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Abstract

This paper focuses on four political speeches delivered by two Croatian and
two American politicians during political campaigns in their respective countries.
Since these politicians represent and are endorsed by the political parties, their
speeches are necessarily ideological. Applying the tools offered by critical discourse
analysis, which to an extent draws on pragmatic theories, the speeches will be
compared in such a way as to point out which formal linguistic devices the candidates
choose in order to act upon hearers/voters. The aim of the paper is to establish
whether some linguistic devices and choices reflect the politicians’ ideological stance
and whether certain choices are more typical in the representatives of some ideology
or not. We conclude that the speakers use certain structures to negatively present the
members of the out-group, as well as to divide or to unite the electorate around some
goal, but to a different extent, depending on their ideological viewpoint.
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NAEOJIOHIKA OBEJIEXKJA Y ®OPMAJIHUM
CTPYKTYPAMA XPBATCKHX 1 AMEPUYKUX
HOJIMTHYKHUX 'OBOPA

AncTpakT

V oBome ce pajgy 6aBUMO YeTHpUMA MOJIUTHYKUM FOBOPHMA KOje CY OJpIKaIIH
JIBa XpBaTCKa U JIBa aMEpHUKa ITOJUTHYApa 32 BpeMe H300pHHX KaMmmama y XpBaTcKoj
u CjenumennM AmepuukuMm JlpkaBama. Bynyhin 1a oBH monuTHYapd NpencTaBibajy
CBOje TOJIUTHYKE CTPAaHKE KOje Cy UX KaHIUIOBalle M KOje X MOJP)KaBajy, U TOBOPU
cy upeonomku. IIpumjemyjyhn cpeacTBa KpUTHUYKEe AMCKYP3WBHE aHalH3e, Koja ce
JIOHEKJIC OCllatba M Ha MparMaTHyke Teopuje, ynopeauheMo ropope Kako OHCMO OTKpH-
JM KOjUM ce (hOPMAITHUM je3UYHHM CPEACTBMMA FOBOPHHULM CIIyXKe Kako OH JeoBain
Ha ciymaone/riacade. Llnsb oBora pajga je yCTaHOBUTH je JIM HeKa je3HdKa CpecTBa 1
01abupy rOBOPHHUKA OAPAXKABAjy IHXOBE HACONOLIKE CTABOBE U jeCy U TH OXabupH
THIMYHU 32 OPEACTaBHUKE onpeleHe WICONOorHje WM He. 3aKbydydiad cMO Ja Cy
TOBOPHHMIIM KOPUCTUIIM HEKE CTPYKTYpE Kako OM HEraTHBHO MPEJCTABUIIM HICOJIOIIKES
HPOTHUBHHUKE, K0 M MOCIMIA WIM YjeAHHWIH OUPAuKO TENO OKO HEKOra LHJba, alH y
PA3INYUTHM pa3MepaMa OBICHO O IbHXOBHM HACOJIOMIKAM CTajaTHIITHMA.

KibyuHe peun: IOJIMTUYKH TOBOPH, KDUTHYKA JUCKYP3UBHA aHan3a, GpopmaiHa
je3udka cpescTBa, NparMaTika, UeoJIoruja

INTRODUCTION

Ideology may be defined in several ways, e.g. “ideologies are
general mental representations shared by the members of social groups”
(van Dijk, 2009, p. 81) or, according to Fairclough, as “any social policy
which is in part or whole derived from social theory in a conscious way”,
whereas in the Marxist tradition it represents “ideas which arise from a
given set of material interests” (2001a, p. 77). Politics, on the other hand,
is a social activity of both struggle and cooperation, depending on the
political stance of the person concerned.

Ideology as a system of beliefs can enter language at several levels,
therefore both form and content can be ideologically marked, but
ideological meaning can also be reproduced through interpretation of text.
Evidence of ideology can be found in institutional politics and its
everyday text and talk, as stated by Chilton and Schéftner (2002, p. 3):

“[P]olitical activity does not exist without the use of language. It is
true that other behaviours are involved: for instance, physical
coercion. But the doing of politics is predominantly constituted in
language”.
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Political communication basically consists of public debates on
socially relevant issues. Social problems can be played up or down by
language, given undeserving attention or covered up, which suggests that
various linguistic devices can politicize public opinion and influence the
intensity of social conflict (Edelman, 2003, p. 9). Language proves to be a
powerful means of persuasion especially when physical coercion is to be
avoided, and people still have to be convinced that certain political
actions are just, inescapable, necessary or wrong, suspicious, dubious,
and unnecessary, which is often justified by some moral, social, and
political reasons, and sometimes by false or incomplete information.
Consequently, political speeches are meant to be persuasive. They are
delivered before the audiences that usually side with the speaker and
support them. Speeches are usually polarized between “us” and “them”
and binarily conceptualized through various linguistic devices as a
struggle between “good and evil”. Speakers, therefore, are well aware that
their multimodal performance, which a political speech is, is subject to
various interpretations and that nothing in form or content can be left to
improvisation, except for occasional adaptations to contextual situation.

