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A CORPUS-BASED APPROACH
TO THE UKRAINIAN POLITICAL DISCOURSE STUDY

Taran O. S.

INTRODUCTION

Among various studies discussing different aspects of political discourse
we had to mention some of them which use corpus-based approach. Mostly
they are focused on American top-politician speeches (J. McCain,
B. Obama, D. Trump, H. Clinton).

A number of papers by Jacques Savoy (2010, 2016) describe a US
political corpora and present the study of the style and rhetoric of John
McCain & Barack Obama’, Hillary Clinton & Donald Trump? during
presidential elections. To detect and analyze differences between Trump and
Clinton, the author examined both the oral communication form and the
written form of the last. Asomwan Adagbonyin, Isaiah Aluya & Samuel
Edem (2016) described a corpus-based approach to identify the linguistic
devices used in Nigerian and American presidential speeches. Authors
compared both presidents’ usage of linguistic devices in terms of frequency
at the levels of keyword, part of speech and semantic domain as well as the
communicative purpose which the linguistic devices serve®. Valentin
Kassarnig (2016) presented an approach of training a system on speech
transcripts in order to generate new speeches for a desired political party.
A simple statistical language model based on 6-grams was used”. Interesting
results of N-gram-based method of a presidential debate transcript analysis
were presented by Daniel Walter’s (2016)°.

! SavoyJ. Lexical Analysis of Obama’s and McCain’s Speeches. Journal of

Quantitative Linguistics. 2010. Ne 17(2). P. 123-141. DOI: 10.1080/09296171003643205.
SavoyJ. Trump’s and Clinton’s Style and Rhetoric During the 2016

Presidential ~ Election. Journal of Quantitative Linguistics. 2016. DOI:
10.1080/09296174.2017.1349358.

® Adagbonyin A, Aluya I. Edem S. A corpus-based approach to the linguistic features
in Nigerian and American presidential speeches. Journal of Linguistics, Language and
Culture. 2016. Vol. 3. Ne 1. P. 1-27.

* Kassarnig V. Political Speech Generation // eprint arXiv:1601.03313 (January 2016).
URL.: https://arxiv.org/abs/1601.03313.

® Walter D.A Presidential Debate in N-grams // Subjective Functions: blog (published:
Wed 28 September 2016). URL: https://dswalter.github.io/.
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Ukrainian political discourse studies usually dill with the methods of
traditional linguistics and manual approaches to establish particular
properties of political contexts, structure and lexicon, syntax and rhetoric,
speech acts and interaction. We can mention only a few researches in which
corpus-based approached was applied, such as: Margaryta Dorofeyeva
(2005) studied category of subject in Federal chancellors’ political speech®,
Dariia Kharytonova (2019) investigated cognitive and pragmatic dimensions
of Ukrainian political discourse’. But governmental or parliamentary
speeches or presidential programs were not studied jet, also there are no
corpus-based studies of them, what emphasizes the urgency of this paper.

There are a lot of classifications of discourse type. For example,
according to ideological stances political discourse subdivides into LGBT
discourse, religious, green, nationalistic, feminist. All of them represent a
discourse of a particular segment/group of society®. It is one of the Teun van
Dijk’s ideas interpretation ways: “Since people and their practices may be
categorized in many ways, most groups and their members will occasionally
(also) ‘act politically’, and we may propose that ‘acting politically’, and
hence also political discourse™®.

Political discourse is subdivided according to different denominations:
spoken or written; prepared or spontaneous speech; spoken monologue or
dialogue / polylogue. Representatives of each show different genres:
biography of a politician, slogan, political program, campaign text, ritual
speech etc.'® Parliament speech and ritual speech are both monologues but
they are delivered to a different audience. In the first case it is a commonly
homogeneous type of recipients — government officials and also the media,
in the second one speech is aimed at a large heterogeneous audience. These
different types are reflected in corpora: governmental corpora (Labbé &
Moniére), electoral corpus (Jacques Savoy). None of open corpora

® Topodeea M.C. Kareropist cy6’exra B IONiTHYHIiT IPOMOBI (Ha MaTepiali BUCTYIIB
(benepanpuux kaniyiepisB ®PH noBoenHoro mnepiony) : aBToped. auc. ... Kaud. (uLION. H. :
10.02.04. Kuis, 2005. 23 c.

! Xapuronosa [I.JI. YkpaiHCbKMI NMONITHYHUHA JUCKYPC: KOTHITUBHO-CEMAHTHYHI Ta
MIParMakOMYHIKaTHBHI BUMIpH : JHC. ... KaH. ¢inoin. H. : 10.02.01. Kuis, 2018. 212 c.

