For Polish observers, Ukrainian identity in the context of Central and Eastern Europe has thus historical references to the above-mentioned concepts of Polish security. In addition, as the analysis of the Polish press has shown, more important than the cultural and historical links with Europe is the new political, social and economic development of Ukraine. Instead of culture, the decisive factor here is the fulfilment of European standards of democracy and human rights and freedoms, civic society, market economy, free media and transparent state policy. 

			Hence, in the context of Central and Eastern Europe and historical references, Ukraine was described mainly as a Polish raison d’état, which corresponded to Giedroyc’s view of the role of Poland in East-Central Europe. Giedroyc emphasised that Poland should have good relations with Russia and Germany but at the same time support the aspirations for independence of Ukraine, Belarus and the Baltic states. He was certain that the stronger Poland’s position in the East, the more respect it would enjoy in the West.159 Giedroyc also stressed that Poland’s future depended on good relations with Ukraine, Belarus and Lithuania.160 This discourse was more often present during the Euromaidan than during the Orange Revolution.

			The idea of Ukraine as a Polish raison d’état was to be found primarily in the conservative weeklies, although it must be noted that they reflected the opinions of their authors and not necessarily the actual political situation at the time, which is not the focus of this book. Creating a common past that produces common goals and actions in the present is a constructive strategy.161 For this reason, Piłsudski’s words “There is no free Poland without free Ukraine” were often quoted and para­phrased, e.g. by musician (and later head of the political party Kukiz’15) Paweł Kukiz in right-wing Do Rzeczy: “There is no free Poland without free Ukraine, and there is no free Ukraine without free Poland.”162 At the end of his column, Kukiz called for a prayer for Ukraine because it was also a prayer for Poland. 

			Another essayist of Do Rzeczy, Bronisław Wildstein, was of a similar opinion: 

			Ukraine’s independence is Poland’s raison d’état. Without Ukraine, the Russian empire will no longer be what it once was and will no longer threaten our sovereignty. Poland and Ukraine share a very dramatic history, but it is important to remember how much we have in common and to realise that together we can not only resist danger but also reshape our region and make it a significant part of Europe.163

			This passage speaks about the creation of a common goal of Ukrainian and Polish cooperation in Eastern and Central Europe as well as the universalistic idea of the “common past” discourse for the resistance against a common enemy, embodied by Russia. The symbolic Other and non-European here is Russia, while Ukraine is inscribed within the frame of Central and Eastern European identity. However, the wording of an independent Ukraine as the Polish raison d’état reveals an implicit perception of Ukraine as not yet independent. Thus, nominal independence and the fact of being a subject of international politics do not make Ukraine fully independent in the indirect sense. Polish public discourse reveals the importance of “symbolic power” in politics that contributes in a real way to the perception of a given state, i.e. despite the fact of nominal independence, Ukraine’s actual independence has not yet been established.

			It should be pointed out that the recognition of the discourse of the situation in Ukraine as “Polish raison d’état” was introduced into the discussion in the Polish press to counter those who, during the Euromaidan, portrayed Ukraine as nationalistic and a threat to Poland. This discourse drew attention to the “struggle against a common enemy,” which would not be possible without “a strong and independent Ukraine.” As described in the previous sections, the most intensive discussion took place in the pages of Do Rzeczy, and the most ardent supporters of the idea of Ukraine as a Polish raison d’état were Bronisław Wildstein and Przemysław Żurawski vel Grajewski. 

			Wildstein even entitled one of his articles “Ukraine and the Polish raison d’état,”164 in which he once again explained that Russia was trying to rebuild the Soviet sphere of influence and spread it to Poland as well. That is why Poland’s main interest was to oppose Russia and support Ukraine because without Ukraine, Russian “imperialistic aspirations” would fail. Ukraine was thus presented not as an actor but as a goal, not as a subject but as an object, very often with the use of passive voice: 

			The struggle for an independent Ukraine is therefore an action for our independence. By all accounts, it is better for us to wage it on the territory of our neighbour. That is, it is easier to support its actions for sovereignty than to resist direct Russian pressure.165

			Wildstein also referred to the idea of Central and Eastern Europe and the possibility of recreating it. He recalled the broken link between Piłsudski’s idea of a federation and Giedroyc’s geopolitical vision. 

