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This paper is dedicated to the study of strategies and tactics that are realized in the English
political discourse by means of a definite set of speech figures, including the metaphor, repetition,
neologisms, euphemisms, phraseological units, rhetorical questions, paraphrases, antithesis and
hyperbole. In the modern era of political campaigns no candidate enters political debate without
having duly considered if and how such debate benefits his or her candidacy. Politics is a
multifaceted phenomenon that involves a quest for power and influence where language plays an
essential role. Research in the domain of political discourse is of paramount importance since it is
with the help of the language that millions of people all over the world are imposed views on by
elected officials. With influence taking place on so many levels, it is practical to consider political
communication from all possible angles of view. Thus this research examines oral and written texts
produced within the framework of political discourse not only from a linguistic standpoint, defining
the exact speech figures employed by politicians, but aims at discovering what strategies and tactics
are pursued with the help of stylistic, syntactic and lexical devices which create ideas and form
opinions amongst the electorate.
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Introduction. Language plays a crucial role as a rapidly and steadily evolving
means of communication whose significance over the years has drastically increased,
especially due to the blurring of borderlines between individual states and nations
within a globalised environment. Since nowadays it takes seconds for the written and
spoken word to reach a multimillion audience, the potential impact of any message
can be tremendous. The latter fact has spawned avid interest in the language as a tool
of power not only amongst politicians whose purpose was to make extensive use of
its aforementioned capabilities but among linguists as well who were eager to
uncover the mechanisms underlying the ability to persuade and be persuaded,
oftentimes defying logic and reason.

Over the years a multitude of texts were produced by politicians and compiled
into language corpora to be analysed by political discourse scholars from
communicative, pragmatic, cognitive, lexical and grammatical standpoints.
Nevertheless, with new texts appearing and novel communicative influence strategies
being invented, the relevance of constantly examining those proves self-evident. Such
analysis is required for purely practical purposes: to study political thought and its
expression either to help manipulate public opinion or to insure it against
manipulation since language experts both invent and uncover the most apt ways to
put ideas into the heads ordinary citizens.

Hence the topicality of the problem allows us to formulate the aim of the
article, which consists in scrutinizing the operation and implementation of
communication strategies and influence tactics in political rhetoric.
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Communication strategies and influence tactics in political discourse.
Using language is the most powerful way to influence people. This property is fully
manifested in political discourse, which has always been a battle ground for power
race, innuendo and manipulation. Political communication evidently is a construct
organized in compliance with definite rules and pivoting upon verified strategies and
influence tactics which are rarely spoken of but regularly employed.

So long as the main purpose of political communication is to achieve and
maintain power, the aforementioned strategies and tactics acquire special significance
when it comes to imposing ideas, prevailing upon the electorate to act in a certain
way, brainwashing and trying to prompt them to believe that a particular politician’s
views are their own and his/her ideas are the only ones worth considering. Language
and politics are intertwined given that no political regime can exist without
communication. It avails elected officials to inform, further their causes, gain support
for legislation changes and persuade the general public in the inevitability of some
foreign and home policy decisions. Thus one may say that the nature of politics is
mostly discursive, for the majority of political actions are inherently linguistic actions.

Communicative strategies and tactics are a relatively new object of linguistic
research compared with the language, text and even discourse. Still, at present there
are no generally accepted definitions of the aforesaid concepts; their clear distinction
and classification are lacking [3, p. 12]. In consequence, there is no unanimity of
opinion regarding their understanding and interpretation.

However, it is quite explicit that by saying something the author of the message
Is primarily concerned with its impact and efficiency, but at the same time he/she
takes account of the particularities of a given speech situation and accordingly
develops a general approach to dealing with that definite situation. In view of the
above it is possible to speak of linguistic communication with regard to the overall
strategy of communication (the goal) and its specific tactics (progress).

