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Abstract 

For almost a decade the countries of the former 

USSR that form the Commonwealth of Independent 

States (CIS) were characterized as “competitive 

authoritarian regimes” that have formal democratic 

institutions but “fail to meet conventional minimum 

standards for democracy”
2
. During this period, the 

image of the region was associated with the 

technologies of administrative control over political 

processes, including “managed elections” with 

predetermined results, referenda on the elimination of 

presidential term limits, and suppression of the free 

press and opposition. The subsequent success of the 

“revolutionary” political projects by the opposition in 

Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan suggests a need to 

rethink this received view on “doing politics” in post-

Soviet conditions (when decision-making takes place 

exclusively within bureaucratic-oligarchic “cabinets”) 

and, particularly, to explore the issue of the direct 

involvement of masses in the political struggles. The 

spontaneity and absence of objective socio-economic 

preconditions of the “Orange revolution” makes it 

problematic to analyze the event in terms of traditional 

rationalist and structuralist methodologies. Therefore, 

the aim of this paper is to emphasize the role of 

ideological practices in mobilizing support and 

engaging millions of people in the manifestations of 

protest. 

 

Introduction 

A “Color revolution” is a new word in the 
contemporary political jargon that can be defined as 
massive street protests leading to an overthrow of a 
government that is accused of “authoritarianism”, 
“corruption” and “national treason”. The popular 
mobilization in response to rigged elections in Georgia 
(2003), Ukraine (2004) and Kyrgyzstan (2005) became 
a demonstration of the inability of the post-Soviet 
governments to legitimize themselves exclusively by 
means of administrative manipulations. The success of 
the Georgian “Rose revolution” that led to the 
resignation of President Eduard Schevarnadze was 
previously considered to be an outlying case, caused by 
the extreme unpopularity of Schevarnadze’s 

                                                 
1 This article represents an adapted form of the MA Thesis defended 
at the Department of Political Science in June 2005. 
2  Steven Levitsky and Lucan Way, “The Rise of Competitive 
Authoritarianism,” Journal of Democracy, Vol. 13 (4/2002): 51–65. 

government due to the prolonged period of economic 
depression and perpetual energy crisis.3 Consequently, 
in the case of Ukraine, with its large administrative 
apparatus, influential oligarchs, and almost no access of 
the opposition to mass media, few international and 
Ukrainian experts believed in the ability of the 
opposition’s candidate Viktor Yushchenko either to win 
the elections of 2004 or to engage his supporters in 
successful massive demonstrations of protest after an 
electoral fraud happened (most experts had agreed that 
there would be fraud). Interestingly, George Soros, 
during his public speech in Central European 
University (Budapest) on 9 November 2004 (between 
the first and the second round of the election), 
expressed doubts about Yushchenko’s potential to lead 
a civil disobedience campaign after the elections were 
rigged. 

The spontaneity and absence of objective socio-
economic preconditions for the Ukrainian events 
suggest the need to approach the political processes and 
social movements in the countries of the former Soviet 
Union from a new angle. The methodology of post-
Marxist discourse theory is applied to analyze the 
political project of the Orange revolution not in the 
essentialist terms of recruiting support on the basis of 
preexisting and relatively stable demographic 
characteristics or objective interests, but as an 
ideological construction of support base and political 
mobilization within the discourse of the project. The 
main argument of the paper is that the identification 
with the political project of the “Orange Revolution” 
went through the development of a construct of “the 
Ukrainian nation”. I will argue that unlike traditional 
post-Soviet ethnocentric national projects, it became a 
heterogeneous formation, based on several discourses 
(nationalistic, socialist and liberal-democratic). 

The hypothesis that I put forward is that popular 
identification with the “revolutionary” political project 
was achieved through the construction by ideological 
practices of collective imaginary around the signifier 
“narod” (Ukrainian and Russian for “people”, 
“nation”). Secondly, this discourse was stabilized by 
condensing meanings around the antagonistic poles of 
“narod” and “vlada” (“authorities”). In the 
construction of this social antagonism, the logic of 
equivalence (the logic of polarization of society) 4 
permitted the construction of equivalences amongst 
various groups as “narod” (nationalists = socialists = 
liberal democrats) versus “vlada” (the incumbent 
president Leonid Kuchma = the cabinet of Viktor 
Yanukovych = Central Electoral Committee = the 
oligarchs who supported the candidacy of 
                                                 
3  Revaz Sakevarishvili and Margarita Akhvlediani, “‘Rose 
Revolution’ Sweeps away Shevarnadze,” Institute for War and 
Peace Reporting, 24 November 2003. 
http://www.iwpr.net/index.pl?archive/cau/cau_200311_ga_01_1_en
g.txt 
4  Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe, Hegemony and Socialist 
Strategy: Towards a Radical Democratic Politics (London: Verso, 
2001), 129-130.   
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Yanukovych). I will argue that this articulation of 

political subject positions in the construction of the 
revolutionary agent on the basis of the 
overdetermination (multi-causality)5 of various groups 
and movements played the decisive role in the 
successful mobilization of political support for the 
“revolutionary” project. 

The paper will consist of two chapters. The first 
chapter will comprise a brief historical introduction to 
the “Orange revolution”, where I will point out the 
absence of objective socio-economic factors that could 
be regarded as its causes. Then, upon explaining the 
reason for the rejection of structuralist methodology, I 
will go into the historical background of post-
structuralist approaches to social movements and 
political projects (including post-Marxist discourse 
theory), which emphasize the role of construction of 
identity for a support base, instead of relying on 
predetermined essentialist social structures and 
identities. Finally, the theory of identification by Stuart 
Hall will be introduced and considered for application 
to my particular case. 

The second chapter will analyze the ideological 
practices that provided for the political mobilization, 
based on a discourse analysis of the speeches of the 
leaders of the “Revolution”, Viktor Yushchenko and 
Yulia Tymoshenko. Two aspects of the “revolutionary” 
identity politics will be distinguished. First, I will focus 
on the constitution of the “revolutionary identity” 
around the signifier, the ideal object of identification – 
“Ukrainian nation” (narod Ukrainy). An outlook of the 
genealogy and the evolution of the construct of 
“Ukrainian nation” since the beginning of the 1990s 
will be taken, including the distinction of this category 
of identification with that of the classical Eastern 
European nationalistic projects of the 1990s. The 
second part of this chapter will focus on how “the 
enemy” was constructed as “the authorities” and how 
the discursive system that produced social positions for 
identification was stabilized around the social 
antagonism of the “Ukrainian nation versus the 
authorities”. I will also pay attention to the discourses 
of criminalization of “the authorities” and the 
victimization of the leaders of the “Revolution” that 
contributed to the justification of the “revolutionary 
action”.  

