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Abstract

The thesis focuses on the epistemic stancetaking of American and Ukrainian users on social
media on Ukrainian immigrants by analyzing their social media posts. The corpus-based study
investigates epistemic stance strategies’ use and categorizes the epistemic stance markers in American
and Ukrainian social media posts, adapting Marin Arrese’s (2011) framework of epistemic stance
markers. The study applies a mixed-method approach to reveal how these two national and cultural
groups express their epistemic positioning in their posts on Ukrainian immigrants, which is a significant
matter due to the migration crisis caused by an increasing number of Ukrainian refugees in host countries.
The results have shown that both American and Ukrainian users most frequently employ epistemic
modality markers, such as certainty, probability, and possibility markers, as well as communicative
evidential markers in their posts to express their epistemic commitment and refer to external sources of
information. Both groups proved to include evidential markers to share their beliefs of Ukrainian refugees
and concerning them matters influenced by their cultural/societal norms and personal experience. Thus,
American and Ukrainian social media users frequently included epistemic stance markers in their posts,
affected by their different cultural backgrounds and national identities, adding to the ongoing discussion

on Ukrainian immigrants and participating in shaping the public perception.

Key words: stance, epistemic stance, epistemic stancetaking strategies, migration discourse, social
media discourse, English, Ukrainian
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1. Introduction

99

“Ukrainians will become ‘illegal immigrants overnight

This is just one of many social media posts where global users refer to Ukrainian immigrants,
their current and future situations, and their experiences with Ukrainians in the host countries. Owing
to social media’s increasing influence on public perception, online users’ stancetaking in their posts
on Ukrainian immigrants is extremely valuable to understand the underlying reasons behind the
similar and different tendencies among representatives of different ideological, cultural, and political
backgrounds. This study was motivated by the importance and interest of exploring how social media
users, particularly Americans and Ukrainians, position themselves concerning information and beliefs
regarding Ukrainian immigrants.

This chapter will provide an introduction to the study by first establishing the research
territory, followed by establishing and occupying the niche. Different scholars in political and online
discourses, such as political discussion forums, newspaper opinion articles, and political speeches,
analyze epistemic stance as well as other stance markers that authors often include in their statements
to position themselves towards various matters. This study focuses on the epistemic stance strategies
online users employ in their social media posts, more specifically, how they express their confidence,
belief, or doubt. Building on Carretero’s (2023b: 44-45) argument that “epistemic expressions are
more frequent in discussion forums rather than in newspaper opinion articles and political speeches”
as “participants in discussion forums have much fewer restrictions for expressing their voice”, social
media posts seem to have considerably less restrictions, allowing its users to express their voices more
openly. Social media’s freedom of speech made posts, replies, and comments within social media
discourse a fruitful source of various stance markers’ choices.

As a result of the refugee crisis caused by the Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2022, as many
Ukrainian people had to move abroad, traditional media as well as social media published a high
number of news media articles and social media posts on Ukrainian immigrants/refugees. More
relevant posts and articles keep appearing nowadays from European and American authors, which is
not surprising, as according to Chendei (2025: 175), “The current migration crisis, caused by Russian-
Ukrainian war... iS widely viewed as the largest since World War II”. Due to the 2024th US
presidential election and Trump’s victory, whose position against immigrants is well known,
Ukrainian as well as American users started actively questioning and discussing the potential

outcomes for Ukrainian immigrants, which instigated the analysis of epistemic stance markers’
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choices of Ukrainian and American users in their posts on Facebook and X (formerly Twitter).

Despite the scholarly interest in migration discourse, most articles cover Western media
representations of immigrants. There is a lack of research on social media posts by ordinary people
that include epistemic stance markers, which users add to their posts to express their confidence,
belief, or doubt. There is also a gap in research on multilingual epistemic positioning in migration and
comparative media studies across media platforms as they do allow a complete understanding of how
epistemic markers differ from digital to traditional media (Marin-Arrese, 2021b; Ajana, 2024). This
study fills the gap by creating and analyzing corpora that include social media posts written by
American and Ukrainian users, which adds unique perspectives and epistemic positioning of ordinary
American and Ukrainian people to the ongoing debate in migration discourse. The Ukrainian corpus
is especially beneficial in relevant discussion within migration discourse on Ukrainian immigrants as
Ukrainian voices are usually suppressed in Western media. For instance, political debate speeches
demonstrated a lack of Ukrainian people’s agency and a lack of political speakers’ engagement with
Ukrainian perspectives (Hendl et al., 2024). When Ukrainian voices are included, according to
Chendei (2025: 180), “they are usually cast in the roles of tearful witnesses rather than subjects with
agency and experts in their own history”.

This research aims to identify and investigate the use of epistemic stance markers in social
media posts on Ukrainian immigrants by Americana and Ukrainian users, focusing on truth-factual
validity, certainty, and evidentiality markers in their narratives. In addition, this study strives to
identify common epistemic stance strategies as well as compare and contrast different epistemic stance
choices employed by American and Ukrainian users by discussing ideological, cultural, and political
similarities and differences in American and Ukrainian discourses. | will expand the scope of
epistemic stance research by going beyond traditional media discourse and examining social media
discourse and its effect on the public perception of Ukrainian immigrants. Besides, this paper analyses
how epistemic stance makers of American and Ukrainian users in informal writings help to create
“popular opinions” of Ukrainian immigrants by answering these research questions:

1. How does social media discourse shape public perception of Ukrainian immigrants in
American and Ukrainian contexts?

2. What are the key similarities and differences in epistemic stance markers choices American
and Ukrainian users make?

3. How are epistemic stance strategies of American and Ukrainian users influenced by
ideological, cultural, and political discourses?



As mentioned earlier, this research enriches the stance research by presenting the authentic language
of ordinary American and Ukrainian people from social media. Moreover, by comparing American
and Ukrainian users’ perspectives, this study discovers similarities and differences in their epistemic
stance strategies within social media discourse. Ukrainian data restores agency to Ukrainian people in
migration discourse, talking about Ukrainian refugees, which is known to be taken from them in
Western media. The next chapters of this paper will present the literature review on epistemic stance.
Next, the methods used in the study will be represented. Finally, the results of the study will be stated
and discussed.

2. Literature Review

The authors’ stance is commonly researched among different online discourses as they present
a decent source of writers’ stance markers, which crucially affect how the public perceives the
information. According to Marin-Arrese (2011: 194-195), “stance refers to particular viewpoint of the
speaker/writer, which reflects their attitudes, assessments, and knowledge concerning the designated
event and/or the communicated proposition”. The scholar adds to Biber et al. (1999) division of
writers’ stances into three major categories: epistemic stance, attitudinal stance, and style.

Epistemic stance is central to shaping migration discourse. The study of how individuals
express their certainty, justification, and commitment to knowledge claims comes under the epistemic
stance, which applies to how people present their views on subjects such as immigration and
immigrants. Writers often justify their claims with linguistic expressions of the validity of information
(Marin-Arrese, 2009, 2011, 2015). Marin-Arrese (2011) discusses the cognitive as well as pragmatic
functions of the epistemic stance, which indicates the strength of belief rather than intentions to act.
Epistemic stance is formed of epistemic modality (probability, factual, or speculative) and
evidentiality (source of knowledge) (Englebretson, 2007; Marin-Arrese, 2015). Such devices as
hedging (I think, it seems, etc.) and certainty markers (I know, it is clear, etc.) are used by speakers to
regulate credibility (Carretero, 2023b; Hendl et al., 2024). Media often adjust these markers to
strengthen authority or bring up doubt (Hendl et al., 2024). These elements give the epistemic stance
a possibility to influence public perception by constructing specific public narratives in migration or

other discourses.



2.1 Epistemic Stance in Migration Discourse

Validating or doubting migration policies is central to the role of epistemic stance. Linguistic
markers proposed by political and media discourse reinforce claims that shape public opinion
(Carretero, 2023b; Marin-Arrese, 2015; Ruskan & Solien¢, 2023). Carretero (2023b) demonstrates
how policymakers express uncertainty in implementing their policies, whereas Marin-Arrese (2015)
argues that policymakers use epistemic certainty markers to justify restrictive migration policies.

The necessity markers are favored by right-wing rhetoric, and evaluative markers are used in
left-wing rhetoric. Degani & Belladelli (2009) and Ruskan & Soliené (2023) conclude that based on
certainty (must be controlled, should be reduced), conservatives mark the issue through security and
economic burden markers, while liberals use hedging (could be beneficial, might help) concentrating
on humanitarian contribution markers. Moreover, Ruskan and Solien¢ (2023: 114) add that “the
Conservatives employ more devices expressing the lower degree of the speaker’s commitment than
the Democrats”. Thus, political ideologies of the different ideological groups influence their certainty
markers, justifications, and framing of migration discussions. This encourages these divides, which
are reinforced by media on the right with an emphasis on security risks and media on the left,
supporting inclusion through more flexible epistemic markers (Ajana, 2024; Marin Arrese, 2021b).
The variety of these ideological contrasts indicates how epistemic stance can be a tool to justify one’s
stance towards migration policies and the public’s attitudes.

Social media further amplifies competing users’ epistemic stances due to ideological and
cultural differences (Brems et al., 2012; Ajana, 2024). Even though Brems et al. (2012) propose that
media discourse contributes to developing different perceptions and opinions, Ajana (2024: 2) points
out “the alleged bias of contemporary media in reporting on the different refugee crises”, which shapes
the public perception of news as positive, neutral, or negative. In addition, the way information on
immigrants is conveyed through neutral statistics or subjective personal stories depends on the
epistemic stance (Degani & Belladelli, 2009; Foti, 2024). They emphasize that epistemic stance is a
part of language use, which serves as a linguistic feature and strategic tool.

Legal, cultural, and psychological factors contribute to epistemic stance in integration
processes, which determine the refugees’ perception of host countries and those countries’ responses
to refugees. Influenced by humanitarian discourse, policies of integration gather more epistemic
legitimacy and are easily supported by the public and the government (Marin-Arrese, 2015; Fati,

2024). On the other hand, policies focusing on security risks create epistemic skepticism, denying



people the need for acceptance. The epistemic stance of refugees towards host governments depends
largely on the social support level in those countries (Carretero & Dominguez Romero 2024; Kovacs
et al. 2023). Kovacs et al. (2023: 7) argue that “providing mental health support, social support, and
communicative language competencies undertaken by policymakers in European countries accepting
war refugees from Ukraine can change the integrative attitudes of the refugees”. In fact, “perceived
social support proved to be the strongest correlate of integrative attitudes” (Kovacs et al., 2023: 6). In
addition, the epistemic stance in migration discourse is influenced by post-traumatic stress disorder
(PTSD), when refugees are more likely to doubt the sincerity of the government regarding the
integration policy (Kovacs et al., 2023). People with high levels of PTSD are less willing to trust host
governments and other people. The studies suggest that humanitarian discourse, social support, and
well-being affect epistemic stance toward integration, determining refugees’ perception of their host

countries as welcoming or not.

2. 2 Legal and Policy-Based Framing

Epistemic stance is strategically mobilized by migration policies to justify inclusion,
restriction, or responsibility shifts. In legal discourse, migration is framed in the domain of deontic
modality as either a necessity or a security risk (Thegel & Lindgren, 2020; Marin-Arrese, 2015). Thus,
public perception of migration is based on the use of certainty markers (must be controlled) used by
restrictive policies and hedged responsibility (should be addressed) used by politicians. Institutional
narratives in EU policies also frame epistemic stance in support of how the government should be in
charge of the debate on migration (Carretero, 2023b; Foti, 2024). In addition, legal frameworks
establish epistemic positioning with different levels of legitimacy granted to various refugee groups.
These policies determine who has privileged epistemic legitimacy (Foti, 2024).

In global migration discourse, Western epistemic frameworks reinforce power hierarchies that
privilege Western narratives above all other possible perspectives. Western media and academic
institutions, which claim that their narratives are authoritative and which tend to fail to take refugee
perspectives seriously, keep epistemic dominance (Cuyckens et al. 2010, Marin Arrese 2021b). As a
result, there is epistemic injustice, and Western scholars define what knowledge about Ukrainian
migration is produced while the voices of ordinary Ukrainian people are marginalized (Brems et al.,
2012; Hendl et al., 2024). Westsplaining, which is characterized as “the treatment of Europe’s East
and its people as objects rather than subjects of history” (Hendl et al., 2024: 176), produces an impact
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on the marginalization of diverse narratives in the global migration discourse by demonstrating the
phenomenon of epistemic exclusion (Hendl et al., 2024). This creates an unbalanced epistemic
hierarchy, verifying what it means to be a legitimate migrant, while those marginalized struggle to
establish their epistemic authority. This means that the epistemic position is created linguistically and

maintained institutionally, which maintains a power imbalance in migration discourse.

2.3 Public Attitudes Toward Ukrainian Immigrants

Factors such as media framing, cultural hegemony, national ideology, and epistemic
stancetaking influence the public perception of Ukrainian immigrants. Marin-Arrese (2021a) found
that specific markers of evidence that Ukrainians need protection legitimize pro-refugee policies.
Conversely, Ajana (2024) argues that the Western media goes as far as developing Ukrainian refugees
into a group that deserves more than other refugees do. Social media further enhances the difference
in epistemic stance strategies used by people from different cultures, reinforcing the ideological
position that already exists in their cultural background (Brems et al., 2012; Hendl et al., 2024).
Mystification of responsibility in the political discourse is a convenient tool that is used to transfer
blame for the migration crisis to the shoulders of governments while shaping the public’s opinion:
“Mystification of responsibility for the realization of events involves dimensions of defocusing of
agency, realized by means of expressions in the middle- spontaneous passive systems” (Marin-Arrese,
2011; p. 194). Attitudes towards refugees are shaped by these strategies to navigate societies to view
migration as a collective responsibility or as an issue imposed from outside.

Epistemic alignment, political ideology, and perceived similarity to the host population predict
the public’s willingness to help Ukrainian refugees. For instance, shaping the public’s opinion
regarding whether or not refugees should receive help based on political ideology affect epistemic
stancetaking in migration discourse. The focus on migration in terms of national security underlies
conservative trends that emphasize certainty and obligation, while liberal trends are more concerned
with humanitarian concerns, probabilities, and opportunities (Marin-Arrese, 2011; Ruskan & Soliené,
2023). As a result, political biases influence changes in epistemic stance, which is manifested in
conservative rhetoric, emphasizing security risk, and in liberal rhetoric, emphasizing moral
responsibility. Moreover, surveys proved that when individuals perceive cultural similarity, their
epistemic alignment and their willingness to help increase (Carretero, 2023b; Sinclair et al., 2024).

Media constructs epistemic authority by building on selective framing and evidentiality
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markers to inform public opinion on Ukrainian refugees. News media uses epistemic modality
strategically to construct legitimacy, that is, certainty markers in favorable narratives and hedging in
disapproving narratives (Carretero, 2023b; Ajana, 2024). During crises, epistemic stance shifts
dynamically as media adjust certainty and evidentiality markers to maintain credibility and manage
public response (Carretero, 2023a). Ukrainian refugees are often framed as “successful integrators”
as other refugee groups are treated to more hedged descriptions, thereby creating uncertainty.
Furthermore, the media selectively receives epistemic legitimization, which categorizes refugees as
deserving or undeserving refugees depending on their race, religion, and national identity (Marin
Arrese, 2021a; Ajana, 2024). Ajana (2024) underscores that media is crucial for constructing
epistemic legitimacy, the favorable portrayal of Ukrainian refugees, and influencing policy decisions.
This shows that epistemic stance is a linguistic phenomenon and political tool often involved in
migration discourse. The epistemic bias is typically reflected in Western media discourse, which
reinstates a selective epistemic legitimacy, as Ukrainians are made to seem like rightful refugees while
non-European refugees are conversely framed right out of the gate as a threat (Ajana 2024). Ukrainian
refugees are described with high certainty markers (They will integrate successfully), while Middle
Eastern refugees are represented with more hedging (they may integrate) (Ajana, 2024). In Ukrainian
news media, a negative image of other refugees, for instance, from Asia and Africa, was also revealed
(Chendei, 2025). In the end, media framing has a significant effect in legitimizing or delegitimizing
refugee groups when it concerns public opinion and policy response.

Fear and uncertainty of Ukrainian immigrants’ current and future situations influence the
epistemic stance of wondering and questioning, which is also reflected in increased hedging strategies,
threat-based justifications, and defensive rhetoric. The fear weakens epistemic commitment to the
point that it might be beneficial when one makes claims, including phrases as it seems and someone
claims, but not making valid assertive claims (Carretero, 2023; Englebretson, 2007). Media crisis
framing increases certainty markers use and allegedly makes restrictive policies necessary (Marin-
Arrese, 2021b; Sinclair et al., 2024). Defensive epistemic positioning also occurs based on perceived
economic and cultural threats (Sinclair et al., 2024; Marin-Arrese, 2021). As such, epistemic

stancetaking, political ideology, and cultural background determine public attitude towards refugees.

2. 4 Comparison of American and Ukrainian Users’ Perspectives

American and Ukrainian epistemic stances are partially constructed according to history,
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national identity, and media framing of the issue. Americans create epistemic authority and make
Ukrainian migration a democratic and humanitarian concern (Carretero & Dominguez Romero, 2024;
Ajana, 2024). On the contrary, Ukrainians prefer a different epistemic stance strategy and
conceptualize migration through historical and cultural contexts (Marin-Arrese, 2009; Hendl et al.,
2024). Ukrainians tend to externalize migration to global responsibility but internalize it as a matter
of national survival.

Epistemic stance also affects national identity, from which migration discourse is partially
framed. Epistemic claims support the national narrative, opposing external views across different
socio-cultural ideologies (Brems et al., 2012; Marin Arrese, 2011). Unlike Western humanitarianism,
Ukrainian discourse attributes sovereignty and regional security to migration. In Western discourse,
migration is seen as an international responsibility, whereas in Eastern European discourses, migration
is considered to be related to national security issues (Hendl et al., 2024; Marin Arrese, 2021b). This
distinction brings out the cultural and political nature of the migration issue in addition to economic
and humanitarian discourses. These show how belief status affects whether migration is referred to as
a geopolitical issue or a moral duty depending on where one stands culturally.

Based on this literature review, the epistemic positioning on Ukrainian immigration is
influenced by national identity, emotions, political ideology, and media framing. It also addresses
cross-cultural epistemic differences, the role of social media in polarization, and space in the current
research. Although these factors have been researched, there are gaps in the research on multilingual
epistemic positioning, comparative studies, and longitudinal analysis. Closing these gaps will offer

closer views of how epistemic stance endures through different cultural, political, and digital contexts.

3. Data and Methods

The study examined the extent to which American and Ukrainian users employ epistemic
stances in their posts/replies on social media concerning Ukrainian immigrants and how these markers
contribute to shaping public opinion and perceptions of Ukrainian immigrants. Various ways of doing
discourse research give insights into different aspects of epistemic stance in migration discourse.
Epistemic markers can be efficiently tracked through corpus-based discourse analysis, which has
made shifts in migration narratives over time (Marin-Arrese, 2009, 2011, 2015; Carretero &
Dominguez Romero, 2024). This method allows researchers to identify and discern certainty,

evidentiality, and justification markers in collected corpus/corpora. With the help of the quantitative
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method, the relation of epistemic certainty to migration attitudes can be researched. Moreover,
researching epistemic shifts in migration discourse also contributes to media discourse analysis by
proving how public perception changes based on the diverse crisis narratives (Degani & Belladelli,
2009; Ajana, 2024). A mixed methodology is the most efficient and comprehensive tool for studying
epistemic stance, as it considers the phenomenon’s qualitative and quantitative aspects. The
qualitative method helps identify linguistic and ideological framing, while the quantitative method
measures epistemic certainty statistically and proposes a comparison across different national contexts
(Marin-Arrese, 2009, 2011, 2015).

The research adopted the deductive approach, applying Marin Arrese’s (2011) framework of
epistemic stance markers in order to analyze the collected data. A mixed-methods approach was
chosen to provide a comprehensive understanding of online attitudes towards Ukrainian immigrants.
The quantitative approach measured the frequency of epistemic markers used by American and
Ukrainian users and if such were used at all in their writings about Ukrainian immigrants. However,
the quantitative approach only would not be enough to understand the epistemic stance of online users.
The qualitative approach explored the underlying reasons for epistemic stance usage choices in
different contexts.

Using a mixed-method approach, this study aimed to consider not only how frequently
American and Ukrainian users employ the epistemic stance but also the discourses in which it is used.
The quantitative analysis provided statistical insights into how frequently epistemic stance markers
appear and whether they are a significant feature in discussions and opinion formation about Ukrainian
immigrants. On the contrary, the qualitative analysis explored the context and functions of such
markers, revealing how online users contract their stance and engage in epistemic positioning in social

media discourse.

3.1 Data Collection

The primary method used in this study is the corpus-based discourse analysis, which allowed
for the examination of linguistic patterns in naturally occurring social media discourse. A corpus-
based methodology enabled both qualitative and quantitative approaches. The mixed-methods
approach was extremely useful in analyzing epistemic stance markers, as it allowed me to identify
repetitive linguistic patterns and social factors influencing their use. A corpus of 60 publicly available
posts from platforms such as Facebook and X (formerly Twitter) was compiled. The corpus included
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30 posts written by American users and 30 posts written by Ukrainian users, related to Ukrainian
immigrants, refugees, asylum, and migration. The social media discourse was chosen due to its
increasing effect in shaping public perception and opinions. Social media serves as a fruitful source
of authentic language use by different people as they share their personal opinions online and have
access to a variety of other users’ views, which are much less filtered and moderated than in traditional
media. Social media posts and replies often reflect spontaneous, personal, and emotionally charged
opinions of online users, which plays a significant role in understanding how epistemic stance choices
affect the public perceptions of Ukrainian immigrants.