			The title of Żurawski vel Grajewski’s article also suggested that Ukraine was the Polish raison d’état: “If the Maidan Wins, Poland Will Win Too.”166 Its wording was similar to Wildstein’s: Ukraine, free of Russian political and ideological influences and oriented towards the West, was of paramount importance for Polish geopolitics. Moreover, like Wildstein, Żurawski vel Grajewski viewed the Ukrainian question as crucial for the further geopolitical development of the whole region of Central and Eastern Europe. In this context, also Wprost author Janusz Rolicki described the Euromaidan as a very important phenomenon for the whole European East: “On today’s Maidan, not only the fate of Ukraine is being shaped but the fate of the entire European East.”167 

			Other weeklies also, though to a lesser extent, pointed to the geopolitical role of the Ukrainian conflict for Poland. For instance, one of the more conservative magazines, wSieci, asked, “Can we afford to have Putin ruling in Kyiv?”168 The issue of Ukrainian identity was thus viewed from the perspective of the benefit to Poland as a state. Therefore, the creation of the Other, embodied by Russia, and its attitude towards Ukraine and Poland permeated all the narratives in the texts about Ukraine as the Polish raison d’état. Constructive strategies of inscribing Ukraine within the frame of identity separate from Russia were evident here. 

			In this context, it is worth noting the importance of the state and state institutions for Poland. Another author of the same weekly, Krzysztof Czabański, entitled his article “Kyiv or the Polish raison d’état.”169 Significantly, the author did not use the word “Ukraine,” emphasising instead the importance of Kyiv as a political and cultural centre. Like his colleagues from Do Rzeczy, the essayist from the ideologically similar wSieci underlined that from the times of Piłsudski, Ukraine had been crucial for Poland’s security. He also admitted that there was a fear of Russia and that Polish support for the Ukrainian struggle was necessary because it was for the good of Poland and all of Central and Eastern Europe. This narrative was strongly opposed to Russia: without Ukraine, Russia would limit its imperial aspirations; hence, Ukraine was presented as important for the EU in terms of security. wSieci also recalled Giedroyc to criticise the then Polish liberal government, stating that it was not taking sufficient measures to support Ukraine and oppose Russia. In the already-mentioned article “Just Not Little Russia” in wSieci, journalist Piotr Skwieciński stated (in the context of the above-mentioned discussion about Ukrainian nationalism) that for Polish foreign policy, it was paramount that Kyiv should not be ruled by the Russians. 

			When portraying Ukraine as the Polish raison d’état, references were made to history and to Poland’s influence on the formation of Ukrainian identity. For example, Żurawski vel Grajewski wrote that the protests on the Maidan took place mainly on lands that belonged to the First Polish Republic. In this sense, Poland put itself in the role of a mediator between the past and the present. 

			On January 23–24, the protests moved from the Maidan to the province. They covered not only the west of the country – which belonged to Poland, Romania and Czechoslovakia or Hungary until the Second World War – but also its centre. Everything that ever belonged to the First Republic, and was not the Wild Fields during that time, revolted against Yanukovych and his Moscow patrons.170 

			The metaphor of the “Wild Fields” (described above) is here an indirect reference to the far eastern and southern Ukraine. 

			A similar view of Poland’s influence on the construction of Ukrainian identity was presented in wSieci in the article “Partition of Ukraine – Almost the Worst Solution.” According to Piotr Skwieciński, the Poles who were experts in Ukrainian issues said that some people in Lviv assumed that it was better to establish a border beyond the Ukrainian town of Sarny, i.e. where the Second Polish Republic ended before the Second World War. But this would be the worst solution.171

			During the Euromaidan, not only was Poland’s role emphasised but journalists invoked many historical symbols and figures to inscribe Ukrainian identity into the European discourse. For example, Andrzej Saramonowicz stated in Wprost that if Kyiv ever came within the European reach, Poland would not have to worry about its security. He also referred to Piłsudski, writing that the idea of Intermarium could be called a prototype of the European Union and emphasising the necessity for Ukraine to have this institutional identity.172 

			In liberal weeklies such as Polityka or Newsweek, there were almost no articles in which Ukraine was perceived as Poland’s raison d’état. Only a column in Polityka, written by Cezary Michalski, addressed this issue when describing contemporary Polish politics and the internal quarrel between the opposition and the ruling party of the time since the differences between them could be seen in their attitude towards the Euromaidan. Michalski compared the latter with the Smoleńsk tragedy and argued that both these events had a similar impact on Polish politics, referring to Polish messianism. 

