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This study presents a sociolinguistic analysis of political discourse with a focus on different linguistic means that are
used by political leaders in order to express their political ideology. The author demonstrates the choice of linguistic forms
used by political leaders. Furthermore, in this article the peculiarities of creating allies and enemies among social actors
are shown. Finally, this sociolinguistic analysis generates a typology of discourse strategies manifested in political dis-
course of “otherness”.

Linguistic generalizations, implications and discursive “approaches” form significant insights to understand the nature
of political discourse and show ways in which language is manipulated in order to obtain definite political goals. Most
of recent studies have neglected the analysis of the linguistic form to correlate language and ideology and to account
for the particular ways in which ideology, power and sociocultural nuances are constructed linguistically. Similarly, some
studies in different fields demonstrate the fact that politicians manipulate language to convey their goals, to establish their
points of view, to set alliances, but very few of them articulate explicitly how this is done linguistically.

In order to project the enemy most politicians bring another voice into the discourse, a voice with whom the politician
will align himself and which will allow him support his own political arguments versus the enemy’s political arguments. The
voice of interlocutor sets an alliance with the recipients forming rapport with it by means of specific linguistic means such
as questions, vocatives, modality markers etc. By building “we-team”, the politician indirectly distances “them” instigating
the process of “otherness”.
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Lle gocnigeHHs € CoLioniHrBICTUYHUM aHani3aoM NOMiTUYHOTO AMCKYPCY 3 akLeHTOM Ha BMBOpI NiHMBICTUYHMX 3aco-
6iB, SIKi BUKOPUCTOBYIOTLCS NONITUMHUMM Nigepamn AN SEMOHCTPYBaHHS CBOET MOMITUYHOI igeonorii. ABTOpKa NponoHye
[06ipKy MOBINEHHEBUX (HOPM, SKi BUKOPUCTOBYIOTHCS MOMITUYHUMM Nigepamun. OKpiM LibOro, B CTaTTi OKpPecrneHo ocobnu-
BOCTi CTBOpPEHHs1 06pasiB COK3HUKIB Ta BOPOriB cepen couianbHux cy6’ekTiB. HaocTaHok, Ue couioniHreicTuuHe gocnig-
XEHHS € TUNOMNOrYHUM aHani3oM QUCKYPCUMBHUX CTpaTerii, WO BUpaXatTbCa B MONITUMHOMY AUCKYPCi «IHAKLLOCTI».

JliHrBiCTWMYHI y3aranbHeHHS, HACMiAKOBI 3B'A3KM Ta AMCKYPCUBHI «NiOXOAU» € BaXNUBUMU ANA PO3YMIHHA Uini noni-
TUYHOTO AUCKYPCY, a TaKoX cnocobiB, 3aBAAKN SKUM MOBOK MaHinymnooThb, WOoO AOCAITA KOHKPETHMUX NOMITUYHMX Linen.
BinbLwicTe BYEHMX Yy CBOIX HELLOAABHIX AOCMIMKEHHAX 3HEXTYBaNM aHanisaoM MOBMEHHEBOI (DOPMU, sika NMOELHYE MOBY
Ta ieonorito, a TaKoX He BpaxyBanu 0COBNMBOCTEN CMiNbHOr0 (OOPMYBaHHS NiHMBICTUYHOI ifeonorii, Bnaam Ta iHWKnX coui-
OKYMbTYPHMX HIOAHCIB. HaTOMICTb iHLWi AOCNIAHMKM B PidHMX cdhepax AEMOHCTPYHOTb MaHinystoBaHHSA MOBIIEHHAM NOMITH-
Kamu 3 METOK OOCSIrHEHHsI CBOIX Lifiel, npe3eHTaLii CBOIX TOHOK 30py, OyAyBaHHS anbsiHCIB, ane mMano XTo 3 HUX YiTKO
nokasye, K Us Liflb 4OCAraeTbCs NiHrBICTUYHO.

[nsa Toro wob npogeMoHCTPYBaTV BOPOXiCTb, OiNbLUICTb NONITMKIB 3MiHIOE TeMBp ronocy, Skui fae im 3mory npoTu-
CTaBUTU BNacHi NOMITUYHI apryMeHTM NONITUYHUM apryMeHTam Heapyra. Fonoc couiansbHoro cyb’ekta hopMye CBOEPIa-
HUIA anbsiHC i3 peumnnieHTaMm, SKAN BCTAHOBIIHOE 3B’A30K 3 ayQMTOPIiE0 3a JOMOMOrO TakuMX MNiHIBICTUYHMX 3acobiB, fK
3anUTaHHS, BUTYKW, Mapkepu MoganbHOCTI Towo. CTBOPKOOUM «MU-KOMaHAZY», NOMITUK OUCTaHLiOE Big cebe «ix», e
GinbLUue NPOAYKYYM NPOLEC «iHAKLLOCTI.

