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DI­SCUR­SI­VE CA­TE­GO­RI­SA­TION OF EU­RO­PE­AN SUB­RE­GIONS
IN THE CRO­ATIAN AND SER­BIAN PRESS AFTER 2007

Key­words: Cro­atian me­dia di­sco­ur­se, Ser­bian me­dia di­sco­ur­se, cor­pus-as­si­sted di­sco­ur­se ana­ly­sis, po­li­ti­cal di­sco­ur­se.


ABS­TRACT

The pa­per ana­ly­ses ca­te­go­ri­sa­tion of the se­man­tic field ‘Eu­ro­pe’ in Cro­atian and Ser­bian da­ily new­spa­pers be­twe­en 2007 and 2017. A lar­ge cor­pus of ar­tic­les is used to se­lect key­words and exam­ples for ana­ly­sis. Ran­dom sam­ples of con­cor­dan­ces fe­atu­ring the syn­tagms ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ and ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ are then ana­ly­sed to re­con­struct the­ir se­man­tic exten­sions and con­no­ta­tions. The wi­de­spre­ad use of me­to­nyms ‘EU’ – ‘Eu­ro­pe’ is evi­den­ced, as well as strong sy­no­ny­mi­ty of the­se col­lo­ca­tions and ‘post-so­cia­list co­un­tries’. The ana­ly­sed exam­ples also sug­gest that the cho­ice be­twe­en bi­na­ry (East – West) and ter­na­ry ca­te­go­ri­sa­tion (East – Cen­tre – West) is he­avi­ly de­pen­dent on the se­man­tic do­ma­in and gen­re of a gi­ven text.

 

The is­sue of Eu­ro­pe’s hi­sto­ri­cal or cul­tu­ral re­gio­nal sub­di­vi­sions has been wi­de­ly di­scus­sed in va­rio­us di­sci­pli­nes, in­c­lu­ding hi­sto­ry, po­li­ti­cal scien­ces, and cul­tu­ral stu­dies. Re­flec­tions on the (sub)ca­te­go­ri­sa­tion of Eu­ro­pe­an re­gions con­sti­tu­tes a si­gni­fi­cant part of di­ver­se geo­po­li­ti­cal di­sco­ur­ses. Espe­cial­ly sin­ce the post-struc­tu­ral turn in hu­ma­ni­ties and the emer­gen­ce of post-co­lo­nial stu­dies, the con­cept of an East-West di­vi­sion ce­ased to be per­ce­ived as trans­pa­rent and star­ted to be cri­ti­ci­sed as an in­stru­ment for the con­struc­tion of al­te­ri­ty-de­ri­ved po­wer hie­rar­chies. The ‘di­sco­ve­ry’ of the Orient was lu­ci­dly expo­sed by Edward W. Saïd (1979). This in­spi­red a se­ries of works di­scus­sing the po­ssi­bi­li­ty of trans­fer­ring the no­tion of Orien­ta­lism – an ima­go­lo­gi­cal stra­te­gy con­sti­tu­ting We­stern do­mi­nan­ce over the non-Eu­ro­pe­an East – onto the east of Eu­ro­pe. Among the most suc­cess­ful works, one has to men­tion Lar­ry Wolff’s de­ta­iled in­si­ght into me­cha­ni­sms in the cre­ation of the no­tion ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ (Wolff 1994), and Ma­ria To­do­ro­va’s oeu­vre Ima­gi­ning the Bal­kans (To­do­ro­va 1997), cru­cial for the to­pic of this pa­per. The fol­lo­wing re­se­arch con­cer­ning the op­po­si­tion of Eu­ro­pe and the Bal­kans was abun­dant, but its me­tho­do­lo­gy was pre­va­ilin­gly de­ri­ved from cul­tu­ral stu­dies, whi­le the stu­died cor­po­ra con­si­sted mo­stly of the pre­vio­usly se­lec­ted, most extre­me exam­ples, de­mon­stra­ting how po­wer hie­rar­chies were con­struc­ted and how prag­ma­tic po­li­ti­cal go­als were achie­ved via re­in­for­ce­ment of the Eu­ro­pe-Bal­kans op­po­si­tion (c.f. e.g. Ša­rić 2010; Za­mbel­li 2010; Lu­ke­tić 2013). 

Ho­we­ver, all the men­tal geo­gra­phies are, in the end, con­sti­tu­ted thro­ugh the me­ans of di­sco­ur­se. Gi­ven the fact that the re­gio­nal sub­di­vi­sions, in­c­lu­ding the sub­di­vi­sions of Eu­ro­pe, are ro­oted in lan­gu­age, they can be stu­died with the help of spe­ci­fi­cal­ly lin­gu­istic me­tho­do­lo­gies (cf. Chleb­da 2002). Such an en­de­avo­ur is by no me­ans exo­tic, as phe­no­me­na of se­man­tic ca­te­go­ri­sa­tion be­long, for in­stan­ce, to the most fun­da­men­tal com­po­nents of co­gni­ti­ve gram­mar (Lan­gac­ker 2009, 2–5).

The goal of this pa­per will be, thus, to in­ve­sti­ga­te what di­scur­si­ve me­ans are em­ploy­ed in or­der to ca­te­go­ri­se Eu­ro­pe not in the pre-se­lec­ted, most re­pre­sen­ta­ti­ve or most extre­me ma­ni­fe­sta­tions of po­li­ti­cal ide­olo­gies, but ra­ther in the me­dia di­sco­ur­ses that Cro­atian and Ser­bian au­dien­ces are con­fron­ted with on a da­ily ba­sis. In or­der to achie­ve this goal, a lar­ge cor­pus of 20,000 ar­tic­les col­lec­ted from da­ily new­spa­pers from both co­un­tries will be used, which will ena­ble a cor­pus-as­si­sted di­sco­ur­se ana­ly­sis to be per­for­med, le­ading to a re­la­ti­ve­ly unbia­sed re­con­struc­tion of ca­te­go­ries used to di­vi­de the no­tion Eu­ro­pe (Cro­at. Eu­ro­pa, Serb. Evro­pa) into such sub­re­gions as Eastern (Cro­at./Serb. Isto­čna) or Cen­tral (Cro­at./Serb. Sredn­ja, Serb. Cen­tral­na) Eu­ro­pe. 

Among the fac­tors that can po­ssi­bly play a role in the di­scur­si­ve con­struc­tion of re­gio­nal bo­un­da­ries, one can expect an ide­olo­gi­cal pro­fi­le of a gi­ven da­ily new­spa­per – the­re­fo­re, me­dia re­pre­sen­ting va­rio­us pro­fi­les were se­lec­ted – and its co­un­try of ori­gin. Ho­we­ver, in the sco­pe of this pa­per a more une­xpec­ted hy­po­the­sis will be also te­sted, na­me­ly, one cla­iming that the ca­te­go­ri­sa­tion of the no­tion ‘Eu­ro­pe’ em­ploy­ed in the di­sco­ur­se and the exten­sions of its sub­di­vi­sions is de­pen­dent on the se­man­tic do­ma­in re­pre­sen­ted in a gi­ven text.


COR­PUS

The ana­ly­sed te­xts come from four Cro­atian and Ser­bian da­ily new­spa­pers, whi­le the tem­po­ral ran­ge of the­ir pu­bli­ca­tion spans from 2007 until 2017. It was also de­ci­ded that the stu­dy wo­uld be li­mi­ted to so-cal­led qu­ali­ty press[1]. This term is hard to de­fi­ne; the most pre­ci­se de­fi­ni­tion is pro­ba­bly pro­vi­ded by its con­trast to ta­blo­ids, i.e. qu­ali­ty press wo­uld be cha­rac­te­ri­sed by its mo­dest de­sign, more com­plex lan­gu­age and its ten­den­cy to pre­sent its con­tent as ge­ne­ra­li­sed know­led­ge abo­ut po­li­tics, as well as so­cial events and mo­ve­ments in a di­stan­ced, de­ma­te­ria­li­sed way. Gi­ven the fact that this kind of me­dia tends to be per­ce­ived as au­tho­ri­ta­ti­ve and the­ir re­por­ting as more mo­de­ra­te and lac­king ta­blo­id fe­atu­res, it may be re­aso­na­ble to ana­ly­se this very for­mat of the press in or­der to re­con­struct such au­tho­ri­sed di­sco­ur­ses. 