N.I. Formanovska states that “strategic plan and tactical steps are closely
connected” [10, p. 58]. Each strategy of political discourse is realized through the use
of certain tactics (see Figure 1), constituting sets of techniques which help to choose
the appropriate figures of speech [4, p. 16]. Within the framework of political
discourse O.L. Mihaleva singles out three communication strategies: reduction
strategy, improvement strategy and theatricality strategy. The first strategy is realized
by making use of the tactics of accusing the opponent and creating a negative image.
The improvement strategy, respectively, is based on the tactics of creating a positive
image of the message sender. Finally, the theatricality strategy includes a variety of
tactics, such as tactics of information, forecasting, incitement [7, p. 68].

Linguistic devices in political rhetoric. Pragmatically speaking, political
figures in their public appearances use specific communication strategies and resort
to a number of influence tactics. From a linguistic point of view, in their everyday life
politicians fall back on abundant linguistic means to add expressivity to their
conversation and emphasize the high level of their speech culture.
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Figure 1. Political discourse communication strategies and influence tactics

One of the main rhetorical means of creating the imagery and emotional
coloring of political speech is the metaphor. Provided that the purpose of the text is
to achieve emotional stimulation or inspire belief, it is evident that using metaphors
underlies the mechanism of propounding a hint or a pointer for the recipient as to
how the meaning of the message is to be interpreted. It follows that the role of the
metaphor is suggestive [9, p. 187].

In his speech of August 28, 2014 Barack Obama compares Islamic State of Iraq
and the Levant to a malignant tumor and a terminal illness, thus realizing a reduction
strategy with the help of a shrewd metaphor: “As I've said, rooting out a cancer like
ISIL will not be quick or easy, but I'm confident that we can and we will, working
closely with our allies and our partners ”.

The reduction strategy has both explicit and implicit expression of the speaker's
negative attitude not only to the subject matter, but also to opponents, aiming to
disgrace them. For this reason negative metaphors are mostly favored by elected
officials, for instance, referring to what negative effects their adversaries’ actions
might have had: “The Bush-McCain foreign policy has dug us into a very deep hole
with very few friends to help us climb out’ (Joe Biden) or ‘In the face of tyranny, a
band of patriots brought an empire to its knees” (Barack Obama).

On the other hand, repetition in political discourse is often applied to motivate,
encourage or lift up the spirits of the audience. The widespread use of this figure of
speech is quite natural and justifies its purpose: through repetition one and the same
information stops being perceived consciously and its subconscious impact comes to
the fore [2, p. 6]. Repetition as a manipulative tactics organizes the communication
process and focuses on specific information [1, p. 35]. In campaign speeches
politicians often repeatedly bring up an issue, which they intend to put into the
spotlight or whose aim is to lull the recipients and help gain their ultimate support.
For example, one may hear an invitation to enjoy a lucrative prospect: “Free
Education. Free Medical care. Free Employment. Free food” (John Sidney McCain),
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or be engaged in a tempting activity of dreaming up the future: “We're going to
provide retirement security for working Americans. We're going to provide long-term
care” (Hilary Clinton).

Being repetitive without being boring requires a certain level of language mastery
and the inherent ability to influence. Without repetition a political speech is likely to be
more captivating, but it is also likely to generate less response. A great number of
repetitions are used with positive coloring and in this way predominantly theatricality
strategy is realized: “Stand up to defend our country from its enemies. Stand up for each
other, for beautiful, blessed, bountiful America” (John Sidney McCain).

Neologisms in political discourse are used to create an expressive and
emotional background. To illustrate, under President Roosevelt a term ‘New Deal’
was coined to define new political and economic measures striving to improve the US
economy. Sometimes neologisms are used to refer to matters whose discussion may
be a source of discomfort. It should also be mentioned that a politician who
successfully devises and fittingly uses neologisms is considered to be a creative and
an educated sort of person. This helps to construct a positive image of a politician and
strengthen his/her influence on the masses [5, p. 52].