 
The case of the “Orange Revolution”: in search of 

a theoretical framework 

 

The dichotomy of “conspiracy” versus 

“emancipatory struggle” 

 

It is typical that unexpected regime changes in 
various parts of the world are received with suspicion 
by international observers, the questions usually being 
asked: “who financed it?” or “who plotted it?” (or more 

                                                 
5 Laclau and Mouffe, Hegemony, 97-98. 

generally, “who is behind it all?”). Different sorts of 
conspiracy theories that reveal the presence of outside 
actors are born. The cases of “Color revolutions” in 
Georgia, Ukraine and Kyrgyzstan are no exceptions in 
that they gave rise to various speculations about the 
forces and interests involved. 

However, in the case of the “Orange Revolution” 
more detailed observations show that the involvement 
of outside forces proved to be much more favorable for 
the governmental candidate prime minister Viktor 
Yanukovych, as he was heavily backed by Russian 
president Vladimir Putin, who made several visits to 
Ukraine before the elections and directly supported 
Yanukovych on Ukrainian TV. The financial support 
from Russia was even more substantial, as a Russian 
non-governmental edition states that Russian business 
groups that closely cooperate with government funded 
about 50 % of Yanukovych’s 900 – 1,500 million US 
dollar campaign 6 . At the same time, the USA 
government officially assigned only about 18 million 
dollars to the Ukrainian NGOs that were monitoring the 
freedom and fairness of the elections and training 
observers and members of electoral committees, 
without supporting any particular candidate7. Certainly, 
there was an outflow of funds and/or human resources 
from the NGO grantees to the oppositional campaign 
organizers. However, the overall estimation of financial 
and administrative resources involved in the two 
campaigns shows a gigantic inequality between the 
opportunities of both sides. According to the data of 
The Ukrainian Centre for Economic and Political 
Studies, the funding of Yushchenko’s campaign was 
limited to 50 million dollars and was mainly funded by 
small and middle Ukrainian business8, in contrast with 
Yanukovych’s campaign, which was financed by 
Ukrainian and Russian oligarchs. 

Another widespread explanation of the Ukrainian 
events is based on the representation of the “Orange 
revolution” as a popular democratic movement for 
freedom. The leading Ukrainian philosopher Myroslav 
Popovych, following the expression of President 
Yushchenko that “before, we were independent, now 
we have become independent and free”, argues that the 
participants of the mass street protests against the 
government were mainly inspired by the desire to be 
free9. 

This emancipatory character of the “Orange 
revolution” is more than questionable from the point of 
view of radical plural democratic perspective, 

                                                 
6 Maria Barinova, “Proekt Rossia” Profil.ru, 22 November 2004, (in 
Russian). http://www.profile.ru/items/?item=10201  
7  Dmitry Sudakov, “USA Assigns $ 20 Million for Elections in 
Ukraine in Moldova,” Pravda.ru, 11 March 2005. 
http://english.pravda.ru/world/20/91/368/15092_usa.html 
8 Yuriy Yakimenko and Ihor Zhdanov, “The Formula of The Orange 
Victory: Notes by Concerned Observers,” Mirror Weekly, 22 
January 2005.  
http://www.mirror-weekly.com/ie/show/530/49002/ 
9 Myroslav Popovych, “Pered Vichnym Maidanom,” Krytyka, No. 
3(89) (March 2005): 2-3.  
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advocated by the founders of the Essex school of post-
Marxism, Laclau and Mouffe. A “revolutionary” 
movement that is constituted as a movement for 
“national freedom” represents an object of criticism 
from the post-Marxist perspective that postulates a need 
for “a chain of equivalence among the various 
democratic struggles against different forms of 
subordination” 10 . The fact that the existence of 
“alternative voices” was not recognized during the 
struggle under the slogans of “redistribution of powers” 
from “the authorities” to “the nation” results in the 
impossibility to recognize the “Orange revolution” as a 
radical plural democratic struggle. Instead of 
articulation of the anti-racist, feminist and 
environmentalist struggles with those of the workers, 
national minorities, the “Orange Revolution” became a 
project of formation of a homogeneous social 
movement with the focus on the national component. 

    
Post-structuralist approaches to the political 

analysis: the application of post-Marxist discourse 

theory to the case of the “Orange Revolution” 

In search of a theoretical framework for the 
analysis of the “Orange Revolution”, the first impulse is 
to turn to the contemporary reinterpretations of classic 
Marxism that seek to explain social movements and 
revolutions with reference to social structures of 
societies. Though identified by some observers as “the 
revolution of the middle-class,”11 it is hardly possible to 
represent the events in terms of objective class interests 
due to the involvement of various strata, interpellated 
by the “revolutionary” ideology as the “Ukrainian 
nation”.  

Therefore, the “Orange Revolution” is not an 
exceptional political phenomenon in that it is difficult 
to explain using structural approaches to political and 
social movements. In order to find famous analogous 
examples of “almost purely” ideological projects, we 
may turn to the sudden rise of the New Social 
Movements in the late 1970s and 1980s that signified a 
crisis for traditional Marxist approaches to politics. The 
support bases of the multitude of New Movements (e.g. 
feminist, environmentalist, pacifist) were difficult to 
define in class terms, as they encompassed the 
increasingly blurred together social stratum of the “new 
middle classes” and “new working class”, and its 
members were not likely to have stable career paths. 
The institutional focus on the movements did not seem 
to be productive either, as, usually, no stable political 
organizations were formed.12 

Therefore, “rather than seeing movements as 
appealing to and recruiting from support bases defined 
                                                 
10 Laclau and Mouffe, Hegemony, xviii. 
11 Evgen Volynsky, “Klerki Vseh Stran, Obyediniaytes!” ili Uroki 
Ukrainskoy Revoliuzii dlia Zapada”, Ukrayinska Pravda, 23 
February 2005, (in Russian). 
http://www.pravda.com.ua/archive/2005/february/23/4.shtml 
12 Roberta Garner and John Tenuto, Social Movement Theory and 
Research: an Annotated Bibliographical Guide (Pasadena, Calif.: 
Salem Press, 1997), 34-35. 

by certain preexisting and relatively stable 
demographic characteristics, observers now see 
movements as engaged in discourses and practices that 
create and constitute such support bases”13. Moreover, 
such dimensions of political participation as “affective 
attachment” and “sentiments of belonging to a … social 
group where members can feel powerful” have been 
included in the new approaches to social movements14. 
Consequently, in the postmodern era of new 
possibilities and flexible identity politics, political 
projects are often addressed as discursive formations 
that are constructed through intense political struggle 
and “create collective identities such as gender, 
nationality, sexual orientation, social class, religion, 
ethnicity, and race”15. 