The table below represents word count of each post from both American and Ukrainian

corpora and their totals.

Table 1. Word count of each post from American and Ukrainian corpora

No US corpora UA corpora
Post 1 112 228
Post 2 45 25
Post 3 57 80
Post 4 74 299
Post 5 113 261
Post 6 112 137
Post 7 72 182
Post 8 31 182
Post 9 41 48
Post 10 46 327
Post 11 43 136
Post 12 105 572
Post 13 58 16
Post 14 48 53
Post 15 42 339
Post 16 37 367
Post 17 34 76
Post 18 25 120
Post 19 37 26
Post 20 42 45
Post 21 47 32
Post 22 49 317
Post 23 51 171
Post 24 1008 117
Post 25 366 125
Post 26 317 174
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Post 27 85 224
Post 28 227 62
Post 29 65 243
Post 30 2747 65
Total 6136 5049

| have compiled the corpus by searching for posts and replies that include relevant keywords
such as Ukrainian immigrants, Ukrainian migrants, Ukrainian refugees, Ukrainian asylum, etc. Only
posts and replies starting from 2022 until nowadays were considered as they reflect relevant opinions
about Ukrainian immigrants, influenced by different social contexts. Besides, only content written in
English for American users and in Ukrainian for Ukrainian users was included in the corpus as these
are the languages that | can fluently understand. To ensure the nationality of the users, whose posts
and replies were included in the corpus, users’ origin was verified in their profile descriptions. Posts
that lacked clear information about the nationality or location of the users were excluded from the
sample. Additionally, advertisements and repetitive content that were shared from multiple accounts
were also removed from the corpus, as such posts are more likely to represent institutional opinions
and views rather than individual epistemic stances. Some posts and replies were inaccessible as they

were written from private or restricted accounts.

3.2 Analytical Framework

As it was mentioned before, the research employed Marin Arrese’ (2011) framework of
epistemic stance markers, which classified stance expressions into five key sub-categories: epistemic
modality (expressions of certainty, probability, or possibility), truth-factual validity (statements
asserting truthfulness and factuality), experiential evidentials (references to personal experience or
perception), cognitive evidentials (references to mental states or knowledge sources) and
communicative evidentials (references to external sources or reported speech). Furthermore, a list of
epistemic stance-related words and phrases was created, based on Marin Arrese’s (2011) framework
of epistemic stance markers. These markers were manually annotated within the dataset, allowing
both quantitative frequency analysis and qualitative discourse examination.

The table below represents epistemic stance markers Marin Aresse (2011) propose for

epistemic stance analysis.
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Table 2. Marin Arrese’s (2011) framework of epistemic stance markers (p. 206)

Subcategory Explanation Examples

Epistemic modality Epistemic modals; high certainty or necessity (must,
Adverbs, predicative adjs. and cannot, certainly, ...)
nominals medium certainty or probability

(will, would, should, probably, ...)
low certainty or possibility (may,
could, perhaps, ...)

Truth-Factual Validity Personal and Impersonal predicates | I am confident that ...
expressing factive or affective The truth is..., The fact is...
meanings; Adverbs, predicative In my judgement...
adjs. and nominals Frankly....

Experiential Evidentiality Personal predicates of perceptual or | We have seen..., We have
mental observation; Adverbs, experienced...What is perfectly
predicative adjs. and nominals clear....

It is evident..., It was obvious...
Obviously..., Clearly....

Cognitive Evidentiality Personal predicates of mental state; | 7 think..., I have concluded...
Adverbs, predicative adjs. and We all know..., We have learned...
nominals That means..., Presumably....

Communicative Evidentiality Personal predicates of Isay to you ..., I said...
communication and verbal That suggests..., That implies....
interaction

Ukrainian users tended to write longer posts on this subject due to the direct personal and
national importance of the topic. A normalization process of the data was implemented to ensure a
valid comparison between American and Ukrainian users. Raw frequency counts were converted into
normalized frequencies per 1,000 words to account for variations in text lengths. This step was
essential in order to avoid potential biases in statistical representation and to ensure a balanced analysis
of epistemic stance marker usage.

The data was coded as Epistemic modality: certainty (EP: CERT), probability (EP: PROB),
possibility (EP: POSS), impossibility (EP: IMPOSS) and necessity (EP: NEC), Truth-Factual Validity
(TF), Experiential Evidentiality (EE), Cognitive Evidentiality (CE), and Communicative Evidentiality
(ComE).

4. Results and Discussion

Two datasets with 30 posts each, the American (US) corpus and Ukrainian (UA) corpus were
compiled and analyzed for epistemic stance strategies that American and Ukrainian users apply in
their social media writings. The data was coded as Epistemic modality: Certainty, Probability,
Possibility, Impossibility, and Necessity (EP: CERT, PROB, POSS, IMPOSS, and NEC), Truth-
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Factual Validity (TF), Experiential Evidentiality (EE), Cognitive Evidentiality (CE), and
Communicative Evidentiality (ComE). The findings were grouped into three themes: American users’
stance strategies, Ukrainian users’ stance strategies, and a comparison of American and Ukrainian

perspectives.

4.1 Distribution of American users’ stance strategies

The table below represents the frequency of use of epistemic stance markers by American
users. Frequency is normalized to 1,000 words. It is crucial to highlight that there were no instances
of truth-factual validity markers identified in the US corpus.

Table 3. The frequencies of epistemic stance markers of American users in social media posts

Codes Raw frequency NF (1000)

TF 0 0
EP-CERT 25 4.1
EP-PROB 19 3.1
EP-POSS 16 2.6
EP-IMPOSS 0 0
EP-NEC 0 0
EE 9 15
CE 16 2.6
ComE 93 15.2
Total 178 29

The analysis showed the tendencies in Americans’ epistemic stance usage choices and
perceptions. To begin with, Americans used epistemic modality markers in their posts often, 9.8
occurrences per 1,000 words; the posts included epistemic modality markers, expressing certainty,
probability, and possibility. It is important to highlight that there were no instances of impossibility
and necessity markers identified in the US corpus. Americans showed the most frequent display of
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certainty, 4.1 occurrences per 1,000 words. American users proved to choose high certainty markers
to show their assurance of Ukrainian immigrants’ background, Russian-UKkrainian war events, and

future predictions of their destiny:

(1) Sure, Ukrainian refugees grew up in a semi-western environment (US Post 6).
(2) Ukrainians will become ‘illegal immigrants overnight’ (US Post 24).
(3) Russian artillery rate of fire will increase and they will start counterattacking (US Post 30).
(4) One thing is clear, Russian commanders were taken completely off-guard by the size and
success of Ukraine's offensive (US Post 30).
Americans also included probability markers in their posts, 3.1 occurrences per 1,000 words,

to discuss Ukrainian immigrants’ hypothetical current state of affairs in the host countries:

(5) You would think that Ukrainians, due to the war, would have a very good basis to claim asylum
(US Post 3).

Besides, they acknowledged probable ways the legislation in the USA could be developed by

including probability markers that expressed that there were different potential scenarios:

(6) Even in light of the likelihood of losing their immigration status, they are still so kind and
generous to the girls (US Post 16).

(7) Migrants stripped of their parole status would then likely face fast-track deportation
proceedings (US Post 24).

(8) The Trump administration said last month it was carrying out the “largest deportation
operation” in U.S. history, as Trump repeatedly said he would push for all migrants accused
of crimes to be deported (US Post 28).

Given the current political state in the country and the views expressed by the current administration
on issues related to immigration, even though American people, in general, keep supporting Ukraine,
they start wondering about Ukrainian immigrants’ rights in the US. In the same manner, American
users share their concerns and fears about the upcoming changes in their country for their non-

American fellows and themselves.

In addition to probability markers, Americans illustrated quite frequent use of possibility
markers, 2.6 occurrences per 1,000 words. Some users utilized possibility markers while speculating

about the one responsible for an excessive number of Ukrainian immigrants in the US:

(9) The Office of Refugee Resettlement confirms humanitarian parolees may also be eligible for
assistance through existing programs (US Post 1).
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Americans also used the possibility markers in their propositions to foreign governments as well as

reflections on potential changes in migration discourse, depending on their current actions:

(10) Maybe they could consider just opening the border and letting refugees through without
checking passports (US Post 15).

(12) Important piece from @nicohaeringer arguing that our solidarity with Ukrainian refugees
might be setting a new template for thinking about refugees in general (US Post 20).

(12) The move, which could be rolled out as soon as April, would reverse the welcome Ukrainians

received under President Joe Biden’s administration during Russia’s 2022 invasion of the
country (US Post 24).

American users highlighted positive and negative outcomes in the migration crisis for themselves and
immigrants based on their current actions performed by the governments, political parties, and the

public.

Besides epistemic modality markers, Americans predominantly applied different evidential
markers in order to support their claims. The most frequently used ones were communicative
evidential markers, 15.2 occurrences per 1,000 words, which Americans included in their posts by
referring to external credible sources to support their statements. For example, Americans referred to
the rules of different countries or political entities and official statistics:

(13) Moldovan border guards plan to cooperate with Ukrainian authorities to catch evaders who
are trying to escape Ukraine through the Transnistrian region, said Moldovan Interior
Minister Adrian Efros (US Post 4).

(14) The planned rollback of protections for Ukrainians was underway before Trump’s public row
with Volodymyr Zelensky last week, Reuters reported, citing a senior Trump official and three
sources familiar with the matter (US Post 24).

Unlike these examples, some online claims regarding the new laws concerning Ukrainian immigrants

were based on individuals’ experiences:

(15) Ukrainian men do not want to defend the corrupt Kiev government and are fleeing the country,
seeing it as a "prison”, German television channel NTV reported, citing illegal Ukrainian
immigrants (US Post 12).

(16) "The closure of the border has turned Ukraine into a prison for men,” said one of those
interviewed by the channel, 23-year-old Bogdan Khorolsky (US Post 12).

(17) Some Ukrainians escaped to Estonia. They told us their stories (US Post 17).

The following examples represented communicational markers that Americans used to refer to

ordinary people’s words/experiences rather than news sources or official institutions.

20



Moreover, American users’ posts contained cognitive evidential markers, 2.6 occurrences per
1,000 words. Some of the American users resorted to cognitive evidential markers, expressing their

opinions, mental processing, or their inability to comprehend information shared online:

(18) I say deport them ALL! (US Post 8)
(19) I really don't understand this (US Post 13).
(20) I know - not how it is done, but these are EXTRAORDINARY times (US Post 15).

Additionally, American users also included cognitive evidential markers in their posts when referring
to common knowledge and beliefs most people share about Ukrainian refugees in contrast to refugees

from other countries:

(21) You would think that Ukrainians, due to the war, would have a very good basis to claim asylum
(US Post 3)

(22) Once again we are reminded of the double standards and the hypocrisy of the West in
welcoming Ukrainian refugees safely while assaulting, deporting and turning away those
escaping conflict, violence and starvation from Central America and Africa (US Post 7).

By using cognitive evidential markers, Americans expressed their opinions and awareness of the

situation regarding Ukrainian immigrants in the US.

American users also consistently employed experiential evidential markers to share the
information and knowledge that came from their daily lives, 1.5 occurrences per 1,000 words. Both
supportive statements, as well as attacking ones, included these markers based on users’ positive and
negative experiences or lack of experience with Ukrainian immigrants. Some usages of experiential

evidential markers were rather generalized instead of referring to specific episodes from their life:

(23) When | saw Ukrainian refugees, my heart broke (US Post 2).

(24) I hear many stories about Ukrainian refugees acting very entitled and aggressive in their host
countries (US Post 8).

(25) I have come to know many beautiful Ukrainian immigrants to USA recently (US Post 14).

While some American users shared their opinions based on the concrete experiences of their
interaction with Ukrainian immigrants, others kept experiential markers other users included, referring

to their conclusions;

(26) ‘Obviously, everyone is trying to save their lives, and for the most part people who cross state
borders illegally are men between the ages of 18 and 60, he said (US Post 4)

(27) Tomi wrote, There are reports and visually confirmed footage of Ukrainian troops in
Belgorod region. Town of Poroz is under Ukrainian control. Russian forces still seem to be in
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total chaos’ (US Post 30).

Based on the corpora data, users who used less specific experiential evidential markers seemed to
have a negative experience or none at all, while users who employed more specific experiential

markers seemed to have neutral or positive experiences with Ukrainian immigrants in the USA.

4.2 Distribution of Ukrainian users’ stance strategies

The table below represents the frequency of Ukrainian users’ use of epistemic stance markers.
Frequency is normalized to 1,000 words. Unlike American users, Ukrainian users demonstrated a few

instances of truth-factual validity, impossibility, and necessity in their posts.

Table 4. The frequencies of epistemic stance markers of Ukrainian users in social media posts

Codes Raw frequency NF (1000)

TF 1 0.2
EP-CERT 16 3.2
EP-PROB 7 1.4
EP-POSS 21 4.2
EP-IMPOSS 4 0.8
EP-NEC 1 0.2
EE 7 1.4
CE 23 4.6
ComE 46 9.1
Total 126 25

While American users included communicative evidential markers the most frequently in their
posts, Ukrainian users most frequently resorted to epistemic modality markers, 9.8 occurrences per
1,000 words, expressing certainty, probability, possibility, necessity, and impossibility. Ukrainians
most frequently displayed possibility markers, 4.2 occurrences per 1,000 words. They included

possibility markers in their posts regarding the official procedures of law-making in host countries,
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such as the US and Spain, questioning their legal status as immigrants and thinking of potential

consequences for some Ukrainian immigrants:

(28) Haubinvwe e 3a ceoe matibymue ¢ CIIA, ykpainyi nepeiimaomvcs y 6UnaoKy nepemou
Tpamna, momy wo mooi MOMCAUBA OiNbUWL HCOPCMKA MicpayillHa NONIMUKA, KA MOXMCe
nocmasumu nio 3a2po3y mumuacosuil cmamyc ykpainyis [Most of all, Ukrainians are worried
about their future in the USA if Trump wins because then a stricter migration policy might be
introduced, which could jeopardize the temporary status of Ukrainians] (UA Post 7).

(29) Mosce mooi oexmo byoe yinysamu me o pooasime OJist HAC MUPHI KPAIHU, MOMCE MOOL 0exmo
npospie [Perhaps then some people will appreciate what peaceful countries are doing for us,
perhaps then some people will see the light] (UA Post 27).

Ukrainian users also used possibility markers in their posts to explain their thoughts on potential

scenarios for Ukrainians abroad and in Ukraine:

(30) OcrosHoto memoro 3ax00y 6y10 062080pumu, AK YKPAIHYI MONCYMb SUKOPUCIAMU C8ill
00c¢6i0 scummsi | pobomu y €gponi y maubymuitl nicisa6ocnuil 6i0oyoosi Ykpainu [The main
goal of the event was to discuss how Ukrainians could use their experience of living and
working in Europe in the future post-war reconstruction of Ukraine] (UA Post 15).

(31) Ilpumimno, wo ykpaincoki micpanmu MOMCYmMb cmamu pynopom YKpainu na miscnapooHii
apeni [Itis notable that Ukrainian migrants might become Ukraine's voice in the international
arena] (UA Post 23).

It follows that Ukrainian users mostly used possibility markers to express their opinions on potential
outcomes of current and future situations for Ukrainian immigrants.

Correspondingly, Ukrainian users demonstrated confidence in their statements regarding the
Ukrainian people, their present, and future by including high certainty markers in their writings, 3.2

occurrences per 1,000 words:

(32) Vkpaincoki bixcenyi nosunni 6y0yme niomeepoumu ceoe nepedysanns ¢ Ionvwyi [UKrainian
refugees will have to confirm their stay in Poland] (UA Post 4).

(33) 3nanmns ma oocsio, 3006ymi HuMmu 3a KOPOOHOM, GYOYMb KOPUCHUMU OJIsL BIOHOBIeHHs YKpaitu
[The knowledge and experience they have gained abroad will be useful for Ukraine's recovery]
(UA Post 23)

Simultaneously, the Ukrainian data highlighted that Ukrainian users shared their fears as immigrants

t All translations from Ukrainian into English here and further in the paper are made by the author.
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in the US based on the outcome of the presidential election and Trump's negative attitudes towards

immigrants with the help of certainty markers just as with possibility markers:

(34) 5 nucmonaoa CILA obuparoms H08020 npe3udenma, ujo SUKIUKAE HeaOUsKI O4IKY8aAHHSL ceped
VKPAIHCbKUX OIdiceHyis, momy wo maudymuiil nioep Kpainu 0Oe3nocepeoHb0 6MJIUHE Hd
npocpamu, uepes siki ykpainyi npuixaiu ¢ CLIIA [On November 5, the United States elects a
new president, which raises high expectations among Ukrainian refugees, as the country's
future leader will directly affect the programs that brought Ukrainians to the United States]
(UA Post 7)

Ukrainians use certainty markers in order to discuss the issues Ukrainian immigrants encounter abroad
and reflect Ukrainian immigrants’ future in host countries, highlighting the significance of social
media in shaping public perceptions as most people get their updates on Ukrainian immigrants as well
as other topics online.

Apart from certainty markers, Ukrainians resorted to using probability markers in their
writings regarding Ukrainian immigrants: 1.4 occurrences per 1,000 words. They used probability
markers to discuss the potential scenarios for Ukrainian refugees in host countries, influence of
Ukrainian immigrants in the developments of their host countries, and predict the ensuing outcomes:

(35) B moti orce uac, excnepmu esadicaroms, wo y eunaoky nepemoeu I appic, 6yoe npooosicena
yunna noarimuka wooo miepanmis [At the same time, experts believe that if Harris wins, the
current policy towards migrants will be extended] (UA Post 7)

(36) Oxpim moeo, ykpainceki micpanmu Marme GUCOKUL Pi6eHb OCeimu ma Keauipikayii, wo
MOIHCE CIMUMYIIO8AMU eKOHOMIYHe 3pocmanHs 6 nputimaiouux kpainax [In addition, Ukrainian
immigrants have a high level of education and qualifications, which might stimulate economic
growth in host countries] (UA Post 23).

By using probability markers, Ukrainians expressed their thoughts on matters that they were uncertain
aboult.

The least employed epistemic modality markers by Ukrainian users in the corpora were
necessity, 0.8 occurrences per 1,000 words, and impossibility markers, 0.2 occurrences per 1,000
words. Ukrainians included impossibility markers in their posts to state what should not be done in

relation to Ukrainian immigrants:

(37) 36uuatino, bixcenyie 3 Vrpainu He MoOMCHA po3ensioamu auule 3 MOYKU 30pY MO20 6HECKY,
saKutl 6onu pobsame 6 wecoky exonomiky [Of course, refugees from Ukraine cannot be viewed
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only in terms of the contribution they make to the Czech economy] (UA Post 16).

By using necessity markers, Ukrainian users not only underlined the importance of actions in the

present moment but also their relation to consequences in the future:

(38) Bapmo 3a3nauumu, wo 3 KOJ*CHUM KEAPMALOM BUMPAMU HA OePHCABHY NIOMPUMKY VKPAIHYIE
naoaroms, a 00xo0u 6i0 ixuvoi distbrocmi 3pocmaioms [It IS important to note that every
quarter the costs of state support for Ukrainians are falling, while revenues from their
activities are growing] (UA Post 16)

As is evident, Ukrainians use necessity and impossibility markers to charge their statements with the
urgency of relevant matters.

Furthermore, Ukrainian users resorted to different evidential markers to support their
statements. The most frequently used ones were communicative evidential markers, 9.1 occurrences
per 1,000 words. Some Ukrainian users shared official statistics of different institutions of host

countries related to Ukrainian immigrants and their life abroad:

(39) 3a oanumu oocnionuyvkoi komnanii, cepeons eapmicmo openou dxcumia ¢ Kanaoi sa pik
spocna na 11% 0o pexoponux 2149 kanaocvrux donapie [According to a research company,
the average cost of renting a home in Canada increased by 11% over the year to a record
2149 Canadian dollars] (UA Post 3).

(40) Ananimuxu CenEA onyonixysanu 3eim, 32iono 3 skum ykpainyie y Ionvwi menuie, Hidic
ceiouams oghiyiuni dani [CenEA analysts published a report showing that there are fewer
Ukrainians in Poland than official data indicate] (UA Post 4).

(41) Jocnionuyvruii incmumym STEM 3’acyeas, wo 55% uexie eucmynaroms 3a npooosixicenHs.
0038011y Ha nepedysants 6 Kpaini ykpaincokux discenyie (npomu —16%) [The STEM Research
Institute has found that 55% of Czechs are in favor of extending the residence permit for
Ukrainian refugees (16% are against)] (UA Post 16)

Such information could be extremely helpful and relevant for those Ukrainians who live abroad, which
is why Ukrainians share the message, referring to credible sources. Moreover, Ukrainians referred to
different political figures, and researchers, and discussed the effect of their statements on Ukrainian

immigrants:

(42) Hopienano 3 konuwHimu npumoxamu oOixcenyie 0o Himeuwunu ykpainyi maromes cymmeei
siominnocmi, 3aznauuna Caoine l{unn i3 Hineyvkozo incmumymy eKoHOMIUHUX O0CTIONCEHb
(DIW) y bepaini [Compared to previous refugee inflows to Germany, Ukrainians have
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significant differences, said Sabine Zinn of the German Institute for Economic Research (DIW)
in Berlin] (UA Post 12)

(43) Hewooasno, 3enencokuil 3aa6ue, wo 3axo0y «NOIMUYHO ULIOHOY He NPayiolouux OidiceHyie
sionpaenisamu 0000My, a He eumpayamu Ha Hux cpowi [Recently, Zelenskyy stated that it is
“politically advantageous” for the West to send unemployed refugees home rather than spend
money on them] (UA Post 22).