In political discourse there are many other speech figures, in particular
euphemisms, which are used to alleviate disagreeable topics and convince the
electorate or the opposition. Political euphemisms help to alter the perception of facts
and events which may repel or otherwise unsettle and disturb the audience. Those
tropes are able to shift focus of attention from the main information to unimportant
details. Most euphemisms in political discourse can be traced in various spheres like
work and private life of politicians and their environment, economic and political
activities of public authorities and political parties, elections, military campaigns,
espionage, etc. [8, p. 42]. In general, political euphemisms are meant to semantically
manipulate the content, to modify the recipients’ world-view and to control their
behavior. Mostly euphemisms realize the theatricality strategy as in the example
below: “This time we want to talk about the men and women of every color and creed
who serve together, and fight together, and bleed together under the same proud
flag” (Barack Obama).

Apart from metaphors, repetition, neologisms and euphemisms, phraseological
units or idioms are just as widely used in political speeches, making the discourse
more expressive, emotional and compelling. Idioms can carry positive, negative and
neutral semantics, but more frequently they can be observed as a means of
improvement strategy. To cite an instance: “We will move heaven and earth to give
our children good education” (Hilary Clinton).

Another effective tool at the disposal of present-day politicians is rhetorical
guestions which are included in public speeches to attract the attention of the
audience, establish an atmosphere of unity with them, and invite them to join in the
decision-making by painting quite a vivid picture within the theatricality strategy: “I
said “who should I leave out? Who gets to choose who is left out? ” (Hilary Clinton).

Rhetorical questions may include an answer suggested by the addresser: “Is
that what you want for your children? For other countries to race ahead of us, using
our ideas? What folly that would be. We must never let it happen ” (John Major).
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The use of rhetorical questions followed by addresser answers has three major
pragmatic effects. Firstly, it makes an implicit answer explicit and facilitates its
understanding by the audience. Secondly, it transforms a monologue into a dialogue.
Thirdly, it makes the rhetorical question more argumentative. Audience responses to
political speeches, such as applauses and cheering indicate their approving perception
of a speech as well as their support for a politician.

Considerable stylistic expressiveness is also conveyed by the irony, which has a
pronounced emotional and an estimated perlocutionary effect [6, p. 223]. In political
discourse irony is often used as a means of verbal aggression, principally serving the
invective function. lrony itself is not essentially defamatory but often proves so:

“What's the difference between Obama and God? God doesn't think he is
Obama” (“Late night political humor”).

“It was proposed this week that members of Congress use video conferencing
and other remote technology to work from their home states instead of Washington.
They figure they can get just as much ‘not done’ at home as they get ‘not done’ in
Washington ” (‘Washington post’).

Besides, in their speeches politicians rely heavily on paraphrases allowing
them while discussing a topic to concentrate on some aspects and to divert attention
from the others. The following statement draws attention to Afghanistan — a country
which the United States freed: “It is deeply troubling that a country we helped
liberate would hold a person to account because they chose a particular religion over
another” (George Walker Bush).

Some politicians use paraphrases to realize the improvement strategy (tactics of
hidden self-presentation): “This is the meaning of our liberty and our creed — why
men, women and children of every race and every faith can join in celebration across
this magnificent mall, and why a man whose father less than sixty years ago might
not have been served at a local restaurant can now stand before you to take a most
sacred oath” (Barack Obama).

Antithesis is a rhetorical means which greatly adds to the ability to engage and
captivate the audience by juxtaposing ideas, objects and phenomena. Its contrastive
character is fully manifested in the examples below extracted from W. Churchill speeches:

“Be it long or short, rough or smooth, we mean to reach our journey's end .

“Work is proceeding everywhere, night and day, Sundays and week days .

Hyperbole, as well as antithesis, highlights the information presented and
makes it more salient to the audience. However, while antithesis is more of a fact
statement, hyperbole is intrinsically evaluative. Notwithstanding their differences
both means may be used to arouse emotions.