In the context of the difficulties experienced by 
structure and organization-centered theoretical 
approaches in explaining the contemporary trends in 
social movements, new theories were developed that 
sought to investigate the contingent formation of social 
phenomena instead of pregiven social structures, and 
the processes of mobilizing political support instead of 
focusing on objective group interests. For example, the 
post-Marxist discourse theory rejects the class 
reductionism and economic determinism of classical 
Marxism. In their works, discourse theorists put 
emphasis on the constitution of social structures and 
identities in the process of power struggles, “conceived 
in terms of the political acts of inclusion and 
exclusion.”16 

A central aim of analysis in discourse theory is “to 
locate and analyze the mechanisms by which meaning 
is produced, fixed, contested, and subverted” in the 
process of articulation of discursive systems 17 . 
Therefore, among the research objects of discourse 
theory are “the constitution of political identities, the 
practices of hegemonic articulation among particular 
discourses and subjectivities, the construction of social 
antagonisms and the establishment of political 
frontiers,” which are the myths and fantasies that make 
identification possible18. 

                                                 
13 Garner, Social Movement Theory, 34. 
14  Yannis Stavrakakis, “Passions of Identification: Discourse, 
Enjoyment, and European Identity,” in Discourse Theory in 
European Politics: Identity, Policy and Governance, ed. David 
Howarth and Jacob Torfing (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005), 
71; Hank Johnston, Enrique Larana, and Joseph R. Gusfield, 
“Identities, grievances, and new social movements” in New social 
movements: from sociology to identity, ed. Hank Johnston, Enrique 
Larana, and Joseph R. Gusfield (Philadelphia: Temple University 
Press, 1994), 10. 
15 Garner, Social Movement Theory, 38. 
16  David Howarth, “Discourse Theory” in Discourse Theory in 
European Politics: Identity, Policy and Governance, ed. David 
Howarth and Jacob Torfing (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005), 
23. 
17  David Howarth, “Applying Discourse Theory” in Discourse 
Theory in European Politics: Identity, Policy and Governance, ed. 
David Howarth and Jacob Torfing (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 
2005), 341. 
18 Howarth, “Applying Discourse Theory”, 321. 
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Several characteristic features of the “Orange 

Revolution” include: 
1) The formation of a contingent “revolutionary” 

identity that was not based on social structures 
and interests;  

2) The identification of the actors across the 
newly constructed dichotomies, through which 
meanings of actions and social positions was 
created;  

3) The formation of the emotional attachment to 
the project through the existence of a common 
“signifier”, a desired object of identification, 
“the Ukrainian nation.” These features all 
suggest the possibility of application of the 
methodology off post-Marxist discourse theory 
to the analysis of the issue of political 
mobilization during the “Orange Revolution” 
(through the production of collective 
“revolutionary” identity, which was not based 
on pre-given essentialist classes, nations or 
ethno-linguistic groups). 

Dealing with the problem of identity formation as 
the basis of winning political support, it is important to 
recognize various aspects of identification as they are 
distinguished in the literature. For example, a British 
scholar of cultural studies, Stuart Hall, points out two 
approaches to the issue. One is based on the 
psychoanalytical accounts of “the processes, which 
produce subjectivities”, and another is concerned with 
interpellating individuals into particular subject 
positions, thus stabilizing discursive formations19. 

Identity formation within a discourse is possible 
only through a relation to other identities. Therefore, 
Laclau and Mouffe introduce “articulation” as “any 
practice establishing a relation among elements such 
that their identity is modified.” 20  As a result of 
articulatory practices, discourses (discursive systems) 
are created that present “constructions that establish 
systems of relations between different objects and 
practices, while providing (subject) positions with 
which social agents can identify.”21  

The discursive approach to identification deals with 
the stabilization of a discursive system through the 
construction of social antagonisms, which contribute to 
“the production of political frontiers, which often 
invoke stereotyped pictures of friends and enemies.”22 
Antagonisms are possible through the negation and 
exclusion of “outside” identities that present “a threat” 
to “our” identity. As a result, the identity of a social 
group is constructed as “what the other is not” (e.g. 
West - East, capitalism – socialism, democracy – 

                                                 
19 Stuart Hall and Paul du Gay eds., Questions of cultural identity 
(London: Sage Publications Ltd., 1996), 5-6. 
20 David Howarth and Yannis Stavrakakis, “Introducing Discourse 
Theory and Political Analysis” in Discourse Theory and Political 
Analysis: Identities, Hegemonies, and Social Change, ed. David 
Howarth, Aletta J. Norval, and Yannis Stavrakakis (Manchester: 
Manchester University, 2000), 7. 
21 Howarth and Stavrakakis, “Introducing Discourse Theory”, 3. 
22 David Howarth, “Discourse Theory”, 15-16. 

authoritarianism). “A constitutive outside … is both the 
condition of possibility and the condition of 
impossibility of any identity” 23 , since any identity, 
created within a discourse, will not have a meaning in 
itself. A meaning becomes possible only in a relational 
system of differences. Therefore, the annihilation of 
“the enemy” that presents “a threat” and “blocks our 
full identity” will inevitably confront “us with our own 
self-blockage”24.   

For a political project to become hegemonic a 
discursive formation is to be constructed that distributes 
fixed meanings to all subjects within a social field. As 
identification is possible only through social 
antagonisms, a mechanism is necessary to condense 
multiple meanings around two antagonistic points. Such 
a mechanism in discourse theory is distinguished as 
chain of equivalence, which emphasizes the “sameness” 
of several “other” elements while at the same time 
providing for the inclusion of a variety of elements in a 
“we-group.” 25  In other words, the formation of a 
hegemonic discursive system involves construction of a 
dominant dichotomy that comprises several social 
antagonisms, with meanings that are condensed around 
the two poles by a chain of equivalence. 