& Amaglobeli G. Types of Political Discourses and Their Classification. Journal of
Education in Black Sea Region. 2017. Vol. 3. lIssuel. P.18-24. DOI: 3.
10.31578/jebs.v3i1.117.

° Dijk T.A. van What is Political Discourse Analysis? URL:
http://www.discourses.org/OldArticles/What%20is%20Political%20Discourse%20Analys
is.pdf.

° N. Kondratenko’s monograph examines certain genres of political discourse;
political program, TV debates, New Year’s greetings and inaugural speeches
of presidents [13].
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developed for the Ukrainian language contains the governmental or
parliament speeches.

For this study presidential programs as a type of written discourse
(section 1) and parliament speeches transcripts (section 2) as an oral text
genre were chosen. The main goal of this paper is to distinguish linguistic
features of each type of mentioned discourse which the corpus-based
approach can reveal.

1. Presidential programs

The 2019 presidential election in Ukraine was characterized by two
figures: Volodymyr Zelenskyi and Petro Poroshenko who won the
presidential election in 2014 but lost 2019 election to his opponent. So,
that’s why their presidential programs were chosen for analysis in this
research paper. The programs were downloaded from official website of The
Central Election Commission of Ukraine'. Further work was done using
NLP tools for quantitative analysis of text. For this we removed quotes and
dashes from the texts of both programs. Uppercase was ignored.

1.1. Keywords

At the first stage of the study we focus on word occurrence frequencies.
Software TextusPro 1.0% allows to receive a list of keywords without stop-
words which are usually the most frequent (conjunctions, prepositions,
particles etc.). As a result, we can see tokens sorted by absolute frequency
(AF) and relative frequency according to free stop-words text (RFgqp). As
the Ukrainian language is an inflectional language we had to lead similar
tokens to lemmas. Thus with manual search we sorted lemmas taking into
account phonetic alternations in suffixes. In such way we received semantic
hard core of each presidential program. Comparison of key lemmas in both
presidential programs allows to find out common concepts (fig. 1), which
represent meaningful topics.

Figure 1 shows relative frequency according to free stop-words text. As
we can see, the most significant concept in both programs is Vkpain—
(Vxpaina / ykpainyi / yxpaincexuii) (Ukraine / Ukrainian): RFgop-3,23 in
Zelenskyi’s program and 3,14 in Poroshenko’s program.

We chose 10 lemmas with AF> 4 for each presidential program and
compared two lists. Tables 1, 2 present distinctions in frequency of key
lemmas in both presidential programs.

1 URL: https://www.cvk.gov.ua.
12 TextusPro is a freeware for text SEO-optimization, it makes elementary statistical
analysis of text. Available from: http://rabota-kopirait.com/index/textus_pro/0-196.
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Fig. 1. Common concepts in both presidential programs

Table 1
Different key lemmas in Zelenskyi’s program
Rank K?;II:r:kaya:?sm AF RFtop AF inpﬁggizf;inko’s

program

1 Hapoo- 14 0,97 1

2 oceim- 14 1,13 3

3 61a0- 12 0,97 1

4 biznec- 8 0,65 1

5 Kopynyi- 7 0,57 3

6 matioym- 7 0,57 0

7 8ubop- 4 0,32 0

8 300p08- 4 0,32 1

9 npesudenm- 4 0,32 0

10 cnpaseonug- 4 0,32 0

The contents of the tables illustrate some interesting points. At first, it is
obviously, the most frequent lemmas reveal the most important concepts in
presidential programs. Semantic analysis of the main concepts of Zelenskyi’s
program shows that they are connected to terms of internal policy such as
priority areas, as problems. The text of Poroshenko’s program is focused on
both external policy (joining NATO and the EU) and internal policy. The
second point is extremely different frequency of key lemmas. It means that the
most important concepts in Poroshenko’s program have low frequency or zero
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rate in Zelenskyi’s program and vice versa. The key words of Porohenko’s
political slogan — 2019 apmisn — yeprea — mosa (army — church — language) are
absent among frequent key words in his presidential program, all of them have
AF 1. There are no such concepts in his program as: maiibymue / mai6ymnmii,
eubopu, npeszudenm, cnpaseorusicmsv / cnpaseonusuti (future, elections,
president, justice). But Zelenskyi doesn’t speak about einenui, 3moca /
smoemu, niosuwgenns / niosuwenuii (free, able, raised).