The combination of the emphasizing and evaluative effect of hyperbole explains
why this device seems to be particularly suitable for acts of criticism or praise. For
example: “We remain the most prosperous, powerful nation on Earth”’ (Barack Obama).

To conclude, the discourse encompassing written and spoken communication
in the domain of politics nowadays depends on a number of communication strategies
and influence tactics. The latter present an enticing object of study and interest for
linguists as their researchers as well as politicians and political institutions as their
consumers. As it has been discovered, at least three main communication strategies
are employed alongside about two dozen influence tactics in the day-to-day
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interaction between political figures and their electorate. In order to attain their goals,
the former make use of a myriad of rhetoric devices, namely the metaphor, repetition,
neologism, euphemism, idiom, hyperbole, rhetorical question, irony, antithesis and
paraphrase. Nevertheless, establishing consistency patterns between figures of speech
and influence tactics requires further investigation.
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Sl. B. baakisebka, A. L Ilinnema. Jlinreictuuna peanizamis  KOMYHIKATHBHHMX
cTpareriii i TAKTHK BILIMBY B AHIJIOMOBHOMY JIMCKYPCi.

VY aHIJIOMOBHOMY IOJIITHYHOMY JHCKYpPCl MOBHE IUIAHYBaHHs, a caMe€ TaKTHU4HEe 1
CTpaTeriuyHe TMPOTHO3YBaHHS BHUCIOBIIIOBAaHb, JOCSATAa€ pIBHA TEXHOJOTIH, fKe HEOoOXiaHe
MOJIITHYHHAM JIisT9aM 3aJU1s IOCATHEHHS TOCTAaBJICHHX ITijiel. KoMyHIKaTUBHI cTpaTerii cripsMoBaHi
Ha peami3aimio Iiled KOMYHIKaHTIB, a KOMYHIKATHBHI TaKTUKU SBISIOTH COOOI0 CHUCTEMY il 3
MiArOTOBKU €(eKTUBHOI peainizallii cTparerii, 10 OMHCYIOTh CYKYIHICTh MPHUIOMIB MPOBEACHHS
Oeciay 1 JIIHIIO TOBEIIHKH Ha MEBHOMY eTari. Bci KOMyHIKaTUBHI cTparterii B MeXax MOJITHYHOTO
JIUCKYPCY CIYTYIOTh OJIHIH MeTi — 00poThOi 3a Biaxy. bopoTsba i mepemora CKIaaar0Th OCHOBHUMN
3MICT CHIJIKYBaHHS, OJTHAK HE MEHII BAXIIMBUMH € YYaCHHUKH TaKoro criikyBaHHS. KoxkHe clioBo
YY rpaMaTU4yHa CTPYKTypa TUM Y 1HIIUM YHHOM BIUIMBAE HA CBIJJOMICTH JIOJMHHU, BUKJIUKAE TIEBHY
peaKIliro, CIIOHyKa€e 0 MEBHUX il M BUCHOBKIB. MOBa MONITUKU ONEPYyE CUMBOJIAMH, a ii YCHiX
3YMOBJIIOETbCS THUM, HACKIJIbKM LI CHMBOJIM CIIB3BYYHI MacoBiil cBigomocti. Came ToMmy
e(eKTHUBHHI BIUIMB HE € MOXIUBUM 0€3 IIMPOKOr0 BUKOPUCTAHHS JIHTBICTHYHUX 3aC00IB, TAKMX
K MeTaopu, MOBTOPH, HEOJIOTI3MH, eBheMi3MHu, (Ppa3eoIoTiuHI OJUHUIl, PUTOPUYHI 3alUTaHHS,
napadpasm, anTuTe3a Ta rinepoosa. [HTEpHpeTyI0Oun MOBHY OCOOHCTICT Yy MOJITHYHOMY AUCKYPCI
B 1l IIJTICHOCTI, HE MO>KHA OOMEXYBAaTUCS CYTO MOBHUM aHaii3oM. Came 3HaHHS Ta KOMILJIEKCHUN
oruc 6a30BUX CTpATETiH 1 TAKTUK aHTJIOMOBHHUX TOJITUYHUX JIST9iB 3 KOMYHIKTHBHO-TIParMaTHYHOI
TOUYKHU 30pYy, @ TAKOXK IX CIIBBIJIHECEHHS 3 KOHKPETHHUMHU MOBHMMH 3aC00aMHU HaJacTh MOXKJIMBICTb
SKICHOI Ta TIOBHOI 1HTEpIIpeTalii MOJITUYHUX TEKCTIB.