On the basis of the post-Marxist discourse theory 
and Hall’s account of identification, I will first try to 
demonstrate how the political imaginary of the “Orange 
revolution” was constructed by ideological practices 
focusing on the identification with the construct of “the 
Ukrainian nation.” According to my hypotheses, it is 
the signifier of “the nation” that served as the basis for 
the unification of various “protest discourses” into a 
single political movement, providing for the formation 
of an inclusive “revolutionary identity”.  

Secondly, as the “revolutionary” subjectivity was 
constituted (chronologically it happened 
simultaneously), the discursive system of the political 
project had to be established and fixed. Accordingly, I 
will argue that the discourse of the “Orange 
Revolution” was stabilized around the social 
antagonism “nation versus authorities” by means of 
emphasizing “the threat” from the authorities, accusing 
them of “criminal activities” against “the nation”. At 
the same time, the presence of “the enemy” made it 
possible to unite nationalistic, socialist and liberal-
democratic ideologies against the unified threatening 
“other”, the object of hate and abjection. 

As Burgos argues on the example of the Mexican 
Revolution, the revolutionary agent was “a 
heterogeneous composite of different social groups”, 
whose “identity was constituted through successive 
processes of identification with images provided by 
plans, manifestos, demonstrations, emblems, music … 

                                                 
23 Jacob Torfing, New Theories of Discourse: Laclau, Mouffe, and 
Zizek (Oxford : Blackwell Publishers, 1999), 51. 
24 Torfing, New Theories of Discourse, 52. 
25 David Howarth, “Discourse Theory”, 15. 
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closing” etc.26. In this light, the speeches by political 
leaders, addressed to their actual (and potential) 
supporters during the decisive moments of political 
struggle may be considered to be fruitful sources to 
look for articulatory ideological practices, directed at 
the construction of the identities of social actors. 

In the second part I investigate the articulatory 
ideological practices that constituted the collective 
identity of the “revolutionary” agent and try to find the 
chains of equivalence that were formed amongst 
initially different groups to represent them in terms of a 
single social antagonism that stabilized the discursive 
system of the “Orange revolution,” providing for a 
collective revolutionary imaginary and for the 
articulation of political subject positions in the 
construction of the revolutionary agent. 

 
Formation of the “revolutionary” discourse 

 

The constitution of the “revolutionary” identity as 

the “Ukrainian nation” (narod) 

The prominent element that provided for the 
constitution of the “revolutionary” identity was the 
construction of the imaginary object of identification - 
“Ukrainian nation” (narod) by the variety of discursive 
ideological practices (textual and visual). One example 
of such a practice is Yushchenko’s attempt to associate 
his political project (and his success in the first round of 
elections) with the project of “the Ukrainian nation” 
and, consequently, his victory with “the victory of the 
Ukrainian nation”. This almost irresistible “offer” to 
identify with “the nation” to enjoy “the victory” was 
pronounced by Yushchenko during his TV debates with 
Yanukovych before the second round:   

 
”On this election the authorities have 

opposed not the opposition; the authorities 
have opposed the nation. Nevertheless, I have 
defeated in the first round the candidate from 
the authorities. And most important is not my 
victory - it is the victory of Ukrainian 
democracy, the victory of the Ukrainian 
nation.” 

 
The question, I would like to address here is how 

the category of “Ukrainian nation” was constituted in 
Yushchenko’s project. What elements made this 
political construct become an appealing object of 
identification? What were the promises that were giving 
to the people? What hopes did the people that became 
the members of “the nation” have? 

As one of the main theoretical principles of the 
post-structural discourse theory is “the primacy of 
politics” (political practices) instead of the determinism 

                                                 
26  Rosa Burgos, “The Mexican Revolutionary Mystique” in 
Discourse Theory and Political Analysis: Identities, Hegemonies, 

and Social Change, ed. David Howarth, Aletta J. Norval, and 
Yannis Stavrakakis (Manchester: Manchester University, 2000), 89-
90. 

of social structures,27 following this approach I will 
address the category of “the Ukrainian nation” during 
the “Orange revolution” as a construct that was created 
by political (hegemonic) practices. On the other hand, 
new discourses and identities do not appear in vacuum. 
Instead, they arise through dislocations (that occur as a 
result of political practices) in the previous social 
structures 28 . Accordingly, a genealogical analysis of 
previous discursive and social constructions may help 
to understand the changes that happen during 
dislocations and to investigate the distinctive elements 
of new discursive formations.   

Applying this genealogical perspective and looking 
for previous examples from the history of the region 
when the category of “nation” was used as the main 
object of identification in promoting political projects, 
one would obviously address the nationalistic 
ethnocentric enterprises of the 1990s. It is the collapse 
of the Warsaw Pact and of the Soviet Union in 1989-
1991 that gave strong impulse to the unprecedented rise 
of nationalism in Eastern Europe. The great majority of 
post-Soviet leaders tried to preserve and increase their 
powers through the rhetoric of nationalism. “Ethnic 
entrepreneurs” realized that the revival of ethnic 
grievances could divert attention from the injustices of 
privatization and the formation of new economic 
oligarchies around the old nomenklatura. 29  The high 
point of the “nomenclatural nationalism” in early 1990s 
became the era when such leaders as Slobodan 
Milosevic in Serbia, Franjo Tudjman in Croatia, Ion 
Iliescu in Romania, and Dzhokhar Dudayev in 
Chechnya achieved their greatest successes by 
ethnicising disagreements over political issues and 
mobilizing support referring to the ethnical dividing 
lines. With different degree of efficiency, the pattern 
was applied all over the region.   

The common feature of the successful nationalistic, 
ethno-linguistic, or ethno-religious projects of 1990s 
was the formation of essentialist ideals of nation, ethnos 
or religious confession. Myths about golden ages of 
national cultures were reinvented, and narratives about 
glorious ancestors were rediscovered. The history of 
Eastern European nations was and, in many respects, 
still is interpreted as continuous striving for national 
liberation, state independence, and restoration of 
“historical justice”. Consequently, national identity is 
build around ethnically centered myth, symbols, values, 
songs, folklore, and traditions. 

In the case of independent Ukraine, nationalistic 
ideology was a moderate success in legitimizing the 
authorities but the construct of “the Ukrainian nation” 
was never completely fixed. For example, American 
scholar Judy Batt, writing in 1998, summarizes this 
failure of ethnocentric-nationalistic project in post-

                                                 
27 Torfing, New Theories of Discourse, 69. 
28 Howarth and Stavrakakis, “Introducing Discourse Theory”, 13. 
29 Stefan Troebst and Farimah Daftary, Radical Ethnic Movements 
in Contemporary Europe (New York: Berghahn Books, 2004), 8. 
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Soviet Ukraine.  “Ukraine is not and cannot be a 

‘nation-state,’ not only because it contains a sizable 
minority of Russians with deep historical roots on their 
territory, but also because Ukrainians themselves are 
far from constituting a coherent and unified nation.”30 
This lack of national identification prevented the first 
president Leonid Kravchuk from using the “nationalist 
card” to his advantage at the reelection in 1994, which 
he lost to Leonid Kuchma, the candidate strongly 
supported in Russian-speaking regions. 

