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Strategies of manipulation as levers of influence on human
consciousness in English-speaking political discourse

Crparerii MaHiny/Il0BaHHSA SIK BasKeJli BIUIMBY Ha CBiIoMicTh
JIIJAUHM Y AHIJIOMOBHOMY MOJITHYHOMY THCKYpCi

Summary. The article is dedicated to the study of manipulation strategies,
which are important levers of influence on human consciousness in English-lan-
guage political discourse. In today's conditions, manipulative tactics are used
by almost all politicians to win the attention of the audience and further achieve
their own goals. Scientists have identified and described various strategies of
manipulation and the threat they pose to the electorate. A manipulative speech
tactic is a speech act that corresponds to a particular stage in the execution of
this or that strategy. It is also a collection of techniques organized in a specific
way for the implementation of hidden influence, with the goal of achieving the
desired effect or preventing an undesirable result. In the article, we describe
the manipulative strategies that politicians use in one way or another in their
election speeches. Manipulative strategies include argumentative and referential
manipulation. Collective manipulation is the topic of research in the context of
political discourse. The following terminology is used to describe the manipulat-
ing process: a supertask that the speaker sets for himself; tactics, the concrete
actions the speaker does to carry out the selected plan. The linguistic tools (at all
language levels) that the speaker employs are referred to as linguistic methods.
The option to select linguistic means heavily influences the variety of linguistic
interpretations. It should be highlighted that only in a specific communicative
(speech) act do both strategies and methods become manipulative. Since gaining
and retaining power is the primary goal of political communication, influence
strategies and tactics that work to persuade the addressee that their perspective
is correct as opposed to that of political opponents take on a unique significance.
A communicative task that is developed and put into action with the intention
of having a significant impact on the addressee is referred to as a strategy. De-
termining the semantic, stylistic, and pragmatic choices of the speaker during
speech. Language techniques can define a particular dialogue with a distinct set
of objectives, depending on the “globality” of intentions. They may have broader
objectives that are intended to further more broad social objectives.

Key words: strategies, manipulation, political discourse, English-language
political discourse.