Re­pre­sen­ta­ti­ve­ness was tre­ated as ano­ther cri­te­rion to cho­ose the new­spa­pers from Cro­atian and Ser­bian me­dia mar­kets. On the one hand, it was as­su­med that di­ver­se ide­olo­gi­cal pro­fi­les sho­uld be re­pre­sen­ted; on the other hand, data on re­ader­ship was tre­ated as a hint. As a re­sult, from Cro­atia, the con­se­rva­ti­ve Ve­čern­ji list (VL) and left-li­be­ral Novi list (NL) were se­lec­ted; from Ser­bian new­spa­pers, the cen­tre-ri­ght Po­li­ti­ka (P) was ta­ken into ac­co­unt. Less wi­de­ly read, but the only li­be­ral po­si­tion – Da­nas (D) – was also in­c­lu­ded in the cor­pus. 

In the fol­lo­wing steps, al­most 20,000 ran­dom­ly se­lec­ted ar­tic­les were ta­ken from na­tio­nal and in­ter­na­tio­nal co­lumns in the on­li­ne is­su­es of the re­spec­ti­ve new­spa­pers: from each ti­tle 300 per year be­twe­en 2007–2011 and 700 per year for 2012–2017. The text da­ta­ba­se was then lem­ma­ti­sed with the use of ReL­DI Tag­ger (Lju­be­šić et al. 2016). All data was sto­red in a cor­pus ma­na­ger, No­Sket­chEn­gi­ne (Ry­chlý 2007), which ena­bled pa­ral­lel ac­cess to lem­ma­ti­sed and ori­gi­nal data. Ne­glec­ting na­tu­ral, non-pro­ces­sed te­xtu­al data was one of the cri­ti­ci­sms to­wards the use of lem­ma­ti­sers in di­sco­ur­se ana­ly­sis (Bro­okes and McE­ne­ry 2019, 6), so this se­emed to be a good com­pro­mi­se when de­aling with hi­gh­ly-in­flec­ti­ve Sla­vic lan­gu­ages, be­cau­se si­mul­ta­ne­ous con­sul­ta­tion of both te­xtu­al words and lem­mas was po­ssi­ble du­ring the who­le pro­ce­du­re. 

Last but not le­ast, it has to be men­tio­ned that the tem­po­ral li­mits of the cor­pus were set ra­ther ar­bi­tra­ri­ly: its end was dic­ta­ted by the be­gin­ning of the work on the pro­ject, whi­le the 10-year-span ena­bled an ob­se­rva­tion of the im­pact of nu­me­ro­us extra-lin­gu­istic fac­tors (EU in­te­gra­tion, va­rio­us cri­ses etc.) on the stu­died di­sco­ur­ses.


ME­THO­DO­LO­GY

The re­se­arch was in­spi­red by a the­ore­ti­cal fra­me­work and prac­ti­cal to­ols ela­bo­ra­ted in a so-cal­led cor­pus-dri­ven di­sco­ur­se ana­ly­sis[2]. Ac­cor­ding to its name, it ma­kes use of lar­ge col­lec­tions of te­xts – cor­po­ra. On the other hand, the goal of such stu­dies is to re­ve­al the or­der of di­sco­ur­se un­der­sto­od not only as gro­ups of si­gns, but also “as prac­ti­ces that sys­te­ma­ti­cal­ly form the ob­jects of which they spe­ak” (Fo­cu­alt 1972, 49).

Such a me­thod ena­bles the re­se­ar­cher to achie­ve a num­ber of re­sults una­va­ila­ble using other ap­pro­aches. One of the ad­van­ta­ges, stres­sed by va­rio­us re­se­ar­chers, is a si­gni­fi­cant re­duc­tion in bias (Ba­ker 2006, 10–12). Ano­ther ad­van­ta­ge re­sul­ting from the ad­op­ted ap­pro­ach is de­ri­ved from an in­cre­men­tal ef­fect con­nec­ted to the use of lar­ge text col­lec­tions. Re­sults con­cer­ning re­cur­rent di­scur­si­ve struc­tu­res in re­pre­sen­ta­ti­ve cor­po­ra may also be of in­te­rest to tho­se lo­oking for cer­ta­in cul­tu­ral or ide­olo­gi­cal trends oc­cur­ring in a gi­ven so­cie­ty or gro­up (cf. e.g. Stubbs 2001, 215).

The par­ti­cu­lar me­thods em­ploy­ed in this pa­per con­si­sted of key­word, col­lo­ca­tion, and con­cor­dan­ce ana­ly­sis. Key­word and col­lo­ca­tion ana­ly­sis were tech­ni­cal­ly per­for­med as one step. A stra­te­gy un­der­ta­ken by Lan­ca­ster Uni­ver­si­ty re­se­ar­chers was mi­mic­ked, i.e. know­led­ge of the con­text was used to se­lect a le­xe­me par­ti­cu­lar­ly im­por­tant for the stu­died sub­ject (Ba­ker et al. 2008, 277, 298) – in this case it was ‘Eu­ro­pe’.

As has al­re­ady been po­in­ted out, col­lo­ca­tion ana­ly­sis was tech­ni­cal­ly iden­ti­cal with key­word ana­ly­sis. Col­lo­ca­tions – which can be de­fi­ned as “co­oc­cur­ren­ce re­la­tion­ship[s] be­twe­en two words”, oc­cur­ring when “one [word] is more li­ke­ly to oc­cur in the pre­sen­ce of the other than el­se­whe­re” (McE­ne­ry and Har­die 2012, 240) – are de­ter­mi­ned with the use of a num­ber of sta­ti­sti­cal me­asu­res. In this pa­per, the most po­pu­lar me­thod was used – log-li­ke­li­ho­od ra­tio, which ge­ne­ra­tes a good deal of syn­se­man­tic col­lo­ca­tes, but ena­bles the avo­idan­ce of very unty­pi­cal col­lo­ca­tions[3].

When de­aling with col­lo­ca­tions, a qu­es­tion abo­ut the me­aning of the ge­ne­ra­ted re­sults ari­ses. As Su­san Hun­ston sta­tes, “it [i.e. di­sco­ur­se pro­so­dy ori­gi­na­ting from the col­lo­ca­ting le­xe­mes] ac­co­unts for ‘con­no­ta­tion’: the sen­se that a word car­ries a me­aning in ad­di­tion to its ‘real’ me­aning. The con­no­ta­tion is usu­al­ly one of eva­lu­ation, that is, the se­man­tic pro­so­dy is usu­al­ly ne­ga­ti­ve or, less fre­qu­en­tly, po­si­ti­ve” (Hun­ston 2002, 142). It is worth no­ting that this se­ems to be in ac­cor­dan­ce with the un­der­stan­ding of con­no­ta­tion ela­bo­ra­ted by the Mo­scow Se­man­tic Scho­ol (cf. e.g. Apre­sân 1995, 67).

The me­thod which is le­ast de­pen­dent on the sta­ti­sti­cal cal­cu­la­tions and pre­sents most si­mi­la­ri­ties to the in­stru­ments of qu­ali­ta­ti­ve di­sco­ur­se stu­dy is con­cor­dan­ce ana­ly­sis. Con­cor­dan­ce can be de­fi­ned as a “list of all of the oc­cur­ren­ces of a par­ti­cu­lar se­arch term in a cor­pus, pre­sen­ted wi­thin the con­text that they oc­cur in; usu­al­ly a few words to the left and ri­ght of the se­arch term” (Ba­ker 2006, 71). Such li­sts pro­vi­de an op­por­tu­ni­ty to in­ter­pret the con­te­xts of the ana­ly­sed le­xe­mes in more de­ta­il, as well as to re­con­struct the­ir con­te­xtu­al­ly de­ter­mi­ned me­anings. On the other hand, in the case of lar­ge cor­po­ra and fre­qu­en­tly oc­cur­ring terms, the num­ber of re­sul­ting con­cor­dan­ces may be too lar­ge to be ana­ly­sed by the re­se­ar­cher, even after sor­ting thro­ugh them. In such ca­ses, ge­ne­ra­ting ran­dom sub­sets of con­cor­dan­ces may be help­ful, which was a stra­te­gy ap­plied in this pa­per.