Kuchma’s rise to presidency “signaled a shift to 
some degree in the prioritization of state policies with a 
greater emphasis upon state (not nation) hood” 31 . 
Instead of the attempts by national-democratic forces, 
with which Kravchuk allied himself, to form the 
Ukrainian nation according to the ethnocentric 
principle, the aim to create a state-centered national 
identity was put forward. The independence and 
relative stability of the new Ukrainian state was secured 
with the adoption of the constitution (however, Ukraine 
was the last post-Soviet state to have its modern 
constitution adopted) and the introduction of national 
currency in 1996, the signing of treaties on borders with 
Russia and Romania in 1997, where they refused their 
previous territorial demands to Ukraine and, finally, the 
achievement of economic growth for the first time since 
the independence in 2000. At the same time, politicians 
and scholars came to the understanding that loyalty to 
the state and patriotism could not appear without a 
coherent national ideology. As a Ukrainian author put 
it, “the state can have an army, police, ensure all-round 
political control. But, if it does not have the spiritual 
cement, an idea, then it is an entity without perspective, 
a weak creation”32. 

The inability of Ukrainians to win their national 
identity and “to became a real nation” is the painful 
experience of uncertainty and identity crisis that arouse 
feelings of a constant inferiority complex, constant loss 
and constant defeat. It is not accidental that on the first 
day of the “Orange revolution” Yulia Tymoshenko, the 
veteran of the opposition to president Kuchma and 
“second in command” after Yushchenko, giving a 
speech before the crowd of 100,000 on the 
Independence Square of Kiev and declaring the start of 
the organized actions of mass protests and civil 
disobedience, called to overcome the previous failures 
and defeats:  

 
“There will be no negotiations with these 

criminal authorities! There will be no mercy for 
they have ruined the choice of Ukraine. And I 
know: for the first time in thirteen years we will 

                                                 
30 Judy Batt, “Introduction” in Contemporary Ukraine: Dynamics of 
Post-Soviet Transformation, ed. Taras Kuzio, (Armonk, N.Y.: 
Sharpe, 1998), 57. 
31  Taras Kuzio, ed., Contemporary Ukraine: Dynamics of Post-
Soviet Transformation (Armonk, N.Y.: Sharpe, 1998), 130. 
32 Kuzio, Contemporary Ukraine, 142. 

not leave Kiev without a victory. Is this right? - 
Yes!!!” 
The victory of the opposition interpreted as “the 

victory of the nation” would, at the same time, signify 
the moment of nation formation. Tymoshenko gave her 
speech to the masses that had already been involved in 
several antagonisms that gave them motifs to act. 
People that comprised the crowd definitely knew their 
“enemies”. This crowd had, however, different desires 
but still did not have unity. The main object of the 
project was to prove to the people that all those who 
associated themselves with projects of redistribution of 
the property of oligarchs, saving the nation, or 
defending themselves from state repressions were 
presenting a single group with common goals, desires 
and enemies. The interpellation of the crowd as “the 
Ukrainian nation” by Tymoshenko produced a fixed 
and appealing object of identification through the 
promise of victory, where the vague term “victory” 
signifies the realization of various and mostly 
incompatible desires of people. 

 
“The people will have their say. I don’t 

believe in what Kuchma said about how the 
Ukrainian nation hasn’t been born33. I want to 
ask you, do we exist? – (the crowd) Yes! - In 
this case, the victory will be ours! I believe in 
you. All the politicians, present here, believe in 
you!  

 
I want to ask you, will we be able to secure 

the victory?! – (the crowd) Yes!!! - I know that! 
I want to ask you, do you understand that a 
single person must not leave this square, except 
as a victor? - Yes!!!” 

 
It was the promise of “victory”, (which implies the 

promise of power and enjoyment), that was given to the 
crowd and became the reason for mobilization in the 
subject position of “the Ukrainian nation”. As we see 
from the logic of the promise, it represents a kind of 
deal, where Tymoshenko speaks about “victory” only 
on condition that the people will form the group that 
will automatically enter the already delineated relations 
of social antagonism towards “the authorities.” 

 
The Constitution of “the Enemy” as “the 

Authorities” (Vlada) and the Stabilization of the 

Discursive System of the “Orange Revolution” around 

the Social Antagonism of “Nation versus Authorities” 

 

“The exclusion of a threatening Otherness” is a 
crucial part in the construction of a social antagonism, 

                                                 
33 A decontextualization and misrepresentation of Kuchma’s words 
by Tymoshenko. In one of his interviews Kuchma was complaining 
about the low degree of national identification of Ukrainians and 
said that nation formation was still in the process in Ukraine. 
Tymoshenko represented this as “denial of the existence of the 
nation”.  
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which, first, complements (by adding meaning to) the 
formation of a social group (movement) and mobilizes 
this group against the “enemy.” 34  The “others” are 
defined as those who commit a symbolic crime, the 
“stealing” of “our” possibility to identify with the 
object of desire (e.g. Jews, Gypsies, Blacks “steal” the 
purity of a nation and block a national identity)35. In the 
case of the “Orange Revolution” this blockage of the 
identification with the “nation” was expressed through 
the emphasis on the victory of the nation (victory as the 
electoral success and the formation of the nation “here 
and now”), which was “stolen” by the “enemy”. And, 
in this context, the stealing of the newly achieved “true 
self” of the nation, or, rather, the blocking of the 
people’s desire to fulfill their identification dreams, is 
the object of a particular stress (“There will be no 
mercy for they have ruined the choice of Ukraine”).  

The nation is presented as a group that “deserves” 
to have the object of desire, to achieve their full 
identity, as Tymoshenko is calling them “the best 
Ukrainian elite both on the square, and on the rostrum”. 
The citizens of Kiev, to whom she is giving a speech on 
the Independence Square, are addressed as “the best, 
the most intellectual, the most active part that can give 
impetus to the rest of Ukraine”. Therefore, the act of 
mobilization and struggle against “vlada” is not an 
aggressive war for power. Instead, it is a festival, a 
completely justified regaining of something that already 
belongs to the nation (“will we be able to secure the 
victory?! - Yes!!!”, “today we start our triumphal 
procession!”). 