			“Smoleńsk mourning” and “Ukrainian enthusiasm” are similar not only because ad hoc party politics so quickly absorb them. The similarities are deeper. In the same way, they encourage Poles to return to the past. “Smoleńsk mourning” to the martyrological past, “Ukrainian enthusiasm” to the “Jagiellonian” past, to the time of the First Polish Republic as “a regional empire.”173

			***

			To sum up, the Euromaidan and the Orange Revolution created specific patterns of Ukrainian identity that were presented in the Polish press. Many of these discourses also evoked images of Ukrainian identity based on historical references. 
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Conclusions

			In this book, I analysed the perception of Ukrainian identity in the Polish opinion-forming press by conducting a media linguistic study with the help of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA). I chose two turning points in the history of independent Ukraine: the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan and analysed how they were portrayed in the most popular Polish opinion-forming weeklies. In the case of the Orange Revolution, I analysed texts from that period published in six magazines: Polityka, Wprost, Newsweek Polska, Tygodnik Powszechny, Gość Niedzielny and Przegląd. In the analysis of the perception of the Euromaidan, I also included the newly established wSieci and Do Rzeczy. I collected data for my study using quantitative content analysis of texts and then described and interpreted it using the methodological tools of CDA.1 

			In addition, I examined the concept of the opinion-forming press in the context of Polish media studies and presented the diversity of the Polish media market, highlighting its uniqueness and importance for international communication. I also explained the concept of discourse, which I used in my analysis, and demonstrated the importance of discourse in media identity studies. The analysis would not have been possible without the theoretical study of identity, and Ukrainian identity in particular, which was presented in Chapter 1. This knowledge allowed me to identify the issues of Ukrainian identity in the discourse of the Polish press. 

			The theoretical and methodological insights also exposed the concepts that I used and discovered during my research and made the study deeper and more thorough. The most important thing that I discovered was the perceived identity of Ukraine. A perceived identity is an identity constructed not by its bearer but by an outside observer, the “Other.” This is similar to Edward Said’s concept of Orientalism, but in this case, it can be applied not only to the dichotomies: colony–coloniser; centre–periphery, but to different social structures. Hence, as I stated in Hypothesis 1, texts about Ukrainian issues in the Polish opinion-forming press create a particular discourse, through which the identity of one group (Ukraine) is constructed in the environment of another group (Poland). 

			Perceived identity, like “regular” identity, is also a matter of construction. Therefore, it may vary depending on the reader. The media, as agenda setters, create specific discourses of identity. For instance, liberal weeklies such as Polityka, Wprost, Tygodnik Powszechny and Newsweek created Ukrainian identity as similar to Polish and Central European identities during the period of social movements, while the left-wing Przegląd constructed it as nationalistic or even fascist. 

			The results of my research proved that the perception of Ukrainian identity in the Polish opinion-forming press was not uniform, which confirms Hypothesis 2. I distinguished two main types: national identity and supranational identity. The former was manifested in both civic and ethnic terms, and the latter was evident in pro-European and East Slavic orientations, as described in detail in Chapter 5. 

			During the Orange Revolution, Ukrainian identity was portrayed as if it had just been discovered as separate from Russia, and many articles emphasised the differences between the two countries. In a way, the events from 2004–2005 made Ukraine appear on the scene as a nation-state. Terms such as “nation,” “transition” and “values of freedom and democracy” were used to describe what happened during the protests. Very often, journalists made comparisons with the liberation movements in Central and Eastern Europe in the 1980s, referring especially to the “Solidarity” movement in Poland. In the majority of cases, Ukraine was presented in terms of civic national identity and a pro-European orientation, as described in Chapter 3. 