This example illustrates that by using communicative evidential markers in their posts on social media,

Ukrainian users demonstrated their will to present reliable information from credible sources.
Ukrainian users also frequently used cognitive evidential markers, with 4.6 occurrences per

1,000 words. Some of the Ukrainian users resorted to cognitive evidential markers, referring to their

and others’ observations, reasoning, and expectations:

(44) Ha oymky aemopie 36imy, ye cynepeuums danum 36imy HBII, 32i0n0 3 SKkum cmanom Ha
aunens 2024 poxy 10% odgiyitino npayrosanu, a 19% wykamu pobomy [The authors of the
report believe that this contradicts the NBP report, according to which 70% were officially
employed and 19% were looking for work as of July 2024] (UA Post 4).

(45) B moti sice uac, excnepmu 88axcaroms, wo y sunaoxy nepemozu I appic, 6yoe npodoeicena
yunna nonimuka wooo miepanmis [At the same time, experts believe that if Harris wins, the
current policy towards migrants will continue] (UA Post 7).

Besides sharing their reasoning and expectations with their audiences, Ukrainian users also expressed
their opinions based on internal certainty, using cognitive evidential markers that presented something

as known:

(46) A mouno 3naro pyku pycocosopsauux 6 kposu 6 dpegpuu unu Yrpaunsr... [I know for sure the
hands of Russian-speaking people in blood in Erefia or Ukraine...] (UA post 11).

(47) 3posyminoe, wo Kuiecvka Kika He MOJiCe HINO20 3aNpPONOHY8AMU GIXHCEHYSIM, OKPIM 51K 6Mepmu
3a poskiw onieapxie [1t is clear that the Kyiv clique has nothing to offer refugees except to die
for the oligarchs' luxury] (UA post 22).

Such cognitive evidential markers of knowledge helped Ukrainian users to raise attention to their
statements on social media.

Furthermore, Ukrainian users also employed experiential evidential markers to share the
knowledge that came from their experience, 1.4 occurrences per 1,000 words. Ukrainians used
experiential evidential markers while referring to their impressions of Ukrainian people/immigrants

that they discovered:
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(48) Panmom 3'acyeanoce, wo Oesiki saxcaromv, wo 6Ci YKpaincbki miepanmu ¢ Himeuuuni
ompumysanu uu ompumyoms coyianrviy oonomo2y [It turned out that some people believe
that all Ukrainian migrants in Germany have received or are receiving social assistance] (UA
Post 19).

Examples from life helped Ukrainian users to show an accurate and nuanced representation of the
experiences of Ukrainian people/immigrants. In addition, Ukrainians implied their subjective

perceptions based on personal or group experience:

(49) A, 36unuainno, mosicy nomunamucs, aie meti 30acmucs, wjo cnpasa He 6 bopwax.” [Obviously,
| could be wrong, but it seems to me that it's not about borscht] (UA Post 29).

Using such markers, Ukrainians conveyed narratives of individuals directly experiencing the recent
events caused by the Russian-Ukrainian war, presenting them to online audiences through a lens of
subjective perspectives

Thus, in contrast to American users, who did not exhibit truth-factual validity markers in their
posts on Ukrainian immigrants, the analysis identified a truth-factual validity marker used by
Ukrainians, 0.2 occurrences per 1,000 words. For instance, Ukrainians resorted to truth-factual
validity markers when discussing the relevant issues Ukrainian immigrants face and will face due to

the war:

(50) Im cnpasodi enacnioox sitinu HEMA KV BEPTATUCH [They truly have nowhere to go
back to as a result of the war] (UA Post 26).

As we can see, Ukrainians use social media to share their awareness of Ukrainian immigrants’

realities.

4.3 Comparison of American and Ukrainian perspectives

The table below represents the normalized frequencies of American and Ukrainian users’

epistemic stance markers’ use to 1,000 words.

27



Table 5. The frequencies of epistemic stance markers of American and Ukrainian users

Codes US NF (1,000) UA NF (1000)
TF (Truth-factual validity) 0 0.2
EP-CERT (Epistemic certainty) 4.1 3.2
EP-PROB (Epistemic probability) 3.1 1.4
EP-POSS (Epistemic possibility) 2.6 4.2
EP-IMPOSS (Epistemic impossibility) 0 0.8
EP-NEC (Epistemic necessity) 0 0.2
EE (Experiential evidential) 1.5 1.4
CE (Cognitive evidential) 2.6 4.6
ComE (Communicative evidential) 15.2 9.1
Total 29 25

To ensure a valid comparison between American and Ukrainian users, raw frequency counts
were converted into normalized frequencies per 1,000 words. The normalization process helped to
identify the similarities and differences in Americans and Ukrainians’ epistemic stance markers
choices in their social media posts. In addition, based on the existing literature and the research results
of epistemic stance strategies in migration discourse found in social media posts written by American
and Ukrainian users, this chapter discusses the influence of stancetaking on public perception, cultural
narratives, and societal identities reflected in the stance.

The literature review showed that public perception of refugees is shaped by stancetaking
strategies to influence societies to view migration as a collective responsibility or an external issue
(Marin-Arrese, 2011). It also proved that the emotion of fear minimizes epistemic commitment to the
point that it is beneficial when making claims, using wording like it seems and some claim, but not
making valid assertive claims (Carretero, 2023; Englebretson, 2007). As depicted in Table 5,
American users tended to include epistemic stance markers slightly more often than Ukrainian users,
29 and 25 occurrences per 1,000 words. While American users employed communicative evidential
markers the most frequently, 15.2 occurrences per 1,000 words, Ukrainian users used the epistemic
modality markers the most, resulting in a normalized frequency of 9.8 instances per 1,000 words.
American users included communicative evidential markers the most in their posts, which helped
them to deliver the information credibly as outsiders by referring to external sources. Based on the
gathered data from social media posts, US and UA corpora, it is evident that American users most
frequently resort to communicative evidential markers to support their claims, build the trust of the

audience, and influence other people’s opinions. Some of the communicative evidential markers that
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were found in the US corpus are the following: our sources are (US Post 1), Moldova has announced
that (US Post 4), NTV reported (US Post 12), an important piece from (US Post 20), citing a senior
Trump official (US Post 24), etc. At the same time, Ukrainian users most constantly resorted to
epistemic modality markers due to the direct relevance and importance of the matters discussed online,
which influenced them to express their subjective, uncertain, and evaluative opinions more than
referring to sources of knowledge. Ukrainian users have been proven to resort to epistemic modality
markers more often, displaying their fear, doubt, hope, and confidence in order to influence their
audience to relate to their statements. Ukrainians more often relied on epistemic possibility markers
such as moarce [might] (UA Post 4, 7, 25, 27), moorcnusa(-0) [is possible] (UA Post 7, 29); high
certainty markers: 6yoymes [will] (UA Post 4, 8, 24), mouno [for sure] (UA Post 4, 11, 12); and
probability markers: mooice [can] (UA Post 7, 15), nanesno [perhaps] (UA Post 30).

Slightly less commonly American users integrated epistemic modality markers in their social
media writings to discuss more and less likely potential scenarios for Ukrainian refugees and
themselves, leading to a normalized frequency of 9.8 instances per 1,000 words. Some of the epistemic
modality markers that were found in the US corpus are the following: certainty markers: will (US Post
4, 6, 18, 24), sure (US Post 6); probability markers: would (US Post 3, 24, 27), maybe (US Post 15);
and possibility markers: may (US Post 1), could (US Post 15), might (US Post 20). At the same time,
Ukrainians used the communicative evidential markers slightly less frequently than they used
epistemic modality markers to support their propositions, generating 9.1 instances per 1,000 words:
nuuyms ceimosi 3MI [global media states] (UA Post 3), niomeeposcyioms [confirm] (UA Post 4),
nosioomnse [announces] (UA Post 9). The results did not show any significant difference in American
and Ukrainians’ epistemic modality and communicative evidential markers usage. This proved that
both American and Ukrainian users delivered information about some situations and news among
their followers and other online users by referring to external sources and supporting their claims with
their subjective, uncertain, and evaluative opinions due to different experiences, knowledge, and
beliefs.

In addition, the results showed a notable difference in frequencies of epistemic modality
markers usage by American and Ukrainian users. While American users included high certainty
markers the most, 4.1 occurrences per 1,000 words, followed by probability markers, 3.1 occurrences
per 1,000 words, Ukrainian users’ posts presented possibility markers the most often, 4.2 occurrences

per 1,000 words, followed by high certainty markers, 3.2 occurrences per 1,000 words. American
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users included certainty markers to demonstrate their confidence about Ukrainian immigrants’ future
and their awareness of potential scenarios. Ukrainian users confirmed to be less confident in their
claims on their current and future lives by mostly using possibility markers in their predictions. They
covered various possible ways in which Ukrainian, as well as American people's lives, could be
changed/affected nowadays or in the near future. Results showed that only Ukrainian users included
impossibility and necessity markers in their posts. American users’ posts included no instances of
necessity or impossibility markers’ use. Such results supported the claim that Ukrainian users
expressed their ideas and propositions more dramatically and radically than American users, as the
matters discussed in the posts are less relevant/connected to American users.

Moreover, the results highlighted diverse evidential markers usage tendencies in social media
posts, written by American and Ukrainian users. As mentioned earlier, both American and Ukrainian
users most regularly included communicative evidential markers in their posts, 15.2 and 9.1
occurrences per 1,000 words, followed by cognitive evidential markers, 2.6 and 4.6 occurrences per
1,000 words. Marin-Arrese (2011) highlighted the cognitive as well as pragmatic functions of the
epistemic stance, which indicates the strength of belief rather than intentions to act. Both American
and Ukrainian users have been proven to include cognitive evidential markers in their posts to express
their thoughts, beliefs, and opinions. American users included such cognitive evidential markers in
their social media posts as think/don 't think (US Post 3, 21, 22), say (US Post 8), don 't understand
(US Post 13), know (US Post 15). Meanwhile, Ukrainian users chose the following: eadaro, wo/
seadicaioms, wo [think that] (UA Post 6, 7, 19, 21), na oymky [according to one’s opinion] (UA Post
4), suaro [know] (UA Post 11), yesioommoroms [realize] (UA Post 16), ne suato [don’t know] (UA
Post 25). Both American and Ukrainian representatives resorted to cognitive evidential markers to
add their opinions/perspectives based on their social and cultural backgrounds to the factual
information they presented.

Less often Americans and Ukrainians used experiential evidential markers, 1.5 and 1.4
occurrences per 1,000 words. As Ajana (2024) noted, Western media tends to differentiate between
Ukrainian and Middle Eastern refugees, reinstating a selective epistemic legitimacy and seeing
migration as an international responsibility. Unlike Western humanitarianism, Ukrainian discourse,
like most Eastern European discourses, views migration as a significant matter of national
independence and regional security and conceptualizes it through historical and cultural contexts

(Hendl et al., 2024; Marin Arrese, 2021b). The research of American and Ukrainian posts in social
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media showed that both groups tend to include experiential evidential markers in their posts to share
their first-hand experience on the ongoing matters that involve Ukrainian immigrants and establish
their national identities. The US corpus showed that American users included such experiential
evidential markers as saw/ have seen (US Post 2, 30), obviously (US Post 7, 26), hear (US Post 8),
while the UA corpus demonstrated that Ukrainian users resort to the following experiential evidential
markers: sussunocs/ 3'sacysanoce [turned out] (UA Post 2, 3, 19), ssuuaiino [obviously/of course] (UA
Post 16, 29), no6auus [saw] (UA Post 29). Both groups convey the characteristics of their national
identities to join the discussion of Ukrainian immigrants on social media.

Both American and Ukrainian users tended to refer to external sources rather than their internal
mental processes and beliefs, and even less to their own experiences, which shows the common
tendencies among online users to refer to external credible sources rather than to cognitive individuals’
processes or personal experiences. Both American and Ukrainian users’ posts included different types
of evidential markers to support their claims and agendas: presenting information from credible
sources, appealing to the emotions of their audiences, sharing stories from their personal lives, etc. It
is also important to mention that both the US and the UA corpora did not display a high number of
instances of truth-factual validity markers. This could be explained by the fact that for both American
and Ukrainian people, the Ukrainian migrant crisis became a personally significant matter, which

prevented them from presenting their claims neutrally without applying their epistemic positioning.

5. Conclusion

To conclude, both American and Ukrainian groups proved to include a high number of
epistemic stance markers in their social media posts on the ongoing discussion on Ukrainian
immigrants. Overall frequencies of American and Ukrainian users’ epistemic stance markers did not
differ, 25 and 29 occurrences per 1,000 words, however, there were differences in the subcategories.
Furthermore, the US and UA corpora demonstrated the highest frequency of epistemic modality
markers and communicative evidential markers, followed by cognitive and experiential evidential
markers in social media posts on Ukrainian immigrants. The study showed that while Americans
resorted to certainty markers the most in their posts, Ukrainians more often included possibility
markers. This highlights the differences in American and Ukrainian users’ epistemic commitment to
their claims regarding Ukrainian immigrants on social media. Such epistemic stancetaking of both

groups added American and Ukrainian online users’ perspectives to the global migration discourse
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and proved that social media users, as well as traditional media, frequently use epistemic positioning
and evidential markers in their narratives in an attempt to shape public perception of Ukrainian
immigrants.

Americans and Ukrainians’ stancetaking in their posts on Ukrainian immigrants was mostly
influenced by their cultural backgrounds and national identities. Ideological, cultural, and political
discourses proved to play a significant role in the users’ epistemic positioning choices, influencing
the various tendencies in epistemic stancetaking of the representatives of different cultures and beliefs.
Due to social media's growing influence in shaping public opinions and beliefs, it is more accessible
for people to read and find news on social media rather than on traditional media. Besides its
accessibility, social media serves as a safe/open space for diverse discussions within various
discourses, as social media users are less limited in their freedom of expression and less censored
compared to traditional media authors. In addition to a proposition of how this study contributes to
stancetaking research within migration discourse, this chapter indicates the limitations of research as
well as further research recommendations.

Several limitations have been identified throughout the research process while collecting and
analyzing the data. The lack of access to posts and replies written from private or restricted accounts
was one of the limitations, which narrowed the study to only publicly available posts and replies.
Another limitation was the social media algorithm that affects what type of content is visible to the
users. The content varies for each user based on their online activity. Social media algorithms could
potentially influence the representativeness of the corpus, as users have to register and log in to search
for posts on both Facebook and X, which makes their search personalized. The next limitation
appeared while manually verifying users’ nationalities as some users restricted or provided incomplete
information about their origin, which could also affect the accuracy of the results. Social media
discourse often involves informal language such as slang, emojis, abbreviations, and hashtags,
complicating the interpretation of the epistemic stance markers. While some stance expressions were
marked explicitly by lexical choices, there were also implicitly marked expressions found in the
corpus that were harder to identify. Thus, some instances of epistemic modality markers researched
and presented in the study were difficult to categorize.

Just a few longitudinal studies follow the evolution of epistemic stance to evaluate the long-
term changes in migration narratives (Sinclair et al. 2024). Different cultural groups’ evolution of

epistemic stancetaking in migration discourse should be reflected in future research that considers
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how epistemic positioning shifts across languages, platforms, and historical contexts and composes
migration discourse analysis. Besides, Ukrainian users often present their thoughts and information
on social media in Russian and English in addition to Ukrainian. This might be because some
Ukrainians come from the Russian-speaking regions and find it challenging to express their thoughts
in Ukrainian. Other Ukrainians write their posts in English as a universal language to share valuable
information, which might be unfamiliar to global communities outside of Ukraine. American users,
who speak languages other than English might also write their posts, which include epistemic
positioning, in other languages. A bigger comparison study of American and Ukrainian epistemic
stancetaking on social media that includes not only English and Ukrainian languages could be

implemented in the future to provide a broader understanding of their stance positioning.
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Summary in Lithuanian

Dél Rusijos ir Ukrainos karo daugelis ukrainieciy persikélé i priimancigsias Salis, daugiausia
i Europa ir JAV. Dél to internete émé gauséti socialiniy tinkly jrady apie Ukrainos imigrantus. Siame
tyrime lyginamas amerikieCiy ir ukrainiecCiy episteminis pozicionavimas jy jrasuose apie Ukrainos
imigrantus, sudarant JAV ir UA tekstynus i§ amerikieCiy ir ukrainie¢iy socialiniy tinkly ,,X* (buves
,» I witter”) ir ,,Facebook* jrasy. Darbo tikslas — istirti, kokus epistemiskumo zymiklius dazniausiai
vartojama amerikieciai ir ukrainie¢iai internete vykstanciose diskusijose apie Ukrainos imigrantus,
nustatyti tarpkalbines vartosenos tendencijas ir jas nulemencius faktorius ir taip prisidéti prie
stancetaking autoriauspozitirio raiSkos (angl. stancetaking) tyrimy migracijos diskurse.

Tyrime taikomi kiekybiniai ir kokybiniai metodai, siekiant atskleisti, kaip Sios dvi
nacionalinés ir kultiirinés grupés reiskia savo episteminj pozicionavima kalbédamos apie Ukrainos
imigrantus internete. Analizei taip pat taikomas Marin Arrese (2011) episteminio pozicionavimo
zymikliy modelis, pagal kurj duomenyse rasti raiSkos budai klasifikuojami j penkias pagrindines
kategorijas: episteminis modalumas (tikrumo, tikimybés ar galimybés raiska), tiesos/fakty
pagrjstumas, eksperiencinis evidencialumas, kognityvinis ir komunikacinis evidencialumas.

Rezultatai parodé, kad nors abi grupés daznai naudoja episteminio modalumo bei
komunikacinius evidencialumo zymiklius savo internetiniuose jraSuose, amerikie¢iai dazniau linke
jitraukti komunikacinius evidencialus tam, kad pagrjsty savo teiginius. Toks episteminiy zymikliy
vartojimas socialiniuose tinkluose abiejy grupiy atstovy jrasuose atskleidzia visuomenés pozitrj j
Ukrainos imigrantus. Tyrimo duomenys neatskleidé reikSmingy skirtumy tarp amerikieciy ir
ukrainie¢iy kognityviniy ir eksperienciniy evidencialumo zymikliy vartosenos daznio — abi grupés
jtraukia Siuos zymiklius iSreik§damos savo jsitikinimus apie Ukrainos pabégélius ir su jais susijusius
klausimus.Reikia pastebéti, kad abiejuose tekstynuose buvo nustatytas nedidelis tiesos/fakty
pagristumo zymikliy skaiCius, o tai rodo, kad abiem grupéms sunku pateikti informacija apie Ukrainos

imigrantus neutraliai, nepridedant savo episteminio vertinimo.

Raktiniai ZodZiai: episteminis autoriaus poziiris, episteminio autoriaus pozitirio raiskos strategijos,

migracijos diskursas, socialiniy tinkly diskursas, angly kalba, ukrainieciy kalba
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Appendix 1 (US Corpus)

1. Send this to everyone before they vote

Hundreds Of Thousands of Ukraine ‘Refugees’ Claiming American Social Security Benefits

“Our viewers asked us to verify — we can verify it's true.”

Kamala Harris Admin “Has made it legal for Ukrainian immigrants to get SSI checks”

DHS Estimates (Communicative evidentials) 537,000 Ukraine ‘Refugees’ Have Entered America
“Our sources are (Communicative evidentials) the Social Security Administration, the Office of
Refugee Resettlement, the Uniting for Ukraine program, and immigration lawyer Charles Cook”
“The Office of Refugee Resettlement confirms (Communicative evidentials) humanitarian parolees
may (Epistemic modality: possibility) also be eligible for assistance through existing programs”
They’re getting social security, health care, food stamps and more. All paid for by US Tac payers
and draining out Social Security.

2. Agreed. Anyone looking at this sees (Cognitive evidentials) the ongoing torture of families in
Gaza by Israel. When | saw (Experiential evidential Ukrainian refugees, my heart broke. Like many,
| begged the world to intervene. And it did. But we can't care about Palestinians? Instead, we
support their torture?

3. Ukrainians are literally dying in the streets.

The war with Russia has transformed their country. Yet, we are not importing millions of Ukrainian
migrants. Why not? You would think (Epistemic modality: probability +Cognitive evidentials) that
Ukrainians, due to the war, would have (Epistemic modality: probability) a very good basis to claim
asylum. But instead, we are importing South Americans, Central Americans, and Africans. That’s
weird.

4. Moldova has announced that (Communicative evidentials) it will (Epistemic modality:
certainty) catch and return ‘illegal Ukrainian migrants’ who are fleeing mobilization.

Moldovan border guards plan to cooperate with Ukrainian authorities to catch evaders who are
trying to escape Ukraine through the Transnistrian region, said (Communicative evidentials)
Moldovan Interior Minister Adrian Efros.

‘Obviously, (Experiential evidential) everyone is trying to save their lives, and for the most part

people who cross state borders illegally are men between the ages of 18 and 60,’ he said

(Communicative evidentials).

5. The group that helped us feed nearly 2,000,000 hungry Ukrainian refugees is now feeding our
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hungry neighbors!