The crucial element in stabilizing the discursive 
system of the “Orange Revolution” was the condensing 
of meanings in constructing both the revolutionary 
agent (“the nation” - narod) and the “enemy” (“the 
authorities” - vlada) around the poles of the social 
antagonism through constructing chains of equivalence 
between several social elements. The logic of social 
antagonisms depends on a chain of equivalence that is 
used to achieve the effect of “the sameness of the 
excluded elements.” This process is necessary for the 
creation of a unified “we-group” versus “they-group”. 
For example, during the Mexican Revolution “the 
enemy was represented as the oppressor who could be 
impersonated by the government = the dictator 
president Porfirio Diaz = the Cientificos cabinet = the 
Church = the landlords = the entrepreneurs” 36 . An 
example of a practice producing a similar effect is 
Tymoshenko’s speech in the parliament, when she calls 
the deputies not to recognize the official results of the 
second round (the victory of Yanukovych) due to fraud, 
and to declare Viktor Yushchenko president. The chain 
of equivalence is created between the authorities (the 
term itself constitutes an equivalence between the 
incumbent president Leonid Kuchma, the cabinet of 
Viktor Yanukovych, the pro-governmental candidate 

                                                 
34 Howarth, “Discourse Theory”, 15. 
35 Stavrakakis, “Passions of Identification”, 73. 
36 Burgos, “The Mexican Revolutionary Mystique”, 93. 

for the presidency, the pro-governmental deputies of 
Verkhovna Rada, the Central Electoral Committee) and 
oligarchs (who supported the candidacy of 
Yanukovych) to form the single element of “vlada”, 
with the marker of criminality attached to it. 

The substitutiveness of the “enemies” also provides 
for the overdetermination of several antagonisms to 
form a unified political process: nationalism – the 
struggle against “traitors of the Ukrainian nation”, 
socialism – the movement to restore social justice and 
redistribute the wealth of “criminal oligarchs”, and 
liberalism – the ideology that is aimed at protection of 
citizens from “the repressive state”.  

For example, nationalistic anti-Russian rhetoric was 
used by Yushchenko to accuse “the authorities” (under 
this label Yanukovych and Kuchma go together) of 
betraying national interests and directly submitting to 
orders from Russia. Several meetings of Kuchma and 
Yanukovych with Putin (including Kuchma’s trips to 
Moscow and the Crimea) before and during the 
electoral campaign are presented as a “humiliation” of 
Ukrainian statesmen before a foreign power: 

 
“That is why I agree [with the protesters] on 

one point: it is time to stop electing the 
Ukrainian president in Moscow. And these 
visits either in the Crimea or Moscow humiliate 
any candidate from an independent Ukraine. 
This issue concerns Moscow, as well as 
Brussels and Warsaw. I am sure that we have a 
country that is capable of electing its president 
by its own will.” 
 
 Liberal pro-free-market rhetoric was used by 

Yushchenko during the debates with Yanukovych to 
criticize “criminal authorities” of discouraging foreign 
investments in Ukraine. At the same time, logic of 
equivalence aims at uniting Kuchma, Yanukovych and 
Medvedchuk (head of Kuchma’s administration) to 
present them as constituting “the criminal regime”, 
which blocks the liberal dream of having “the most 
modern market in Europe” in Ukraine. While, of course, 
“the people” of Ukraine (together with “the opposition”) 
do not present a threat to foreign investments: 

 
“We have enough capacities to have the 

most modern market in Europe here. What are 
investors afraid of? The criminal authorities! 
Excuse me, I am talking about the authorities, 
not about the opposition and not about the 
people. These are the authorities, who are 
criminal.  Three billion dollars are invested in 
Russia, 7 billion dollars in Poland and hardly 
600 million in our country. This is my 
question to you [to Yanukovych]. I am ready 
to repeat it today that the main problem for the 
development of Ukraine is the criminal regime 
of, excuse me, Kuchma-Medvedchuk-
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Yanukovych. There is enough proof to this 

thesis.” 
 
The hybridity of Yushchenko’s discourse is 

especially striking due to the presence of both liberal 
and socialist motives in it. Together with promoting the 
perspectives of the free market for the well being of 
Ukrainian nation, Yushchenko advocated a “socially-
oriented economy” and blamed Ukrainian oligarchs for 
enlarging their capitals during the time Yanukovych 
was prime minister. Linking the two arguments 
together (the wealth of oligarchs and the need for a 
“socially just economy” to “rise the living standards, 
pensions, salaries”) makes it easy for voters to draw an 
implication from it - the call for redistribution of 
property: 

 
“I am speaking about the authorities, the 

people you do not want to live with, because 
they are criminal. Second, because they 
organized a shadow economy, which is working 
for 3-4 families. Under your guidance, the GDP 
growth was 12 %, but only 2 % reached the 
budget. Where was the difference going? And 
you are speaking about all these successes. 
During your leadership Ukrainian oligarchs 
became 2-3 times richer than they were 1.5 
years ago. That is why, when we are talking 
about economic paths to growth, Viktor 
Fedorovych [Yanukovych’s patronymic], these 
economic indicators have to do not with 
Ukraine, but with 2-3 families, and you should 
explain to the 47 million [the population of 
Ukraine], how to use practically the 12 % of 
your economic wonder! Only a socially-just 
economy, an economy with a social orientation 
may raise the living standards of the people. If 
you want to raise the living standards, pensions, 
salaries of workers, officers, teachers, we have 
to remember one simple rule, we have to make 
politics honestly.” 
 
 Yushchenko directly made the call for 

redistribution during his earlier debate with 
Yanukovych (“One of the fundamental problems of my 
nation is the inability to honestly and justly distribute in 
the society accumulated national resources”). Playing 
his socialist card, he directly makes the oligarchs guilty 
and responsible for the low income of the rest of 
population: 

 
“I am sincerely happy that before the 

elections pensioners twice got an increase of 
deposits to their accounts, though the absolute 
majority of voters understand that this is an 
electoral trick [made by the government of 
Yanukovych]. However, I guarantee that we on 
the basis of law will increase, really increase the 
pensions, so that they will be received on a 

constant term, notwithstanding will or 
unwillingness of a government or a certain 
official. Through the privatization of the 
Kryvorizhstal factory alone, for the two times 
reduced price, the oligarchs have stolen from 
each pensioner a sum, at least two times larger 
than the rise in pension, they got now.” 37 
    
Through the construction of the chains of 

equivalence between the three social antagonisms, “the 
substitutability of the enemy” was made possible as 
“any of the signifiers of the chain could represent the 
enemy even if it was not the direct antagonistic pole of 
this social group.”38  Thus, instead of multiple social 
antagonisms (e.g. socialist movement vs. the oligarchs, 
nationalist movement vs. the traitors of the national 
interests, liberal-democratic movement vs. the 
government that violated the rights of the citizens), a 
single antagonism was produced due to the designation 
and exclusion of a series of “equivalent” identities out 
of the discursive system of the “Orange revolution”. 