The critical discourse analysis approach (Fairclough, 1992, 1995a,
1995b, 2001a, 2003; Fairclough & Wodak, 1997; van Dijk, 1997, 1998,
2001, 2008, 2009; Chilton & Schiffner, 1997; Chilton, 2004) sees language
as a social phenomenon, therefore, it does not only study linguistic devices
in isolation but within the cultural, historical, social and political
background or situation that produced some discourse. Even though these
theoreticians may differ in their theoretical postulates and methodology
used in analyses, they are all focused on some social problem expressed by
and through language. In this type of analysis, discourse may refer to a
whole process of social practice that text is part of; therefore, text is no
longer seen only as a suprasentential unit. Furthermore, language users are
not one- but multidimensional real people, who participate in discourse,
occupy some position in a society, and have various identities, as they
belong to various organizations, regions, nations, and professions. All the
identities and roles they perform merge into one person that delivers some
text, and they also influence the creation and interpretation of discourse
(van Dijk, 1997, p. 3). In van Dijk’s interpretation “discourse” can refer to
a description of all genres in politics or to politicians’ discourses, so in
politics “discourse” is “a socially constituted set of such genres, associated
with a social domain or field” (1998, p. 196). A speech delivered by a
political figure belongs to institutional politics, it is a genre of political
discourse and a part of public discourse. It is necessarily ideological (van
Dijk 1997, p. 32-33), as politicians speak on behalf of some group that they
represent, which is the most conspicuous in the use of pronominal forms and
other devices by which adherence to some group is expressed. The
ideological component is, however, more visible in the content of the speech
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as speakers state the values they represent and ideas that the political group
advocates, often compared to their opponents’ political stance. Such
linguistic moves contribute to positive representation of the in-group and
negative representation of the out-group and the polarization of the speech
around “us” and “them”, within van Dijk’s ideological square (1998).

CORPUS

The material studied in this paper was extracted from the two
speeches held by the two representatives of two ideologically opposed
political parties in Croatia, Zoran Milanovi¢ of the Socialist Democratic
Party (hereinafter SDP) and Ivo Sanader of the then ruling Croatian
Democratic Union (hereinafter HDZ), delivered during the parliamentary
election campaign in 2007, which brought victory to HDZ. In the paper
the speeches are marked as G1 and G2 respectively (in Croatian: Govor 1,
Govor 2, that is, speech 1 and speech 2). The speeches were compared with
those delivered by the Republican Party candidate John McCain (Speech 1 or
S1 hereinafter) and the Democratic Party candidate Barack Obama (Speech 2
or S2 hereinafter) during the US election campaign in 2008 in which John
McCain lost to Barack Obama. All the speeches were downloaded from these
four parties’ official website YouTube video channels active at the time and
transcribed verbally, phonetically, and nonverbally by the author of this
paper. G1, S1, and S2 were analyzed multimodally since these speeches were
extracted and transcribed from video footage, unlike G2, which was not
accompanied by a video, so a complete contrastive, cross-referential, and
both verbal and nonverbal analysis of all four speeches was not,
unfortunately, possible. As to their ideological stance, the G2 and S1
speakers would be perceived as representatives of rightist and more
conservative parties, whereas the G1 and S2 speakers would be of leftist and
more socially sensitive parties (as they are sometimes perceived or expected
to be s0), but only up to a point, as there is no clear-cut division in any of the
cases.

Social and discursive practice

In the social practice of elections there are two concepts nowadays,
one based on the ideological program of a political party and the other
based on the needs of the electorate and the problems they perceive as
critical. The Croatian parliamentary election follows the former concept
and the presidential campaign organization in the USA exemplifies the
latter (Siber, 2003, 2007).

As for the discursive practice, all four speakers produced their
speeches in real time in front of their audience.
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Global and local situational contexts

These four speeches were delivered within one year. The financial
and economic crisis broke out a year after the Croatian parliamentary
election, so in 2007 the Croatian society had still been entrenched in
ideological conflicts. The 2007 Croatian parliamentary election campaign
was the battlefield mainly of two parliamentary parties, SDP and HDZ. The
latter party had already been in power and constituted the ruling
administration in the preceding 2003-2007 mandate and was running for
one more, while SDP, along with some other parties, fought for more
political power after their defeat in 2003. This campaign was rather
personalized, unlike the former ones, which was rather unusual in a
parliamentary campaign considering the fact that the parties prioritize their
programs and not individuals. However, in this campaign the presidents of
these two parties occupied most of political space.