			During the Euromaidan, the main identity discourse was European supranational identity intertwined with civic national identity. As in the case of the Orange Revolution, Polish journalists referred to the social processes associated with the “Solidarity” period, comparing the situation in Ukraine to the one in Poland in the 1980s. However, the comparison was not always complete due to the lack of strong political opposition in Ukraine and the low level of trust in it. Liberal-centrist and right-wing weeklies tended to compare Ukraine during the Euromaidan to the revolutions in the Soviet bloc countries, placing it outside the discourse of post-Soviet identity in general. Therefore, in addition to moving it away from the post-Soviet identity, the Euromaidan also inscribed Ukraine into the concept of Central and Eastern Europe, as described in Chapter 4. 

			One more identity discourse that was presented in the Polish press during the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan was that of East Slavic identity, which included national uncertainty, civic passivity, pro-Russian orientation and regrets about the fall of the Soviet Union. This identity was represented in two categories: the pro-Russian foreign orientation and the post-Soviet mentality of the described actors. This discourse appeared more often during the Orange Revolution than during the Euromaidan. Importantly, Polish journalists paid considerable attention to what people were thinking and what was happening not only on the Kyiv Maidan and in Western Ukraine but in Eastern Ukraine as well. 

			The results of my analysis showed that discourses of representation in two main categories: Ukrainian national civic identity and supranational European identity were similar in all the weeklies. The only divergence appeared in the portrayal of Ukrainian nationalistic identity, which was always associated with the massacre committed by Ukrainian nationalists against Poles in 1943 in Volhynia and Eastern Galicia. 

			During the Orange Revolution, Ukrainians were not portrayed as radical nationalists, with the exception of the left-wing Przegląd, which emphasised that the protesters might have been nationalists and successors of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army. The situation was different during the Euromaidan. All the analysed weeklies noted the presence of nationalistic elements in the movement, but it was not the main discourse in liberal magazines such as Polityka, Newsweek, Wprost and Tygodnik Powszechny. The Catholic weekly Gość Niedzielny and the right-wing conservative wSieci did not create an image of Ukraine as nationalistic either. Do Rzeczy, in turn, presented more than one attitude towards the nationalists on the Euromaidan. Some journalists emphasised that Ukraine was nationalistic and not European, while others tried to show that radical nationalists were a marginal element. 

			Przegląd, however, presented Ukraine as a completely nationalistic country, highlighting the actions of right-wing elements. It was the only magazine among the analysed which created an image of the Euromaidan as a nationalistic and illegal rebellion against the legitimate authorities. In addition, throughout this period, Przegląd published articles on historical topics about Ukrainian nationalists, creating a terrifying image of Ukraine for Polish readers.

			In CDA, actors are responsible for creating a particular discourse, in this case, a discourse of identity, which is why they were central to this study. The Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan differed in terms of the representation of actors of identity. During the 2004–2005 protests, actors of identity were more often specified. In addition to the generalization of “Ukraine” or “Ukrainian people,” the main actors were the politicians Viktor Yushchenko and Yulia Tymoshenko. They represented Ukrainian national and European identity, newly discovered during the Orange Revolution. Many articles were devoted to them, and the journalists’ language was full of references and metaphorical figures that were supposed to connect Yushchenko with the European discourse and Ukrainian history and culture (for instance, calling him “Hetman” or saying that Ukraine would enter the “Victorian era”). As for Tymoshenko, she was compared to successful leaders of Western democracies and Ukrainian culture (she was called “Iron Yulia” or compared to the Ukrainian writer Lesia Ukrainka). 

			During the Euromaidan, in turn, actors were not specified. The difference was that the political opposition at the time was presented as a power that was not credible enough for the Ukrainian people. Therefore, it was often noted that the protests of 2013–2014 differed from the Orange Revolution in that they were not a political but a civic movement. The actors who were described as representatives of Ukrainian identity were thus civic activists, students, people of culture and members of the clergy. 

			During both the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan, the post-Soviet identity discourse was represented in the Polish press by politicians who were in power at the time and oligarchs. These actors were mainly portrayed in a negative light, although during the Euromaidan, the oligarchs were perceived more ambiguously. When describing the events of 2013–2014, journalists emphasised that the oligarchs had financial interests in Europe, so some of them supported the European aspirations of the protesters. The post-Soviet identity also appeared in descriptions of the everyday life of the people living not in Kyiv and Western Ukraine but in eastern Ukrainian towns. 