The ties that keep the “objects of hate” together as 
those who have stolen “the object of desire” are 
strengthened by the criminalisation of the authorities, 
an important step of putting the opponents beyond the 
legal order. The games around interpreting and 
reinterpreting the legal aspects during any anti-
governmental social action may be an object of separate 
analysis. Here, I would mention an important paradox 
that Foucault points out in his “Discipline and punish”: 
it is “an effect of penalty that makes it possible to 
differentiate, accommodate and supervise illegalities”39. 
Therefore, the act of punishing (or presenting 
punishment as inevitable) as a “strategy of illegalities” 
alone is able to mark the acts of political opponents as 
“crimes” to be “prevented”. Therefore, the criminal gets 
his identification as “criminal” imposed on him by the 
authorities during the act of power, when putting him in 
prison. During the decisive periods of political struggle, 
when the sides operate “on edge of legality”, 
possibilities are open for similar acts of power. This 
This may be the attack of the protested by police or 
security forces, proclaimed to be “a persecution of the 
breach of public order” or “a persecution of mutiny”. 
The crowd that is acting in the name of the “nation” 
may take over state buildings, arrest officials, 
exercising a penalty on “criminal authorities”, the 
“traitors of the nation”. The important aspect of 
attaching a “criminal identity” to “the others” is that a 
group produces the meaning of its actions as 
“legitimate”. Thus, the stress legitimacy of a political or 
social action during the decisive moments of struggle 

                                                 
37 The privatization of Kryvorizhstal factory in 2004 several months 
before the presidential elections by the company, controlled by 
Kuchma’s son in law Viktor Pinchuk, became the most scandalous 
case of privatization in post-Soviet Ukraine.  
38 Burgos, “The Mexican Revolutionary Mystique,” 93. 
39 Michel Foucault, Discipline and punish: the birth of the prison 
(London : Penguin Books, 1991), 277. 
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for identity is possible only versus the illegitimacy of 
the opponents. 

The marking of opponents as “criminals” became 
an integral part of the discourse of “Orange 
Revolution”. The claim for the legitimacy of the actions 
of mass protest was grounded on the accusation of the 
government of electoral fraud that was presented as a 
symbolic crime against the nation, the ruination of the 
possibility of national identification (“There will be no 
negotiations with these criminal authorities! There will 
be no forgiveness for they have ruined the choice of 
Ukraine”). Through the logic equivalence the emphasis 
is put on the “sameness” of the criminalizing elements, 
attaching a label of illegality to governmental actions 
and decisions (“What we must do now is to express 
distrust to the Central Electoral Committee, which with 
its head Serhiy Kivalov sided with the criminals and 
today plans to announce a criminal decision that 
Yanukovych, on the basis of falsification, may be 
President of Ukraine”).   

An interesting aspect of the “revolutionary” 
discourse is its gender coloring. For example, “the 
crime against the nation” is metaphorically presented as 
“the rape of the newly-formed nation” (“how can you 
study and work in a country that is going to be raped!”). 
It was also important to stress that the crime had been 
in the process, it had not yet ended, and could be 
prevented by political mobilization. The effect is 
increased by the fact that the speaker (Tymoshenko) is 
a woman, whose femininity represents the vulnerability 
of the “nation”. The “vulnerability” and “need for 
protection” are emphasized by the fact of presence of 
her daughter (“My daughter is also on this square”). In 
such a way, the need to “protect our nation” was 
symbolically strengthened by the need to “protect our 
women”. 

In every post-Soviet “Color revolution”, there was 
a symbolic woman’s figure of “national heroine” 
present, standing at the defense of the nation, and, at the 
same time, “a victim”, who herself needed to be 
protected. Nino Burdzhanadze in Georgia, Roza 
Otunbaeva in Kyrgyzstan and Yulia Tymoshenko 
(called by her supporters and national mass media “the 
Goddess of the Revolution”40) in Ukraine played these 
roles. Yulia Tymoshenko (Prime Minister of Ukraine in 
January-September 2005) was a vice prime-minister in 
1999-2000, a former president of a privately own 
company that became the main importer of Russian 
natural gas in 1996 - “United Energy Systems of 
Ukraine” (connected with political and financial 
activity of the former, later imprisoned in the US Prime 
Minister Pavlo Lazarenko)41 - a famous “gas princess”, 
was one of the richest women in the country (before her 

                                                 
40  Marina Denysenko, “Ukraine’s ‘Goddess of Revolution,” BBC 
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41 James Meek, “The millionaire revolutionary,” The Guardian, 26 
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business was destroyed), and one of the main leaders 
of the national opposition to the former President of the 
country Leonid Kuchma, (firstly in the oppositional 
political party “Batkivshchina” (“Fatherland”), and 
later in the “Bloc of Yulia Tymoshenko”, and finally in 
the oppositional “Committee of National Salvation”, 
founded in November 2004). 

It is interesting to go back to observe the 
transformations around Tymoshenko’s public image 
during the last several years and how she turned from a 
corrupted “gas princess”, who reportedly made a 
fortune from questionable gas trading in the 1990s, into 
an unselfish national heroine sacrificing herself for the 
sake of “the nation”. Her brief arrest in February 2001, 
when she was accused of bribing Russian officials, 
smuggling nearly three billion cubic meters of gas, 
laundering money, and evading taxes, became a turning 
point of the transformation of the previously 
unattainable “gas princess” into a “victim of the 
corrupted government”. The transformation of 
Tymoshenko into “a national heroine” was achieved not 
only through rhetoric, but also by means of non-
linguistic discursive practices: after leaving prison, 
“lady Yu” (another Tymoshenko’s nickname) changed 
her hairstyle from a stylish haircut to a plait arranged 
around her head in a complete resemblance with the 
portrait of the most famous Ukrainian women’s writer 
and national heroic women’s image of Ukraine Lesya 
Ukrainka, placed, by twist of fate, on the biggest 
Ukrainian banknote in 200 Hrivnas. 