The US presidential campaign was still running at the time of the
crisis outbreak in 2008, therefore the US presidential campaign and the topics
in S1 and S2 were largely determined by the economic circumstances. Both
candidates had considerable political experience, especially the Republican
Party candidate John McCain, but he also had a rather unfavorable position
since he was faced with one “natural” opponent, Barack Obama, who was a
new political contender, while the other opponent was the current Bush
administration, the administration which was at that time rather unpopular
and blamed for causing the crisis. McCain therefore had to show in what
respects he would be different from the ruling Republican administration,
still advocate the values, principles, methods and measures which the
current administration stood for, and at the same time be different from his
opponent.

G1 was held at a pre-election rally in Karlovac, November 19, and G2
in Varazdin, November 20, while the election day was November 24, 2007.

S1 was delivered at a rally held in a plant in Bensalem, Pennsylvania,
and S2 at an open-air pre-election rally in Miami, Florida. Both speeches
were delivered on the same day, October 21, 2008, and fourteen days before
the Election Day.

Participants

The audience at pre-clection rallies is diverse in the sense that
among them one can find political party members and voters, but also those
still undecided, as well as political opponents and those that incidentally
attend such events. They may be listeners with diverse political or social
backgrounds and hence have identities formed by their education, profession,
class, age, or race. The speakers may also have several identities in their
professional and private lives, which may all surface at some point in their
speeches.



1318

METHODOLOGY AND AIM

In this paper we deal with ideology in political texts that is expressed
through formal language devices where the presence (as well as absence) of
some forms can be fraught with ideological meanings. These linguistic
devices may be ideologically marked and structured in such a fashion that
those political agents responsible for some often unfavorable political actions
remain hidden. These structures, delivered by a politician before the
audience, may also contribute either to dividing and antagonizing the
electorate or to unifying it around some common good or goal. Since these
politicians represent the political parties that support them, their speeches are
necessarily ideological to some extent both in form and content.

According to the aforementioned critical discourse analysis
theoreticians, ideology is reflected in, and may be conveyed by, formal
linguistic devices, such as adverbial clauses expressing semantic relations,
parataxis and hypotaxis expressing grammatical relations between clauses
within sentences, passive structures, impersonal structures, nominal phrases,
and deictic elements/pronominal forms, which politicians choose in order to
act upon hearers/voters to achieve consensus and feeling that the audience
and voters are on the right side. In adverbial clauses, some semantic relation
may be predominantly used and therefore contribute to the specific tone of
the speech. In paratactic structures, where words and clauses are just listed,
loosely connected, or coordinated with some conjunction, as stated by
Fairclough (2001a, p. 211), “the relationship between the connected
entities [is] rather vague”, and causality may be blurred. By the use of
nominal phrases in text, one avoids naming the agent, deemphasizes their
responsibility, and leaves the impression that actions happen by themselves
and that they are static and unchangeable. Nominalization turns a verbal
process into a noun, i.e. an object or an entity, so that causality is avoided
or it remains unknown. In addition, the verbal tense features and modality
are lost as well. The use of agentless passive structures, just like the use of
impersonal structures, can also intentionally hide agency and causality,
even though it is generally used to avoid the repetition of agent, or when
the agent is not known or less important than the result of the process.
Pronouns and their derived forms can also be ideologically colored.
According to Chilton and Schéffner (1997, p. 227):

“[1]t is the pronouns I, you, we, and they (and their variants) that have
a special function in producing a social and political 'space' in which
the speaker, the audience, and others are 'positioned"’.

Power can also be achieved by using patronizing or ironic intonation.
Applying the tools of critical discourse analysis, the speeches will be
compared in such a way as to point out which formal linguistic devices
the candidates chose in order to act upon hearers/voters with a view to
establishing whether some linguistic devices and choices are more typical
in the representatives of some ideology or not.
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ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

Upon analyzing these four speeches we discuss and focus on the
following formal devices: impersonal structures, nominalized structures,
and pronominal forms, since we could not find any prevailing ideological
pattern in other linguistic devices. We provided the translations of
utterances for the examples in Croatian speeches, approximate to some
extent, since the speakers sometimes failed to word them grammatically
or they did not express themselves coherently. In some examples these
structures were used for stylistic reasons or they were used transparently
and did not trigger any interpretation other than non-ideological, or we
did not notice any, in Fairclough’s words, “ideologically motivated
obfuscation of agency, causality and responsibility” (2001a, p. 103).

Impersonal structures.

In G1 impersonal structures testify to the speaker’s caution:

1) Ali ne mozZemo i neéemo dopustiti da se po tko zna koji put
manipulira i manipulira se. (English: We cannot and we will not allow
manipulation for who knows how many times)

2) Jer ako ce se tako vodit' Hrvatska, (...) da se dodjeljuje po
politickim kriterijima. ..