RE­SULTS

The first part of the stu­dy was an ana­ly­sis of col­lo­ca­tions of the le­xe­me ‘Eu­ro­pe’, per­ce­ived as the main key­word in this re­se­arch. It re­ve­aled cer­ta­in im­por­tant trends in the ca­te­go­ri­sa­tion of Eu­ro­pe­an sub­re­gions de­pen­ding on the co­un­try from whe­re a gi­ven new­spa­per ori­gi­na­tes.

First of all, the­re exi­sts a con­si­stent trend among Cro­atian and Ser­bian new­spa­per to ad­dress the­ir own re­gion pre­va­ilin­gly as ‘So­uthe­astern Eu­ro­pe’ (Cro­at./Serb. Ju­go­isto­čna Eu­ro­pa/Evro­pa) – it is the hi­ghest-ran­ked sub­re­gion of Eu­ro­pe among its col­lo­ca­tes, apart from the Ser­bian cen­tre-ri­ght Po­li­ti­ka, whe­re it was still the se­cond-most-po­pu­lar col­lo­ca­tion of this kind[4]. This pro­ves that, ge­ne­ral­ly spe­aking, jo­ur­na­lism in both Cro­atia and Ser­bia co­nveys an idea of both co­un­tries be­lon­ging to the same Eu­ro­pe­an re­gion.

Ano­ther ob­se­rved ten­den­cy con­cer­ned the fol­lo­wing most-fre­qu­ent col­lo­ca­tes, i.e. ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ and ‘Cen­tral/Mid­dle Eu­ro­pe’. A lar­ger fre­qu­en­cy of the term ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ can pro­ba­bly be expla­ined by a num­ber of exten­sions it can de­no­te. Ho­we­ver, di­scur­si­ve­ly con­struc­ted bo­un­da­ries of ‘Eastern’ and ‘Cen­tral/Mid­dle Eu­ro­pe’ need to be stu­died in more de­ta­il thro­ugh con­cor­dan­ce ana­ly­sis, pay­ing spe­cial at­ten­tion to na­tio­nal and gen­re-spe­ci­fic dif­fe­ren­ces.

It is worth no­ting that, whi­le Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe­an self-iden­ti­fi­ca­tion is not as pro­no­un­ced in the Cro­atian press as wo­uld be expec­ted gi­ven the re­sults of ima­go­lo­gi­cal re­se­ar­ches, it se­ems that the col­lo­ca­tion ana­ly­sis re­ve­als cer­ta­in tra­ces of Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe : Bal­kans op­po­si­tion. Na­me­ly, in some ca­ses, Cro­atian au­thors use the term sre­di­šn­ja Eu­ro­pa ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ in or­der to di­stin­gu­ish it from sredn­ja Eu­ro­pa, which then starts to de­no­te exc­lu­si­ve­ly ‘Mid­dle Eu­ro­pe / Mit­te­leu­ro­pa’. The term Bal­kan is extre­me­ly rare in both Cro­atian new­spa­pers, with its re­la­ti­ve­ly lar­ger sha­re in the con­se­rva­ti­ve Ve­čern­ji list. In the Ser­bian press the pro­por­tions are op­po­si­te, i.e. the le­xe­me ‘Bal­kans’ is more fre­qu­en­tly col­lo­ca­ted by ‘Eu­ro­pe’, whi­le the phra­se sredn­ja Evro­pa ‘Mid­dle Eu­ro­pe’, ru­ling out more geo­gra­phi­cal and less cul­tu­ral in­ter­pre­ta­tion of cen­tral­na Evro­pa ‘Cen­tral/Mid­dle Eu­ro­pe’, is extre­me­ly rare.

In this pa­per, col­lo­ca­tions con­cer­ning ‘Eastern’ and ‘Cen­tral/Mid­dle Eu­ro­pe’ – Cro­at./Serb. Isto­čna Eu­ro­pa/Evro­pa and Sredn­ja Eu­ro­pa / Cen­tral­na Evro­pa – were se­lec­ted for a more de­ta­iled in­spec­tion, gi­ven that they also give suf­fi­cient hints abo­ut the re­ma­in­ing ele­ments of the ca­te­go­ri­sa­tion of the no­tion ‘Eu­ro­pe’. 


ISTO­ČNA EU­RO­PA / EVRO­PA ‘EASTERN EU­RO­PE’

From the se­lec­ted col­lo­ca­tes, 50 ran­dom con­cor­dan­ces were ge­ne­ra­ted for each of the new­spa­pers. In the sam­ples, the am­bi­gu­ous phra­se ‘Cen­tral and Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ was igno­red, whi­le the exten­sions of the syn­tagms with one at­tri­bu­te were in­ter­pre­ted ba­sed on the pro­vi­ded enu­me­ra­ti­ve de­fi­ni­tions and/or extra­lin­gu­istic con­text. 

In the Cro­atian li­be­ral new­spa­per Novi list, a si­gni­fi­cant se­man­tic aspect of the phra­se Isto­čna Eu­ro­pa ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ is con­sti­tu­ted by the me­aning of the eastern Eu­ro­pe­an Union, e.g.:

 

[Ma­đar­ska] tre­nut­no za­do­vol­ja­va samo je­dan od kri­te­ri­ja za usva­jan­je je­din­stve­ne eu­rop­ske va­lu­te i, po­put dru­gih ze­mal­ja u isto­čnoj Eu­ro­pi, već je od­go­di­la plan za pri­kl­ju­čen­je tom va­lut­nom blo­ku. [NL12][5]

 

‘[Hun­ga­ry] cur­ren­tly sa­tis­fies only one of the cri­te­ria for ac­cep­ting the com­mon Eu­ro­pe­an cur­ren­cy and, as other co­un­tries in Eastern Eu­ro­pe, it has al­re­ady post­po­ned the plan for jo­in­ing this cur­ren­cy union.’

 

Such an exten­sion is a con­se­qu­en­ce of ano­ther se­man­tic drift, na­me­ly, a me­to­ny­mic iden­ti­fi­ca­tion of the si­gni­fier ‘Eu­ro­pe’ with the de­no­ta­tion ‘Eu­ro­pe­an Union’. 

On the other hand, the­se new mem­ber-sta­tes of the EU are so­me­ti­mes per­ce­ived as only some part of the bro­ader re­gion of Eastern Eu­ro­pe. In this case, one has to look for other cri­te­ria for de­li­mi­ta­tion of this set; ho­we­ver, it is ra­ther plau­si­ble to ac­cept a hy­po­the­sis that an old East-West bo­un­da­ry is at play here, the one re­in­for­ced in the Cold War, and ori­gi­na­ting in the Ear­ly Mo­dern pe­riod (cf. Wolff 1994). ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ is, thus, the for­mer real-so­cia­list part of the con­ti­nent. Such a di­vi­de is so­me­ti­mes con­se­rved in in­sti­tu­tio­nal con­te­xts, e.g. Eastern Eu­ro­pe Gro­up of Uni­ted Na­tion co­un­tries, for in­stan­ce:

 

Ri­val­ska utrka za tu du­žnost – izme­đu šefa srbi­jan­ske di­plo­ma­ci­je Vuka Je­re­mi­ća i ve­le­po­sla­ni­ka Li­tve u UN-u Da­liu­sa Ce­ku­oli­sa – po­tak­nu­la je pra­vu di­plo­mat­sku sva­đu u Isto­čnoj Eu­ro­pi. [NL12]

 

‘Ri­val­ry for this post – be­twe­en the Ser­bian di­plo­ma­cy le­ader, Vuk Je­re­mić, and the Li­thu­anian am­bas­sa­dor to the UN, Da­lius Ce­ku­olis – were an im­pul­se for a real di­plo­ma­tic qu­ar­rel in Eastern Eu­ro­pe.’