The discourse of victimization, as well as the 
discourse of restoring lost (or, more precisely, never 
complete) national identification, was one of the 
dominant ideological motives during the oppositional 
struggles against Kuchma’s regime both before and 
during the “Orange revolution”. The accounts of moral 
and physical sufferings made possible the 
transformation of the image of Viktor Yushchenko 
from a successful and loyal bureaucrat to a “victim of 
Kuchma’s regime”. 

Yushchenko’s political career started in 1993, when 
he became head of the national bank in the newly 
independent Ukraine. Under his direction of the 
country's monetary system, Ukraine moved from 
hyperinflation and surrogate money to the hryvnya - the 
country's own and fairly stable currency. After 
managing to reduce the impact of the Russian debt 
default in 1998, Yushchenko was appointed Ukrainian 
Prime Minister by President Kuchma. Many analysts 
believe that while Yushchenko was serving in that post 
Kuchma was preparing him to become his successor. 
As the country's economy improved, with salaries and 
pensions paid on time and corruption reduced, nobody 
doubted the prime minister's loyalty to the president. 
The liberal and nationalist opposition urged him to 
become their leader, but Yushchenko remained, at least 
officially, on the presidential side. 
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The transformation of Yushchenko’s image from 

that that of a successful technocrat to the image of a 
“victim” has two decisive points. In 2001 the president 
dismissed him from the post of Prime Minister, staking 
all on the support of industrial groups based in eastern 
Ukraine and Moscow. Since that time Yushchenko 
appeared in news reports as a charismatic leader of the 
nationalist opposition to president Kuchma and his 
government. His personal hobby of collecting artifacts 
of Ukrainian traditional culture, including folk ceramics 
and archeology, started to be advertised. His rival mass 
media emphasized the fact that his wife is a Ukrainian-
American born in Chicago, a former official with the 
US State Department, who remained a US citizen after 
the marriage. In 2001 Yushchenko became the leader of 
the “Nasha Ukrayina” (“Our Ukraine”) political 
coalition, which received a plurality of votes in the 
parliamentary election next year but failed to receive 
the majority of seats in parliament due to the 
peculiarities of the half-majoritarian electoral system. 
Before and during the presidential campaign of 2004, as 
a lot was at stake, the struggle between the opposite 
interpretations of Yushchenko’s image intensified. 
While Ukrainian oppositional media presented him as a 
“savior of the nation”, pro-governmental and Russian 
TV channels and spin doctors close to the Kremlin 
portrayed Yushchenko as an agent of the West who 
would plunge the country into civil war. 

The second step of transforming Yushchenko’s 
image towards “victim” was the result of his alleged 
poisoning one day after attending a reception and 
dinner with the Ukrainian Security Service leaders in 
the beginning of September 2004 at the height of the 
presidential election campaign. Yushchenko was rushed 
to hospital in Vienna but resumed campaigning later in 
the month. However, his mysterious illness had left his 
face pockmarked and ashen with a series of symptoms, 
including back pain, acute pancreatitis and nerve 
paralysis on the left side of his face. Yushchenko 
accused Ukrainian authorities of trying to poison him 
ahead of Ukraine's presidential vote, an allegation they 
denied. The doctors of the Austrian hospital where 
Yushchenko was treated made an official statement that 
he had been intentionally poisoned with dioxin42 . 

The alleged poisoning of Yushchenko contributed 
greatly to the development of his image as “victim” for 
democracy. He has become an ideal example of visual 
discursive practices (the most striking of them is the 
contrast between the photos of Yushchenko before and 
after the poisoning that were frequently shown by 
Ukrainian and international mass media) that 
“constructed” his political image as that of “our leader 
who needs support and protection”. 
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Not only were the masses promised the “victory” of 
the “nation”, which would be their victory since they 
became “the nation”, but the masses were also 
promised that “the authorities” would be punished, and 
they would become “authorities” themselves, to have 
the power that “the authorities” possess. The 
temptations that such promises aroused were 
particularly strong due to the peculiarities of Eastern 
Slavonic cultures and languages. In Ukrainian and 
Russian there is a single equivalent for both the notions 
of “authorities” and “power” (vlada in Ukrainian and 
vlast’ in Russian). This may be the reason of the long 
absence of stable order that would permanently attach 
“power” to fixed institutions marked as “authorities”. 
Consequently, the phrases “to have the power” and “to 
have the authority” are both translated into Ukrainian as 
otrymaty vladu in every possible sense, institutional or 
symbolic 43 . Thus, those who have vlada have both 
power and authority. Accordingly, Tymoshenko 
manipulated the desire of the powerless masses to 
become powerful and their hatred towards those in 
whose hands both power and legitimized authority were 
concentrated. 

 
Conclusion 

As we see now, the central characteristic feature of 
the project of the “Orange Revolution” became the 
mobilization of several social movements, groups and, 
accordingly, antagonisms into the dominant dichotomy 
of “the nation versus the authorities”. This dichotomy 
was made possible by the constitution of the political 
imaginary (social construct and an object for 
identification) of “the Ukrainian nation” by the 
ideological practices, analyzed in this research based on 
the example of political speeches by the 
“revolutionary” leaders. Paradoxically, the realization 
of various incompatible dreams was promised within 
the successful completion of the projects, including 
those of the nationalists, socialists and liberals. 
Motivations to join the project were strengthened by the 
narratives that marked the opposite side: the authorities 
as “criminal”, with the leaders of the “Revolution”, 
Yushchenko and Tymoshenko, being presented as 
“victims” of the crimes. The drive for “victory” was 
also increased by showing it as something already 
achieved. The political event was being represented as a 
festival, the enjoyment of spiritual unification of the 
masses, materialized in the gatherings on the 
Independence Square. The only thing to be done was to 
“secure” the “victory” from “the criminal authorities”, 
who “did not represent the interests of the nation.” The 
threat to having the already-achieved enjoyment 
“stolen” had to be effectively averted by a radical 
action in which the masses would not just have an 
abstract “victory”, but would find themselves in the 

                                                 
43 If it is necessary to be precise, it is explained or recognized by the 
context what type of vlada is meant. Tymoshenko, however, 
presented vlada as an all-encompassing object of desire. 
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position of “authorities”, and would have the power to 
decide the fate of the country. 
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