(English: If Croatia is to be led like that, (...) to be allocated
according to some political criteria) — in example 1 the speaker does not
name anyone as the culprit for political manipulations, perhaps out of fear
of being sued, and in example 2 he again avoids naming the person or the
party, but the situational context can steer the interpretation in the
direction of the opponent’s party.

In G2 we did not find any interesting examples, but in S1 we found
the following:

1) Senator Obama wants to raise taxes and restrict trade, and...
You know my friends, the last time America did that in a bad economy it
led to the Great Depression. — according to the speaker one could think
that tax rise and trade restrictions led to the Great Depression that happened
during the Republican Party rule without any human intervention. Being
the Republican Party member, the speaker understandably does not name
the culprits. However, this example can suggest that the Democratic Party
opponent, according to the S1 speaker, has the same ideas as the
Republican Party had in the 1920s.

S2 also has an example which is inexplicit as to who the prime
movers are:

1) I know this. It will take a new direction. It will take new leadership
in Washington. It will take a real change in the policies and politics of the
last eight years — that’s what this election is all about. — the speaker just
states his opinion that new policies and new leadership are necessary;
however, he did not give a definite statement as to who is an ideal future
leader, hiding his ambition in his impersonal structure.
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Nominalization.

The examples of nominalization are not frequent in G1, G2 and S2,
and again, those that we found are sometimes also used for stylistic reasons.

In G1 we found the following:

1) Biramo izmedu istine, biramo izmedu laZi. Biramo izmedu borbe
protiv_korupcije, poStene politike, cistih racuna, i mulja i mocvare sa
druge strane. (English: We choose between truth, we choose between
lies. We choose between a struggle against corruption, fair politics, and
short reckonings, and sludge and swamp on the other side) — the nouns
used metaphorically hide the doers, who are the members of the two
parties, here ideologically opposed as the choice between good and evil.

2) Nema vise muljanja. (English: No more conning) — it would seem
that this noun expresses some action developing without any external
influence, but the context tells us that the agents could be found in the
opponent’s party.

In G2 the examples were more numerous but also more transparent
and straightforward, so the only interesting example is the following:

1) Demokratski uzus trazi da se ponasamo kao tehnicka viada do
formiranja nove viade. (English: Democratic practice requires that we act
as a technical administration until the consolidation of a new administration)
— the speaker is not explicit about who will form the new government,
that is, who will win the election. We can only speculate whether the
speaker tries to cover his insecurity about winning.

In S1 nominal phrases are rather frequent, compared with the other
3 speeches, and they are used for negative other-presentation but also for
implicit criticism of the current administration:

1) He certainly (Joe Wurzelbacher') didn't ask for the political
attacks on him from the Obama campaign. — by not naming who led the
alleged attacks (the attacks had already been denied by Joe Wurzelbacher
himself), the speaker distributes the guilt to all the members of his
opponent’s team.

2) And the attacks on him (Joe Wurzelbacher) are an attack on
small businesses. — by these nouns the speaker states that the alleged
attacks are a static fact and draws an inductive conclusion, often used in

! Samuel Joseph Wurzelbacher, famously dubbed Joe the Plumber, is a resident of Ohio,
United States who gained significant attention during the 2008 U.S. presidential election.
As an employee of a plumbing contractor, he was given the moniker "Joe the Plumber"
after he was videotaped questioning then-Democratic candidate Barack Obama about his
small business tax policy during a campaign stop in Ohio. The Republican McCain-Palin
campaign later applied "Joe the Plumber" as a metaphor for middle-class Americans. He
subsequently published a book about his experiences, and has appeared as a motivational
speaker and commentator” http://www.nydailynews.com/topics/Samuel+Wurzelbacher
(accessed in 2010).
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political manipulation. If paraphrased, the statement could be interpreted
as follows: “whoever attacks Joe, attacks small businesses”, which may
be a serious allegation.

3) You know, after months and months of campaign trail eloguence...
— the speaker sums up the opponent's campaign and reduces it to
senselesslogorrhea. The opponent’s campaign is presented as empty talk
and not an activity with clear goals. However, he does not say who the
eloquent person is, as such a statement could be interpreted, at least by
some people, as praise.

4) He believes (Barack Obama) in redistributing wealth, not in
policies that grow our economy. — the speaker metaphorically speaks of
policies that act on their own, but does not say who would be the political
leader that would implement such policies. The fact is that the then
Republican president advocated the low tax policy which the S1 speaker
favors; nevertheless, the crisis broke out, so the speaker’s statement does
not correspond to the present moment and the present tense form he used.

5) Senator Biden guaranteed that if Senator Obama is elected, we
will have an_international crisis to test America's new president. —
according to the speaker, the voting for the opponent entails a crisis, the
crisis is looming and the breakout is imminent, but he does not state
which country could be the one that would provoke the international
incident. By not naming any country (and naming could be a matter of
legal lawsuit) the speaker acts mystifyingly and intimidatingly because
the citizens could now fear all powerful countries and individuals.