 

As can be seen here, ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ de­no­tes a re­gion in­c­lu­ding Ser­bia, Li­thu­ania, and, pro­ba­bly, Cro­atia. It may also be si­gni­fi­cant that this East-West op­po­si­tion is often evo­ked in the con­text of the North Atlan­tic Tre­aty Or­ga­ni­sa­tion (NATO), i.e. qu­es­tions of geo­po­li­tics and mi­li­ta­ry po­wer, as well as the very al­lian­ce at the start of the Cold War. 

Con­cepts of the for­mer Eastern Bloc also seem to be em­ploy­ed in eco­no­mic di­sco­ur­ses, and it ap­pe­ars in clas­si­fi­ca­tions of such or­ga­ni­sa­tions as the Ger­man Com­mit­tee for Eastern Eu­ro­pe­an Re­la­tions or the In­ter­na­tio­nal Mo­ne­ta­ry Fund:

 

[...] izjav[a] izvršne di­rek­to­ri­ce Me­đu­na­rod­nog mo­ne­tar­nog fon­da (MMF) Chri­sti­ne La­gar­de kako će od ze­mal­ja isto­čne Eu­ro­pe u re­ce­si­ji ove go­di­ne biti samo Hrvat­ska i Slo­ve­ni­ja [...]. [NL13]

 

‘[...] the sta­te­ment of the In­ter­na­tio­nal Mo­ne­ta­ry Fund (IMF) Di­rec­tor, Chri­sti­ne La­gar­de, that from among Eastern Eu­ro­pe­an co­un­tries this year only Cro­atia and Slo­ve­nia will expe­rien­ce re­ces­sion.’

 

In­te­re­stin­gly eno­ugh, the con­se­rva­ti­ve Ve­čern­ji list exhi­bits the con­cept of ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ as the ‘eastern EU’ even more fre­qu­en­tly than NL. It may be sur­pri­sing that a con­se­rva­ti­ve new­spa­per does not avo­id re­fer­ring to Cro­atia as an Eastern Eu­ro­pe­an co­un­try and does not al­ways in­sist on its Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe­an iden­ti­ty. Ho­we­ver, it may be pro­of of the deep-ro­oted­ness of the ‘Eu­ro­pe’ – ‘EU’ me­to­ny­my and ac­cep­tan­ce of the prag­ma­tic usa­ge of the col­lo­ca­tion Isto­čna Eu­ro­pa with re­gard to op­po­si­tio­nal new mem­bers of the Union.

Mi­li­ta­ry con­text of the NATO al­lian­ce is also re­pre­sen­ted in VL, e.g.:

 

Una­toč for­mal­noj pri­pad­no­sti NATO-u i EU, ni ze­ml­je isto­čne Eu­ro­pe nisu sa­svim bez ru­skog utje­ca­ja, isti­če Ba­nac, na­vo­de­ći da val­ja ima­ti u vidu tzv. po­lum­je­sec ru­skog utje­ca­ja, u Ma­đar­skoj, Slo­va­čkoj, Ru­munj­skoj, Bu­gar­skoj. [VL14]

 

‘De­spi­te a for­mal NATO and EU mem­ber­ship, also Eastern Eu­ro­pe­an co­un­tries are not free from Rus­sian in­flu­en­ce, stres­ses Ba­nac, cla­iming that a so-cal­led half-moon of the Rus­sian in­flu­en­ce in Hun­ga­ry, Slo­va­kia, Ro­ma­nia, Bul­ga­ria is worth men­tio­ning.’

 

Gi­ven this evi­den­ce, it can be hy­po­the­si­sed that in both con­se­rva­ti­ve and li­be­ral Cro­atian me­dia di­sco­ur­ses in the se­man­tic do­ma­in of NATO and mi­li­ta­ry, post-Cold War ca­te­go­ri­sa­tion into for­mer We­stern and Eastern Blocs is more im­por­tant than con­si­de­ra­tions con­nec­ted to, for in­stan­ce, Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe­an com­mu­ni­ty be­twe­en Cro­atia and Vi­se­grad co­un­tries.

Ho­we­ver, self-iden­ti­fi­ca­tion as Eastern Eu­ro­pe oc­curs not only in such con­te­xts. It also emer­ges in do­ma­ins clo­ser to eco­no­mic and ma­cro­eco­no­mic sta­ti­stics, e.g.:

 

Dok se s jed­ne stra­ne rast i eko­nom­ski opo­ra­vak pri­je sve­ga mogu za­hva­li­ti do­brim izved­ba­ma ve­li­kih go­spo­dar­sta­va kao što su po­lj­sko, ru­sko i tur­sko, Hrvat­ska se na­šla među če­ti­ri od tri­de­set ze­mal­ja isto­čne Eu­ro­pe i sredn­je Azi­je u ko­ji­ma je za­bil­je­žen go­spo­dar­ski pad. [VL10]

 

‘Whi­le, on one hand, eco­no­mic growth and re­co­ve­ry oc­cur mo­stly thanks to good re­sults of lar­ge eco­no­mies such as Po­lish, Rus­sian and Tur­kish ones, Cro­atia is among four of thir­ty co­un­tries of Eastern Eu­ro­pe and Cen­tral Asia whe­re an eco­no­mic loss was no­ted.’

 

In such ca­ses, one can as­su­me that eco­no­mic di­sco­ur­ses are less pro­ne to cul­tu­ral po­le­mics abo­ut re­gio­nal iden­ti­ty of a gi­ven co­un­try and more open to prag­ma­tic ad hoc ca­te­go­ri­sa­tions of co­un­tries, de­pen­ding on the ne­eds of va­rio­us or­ga­ni­sa­tions and sta­ti­sti­cal con­structs. 

The de­no­ta­tion ‘Eastern part of the Eu­ro­pe­an Union’ is also cen­tral in most of the unam­bi­gu­ous usa­ges in the Ser­bian cen­tre-ri­ght da­ily new­spa­per Po­li­ti­ka. The il­lu­stra­ting qu­ote co­mes from the eco­no­mic do­ma­in. Ho­we­ver, such a se­man­tic aspect is also pre­sent in more po­li­ti­cal­ly orien­ted te­xts:

 

Dra­sti­čan pad ak­ci­ja za­be­le­ži­le su juče i vo­de­će glo­bal­ne ru­dar­ske kom­pa­ni­je, ame­ri­čke in­ve­sti­cio­ne ban­ke, ali i ma­đar­ska fo­rin­ta – na­kon od­bi­je­ni­ce EU da u no­vo­na­sta­loj fi­nan­sij­skoj kri­zi „grup­no” po­mo­gne Isto­čnoj Evro­pi. [P09]

 

‘Yester­day a dra­sti­cal fall of stock ra­tes was also no­ted for le­ading glo­bal mi­ning com­pa­nies, Ame­ri­can in­ve­st­ment banks, but also for the Hun­ga­rian fo­rint – after the EU’s re­fu­sal to pro­vi­de a “gro­up” aid for Eastern Eu­ro­pe in the new cri­sis.’

 

It also se­ems, the­re­fo­re, that Ser­bian me­dia di­sco­ur­ses ac­cep­ted the me­to­ny­my of the ‘EU’ as the Eu­ro­pe, de­spi­te the fact that Po­li­ti­ka is a ra­ther ri­ght-wing me­dium and the fact that Ser­bia stays out­si­de of the Union’s bor­ders. 

Ano­ther im­por­tant se­man­tic aspect of the no­tion ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ in Po­li­ti­ka con­cerns the geo­po­li­ti­cal do­ma­in and the con­text of NATO, for in­stan­ce: 

 

Voj­ne ve­žbe u Po­lj­skoj i Es­to­ni­ji će tra­ja­ti oko dve ne­del­je, ali će se sli­čne ve­žbe od­rža­va­ti i po­sle toga, pa će ame­ri­čka voj­ska ta­ko­đe ra­zmo­tri­ti uče­šće u ve­žba­ma u dru­gim ze­ml­ja­ma isto­čne Evro­pe, re­kao je ne­ime­no­va­ni zva­ni­čnik. [P14]

 

‘Mi­li­ta­ry exer­ci­ses in Po­land and Es­to­nia will last for abo­ut two we­eks, but si­mi­lar exer­ci­ses will take pla­ce also la­ter, so the Ame­ri­can army will also re­con­si­der ta­king part in exer­ci­ses in other co­un­tries of Eastern Eu­ro­pe, said an ano­ny­mo­us of­fi­cial.’