Table 2
Different key lemmas in Poroshenko’s program

Key lemmas in . .
Rank Poroshenko’s AF RFst0p AF méelfan;kyl s

program prog

1 MOJACIUB- 10 0,77 2
2 3axuc- 8 0,61 1
3 BLIbH- 6 0,5 0
4 HATO 6 0,5 1
5 ec 5 0,38 3
6 3Mmo2- 5 0,38 0
7 ingppacmpyxkmyp- 5 0,38 2
8 niosuyem- 5 0,38 0
9 wacnue- 5 0,38 1
10 OKYNo8am- 4 0,31 1

1.2. Pronouns

Quantitative parameters of pronouns in political speech allow to reveal
hidden intentions. For example, according to a corpus-based research,
“Obama’s use of the personal pronouns “she”, “he” and “they” suggests
references beyond himself and indicate the level of difference in the distance
from the electorates observes™*.

Quantitative measurements of pronouns in presidential programs which
introduce written speech genre reveals tactics of the self-presentation
strategy of presidential candidates. We used the classification proposed by
Marina Dorofeeva: tactics of singularity, tactics of plurality, tactics of

3 Adagbonyin A, Aluya I. Edem S. A corpus-based approach to the linguistic features
in Nigerian and American presidential speeches. Journal of Linguistics, Language and
Culture. 2016. Vol. 3. Ne 1. P. 1-27.
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indefiniteness, tactics of elimination'®. Fig. 2 and fig. 3 show percentage of
each pronoun among all pronoun tokens used in the text. On this stage of our
study the software AntConc 3.4.4w™ was used.

Personal pronouns (Zelenskyi)
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Personal pronouns (Poroshenko)
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30%
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Fig. 2, 3. Percentage of personal pronoun tokens
in presidential programs

¥ Topodeesa M.C. Kareropis cy6’exra B MONITHYHIA TpoMoBi (Ha Matepiami
BHUCTYMIB (enepansHux KaHijepie ®PH moBoeHHoro mnepiony): aBToped. awuc.
kaHn. ¢inon. H.: 10.02.04. Kuis, 2005. 23 c.

5 AntConc is a free corpus manager for concordancing and text analysis, available
from: http://www.laurenceanthony.net/software/antconc/.
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In general, Poroshenko used pronoun tokens a bit more than Zelenskyi: 5%
and 4% respectively. But their number is less: 9 pronoun tokens in Poroshenko’s
program against 13 pronoun forms in Zelenskyi’s text. Figure 4 shows relative
frequency (RF) of pronoun lemmas (e.g., the lemma xu (we) includes forms wac,
nam (us) etc.). If we compare lemmas in both programs we’ll see that
Poroshenko used only 5 pronouns, Zelenskyi used 7 pronouns.

Personal pronouns in presidents' programs
0,035

0,03

0,025
0,02
| Zelenskyi
0,015
o Poroshenko
0,01
0,005 I I
0 - mm =l N Hm
a MU BU BiH BOHa BOHM cefie

Fig. 4. RF of personal pronoun lemmas in presidential programs

Also, we have compared percentage of pronouns used in both
Poroshenko’s presidential programs 2014 & 2019 and noticed such feature:
in 2014 his program contained pronouns s (1) — 11%, eu (you) — 7%. Usage
of personal pronoun s (1) points to singularity tactics. It is an active tactic of
direct self-presentation. But in 2019 Poroshenko’s team refused of it.

In both presidential programs the most frequent pronoun is mu (we) and it
indicates tactics of plurality. This tactic is realized in metonymy
“we = I + my team”, “we = I + my sympathizer / my electorate”,
“we =1 + you / addressee / a people”. In the first case, the metaphor states
that the responsibility for the words lies on the speaker’s team. In the second
and third cases, the level of responsibility of the speaker for his own
statements is significantly lower, as the responsibility for decision-making is
transferred to the listener.

An interesting fact related to the frequencies of the pronoun we in
American political discourse was pointed by Jacques Savoy: “The written
form tends to use the we more frequently than the 1. The pronoun we owns the
useful advantage of being ambiguous (who is really behind the we? Myself
and the future government? Me and the people? Me and the workers? Me and
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the (future) Congress? etc.)”'®. A similar observation was made by

Concepcion Hernandez-Guerra in her research of the Barack Obama’s speech:
“Moving on to something else, the wide use of the pronoun “we” referring to
different addressees may be done purposely to involve everybody indirectly in
the solution of the problems or to reflect that everybody is responsible of the
problems that threaten the world, not just America™"".

It is interesting to trace in what collocations pronoun mu (we) were used
by Poroshenko and Zelenskyi.

1.3. N-grams

The N-grams option (with min/max cluster size = 3) of AntConc 3.4.4w
allows to find 3-grams which contain pronoun au (we).