Knio4yoBi cnoBa: nonitmyHuii AUCKYpC, «iHaKWICTby, AWCKYPCUBHI CTpaTerii, COLioNiHrBICTUYHMI aHania, couianbHi
cyb’ekTn.

Chilton states that political actors have discov-  declared, or a person guilty or not guilty” [1, p. 30].
ered the significance of linguistic effects. The author ~ Joseph is convinced that language is always politi-
states that politics is “very largely the use of lan-  cal, and every verbalization demonstrates a politi-
guage” [1, p. 14]. Furthermore, only “when language  cal alignment. The researcher sends a message that
is tied to social and political institutions can a war be ~ “language is political from top to bottom” [2, p. 17].
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It’s interesting that linguistic analysis of political
speeches has been associated with the notion of criti-
cal linguistics [3]. Style and manner of speaking
may correlate with other variables such as Socio-
Economic Status. The explanation of this fact is that
it contains specific linguistic features associated with
low or high class. Dealing with style, one may pres-
ent several possible linguistic variables to distinguish
formal or informal style in political speeches: Lexical
choices, vocabulary, full explicit syntax vs. deleted
elements, morphological features, complex vs. sim-
ple syntactic constructions: (coordination vs. subor-
dination), pragmatics variables (politeness strategies,
address forms), metaphors, modality and evalua-
tive markers, Key (e.g. joking vs. serious), repeti-
tion (lexical or structural), the use of questions (full
and tag questions).

The problem under analysis is important for
the development of linguistic study, since it presents
a comparative analysis of speeches of politicians from
different cultures, languages and ideologies which
may contribute to a better understanding of the use
of language by political actors to pursue different
goals. The study fills the gap in the text analysis lin-
guistic sphere. It also contributes to the literature
of analysis of political discourses in a language other
than English.

Recent studies addressing the analysis of political
discourse have attempted to present the relationship
between language and power, language and inequal-
ity, language and racism. Many scholars have tried to
draw a line between linguistic means and language
of deception, or cognitive structures such as meta-
phors, etc. However, in their last studies the research-
ers tried to observe how a social group or a definite
elite can control, misrepresent or exploit language
to preserve their status in society, and how political
actors in political situations legitimate their actions
or proposals through language use [1]. Blommaert
states that people should understand what language
use means to its users and what people do with lan-
guage [4, p. 14]. The author makes a statement:
“It is within this intellectual tradition that I propose to
analyze language use in political discourse to demon-
strate the manner in which language is used by politi-
cians to convey their desires, beliefs, political goals
and even to persuade the audience to accept his/her
viewpoint” [4, p. 14].

The studies of language within the critical linguis-
tics framework are mainly motivated by an under-
standing of the importance of language as a vehicle
able to shape, transform or misrepresent the reality.

Those linguistic analyses of political discourse
that do exist have been mainly guided by Critical

71

Discourse  Analysis (CDA) (Billig, Chilton,
Fairclough, Kress, van Dijk, van Leeuwen, Wetherel,
Wodak) in the last twenty years. Another guiding
source for political text analyses has been provided
by Functional Grammarians (Halliday, Thompson).
CDA and Functional Grammar are far from being
the only possible methodologies for critical analy-
sis of text. Works by Foucault, Blommaert, Bolinger
and Bourdieu are examples of sharp analytical works
in the use of language. However, most of the litera-
ture mentioned so far focuses on political speech in
English, and a great part of them is based on North
American politics because of its preeminent military
and economic position in the world.

Famous politicians usually use language to manip-
ulate their audiences. “The prototypes are also great
orators, such as Churchill, or Roosevelt or Hitler. For
the inspiring orator can also lead a people, or rather
mislead them, into believing that the narrow self-
interests of the governing party are actually the inter-
est of the people as a whole” [2, p. 13].

It is important to understand that political dis-
course is usually planned [5], and it presents an exam-
ple of a very persuasive speech. Politicians under-
stand and exploit the power of linguistic means to
explain or justify acts in order to encourage people to
support them. Silverstein is convinced that in order to
analyze political speech it is significant to understand
the indexical readings embedded in political mes-
sages [6]. It is possible only through careful and criti-
cal discourse analysis of politicians’ speeches, that
researchers are able to discover the linguistic realiza-
tions of political rhetoric that enable politicians to
disguise their intentions efficiently.

The purpose of this article is to analyze recent
political speeches in English and Ukrainian and to
demonstrate the relationship between discourse shifts
enacted by specific semiotic resources to achieve
political objectives. Furthermore, the study is aimed
at presenting the way politicians achieve distancing
of other social actors. The author makes an attempt
to observe the rhetorical methods used to create
the enemy, and develop a typology of discourse strat-
egies employed by politicians to construct “other-
ness”. The way the political enemy is rhetorically
and linguistically constructed and defined in political
contexts is also presented.