 

As in the Cro­atian me­dia di­sco­ur­ses, in this do­ma­in Isto­čna Evro­pa de­no­tes an area of the for­mer Eastern Bloc, per­pe­tu­ating the old East-West op­po­si­tion. This is espe­cial­ly im­por­tant in the case of Po­li­ti­ka, as it se­ems to de­vo­te a lot of at­ten­tion to mi­li­ta­ry is­su­es. Pro­ba­bly for this re­ason, more prag­ma­tic, ad hoc de­fi­ni­tions of ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ are used in this con­text, e.g. exc­lu­ding the Bal­kans (in a phra­se pre­ma isto­čnoj Evro­pi i Bal­ka­nu ‘to­wards Eastern Eu­ro­pe and the Bal­kans’) or co­un­tries be­lon­ging to the so-cal­led Euro-Atlan­tic in­sti­tu­tions (ze­ml­je [...] u isto­čnoj Evro­pi, koje “gle­da­ju ka Za­pa­du” i žele da bude part­ne­ri NATO-a ‘co­un­tries [...] in Eastern Eu­ro­pe, which “look to­ward the West” and want to be NATO’s part­ners’).

The per­spec­ti­ve re­pre­sen­ted by Po­li­ti­ka dif­fers in many re­spects from the de­fi­ni­tions of ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ pro­po­sed in the li­be­ral Ser­bian da­ily new­spa­per Da­nas. Fir­stly, the phra­se se­ems not to be used here with re­spect to the ‘new mem­ber sta­tes of the EU’. In­ste­ad, it is be­ing a ‘post-so­cia­list co­un­try’ and, pro­ba­bly, ha­ving an expe­rien­ce of po­li­ti­cal and eco­no­mic trans­i­tion that de­ter­mi­nes bo­un­da­ries in Da­nas. For in­stan­ce, in an ar­tic­le on the bre­ak-up of Yugo­sla­via it is expli­ci­tly sta­ted:

 

Zbog ta­da­šn­je glo­bal­ne kli­me i tran­zi­ci­je koja se odvi­ja­la u Isto­čnoj Evro­pi ra­spad Ju­go­sla­vi­je bio je ne­mi­no­van. [D10]

 

‘Due to a glo­bal cli­ma­te by then and on-go­ing trans­i­tion in Eastern Eu­ro­pe, the bre­ak-up of Yugo­sla­via was una­vo­ida­ble.’

 

Ano­ther se­man­tic aspect of the no­tion ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ in the di­sco­ur­ses re­pre­sen­ted by Da­nas can be de­fi­ned as ‘new mem­ber sta­tes of the Eu­ro­pe­an Union’, e.g.: 

 

Otva­ran­je drža­ve i de­mo­kra­ti­za­ci­ja kroz po­li­ti­čke re­for­me, mo­der­ni­za­ci­ja usta­no­va, una­pre­đen­je drža­vne upra­ve i lo­kal­ne sa­mo­upra­ve bili su re­la­ti­vno brzi i uspe­šni i mo­gu­će je po­re­di­ti ih s re­for­ma­ma u isto­čnoj Evro­pi“ [...]. [D10]

 

‘Ope­ning of the sta­te and de­mo­cra­ti­sa­tion thro­ugh po­li­ti­cal re­forms, mo­der­ni­sa­tion of in­sti­tu­tions, ad­van­ce­ment of sta­te ad­mi­ni­stra­tion and lo­cal self-ad­mi­ni­stra­tion were re­la­ti­ve­ly qu­ick and suc­cess­ful and they can be com­pa­red to the re­forms in Eastern Eu­ro­pe” [...].’

 

Ho­we­ver, such bo­un­da­ries often exc­lu­de all So­uthe­astern Eu­ro­pe­an co­un­tries, so­me­ti­mes sub­su­ming them un­der a la­bel of the Bal­kans, for in­stan­ce:

 

Evrop­ska pe­ri­fe­ri­ja bi mo­gla da je [EU] pro­tre­se do ko­re­na, od Isto­čne Evro­pe i Bal­ka­na do Cen­tral­ne Azi­je i Si­ri­je. [D16]

 

‘Eu­ro­pe­an pe­ri­phe­ries co­uld sha­ke it [EU] to its core, from Eastern Eu­ro­pe and the Bal­kans to Cen­tral Asia and Sy­ria.’

 

What are the re­asons for such pe­cu­liar de­fi­ni­tions of the in­spec­ted con­cept? The afo­re­men­tio­ned qu­ote co­uld hint at an expla­na­tion that this kind of di­sco­ur­se tends to avo­id in­tro­du­cing a new la­bel for an al­re­ady na­med en­ti­ty. This wo­uld be also true for the ut­te­ran­ce ci­ted be­ne­ath:

 

Avra­mo­pu­los je to re­kao na­kon što je Evrop­ska ko­mi­si­ja da­nas usvo­ji­la prvi izve­štaj o funk­cio­ni­san­ju bez­vi­znog re­ži­ma za osam ze­mal­ja za­pad­nog Bal­ka­na i isto­čne Evro­pe. [D17]

 

‘Avra­mo­po­ulos said that after the Eu­ro­pe­an Com­mis­sion ac­cep­ted to­day the first re­port on the func­tio­ning of a visa-free re­gi­me for eight co­un­tries of the We­stern Bal­kans and Eastern Eu­ro­pe.’

 

The di­sco­ur­se of Da­nas se­ems to be very much at­ta­ched to the of­fi­cial clas­si­fi­ca­tions of Eu­ro­pe­an and in­ter­na­tio­nal in­sti­tu­tions. For this re­ason, So­uthe­astern Eu­ro­pe and the We­stern Bal­kans may be here more often se­pa­ra­ted from the rest of the Eu­ro­pe­an East.


SREDN­JA EU­RO­PA / CEN­TRAL­NA EVRO­PA ‘CEN­TRAL/MID­DLE EU­RO­PE’

The con­cept of ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ co­uld po­ten­tial­ly in­tro­du­ce a bi­na­ry ca­te­go­ri­sa­tion of Eu­ro­pe into West and East, and in­ve­sti­ga­tion of its di­scur­si­ve­ly con­struc­ted se­man­tics sho­wed that it re­al­ly does that. In the case of ‘Cen­tral/Mid­dle Eu­ro­pe’, the most plau­si­ble hy­po­the­sis wo­uld be that now a ter­na­ry ca­te­go­ri­sa­tion is at play. To ve­ri­fy this cla­im, a num­ber of ran­dom sam­ples from the cor­pus will be ana­ly­sed for the­ir exten­sions and con­no­ta­tions.

For in­stan­ce, in the in­spec­ted ti­me­span, NL se­ems to de­vo­te a lot of fo­cus to ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ in the con­text of the so-cal­led In­i­tia­ti­ve of Three Seas (Cro­at. Ini­ci­ja­ti­va tri mora). Whi­le such in­stan­ces do not ne­ces­sa­ri­ly de­fi­ne an exhau­sti­ve exten­sion of ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’, ho­we­ver, they un­do­ub­te­dly con­tri­bu­te to its con­no­ta­tion. Also, exam­ples from other con­te­xts pro­ve that ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ in NL wo­uld mo­stly co­in­ci­de with the ‘new EU mem­bers’, e.g.:

 

[...] drža­va sli­čnog po­vi­je­snog isku­stva i sna­ge, bi­vših ko­mu­ni­sti­čkih re­pu­bli­ka koje su kao neo­vi­sne drža­ve po­sta­le čla­ni­ce eu­rop­skih i eu­ro­atlan­skih in­te­gra­ci­ja. Sva tro­ji­ca vi­so­kih du­žno­sni­ka sma­tra­ju da se [...] može oja­ča­ti glas sredn­je Eu­ro­pe u eu­rop­skim i trans­atlan­skim sa­ve­zi­ma. [NL12]

 

‘[...] co­un­tries of si­mi­lar hi­sto­ri­cal expe­rien­ces and po­wer, for­mer com­mu­nist re­pu­blics, which, as in­de­pen­dent sta­tes, be­ca­me mem­bers of the Eu­ro­pe­an and Euro-Atlan­tic in­te­gra­tions. All three high of­fi­cials think that [...] the vo­ice of Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe in Eu­ro­pe­an and Trans­atlan­tic al­lian­ces can be­co­me stron­ger’.