Please give $50 or more if you can and email matthew@outreachprogram.org the date you think
we’ll pack (Epistemic modality: probability) our 50 millionth meal. The winner gets an item of their
choice from each of our Gallery artists. The next 50 donors of $50+ get a free Celtics green T-shirt!
You can donate, sign up to volunteer, connect with us to get free meals for your pantry, and/or
watch and share our Ending Domestic Hunger video (https://youtu.be/0j5e0nkHEQQ) at
EndHungerNE.org!

The more funds we have, the more volunteers we can have, the more hungry New Englanders we
can feed. @theoutreachprogram

6. Sure, (Epistemic modality: certainty) Ukrainian refugees grew up in a semi western environment.
Decent moral compass, applicable work ethic, low cultural abrasion. Assimilation is not difficult
and it doesn’t destroy the ethnic makeup.

Palestinian refugees like their Arab counterparts grew up in a Muslim environment, an environment
that’s anti western, they don’t have a work ethic and the little work ethic they do have is not
applicable and they induce high cultural abrasion through demands of sharia, rape, gang rape,
intimidation, religious overtaking and arson of churches. They also decimate the ethnic makeup of a
European country.

A very stark difference in the quality of refugees and the outcomes they will (Epistemic modality:
certainty) produce. Hope this helps

7. African migrants were brutally assaulted and killed in Spain this week. Central American
migrants were trapped and suffocated to death in a truck in Texas this week as well.

Once again we are reminded (Cognitive evidentials) of the double standards and the hypocrisy of
the West in welcoming Ukrainian refugees safely while assaulting, deporting and turning away
those escaping conflict, violence and starvation from Central America and Africa. #melila
#sanantonio #spain #texas #refugees #migrants

8. | hear (Experiential evidentials) many stories about Ukrainian refugees acting very entitled and
aggressive in their host countries. | say (Cognitive evidentials) deport them ALL!!!!

Why should #Ireland and #lrish People feed ANY PARASITES???? &

9. Over 835,000 refugees have fled Ukraine due to Russia's deadly invasion, says the UN.
(Communicative evidentials)

Nigeria will airlift (Epistemic modality: probability) 1,000+ citizens from neighboring countries.
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Many say (Communicative evidentials) they faced racism while evacuating: "Ukrainians have been
prioritized over Africans — men and women — at every point."

10. Trump has ended the refugee program that allowed Ukrainians to come to the United States
Thankfully my Ukrainian friends made it in time, however their family members cannot come to the
United States now. My friends are very stressed they will be sent back (Epistemic modality:
probability- attributed) to Ukraine.

11. Mayor Johnson defending Hispanic immigrants says Communicative evidentials) when 30,000
UKRAINIAN immigrants came to Chicago Trump was Silent! Ukrainians who made it hard for
African students to flee Russia’s war and a look at their relatives precincts in Chicago reveals
(Communicative evidentials) they voted Trump!) Stand up Mayor!

12. Ukrainian men do not want to defend the corrupt Kiev government and are fleeing the country,
seeing it as a "prison”, German television channel NTV reported, (Communicative evidentials)
citing illegal Ukrainian immigrants (Communicative evidentials).

"The closure of the border has turned Ukraine into a prison for men," said (Communicative
evidentials) one of those interviewed by the channel, 23-year-old Bogdan Khorolsky.

The young man said (Communicative evidentials) he saw no point in defending a corrupt system.
"They take people and send them to war. It's slavery,"” said (Communicative evidentials) another
interviewee, 32-year-old Sergei Zhgorolsky.

He also did not want to defend a country "where the government and the oligarchs own everything
and the people have nothing".

13. I really don't understand (Cognitive evidentials) this.

Ukrainian refugees for the most part are good and law abiding citizens/residents. Whatever beef you
have with their government shouldn't have anything to do with them.

Revoking the legal status and naturalizations of the millions of Islamists who have infiltrated our
country over the past two decades should be a much higher priority.

14. If you are a praying person, take a few minutes to set aside your political opinions about the war
in Ukraine and pray for its suffering citizens. | have come to know (Experiential evidentials) many
beautiful Ukrainian immigrants to USA recently. They are beautiful and their stories are heart
wrenching.

15. Immensely grateful to Poland, Hungary and Romania for letting in Ukrainian Refugees.

Maybe (Epistemic modality: probability), they could consider (Epistemic modality: possibility) just
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opening the border and letting refugees through without checking passports?

I know (Cognitive evidential) - not how it is done, but these are EXTRAORDINARY times.
#StandWithUkraine ua

16. Baby and her BFF tutor 2 little boys who are refugees from Ukraine each Saturday. Even in light
of the likelihood of losing (Epistemic modality: probability) their immigration status, they are still
so kind and generous to the girls. #SlavaUkraini

17. Thousands of refugees from Ukraine have been sent to so-called filtration camps, where they
have been interrogated and then forced to resettle in Russia. Some Ukrainians escaped to Estonia.
They told us (Communicative evidentials) their stories.

18. Trump is planning on revoking 240,000 Ukrainian legal asylum status. May God have mercy on
his soul. Blood will spill (Epistemic modality: high ) at Trump and Putins feet.

19. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation Maria Zakharova sharply criticized the
Danish Foreign Minister’s statement about sending troops to Ukraine, sarcastically questioning who
would (Epistemic modality: possibility) guard Greenland and suggesting (Communicative
evidentials) Ukrainian refugees might take on the role.

20. Important piece from (Communicative evidentials) @nicohaeringer arguing (Communicative
evidentials) that our solidarity with Ukrainian refugees might be (Epistemic modality: possibility)
setting a new template for thinking about refugees in general. Which, given the climate crisis, can't
happen soon enough

21. Actually the liberal party has become the neocons from 2000s, goading war at any cost.

That said | don’t think (Cognitive evidentials) Ukrainian refugees should be sent back right now.
It’s not their fault this is happening. A Ukrainian guy who speaks no English is building my friend’s
deck.

22. | don’t think (Cognitive evidentials) Ukrainian refugees should be allowed in now.

Wif are we bankrupting ourselves for a country that has done zero things for us, and was deemed too
corrupt to be let in the UN. They’re dragging us into WWIIIL. There are countries plenty closer they
can refuge

23. Those Ukrainians were generally hard working, a lot of grain came from Ukraine, it takes a lot
to get to Canada, a work ethic if you will...

| get it limit refugees... blah blah blah... but also I don't think (Cognitive evidentials) UKRAINIAN

refugees are the problem...
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...a lot of stats backing (Communicative evidentials) that!

24. Trump ‘plans to revoke immigration status for Ukrainians who fled to US'

The move would reverse (Epistemic modality: possibility) the welcome they received under Joe
Biden and potentially fast-track them for deportation

Donald Trump is seeking to revoke the temporary legal status for some 240,000 Ukrainians who
fled the conflict to find refuge in the United States, according to reports (Communicative
evidentials).

The move, which could be (Epistemic modality: possibility) rolled out as soon as April, would
reverse (Epistemic modality: possibility) the welcome Ukrainians received under President Joe
Biden’s administration during Russia’s 2022 invasion of the country. This potentially leaves
Ukrainians in the US under the “temporary protected status” scheme facing deportation.

The planned rollback of protections for Ukrainians was underway before Trump’s public row with
Volodymyr Zelensky last week, Reuters reported (Communicative evidentials), citing a senior
Trump official (Communicative evidentials) and three sources familiar with the matter.

Trump’s administration is seeking to strip legal status from more than 1.8 million migrants allowed
to enter the country under the temporary humanitarian parole programs launched under the Biden
administration, the sources said (Communicative evidentials).

The US Department of Homeland Security said (Communicative evidentials) it did not have any
announcements at this time.

The White House and Ukrainian embassy in Washington were also approached for comment.
Trump ‘pausing’ temporary settlement status

It comes after Department of Homeland Security officials were told (Communicative evidentials) to
pause programs that allowed new Ukrainian immigrants to temporarily settle in the US, the New
York Times reported (Communicative evidentials), days after Trump’s inauguration.

Trump — on his first day back in office — also signed an executive order calling for the Department
of Homeland Security to “terminate all categorical parole programs”. This involves some 530,000
Cubans, Haitians, Nicaraguans and Venezuelans, and 70,000 Afghans escaping the Taliban takeover
of Afghanistan.

Migrants stripped of their parole status would (Epistemic modality: probability) then likely face
fast-track deportation proceedings.

Ukrainian refugees in the US share a similar status to those from Haiti, Venezuela, known as
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“temporary protected status”.

Secretary of Homeland Security Kristi Noem last month ended the previous administration’s
extension of the programme for both Venezuelans and Haitians, arguing (Communicative
evidentials) it had been “abused and exploited by illegal aliens”.

Immigrant rights groups subsequently filed a lawsuit on Monday challenging the decision to end
temporary protections against deportation for thousands of Haitians and Venezuelans in the US. An
end to the status for Ukrainians will (Epistemic modality: certainty) likely face a similar legal
challenge.

Under US law, migrants who cross the border illegally can be put into the fast-track deportation
process known as expedited removal, for two years after they enter.

Those who entered through legal ports of entry without being officially “admitted” to the US — such
as those who are on parole — face no time limit on their rapid removal, an internal ICE email seen by
Reuters said (Communicative evidentials).

Throughout his campaign, Trump pledged (Communicative evidentials) to end Biden’s program
which created a temporary legal pathways to deter illegal immigration and provide humanitarian
relief.

He said (Communicative evidentials) the refugees’ legal status in the country went beyond the
bounds of US law.

‘Speaking out for victims of war should not be a partisan issue’

Both Republican and Democrat lawmakers in the past weeks made efforts to grant Ukrainians with
temporary guest status until the war in Ukraine had ended.

The legislation, Protecting our Guests During Hostilities in Ukraine Act, aimed to allow Ukrainians
to stay in the US with their immediate family members until the Secretary of State determined that it
was safe for them to return.

Senator Dick Durbin, a Democrat from lIllinois, introduced the law last month on the anniversary of
Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine. In a plea to Republicans to co-sponsor the bill, he called on
colleagues to “join us to ensure Ukrainians legally present in the US have temporary guest status
until conditions in Ukraine are safe for return.

Standing up to dictators and speaking out for victims of war should not be a partisan issue.”

Fearing that the legislation may not (Epistemic modality: possibility) be passed, he urged

(Communicative evidentials) Ukrainians in the US to “think about what they would (Epistemic
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modality: possibility) do if U4U or TPS for Ukrainians ends, and they no longer have legal status to
remain in the US.”

President George HW Bush introduced temporary protected status in 1990 to allow immigrants in
the US the ability to live and work legally if their home countries are not deemed safe either due to
armed conflict, natural disasters, or other “extraordinary and temporary conditions.”

The status is granted to a specific country for between 18 and 24 months at a time and can be
extended.

Ukrainians will (Epistemic modality: certainty) become ‘illegal immigrants overnight’

Yuriy Boyechko, the CEO of Hope for Ukraine — a US charity assisting refugees coming into the
country — said (Communicative evidentials) “we were expecting this would (Epistemic modality:
probability) probably be coming down the pipeline”.

He said (Communicative evidentials) many Ukrainians who arrived in the US as part of United for
Ukraine — a repatriation programme for those affected during the initial outbreak of the war — had
not been able to renew their paperwork to extend their stay in recent months.

“People are going to become illegal immigrants overnight,” he told (Communicative evidentials)
The i Paper. “People have no home to go to... It’s inhumane.

“We are hoping this administration will reconsider this decision, and that it won’t go into effect. But
if it does it will be devastating.”

Boyechko said (Communicative evidentials) he would (Epistemic modality: probability) wait to see
what the official ruling was from the White House before deciding whether to join Haitian and
Venezuelan charities in taking the issue to court.

Once the action is taken by the administration, then we will (Epistemic modality: certainty) figure
out what we can do right now, how we can protect these families.”

Krish O’Mara Vignarajah, CEO of Global Refuge, a national refugee resettlement charity in the US,
said (Communicative evidentials): “We pray there is no decision to strip temporary legal protections
from 240,000 Ukrainians who fled war and devastation in their homeland.

“These families followed a legal process to seek safe haven here, one that requires sponsorship by
US-based supporters. We are heartened to hear from (Communicative evidentials) the White House
that no decision has been made, because reversing protections now would (Epistemic modality:
probability) send a troubling message about America’s commitment to those seeking safety from

conflict.”
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25. Art imitates life. Or really, art mirrors life. I believe (Cognitive evidentials) that artists have both
the ability and the responsibility to reflect what is happening in the world. The amazing, the
dreadful, and the grey area between.

@batterydance, the brilliantly talented dance company based in NYC, just performed this incredibly
powerful piece at @BatteryDance Festival. Its visual narrative traverses the journey of people
through the horrors of deadly conflict - and through nuances of necessary strength, resistance, and
hope. Romanian choreographer @Arcadie.Rusu presented his piece Cain in the context of the
ongoing war in Ukraine. And it struck many chords - with me and so many others.

As with nearly all such wars - unless they are literally on our doorstep, we as a world tend to forget.
We put the difficult images and realities to the side. We think (Cognitive evidentials) that those who
survive and escape are 'lucky’ or 'doing fine'. But for those enduring and suffering through these
conflicts, there is no such break. And they are most certainly (Epistemic modality: certainty) not
fine', whether they are physically safe or not.

| offer this post's images and thoughts on their own - but also as pretext for my next series, which |
will (Epistemic modality: certainty) present periodically over the coming weeks. This series toes the
line between darkness and light - again, reflecting the realities of life.

| had the opportunity to travel to Poland recently, to celebrate the marriage of 2 dear friends.
Planning for this trip, and knowing (Cognitive evidentials) that Krakow is one of the main cities to
which Ukrainian refugees are fleeing, 1 also felt compelled to try to help in the crisis in some small
way. After fracturing my knee, | knew (Cognitive evidentials) I could not be a traditional volunteer
given physical restrictions. But | could photograph. And so | cold-called orgs that seemed credible
and authentic in their support and actions. | shared (Communicative evidentials) my portfolio and
intent to amplify the stories and experiences of willing refugees and volunteers - through
photography and written word. All except one replied with an enthusiastic yes..and off I went. And |
returned home a different and very changed person.

Let us not forget. Portraits and very human stories to come..

#BatteryDanceFestival #StandWithUkraine

26. 0% of profits on any purchase of my art & music (CDs) will (Epistemic modality: certainty) be
donated to help Ukrainian refugees and whatever is in dire need for those still in the Ukraine,
defending their freedom and their land. Too bad I don’t build fighter jets...

My grandmother was Ukrainian (when it was under Russian rule) and the anti-semitic pogroms led
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by the Cossacks violently pushed them out of their home (and homeLAND, obviously (Experiential
evidential) in the early 20th century, and my family had to leave everything behind, and then they
moved from country to country before they came to NY. My grandmother saw her uncle brutally
murdered when she was just a young girl. I won’t share the gory details.

Some don’t realize (Cognitive evidentials) that a gallery takes 50% of sales. So instead, it would
(Epistemic modality: possibility) be an honor to give that much to the Ukrainian efforts to save their
people and land.

I’m too overwhelmed now to list charities but I will (Epistemic modality: certainty).
@worldfoodprogramme and @rescueorg are top of my list.

I’ll post more art later... just hard to do a slider with vertical and horizontal images. (#Whitgram
doesn’t always make it easy even though it’s supposed to)

If you could contact me through my website instead of here (the link is in the bio,
www.randirusso.com), I’d appreciate it. I really don’t check in on Instagram much because it’s such
a time-suck filled with advertisement and | actually feel ill when I spend too much time on here. If |
don’t return your email/msg right away, please know that I will (Epistemic modality: certainty) be in
touch with you within a week.

(Please note that shipping or delivery costs are not included. And this does not apply to
commissions, which I am currently on hiatus from).

Asaveukraine #slavaukraini #empathy #empathymatters #love #humanity #freedom #care #nowar
#food #shelter #children #donations from sale of #art #abstractart #artist #randirusso
#contemporaryart #painting #modernart #checkitout : randirusso.com

27. U.S. government email that told (Communicative evidentials) Ukrainian refugees that their
status had been revoked was sent by mistake.

Ukrainians who had fled to the U.S. from Vladimir Putin's full-scale invasion under a program
created by the previous Joe Biden administration, had been informed this week that they would
(Epistemic modality: probability) have to leave the country within seven days, according to
Reuters (Communicative evidentials).

But the Department of Homeland Security later said (Communicative evidentials) that the message
had been sent in error.

Newsweek has contacted the Department of Homeland Security for further comment.
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28. President Donald Trump is planning to revoke temporary legal status for Ukrainians who fled to
the US, sources said (Communicative evidentials), potentially putting them on a fast-track to
deportation. The move, expected as soon as April, would be a stunning reversal of the welcome
Ukrainians received under Joe Biden's administration.

“Revoking temporary legal status for thousands of Ukrainians would mark a reversal of Biden’s
efforts to welcome Ukrainian refugees and the “Uniting for Ukraine” initiative. Homeland Security
said (Communicative evidentials) the program would allow Ukrainians suffering “immense tragedy
and loss as a result of Putin’s unprovoked and unjustified attack on their country” to enter and
temporarily reside in the U.S., while also requesting Americans to sponsor refugees. The Trump
administration said (Communicative evidentials) last month it was carrying out the “largest
deportation operation” in U.S. history, as Trump repeatedly said (Communicative evidentials) he
would (Epistemic modality: probability) push for all migrants accused of crimes to be deported.
Trump signed an executive order on Jan. 20 requesting the Department of Homeland Security to
“terminate all categorical parole programs.” The Trump administration is expected to revoke
temporary legal status for migrants from Cuba, Haiti, Nicaragua and Venezuela who flew to the U.S.
with American sponsors, CBS News reported (Communicative evidentials), citing internal
government documents. The move would affect (Epistemic modality: possibility) over 530,000
Cubans, Haitians, Nicaraguans and Venezuelans. Some 77,000 Afghans who escaped the Taliban
takeover of Afghanistan are also covered under the parole programs.”

29. It is unthinkable that the Trump administration would (Epistemic modality: possibility) revoke
the status of Ukrainian refugees in the U.S.

This would be (Epistemic modality: possibility) not only wrong, but also short-sighted. These are
families—parents and children—who fled war and were invited to America for safe haven.

Trump must reopen dialogue with Zelensky so this war, started by Putin and Russia, can end,
allowing Ukrainians to return home safely.

30. Daily Ukraine Update: August 10, 2024

I do daily posts on the Russian invasion of #Ukraine. Visit my profile to see previous posts.

Kursk Offensive:

Ukrainian forces continued to expand their area of control in Russia's Kursk Oblast. While forward
elements continue to advance deeper into #Kursk, other units have been fanning out and widening

the breach. The Armed Forces of Ukraine (AFU) seem to (Experiential evidentials) have learned
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from Russia's failed 2022 invasion that so-called, "thunder runs,” without adequate follow-on forces
would (Epistemic modality: probability) turn success into failure. PStyleOnel wrote, "Having
control on the main roads, Ukrainians are slowly making the junction between the various axis of
advance. The Russians in between have the choice between surrendering or death."”

Tendar reported (Communicative evidentials) that, "Ukrainian forces have consolidated gains
north of Sudzha and have taken several towns up to the town of Cherkasskoe Porochnoe. The area is
likely (Epistemic modality: probability) since days under AFU control, but Russian drone footage
only now confirms (Communicative evidentials) it. This make around 470 square kilometers (185
square miles) under Ukrainian control in less than 5 days.” Some Russian military bloggers suggest
(Communicative evidentials) the actual area is even larger. Maks 24 wrote, "The area of hostilities
in Kursk region today is 650 sg. km, according to (Communicative evidentials) Russians.” Russia's
ally in Belarus echoed (Communicative evidentials) these alarming reports. War Translated (Dmitri)
wrote, "Concerned Lukashenko says (Communicative evidentials) Ukraine advanced 30-35 km into
the Russian territory as of today."

This is a stunning advance, unlike anything we have seen (Experiential evidentials) in over a year.
Tendar explained (Communicative evidentials), "Just to put things into perspective: It took
Russians almost a year and between 70,000 and 100,000 WIA / KIA in casualties to take 390 square
kilometers (150 square miles) in the Avdiivka sector. They hailed this as a "genius" move.
Ukrainians took in 5 days more than 470 square kilometers (180 square miles) in Kursk, with no
significant losses, according Russian claims even up to 700 square kilometers, and there is no sign
of them stopping."

As the day went on, Russian and Ukrainian sources shared reports (Communicative evidentials) of
Ukrainian soldiers in more and more Kursk villages. NOEL Reports wrote, "According to
(Communicative evidentials) Russian sources. Ukrainian forward units, likely (Epistemic modality:
probability) DRG, were spotted in the direction of Belitsa, Kursk region. This is several kilometers
deep and away from the current frontline.” OSINT Technical wrote, "Ukrainian T-64BV main battle
tank moving northeast through the Russian town of Rubanshchina, Kursk Oblast." Another wrote,
"Russian sources report that Ukrainian forces were spotted in the vicinity of Belitsa, Kursk Oblast.
Explosions were also reported (Communicative evidentials) in the area."”

Widening Offensive:

Reports from Russia and Ukraine also suggest (Communicative evidentials) that the AFU are
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adding additional axes of advance to their already successful offensive. In Kursk, Russians report
(Communicative evidentials) that Ukrainians are bombarding the border crossing at Tetkino. OSINT
Technical wrote, "Russian sources report heavy Ukrainian shelling and fire in the town of Tetkino,
Kursk Oblast, 40km to the west of the current Ukrainian push.” Michael MacKay wrote, "Ukrainian
artillery is bombarding the town of Titkine in Kursk region. The russian border guard detachment
there is cut off from outside communication. Titkine is 68 km west of Sudzha, Kursk region,
Russian Federation."