49



Anomauia. Cmammio npUceésveHo GUGHEHHIO CMpamezii MAaHinYIo8anHs,
AKI € 8ANCIUBUMU BANCENAMU BNAUBY HA CEIOOMICMb TOOUHU Y AHSTOMOBHOMY
NONIMUYHOMY OUCKYpCi. B ymoeax cvoco0enmss maninyasmuenumu maxmuxkamu
KOpUCmy1omucs maudice 6Ci NOMmuKy O 3a80106aHHA Yeazu ayoumopii ma y
Maibymubomy 0ocseHen s énachux yineu. Haykosyamu uokpemieno ma onuca-
HO pi3Hi cmpamez2ii MaHinyI08an s ma sKy 3a2po3y GOHU HeCymy Ol eleKmopa-
my. MauinynissmueHutl MOGIeHHESUL NPULOM — MOBIIEHHEBULL AKM, WO B8ION0BIOAE
neeHomy emany peanizayii miei uu inwioi cmpamecii. Lle maxooic cykynuicmeo
NeGHUM YUHOM OP2AHIZ08ANUX NPULOMIG 30ILICHEHHS NPUXOBAHO20 6NIUGY 3 Me-
Mo 00CACHEHHs OAX*CaH020 eghekmy abo 3anodieanHs HebANCAHO20 pe3yibma-
my. Y cmammi namu onucano mauninynamueni cmpamezii, AKi mum Yu iHUUM
YUHOM BUKOPUCHIOBYIOMbCS NOTTMUKAMU Y C80IX nepedsubopuux npomosax. /o
MAHINYIAMUGHUX cpameziil iOHOCAMb apeyMeHMAamusHy ma pegepenyians-
Hy maHinynayii. KonekmusHa MaHinyiayis € memorw O00CHIONHCeHHs 8 KOHMeKCi
noniMuyHo20 OUCKypcy. [{iis onucy npoyecy Maminyuo8aHHs UKOPUCTIOBYEMbCS
Maxa mepminono2is, AK: HA03A80ANHSA, SIKe CIMABUMb nepeo coO0I0 MOGeyb, MAaK-
muKa, KOHKpemui Oii opamopa 015 BUKOHAHHA eubpano2o niawy. Moeui 3acobu
(Ha 6CIX PIBHAX MOBU), AKUMU KOPUCIYEMBC MOBEYb, HAZUBAIOMbCA IH2BICIMUY-
Humu memooamu. Mooicnugicms 6ub0py MOBHUX 3ACO0I8 3HAUHOI MIPOIO BNAUBAE
Ha pisHOMAHImHicmb MosHUX iHmepnpemayiti. Cnio niokpeciumu, wjo auuie 8
KOHKDEMHOMY KOMYHIKAMUBHOMY (MOGI1eHHesoMY) akmi i cmpamezii, i memo-
ou cmarome maninyasmuenumy. OCKiTbKU OMPUMAHHA MA YMPUMAHHA 61a0U
€ 20/106HOI0 MemOol0 NONIMUYHOI KOMYHIKaYii, cmpamezii ma maxmuky 6niusy,
AaKi npayioroms, wob nepekonamu aopecama 6 MOMY, WO IXHA MOUKA 30py €
NPAasunbHoI0, HA GIOMIHY 6I0 MOUKU 30pY NOTIMUYHUX ONOHEHMis, HAOY8aAIOMb
YHiKanbHo20 3Hauenus. Komynikamuene 3a60anus, ke po3poonsicmscsa i 6UKOHY-
€MbCSL 3 HAMIPOM CHPABUMU 3SHAYHULL 6NIUE HA AOpecamd, HA3UBAEMbC CMPa-
meeicio. Busnauenns cemanmuumux, CmuniCmuyHux i npacMamuduHux euobopie
Mo8ys nio uac eucmyny. MoHi mexHiKu ModCymyb USHAYUMU NegHULl 0ianoe i3
YimKUM HAOOPOM Yinell, 3aNeHCHO 8i0 «21obanvHocmiy Hamipie. Bonu moocyms
Mamu wupwii yini, CnpamMo8ani Ha OOCACHEHHS WUPUUX COYIATbHUX Yiaell.

Knwuoei cnosa: cmpamezii, mauinyiayii, nomimuyHuil OUCKYpc, aHeIoMO8-
HUL ROTTMUYHUIL OUCKYPC.

Introduction. The development of political discourse began during
the First World War. The confrontation was not only armed, but was also
accompanied by active propaganda in the information space. Further
escalation of the conflict between the USSR and the USA was character-
ized by manipulations aimed at discrediting the opponent and improving
one’s own image in the eyes of fellow citizens. The collapse of the USSR
changed the paradigm of political discourse. The pluralism of opinions
and political pluralism, the absence of an external “enemy” as an integral
part of the superpower’s narrative led to the emergence of new forms of
manipulation.

The unstable political situation has a global character and requires
numerous negotiations, summits and meetings. “The word” is the first
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weapon used by the representatives of the countries, but, unfortunately,
it is not the only one.

Currently, we can observe how some countries use language resources
for the purpose of manipulation, such an arsenal includes information
warfare, manipulation of facts, fake news, incitement of the situation.
A careless word can lead to chaos, and a properly constructed strategy, on
the contrary, will help achieve the set goal.

Methodology and methods. Linguists from the USA began to deal
with issues of political linguistics, and to this day the country is a leader
in research on this topic. The founders of political linguistics are G. Lass-
well and U. Lippmann. In Western and Central Europe, these issues are
studied by D. Benis, R. Wodak, R. Bachem; in Belarus, Russia, Lithuania,
Ukraine — L. Bessonova, S. Murane, B. Norman, N. Mechkovska, 1. Ukh-
vanova, E. Lassan, N. Klochko, E. Budaev, A. Chudinov; in China and
Singapore — Y. Hu, Z. Guo, K. Li, T. Chang [1].