There are 16 3-grams in Zelenskyi’s program, which are presented in the
table 3. All of them have AF=1. As we can see, 69% of them are
constructions with verb in the Future tense, only 6% contains the verb in the
Past tense and 13% have modal verbs. So as V. Zelensky ran to presidential
election for the first time and he had no experience in politics he appealed to
the future. One of 3-gram explains what does amu (we) mean: mu ye napoo
(we are a people).

Table 3
List of 3-grams in Zelenskyi’s program

MU Oy0emo numamucs MU CRPUSIMUMEMO PO3BUTNKY

MU BIOKPUEMO YKPATHCOKULL MU CMAagUmMuMemMo NUMAaHHs
Mu 3a0e3nedumo MOHemu3ayio MU CMEOPUMO YMOBU
MU 3anpo8aOUMO 00HOPA308)y MU nOGUHHI 6ubOpomu
MU 3anPO8AOUMO NPUHYUN MU ROGUHHT 3AMIHUMU

MU nepecmanemMo KOHYeHmpysamu MU nAeKanu Ha
MU NOBEPHEMO 008IpY MU ye Hapoo
MU pazom 3aKpinumo MU i BOHU

18 savoy J. Trump’s and Clinton’s Style and Rhetoric During the 2016 Presidential
Election. Journal of Quantitative Linguistics. 2016. DOl:
10.1080/09296174.2017.1349358.

1 Guerra C.H. Textual, intertextual and rhetorical features in political discourse: the
case of President Obama in Europe. Revista de Lingiiistica y Lenguas Aplicadas. 2013.
Ne 8. DOLI: 10.4995/rlyla.2013.1175.
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We received results of N-gram analysis of Poroshenko’s program which
indicate about different from Zelenskyi strategy of self-presentation. They

are reflected in the table 4.

Table 4

List of 3-grams in Poroshenko’s program

MU BCIMYRUMO 5IK
MU 2APMOHIZYEMO CIPYKMYPY
Mu 3a0e3neuumo aKmugHy
MU 3a8ePUIUMO CIBOPEHHSL
Mu 30inbuuUMo obcsazu
MU NOOAMO 3A56KY
MU BPOO0BAHCUMO OeYeHMPAi3ayito
MU BPOO0BHCUMO TITHIIO
MU BPOOOBACUMO YO
MU niOHIMeMO pigeHdb
Mu pobumumemo yce
MU CIPUSIMUMEMO NEePEemEOPEHHIO

MU NOBUHHI 30cepeoumu

MU 8IOpPOOUNU APMIIO
MU 3aKAAAU MIYHULL
MU 3aXUCTIUTU HAW

Mu 3pobunu me
Mu ompumanu 6e3ei3
MU NPOPEAIU POCIUCHKY
Mu nionucanu yeooy
MU CIEOPULU NOMYHCHY

MU 3aXUWAEMO C80I0

MU MOJHCEMO BUUMU
MU CRPAMYEMO 3YCUNISL
MU Kpaiua, aKa

MU U Haoani

There are 26 3-grams, all of them have AF=1. In Poroshenko’s case we
found out more variety tense forms of verbs in 3-grams: 46% contains verbs
in the Future Tense, 12% is in the Present tense, 31% is in the Past tense and
4% have modal verbs. It is obvious, candidate appeals to positive experience
and achievements but also he builds a chain of events ‘past — present —
future’. Poroshenko’s program reveals metonymy “we=I+...” as mu — kpaina
(we are country), which is wider and more indefinite because includes not
only people but state structures, territory, resources etc.

At the last stage of presidential program study we wanted to know
whether there were phrases that popped up frequently for each candidate.
For this purpose, we analyzed N-grams for n=2...10 whether there were
repeated phrases. This analysis appeared an interesting point about syntax.

The maximum repeated cluster size in Zelenskyi’s program is 4. As we
can see from the list of 4-grams (table 5), Zelenskyi used opposite
constructions (1,2% from total number of 4-Gram types 1590).
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Table 5
List of 4-grams in Zelenskyi’s program

a 8 noavyi € a He cucmemoro 3a6a2aHox
a eci pewima 3Hamu a He me wo
a 0ypHie Hemac ye a ue inghapxm 6io
a Kopynyionepu peaivHi Cmpoxu a nepemoea Hao Her
a He denymamu Oe a nepexooumumyms y Cnaowuny
a He 3 6iKOH a hosunen 3abe3neuumu 2iomi
a He 1100UHa 0Nl a npozonocyeamu Ha 8uOOpPax
a He NiKyeamu npozspama a menep npo me
a He Ha 0ecamvox a Xmo He 3p03yMig
a He NPUCTYHCHUKOM Y

Obviously such constructions were used to emphasize a difference
between reality and proposing perspective. Repetition of the opposite
constructions has a suggestive effect, like any repetition.