KawouoBi cjoBa: NOTITUYHMM JAUCKYpC, KOMYHIKaTMBHA CTpaTeris, KOMYHIKaTHBHA
TaKTHKa, BepOasbH1 3aco0u.

5. B. baakoBckas, A. WU. [lupggema. JIuHrBucreueckass peajam3anus MOJUTHYECKHX
cTpaTeruii U TAKTUK BJIUSAHUS B aHIJIOSA3BIYHOM JHMCKYpCe.

JlanHas cTaThsi MOCBSIICHA PACCMOTPEHHUIO CTPATETHU U TAaKTUK BJIMSIHUS, UCIIOIb3YEMBIX B
COBPEMEHHOM  aAHIJIOA3BIYHOM MOJUTHYECKOM JUCKYpCEe, a TakKe€ MX JIMHTBUCTHYECKOU
peanu3anuu. B moauTHYECKOM JMCKypce BaKHO COOJIIOAATh TIpaBWja YCTAHOBJICHUS U
MOAJICpXKaHUsl KOHTAaKTa co ciymareaeM. KoOMMyHHMKaTHBHBIA KOHTAKT MJAa€T BO3MOXHOCTb
OKa3bIBaTh BIUSHHUE HA CIyIIATENIeH U momMoraer AocTuub HeoOxoaumoro sddekra. [ToTeHnamom
BO3JICHCTBUSI Ha CO3HAHUE aJpecaTa M Ha CYIIECTBYIOIIYIO y HEro KapTHMHY MHUpa O0JIagaroT
pUTOpPUYECKHE TPUEMBl W PA3JIUYHBIE CPEICTBAa OOpa3HOCTU. BBIOOp JEKCHYECKUX EeIUHUIl B
MOJIMTUYECKON peUH OMpeJeNsaeTcs, TIIaBHbIM 00pa3oM, UX MparMaTHYeCKOi HAMpPaBIEHHOCTHIO Ha
peanu3anuio Ieyed yOeXKIEeHWUS W CO3JaHue TOJOXKHUTEIBPHOTO HWMHDKA TIOJUTHKA JHOO Ke
HETraTUBHOTO UMUJ/DKA ONMOHEHTa. BO MHOTMX MOJUTUYECKUX TEKCTaX COACPKUTCA H3II0KEHUE
(hakTOB W MHEHHH, HO Takas WHOOpPMAIUs [OJDKHA CIY)KHTh €II€ OJHUM apryMEHTOM IS
yOexaeHuss ajapecata U B KOHEYHOM CUETE BIHMATH HA €ro MOJUTHYECKYIO TO3UIIUIO.
Heo6xomuMocTs yOenuTh ayIuTOpuio 00yCaaBIuBaeT UCTIOIb30BaHUE ONPEACIICHHBIX CTPATeTU 1
TaKTHK, KOTOPBIE JIEIAal0T Bo3ieicTBUE Harboee 2 (heKTUBHBIM.

KaioueBble  cioBa: MOJINTHYECKUN  JUCKYpC,  KOMMYHUKATHUBHAas  CTpaTerws,
KOMMYHUKATUBHAsI TAKTUKA, TPOIIbI
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