In the analysis of political discourse, there is a hypothesis about the
influence of language on political thinking. It echoes the Sapir—Whorf
hypothesis. The essence of the latter is that language determines think-
ing (according to the “strong” version). There is also a “weak version”,
where language only affects thinking, but this thought seems too weak
and obvious in our time, unlike the first. Language limits and defines
cognitive categories. The best illustration is the novel “1984” by George
Orwell. Artificial language — “New Language” was created by a totali-
tarian regime for maximum control of citizens. Certain mental processes
became impossible due to the lack of words to express them [3].

At the analytical stage, various methods were widely used. The classi-
fication method helped systematize the material when solving each of the
tasks. Pragmatic analysis was aimed at determining the pragmatic poten-
tial of the original text, its pragmatic adaptation in translation, and the
impact of linguistic means on recipients.

In modern linguistics, there is no single approach to defining strat-
egies and tactics of language manipulation. Some Ukrainian scientists,
for example, V.V. Zirka and O.V. Dmytruk and others believe that the
terms “strategy” and “tactics” are identical. In contrast to them, another
group of researchers such as V.V. Odintsov, N.I. Formanovska and others
emphasize the difference in the meanings of these terms.

Results and Discussion. Among the functions of political discourse is
the function construction of reality. The reality of each individual is built
with the help of information space. It is completely impossible to distance
yourself from it. The theses and formulations that dominate this space
determine the subjective reality. A simple example: conflict and war.
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The same data about the dead and wounded, refugees and volunteers
(-0k), but the conflict in the mind is when you were weighed in the mar-
ket, and the war is scary shots and plots that come to mind thanks to cin-
ema and literature.

Depending on the nature of the transformations that information
undergoes, 2 types of manipulation in political discourse are distin-
guished: referential and argumentative [6, p. 13]. In this paper, speech
(language) manipulation is defined as a type of manipulative influence,
which is carried out through the skillful use of certain language resources
with the aim of a hidden influence on the cognitive and behavioral activ-
ity of the addressee [1, p. 89].

Argumentative manipulation is associated with a violation of the pos-
tulates of communication [3]. It includes evasion of the answer, under-
statement, substitution of facts.

The referential, in turn, is connected with the distortion of the image
of the denotation.

For example, focusing manipulation, when the situation is presented
one-sidedly, in a favorable light for the speaker. Emphasis is placed with
the help of imagery, but not only. Epithets, hyperbolization and any evalu-
ative judgments are nothing more than manipulation of emotions, belong-
ing to pre-referential manipulation. Research materials are based on ref-
erential manipulation.

All rhetorical figures and means of imagery have the potential power
of'influence. Linguist P.B. Parshin classifies speech manipulations accord-
ing to the linguistic levels that are affected [4].

“Speech (language) manipulation is a type of manipulative influence,
which is carried out through the skillful use of certain language resources
for the purpose of hidden influence on the cognitive and behavioral activ-
ity of the addressee” [6].

For example, from the point of view of sociology, manipulation is a
system of means of ideological and socio-political influence with the aim
of changing people’s thinking and behavior contrary to their interests.
At the same time, people do not realize that their needs, worldview, inter-
ests and way of life in general largely depend on those who manipulate
them [4, p. 104].

Manipulation involves reporting false information that is different from
the “truth”. Therefore, it is easy to confuse it with the human tendency to
make mistakes, draw wrong conclusions, use unverified facts [2, p. 49].

Manipulation in combination with power and economic methods
gives the subject of management the opportunity to direct the activities
and behavior of the masses, social groups and individuals, to control the
social situation [5, p. 15].
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In linguistics, the study of manipulation is closely related to the prob-
lem of the effectiveness of communication, the impact of speech on the
addressee, the study of communicative strategies that are used to effec-
tively influence the recipient.

Speech influence, which constitutes the communicative and psycho-
logical essence of manipulation [5], aimed at changes in the socio-psy-
chological structure of society or at the stimulation of direct social actions
through the influence on the psyche of members of a certain social group
or society as a whole.