The maximum repeated cluster size in Poroshenko’s program is also 4. In
Poroshenko’s program we have find only three 4-grams (0,2% from total
number of 4-gram types 1541) which indicated contrastive constructions
(table 6).

Table 6
List of 4-grams in Porosheno’s program

a il 8clo €6pONeicuLKy

aje cnpaesiCHe ﬂi()epcmeo Mmooanciuee

ane w06 cmamu CRPABIICHIM

So, using NLP tools for quantitative method of text analyses allows to
appear some interesting linguistic features about tactics and strategies of
presidential programs which are not evident with manual research.

2. Ukrainian Parliamentary speeches
Speech in Ukrainian Parliament is a kind of formal communication.
Often it combines prepared and spontaneous spoken monologue. The first
addressee is deputies and government official and then the media which
interprets parliament events for wide audience. All these facts determine the
politician’s strategies and tactics and, of course, their linguistic features.
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2.1. Corpus
For this stage of our study we created a corpus of transcripts of
parliamentary speeshes in 2004-2021, i.e. the parliament from IV to
IX convocation. Transcripts had been downloaded from official site of
Ukrainian parliament Verkhovna Rada®. We employed a commercial corpus
management and corpus query software SkethEngine®. Figure 5 reports our
corpus text size.

Transcripts of parliamentary speeches

GENERAL INFO COUNTS @ LEXICON SIZES @ TEXT TYPES @
20,1

Language Ukrainian Tokens. 24,121 word”
doc (3 1~

Fig. 5. Corpus statistics

The Keywords option allows to find as the most frequent tokens in
compare with reference corpuse as rare or unusual words in our corpus
which is focus corpus. Ukrainian Web 2014 (ukTenTenl14) amounting to
1388 494 043 tokens was chosen as the reference corpus. In order to
perform this task advanced settings were used. Non-words (tokens which do
not start with a letter of the alphabet) were excluded.

According to the average reduced frequency (ARF), words of etiquette
are in the top-20 of the most frequent: npowty, 6y0b nacka (please), dsxyro
(thank you), wanosni (dear) as well as the vocative xozeau (colleagues). It
indicates a certain degree of ritual speech in Ukrainian parliament. The next
analysis was focused on rare words. It is a list of tokens with AF=1...3 in the
focus corpus (i.e. Transcripts of parliamentary speeches corpus) and AF=0 in
the reference corpus. It allows to find out some linguistic features of
Ukrainian formal parliamentary speeches:

1) surzhykisms (necocmuxoexu, iomopums, 10dCcaninoi, 6cKpusas,
noaucmaeme,  BUOBUHYmMA, HNpuceoime, 00IOHAEMO,  CO2NACTIOBYBAIU,
é3pueamu, CHpOCImMb, Ccompacamu, 3anpemumu, 3aAPAaHEE, NpPocogyeme,
susichsnis, npucunana, poszepysumu) reflect very poor Ukrainian language
skills of politicians;

8 URL: https://vww.rada.gov.ua.
¥ URL : https://app.sketchengine.eu/.
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2) Russian words which are in Russian graphics (ocnopennwiii, vixudas,
yenvluan, npussikaiu, eocnanrénnom, oapouuns) reflect Russian speeches of
some deputies who do not speak Ukrainian;

3) occasionalisms (jopuousm, espoonmumicmu, npogipmawiecvka,
Minzoox) provide evidence of language creativity;

4) barbarisms (Maruv, ProZorro, Bihus.info, ICTV) declare a tendency of
using Latin graphics for proper names;

5) gender forms (minicmepka, xonexcanyi) gradually enter into speech of
lawmakers, who are predominantly male;

6) colloquialisms (o6nanom, ecoeywni, 6repyeme, 2oopunsrero, wio-mo,
Kayanu, Komnawika, niamixcka, npemecs, 300x) and slang vocabulary
(cenap, 2onime, subusacmo, cosoeniscoki) indicate from one hand, cultural
and educational level of politicians but from another hand, their
communicative tactics. Slang which can be used only in informal
communication but not in professional speeches in Ukrainian parliament,
became the subject of our research in the next section.

2.2. Slang

N. Kondratenko says that fashion in language violates normative
requirements, and politicians are the subjects of language fashion creation in
political discourse 2. During Trump’s term a lot of media (e.g. The New
York Times, Salon, Fortune, The New Yorker, The Washington Post)
discussed his “rhetorical strategy to gain popularity, in accordance to the
trend of anti-intellectualism™?.