6) He opposed the surge strategy that is bringing us victory in
Iraq... — the strategy can really bring victory, but the speaker does not
mention those who implemented the strategy. By avoiding any mention of
human participation, by euphemizing the war in Iraq and calling it the
“strategy that is bringing us victory”, the speaker avoids provoking
emotions in the audience who may not instantly think that it was in fact
the current administration that had started the war.

7) I'm gonna make sure we take care of the working people who
were devastated by the excess, greed and corruption of Wall Street and
Washington.

8) Fight to clean up the mess of corruption, infighting and selfishness
in Washington. — in these two examples the speaker hides the doers in nouns
used metonymically. According to the speaker’s interpretation, it is the greed
of the political and financial centers that devastated the working people, not
the people who work there. In fact, the speaker cannot name the agents as he
would speak against those that nominated him.

9) What caused this crisis: Fannie and Freddie Mae, and the
subprime lending crisis. — the speaker turns to the other cause of crisis,
and those are the financial sector institutions that deal with real estate.
Again, he does not name any people, maybe due to lack of information or
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to ongoing financial investigation, but his inexplicitness leaves the
impression that the causes of crisis work on their own.

10) The explosion of government spending over the last eight years
has put us deeper in debt to foreign countries that don't have our interests
at heart. It weakened the dollar and made everything that you buy much
more expensive. — the opponent finds the current administration guilty of
the rise in spending and debts, but again fails to mention the Republican
officials that brought about this situation. Being loyal to his party, the
speaker cannot be too explicit in his statements regardless of his attitude.

In S2 we found only one example that hides the agent:

1) It’s time to turn the page on eight years of economic policies
that put Wall Street before Main Street. — the first structure hides the
agent for stylistic rather than for some other reasons, since the speaker
had already accused the current administration of causing the crisis,
though the utterance sounds as if economic policies work on their own;
the two metonymies oppose two different worlds, the center of financial
power and the small-town world of the middle class for whose well-being
the speaker fights and whose existence has been endangered by financial
speculations of Wall Street. The two worlds epitomized in two noun
phrases clearly define the speaker’s policy, but also his concern and
empathy for the less powerful and influential.

Pronouns and adjectives.

Pronominal forms may also express ideological stance. We
counted occurrences of personal, reflexive, and possessive pronouns and
adjectives to establish whether they have any ideological content.

In both speeches the occurrence of the first person singular pronoun
and the adjective is similar, but in G1 the speaker uses this pronoun or the
derived forms to express his private identity and not his party affiliation
whereas the G2 speaker uses these forms to express the adherence to his
party and also to emphasize his partisan identity.

The second person pronoun and adjective occurrence in singular is
not significant in either of the speeches; however, its occurrence as the
plural pronoun is slightly higher in G2, where the speaker addresses the
audience using directives and asking cooperation from the voters. The
“we” as the umbrella term for all first person pronouns and adjectives is
the most interesting in these speeches as it encompasses a variety of
referents that may be indicative of ideological differences between the
speakers. The G1 speaker uses these forms to express the meaning “we,
the citizens”, whereas the G2 speaker uses them very rarely in that sense,
which may mean that the G1 speaker tries to rise above ideological
differences and act as a candidate of all citizens, no matter what their
ideological inclination or ethnicity is. However, when using “we”, the G2
speaker refers to two more groups of people, “we, the party and the party
voters” and “we, the Croats” (in terms of ethnicity, not citizenship). Thus
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the speaker divides the electorate into “us” and “them” and may antagonize
some ethnic groups — this is the crucial difference in the approach of these
two speakers to the audience and the voters. In G2 we found that the referents
“we, the ruling party” and “we, the Government” were implicitly equalized,
though some other political parties participated in the ruling administration;
in this way the speaker minimizes their political contribution, though they
were his partners, and maximizes the contribution of the party he represents.

Table 1. Occurrence of personal, reflexive, and possessive pronouns and
adjectives and their distribution in GI and G2 (the data discussed at
length in Mati¢, 2012)

Personal, reflexive, and possessive Croatian speech 1 - Croatian speech 2 -

pronouns and adjectives Govor 1 (G1) Govor 2 (G2)
1,109 words 3,662 words

Occurrence Distribution Occurrence Distribution
™) (%) ™) (%)

1) ,,Ja* (mene, meni, moj/a/e/i) - “I* 12 1.08% 46 1.25%

(I, me, my, myself)

2),,Ti* — (tebe, tebi, tvoj/a/e/i) - 6 0.54% 1 0.02%

“You“, singular (you, your, yours,

yourself)

3),,Vi“— (vas, vama, va$/a/e/i) — 4 0.36% 43 1.17%

“You”, plural (you, your, yours,

yourselves)