 

This qu­ote de­mon­stra­tes what con­no­ta­ti­ve fe­atu­res are often as­so­cia­ted with ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ – the expe­rien­ce of real so­cia­lism, be­ing a re­la­ti­ve­ly small sta­te, but also par­ti­ci­pa­tion in the EU and NATO struc­tu­res.

Ho­we­ver, less cen­tral usa­ges pre­sent a more am­bi­gu­ous un­der­stan­ding of ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’, for in­stan­ce, as a cul­tu­ral com­mu­ni­ty (pro­ba­bly clo­se­ly re­la­ted to the Habs­burg le­ga­cy). In some of the­se aty­pi­cal de­fi­ni­tions, it is un­c­le­ar whe­ther So­uthe­astern Eu­ro­pe is in­c­lu­ded in ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’. More ra­re­ly, the­se re­gions are cle­ar­ly se­pa­ra­ted:

 

[...] što je bilo naj­izra­že­ni­je u Bo­sni i ve­li­kom bro­ju pro­gna­ni­ka iz te ze­ml­je, dok je sredn­ja Eu­ro­pa tada do­ži­vl­ja­va­la mir­nu tran­zi­ci­ju i de­mo­kra­ti­za­ci­ju« [...]. [NL15]

 

‘what was most expres­sed in Bo­snia and in a lar­ge num­ber of exi­les from that co­un­try, whi­le Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe was expe­rien­cing pe­ace­ful trans­i­tion and de­mo­cra­ti­sa­tion by then” [...].’

 

It has been no­ted that such usa­ges are re­la­ti­ve­ly in­fre­qu­ent com­pa­red to tho­se di­scus­sed pre­vio­usly. On the other hand, a ten­den­cy to em­ploy non-pro­to­ty­pi­cal de­fi­ni­tions of ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ is more pro­no­un­ced in eco­no­mic di­sco­ur­ses. For exam­ple, in one of the ar­tic­les from the NL cor­pus, we find such an enu­me­ra­ti­ve de­fi­ni­tion in the con­text of the Eu­ro­pe­an Bank for Re­con­struc­tion and De­ve­lop­ment:

 

U re­gi­ji sredn­je Eu­ro­pe i bal­ti­čkih ze­mal­ja, u koju, uz Hrvat­sku, EBRD još ukl­ju­ču­je Es­to­ni­ju, Ma­đar­sku, La­tvi­ju, Li­tvu, Po­lj­sku, Slo­va­čku i Slo­ve­ni­ju, za ovu i idu­ću go­di­nu u pro­sje­ku je pro­gno­zi­ran go­spo­dar­ski rast. [NL12]

 

‘For the re­gion of Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe and the Bal­tics, in which, apart from Cro­atia, EBRD in­c­lu­des also Es­to­nia, Hun­ga­ry, La­tvia, Li­thu­ania, Po­land, Slo­va­kia, and Slo­ve­nia, eco­no­mic growth is pro­gno­sed in this and the next year.’

 

In this case, most pro­ba­bly an idea of Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe­an cul­tu­ral com­mu­ni­ty, di­stinct from So­uthe­astern Eu­ro­pe – co­exten­si­ve with the Bal­kans – was re­spon­si­ble for such a ca­te­go­ri­sa­tion of Cro­atia and Slo­ve­nia. On the other hand, in other ut­te­ran­ces from eco­no­mic di­sco­ur­ses re­pre­sen­ted in the cor­pus, one can also find such prag­ma­tic de­fi­ni­tions of ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ that extend the Vi­se­grad, Bal­tic and So­uthe­astern Eu­ro­pe­an core e.g. with Mol­da­via.

In VL, ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ is also fre­qu­en­tly men­tio­ned in the con­text of the In­i­tia­ti­ve of Three Seas and, the­re­fo­re, con­no­tes the new EU mem­ber sta­tes. Such an exten­sion also se­ems to be wi­de­spre­ad in other con­te­xts. Ho­we­ver, what se­ems to be ty­pi­cal for this me­dium is a re­la­ti­ve­ly si­gni­fi­cant fo­cus de­vo­ted to ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ as a di­ver­se­ly de­fi­ned cul­tu­ral com­mu­ni­ty. When this is the case, this re­gion is ra­ther shar­ply con­tra­sted with the Bal­kans, which in this case pro­ves the la­sting ef­fect of the op­po­si­tion be­twe­en the­se two con­cepts, a po­int de­scri­bed by nu­me­ro­us scho­lars (i.a. To­do­ro­va 1997; Lu­ke­tić 2013; Za­mbel­li 2010):

 

[...] nije slu­čaj­no re­kao da se tur­ske se­ri­je ne mogu pro­bi­ti do Beča, upra­vo ona­ko kako je svo­je­dob­no i osman­ska voj­ska osta­la pred vra­ti­ma “gla­vnog gra­da” Sredn­je Eu­ro­pe. Nji­ho­va se pri­je­mči­vost i po­pu­lar­nost go­to­vo na­vlas po­kla­pa s gra­ni­ca­ma bi­vše­ga Osman­skog Car­stva – od Bli­skog isto­ka do Bal­ka­na. [VL12]

 

‘[...] didn’t say by ac­ci­dent that Tur­kish se­ries can’t make the­ir way to Vien­na just as the Ot­to­man army once stay­ed at the ga­tes of the Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe­an “ca­pi­tal”. The­ir at­trac­ti­ve­ness and po­pu­la­ri­ty al­most com­ple­te­ly co­in­ci­de with the bo­un­da­ries of the for­mer Ot­to­man Em­pi­re – from the Mid­dle East to the Bal­kans.’

 

On the other hand, VL also fe­atu­res many di­sco­ur­ses whe­re ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ is de­fi­ned in a ra­ther am­bi­gu­ous way, but ap­pa­ren­tly it does not co­in­ci­de with an ima­gi­ned com­mu­ni­ty bo­und to its Habs­burg le­ga­cy. They thri­ve espe­cial­ly in the do­ma­in of eco­no­mics – co­ope­ra­tion with Chi­na, trans­port, or ener­gy po­li­cy. Here, either ad hoc de­fi­ni­tions are ad­op­ted, or the ‘cen­tra­li­ty’ of ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ is un­der­sto­od in a very geo­me­tri­cal way, e.g:

 

Že­li­mo da se azer­ski plin do­ve­de u Hrvat­sku i dal­je u sredn­ju Eu­ro­pu. [VL13]

 

‘We want to bring Aze­ri gas to Cro­atia and fur­ther on to Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe.’

 

The am­bi­gu­ity of such usa­ges is well-il­lu­stra­ted in the qu­ote abo­ve: ul­ti­ma­te­ly, it can­not be de­ci­ded if Cro­atia is part of the “Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe” men­tio­ned in the ci­ta­tion. 

A com­pa­ri­son with the di­sco­ur­se of Da­nas may be in­te­re­sting, as the use we find here is less di­ver­se. Aga­in, the most cen­tral exten­sion can be re­con­struc­ted as ‘new mem­bers of the EU’, ho­we­ver, the te­xtu­al cer­ti­fi­ca­tion is often in­di­rect, e.g.:

 

Ima­mo po­ten­ci­jal da do­sti­gne­mo Cen­tral­nu Evro­pu, ali Je­re­mić na­po­min­je da „tako ne­što mo­že­mo da do­sti­gne­mo samo ako po­sto­ji istin­ski de­mo­krat­ski dru­štve­ni okvir“. [D17]

 

‘We have the po­ten­tial to catch up with Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe, but Je­re­mić po­ints out that “we can ma­na­ge that only if a real de­mo­cra­tic so­cial fra­me­work exi­sts”.’