To the south and east, Bandera Fella wrote, "According to (Communicative evidentials) [russian]
reports, a new Ukrainian brigade has entered the Belovsky district. Tanks and a substantial amount
of military equipment are pushing forward, moving in various directions. Russia’s grip is slipping.
The momentum is with Ukraine."

Outside of Kursk, there are reports (Communicative evidentials) that Ukrainian allied forces
crossed into Russia's #Belgorod Oblast. Tomi wrote (Communicative evidentials), "There are
reports and visually confirmed footage of Ukrainian troops in Belgorod region. Town of Poroz is
under Ukrainian control. Russian forces still seem to (Experiential evidentials) be in total chaos."”
Maks 24 wrote (Communicative evidentials), "Threats of breakthroughs in the Belgorod region,
according to Russians." Euan MacDonald wrote (Communicative evidentials), "I admit | didn't
think the war would (Epistemic modality: probability) expand geographically and increase in
intensity quite so quickly! Georgians reported (Communicative evidentials) to have broken into
Russia's Belgorod Oblast now!" It's unclear (Epistemic modality: possibility) if this incursion is
truly a new element of the offensive or a demonstration meant to tie down Russian reinforcements.
The effort has stoked Russian fears and NOEL Reports shared (Communicative evidentials) that,
"In addition to Kursk and Bryansk, a counter-terrorism operation (KTO) regime has been introduced
in the Bilhorod region.”

Russian Reinforcements:

One possible (Epistemic modality: possibility) rationale for Ukraine's Kursk Offensive is to lure
Russian men and materiel away from fortifications of the east and destroy them in the open. The
AFU has proven especially adept at targeting the relief columns the Kremlin is sending toward the
frontline in Kursk. Bandera Fella noted that (Communicative evidentials), "UAF sabotage groups
are using FPV drones to target Russian equipment on the Kursk-Rylsk highway, according to a Z-

war correspondent.” In one incident, two days ago, Ukrainian forces destroyed an entire column
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with ATACMS missiles. Maks 24 wrote (Communicative evidentials), "In the Russian destroyed
column near #Rylsk, 490 dead Russians, - soldiers of the 116th OMBr."

It appears (Cognitive evidentials) the Ukrainians hacked into Russian traffic cameras to track the
movement of military vehicles. War Monitor wrote (Communicative evidentials), "Russian forces
have finally worked out that Ukrainian intelligence have been watching their troops the whole time
through hacked roadside cameras.” In other cases, Russia's own propaganda efforts have led to
disaster. Azov South wrote (Communicative evidentials), "The Armed Forces destroyed a tank
ambush of the russians in Kursk in the morning." Apparently (Cognitive evidentials), the Russians
shared a propaganda video of their preparations to boost morale, inadvertantly alerting the
Ukrainians to their presence.

The AFU have also set up air ambushes. They seem to (Experiential evidentials) have brought
adequate air defense systems to or across the border and have regularly destroyed Russian fighter-
bombers and helicopters. Today, War Monitor wrote (Communicative evidentials), "Reports of
Ukrainian forces shooting down an SU-34 bomber of Russian forces in Kursk region."” War
Translated (Dmitri) added, "Another Russian Ka-52 helicopter defeated. "Point blank shot from
MANPADS."

Ukrainian Strikes:

In addition to targeting Russian reinforcements, the Ukrainians have launched drone and missile
attacks on facilities behind the rapidly moving front line. Intelschizo reported (Communicative
evidentials), "Ukrainian OWA-UAYV attack on the Yuzhnaya 330/110kV Transformer Substation at
51.639567,35.952667 is connected to the Kursk #Nuclear Power Plant this may cause connectivity
issues for the plants and could take it offline or reduced power production."” Jason Jay Smart wrote
(Communicative evidentials), "Substation attacked in Kursk region of Russia. Five areas are now
without energy. Well, Russians, do you enjoy sitting in the dark like the people in Ukraine do
because of you?"

In addition to the power grid, Maks 24 reported (Communicative evidentials), "At night, a drone
attack was also carried out on the repair base of the Russians in Novyi Oskol, Belgorod region. 7
UAVs hit directly at the base, 2 hangars and 3 combat vehicles were damaged.” And,
MilitaryNewsUA wrote (Communicative evidentials), "Something is burning in Shebekino,
Belgorod Region, and Rostov."

Russian Reaction:
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One thing is clear (Epistemic modality: certainty), Russian commanders were taken completely off-
guard by the size and success of Ukraine's offensive. Some units have collapsed and the Ukrainians
report capturing over 1,000 prisoners. Jan Kallberg wrote (Communicative evidentials), "The
Russian's massive officer losses in Bachmut and along the front of junior officers are now playing
out in Kursk. With no experienced junior officers that can lead, the Russian units become just a
mass of individuals, and they will (Epistemic modality: certainty) take massive losses. | wrote this
1% years ago before the UKR offensive that stalled, it is valid today."

Russia's dictator, VIadimir #Putin, appears dipsleased with his military leadership and intends to
hand responsibility for turning the tied in Kursk to his trusted state security apparatus. Aki
Heikkinen wrote (Communicative evidentials), "FSB took over of the Kursk situation, army
sidelined. Will (Epistemic modality: certainty) go splendid, goons ordering army what to do with
very little understanding of mechanized warfare and lessons learned during the war."

Civilian authorites are working to complete a mass evacuation of Russian civilians from the area.
Maks 24 wrote (Communicative evidentials), "More than 76,000 Russians were evacuated from the
border areas of the Kursk region, - Ministry of Emergency Situations.” They are also helping to
construct new defenses, especially around the Kursk Nuclear Power Station -- rumored to be a key
Ukrainian objective. Maks 24 wrote (Communicative evidentials), "The Russians, fearing the
further advance of Ukrainian troops, began the construction of an additional line of defense in the
Kursk region." Michael Weiss added (Communicative evidentials), "Russians are digging trenches
around the Kursk NPP."

The Kremlin faces the vital task of bringing reinforcements to Kursk to stem Ukraine's advance. The
Kyiv Independent wrote (Communicative evidentials), "Kursk region incursion may force Russia to
redeploy troops, Estonian intelligence says. Ukraine's incursion into Russia's Kursk region may
force Moscow to redeploy troops from other sectors, said (Communicative evidentials) Janek
Kesselmann, the deputy commander of the Estonian Military Intelligence Center, in comments
reported by ERR on Aug. 9." Some open source intelligence figures suggested such a transfer is
already underway.

Jason Jay Smart wrote (Communicative evidentials), "Russia transfers the operational reserve from
Ukraine’s Kherson, Zaporizhzhya, Kupyan, Kharkiv, Belgorod, Pokrovsky & Luhansk directions to
the Kursk region.” I bet this is about to work out very badly for Russia." War Monitor wrote

(Communicative evidentials), "Russian forces are now transferring forces from Bakhmut and
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Adiivka areas of the frontline. Ukrainian command has worked a genius move." Ukraine's ability to
draw forces from the campaign in the Donbas will (Epistemic modality: certainty) be one vital
marker of success for this campaign in Kursk.

Donbeas:

So far, the Kursk campaign has done nothing to halt Russia's steady advance in the #Donbas. Rob
Lee wrote (Communicative evidentials), "Updated map showing Russian advances on the Kupiansk
and #Pokrovsk fronts and in Krasnohorivka," and, "Updated map showing further Russian advances
west of New York and on the Pokrovsk front." These advances bring Russian forces closer to
cutting a vital highway supplying Ukrainian units on this sector of the front. Julian Ropcke wrote
(Communicative evidentials), "The Russian invasion army captured Tymofiivka in Donetsk oblast.
No visual conformation, but now confirmed by both, Ukrainian and Russian sources (DeepState +
RuMoD). Distance to strategic logistic route T0504 between Pokrovsk and Kostyantynivka is now
merely 5 km." A collapse in the Donbas would (Epistemic modality: probability) negate the value of
much of Ukraine's success in Kursk.

Concerns:

While Ukraine's Kursk Offensive is so far an unqualified tactical success, Western military analysts
remain cautious about its broader strategic value. It is still an open question whether this campaign
will (Epistemic modality: certainty) shorten the war and/or put Ukraine in a better bargaining
position at future negotiations. Michael Lokesson offered a thorough assessment of the risks of this
Ukrainian gamble and the strategic position that made them decide it was necessary.

Lokesson wrote (Communicative evidentials), "For the past month Zelensky and others in his
administration have been hinting about a willingness to open negotiations. | believe the reason for
this is two-fold. First, they have finally come to recognize that their strategic position is unlikely to
improve over the medium to long term....The chance of another huge arms package getting through
hardening Republican opposition in Congress is anything but a sure thing. Second, Zelensky and
company have come to the realization that Ukraine's ability to mobilize and adequately train a
sufficient amount of men to restore offensive combat power is permanently impaired. [While the
current figures are promising, its unclear if that] pace can be sustained which is the most important
factor. Zelensky, Umerov, and Syrsky know where those numbers are trending. And they may have
concluded that the trend is moving against them. If the strategic picture is moving against you, with

potential existential downside risks on the horizon, it makes sense to gamble on an operation that
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could improve your short-term leverage before entering into negotiations."

He explained the possible outcomes of this gamble saying (Communicative evidentials): "The
potential upside of a successful gamble is substantial if, and only if, you plan to use the newfound
leverage in the near term. Before the long-term costs of occupation stretch your already depleted
forces even further. But the downside risk if the gamble fails is you use up strategic reserves that
would've (Epistemic modality: probability) been better spent holding back Russia in the Donbass.
Zelensky may have decided the gamble was worth it, because the upside was better than the
gradually eroding strategic position they already find themselves in...Of course, this calculus is
predicated on Putin being willing to enter in to negotiations, which I have consistently doubted. He
may well be perfectly happy to have Ukraine occupy a portion of Kursk, knowing it will (Epistemic
modality: certainty) be costly for them, while he chips away at the Donbass. He knows his political
position is extremely unlikely to be harmed by the incursion and occupation. If anything, it might
bolster support for the war, as J. Helin has pointed out. Ukraine is in a very unenviable position. The
levers they have at hand to bolster their strategic position are extremely limited. And external
political factors are not working in their favor. Gambling on a high-risk/high-reward operation
makes sense in that context. But ultimately they may be at the whim of forces outside of their
control. Their success so far is welcome. Whether the operation was the right strategic decision... |
still have my doubts. The next few weeks will (Epistemic modality: certainty) tell."

Lokesson raises an important point about Russian internal politics. Western journalists have said
(Communicative evidentials) Vladimir Putin is humiliated or losing face with his people. They
suggest (Communicative evidentials) he will (Epistemic modality: certainty) be under tremendous
pressure to respond. In a Russian police state, that might not be the case. Dr. lan Garner tweeted
(Communicative evidentials), "Kursk is on fire but so far [ haven’t seen any evidence that the mass
of the Russian population is in any way moved. Don’t count on even a long occupation changing
many minds about Putin, Ukraine, and the broader war."

Other analysts agreed that the clock is ticking for Ukraine in Kursk. Def Mon wrote
(Communicative evidentials), "More and more Russian reinforcements will (Epistemic modality:
certainty) likely start arriving in the Kursk direction in the coming few days. Russian artillery rate
of fire will (Epistemic modality: certainty) increase and they will (Epistemic modality: certainty)
start counter attacking. This is when we will (Epistemic modality: certainty) see if Ukraine had a

solid plan or not." At the same time, this operation puts Russia, and in particular Vladimir Putin, in
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an unenviable position as well. Dr. lan Garner wrote (Communicative evidentials), "Until 3 days
ago, Russia could have pulled its troops out of Ukraine and ended the war. For as long as Ukrainian
troops are in Kursk, Putin has a big problem: ending the war is no longer his decision alone." Now,
the situation is more complicated.

Get Involved

To make it through the war, the Ukrainian people will (Epistemic modality: certainty), need all the
help they can (Epistemic modality: possibility) get. If you want to help Ukraine, there are a lot of
ways to get involved. As always, | recommend calling your congressional representatives to make
sure they know you support aid for Ukraine and sanctions against #russia.

Donate where you feel comfortable doing so. Here are some options:

Aid Ukrainian refugees at Razom for Ukraine: https://www.razomforukraine.org

Donate to buy medical supplies and drones with Ukraine Aid Ops (https://ukraineaidops.org)
Donate toward drones, demining equipment, and medical supplies at United24 (https://u24.gov.ua)
Support humanitarian relief with Ukraine’s Chief Rabbi Moshe Azman
(https://www.charidy.com/S0s2023)

Support humanitarian relief with Nova Ukraine (https://novaukraine.org)

Above all, pray for Ukraine. Pray for peace with justice. Pray for an end to this war.
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Appendix 2 (UA Corpus)

1. YKPATHCBHKI BDKEHIIL. MAMBYTHE 3A KOPJIOHOM TA ITJIAHU HA TIOBEPHEHHS.
1. 3a KOpIOHOM 3aTUIIAETHCS OJM3BKO 3,3 MJIH YKpaiHIiB (1€ TUIBKH Ti, XTO TIEPETHYB
KODPJIOH 3 KpaiHamu €BpOIin)

2. Cranowm Ha kineus ciuns 2023 poky, 6;n3bk0 4,3 MITH. YKpaiHI[IB MalOTh CTaTyC
TUMYACOBOTO 3aXUCTy B KpaiHax €C

3. Haiibinpma KuTbKicTh OKEHITIB 3HaX0auThcsl B Himeuuuni 1,3 miH oci0), [Tombmi 951,6
trc) ta Yexii 381,2 tuc)

4. BinpiricTh ODKEHIIB - KIHKU 65%

5. BinpmricTs O1KEHIIB BUIXaH 3 MIBJCHHUX Ta CX1HUX obnacTeill YKkpaiHu

6. BikeHIT OIIHIOITH CBIf €EKOHOMIYHUHN CTaH JI0 MOBHOMACIITAOHOTO BTOPIHEHHS 3HAYHO
Kpalie, HiXk 3arajJbHOYKpaiHChKi moka3Huku 2021 poky.

7. 3 tpaBHs 2023 yacTka 3aydeHUX 10 pUHKY mpaili 3pocia 3 39 1o 45%. Takox
3MEHIIYETHCS YaCTKa THUX, XTO HE IIYKa€E POOOTH

8. TTonax 60% Tenep MarOTh BHIII JOXOAH, HIXK 110 24. 02. 2022. V nucronaxai 2022 uei
MOKa3HUK ckianaB 43%

9. IlopiBHsiHO 3 TpaBHeM 2023, y ciuHi 2024 Oinblna yacTka O1KEHIIB MOBIAOMJISIE
(Communicative evidentials), 1o im GinbIie MOK00AETHCS 32 KOPAOHOM, aHDXK B YKpaiHi.
10. BinbmicTh ykpaiHiiB BCe LIE MIIAHYIOTh MOBEPHYTUCS 10 YKpainu (26% Touno Ta 26%
ckopitre), 61% ruianye 1e 3poOUTH MiCis BINHU

11.BixeH1, 1110 HE OTPUMYIOTh JOIOMOTY BiJl KpaiHu nepeOyBaHH, CAMOCTIHHO 3HIMAIOTh
HKUTIIO, IPALIOIOTH SIK TUCTAHIIIMHO Ha YKpaiHChKY KOMITIaHI0, TaK 1 MOBHUM poOounii JeHb
Ha poOOTI B KpaiHi nepedyBaHHs - HAMO1IbIIIe TOTOBI MOBEPHYTHUCH 10 Y KpaiHU.

I3 mocaimkenns (Communicative evidentials) Llentpy ekoHOMiIYHOT cTpaterii (3aHOTyBaJa IS Bac

IPSIMO 110 XOTy BeO1HApY), IPE3eHTALS TEX €.

Sk Bam 13 11i€r0 1HPOPMAITI€IO?

2. YkpaiHchKi O1KeHIIl IIBUIKO aJanTyloThes B KpaiHax €C 1 Ternep yxKe CTUMYIIIOIOTh €BPONEHCHKI

exoHoMiku. OHaK Te, Mo cTaio HaxbanHsM s €C, usBuiaocs (Experiential evidentials)

BTPATOIO TSI EKOHOMIKH YKpaiHH.

3. VkpaiHchki OikeHIll moyanu BUDKIpKaTh 3 Kanaauca

XKurrs y kpaini BusBuaocs (Experiential evidentials) 3ananro noporum. [Ipo e mumyTs cBiTOBI
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3MI (Communicative evidentials). 3a nanumu (Communicative evidentials) gocigauipbkol
KOMIIaHii, cepeiHs BapTicTh opeHau xkutiia B Kanani 3a pik 3pocia Ha 11% g0 pexopanux 2149
KaHaJChbKUX JonapiB (56,6 Tuc. rpu). Cepenus 1iHa opeHu xutia B TopoHTo — 2614 KaHAACHKUX
noxnapiB (68,8 tuc. rpH). Llg cyma Maiike 0piBHIOE MiHIMaIBbHIH 3apIuiaTi 10 BUpaxyBaHHS
MOJIATKIB. [HIII BUTpATH TaKOXK 3pOCTAIOTh. Y BEPECHI I[IHU HA MPOIYKTH 3pociiu Ha 5,8% 3a pik, a
1iHa rasy — Ha 7,5%.

4. Ykpaincbki OikeHui moBuHHI 6yayTs (Epistemic modality: certainty) miarBepautu cBoe
nepeOyBanHs B [lombri

¢ Ananituku CenEA ony6.aikysaym 3BiT (Communicative evidentials), srizno (Communicative
evidentials) 3 sxkum ykpainiis y [Tonsii Mentire, Hix cBimuath (Communicative evidentials)
odimiitai gani. MiHicTepCTBO BHYTPILIHIX CIIpaB Ta aaMiHicTpauii moBizomisie (Communicative
evidentials) mpo 3axo/u 3 1LOTO MTPUBO/LY.

¢ 13a odiniiinmvu ranumvu (Communicative evidentials) (cranom Ha ciuens 2025 poky), y
[Tonbii npoxuBae 992 tucsauyi 6i>xkeHuiB 3 Ykpainu. OHaK 3BIT €KOHOMICTIB aHATITUHYHOTO LIEHTPY
CenEA mnoxka3sye (Communicative evidentials), mo us mudpa mozxe (Epistemic modality:
possibility)oyru 3aBumiena Ha 30-40%.

¢ J1ani moka3ywts (Communicative evidentials), o Ha kinerp 2024 poky y MOJIbCHKUX MIKOIAX
HaByajocs npubauzHo 150 tucsy yuis, onHak PESEL UKR marots 270 Trcsy niteit 3 Ykpainu.
BonHouac, 3a crarucrukoro (Communicative evidentials) ZUS, cranom Ha rpyaens 2023 poky Ha
pUHKY npaii 0yno 759 tucsd npamiBHuKIB 3 YKpainu (396 Tucsad 4osoBiKIB 1 363 THCSY KIHOK). 3
2021 mo 2023 pik 1 KiIbKICTh 3pocna Ha 132 Tucsdi Jgrofei, 1, 3a ganumu gociaianukiB CenEA,
301IbIIEHHS BIIOYJIOCS 32 PaXyHOK JKIHOK.

+1Y 6a3i nanux (Communicative evidentials) ZUS y rpyani 2023 poky 6ys10 3apeectpoBano 335
THCSAY YKpaiHOK BiKOM 18-59 pokiB (6€3 ypaxyBaHHS CTYAEHTIB). Takuii OKa3HUK CBITYUTH PO TE,
110 Jimire 61au3bko 40% ykpaiHChKUX XKIHOK-ObKeHOK odiuiitHo nparesnamroBadi B [Tonsmi. Ha
aymky (Cognitive evidentials) aBropis 3BiTy, 1ie cynepeunts nanum 3Bity HBI, 3rinno
(Communicative evidentials) 3 skum ctanom Ha jurneHb 2024 poky 70% odiliiiHo mparroBaim, a
19% mrykamu poGoTy.

413 kinug 2022 poky KUTbKICTh 3apeeCTpOBaHUX YKpaiHChKHX OikeHwiB y [lonbini TpuMaeThes Ha
piBHI Tpoxu MeHIIe 1 MinbiioHa oci6. OgHak aHaniTHKU HaroJgomywTs (Communicative

evidentials), 1uist TOro 11100 BUKIIIOYUTH TPOMASIHUHA YKpaiHu 3 0a3u JaHuX, MOTpiOHA odilriitHa
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peecTparist BUi3Ay ykpaiHiiB 3 Teputopii [lonbii Ha kopoHi ab0 peecTparltis B 1HIIA KpaiHi
€pporneiicbkoro Coro3y, abo peectpaiis Bui3ay 3 LlleHreHchbK01 30HH 1HIIO KPaiHOIO.

¢V MiHicTepcTBi BHYTPIIIHIX CIIpaB Ta aJMiHICTparlii Takox miaTBepaKywTs (COmmunicative
evidentials), mo yxpainuis y [Toasmi Touno (Epistemic modality: certainty) meniue, Hix y 6a3i
PESEL UKR. ¥ BiIoMCTBI MiATOTYyBaJIM CUCTEMY IIATBEPHKCHHS NIepeOyBaHHS YKPAiHIIIB, B SKiH
CTaTyC TUMYacCOBOI'0 3aXUCTY Ha 3MIHUTHCS Ha TUMYacoBe nepedyBanHs. [10TiM 111 Jito1M TOBUHHI
oynyTnb (Epistemic modality: certainty) 3’siButucs B oicu TMiHH, 1100 MiATBEPAUTH CBOE
nepeOyBaHHS.