The fact that politicians demonize their enemies
and picture them in the worst possible light is not
new. Both American and Ukrainian political lead-
ers tend to label some of their ideas with adjectives
such as “new”. This adjective seems appealing to
the audience. It gives an idea of modernity, inno-
vation and progress and also avoids possible con-
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nections with the negative attributional properties
of the adjective “old”. But it is important to clarify
what is really “new” and what part of the phenom-
enon has happened at some other time in the past but
is now being labeled “new” to impress the audience
with a sense of novelty, actuality and modernity. The
way politicians demonize enemies in a particular
context and within specific periods of history changes
and can be “new”. As Chomsky elaborates: “For each
of the superpowers, it is very useful to have a ‘Great
Satan’ that can be invoked to terrorize the domes-
tic population into consent and obedience, when it
chooses to carry out one or another form of violence:
subversion, aggression, destabilization, a war of ter-
ror” [3, p. 349]. Chomsky’s quote emphasizes what is
common of any superpower state or nation, since it is
awell-known and predictable attitude of governments
in power. The threat, the fear, the danger, the terror
are not new but recognizable elements of political
superpower machineries. Ukrainian politicians also
try to use adjective “new” in their discourse in order
to distance themselves from the politicians who were
at power some time ago, are not liked by the electorate
anymore, who are considered to be “old” ones. Here
are a few examples of positively colored Ukrainian
political speeches with adjective “new”/ “HoBwmit”
(A XUTH TIO-HOBOMY — II€ 1 O3HAYa€ XHUTH BIIBHO
B YMOBax TaKOi TMOJITHYHOI CHCTEMH, KA TapaHTY€
IpaBa Ta CBOOOAM JIFONWHU 1 Hawii”, “Mu BMieMO
1 X0ueMo >KHTH BJIACHOIO TMparelo, 37aTHi OyTu
TBOPYMMH Ta IHHOBaLIHHUME, “ToMY 1110 Ha BiZIMiHY
BiJl HaC KpaiHU €BPOMEHCHKOT CIITBHOTH OOy TyBaIl
€KOHOMIKY BUTbHOT KOHKYPEHIIi1, HOBUX i€, M1IT0BOT
IHII[IaTWBY,  HAMOJNETIMBOI  Ipaii, MOCTIHHOTO
camoBOoCKoHalleHHs1’, “‘HacTtaB dac OymyBaTh HOBY
BenMKy KpaiHy. CyuacHy, BHCOKOTEXHOJIOTiUHY,
000pOHO3aTHY, KOHKYPEHTOCIIPOMOXKHY”’) [7].

On terrorism Chomsky affirms: “Terrorism is
now being used and has been used pretty much
the same way communism was used. If you want
to press some agenda, you play the terrorism card.
If you do not follow me on this, you are support-
ing terrorism” [3, p. 737]. Chomsky shows in The
Culture of Terrorism that the use of fear by govern-
ments to terrorize people is not a new strategy in
political discourse; however the mode of terrorism
has changed [8]. For example, using possible attacks
of Islamic terrorists as strategies to promote fear in
people is new in the context of the U.S.A. In short,
the notion of terrorism is not new. However, the pre-
vious U.S. administration has seen the possibility
to materialize, to concretize, this fear of terrorism
in the falling of the “Twin Towers” in New York,
whose fresh images remain in our memories so that
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the government need not construct ideas of terror-
ism or fear based on an abstraction. Rather, terrorism
and the Twin Towers become synonymous, shaping
a reality that places the notion of terrorism within
a very specific, spatial, temporal frame.

The attacks of September 11 shook the world
and allowed the U.S. to actively exercise, now
with apparent “justification”, its role as defender
of the world. Thus began a fight against a new enemy:
Terror and its allies. Soon the Bush administration
specifically defined and demonized the enemy as “the
axis of evil”, a phrase that allows a simplistic but
effective dichotomy between “us good” and “them
evil” [6; 9] and places the U.S. on the “good side”. In
Bush’s words: “Either you are with us or you are with
the terrorists™ [10].

The September 11th attacks presented the admin-
istration with the opportunity to use the umbrella
term “The War on Terror” as justification to activate
the “war machine. “The War on Terror” encompasses
any nation that was suspected of harboring terrorists
and therefore made some countries easy and viable
targets. Fighting terror was transformed into a global
campaign that actually accommodated the adminis-
tration’s agenda under the questionable claims that it
was protecting the U.S. and the world by combating
terrorists. In reality, the administration was able to
take any action by placing all international interaction
under “the War on Terror” frame. In modern world,
where globalization is considered key to understand-
ing human relations and to spreading information
quickly, the government saw an opportunity to glo-
balize fear in respect to terror. This was achieved, as
shown later, by George W. Bush’s words. The “War
on Terror” soon became a “world war on terror”.
This globalization has been shown with the attacks
on Madrid, Spain (March 11, 2003) and England with
the bomb blasts of London’s public transport system
(July 7, 2005).