We distinguish political slang and common slang usage of which are
understandable to everybody despite out of social stratification. In the first
case we deal with professional slang (or jargon) which is used in informal
communication of politicians. But some units of political slang can be spread
via media to society (e.g. wupxa — broad coalition, nianicm, xknonkooas — a
deputy who votes in the parliament with someone’s card, npomuscix — a
voter who chooses the line “against all” in the ballot). Ukrainian politicians
use both slangs.

Earlier we were studying slang in informal communication of Ukrainian
deputies, in particular during talk-show?’, which made it possible to observe

20 - o : o P
Kormgpatenko H.B.  VkpaiHcekmit momitmunmit  guckypc:  Tekcryamisamist

peanbHocTi: MOHOrpadis. Oneca: Yopuomop’s, 2007. 156 c.

2 Kayam O. The Readability and Simplicity of Donald Trump’s Language. Political
Studies Review. 2018. Vol. 16. Issue 1. P. 73-88. DOI: 10.1177/1478929917706844.

22 Tapan O.C. CyrecTHBHI NOTEHLi ClIeHTi3MiB B yKpaiHchkux auckypeax. Ucrainica
V1. Soucasna Ukrajinistika. Problémy jazyka, literatury a kultury: Shornik védeckych
¢lanki. Olomouc: Univerzita Palackého v Olomouci, 2014. P. 168-171.
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the unprepared oral speech of politicians, its proneness to conflict,
expressiveness, evaluativity, often substandart language elements. In such
case the addressee was political opponents, the direct audience in the studio
of talk-show and the mass addressee.

As L. Morawskinotes that political discourse is not aimed at dialogue?.
So, it is always monologue with two main strategies: self-presentation and
discrediting the opponent. From these points we analyzed slang in deputies’
speech in the parliament.

First of all, the self-presentation strategy is realizing in tactics of
demonstration of power and authority. And argot usage helps in it. This
tradition of criminal argot usage has been inherited since Soviet Union, since
1917 when the revolutionaries used the vocabulary of the lowest strata of
society to show prestige of proletarian language against the language of the
clerisy. In the 70°s of the XXth century there was an amalgamation of top
managers of the USSR and the criminal world. This co-operation has had
new perspectives after the collapse of the USSR and in the conditions of an
independent Ukraine. Also, there were common interests of members of
political and criminal circles. M. Nadel-Chervinska & A. Chervinska use
R. Barthes’ term “sadic language” for marking a communicative form of the
“Soviet zone” which arose as a result of the interaction of prison argot with
administrative & political jargon®. If in the Soviet times the “sadic
language” existed mainly in the colloquial informal sphere (in such
communicative situations as ‘boss — subordinate’), then after the collapse of
the USSR it came into widespread usage on the background of general
criminalization of society and colloquialization of the Ukrainian language.
The socio-psychological habit of politicians to use argot vocabulary of the
power vertical manifests itself to this day. Usage of argot in formal
communication may be unconsciously.

The most frequent argot words are: depuban, depubanumu, Kpuuua,
Kpuwiysamu, Onamuull, O€Cnpeoen, eubumu, eiomazamu, Giomugamu,
BIOMUBAHHS, GMIOXHYMU, SHAMU, 3AYUCMUMU, Hai30, po30opKa, pozeecmu /
po3eodumu, po3eoo, 1ox, also lexemes with meaning of sexual violence used
as metaphor: npoenymucs, naenymu. Now all of them comes into common

Tapan O.C. CreHru3mbl B TOJMTHYECKOM JIHCKypce (Ha MaTepualie YKpaumHCKHX
TEIEBU3HOHHBIX ~ TOK-IIOY). Becmmux IIpuxamckozo — coyuanHozo — uHCMUmyma.
@unonozus. Ilepmb, 2013. Ne 2 (60). C. 42-48.

% Morawski L. Argumentacije, racjonalnosé prawa i postepowanie dowodowe. Torus :
Universytet Miko/aja Kopernika, 1988. 311 s.

% Hanens-Uepsunckas M., UepBuHckast A. SI3bIk U cO3HAHUE: HOMEHKIATYpa U (eHs
(YronoBHO-IapTHHHBIA KAproOH KaKk KOMMYHHKATHBHAas (OpMa «COBETCKOH 30HBI).
Tepuonous : Studia methodologica, 2009. 102 c.
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informal use, we call it as common slang. But speakers feel argotic
origin of them.