 

What is im­plied in this qu­ote is that Ser­bia does not be­long to ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’, and that ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ is more de­ve­lo­ped than Ser­bia. Such in­di­rect evi­den­ce can be fo­und in a num­ber of other qu­otes from the Da­nas cor­pus. 

On the other hand, this new­spa­per also eager­ly re­ports va­rio­us po­li­ti­cal and eco­no­mic in­i­tia­ti­ves that de­fi­ne ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ more bro­adly – most often, as a sum of the Vi­se­grad co­un­tries, Bal­tics and So­uthe­astern Eu­ro­pe, e.g.:

 

Novi Sad iza­bran je za do­ma­ći­na ovo­go­di­šn­jeg Sa­mi­ta še­fo­va drža­va cen­tral­ne Evro­pe na pre­dlog pred­sed­ni­ka Ta­di­ća, „u sklo­pu za­la­gan­ja za re­gio­na­li­za­ci­ju i de­cen­tra­li­za­ci­ju i kao grad-sim­bol mul­tiet­ni­čno­sti i mul­ti­kon­fe­sio­nal­no­sti kroz koji pro­ti­če Du­nav koji spa­ja ve­ći­nu ze­mal­ja uče­sni­ca” [...] [D09]

 

‘Novi Sad is cho­sen as the host of this year’s Sum­mit of Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe­an le­aders at the re­qu­est of Pre­si­dent Ta­dić, “as part of the en­ga­ge­ment for re­gio­na­li­sa­tion and de­cen­tra­li­sa­tion and as a city-sym­bol of mul­tie­th­ni­ci­ty and mul­ti­con­fes­sio­na­lism, cros­sed by the Da­nu­be, the ri­ver con­nec­ting most of the par­ti­ci­pa­ting co­un­tries” [...].’

 

In com­pa­ri­son, the num­ber of va­rio­us se­man­tic aspects of ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ re­pre­sen­ted in Po­li­ti­ka is lar­ger. The new EU mem­bers still con­sti­tu­te an im­por­tant core of the exten­sion of this no­tion. Yet a mi­li­ta­ry per­spec­ti­ve starts to play a more si­gni­fi­cant role in this me­dium. In the con­text of the NATO al­lian­ce, its new mem­bers are also re­fer­red to as ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe­an’:

 

Ne­da­vni po­ku­šaj Po­lj­ske da [...] pod­stak­ne uspo­sta­vl­jan­je u cen­tral­noj Evro­pi stal­nog ame­ri­čkog pri­su­stva, na­išao je tako na pri­li­čno hla­dan pri­jem mno­gih od čla­ni­ca ali­jan­se [P14].

 

‘Last, Po­land’s at­tempt [...] to pro­vo­ke the es­ta­bli­sh­ment of a con­stant Ame­ri­can pre­sen­ce in Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe was met, the­re­fo­re, with a par­ti­cu­lar­ly cold re­ac­tion by many of the al­lian­ce mem­bers.’

 

This exten­sion co­in­ci­des with the pre­vio­us one, i.e. re­fer­ring to the new EU mem­ber sta­tes. Ho­we­ver, it is worth no­ting that this syn­tagm is also so­me­ti­mes used in the mi­li­ta­ry con­text, whe­re an old East-West di­vi­sion se­ems to pre­va­il. 

Among the less pro­to­ty­pi­cal usa­ges of the no­tion of ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ in Po­li­ti­ka, we can mo­stly find si­mi­lar ones to tho­se from Da­nas. More ra­re­ly, it is ad hoc exten­ded on the oc­ca­sion of va­rio­us po­li­ti­cal events (a Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe­an sum­mit, a me­eting with the Hun­ga­rian pre­si­dent, etc.).


SUM­MA­RY

To sum up, the exten­sion of ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ is si­mi­lar in both of the ana­ly­sed Cro­atian new­spa­pers – the li­be­ral Novi list (NL) and the con­se­rva­ti­ve Ve­čern­ji list (VL). They de­fi­ne it pro­to­ty­pi­cal­ly either as the ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe­an Union’ (due to the ‘EU’ – ‘Eu­ro­pe’ me­to­ny­my), or as the ‘post-so­cia­list Eu­ro­pe­an co­un­tries’. The lat­ter clas­si­fi­ca­tion is espe­cial­ly re­le­vant in mi­li­ta­ry di­sco­ur­ses, e.g. on the NATO. Ad hoc de­fi­ni­tions are fe­atu­red in eco­no­mic di­sco­ur­ses. All in all, the clas­si­fi­ca­tion of Cro­atia as Eastern Eu­ro­pe does not seem to be qu­es­tio­ned in the ana­ly­sed exam­ples, which is pro­ba­bly the case due to the pre­sen­ce of a much more com­mon syn­tagm de­no­ting its re­gio­nal iden­ti­ty, i.e. ‘So­uthe­astern Eu­ro­pe’.

The Ser­bian cen­tre-ri­ght da­ily Po­li­ti­ka pro­to­ty­pi­cal­ly fe­atu­res the de­no­ta­tion of ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ as ‘post-so­cia­list co­un­tries’, de­vo­ting a lot of at­ten­tion to geo­po­li­ti­cal is­su­es con­nec­ted to the ac­ti­vi­ty of the NATO. In­te­re­stin­gly, the me­to­ny­my ‘EU’ – ‘Eu­ro­pe’ is also pre­sent. This is not the case in the li­be­ral Da­nas, which most often li­mits po­ssi­ble de­no­ta­tions to the ‘for­mer Eastern Bloc’, so­me­ti­mes exc­lu­ding the Bal­kans, which can be expla­ined by a lar­ger in­flu­en­ce of ca­te­go­ri­sa­tions used by in­ter­na­tio­nal in­sti­tu­tions.

In NL, ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ is most often de­fi­ned as the ‘new mem­ber sta­tes of the EU’ (i.e. sy­no­ny­mo­us to ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’). In eco­no­mic di­sco­ur­ses, less ty­pi­cal exten­sions oc­cur. The si­tu­ation is si­mi­lar in VL, ho­we­ver: pe­ri­phe­ral­ly, it also fe­atu­res the un­der­stan­ding of ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ as a cul­tu­ral com­mu­ni­ty exc­lu­ding the Bal­kans. The­re­fo­re, whi­le the de­fi­ni­tions in the first me­dium are in­flu­en­ced by va­rio­us re­gio­nal in­i­tia­ti­ves, the lat­ter are di­rec­tly af­fec­ted by di­sco­ur­ses on the cul­tu­ral iden­ti­ty of Cro­atia, too.

Da­nas also de­fi­ned ‘Cen­tral Eu­ro­pe’ as co­exten­si­ve with the ‘new mem­bers of the EU’, as well as, al­tho­ugh less fre­qu­en­tly, the sum of the Vi­se­grad, Bal­tic, and So­uthe­astern Eu­ro­pe­an co­un­tries, which is a re­sult of va­rio­us re­gio­nal in­i­tia­ti­ves. Po­li­ti­ka se­ems to fol­low si­mi­lar ten­den­cies; ho­we­ver, it pla­ces much more stress on geo­po­li­tics.

Brie­fly spe­aking, it can be sta­ted that syn­tagms de­no­ting re­gio­nal ca­te­go­ri­sa­tions of Eu­ro­pe are often prag­ma­ti­cal­ly de­fi­ned in eco­no­mi­cal di­sco­ur­ses, espe­cial­ly ‘Eastern Eu­ro­pe’ in the Cro­atian sub­cor­pus. This can be in­ter­pre­ted as gen­re-spe­ci­fic ca­te­go­ri­sa­tion of the no­tion ‘Eu­ro­pe’, gi­ven the fact that eco­no­mic jo­ur­na­lism can be tre­ated as a gen­re on its own, fe­atu­ring some par­ti­cu­lar se­man­tic re­la­tions (cf. e.g. An­der­son 2008). Eve­ry gen­re can be per­ce­ived as a se­mio­tic si­gni­fier by it­self (cf. Czer­wiń­ski 2010), and here, one of its de­no­ta­tions is a spe­ci­fic, prag­ma­tic, men­tal geo­gra­phy of Eu­ro­pe.