5. YKpaiHChKi MIrpaHTH, SIKi [IOBEPTAIOTHCS 3-3a KOPJIOHY, MOKYTh oTpumyBatu (Epistemic
modality: Possibility) nomomory mano3abe3neueHuM pogrHaM

Haranxyemo (Communicative evidentials), 1110 3 ciuHs OTOYHOTO POKY i€ TOCTAHOBA, SIKa
PO3IIMPIOE MOKIIMBOCTI TPU3HAYCHHS JOITOMOTITH Majio3abe3neueHum, mood Ti poJAHHH, SKi
ONMHUIIUCH Y PU3HKY O1HOCTI, MOTJIM aKTHUBHIIIIE HEI0 KOPUCTYBATHUCS.

BIIO Ta ykpaiHism, sKi IOBEpTarOThCS 13-3a KOPJIOHY Ta 111 He BCTUIJIM ITPALleBIalITyBaTHCh B
VYkpaiHi i He MaIOTh BIACHUX JDKEPEN JOXOIIB, JOMOMOTa IPU3HAYAETHCS HA 6 MICSIIIB:

JUTSL POJIMH, 1110 TOBEPHYIIHMCH B YKpaiHy micis TpuBaioro (monan 90 qHiB mocmiis) nepedyBaHHS 3a
KOPJIOHOM, HaBITh SIKIIO B TAKUX POAMHAX € Mpale3aTHI HeMpalowdi ocoOu, sSKi He CIIadyBaiu
€CB.

JUISL POJIMH BHYTPIIIHBO NEPEMILIEHUX OC10, K1, BHACHIIOK NIEpeMIllieHa, He IpalloBad abo He
crutauyBanu €CB.

Bonnouac, abu cipusTH MOBEPHEHHIO YKPATHIIIB IO €KOHOMIUYHO HE3aJIeKHOI0 1 CaMOCTiiHOTrO
KHTTS, BUIJIATa JOIOMOTH JUIsl Maj03a0e3NeueHNX MO€EIHY€EThCS 3 IHCTPYMEHTaMHU CTUMYJTFOBAaHHS
710 TIpaIeBIIAIITYBAHHS.

Taxk, sixio B poauni BITO un MirpaHTiB, siKi IOBEPTAIOTHCS, € Mpale3/laTHI 0coOu, K1 He
MPALIOIOTh, MiCHs MPU3HAYEHHS JOTIOMOTH Majio3a0e3Me4eHuM BOHU MalOTh IPOTATOM JABOX MICSLIB
iCJIs MPU3HAYEHHS JOIIOMOTH CIIPHSTH CBOil €KOHOMIUHIN caMOCTIHHOCTI - TOOTO 260
MpaleBIalTyBaTUCh, a00 cTaTu Ha 00K B Jlep:kaBHOMY LIEHTp1 3aiHATOCTI, abu ¢axismi Llentpy
JOTIOMOTJIM TaKUM 0co0aM 3HaWTH poOOTY, UM, 3a TIOTPEOH, IPOUTH TIepeHaBUAHHSI Ta
nepekBaiigikariro.

Haragaemo, nonomora mano3a0e3nedeHuM NMPU3HAYAEThCS TUM POAMHAM, Y SKUX CYKYITHHNA PO3MIp

JIOXOJIIB HE TIEPEBUIILY€E PIBEHb 3a0€3MeUeHHS MTPOKUTKOBOTO MIHIMYMY JIJIsl CIM’1, TaK Hapasi (1yist
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mpate3aaTHux ocib 1e - 55% npoxurkoBoro MiHiMymy (1665.4 rpn), mst niteit - 140 % (Bikom 1o
6 pokiB - 3 588,2 rpH, Bix 6-18 pokiB - 4 474.40 rpH), a5 0Ci0, SIKI BTpATHIN Mpale3aaTHICTh -
100% (2 361 rpH). TakuM YHHOM JIOTIOMOTa PO3PaXOBYETHCS K PI3HUILA piBHEM 3a0€3MeueHHS
MPOXKUTKOBOTO MiHIMYMY ISt

ciM’1 Ta Ti cCepeTHbOMICSIYHUM CYKYITHUM JIOXOJIOM.

6. YkpaiHCchKi OKeHIIl, K1 mepeOyBaloTh 3a KOPIOHOM, HE 3MOXKYTh OTPUMATH OOIISIHY THCSYY BiJI
3enencekoro, — 3MI... (Communicative evidentials)

[likaBa Taka TeMa JJisi OOTOBOPEHHSL.. IKpa3 JUIS MOIAJIBIIIOT0 PO3KONY B CYCIIUIBCTBI. . .

ToOTo, ykpaiHii, sIKi 32 KOpJJOHOM aBTOMATHYHO BXKE HE YKPATHII..

I'aparo, mo (Cognitive evidentials) 3eneHcbkuii B Kypci, 110 «mtpoidafeu» (POBATUBIIN)
JIOTIOMOTY TIepECEeIICHIsIM, 0araTo XTo 3MYyIIEHUH ITOBEPHYTHUCS B OKYIIAIIIF0..VSIBITh COO1, JIFOIMHA
KHJaJia BCe, 1110 Maja, abu 3ajIuImuThHCs B YKpaiHi, aje yepe3 moyylCTHUHe CTaBICHHS BIIaIH 3apa3
3MyIlIEHA MOBEPHYTHUCS.. TIITH XKUTU B TETIEP BXKE JITBO BOPOTa..Ii/I CTPaXOM HEBIJJOMOCTI. ..

Bararo ykpaiHIliB TOYyBIIH MPO II0 CMILTHY THCAYY 3€JICHCHKOTO OApa3y BHPIMIMIH, O i OyTH
nonaroMm Ha 3CY, B TOMy YHCIIi 1 yKpaiHIli 32 KOPAOHOM..AJle TeTep I1ie OJIMH MiHyC B 00’ €/IHaHHI..
JFO/IeH 3HOBY TOJIIJICHO. . .

Ile Oyzae BeMUKUM CTUMYIIOM JIJIsl IOBEPHEHHSI 0aratbox @

Bin cebe ocobucTo: xail CKpyTUTh Ty THCSUY 1 3acyHe co0i B oaHe Micue..IIpocto Most foromory
Oy/ie Ha TUCSYY MEHIIIE, AIKYIOYH KOPYMIIOBaHO-O(IIOPHUM IIypaM.

7. Yoro ouikyroTh ykpainchki OixkenIll B CIIIA Bix HOBOTO Mpe3uIeHTa.

5 mucronana CIIIA o6uparoTh HOBOTO MPE3UICHTA, 1110 BUKIUKAE HeaOUsKi OUIKyBaHHS cepesl
YKpaiHChKHX ODXKEHI[IB, TOMY 1110 MallOyTHii Jtizep Kpainu 6e3mocepeaHbo BiauHe (Epistemic
modality: certainty) ma mporpamu, uepes siki ykpainii npuixanu B CIIIA. 3aramom 3 moyaTky BiiHU
TYT 3HAMIUIM PUXUCTOK OJIM3BKO IM1B MUJIbHOHA FPOMaIsiH Y KpaiHu.

VYkpaiHiiB TypOye, YU MPOJAOBKATH MPOTPAMH, K1 103BOJISIFOTH M 3anumatucs B CIIA. Binbiicts
nporpaM, Takux sk Temporary Protected Status Ta U4U, € TUMYacOBUMH 1 3a7I€KaTUMYTh Bij
MOJTITUYHOI BOJII HOBOTO TIPE3UICHTA.

Haii6inbie x 3a cBoe MaitOyTHe B CIIIA, ykpainii nepeiimaroTbcs y BUnaaky nepemoru Tpammna,
ToMy 110 To1 MoxkymBa (Epistemic modality: possibility) 6ibin sxopcTka MirpartiiiHa mosiTHKa,
sika Mozke (Epistemic modality: probability) mocraBuTu i 3arpo3y THM4acoBHiA CTaTyC YKpaiHIIiB

B Toii ke uac, ekcnepTu BBaxkaoTh (Cognitive evidentials), mo y Bumaaxy nepemoru I"appic, 6yae
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npoaos:kena (Epistemic modality: probability) ununa mosmiTika 111010 MirpaHTiB

Excnepru 3a3HauaroTh, o ykpaiHcbkuM OikeHIsiM y CIIIA He BapTO XBUIIFOBATUCS Yepe3 MOKIIHBI
3MiHH B 3aKOHOJIaBCTBI:

SIKI10 BUHMKHE 3arpo3a 3aKpuTTs Iporpam, yKpaiHchbKa rpoMa/ia TOTOBa JIOOII0BATH MIATPUMKY B
Konrpeci, sik 11e Bxke OyJ10 paHiiie

Takox pesiki 6izkeHui BBazkaoTh, mo (Cognitive evidentials) momituka CIIIA mysxe mpocra —
SKILO TH TPAIIOEL, 3apOOIISENI TPOILI, MIATUII MOJATKH — TOO1 HEMa 3a 110 NepeKUBATH

8. Hama Biama B yeproBuii pa3 npoouia aao: [Ipe3uneHT 3eneHChKui a€ THTEPB'I0 3aKOPIOHHIM
3MI, ne miade, Mo yKpaiHChbK1 O1KEHITI MAlOTh IMOBEPTATUCS 3 €BPOIH 1 IUIATUTH TYT MOJATKH, a B
el yac TyT B YKpaiHi y BUMYIIEHUX MEePECEEHIIB, SIKi BTpATHIM B )KHUTTI BCE, BIAHIMAIOTh
OCTaHHE - Ti HEMIACHI 2 THUC TPH B MicCsIb. Tak HAIO HAIIIUM MTOBEPTATHUCS, KOJIA B €BPONECHCHKHUX
KpaiHax JIOIIOMOTa HaIlluM O1KEHIISIM JyXKe CYTTEBA, a TyT ii He Oye B3araii!

Bce 30Bcim Oyse iHakie - Bce Oisblie i Oibiie ykpainiis 6yayrh (Epistemic modality: certainty)
HaBIAaKU TIOKUIATH KpaiHy, 00 MU TyT He noTpioHi... — ¢ (Communicative evidentials)
Anexkcannpom ToBkauem.

Te mo Mu oTprMany 3a 1i ABa POKH - IS SKOTOCh YNHOBHUKA OJIMH Pa3 CXOIUTH J0 PECTOpaHy... |
Tax, iiCHO, YAHOBHUKAM KOMIICHCYIOTh JKUTJIO, BUITUCYIOTh TPEMIl IpH X 3apruiartax OuibIne cTa
TUCSAY B MicCsIIb... CKUIbKH 11 MU OyeMo TepmiTH? Mu Ti, XTO BTpaTHJIX BCE B I1iil BilfHU - 30BCIM
HE3axXUIIIEHI 1 KUHYTI1 Iep’KaBolo... A TeNep y Hac BIHIMAIOTh OCTAHHE...

JIoKOpsTH HaM, SIK1 BTpATHJIN BCE, 1110 MU BK€ BCTAJIM HA HOTH - IPOCTO LIMHIYHO! Y Hac Bxke
Hikosm He 6yae (Epistemic modality: certainty) sxwutina, To6TO cTaTH GOMKAMH - 11 MTO-BAIIOMY
"Bctatu Ha Horu"? #Odicllpesunenta #llpe3naeHT3eneHCbKUI

9. ITonsiku MoYaNH Tipie CTaBUTHCH JI0 YKpaiHiliB, 00 BBaxkawTh, o (Cognitive evidentials)
[Tonpia 3a6araTo BKJIaJaeThes B YKpaiHy 1 HIYOTO HE OTPUMYE Ha 3aMiHYy, @ YKpaiHChKi O1KEHII1
pa3oM 3 IHIIMMHU MITpaHTaMHU CTBOPIOIOTH 3arpo3y sl Oe3MeKn KpaiHu

Taky nymky Buciaosuiaa (Communicative evidentials) ykpainceka sxypHanictka Onena babakosa,
1o *kuBe y Bapimiai y komenrtapi ains ctarti NV

10. Hogi corjonutyBaHHs moKa3yoTh, o (Communicative evidentials) ykpaiHcbki OixkeHIi
3/1e01IBIIOTO BXXKE YCIINIHO IHTETPYBAIKCS 32 KOPAOHOM 1 BiK€ MEHIIIa YaCTHHA 0auuTh
MaiOyTHROTO CBOIX JAiTel B YKpaiHi. barato maiTeil mpo1oBKylOTh HAaBYaHHS B IBOX CHCTEMax

OCBITH — YKpaiHCBKIH Ta MicIeBiii.Ajie OUIBLIICTh MIAHY€E 3aJTUIIATUCS.
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[Tnanu ykpaincekux OixenIiB y Himeuunni Ta Hizepnangax mokasye A0CTilzKeHHs MirpaiifHol
mwrarpopmu EWL. (Communicative evidentials)

HimeyurHa Haiana THMYacOBH 3aXUCT TOHAN 1,2 MJTH BTiKaviB Bij BiiiHM B Ykpaini, Higepnanmu —
noHax 118 tuc. monei.

3'acyBasiocs, mo (Cognitive evidentials) 6iibime mooBUHM yKpaiHChKUX rpoMasH y HiMeduunni
(57%) Gauatp MaitOyTHE CBOIX AiTel y Lii KpaiHi, Toxl sk 39% — B Ykpaini. Y Hinepnangax
CHUTYalis NpOTHIIeKHA — OinbIIe nojaoBuHU (60%) GauaTh MallOyTHE CBOIX AiTel B YKpaiHi Ta uie
29% — y noTouHi# KpaiHi MpoKUBaHHs. AJle KIIbKICTh yKpaiHIiB y HiMeuunHi He3piBHSIHHO
Oinpra, HiXK y Himepnanmax.

[TonoBuHa onutanux ykpainmiB y Himeuuuni (51%) ta Higepnannax (50%) moBizomusiu
(Communicative evidentials), o npuixanu 3 gitbmu 70 18 pokis. B 000X kpaiHax 3 OHi€0
TUTHHOIO TTepe0yBatoTh TpeTrHa pecrioHAeHTiB (33%). CepeaHiii Bik HAHMOIOANIOL TUTHHY B
Himewuuni — 8 pokis, y Hinepnangax — 9 pokis.

Y Himeuuuni Bxke 3HANILTN poOOTYy 200 MpOXOASTH MiATOTOBY1 KYpPCH ISl MpaneBiamTyBaHas 67%
rpomasisiH Ykpainu, cBimuars aani EWL. (Communicative evidentials) Bognouac 3a oginiiinoro
HiMenbKol0 craTuctukoro, (Communicative evidentials) Munys0ro poKy piBeHb 3alHATOCTI Cepel
yKpaiHChbKuX OlkeHIB ckianaB 6mu3bko 20%. Y Higepnannax 61% rpomanss Ykpainu
JeKJIapyIOTh, 1110 MatOTh POOOTY.

VY cepeanbomy B Himeuuuni ykpainii 3apo0isitots 1334 eBpo Ha Micaup ("uuctumu"), y
Hinepnannax cepenns 3apriaTa yKpaiHiiB cTaHOBUTH 1104 €Bpo Ha MicsIIb.

40% pecrionaenTiB y Himeuunni mosimomusu, o (Communicative evidentials) ixui poandi He
IUTaHYIOTh J0 HUX mepeDkpkaTi. CTBepiHO BiAnoBiay auie 27% onutanux. Y Higepnanaax 62%
YKpaiHI[iB BIANOBUIM, 1110 IXHI POJUYl 1O HUX HE NepeinyTh. [Ipo roTOBHICTH ponyiB NepeixaTH 10
1i€i kpaiHu po3noBin 26% pecroHICHTIB.

S 3anumny 1o iHopMairiro 6e3 BUCHOBKIB. AJic MOKY BieBHeHHO ckazatu (Epistemic modality:
certainty), o ko B OI1 Ha mowatky 2022 poKy npoirHopyBajIH Haili, pa3oM €BreHom Maroro,
Mopajyl y MUTaHHI BUMMCYBaHHS MPOrpaMy MOTHBAL[lT TOBEpHEHHS O1KEHIIIB M1J] Yac BIHHU Ta MICIA
BIMHH, TO J0JIaJIM 3yCHIIb, 100 OyB Takuit pe3yibTar. JloB0oiio6n Ha baHkoBii npocpanu maHc
MOBEPHYTH OUIBIIY KIJIBKICTh YKPAiHIIIB Yepe3 CBOE HEBIMIACTBO Ta TYMICTh. A KOJIU 3€JIeHChKUN
TOJIEpYy€ KOPYIILiI0, 301IbIIYE aBTOPUTAPU3M Ta Opeltie, To 0aXatouu MOBEPHYTUCS 3MEHIIY€EThCS.

11. Ha oxkynupoBanHbIx [lapamikoil Teppuropusx YKpauHbl, BOGHHbIE POCCUHCKHE IPECTYITHUKHI
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yOMBaIOT YKpauHIIEB 32 S3bIK, 32 CHMBOJIBI YKPAUHBL. W '«

B yowuiictee Upunbsr ®apuon Touno (Epistemic modality: certainty) pyka pycoroBopsiiux, OHH 3a
Hell ciaeuIy U 10Ka3aTeabCTBO 3TOMY TO, Kak ObICTpO Haluiy napHs u3 KpeiMa, nucbMo KOTOpPOro
OHa BBUJIOXKMJIA HA PAZIOCTSX, HE IToIyMaB o ero 0ezonacHoctu. Kak u mrobomy Yenoseky il HyKHBI
ObUTH CITOBA MOACPKKH U JIF0OBU ¥ 3TO TMCHMO cropelio ei cepaiie. S Touno 3naro (Epistemic
modality: certainty + Cognitive evidentialS) pyku pycoroBopsiiux B KpoBu B Dpeduu 1T
VYKpauHbl, €cliu rpakaHe YKpauHbl HE 3HAIOT CBOM POIHOM S3bIK, OHHM HE IOJHOLICHHBIE I'paKJaHe
VYkpaunbl. Ona npasa Ha 1000%. (Epistemic modality: certainty) pycoroBopsinue YKpauHIIbl He
XOTAT YUUTh Y KPAaUHCKHIA, HO Tipue3xaii B EBpomy kak OeXeHIIbI y4aT sI3bIK CTPAHbI KTO UX
MPUIOTWI. Y KPAUHCKHH SI3BIK 3TO CIIOC00 0OPHOBI C TEPPOPUCTUUECKUM TOCYIapPCTBOM TO]T
Ha3zBaHueM Dpedust. Ero Hy)XHO yuuTh, 3TO 0053aHHOCTh TPAXKAaHUHA Y KPauHbI, YTOOHI B
A3bIKOBOM cdepbl YKpaunsl [laparika Obljia yHUUTOXKEHA.

12. Ykpainceki Oikenni y Himeuuunni. Slki BoHu?

[Ticns moyatky MacoBaHoi BiiiHM Pocii mpotu Ykpainu 24 mrotoro B oany jume HiMequuny
puOyII0 OHA MUTBHOH YKPAiHIIIB Ta YKPaiHOK, SIKi pATYIOTHCS Bij O00HOBHX 1ill y ceOe Ha
6atpkiBiuHi. 1o To 3a moau? YoMy npuixanu came 10 Himeuunnun? YUum maposro (Epistemic
modality: Possibility)?

Ha 11 Ta 6araro iHIIMX MUTaHb BIANOBIIA€ NEpIIE pENPEe3eHTATUBHE JOCIIIKEHHS, IKE TPOBEN
TPH HIMELbKI COLIIOJIOTIUHI IHCTUTYTH crijibHO 3 denepaabHUM BIIOMCTBOM Y CIpaBax Mirpartii Ta
oixenitis (BAMF).

[TopiBHSHO 3 KOJIMIIHIMU NPUTOKaMu OikeHiB 1o HiMeuunHn ykpaiHili MaloTh CYTT€BI
BiaMiHHOCTI, 3a3Haumia (Communicative evidentials) Ca6ine Iunu (Sabine Zinn) i3 Himenbkoro
IHCTUTYTY eKOHOMIUHUX ociikenb (DIW) y bepunini, npeacrasnstoun 15 rpyaHs pe3ynbratu
ONUTYBaHHS Ha npec-koHpepeHuii y bepmini.

[To-nepue, ykpaiHisiM He oTpiOHa Bi3a uid B'i3y Ao kpain €C. Ilo-apyre, 3riqtno
(Communicative evidentials) 3 aupekTHBOI0O €BPOCOIO3Y, BOHU 0/ipa3y OTPUMYIOTh THMYACOBHIA
3axuCT 0€3 3aTsHKHOT MPOLelypy PO3IIIsAY KIOMOTaHHS PO HagaHHs npuTyiky (Asyl). I, Hapemri,
MO-TPETE, YKPATHCHKUM YOJIOBIKaM MPU30BHOTO BIKY 4Yepe3 3arajibHy MoO1Ti3alliio 3a00pOHEHO
BUI3]1 3 YKpaiHu.

Tomy ne nuBHo (Epistemic modality: certainty), o nepeBaxHa OiTbIIICTh BTIKAYiB 3 YKpaiHU —

x1HKHU (80%), Maiixe monoBuHA 3 AkuX (48%) MaroTh ManoniTHIX JiTed. A 1o € 20% O1KeHIIB 3
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VYkpaiau gonoBidoi crati? Yu Garato cepea HUX THUX, XTO YXHJIMBCS BiJl MOO1Ti3aIii?