We noticed that slang (mostly of argotic origin) were used by every
chairman of Ukrainian parliament on the sessions of 20042021

— Hy, ckaorcimo, mu, Oilicho, 60aemvcs Ham eubumu oyi epanmu i
ooepoicamu HAO038UYANHO O0po2e 0ONAOHAHHS, alle KOJAU BOHO NPUXoO0ums
cloou, eono 3ycmpivae Hetimosipui nepenonu (Volodymyr Lytvyn,
30.01.2004);

— 10e 6opomwba He npo cmasnenHa 00 81aou, ide bopomwvba 3a docmyn
00 2az080i mpyou, 3a “cpumysannsn’” I1/]B (Oleksandr Moroz, 27.09.2007);

— ...6axcano, wob mpaeciuni icmopuuni akmu He 6mMALYBANUCA 8
so8niwnbononimuuHi - “posbopku”  mixc osoma Oepixcasamu  (Arsenii
Yatseniuk, 4.04.2008);

— Poszeenu, nacamnepeo, memne. Ane, 3a 6eIUKUMU PAXYHKOM, PO36eu
Vkpainy, posseau napoo (Volodymyr Lytvyn, 4.07.2012);

— ...enympuwnvonapmiini pozoopxu (Volodymyr Rybak, 22.02.2013);

— ... wob ninbeamu He KOPUCTYBANUCA WAXpai, SKi OMpuMAau
8IONOGIOHI OKYMeHMU «3a805KuU AaKomych “Onamy” yu 36 ssxam (Oleksandr
Turchynov, 31.10.2014);

—  ...3aKOH, SAKUU O003601UMb NPAGUILHO NOOYOVEAMU  CUCHEMY
AOMIHICMPAMUGHUX NOCHYye, | Y0 NOCMPAOSIHCbKY cucmemy, oOe 6ce
sUpIULYBaNocs no onamy, 6oHa 63azani Oyoe CKACOBAHA YUMU 3AKOHAMU
(Volodymyr Hroisman, 26.11.2015);

— 3miHamu 00 YUHHO20 3AKOHOOABCMEA MU JNIKGIOVEANU 2I2AHMCHKY
Kopynyiuny cxemy — “giokamu” npu nosepHeHHi NOOAMKY HA 000AHY
eapmicmo (Andrii Parubii, 5.07.2019);

— 3aeoicou € uacmuna cycnitbcmea, Axiu ‘mpebda Oinvwe 3a 6cix”.
Lii nompi6uo 6Ginvwe Opaiigy, 6inbuie axmusnocmet, ii Genmedcamy mi 4u
inwi npobremu (Dmytro Razumkov, 22.02.2021).

So, it is expected that argot is used by official establishment such as
prime-minister, ministers, general prosecutor etc:

— B iHwomy 6unaoxky mi, Xmo CHPUYUHUE YeP208Y NOIMUYHY KPU3Y ma
cumyayiro  “6e3e0n08020” napramenmy, maromev paszom i3 Ilpezudenmom
bpamu 8ionogioanvuicme Ha cebe i “ne po3eodumu’” Hi napiamenm, Hi ycio
kpainy (M. Tomenko, vice speaker of the parliament, 18.11.2008);

— Iliompumky 3 memoio came suxonamu ix, a ne 3 memoro “3’ixamu” 3
ix euxonanns (P. Klimkin, the minister for external affairs, 13.02.2015);

— Taxooic Oynu 3ipsami we pso cneyonepayii, O00HA 3 AKUX
cmocyganaca “Kpuuiyeanna” 2cpanvrHoco 0i3Hecy, 00 K020, 3a U020
cnosamu, maxodic oyau npuvemni npayisnuxku CBEY (A. Sytnyk, the head of
National Anti-Corruption Bureau, 3.10.2018);
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— Buxonysamu c60i 0608’sa3ku 00bpocogicho, uecHo i cymuainno. He
npooasamu cnpasu, He ‘“3aueamu’” ix, He NOEPMAMU NPOKYPOPCHKUX
nepesepmuis (. Venedyktova, the General prosecutor of Ukraine,
17.03.2020).

Slang words, especially slang of argot origin, are sociolinguistic markers
in the linguistic portrait of politicians. The subconscious choice of such
vocabulary is an implicit demonstration of power and authority. It is the
ways of self-affirmation.