There are two types of manipulation with respect to the subjects of
manipulation, namely:

— interpersonal manipulation, which is defined as the use of various
means and technologies of informational and psychological influence on
an individual;

— collective manipulation — suppression of people’s will by means of
spiritual influence on them through programming of their behavior. This
influence is aimed at the mental structures of a person, is carried out cov-
ertly and sets its task to change the thoughts, motivations and goals of
people in a certain group of direction [4, p. 35].

In the theory of language communication, the strategy of speech com-
munication is understood as “optimal implementation of the speaker’s
intention to achieve a specific goal of communication, i.e. control and
selection of effective communication moves and their flexible modifica-
tion in a specific situation” [1, p. 53].

To date, there is no universal classification of communicative strategies
inthe theory of communication. In dialogic interaction, strategies are distin-
guished depending on the way of dealing with the communicative partner:

a) cooperative strategies — a set of speech actions used by the addressee
to achieve a communicative goal through cooperation with the addressee;

b) non-cooperative strategies — a set of speech actions that uses
the addressee to achieve his strategic goal through conflict with the
addressee [1].

In essence, manipulation is an endless monologue in which if and
when an “opponent” appears, he is most often an organized object and
not a subject of communication. The transition of power relations into
a discursive form means that power manifests itself in the right to speak
and in the right to deprive others of this opportunity [4, p. 58].

If language strategy is understood as a set of speech actions, aimed at
solving the general communicative task of the speaker, then language tac-
tics should be considered one or more actions that contribute to the imple-
mentation of the strategy, because the strategy chosen by the participants

53



of communication in this or that communicative situation involves the
use of appropriate communicative tactics [6, p. 118].

When conducting a linguistic analysis of political speeches, great
attention is paid to different levels of their organization. Grammatical
level, namely syntax and morphology, has a huge influence on the process
of creation and successful functioning of political discourse, according to
the general recognition of many linguists.

In the English language at this level, it is interesting to use definite and
indefinite articles, modal constructions, the use of the passive instead of
the active mode (this technique allows establishing causal relationships
between political events, subjects of the political process and is the most
important condition for understanding the true content of a political state-
ment), conditional mode, degrees of comparison of adjectives.

Conclusions. The opinions of scientists regarding the distinction
between the concepts of “tactics and strategy” of manipulation differ. In
your work, we are supported by the opinion of needs and the terms are
defined as identical. The analysis of theoretical sources showed that there
are many classifications of manipulative techniques, examining the cho-
sen ones problems, it was established that the most comprehensive, in our
opinion, is the classification proposed by scientist O.S. Issers, it became
the basis for the classification of the given examples in the work.

Studying the text messages of Ukrainians and Americans showed that
they want some of the same language tactics of influence, such as: strate-
gies of “identification”, “us-them”, “discrediting the authorities”, “mys-
tification of society’s problems” and others.

There is no consensus among linguists on what constitutes political
discourse. The study provides a classification of types of political dis-
course, including mass media. Therefore, political discourse includes
media materials that directly or indirectly relate to politics or key figures
in the political arena. It was also determined that discourse is political
when it accompanies a political act in a political setting. It has both gen-
eral language functions and features specific only to political discourse.
The functions of social control and legitimization of power can be consid-
ered the most important, since they exert a manipulative influence on the
public, thereby achieving the main goal of political discourse — the pos-
session of power and management of society. In the process of research,
it was found that the use of euphemisms, epithets, comparisons, and met-
aphors is characteristic of the speeches of political figures. Such appeals
are also characterized by the use of various lexical and psychological
techniques to manipulate citizens, however, each political figure chosen
by me has individual characteristics.
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English Phraseological Units Denoting Deception
(cognitive aspect)

AHnrnilicbki ¢pa3eosnoriuni onMHMII HA MO3HAYEHHS 0OMAaHY
Y KOTHITUBHOMY aCHeKTi

Summary. Being a complicated interweaving of intentional, cognitive, and
moral aspects, deception accompanies human communication and is realized in it.
Deception as a concept is a component of the conceptual picture of the world and
linguistic, in particular, phraseological means of objectification of this concept
create a linguistic picture of the world. The relevance of the research subject is
determined by the great significance of the concept of DECEPTION, objectified
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