			 The factors influencing the perception of Ukrainian identity were similar during the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan. Polish journalists perceived Ukrainians as people aware of their national identity when they demonstrated civic responsibility for their state, i.e. during social movements. Thus, the factor of civic activism was the most important in portraying Ukraine as an independent nation-state. However, both political and economic factors caused it to be perceived as a backward remnant of the Soviet Union. These three factors were equally represented in the media discourses during both the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan. 

			The situation differed in the case of religious and cultural factors. During the Orange Revolution, religion was rarely mentioned. Only one article in Tygodnik Powszechny described Yanukovych’s supporters in the context of their religious affiliation, noting that they belonged to the Orthodox Church of the Moscow Patriarchate. During the Euromaidan, religion and the participation of the members of the clergy in the protests were commented upon in all the analysed weeklies except Przegląd. The Catholic weekly Gość Niedzielny, in particular, regularly published articles on the religious aspect of the Euromaidan and interviews with representatives of the Ukrainian clergy. The markers of Ukrainian national identity were the Greek Catholic Church and the Orthodox Church of the Kyiv Patriarchate. Representatives of the clergy were portrayed not only as spiritual leaders but also as civic activists during the Euromaidan. 

			The Ukrainian ethnic national identity was also represented in its cultural aspect through references to history and contemporary Ukrainian culture. However, the portrayal of the cultural factor during both protests differed. During the Orange Revolution, a few journalists “discovered” Ukrainian culture and presented it to the readers of the analysed weeklies, but it was not often mentioned in general articles about those events. During the Euromaidan, in turn, the cultural factor was highlighted to a much greater extent. There were many articles and interviews with Ukrainian intellectuals and writers that portrayed them as prominent actors of identity. Culture played an important role also because 2014 was the 200th anniversary of the birth of Ukrainian national poet Taras Shevchenko. 

			Summarising the factors of identity, it is worth emphasising that despite active cultural and civic elements, political and economic factors mattered more in the representation of the Ukrainian identity in the Polish press. It is not surprising since both the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan were civic movements, and such movements usually aim to change the current political situation – in this case, also the geopolitical and economic one. Therefore, journalists often stressed that Ukraine would remain in the post-Soviet ideological space and the Russian sphere of influence unless deep changes in the political and economic spheres were carried out, such as eliminating corruption and nepotism in the state structures and the bureaucratic system and abolishing links between business and politics. 

			The discourse of the Ukrainian identity in the Polish press was full of linguistic devices and expressions, which proved the usefulness of CDA as a methodological tool, again confirming Hypothesis 1. Journalists used metaphors such as “awakening of the nation,” “birth of the nation,” “Maidan of freedom” and “Ukraine rises from its knees.” In addition, when describing the social movements in Ukraine, journalists made references to the period of Polish transition from communism to democracy, using such phrases as “the round table,” “wars at the top” and “Ukrainian ZOMO.” They also generalised the actors, calling them “the people of Ukraine” (naród in Polish, which is equivalent to the word “nation”). Hence, “people” as a “nation” were also represented as the social action. Therefore, the nomination “people of Ukraine” represented the perception of Ukrainian identity as a nation-state. 

			The study also showed which discourses of common Polish-Ukrainian history still influence the perception of Ukraine in Poland, creating specific attitudes towards it and maintaining stereotypes. There were many historical references in the analysed articles about the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan, and Polish journalists used historical narratives to metaphorically present contemporary Ukraine. It should be noted that historical references, together with spatial and personal ones, are one of the three concepts of Ruth Wodak’s approach to analysing identity constructed in discourse. 

			Most frequently, historical references were made to the Cossack era. The Cossacks represented the Ukrainian will for democracy and freedom. During the Orange Revolution, Yushchenko was called the Hetman, which was the title of the leader of the Cossack state, who was elected in free elections by other Cossacks. During the Euromaidan, there were fewer articles on historical topics, but references to the Cossack era were still numerous, mainly because the camp on the Maidan was divided into sotnyas, structural and military elements of the Cossack state and army. The Euromaidan was thus compared to the Cossack state, the Zaporizhian Sich. 