Be­si­des, qu­an­ti­ta­ti­ve me­thods de­mon­stra­ted that Cro­atia and Ser­bia are still most often per­ce­ived as parts of the same re­gion in both co­un­tries – ‘So­uthe­astern Eu­ro­pe’, whi­le Bal­ka­nist di­sco­ur­ses oc­cur ra­re­ly even in the con­se­rva­ti­ve Cro­atian press. Ca­te­go­ri­sa­tion of the Eu­ro­pe­an sub­re­gions de­pends less on the ide­olo­gi­cal pro­fi­le of a new­spa­per and more on the ge­ne­ral usa­ge in na­tio­nal po­li­ti­cal di­sco­ur­ses. It also se­ems to be hi­gh­ly de­pen­dent on a se­man­tic do­ma­in or to­pic pre­va­iling in a gi­ven text. Extra­lin­gu­istic fac­tors exert a si­gni­fi­cant im­pact on the se­man­tic pro­so­dy gi­ven to the ana­ly­sed syn­tagms. Ho­we­ver, po­li­ti­cal cir­cum­stan­ces – such as chan­ges in po­wer after the 2012 Ser­bian par­lia­men­ta­ry elec­tions or Cro­atia’s EU ac­ces­sion in 2013 – do not seem to in­flu­en­ce pre­fe­ren­ces in the usa­ge of the stu­died terms and the­ir de­no­ta­tions in the way that used to hap­pen in po­li­ti­cal di­sco­ur­ses in the 1990s (Ša­rić 2010). In­ste­ad, the­ir se­man­tic pro­so­dies may slow­ly evo­lve and sho­uld be sub­ject of fur­ther stu­dy.
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Dys­kur­syw­na ka­te­go­ry­za­cja sub­re­gio­nów Eu­ro­py w pra­sie chor­wac­kiej i serb­skiej po 2007 roku

Sło­wa klu­czowe: chor­wac­ki dys­kurs me­dial­ny, serb­ski dys­kurs me­dial­ny, kor­pu­so­wo wspie­ra­na ana­li­za dys­kur­su, dys­kurs po­li­tycz­ny.


STRESZ­CZE­NIE

Ni­niej­szy ar­ty­kuł sta­no­wi ana­li­zę ka­te­go­ry­za­cji pola se­man­tycz­ne­go ‘Eu­ro­pa’ w chor­wac­kich i serb­skich dzien­ni­kach w la­tach 2007–2017. Duży kor­pus ar­ty­ku­łów zo­stał uży­ty do wy­ło­nie­nia słów klu­czo­wych i przy­kła­dów do ba­dań. Lo­so­we prób­ki kon­kor­dan­cji za­wie­ra­ją­cych syn­tag­my ‘Eu­ro­pa Wschod­nia’ i ‘Środ­ko­wa’ były na­stęp­nie ana­li­zo­wa­ne w celu re­kon­struk­cji ich eks­ten­sji zna­cze­nio­wych oraz ko­no­ta­cji. Udo­wod­nio­na zo­sta­ła po­wszech­ność me­to­ni­mii ‘UE’ – ‘Eu­ro­pa’, jak i znacz­na sy­no­ni­micz­ność tych­że ko­lo­ka­cji i ‘państw post­so­cja­li­stycz­nych’. Ana­li­zo­wa­ne przy­kła­dy su­ge­ru­ją też, że wy­bór mię­dzy dwu- (Wschód – Za­chód) i trój­czło­no­wą ka­te­go­ry­za­cją (Wschód – Śro­dek – Za­chód) jest sil­nie za­leż­ny od do­me­ny se­man­tycz­nej i ga­tun­ku tek­stu.
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PRZY­PI­SY


DI­SCUR­SI­VE CA­TE­GO­RI­SA­TION OF EU­RO­PE­AN SUB­RE­GIONS IN THE CRO­ATIAN AND SER­BIAN PRESS AFTER 2007

[1] The cho­ice of two new­spa­pers per co­un­try se­ems to be suf­fi­cient for trac­king the va­ria­tion be­twe­en the main ide­olo­gi­cal orien­ta­tions, espe­cial­ly in such a lar­ge cor­pus. Whi­le ana­ly­sis of other da­ilies, in­c­lu­ding ta­blo­ids, as well as of in­ter­net por­tals, may bring va­lu­able re­sults, in­ter­pre­ta­tion of such di­ver­se fin­dings wo­uld de­mand a much lon­ger stu­dy.


[2] The­re has been a di­scus­sion abo­ut the exact me­aning of the terms cor­pus-dri­ven and cor­pus-ba­sed. The first ap­pro­ach is so­me­ti­mes said to make use of cor­pus an­no­ta­tion sche­mes ba­sed on a pre-con­ce­ived the­ory. The lat­ter, on the other hand, wo­uld aim at re­se­arch unin­flu­en­ced by pre-exi­sting fra­me­works and, for the sake of this, wo­uld use unan­no­ta­ted cor­po­ra, wi­tho­ut ma­king di­stinc­tions be­twe­en the le­xis and the data (McE­ne­ry and Ga­brie­la­tos 2006, 35–36). Ho­we­ver, in prac­ti­ce “[t]his di­stinc­tion is not ack­now­led­ged by all cor­pus lin­gu­ists, and it has been felt by some to be over­sta­ted” (McE­ne­ry and Ga­brie­la­tos 2006, 35). This stu­dy may be said to sha­re fe­atu­res of both ap­pro­aches, as it com­men­ces with sta­ti­sti­cal col­lo­ca­tion ana­ly­sis. Clas­si­fi­ca­tion of the col­lo­ca­tes is de­ri­ved from the em­pi­ri­cal re­ali­ty of the te­xts, whi­le ana­ly­sis of ran­dom-ge­ne­ra­ted con­cor­dan­ces con­sti­tu­tes the most ef­fec­ti­ve me­thod to de­ter­mi­ne pre­ci­se me­anings of the ob­se­rved struc­tu­res. 


[3] Ma­the­ma­ti­cal fo­un­da­tions be­hind the log-li­ke­li­ho­od al­go­ri­thm pro­vi­ded by the cor­pus ma­na­ger No­Sket­chEn­gi­ne are out­si­de of the sco­pe of this pa­per, but they are expla­ined in de­ta­il by the team of re­se­ar­chers from Bri­gh­ton and Brno (Kil­gar­riff et al. 2014).


[4] Col­lo­ca­tes of the le­xe­me ‘Eu­ro­pe’ oc­cur­ring in a 5-words-to-the-left, 5-words-to-the-ri­ght win­dow and de­no­ting its re­gio­nal sub­ca­te­go­ries in the ana­ly­sed new­spa­pers ran­ked on a list sor­ted by the­ir log-li­ke­li­ho­od ra­tio – “Novi list”: 6. ju­go­isto­čni ‘So­uthe­astern’, 11. isto­čni ‘Eastern’, 16. sredn­ji ‘Mid­dle/Cen­tral’, 21. za­pad­ni ‘We­stern’, 38. sre­di­šn­ji ‘Cen­tral’, 236. Bal­kan ‘Bal­kans’; “Ve­čern­ji list”: 6. ju­go­isto­čni, 9. isto­čni, 17. sredn­ji, 29. za­pad­ni, 52. sre­di­šn­ji, 143. Bal­kan; “Da­nas”: 6. ju­go­isto­čni, 13. isto­čni, 17. cen­tral­ni ‘Cen­tral/Mid­dle’, 22. za­pad­ni, 29. Bal­kan, 118. sredn­ji ‘Mid­dle/Cen­tral’; “Po­li­ti­ka”: 9. isto­čni, 10. ju­go­isto­čni, 13. cen­tral­ni, 21. za­pad­ni, 82. Bal­kan, 118. sredn­ji.


[5] Ci­ta­tions from the cor­pus will not be re­fe­ren­ced: in­ste­ad, the ab­bre­via­tion of the new­spa­per ti­tle and two last di­gits of the­ir pu­bli­ca­tion year are no­ted, e.g. [NL12] for an ar­tic­le from 2012 pu­bli­shed in Novi list.
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