- “You, your” referring to people in 0 0 0 0

general

- “youand I” 0 0 0 0

4) ,Mi“—(nas, - exclusive use, 34 3.06% 104 2.83%

nama, na$/a/e/i) - referring to the

“We” (we, us, speaker and his

our, ours, political party

ourselves) - inclusive use, 18 1.62% 4 0.10%

referring to the
speaker and all

citizens

- refers to his 0 0 26 0.70%

political party

and party

adherents/voters

- refers to Croats 0 0 9 0.24%
5),,0ni“- (njih, - refers to 2 0.18% 58 1.58%
njima, njihov/a/o) opponents
- “They” (they, - refers to 11 0.99% 11 0.30%
them, their, someone else
theirs, (people, citizens,
themselves) voters,

organizations)

“They” as the umbrella term for all the derived forms in both speeches
has two referents: “opponents” and “others”. In both speeches “they” most
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often occurs as opposed to “we, the party” or “we, the party and the party
voters” in utterances in which the speakers positively present their party,
avoiding any mention of their wrong political moves, and negatively present
their opponents, again avoiding any mention of their right moves. This use
reflects two sides of van Dijk’s “ideological square” (1998).

These two speeches not only differ in the use of “we” and in
ideological manipulation of referents in G2 but also in the use of unifying
utterances in G1 and antagonizing and polarizing utterances in G2, which
is brought about by pronouns and adjectives.

Table 2. Occurrence of personal, reflexive, and possessive pronouns
and adjectives and their distribution in Sland S2
(the data discussed at length in Matié¢, 2013)

Personal, reflexive, and Speech 1 (S1) Speech 2 (S2)

possessive pronouns and 2,597 words 4,063 words

adjectives Occurrence  Distribution Occurrence  Distribution

™) (%) N) (%)

1) “I* (I, me, my, myself) 86 331% 93 2.28%

2) “You“, singular and 46 1.77% 66 1.62%

plural — (you, your, yours,

yourself/selves)

- “You, your” referring to 4 0.15% 10 0.24%

people in general

- “you and I” 0 0 3 0.07%
- exclusive 29 1.11% 23 0.56%

use, referring
3) “We” to the speaker
(we, us, our, and his team
ours, - inclusive use, 67 2.57 % 93 2.28%
ourselves) referring to the

speaker and all

citizens
4) “They” - refers to 2 0.077% 8 0.19%
(they, them, opponents
their, theirs, - refers to 16 0.61% 23 0.56%
themselves) someone else

(people,

citizens,

voters,

organizations)

In S1 and S2 we noticed that both speakers often used “I”” forms,
speaking as both politicians and private persons. As to the “you” and the
derived forms, the speakers did not explicitly ask the voters to vote for
their political options but to fight against enemies in S1 or to help the S2
speaker to win the election in order to bring some change in the country.
To express this unity of him and the electorate, the S2 speaker used the
expression “you and I”, which suggests his focus on their common goal,
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unlike the S1 speaker who is focused on the fight against the dispersed
opponents, but also the current administration and consequences of their
wrong moves. This use reflects the main political and ideological difference
of these two speakers, which is then materialized in their approach to the
electorate: the S1 speaker sees “enemies” and “friends”, while the S2 speaker
asks for cooperation and unity of all voters. The “we” and its derived forms
are used in their inclusive and exclusive meaning, the former being more
often in both speeches, which may mean that both speakers, by speaking
inclusively, try to present their political viewpoints as compliant with those of
the audience. The occasional shifts of referents of the “we” were not
significant and we are of opinion that they were not used to manipulate voters
intentionally. The use of “they” was low since both speakers referred to their
opponents by their last name and their official titles, so the opposition “us”
and “them” was not formally expressed by pronouns. Different ideological
stances were most noticeable in the speakers’ use of “you” accompanied by
different utterances that divide or unite the electorate.

CONCLUSION

Having analyzed the four speeches, we can say that the formal
linguistic devices we found were used for ideological purposes, but to a
varying extent. The comparison of the impersonal structures examples
from three speeches has shown that the G1 and S1 speakers were more
ready to implicitly but cautiously accuse the opponent of carrying out the
actions which are ideologically different, and therefore unacceptable to
them. The S2 speaker, on the other hand, used the impersonal structure to
state his opinion in an epistemic utterance, but expressed as a contrast to
the current state of affairs, ideologically opposed to what he envisages.