TouHO BiANMOBICTH Ha TaKe MMTAHHS aBTOPH I0CIiKeHHs He 3Morym (Epistemic modality:certainty
and impossibility). Ane Karapina [Imnic (Katharina Spiel3) i3 ®enepanbHOro iHCTUTYTY BUBYCHHS
HapojoHaceneHHs (BiB) minkpecimaa (Communicative evidentials), mo 71% ykpainiis npudymiu
1o HimMeuunnu pa3om i3 wieHaMu ciMeil — qpy>KUHAaMU, JOPOCIMMH TOHBKaMH Ta OHyKaMu. 6%
MIpUIXaju 10 IpYXKHUH, Kl Bxke rnepeOyBanu B Himeuunni. 16% - HeoapykeH1 40JIOBIKM Ta O€3 JiTel.
Le, onnak, He 03Ha4ae, mo 1i 16% - Ti, XTO BTIK Big MoOumi3alii. Cepen HUX Oarato moaei
MOXHJIOTO BIKY Ta IHBAJIJIIB, SKHX B apMil0 HE 3aKJIMKaI0Th, migkpecamiaa (Communicative
evidentials) Karapina IlImic. A I'epbept bprokep (Herbert Briicker) 3 [HCTUTYTy BUBYCHHS PHHKY
npaui Ta npodeciit (IAB) mogas (Communicative evidentials), 1o # aesikum 4oa0BiKam
MIPU30BHOTO BIKY JI03BOJISIETHCA BUI3] 13 YKpaiHU 32 CIMEHHUMU 0OCTaBUHAMH.

[MpaktruHo Bci onutani B HiMeuunHi ykpaini ta ykpainku (96%) 3aasasirors (Communicative
evidentials), o TikaroTs Bix BiitHu. Jlexto gogae (Communicative evidentials), mio i Bix
€KOHOMIYHUX Herapas[iB.

JIBi TpeTHHU — 3 PETioHiB, OXOIUIeHNX OoifoBuMU nisimu. A Himeuunny, 3a ii c;ioBaMu
(Communicative evidentials), o6uparoTs TOMy, 1110 y 6araTboX TYT yXKe € POAHYi, APY3i Ta 3HAHOMI.
Taxk, nmume 9% 13 HUX TPOJOBXKYIOTh A0CI XKHUTHU Y TYPTOKUTKAX, 17% — y roTeNnsx Ta naHCioHax.
Pemra Bxe 3HalM coOi 1ax Haj rojoBoOlO - a00 y poInyiB, ApPY3iB 1 3HaloMHX, 00 MalOTh
okpemy kBapTupy (60%).

Cepenniii Bik ykpaiHChKkuX O1xkeHIIB Y HiMmeuunni — 28 pokis. Lle monoae, Hixk 3araioM
HaceleHHs 1 Ykpainu, i Himequnnu. PiBeHb OCBITH y HUX - 3HAUHO BUINUHN 3a cepeaHiit. Bumii
MatoTh 72% onurtanux 3a 50% y cepeqaboMy o Ykpaini ta 33% - y HimeuuuHi.

VY cepennpomy 18% ykpaiHChkux O1KEHINB (cepel 4oMoBIKiB 24%) miciis MiBPOKY BXKE 3HANIILIN
co01 poboty B HimeuunHi, 1 3 KOXKHUM MICAIIEM X cTae aenani ouibiie. L{g yacTka 3Ha4HO BHIIIA,
HIX cepes] O1KEHLIB 3 1HIKX KpaiH. CynepHUITBA 3 MICLIEBUMHU KaJipaMH Ha HIMELIbKOMY PUHKY
nparli ekcrepT He ouikyroTh. HaBnakw, 3a ixuimu ciioBamu (Communicative evidentials),
YKpaiHChKI O1KEHII1 JOTIOMararTh MOM'SIKITUTH 1e(IIUT poO0UYHNX PYK, 110 3poctae B HimeuunHi.
[Ipu uboMy n00pe HiIMELbKY MOBY 3HaIOTh Jiniie 4% onuranux, 80% — moraHo 4u 30BCIM HidK. AJe
MIOJIOBMHA BCiX ODKEHIIIB CIIPaBHO Bi/IBiJly€ MOBHI KypCH, TPETUHA 1€ i IHTerpaLiifHi.

34% yxpaincbkux OibxeHiis, 3rigno (Communicative evidentials) 3 gocnimpkeHHIM, X049y Th

saymmatvcsa B HimewurHi 10 3akiHYeHHS O0MOBUX /1K Ha O0aThKiBIIWHI, 26% TUIaHYIOTh
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3aNUIIMTUCA TYT Ha3aBxkaH, 11% — 11e Ha KijbKa poKiB, 2% — MakKCUMYM Ha piK.

91% yxpaincbkux cimeii y Himeuunni kaxyts (Communicative evidentials), o ixui aitu
MIKUTBHOTO BiKY XOJATH /10 HIMEIBKOI IIIKOJIM. A Maii’Ke YBEpTh 3a3Havae, 10 AITH HABYAIOTHCS
napasenbHO 1Ie i OHJIAiH B OHIH 13 YKpaiHChKHX IIKIII.

VY ciyHi TJ1aHy€e TPOBECTH 11I€ OAHE, OB JOKJIAIHE OTTMTYBaHHS.

3a marepiainamu (Communicative evidentials) Deutsche Welle

13. Minictp o6oponu Cinosauunnu (Communicative evidentials): Ykpaiucbki GixeHiti
MPU3UBHOTO BiKy MalOTh iXaTH BOIOBAaTH B YKpaiHy

A Bu sk BBaxkaeTe?

14. VY LenTpi pocnimkens Mirpaiii BapiaBcbkoro yHiBepcUTETY NOBiIOMUJIM, 1110
(Communicative evidentials) ykpainceki 6ixxenIri crutatim y [Tobii mogaTkiB Ha 2 MiTbSIpIH
€BPO BiJl TOYATKY POCIHCHKOTO BTOPTHEHHS.

N s mudpa yTpudi nepeBUIye J0IOMOTY HOJIBCHKOTO YPSAY YKPaiHIISIM.

Takux mparboBUTUX ODKEHIIB e €Bpora He 6auma [ ©[] Ocrannii Kamitamicr

TIC. ®oto Mmoe 3i CTpuiichKuii mapk - Ipo rapHe Tpa nam'statu e

15. IOCBIJT YKPAIHCHKUX 'POMAJISIH YV TTOJIBIL] - HIJISIX 10 BIIBY JOBU
VKPATHUUA® pL

Mirpaniiina margpopma EWL 16 kBiThs nposena mactutabuuii BI3HEC ®OPYM y 2JIbBoBi B
koH(pepeni-3ani GRAND HOTEL.

» OCHOBHOIO METOI0 3aX0/y OYJI0 0OrOBOPUTH, K YKpaiHIli MOKyTh BUKopucTaTu (Epistemic
modality: possibility) cBiii mocBix xxutTs i poboTH y €Bpori y MailOyTHi#l MicIsIBOEHHIH BiI0Oy10BI
Ykpainu.

Taxo oKpeMo IPOTroBOPUIIN TEMY Mirpailii Ta ii BIJIMBY Ha EKOHOMIKY YKpaiHu Ta KpaiH, /€ 3apa3
HaWO1IBIIE TIPOKUBAE YKPATHIIIB.

€ Criikepamu 3axoy cTainu ekcnepTu Mirpariitaoi matgopmu EWL, 3HaBII cBOET cripaBu:

- Map'sna CemeHIok — qupeKkTopka pekpyrauii Mirpauiiinoi miatdpopmu EWL, renepansna
MeHeKepKa Biauty pekpyrauii puHky Llentpansno-CxigHoi €Bpony;

- Alex Kartsel - Binenpesunent EWL Group;

- Marcin Kotodziejczyk - nupexrop 3 migbopy nmepcoHaiy.

? I11]T YAC BIBHEC ®OPYMY OBI'OBOPIOBAJIU ITUTAHHS:
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- B3BAEMO3B'SI130K MDK TPYJOBOIO MIT'PALIICIO YKPAIHIIIB J10 ITOJIBIII TA
EKOHOMIYHMM 3POCTAHHSIM OBOX KPATH.

®"VKpaiHChbKi MIrpaHTH MOKYTh BUKOPHCTATH CBIll 10CBix mpaiii B IT0JbIi Uit CTUMYIFOBAHHS
PO3BHUTKY €KOHOMIKHM B YKpaini. Amke npotsirom 2020-2023 pokiB moHax 44,5 TUCAY YKpaiHIIIB
3apeectpyBasiv B [TombIii 0JHOOCOOOBY TOCIONAPCHKY MISITBHICTH — aHaNor ykpainckkoro OOIT.
Cranom Ha 31 rpynus 2023 poky B [onsii 3apeectpoBano 100 THCSY iHO3eMHUX KOMITAHIH, 3 HUX
27 tucsy — ykpainceki", - Marcin Kotodziejczyk.

- BIUIMB YKPATHIIIB HA EKOHOMIKY ITOJIBIILMI pL

® "V KpaiHChbKi MirpaHTH CIPUSAIOTH EKOHOMIYHOMY 3pOCTaHHIO y 101bIIi, TOMY 1110 piBEHb
MpaleBIalTyBaHHs YKPaiHCHKUX O1KEHIIIB € HAWBUIINM 3-TIOMIXK KpaiH €BpOCOI03Y, 3aBISKH
oMy 3poctanns BBIT Bipo1oBxk 1’ ITH pOKiB, 3a MPorHo3om, Mozke ctanoButu (Epistemic
modality: probability) na pisui 1,2-2%. B nepepaxyHok Ha KOIITH — 1ie 0Ji3bK0 20 MiTTbSIP/IiB
snorux", - Alex Kartsel.

- [IOPTPET YKPAIHCHLKOI'O MITPAHTA HA IOJIbCbKOMY PUHKY TTPAILILuASS

®" /[0 nouarky noBHOMacIuTabHol BiliHu, B [Toyblly IXaiu yKpaiHil, sKi He MOIJIM 3HAWTH POOOTY
B YKpaiHi, abo TiHOi orutatu 3a Hel. TeHaeHis 3MiHuIach, O1KEHIN BiJl BIHHH 3 YKpaiHu — 11e
mroau 100pe ocideHi. 3rigno 3 pocaimkenusimu (Communicative evidentials), 56% 3 Hux mae
BHUIILY OCBITY", - Map'saHa CeMeHIOK.

- )KIHOYE JIIJIEPCTBO: BHECOK YKPAIHCbKHX KIHOK MITPAHTIB V PO3BUTOK
I'POMAJICEKOT'O CYCIIJIbCTBAGQ 1Y

® "3 104aTKOM [TOBHOMACHITAOHOT BiliHH, YKPAiHCHKI JKIHKH MIEPEBEPHYIIN JIyMKY €BPOIIEHIIIB HA
180% xT0 Taka YKPAIHCBKA JXIHKA. Boun 6auath BUCOKOOCBIYEHHX, MPAIIbOBUTHX, 3AMOKHHX
KIHOK, SIK1 3HAIOTh YOT'O XOUYTh 1 JOCATAIOTH I[bOT0. A came: BIIKPUBAIOTh CBiii Oi3HeC,
MABUILYIOTh A0X1Jl, BYaTh IIBUAKO 1HO3€MHY MOBY, BCTUTAIOTh 1 IIPAIFOBATH, 1 IOTJISIaTH 3a
niteMu", - Map'sua CeMeHIOK.

16. YKPAIHCBHKI BDKEHILII - EKOHOMIUHE YUY 10 €BPOIIA!

czuA Konu HaBecH1 2023-ro poky y Uexii moyaiu CTpiMKO MOIIUPIOBATUCS aHTHYKPATHChKI HACTPOi,
MozkHa 0yJio Hepiako mouyTu (Experiencial evidentials) Hapatus npo Te, 10 Yechbkuii ypsi/
NpUIse OlbIle YBard TUM YKPAiHIIM, K1 pATYBABCS Bij BiliHU, aHDK caMuM 4yexam. [liinuio 1o

TOTO, 1110 B Oepe3Hi MHUHYJIOTO POKY MPOTECTYBATbHUKH 3pOOHIIN CIIPOOY MPOPBATHUCS 110
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HamionansHoro My3eto y camicinbkomy cepiti [Iparu, mo6 3HsATH 3 Horo Oy/1iBIi YKpaiHChKUN
npanop. [Tomimii Baanocs 3aTpuMaTi HAMOUTBII arpeCUBHUX YYaCHHKIB aKIlii, cepel SKuxX Oymu
moau 3 HamuBKaMu [1BK «Baraep» Ta miteporo «Z».

@3 [l «BOHU KPAAYTbH HAILI POBOUYI MICIIS», - 3asBistoTh Aeski rpomaasau Yexii. Xoua
HaCTpaB/i 1le MaHIMyJALisA yucToi Boau. umin [lepTomnsa, sikuil BXOIUTH 1O KOHCYJIBTaTUBHOT
rpynu Minicrepcrsa npati Yecbkoi Pecriyoutiku, roBoputs (Communicative evidentials) npo Te,
1o y Yexii BJke JaBHO BiTUYBAETHCS CYTTEBUI Opak MpalliBHUKIB — HA PUHKY Ipalli HE BUCTaYae
njoHaimene 3 @@@‘I/ICH‘{ Jroei. YKpaiHIli IPOCTO 3alOBHIOIOTh PUHKOBI TPOTATMHU, YUM

HaMpovy/l 33/I0BOJICHUI YeChbKH Oi3HEC.

& «MI1 BUTPAUYAEMO HA HUX (ykpainuis) HAJITO BATATO I'POIIE». e Takox noBoi
HOMYJISIPHAN MaHINYIATUBHUN HApaTUB, IKUH CIIPOCTOBYE 3asiBa TOro >k MiHicTepcTBa mpatii.
[IpoTsirom nepmioro miBpivus 2024 poky Ha MIATPUMKY YKpaiHCBKUX ODKEHIIB Oysi0 BUTpayeHo 7,3
MJIPJ KPOH. 3a 1ieH jke Tepio] YKpaiHIli CTUIATHIIH MTOIATKIB y AepKOrmKeT Ha cymy 11,7 Mapn
kpoH. ToOto Yexis uncTumu 3apoduia Ha ykpaiHusax 4,4 Miipa KpoH (3a MOTOYHUM KYpCOM I1ie
Mmaitke $185 min). Bapro 3aznauutu (Epistemic modality: necessity), o 3 KO>KHUM KBapTajaoM
BUTPATH HA JAEP)KaBHY MIATPUMKY YKpPaAiHIiB Malal0Th, a JOXOAHU BiJl IXHBOI AISTIHOCTI 3pOCTaIOTh. |
11€ BPaXOBYIOTHCS JIMIIIE YKPATHIIL, K1 TIPAIIOI0TH O(MIIIIHO Ta CIIJIa4yIOTh MOIATKH.

=% Koro-xoro, a yexis Touno He moxxua (Epistemic modality: certainty and impossibility)
Ha3BaTu KceHopobamu. Tum nave, 1 KpaiHa Ma€ BIACHUI ICTOPUYHUHN AOCBIJ pOCIHCHKOT
iMnepianictuuHoi arpecii. Tomy yexu viTko yeBizomiawwts (Cognitive evidentials), 3 kum Mu
MaeMoO cIipaBy. | IpoIOBXKYIOTh aKTUBHO MIATPUMYBATH YKpaiHLiB. JlOCHiAHUIIBKUNA THCTUTYT
STEM 3’sacyBas (Communicative evidentials), o 55% 4exiB BUCTYAIOTh 3a MPOIOBKCHHS
JI03BOJTY Ha TiepeOyBaHHS B KpaiHi yKpaiHChKuX ObKeHIIB (mpoTu — 16%). e 56% rpomansu Yexii
HiATPUMYIOTH 1 TPOAOBXKEHHS puiioMy OKeHIIB 3 YKpainu (mpotu — 17%). A ykpainui
MIPOAOBXKYIOTh aJaNTyBaTHCA, aCUMITIOBATHCS, BUUTH MOBY Ta IOMIOBHIOBATH YECHKUH OIODKET.
3Buuaiino (Experiential evidentials), 6ixentis 3 Ykpainu ne mozxkna (Epistemic modality:
impossibility) po3risaatyu muiie 3 TOYKH 30py TOTO BHECKY, SIKUI BOHU POOJISATH B YECHKY
eKoHOMIKy. Kpaliie TuBUTHCS Ha HUX SK Ha YYaCHUKIB B3aEMOBUTITHUX CTOCYHKIB. A IIe Kpaile, sK
Ha JII0JIeH, KOTpi BMIIOTh BiJIOBIJIaTH KPUTEPIsM, SIKi BCTAHOBIIIOE KYJIBTYpHE CEpPEIOBHIIIE, 1
JTOTPUMYBATHUCS TUX MPABHII, SIKi TUKTY€E CaMe KUATTSI.

CoePIJIHI #cBoepinHi #niepemoranicisnepeMoru
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17. IToOyBaB chOTOAHI Ha KT BOK3aJ1, BIAIPABISB Maly, OUTHIIICTh ACAXHUPIB Ti, sIKi, MAOYTh
(Epistemic modality: probability), Bix mirpamiiinoi ciy:k01 X0oBaIuCs, a 3apa3 MOBHIA3UIN Ta
HaMararThCst 10 €BPOIU MPOCKOYHTH K YKPATHCHKi ODKeHIll. 3 BeIUYe3HUMHU Balli3amH,
nepeBakHO 4oIoBikH. [Tomepes )KiHOK 3 MaJTMMHU JIIThbMH, 3aiHSUTH KiJTbKa BaroHiB nmotsary Kuis
JIpBiB. 3BiCHO, TOBUKHAAIN. AJie BCE OJTHO MOIXaTH 3MOTJIM HE BCi. 3a0MTHI Ha4Ye TpaMBail B
roJIMHy Mik. Majy BIajocs 3anxaTd B HaCTYMHUHN NOTsTr. TimuTh, 1m0 OUIBIIICTh YOJIOBIKIB HA
BOK3aJI1 Ca/KaIOTh CBOIX HAa MOI3[ 1 3aJUIIAIOTHCS. . .

18. JTlroqu no6pi! Ile ykpaincoki Oixxenku B danii! Kaxkyrs (Communicative evidentials), nion
(Epistemic modality: possibility) 3 Xapkosa.

MicreBi MemIKaHIl Mpo3piBalOTh: TAKOTO IIMHI3MY BOHU He ysBJIsUIA. B Toif yac, konu Bcst Ykpaina
3JIPUTAETHCS Bl BOPOKUX PAKeT, THHYTH HAIlll 3aXUCHUKH, BOPOTH TBAITYIOTH 1 BOMBAIOTH KIHOK 1
IiTei, Bopor OoMOapaye i CTUpaE 3 UL 3eMJTi 1T MicTa, YKpaiHChKi OKEHII T03BOJISIIOTH CO0i
AJIKOTOJIbHI PO3BarH Iiji BOPOXKY morcy!

MaoyTs (Epistemic modality: probability), e sikpa3 Ti, 110 3a 8 pokis " ycrani ot Bamieii BaitHu".
[IlanoBHI HamIi 3aKOpAOHHI JIPY3i, Ti, XTO HE 33yMYIOUYHCh IPOCTATHYB PYKY JOIIOMOTH yCIM
YKpaTHISIM, HE IIIKOIYWTE TAKUX TBAPIOK, HETAHHO JNEMOPTYHTE Ha3aa B YKpaiHy 3 3a00pOHOI0
MO/IAJIBIIOTO BUi3/ly 32 KOPOH J0 3aKiHYeHHs 00HoBUX Iii. A0O... 3aHIIITh iX c001 Ha30BciM. bo
MU JIy’Ke IIBUAKO iX HABYMMO MOBA)KAaTH HaIlll MOYYTTS. 32 YMOBaMH BiliCBKOBOTO 4acy...

19. PanTom 3'sicyBaJioch, mo (Experiential evidentials) nesiki BBaz:karots (Cognitive evidentials),
10 BCl yKpaiHChbK1 MIrpaHTH B HiMeuunH1 OTpUMyBajIl Y OTPUMYIOTH COIIaJIbHY JIOTIOMOTY.
3Buuaiino :x, Hi (Experiential evidentials). Hikonu He otpumyBana. I npaBa He maina.

20. 3akiHueHHs BiliHI B YKpaiHi = ekoHOMIYHa Kpu3a B €Bporii, — Reuters nuiue, mo
(Communicative evidentials) takuii cienapiii crane peaabHictio, (Epistemic modality: probability)
SIKIIIO 3B1JICH MOiyTh YKPAiHCHhKI O1KEHII.

ExoHomika 6aratbox KpaiH 3a OCTaHHI 2 pOKHM 3Ha4HO 3pOCiia 3aBISKH YKPaiHCHKUM ODKEHIISIM,
BBaxkae Kpicrian [Terrep (Cognitive evidentials), romosa Bigniny Asctpii ta LICE xommanii J.
Safra Sarasin.

21. Yotupu poKu TOMY s TUBUIIACS KiHO, B IKOMY pOCisi OKyITyBajia YKpaiHy. YKpaiHChbKi ODKeHIIi
3HaXOATh MPUTYJIOK y €BpOTIi.

I BBaskaaa (Cognitive evidentials), mo ne npocto xino @[], BUrajaxa cleHapicTis.

