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BOUHbI OUEHb BAJCHO NOHUMAMb, KAKOe GIUSHUE S3bIKOBOU
mMamepuan, — UCNONL3VeMblll 6  NOIUMUYECKOM  OUCKYpCe,
oKaszvléaem Ha GopmMuposaHue oOUWecmeeHHO20 MHEHUsL O YeLoM
eocyoapcmee u e2o mecme Ha MUpoOBoll apeHe.

B oannoti cmamve asmop ykazvieaem Ha He0OXO0OUMOCHb
npoeedeHuss  UCCie008anull,  HANPAGIEeHHbIX  HA  AHAIU3
MAHUNYTISAMUBHBIX  A3BIKOBLIX CPEOCME, UCNONIb3YEeMbIX 8 PAMKAX
RONUMUYECKO20 OUCKYPCA, ONUCHIBAEM A3bIKOBble CPeOCmad,
npuUMeHsieMble  NOMUMUKAMU 6  YelsiaxX — MAHURYISyuu
00WeCmMBEeHHbIM — CO3ZHAHUEeM U NPUBOOUm  NpuUMepvl  UX
UCNONb30BAHUSL.

Kniouesvie cnosa: nonumuueckuii OUcKypc, obujecmeenHoe
MHeHUue, MAHUNYIAYusl, sI36IK0Gble CPeOCmad, ONNO3UYUsL «C80lL -
YYHCOLLY, Accepyust, npecynno3uyus, oopas epaza, ouchemusm.
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ANALYSIS OF LINGIUSTIC PECULIARITIES OF
POLITICAL DISCOURSE AIMED AT INFLUENCING
PUBLIC OPINION

In the context of the current information warfare it is very
important to understand the impact the language used in
political discourse has on the formation of public opinion
concerning the image and role of the whole state and its place in
the world.

In the article the author underlines the importance of research
aimed at analyzing linguistic peculiarities of political discourse
aimed at influencing public opinion. The author describes the
linguistic means used by politicians in order to manipulate
public opinion, and gives examples of their usage.

Keywords: political discourse, public opinion, manipulation,
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language  means,  «friend-foe»  opposition,  assertion,
presupposition, enemy image, dysphemism.

Introduction

Political discourse is a phenomenon that was in focus of many
scientists in the past few decades. It is of high interest to different
disciplines, such as sociology, political science, psychology,
journalism and not the least to linguistics. In Russia the high
level of attention can be explained by the fact that the country is
experiencing the development of democracy. As a consequence,
the political sphere is becoming more open and more accessible
to researchers.

The necessity of linguistic studies of political discourse is
unquestionable, because there is a strong connection between the
solution of different political problems, both at country and
global levels, and the way these problems are expressed and
communicated by language. There are a lot of questions about
political discourse that need closer examination. What is the real
content of political discourse? What are the boundaries of
political discourse? Which are its main concepts and functions?

However, as soon as language of politics is used not only to
exchange political information, but to persuade and control, we
can speak about manipulative function as the most important
function of political (or, rather, institutional) discourse [4; 5].
Power struggle is the core and the essence of any political
discourse. Although the recipient of the message may vary, it can
be targeted at the opponent, at the electorate, at the public in
general etcetera, the aims of political communication remain the
same — to acquire and retain the power [8]. There are different
strategies and tactics used by politicians in order to manipulate
public opinion, and this manipulation is implemented by special
language means [7]. The main task for a linguist here is to
determine, to describe and to analyze such language means. It
becomes even more important in the current situation of the
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global information warfare where it is vital to understand how
the language used by politicians influences the public opinion
about the image and role of a whole country and its place in the
world.

Language as a tool of manipulation

In the 20th century the problem of manipulation of human
mind and behavior were examined by the researches such as V.N.
Bessonov, E. Cassirer, T. van Dijk, M.L. Dotsenko, E.N.
Malyuga, E.V. Ponomarenko, H. Schiller etc. [2; 3; 5; 6; 7; 12].
As previously stated, manipulation plays a significant role in the
political discourse. The choice of most people is based not on the
rational assessment of political programs and actions of
particular political movements, parties and leaders. The
significant part of electors is guided by the emotions, the likes
and dislikes, the degree of trust and distrust, which to a
considerable degree depend on the impression made by
politicians during their public speeches and debates.

Nowadays the interest to this issue and the need for applied
research in this area increase. This fact can be explained by the
current situation of changes taking place in the balance of forces
in the world and formation of new alliances. Under these
conditions it is more important than ever to understand and
analyze the linguistic means used in order to manipulate public
opinion.