Regardless whether the world changed dras-
tically or just found an argument to justify
the change, the Russian-Ukrainian War in Donbass
and Annexation of Crimea by the Russian Federation
were particular events that have been used as
the turning point to lead the public opinion through
political discourse to support political actions or to
set alignments with specific ideological positioning’s
in Ukraine. A historical analysis puts facts that strike
society in a particular moment into perspective.
In the case of the Russian-Ukrainian War in Donbass
and Annexation of Crimea, there was a tendency to
double the scope of the tragedy to more fully demon-
ize the opposition. And in the central core of this is
the portrayal of Ukraine (its language problem, values,
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church and so on) as the universal symbol. This terri-
fying time-period is crucial not only for Ukraine, but
equally for the rest of Europe. Situation in Ukraine
also changed European perspectives on foreign
policy, security, alienation, etc. Other consequences
may not be so visible at first glance, but they are
aresult of the effects of the Russian-Ukrainian War in
Donbass and Annexation of Crimea, which changed
and are changing many aspects of Ukrainians’ lives.
These have partially been possible due to the pro-
cesses of globalizations that were already taking
place in the world. The concept of “otherness” is
vividly observed in Petro Poroshenko’s 2014 inau-
guration speech: “3po3yMiJo, o HE 31 «CTPEIKAMI,
«abBepami», «becami» ur iHIIOO HedncTio. Maerses
Mpo Jianor i3 MHUPHUMHU TPOMaIsSHAMH YKpaiHH.
HaBiTh 3 THMH, XTO NOTPUMYETHCS IHIINX, HIXK 1,
norsiiB Ha MaiOyTHe kpainu”, “CbOrofHI OKpEMO
X0uy 3BEPHYTHCS JIO CIIBBITYU3HUKIB 13 JloHeUUnHU
ta Jlyranmuau”, “bynp-skuii arpecop Ha KOPIOHI
VYkpaiau mae 3ragatu €BaHTEIBCHKY MYAPICTh: XTO
3 Me4eM mpuiiae, Tou Bijg meva i 3arune!”, “Kpaina
3pobunacs iHakmow. [Hmumu cramm ronu” [7].
He proceeds in his other speeches: “Bilina B3arasi
He Hama iximiatuBa. BoHa HaB’sd3aHa HaM 330BHI.
Ham BuGip — mup”, “Ille pa3 maromomryto, Mo Taki
yTBOpeHHs, gk Tak 3Bani JJHP ta JIHP, y moxymenTi
HE 3rajiyloThcs B3arami!”, “Mu CKHHYIM THpaHilo.
Creepauu  eBponieiichbkuii  BuOip.  Berosum
B CypoBiii 60poTh6i i3 30BHiMHIM Boporom™, “Ixms
MeTa — 3HUIIMTH Hally Jep)KaBy, HE JaBIIM Ham
BIICBHCHO 3BECTHCS HAa HOTM W CTaTW YCIIITHUM

NPOEKTOM, TigHMM HachigyBanHs”, “Lle mnepma
B HOBITHIH icTOpii KOHTHHEHTY cIpoba HE MPOCTO
MEPErITHY TH KOPJIOHH, & CTEPTH 3 KAPTH 1Ty KpaiHy.
3HUIIATH OKPEMY BEJIHMKY €BPOMEHChKY HAIIiFO.
CBimoMy cBO€1 icTopii, TpaauIlid, CHIBHOI IO,
CIIaBHOTO MHHYJIOTO 1 BEJIMYHOTO MaHOyTHBHOTo”,
“Ta Bopor rpybo mpopaxyBaBcsi. BiH 3poOuB Hac
me CWIBbHIMMMA. YKpaiHChbKa TIIONITHYHA HAIlis
OCTaTOYHO CTBEpIMIacs Ha BCiX TepeHax’ [7].

So, in this study, the researcher made an attempt
to collect political leaders’ linguistic ways of con-
structing the notion of enemy after definite particu-
lar moments in the histories of two countries — USA
and Ukraine, trying to observe differences and simi-
larities among politicians in different ideological
positioning’s.

Conclusions. This article is work building
the bridge between linguistic choices and ideologi-
cal alignments. This study complements and inno-
vates different theoretical approaches to present
analysis of alignment and distancing in political
discourse. It also presents another interdisciplinary
approach to account for the linguistic realizations
of a typology of discursive strategies to construct
the notion of “otherness”, as well as to examine
the phenomena of alignments and “otherness” in
the political discourse, showing what specific aims
can be achieved with each of them. The future focus
will be on understanding of how politicians portray
themselves in the international global arena and how
they construct ideological paths with or against spe-
cific social actors.
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