			The second most frequent historical reference was to the Second World War and the Volhynia Massacre committed against Poles by Ukrainian nationalists, soldiers of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army. Due to the presence of nationalistic elements and symbols of OUN-UPA on the Maidan, some of the Polish journalists portrayed Ukrainians as radical nationalists, although, as mentioned earlier, this discourse was not dominant in the analysed weeklies. 

			References to history were also made in the form of specific nominalisations. Journalists often called Ukraine Kresy (Borderlands) and sometimes the Wild Fields, the meaning of which was explained in Chapter 5. This discourse was more frequent during the Orange Revolution than during the Euromaidan. It proved that, as I claimed in Hypothesis 3, history played a significant and even central role in the perception of Ukrainian identity in the Polish press. 

			Considerable attention was also paid to Ukraine’s place among the states of Central and Eastern Europe. In the texts of Polish journalists, this discourse was highlighted in the context of Polish-Ukrainian reconciliation and support for Ukraine’s European aspirations. Subsequently, the Ukrainian revolutions, both the Euromaidan and the Orange Revolution, were compared to the Central European anticommunist uprisings. Polish journalists invoked the particular vision of Central and Eastern Europe and Ukraine in Józef Piłsudski’s idea of federation and later in the idea of Intermarium by presenting Ukraine as a Central European state. They even called Piłsudski’s concept of Intermarium the predecessor of the contemporary European Union and emphasised the need for a Ukrainian institutional European identity. 

			In addition, references to Central and Eastern Europe revealed one more identity discourse, which I have called “Ukraine as the Polish raison d’état.” This discourse was clearly alive during the Euromaidan. From this point of view, Ukraine was described as a nation-state that Poland needed as an ally against Russia. In this context, Jerzy Giedroyc’s ideas about Polish-Ukrainian reconciliation were very often recalled. The narrative of Ukraine as the Polish raison d’état situates it in at least two identity discourses. The first one is the European discourse, which connects Ukraine to the idea of Central and Eastern Europe or the “European East.” It links Ukraine to the way in which the former Soviet bloc countries made their transition to democracy, placing it in the “return to Europe” discourse that was so popular in the 1980s. The second identity narrative is that of Ukraine as a buffer zone or a “place in between.” In this approach, Poland supports Ukraine because of the need to protect itself from Russian influence. 

			In addition to historical references, Polish journalists used spatial references in portraying Ukraine to indicate its geographical location for example, by calling it “our eastern neighbour.” 

			In conclusion, Ukrainian identity was perceived in the most positive way in the liberal Tygodnik Powszechny. This weekly devoted the largest number of articles to the Orange Revolution and the Euromaidan and presented Ukraine in terms of national identity with a strong civic adherence and a national Ukrainian cultural element. The most negative image of Ukrainian identity was presented in the left-wing Przegląd. The country was portrayed as backward, with a low level of economic and political development, not deserving to be included in the European identity discourse, and as a “failed state” for which the dissolution of the Soviet Union was a tragedy. Moreover, Przegląd always emphasised the nationalistic identity discourse and recalled the history of the Volhynia Massacre. 

			The analysis of Polish journalists’ perception of Ukraine also opened up the practical application of this research in intercultural and political communication between the two states. It showed which qualities of Ukrainian society worked in favour of perceiving Ukraine as an equal state and an equal partner and which, on the contrary, portrayed Ukraine as insecure in its identity and as a weak partner in the international arena. Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was also proven: the social and political changes during the social movements resulted in a positive representation of Ukraine as a strong and self-aware nation-state with an element of European supranational identity. As a result, the Euromaidan and the Orange Revolution fostered the perception of Ukrainian identity in the Polish press as national with a strong civic and cultural component and a pro-European orientation. 

			

			
				
					1 Ruth Wodak et al., The Discursive Construction of National Identity, 2nd ed., translated by Angelika Hirsch, Richard Mitten and J.W. Unger, Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2009; Norman Fairclough, Language and Power, Harlow: Longman, 2001; Jan Blommaert, Discourse, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005; Theo van Leeuwen, “The Representation of Social Actors,” in Texts and Practices. Readings in Critical Discourse Analysis, edited by Carmen Rosa Caldas-Coulthard and Malcolm Coulthard, London–New York: Routledge, 1996. 
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