«Friend-foe» opposition

One of the most frequent language means of manipulation is
«friend-foe» opposition. It is one of the basic historical, cultural
and psychological oppositions. The main objective of this
strategy is to make the recipient feel involved and solidary. It is
only natural that people tend to support the ideas they can relate
to, even if this identity of interests is only illusory.

To implement the «friend-foe» opposition, a politician creates
two opposite images: «We» and «They». «We» can be a nation,
citizens of a city, electorate of a party, members of a society etc.,

44



while «They» can be both a specific country, a party of
opposition or it also can be vague «others» that do not share
«oury opinion, interests and objectives.

Considering Obama’s speech at the 70th Session of the UN
General Assembly, we will see that he was using the «friend-foe»
strategy by opposing «We» to «They». While by «We» he meant
America and the UN, «They» referred to the countries supporting
«that dangerous currents risk pulling us back into a darker, more
disordered world» [11]. The president of USA asks a question
«How should we respond to these trends?» [11] and says that
«There are those who argue that the ideals enshrined in the U.N.
charter are unachievable or out of date — a legacy of a postwar
era not suited to our own. Effectively, they argue for a return to
the rules that have been applied for most of human history and
that pre-date this institution: the belief that power is a zero-sum
game; that might makes right; that strong states must impose
their will on weaker ones; that the rights of individuals don’t
matter; and that in a time of rapid change, order must be imposed
by force» [11]. Obama uses «those», «they», «their will» to make
distance between «foes», who «assert themselves in ways that
contravene international law» [11] and «friends» who are «the
nations of the world, cannot return to the old ways of conflict
and coerciony [11].

However, if we look at the speech of Vladimir Putin at the
same occasion, we will see that Russian president is using the
same tactics. In one of his phrases we can see an example of a
clear «friend-foe» opposition: «Mbl Bce 3HaeM, 4TO IOCIe
OKOHYAaHUA «XOJIOAHOM BOWHBI» — BCE 3TO 3HAIOT — B MHpPE
BO3HHK €JIMHCTBCHHBIN IICHTP JOMHHHpOBaHUs. M Torma y Tex,
KTO OKa3aJiCsi Ha BEPIIMHE 3TOW MUpPaMUIbI, BO3HUK COOJa3H
JyMaTh, YTO €CJIM OHU TaKHE CHJIbHBIE U MCKIIOUUTEIBHBIC, TO
Jydiie BcexX 3HaroT uto aenathy» [9]. (We all know that after the
end of the Cold War the world was left with one center of
dominance, and those who found themselves at the top of the
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pyramid were tempted to think that, since they are so powerful
and exceptional, they know best what needs to be done» [10].)

According to Putin, «We» are Russia and the UN countries
that understand the situation and respect the UN rules, while
«They» the countries who do not. He is also opposing Russia
alone to the USA by saying that «Mpl, HanpuMep, TOMHUM U
npumepsl U3 ucropun Coserckoro Coroza» [9]. (We remember
examples from our Soviet past [10]), but «OmHako, moxoxe,
HUKTO HE YYUTCS HA YYXKHX OLIMOKAaX, a TOJILKO MOBTOPSIET UX»
[9]. (It seems, however, that instead of learning from other
people’s mistakes, some prefer to repeat them [10]). So the
president uses «HuKTOY, that is usually translated into Russian as
«nobody», though in transcript of the speech the translator
chooses the word «somey, to distance Russia from America.

The mentioned examples show that despite the fact that these
two models of opposition contradict one another, they are used
by the heads of two countries in order to create the effect they
need.

Using dysphemisms to create enemy image

We have already mentioned that creation of «friend-foe»
opposition is frequently used by politicians with manipulative
reasons. It can help both to integrate people and to disintegrate
them, depending on the objectives perused by a politician.

In order to make the distinction between «We» and «They»
even wider politician create enemy image. The idea of
integration and mobilisation in the face of a common enemy is
typical for a situation of war. However, it is successfully applied
in times of piece. The enemy can be tangible and concrete: Nazy
Germany, Soviet Union, Saddam Hussein and etc., or it can be
just «idea of enemy»: capitalism, communism, terrorism,
totalitarianism and so on.

So-called demonisation is a strategy of propaganda that
contributes to creation of enemy image, where the enemy is
presented as «absolute evil» in order to provoke such feeling as
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fear, hatred, anger and disgust.