As for nominal phrases, what we noticed was that in his two
examples the G1 speaker used the nouns to contrast the difference between
the two parties which is not even ideological: in his interpretation, the
difference is presented as the choice between honest and corrupt policy,
and the ideologies of the two parties are stripped of all unnecessary
programmatic layers and reduced to the very basic choice between good
and evil. In his only example the G2 speaker avoids mentioning the agent,
which would be his party, perhaps out of insecurity and caution, since the
victory in the election was rather uncertain. A higher number of nominal
phrases were found in S1, ten examples altogether: namely, in addition to
his direct opponent with whom he could openly fight, the S1 speaker had
an enemy he could not directly name and address. He thus implicitly
criticized the Republican administration which was in power, and resorted
to nominal phrases as he could not directly blame the Republican Party,
which had nominated him, for the crisis. That is why the actual agents were
often hidden in the metonymies “Wall Street” and “Washington”, which
symbolize the centers of financial and political world, without the names of
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persons responsible for the financial and economic problems during the
Republican Party rule. The S1 speaker’s examples can be categorized either
as those which concern his opponent, both directly and indirectly, or those
which concern the current administration. As to the former group of nouns,
they are used as stylistic devices in negative other-presentation. The latter
group literally hides the agents disguised in metaphors and metonymies
since naming could provoke ideological battles in the Republican team.
Finally, the S2 speaker, in a way similar to the G1 speaker, opposes two
nouns used figuratively but, unlike the G1 speaker, presents his ideological
stance and, implicitly, his future moves — he will change the wrong
economic policies and stand for those who were neglected.

As far as pronouns, adjectives, and their derived forms are
concerned, the analysis established that the difference in the first person
singular pronoun and adjective use is due to extralinguistic factors: the
American speakers use them much more frequently than the Croatian
speakers, which is due to the very concept of and difference in parliamentary
and presidential elections in these two countries, the US presidential
elections being personalized. A similar finding may be reported for the use
of the third person plural use: while the Croatian speakers used the pronouns
and adjectives, often opposed to “us”, the American speakers referred to their
opponents by their official titles and surnames and did not express any
ideological opposition along the lines of van Dijk’s ideological square, “us”
vs. “them”. Their ideological opposition was expressed in terms of the first
person singular and the name or the third person singular. The second person
singular and plural forms were used in all speeches, but for a different
purpose and to a different extent: in G2 the speaker explicitly asked of the
voters, by directive speech acts, to vote for him and his party and thus show
their faithfulness, whereas the S2 speaker used these forms to appeal to voters
for help and cooperation in changing the country. He also used a sub-
category “you and I”, which was not found in any of the speeches. The G1
speaker rarely used the second person forms and the S1 speaker used them to
pander to the audience and to ask the audience to fight. As to the first person
plural pronoun, as well as its derived forms and adjectives, they are more
interesting in the Croatian speakers than in the American ones, since the
former show some ideological inclinations — the G1 speaker, who rises above
the ideological differences, often referring to all citizens, and the G2
speaker, who divides the electorate and antagonizes at least some ethnic
groups, not referring to all citizens, but more often exclusively to his party
members and party voters. In both American speakers, these forms are used
inclusively far more frequently than exclusively, probably to show that they
reached a consensual unity with their audience.

To sum up, we can say that, for the purposes of negative other-
presentation, the G1 speaker (Z. Milanovi¢) used the impersonal structure,
the G2 (I. Sanader) used pronouns, the S1 speaker (J. McCain) used nouns
and pronouns, and the S2 speaker (B. Obama) used none of these structures.
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The speakers also used some of the structures to divide the electorate: the G1
speaker used nouns, the G2 speaker pronouns, and the S1 nouns and
pronouns. The S2 speaker did not divide the electorate, but he was
determined to unite it using nouns and pronouns, and the G1 speaker also
acted in a unifying manner using pronouns only. Finally, we established that
the two speakers, G2 and S1, who are ideologically somewhat closer to one
another than to the other two speakers, were more prone to use the structures
that served the negative other-presentation, at least in these speeches.

The final outcome of both campaigns indicates the interplay of
discourse and society. The negative other-presentation and the division of
the electorate by the abovementioned formal structures proved to be more
successful in the Croatia of 2007, at the time divided along ideological
lines, since HDZ finally won the election. In the USA of 2008, in grim
economic circumstances, such discourse strategies realized by the analyzed
formal devices did not bear fruit, since the winner was the speaker who
avoided ideological clashes and strived for the unity of the whole nation.
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Jannena Maruh, Yausepsurer y Crmmty, QakyreT eleKTpOTEXHIKE, MAIIHHCTBA 1
Oponorpanme, Cruur, XpBaTcka