The strategy of self-presentation of politicians is also realized in tactics
of approaching to people via use of slang as a “source of linguistic realism”
(expression by O. Taranenko). The aim of the tactics is to reduce the
distance between the politicians and the addressee, who have different social
and material status, and accordingly — to reduce the critical perception of the
image of a politician:

—  ..MiCmO nepemeopunocvb 8 pyiHy: po3pumi 00pocu, YMEOPUNUCD
Qixmueni ynpasumenvcoki gipmu, depuban zemni, dapoax (M. Burbak,
23.04.2019);

—  Mu namazaemocs npoenymucsa nepeo scima (O. Musii, 14.03.2019);

— I peaxyis ix dysice npocma, monodixcna: wo eéu 2onime? (S. Kaplin,
5.02.2019);

— ...npubpamu 3 HAWUX 00pie MAIHCOPIE, ONAMHUX, BCAKUX YUHOBHUKIS,
AKI 3amicmeb mozo, wobu mamu 00361 HA MAKI CUSHATU, CYIOMb 8 00aUYYs
CnigpoOImMHUKy Miniyii KOpouky — oye Oasi HUX 2O0NO06HULL 00361
(S. Mishchenko, 4.03.2015).

In these examples, slang is also marker of language outrageous.

The main intention of political discourse is the struggle for power. So,
the next important strategy is discrediting the opponent. It is realized with
tactics of lowering the political status of the opponent via conscious use of
argot origin words and phrases for his personal characteristics, description of
his actions, contacts and professional activities:

— Bowce mpemio 000y kpainy no cymi 6 wioyi mpumae ingpopmayis npo
me, wo 3a800 Ilpesudenma Yxpainu — I[onoguoxomandysaua Kpainu
siomueas xowmu uepes ‘‘Jlenincoxy kyszwio” (YUu. Tymoshenko about
P. Poroshenko, 28.02.2019);

— [Onis  Tumowenxko eoice noobiyina “siomaszamu” iioco 6i0
sgunysauens, saxkwo cmane Ilpesudenmom (A. Herasymov about
Yu. Tymoshenko, 12.03.2019).

Using argot, a speaker hints at the connection of his opponent with the
criminal subculture to which society has a persistent negative attitude. Argot
is a “specific sign of aggression” (expression by O. Sheigal) because it
acquires the ideological connotation of stranger. Professional jargon units
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used to describe an opponent’s actions may have the same sarcasm effect
like in such contexts with military jargon units:

— ..Hy, He eedimb cebe max, 5K 6U GuUIAOAEMe WHYPKOM 6
ogiyepcorux bepyax noniyeticokoi oepacasu (V. Nimchenko, 23.04.2019);

—  GIH JUUe NiOMeepOUmn, wo cam nPocmo “eiokocus” 6io nopsmyHKy
xkpainu (A. Herasymov, 23.04.2019).

As we can see, in all examples slang (argot) was used for describing a
political opponent, his/her ideology, his/her activity explicitly or implicitly.
In such way archetypal binary opposition ‘my — stranger’ is realized.

CONCLUSIONS

Corpus-based approach allows the quantitative analysis which deals with
occurrence frequency, quantitative parameters of pronouns and N-grams of
Zelenskyi’s and Poroshenko’s presidential programs. The result shows that
the most frequent lemmas reveal the most important concepts in presidential
programs, 10 lemmas are common for both programs and the most
significant concept is Vkpain — (Vkpaina / yxkpainyi / yxpaincokuii)
(Ukraine / Ukrainian). Semantic analysis shows that the main concepts in
Zelenskyi’s program reflect the terms of internal policy. The text of
Poroshenko’s program is focused on both external policy (joining NATO
and the EU) and internal policy. Quantitative measurements of pronouns are
revealed by the most frequent pronoun in both presidential programs mu
(we). It indicates such tactics of self-presentation strategy as plurality which
points on collective responsibility. Poroshenko’s program provides
metonymy mu — kpaina (We are country), which is wider and more indefinite
because includes not only people but state structures, territory, resources etc.
N-grams analysis show an interesting point about syntax.

A corpus of parliament speeches transcripts was created with
SkethEngine software. It provides finding out such linguistic features as
surzhykisms, Russian words which are in Russian graphics, occasionalisms,
barbarisms, gender forms, colloquialisms ans slang which indicate cultural
and educational level of politicians, as well as their communicative tactics.

So, using NLP tools for quantitative method of text analyses allows to
underline some interesting linguistic features about tactics and strategies of
presidential programs which are not evident with manual research.

SUMMARY

The research is aimed at distinguishing linguistic features of presidential
programs and parliament speeches transcripts which the corpus-based
approach can reveal. The data was taken from official websites. For
quantitative analysis of presidential programs TextusPro and AntConc were
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used. Discussion based on word occurrence frequencies, quantitative
parameters of pronouns and N-grams. The result shows the presidential
programs tactics and strategies which are not evident with manual research.
A corpus of parliamentary speeches transcripts was created with
SkethEngine software. It provides finding out some linguistic features
including slang which indicates cultural and educational level of politicians,
as well as their communicative tactics.
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