One way to create enemy image is using dysphemisms to
describe it. Dysphemism is a word with strong negative
connotation used to describe originally neutral notion. We can
find a lot of examples in Vladimir Putin's speech at the 70th
Session of the UN General Assembly. The president of Russia
uses such words and expressions as: «paciiaTtaTb aBTOPHUTET»
(undermine the legitimacy), «oOpymieHre Bcell apXHUTEKTYpbI
MEXIYHapoAHbIX oTHoueHui» (the collapse of the entire
architecture of international relations), «arpeccuBHOe BHEUIHEE
BMEIIATEeNLCTBO» (aggressive intervention), «OecrepeMOHHO
paspymens» (rashly destroyed), «cormumanbHas karactpodar»
(social disasters), «cCIIpOBOIIUPOBAIN BOOPYKEHHBII MEPEBOPOT
(instigating a coup d’état from abroad), «BcmbIXHYIA
rpaxaanckas BoWHa»  (this has triggered a civil war),
«OKOHOMHYECKH 3rom3M» (economic selfishness) [9], [10] and
etc., speaking about America and the consequences of its actions.

In addition to this, a lot of dysphemisms are used to describe
Islamic ~ State  Terrorist ~Organization: «ceeTr 3710 U
YeJIOBEKOHCHABUCTHIYECTBO» [9]. (sow evil and hatred of
humankind [10]), «xpoBaBbIMH MHPECTYIUIEHUSIMU OCKBEPHSET
BEIMYallIyl0 MUpOBYIO penuruio» (also tarnishes one of the
greatest world religions with its atrocities), «OpaToyOuiicTBeHHas
BoitHa» (fratricide), «u3neBatoTcss Haja ucinamom» (make a
mockery of Islam), «ronoBope3bl, KOTOpbIE YK€ MOUyBCTBOBAIU
3anmax kpoBw» (thugs have tasted blood), «uepHoe neno»
(criminal activities) [9], [10].

All these expressions help the head of Russia to create vivid
negative enemy portraits. However, not all the choices of a
translator really reflect the original meaning and can be regarded
as equivalents. So the way language means of manipulation are
translated to another language is an issue that also needs to be
studied by linguists.
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False presuppositions

T.V. Bulygina and A.D. Shmelev in their book describe
another way of manipulation by language means - assertions
disguised as presuppositions [1]. Basically, presupposition is a
background belief relating to the utterance that is assumed as
known by the recipient and true, while assertion is just
declaration without included reasoning. If presupposition is not
true, the statement does not have sense. For example, a phrase
«The country recovered from the economic crisis» is based on
the facts that a) There was an economic crisis in the country and
b)The country had difficulties caused by this crisis. Otherwise,
the statement is senseless. Politicians often substitute
presuppositions with assertions in order to make the public
believe that something is obvious and does not require any proof.

In Barack Obama’s speech at the 70th Session of the UN
General Assembly we can see a lot of examples of such
substitutions. For example, in his phrase «The disorder we see is
not driven solely by competition between nations or any single
ideology.» [11] the idea that there is a disorder taking place is
used as presupposition, despite the fact that this statement is
rather controversial.

The same strategy we can see in the following statement:
«Now, within Russia, state-controlled media may describe these
events as an example of a resurgent Russia» [11]. Here the idea
that Russian media is controlled by the government is implicit.
However, this fact cannot be regarded as true and proven.

Finally, by saying «Imagine if, instead, Russia had engaged in
true diplomacy...» [11]. Barack Obama means that everyone
knows that in fact Russia had engaged in false diplomacy. This
idea cannot serve as presupposition, because it is a subjective
judgment.

Conclusion

To sum it up, today the importance of research aimed at
analyzing linguistic peculiarities of political discourse aimed at
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influencing public opinion is indisputable. We are living in the
interesting times, when significant events and rapid changes are
taking place in the political sphere, and the role of language in
them can scarcely be overestimated.
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VYK 81'373.47
A.E. KonbkoBa
Poccuiickuii yHuBepcuTeT APyKObI HAPOI0B

HEOJIOTM3MbI B COBPEMEHHOM AHINIMMCKOM
N HEMEIIKOM SA3bIKAX KAK PE3YJIBTAT
PA3I'OBOPHOTI'O IUCKYPCA U CI1IOCOBbI UX
MEPEBOJIA HA PYCCKHUH SA3BIK

Hannas cmamwsi nocesiwyena makum 60npoOCaM Kax: cnocoowvl
NOAGNEHUS HEONOSUBMO8 8 AHSIUUCKOM U HeMeyKOM S3bIKAX, d
makoice 3ampazusaemcsi npoonema ux nepesooa Ha pPyCCKuil
azvik.  Co2nacHo  NocneOHuM — UCCLe008AHUAM,  HEOLO2UIMbL
AGIAIOMCS  He  MANOBANCHBIM — UCMOYHUKOM — NONOJHEHUs.
CILOBAPHO20 COCMABA 100020 A3bIKA.

Kniouesvie cnosa: Heonoeusmvl, cnocobvl 0OpazosaHus,
nepesoo.
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