Tenep Mu y 1iif peaabHOCTI.
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22. «PiBHICTBY» B €BpOIIl Ta YKpaiHChKi O1KEHITI

Hemonasho, 3enencbkuii 3asBuB, mo (Communicative evidentials) 3axo1y «mOITHYHO BUTiIHOY
HE TPaIOI0YUX ODKEHIIIB BIIIPABIISATH J0JIOMY, a HE BUTpAYaTH HA HUX Tpolri. 3po3yMisio
(Cognitive evidentials), mo kuiBceka kiika He Moz:ke (Epistemic modality: impossibility) aigoro
3ampoIOHyBaTH ODKEHIISIM, OKPIM SIK BMEPTH 3a PO3KIII olirapxis. B Bunaaky nmoBepHeHHs UX
ODkeHIliB Ha3aa B Ykpainy, TLK «1oOpoBiapHO» 3amxae ix B MalIuHy 1 BiIPaBUTh Ha TIEPEIOK,
MOKH 3eJICHChKHH Oy/ie 3aXHUINaTH CBOIX KOPYMITIOBaHUX YMHYII B Horo odici mpe3uieHTa,
Harnpukiaj, Taraposa.

Onnak, TyT oApa3y BCTAa€ MUTAHHS, HABIIIO 3aXiJ TpUMae OKEHIIIB Ta YOMY BiH 0/Ipasy ix HE
BIJIIPaBUTH B YKpainy?

Hes:ke (Epistemic modality: possibility), Tomy 110 Ha 3axigHa nojiTHYHA €JTiTA TyKE JTIOOUTH
MmirpanTiB Ta BBa:kae (Cognitive evidentials), 1o «Bci piBHI», Ta BOHH € JIy)Ke «TOJIEpPATHI» 10
IHIIUX HALNA?

JlocTaTHBO MPOCTO MOAUBHUTUCS Ha T€, K BIAHOCATHCS 10 MITPAHTIB, 100 3p03yMiTH, HACKUTEKH
JIeTIEeB] TaKi 3asiBH PO «IIATPUMKY YKpATHIIIBY 31 CTOPOHH 3aX1AHOTO 1CTEOIIIIMEHTY.

BbinbmricTs OikeHINB 3 YKpaiHu a00 30BCIM HIYOTO HE MAIOTh Ta BTIKAIOTh 3 TapSYUX TOYCK ITi]T
3arpo30r0 MoO1Ti3allii, 800 OMMHUIUCS B 30BCIM KaTacTpOPiYHOMY EKOHOMIYHOMY CTaHi, B IKOMY B
HUX B)K€ HE BUCTAUYaJIO TPOIIEi Ha KUTIIO, CBITJIO Ta 1Ky, TOMY BOHHU TIKAalOTh Ha 3axXiJ B HAJli Ha Te,
110 BOHU 3MO’KYTh BCTaTH HAa HOTH, JATH JITSM XOPOIITy OCBITY Ta iIHTETpyBaTHCh B HOBE
CYCITUIBCTBO.

3axiaHi 6aradi, B TOH k€ MOMEHT, BAKOPUCTOBYIOTh TaKy CUTYAIIi0 B CBOIX IHTepecax, 00 Ha iX
(dabpukax Ta 3aBojax Oyno Oinblie JAemeBoi podovoi CHIH, Ky 1€ B JOJATOK 3a0e3reuye qepiKana.
3BicHo (Epistemic modality: certainty), 1o € neBH#HiA BiICOTOK) O€3pOOITHUX Ta HE3AXUIIICHUX
O1KEHLIB, OJIHAK, JIepyKaBa KO>KEH JEHb 3MEHIIIYE M JOIIOMOTY YU 30BCIM BUKHJIA€ HA BYJIULIIO.
Mao Toro, 1m0 O1TbIIICTh O1XKEHITIB Ta MITPAHTIB [Tl 3aX1THUX KAMITATICTIB € ICHIeBUMH
pOOITHUKAMHU, TaK I iX Ty’Ke 4acTO MPUHUKYIOTH B MpaBax B chepax METUITMHH, OCBITH UM KHUTIIA,
BIJIJal0YM [1epeBary KOPIHHUM JIIOSIM YU TIPOcTo 6araTuM. TUM caMHM, Ha 3aX0/ll 1€ PO3KOII0E
POOITHUYMI KJIac MO HAI[IOHAJbHOMY MPU3HAKY.

[I{o6u moKpauyTH CBiil COIiaIbHO-€KOHOMIYHUI cTaH BC1 POOITHUKHU-MITPaHTH OBUHHI pa3oM
OOpOTHCS IPOTH KPYIMHHUX KaIliTATICTIB, IO iX eKCIUTyaTyIOTh, HE3BAXKAIOYHM HA pacy, CTaTh YU

HAIlIOHAJIFHICTb.
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I'ets po36pat! 3a poOGiTHUYY COMIAAPHICTH!

23. YkpaiHChKI MirpaHTH Ta ODKEHIIl 30aradyroTh KyJIbTYypHE KHUTTS KpaiH, K1 IX MPUHMAIOTh MICIIs
nouyatky y motomy 2022 arpecuBHOI KpHBaBoi BiltHu iMmepchkoi Pocii. Ixui 3Hanns ta gocsin
Mo:xkyTh jonomortu (Epistemic modality: possibility) momonatu crepeotumiu Ta po3mHpUTH
CBITOTJISIT MPUHMAIOUUX CBITOBUX CHLILHOT. OKpIM TOr0, YKPaiHChKI MIrPaHTH MalOTh BUCOKHI
piBeHb OCBiTH Ta KBamidikarii, o moske (Epistemic modality: possibility) crumymoBatu
€KOHOMIYHE 3POCTAaHHS B MPUIMAIOUUX KpaiHax, JOMOMOITH 3aIlIOBHUTH HECTady poO0U0i criu B
JESIKMX CEKTOPaX €KOHOMIKH.

[TpumiTHO, 1110 yKpaiHChKI MirpanTi MOKYyTh cTaTh (Epistemic modality: possibility) pymopowm
Vkpainu Ha MikHapOHil apeHi. IXHi ro10cu MOXyTh JOMOMOITH HPUBEPHYTH YBary J0 IIpobIeM
yKpaiHCTBa Ta 30epertu Mi>XKHAPOAHY MIATPUMKY. BaXKITUBICTh YKpaiHCHKUX O1KEHIIIB 3pOCTaTUME 3
9acoM 1 iX IHTerpaisi B mpuiMaroyi CycriibpcTBa Oy/ie MaT JOBIOCTPOKOBHIA TOSUTUBHUH BILTUB Ha
BCI ACHEKTH )KUTTSA — €EKOHOMIKY, KYJIbTYypy, AemMorpadiro, MOJITHKY Ta TyMaHiTapHy chepy.
YKpaiHChKI MIFPaHTH Ta ODKEHIN — 1€ He TArap Ui NPUIMar4uX CYCHiIbCTB, a IIHHUHN pecypc.
Oco061MBO BaXXIIMBO 3a3HAYUTH, 1110 HE BC1 YKpaiHCHKI MITpaHTH Ta O1KEHII TUIAHYIOTh 3JIAIIATUCS
B KpaiHax, /I¢ BOHU 3HAUIILIN MPHUTYIIOK. 3HAYHA YACTHHA 3 HUX 3r0Z0M IOBEPHYTHCS 10 Y KpaiHH,
KOJIM 3aKIHYUTHCSI CIIPOBOKOBaHA TEPOPUCTUUHOIO Pociero BiliHA. 3HAHHS Ta JOCBi, 3100yTi HUMU
3a kopaoHoMm, 6yayTh (Epistemic modality: certainty) kopucHuMU [Is BiTHOBIICHHST Y KpaiHU.

24. B ykpaincekomy @b K0XKHOTO THIXKHS CBOT XaliIy, OCTaHHIN BxKe Mpo nomirpad.

XoTutocs 0 110 MU BCE K TaKW TPOXHU 3aJlyMaJIuCs Ha/l TUM, 1110 TaKe JI0BIpa, 1 sIK ii pO3BUBATH.

€ neBHi pyHIaMEeHTabHI peyi, Ha IKUX MOKHa MO0y IyBaTH J0BIpY.

Kitouoge, 11e KoMIeTeHIii Ta eKcrepTr3a, Ipo30picTh Ta YECHICTh, HEOAM Iy KICTh Ta
B3aEMOMIATPUMKA.

Came TOMY, 1TaBHO 1Opa MOCTaBUTH MEPUTOKPATIIO (2 HE OCOOUCTY JIOSIIBHICTh) B LIEHTPI
NPUAHATTS BCIX KaJIpOBUX PillIeHb Ha JI€P’KaBHOMY PiBHI.

11 po3BuBaTH iHTETEKTyaNbHill KaiTa) HaLlii Yepe3 JOBipy, pelyTallilo Ta Bi/OBi JaTbHICTS.

Toni 6ynyrs (Epistemic modality: certainty) inmmi npaBuia rp, iHIIA SKICTh XKUTTSI, THIIHA IMIK y
CBITI, TOIIO.

e mo:xauso, (Epistemic modality: possibility) ykpainceki ekcriaTu Ta TpyJI0Bi MIrpaHTH )KUBYTh
M0 TAKHUX MPaBUJIaX B IHIIMX KpaiHaX.

Hacras Bxke yac OyayBaTu Taki IpaBuiia B YKpaiHi.
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#SmartNation

#GlobalUkraine

#GlobalSmartNation

#Bcebynel moban

25. 51 ue 3naro (Cognitive evidentials), mo moka3sye Himenbke tenebaucHus. SI He 3naro (Cognitive
evidentials) uu TuBIATHCS €THIYHI HIMIII Hamy BikiHy Ha rt un mozxke (Epistemic modality:
possibility) tam e "tenemapadon". He 3nar (Cognitive evidentials), mo numnyTs B razerax. Ilo
PO3MOBIIA0Th yKpaiHChKi ODkeHIl. HaBiTh, He 3Har0 (Cognitive evidentials) mio mymarots
nepeciydi HiMEeIbKi TPOMaIsTHHU.

Aue cb0ro/1HI MOSI IOHbKA IOBEPHYJIACh I0JIOMY 3 TaOOpY, /I¢ BOHU OyJIH Pa3oM 3 HIMEIIbKUMHU
OJTHOJIITKAMH...

I came Temoro BiifHH, came "cimaBapAcii" HiMIII HaMarajJuch MPOBOKYBATH HAIIUX JITEH Ha
KOH(JTIKT.

Hanesno (Epistemic modality: possibility), recs Mu BCi HeompanboOByeEMO. ..

AJte KoIIi Ha MapHUX 3aHATTAX B YKPATHCHKUX AiTel B TenedoHax 3aBoyas nonatok "Tpusora", To
HaiO1IbIIe PO3TyOMIIHCH 1 HATSIKAIKUCH CaMe HIMII 1 iM TOBEJIOCs MOSICHIOBATH 11O IIE.

I1.c.5Ik Gararo 3aj1e)KUTH BlJI BUCBITIICHHS.

OT came 110 KapTUHY BUOpa MIJICBITUB HaM eJeKTpuK. | Ternep st 3Beprato Ha Hel Oiiblle yBaru, Hix
paHiie

26. bixeniil. Moxkere 3akuiaTu Tankamu, ajge €BpoIli CIpas/il BXKe JaBHO NOTPIOHO pO3AUIUTH
YKpaiHChKUX OKEHIIIB Ha KaTeropii.

Tomy 110 GixkeHII 3 OKYITOBaHUX (SIK MPHUKIAT - Mapiymine), OikeHIl 3 30HH 00HOBUX il (TOH ke
baxmyT), 3 npudpontoBux Teputopiit (Xapkis, Hikorosns), OikeHI X04 1 3 TUITY, ajie 3
P0300MOJIEHNM BiJl OOCTPILIIB XKUTIOM, HE IPUIATHUM IS IPOKUBAHHS - 11€ OJIHA KaTeropis
O1KEHIIIB.

Im copasai (Truth-factual validity) Buacnigox siitnu HEMA KY I BEPTATUCD. Bonu BTpatiu
Bce. | BUMiaTH B HUX B NpUKMalouuX KpaiHax crpaBii MOBUHHI OYTH MaKCUMaJbHI.

A oT ODXKeHIIl 3 TIIMOOKOTO THITY, OCOOJIMBO 3 00JIaCTEH, sIKI 3 MOYATKY BIMHU OOCTPUTIOBAIHCH
MaKCUMYM OJIMH - 1Ba pa3u (YepHiBerpKa, 3akapraTcbka, HalpUKIal, TOBUHHA XK OyTH
TepUTOpiajibHa CTATHCTUKA IHTEHCUBHOCTI OOCTPLJIIB), 3 LIJIUM XKHUTIOM, K€ BOHH 3/1al0Th

BTPHUA0POrO 1HIIUM FPOMaJIsIHAM, a caMi JKUBYTh B €BpOIIl Ha COLIIAJIKY...
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Tax, 1110 KaTeropito O1KEHIIIB BapTO M030aBUTH CTaTyCy OKEHEIb, MIbI Ta BUIIAT. Lle He OikeHir,
e He 3apoOiTuanu. Lle Harm nmpucTocyBaHIll.

I tyr s cnpaBai mupo He po3ymiro (Cognitive evidentials) - mis woro €Bpori yrpuMyBaTH TaKy
Kareropito rpomMasiH Ykpainu. A6o nogomy, abo KuBHU B €Bporii sk 3apodiTuannH. CaMoCTIHHO
3apo0JIsTii Ta MPOKUBAA.

#ODKeHIl #BiliHA #YKpaiHa

27. lopori npy3i, miciasi pO3MOBH 31 CBOEIO MOAPYTOI0 AUTHHCTBA 3 IcaHii, sika mpoKuBa€e Tam, BKe
nonaz 20 pokiB, MeHi 0yJI0 ayKe COPOMHO, IPUKPO 1 HEIPHEMHO MOYYTH MPO HAIIUX YKPATHCHKUX
BTIKa4iB caMe BTiKadyiB, a He OKeHI[iB. ToMy Xo4y 3 BaMH MOJUIUTHCH CBOIMH MOYYTTSIMH 1
BIIHOIIICHHSIM IO THX JIFOJICH, SIK1 MOBTIKAIM 3 TIEKEJIbHOT HeOe3MeKn 3 YKpaiHu 32 KOPJIOH 1 He
TITBKH 32 KOpJIOoH,.Came MmoBTiKaiu, 00 Mpo HUX 110 APyromy He ckaxkenr. Take BpaskeHHsI
(Cognitive evidentials), mo Bonu 11011 OJaKUTHOT KPOBI,AJIS SIKMX BCE JJO3BOJICHO 1 SIKiM BCi IIIOCH
BUHHI. BenyTh ceOe Haue CBUHI B 4y)KOMY rOpo/ii,"He Ty/I TOCEJIMIIH. HE T€ IaJIM HE TaK MOJIANH 1
ka M He Taka'", Ta B KiHI[I KiHIIIB BaM IIIAHOBHE XaMCTBO HIXTO HIYOro He BUHEH. Bu B uyxkiit
KpaiHi Bac MPUXUCTHIIN JaJTi MUPHUH Jax HaJl TOJIOBOIO,HATOyBanu. B Hacamrmepe ] MOBUHHI OyTH
TyXKe BJISIYHI 32 XJII00COIBHUM MPUIOM, a HE TPU3TH Ty PYKY, SKa Ha/ajia BaM JIOTIOMOTY B CKPYTHY
roguny. Ta B KiHIII-KIHIIIB HAIlll CHHU,90JI0BIKH,0aThKH B1IJAIOTH CBO1 KUTTSI 32 Bac, a BU TaHbOUTE
Hallly Hallito, Hairy Ykpainy!Mos npono3uilisi 1enopTyBaTH TaKUX OCi0 1 BIANPABIATH B rapsyi
TOYKHM YKpaiHM HeXal 3aXUIIal0Th CBOI )KUTTS 1 )KUTTA CBOIX PIAHUX TYT Ha baTbkiBUIMHI, KA 3apa3
nayae B orui. Moske (Epistemic modality: possibility) Toxi nexto Oyme miHyBaTH TE M0 POOIATH IS
Hac MHUpHI kpainu,,Mosxke (Epistemic modality: possibility) Toai nexto nmpo3spie. 'anp6a Bam
BEJIbMOKHE CBUHCTBO-BTikayi!!!

bo cnipaBkH1 O1keHL11 , sIK1 TOOyBaJIn y MEKJIl pajiifoTh OyIb-sKiil TOMOMO31.

CJIABA VKPATHI!!! TEPOSM CJIABA !!!— ¢ pa30HTBIM CepIlEM.

28. KOKeH pa3 Kok 0auy Taki CBITJIMHY - TJ1a4y ...

3naernea (Cognitive evidentials), mo ncuxika ock ock npuiiMe cUTYyaIli0, aje JIOACHKE Tope
HEMOJKJIMBO TIPUIHATH, BOHO TIPOHHU3YE HOXKEM B CaMe cepile, 00IMBAE HOro KPOB 10, THIBOM, CTPAaXOM,
HEHABUCTIO 1 0€3MEKHUM CYMOM

CKaJIiveHi aymri, ciM’1, Oy IMHKH, BYJIUII, MICTa ...

KaTH - TOPITh B MEKJI IOBrO 1 CTPAIIHO, 1 Xail HisSKe MPOIIEHHS HE 3MHUE 110 KPOB 3 BaIIUX PYK
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29. Ilooauus (Experiential evidentials) y crpiutti, 1o € IKUICH cpay Mpo Te, 110 €BPOIECHII
BBa)XAIOTh, 10 YKPATHChKI OLKEHIT 3a0arato roTyroTh 1 IMCIII HUX CMEPAUTh KyxXHs. Harri
KOMEHTATOPH 3aXHINAIOTh CIIBBITYN3HUKIB, MOBJISIB, Ti €BPOIICHUIII 3BUKIIH JIO CHEKIB 1 0OSTHCS
Oopiry xaxaxaxax.

s, seuuaiino (Experiential evidentials), moxy (Epistemic modality: possibility) momunsTucs, ane
MEHI 3a€ThCs, 110 CIpaBa He B Oopmiax. A B oumii. Hi, He B o:ii, a B Ii Benmunocti Oii.

Konu mos cyciaka 3HH3Y, IIOCh TOTYE, TOOTO Mai>ke KOKHOTO JHS, Y MEHE BIJUYTTs, 1110 MEHE
TPYSTH razamu. bo BoHa 000B'I3KOBO CMa)XKUTh OBOYi, puOy 4K M'SICO B TOHHAX OJii, 1 BOHO JIICHO
CMEPANTHh HEMMOBIpHO. S Ha3uBaro cBOIX cyciaiB Poaunoro Jlamepis, TOMy 110 BpasKeHHs
(Cognitive evidentials) Take, HiOM BOHU CMa)kKaTh CBIXKUI TPYIL.

[IpaBma B Tomy, s 6010Cs, 1110 B 6araThOX YKpaiHCHKHX POAMHAX HEMAE i7ealli30BaHOT KAPTHHKH C
OopimamMu 1 TUpiKKaMu. AJie € KyJIbT CMaKEHHS yChOT'O Ha CBITI, 00 BOHO MPSIM ILIABAJIO B OJIii.
[ToMHO@eEHE Ha BIIEBHEHICTb, 1110 OJIist Mae OyTu came "3 pUHKY", Ol CMEp/Ioua TeMHA.

HagiTs TO# cammii 6opi. S, Hanpukiaz, ioro pooiro Maike 6e3 3acMaxku. bo skio € m'sico
JOCTaTHBO KUPHE, TO Ta 3aCMaXkKa 1 Ha(ir He MOTpiOHA. A SIKIIO HABITh 1 MOTPiOHA, TO €
MyJIbBEPHU3ATOP VIS OJil, SIKU JoroMarae MiHiMi3yBaTH ii KiibKicTh. Asie 3Har (Cognitive
evidentials) 6arato mrozel, y SKUX Ta HEllaCHA MOPKBA ITiB FOJIMHU IJIaBa€ B OKEeaHi OJIii.

I no6pe nam'srato, sIK CKJIaJJHO MEHI B AMTUHCTBI OyJ10 ICTH AesKi cTpaBu Mo€i 6abyci. bo omis,
0JI1iH, TOHHU OJIii, BCE B OJIi1, HEMAE BKE HISKOTO 1HIIIOTO CMaKy, KpiM OJIii.

Tomy, moxmuBo (Epistemic modality: possibility), eBporeiiii Ti He Taki BXke il Hempasi.

30. Higoro ocobucroro. [nst Mmoix npy3iB 3 [lombi.

s1 posymiro (Cognitive evidentials), o maneno (Epistemic modality: probability) gictamu namri
NesAK1 OIKEHII CBOCIO ITIOBEAIHKOIO. ..

To Mo’xHa 3 HUMHU po310paTuck, a0 CIPOBAUTHU 3 KPATHU...

Ane Hato % Tak oOpakaTH Jro/IeH, sIKi )KUBYTh 1 MPaItol0Th B YKpaiHi, i o0cTpiinamu,
PU3HUKYIOUHU KOKHOTO pa3y BIACHUM XKUTTIM??

3emuti, e HaiOUIbIIEe 3eMiepoOcTBa 3apa3 OJU3bKO 70 JiHIT GPOHTY I HANOUIBII CTPaXK1al0Th BiJl
BOPOXKHX OOCTPIJIB...

Hes>xe rpoti 1opoxye 3a )KUTTSL...
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