HNJAEOJIOIIKA OBEJIEKJA Y ®OPMAJIHUM CTPYKTYPAMA
XPBATCKUX U AMEPHYKHX NIOJITUTHYKHUX I'OBOPA

Pe3ume

V oBome ce pagy 6aBUMO YeTHpUMA MOJIUTHYKUM FOBOPHMA KOje CY OJpIKaIIH
JIBa XpBaTCKa U JIBa aMEpUYKa IIOJMTHYApa 32 BpeMe H300pHUX KaMmmama y XpBaTcKoj
u Cjenumennm AmepuukuM [IpkaBama. [IpomaTpamo Kako je MIEOJIOrHja y MOJH-
THYKAM TEKCTOBHMA M3pakeHa (HOPMATHUM je3UYHHUM CPEACTBHMA KOja MOTY UMaTd
U WICOJIOLIKA 3Hauewa. HanMe, Heka (opMasHa je3udka CpeacTBa MOTy OHTH Hle-
OJIOLIKH OOeNeXeHa U Tako yoOJudeHa W ymoTpeOJbeHa Aa BPLIMTEIbH palmbe OAro-
BOPHH 33 HEKE HEINOITyJIapHe MOJIUTHYKE T10Te3€ 0CTajy CKpuBeHH. OBe KOHCTPYKLHje,
KOj€ M3pU4y FOBOPHHUIIU [PE]] CIIYIIATeJbCTBOM, MOTY IIPHAOHETH MM MOJICNU U aHTa-
TOHU3Mpamy OMpavKora Tejia WIH YjeAHmaBamby OKO HEKOra 3ajeJHIYKOr [uiba. I1o-
JUTUYKY TOBOPH, KOjH C€ ApXKe Mpes MyOINKOM Koja 00M4HO MOJpkaBa FOBOPHHUKA 1
CllaXke ce C BUM, OOMYHO Cy NepCya3suBHH U MoJlapu3upaHu usmely ,Hac™ u ,,bHux",
Te OMHApHO KOHIENTYaJM3UPAaHH PAa3HUM je3MUKHM CpeACTBHMa kao Gopba m3mely
,»100pa u 31ma“. Kpuruuka AMCKyp3HBHA aHAM3a BHAM jE3UK Kao APYLITBEHY I10jaBy,
CTOra He NpOy4aBa je3M4Ka CPEACTBA y H30JIALMjU HETO YKIOIUbCHA y KYJITYpHH,
HCTOPH)CKH, APYIUTBEHH U MOJIUTHYKA KOHTEKCT U3 KOjera je ¥ MpoH3aliao JHCKYpC.
Ipumjemyjyhu cpeacTBa KpUTHUKE IUCKYP3UBHE aHAIN3E, KOja Ce IOHEKIIC Ocliama U
Ha HparMaTtHyke TEopHje, TOBOPE CMO YIOPEAWIM Kako OHCMO OTKPHIIM KOjUM Ce
(hOpMaNHUM je3MYHUM CPEACTBHUMA FOBOPHHMIM CIyXe Kako OM yTHL@IM Ha CIylia-
ole/riacaue Te Kako OM yCTaHOBHWIIM j€ JIM HeKa je3ndka CPeACTBa U 0Jabupu roBOp-
HMKa OJIpakaBajy BHXOBE HJICOJIOIIKE CTAaBOBE U jeCcy TH OfabupH THIMYHM 32 Ipea-
CTaBHHKE ojpeheHe uaeonoruje win He. YCMEpHIM CMO ce Ha Oe3JIMYHE KOHCTPYKIH-
je, HOMHHAIIM3UpaHe KOHCTPYKIIMje U 3aMEHHYKE OOJIMKE TE 3aKJbYYHIIH Jja CY TOBOP-
HMIM KOPUCTHIN ofpeleHe CTPYKType Kako OM HeraTMBHO NPEACTABHIM OHE KOjH HE
NPUINAAAjJy KHUXOBO] IMOJUTHYKO] TPYIMH Te Kako OM MOACIHIN WIH YjeIUHWUIN OH-
pavKoO TEJO OKO HEKOTa LiJba, Y Pa3IMYUTO] MEPU H OBUCHO O HICOJIOIIKHM CTajaliH-
wruMa. Y MeljycoGHOM JienoBarmy IHCKypca M JIpYIITBA, HEraTHBHA IpE3CHTAlHja
HPOTUBHUKA U MOJETa OMpayKora Tena CoMeHYTHM (OpPMalHUM CTPyKTypama Ouie
Cy YCIEIIHHje Y UICOIOIKU To/iesbeHoj XpBarckoj 2007. roaune, 6yayhu na je X/13
onHeo mobeny. ¥ Cjenumennm AmepudkuM [IpxaBama 2008. ToqMHE U JIONIHM €KO-
HOMCKHM IIPUIIMKaMa, TaKBE JUCKYPCHE CTpaTeruje oCcTBapeHe HaBeJeHUM (opmal-
HHUM je3UYKHM CpEICTBHMA HHCY Owie ycreiHe, Oyayhu na je mobeano oHaj roBop-
HHK KOjH je n30eraBao HJeoJIOIIKe CyKoOe U TEKHO yjeAUbEbY Liese HalHje.



