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The article is devoted to the research of we-discourse / amalgamation verbal embodiment in
political discourse of Great Britain. Both lexical features, and grammatical characteristics of verbal
forms of amalgamation tactics are taken into account. The very amalgamation tactics is considered to
be the integral component of political discourse manipulative strategy.

The objective of this research is not only definition of the main functions and characteristics of
Great Britain political discourse, but also identification of strategies and tactics operating in it, the
place of amalgamation tactics. Besides, addressing tactics of amalgamation or as it is called by
A. A. Filinsky "we - discourse"”, the main objective of this research is detection of the chief lexical,
grammatical and syntactic features of this tactics verbalization in political discourse of Great Britain.
Carrying out the content analysis allows to define the dominating lexical, grammatical and syntactic
means of amalgamation tactics verbalization in political discourse of Great Britain.

The article is written within the research topic “Mechanisms of Civil Society Influence upon
Euro-Integration Processes in Ukraine” Nel5.01.10-02.16/18.311.

Keywords: amalgamation, verbalization, communicative strategy and tactics, we - discourse,
political discourse.

In modern linguistic researches transition from structural to communicative paradigm is
observed. The communicative aspects of language units often come to the forefront in such
researches. The structural organization of the text is considered in interrelation with
extralinguistic factors which considerably define features of its creation and perceiving. In
regard with it change also the key principles of text understanding. So, discourse approach
to text research is widespread in modern linguistics according to which the text is
understood as discourse product, at the same time factors important for the researcher are
communicative conditions, the context, the communication purpose, etc.

Recently special popularity was gained by political discourse. Works devoted to its
studying are by: D. R. Arkopova, A. N. Baranov, V. Z. Demyankova, O. N. Parshina, A.A.
Filinsky, E. I. Sheygal and others. At the same time, popularity and the importance of
political discourse in modern society are the basis for carrying out further researches in this
sphere. The tasks of this research are:

- definition of we-discourse main functions;
identification of common ground for political and we-discourse;
analysis of lexical implementers of amalgamation tactics;
analysis of grammatical implementers of amalgamation tactics;

- analysis of syntactic implementers of amalgamation tactics.

The following methods of modern linguistics are applied to the solution of the
formulated tasks: discourse analysis, definition analysis of lexical meaning, quantitative
analysis, content analysis.

Thus, the political discourse of Great Britain, its main functions and characteristics act
as the object of this research.

The subject for the research is an interchange of we-discourse and political discourse
of Great Britain and, respectively, we-discourse verbalization forms within political
discourse of Great Britain.

The relevance of this research is explained, on the one hand, by popularity of the
political discourse in modern society, its overwhelming presence; on the other hand,
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distribution of verbal forms (lexical and grammatical) which are peculiar to political
discourse, but thanks to "constant presence” of politicians within the society life such
verbal forms "are imposed" upon the addressee and receive the mass use, thus promoting
the popularization or archaization of these or those verbal forms.

The political discourse is treated as an institutional communication which, unlike
personally focused one, uses certain system of professionally oriented signs, that is it
possesses own sublanguage (lexicon, phraseology and paremiology) [1]. The system
constructing signs of political discourse are its institutional nature, specific informational
content, semantic uncertainty, phantom nature, special role of mass media factor, distancing
and authoritativeness, theatricality, dynamism [1 - 3].

The political discourse reflects the race for power. It defines features of communicative
actions the basis of which is the aspiration for intellectual, strong-will and emotional sphere
of the addressee influence, to manipulate the addressee [4].

The influencing function of language which is actively used in political communication
is implemented through application of speech strategies. Researchers of political discourse
call different types of communicative strategy: discoursive, stylistic, semantic, pragmatic,
rhetorical, dialogue, etc. In scientific literature there is no uniform, standard classification
of strategies and tactics of the political discourse.

Y. I. Sheygal names in the political discourse the following types of strategies:

1) strategy of veiling, shadowing of some undesirable information (allows to dip, make
less obvious the unpleasant facts);

2. strategy of mystification (concealment of the truth, conscious deception);

3. strategy of anonymity (depersonalization) as a step to remove responsibility [2].

A. A. Filinsky gives the following classification of strategies in the political discourse:

1. strategy of reification (designing of the enemy image);

2. strategy of delegitimization (destruction of the opponent image);

3. strategy of amalgamation (“we" - discourse) [5].

Communication strategies assume existence of a certain scheme of speech actions
which use leads the sender to achievement of the communicative purpose. This scheme
represents the sequence of communicative tactics — "the speech actions directed to the
solution of one task within one strategic objective” [6, p. 494]. In other words,
communicative tactics can be presented as concrete way of realization of author's plan
within the strategy chosen by the author.

It should be noted that in the political discourse the aim "to inform" without desire to
create at the same time the positive or negative relation of the addressee to something can
be hardly pursued or to change his/her outlook, to affect his/her views therefore function of
influence is always present in the political discourse.

Respectively, the manipulation in the political discourse includes conscious
transformation of discourse reality or creation of various new discourse practics (for
example, exaggerations, incomplete submission of information, etc.) [5]. Process of
manipulation is based on various language means use.

The reality which is structurally created in the political discourse is expressed in the
categories "'l / Me / We / Yours" and "enemies" directed to solidarization with "your" target
audience and to distancing from "others" [7]. A. A. Filinsky considers this dichotomy as
result of action of four interconnected communicative tactics: when structuring category
"they" in political and media communication it allocates tactics of reification and
delegitimation of the opponent. Concerning designing of "we" category in the political
discourse the scientist names amalgamation (we-discourse) and heroic discourse [5, p. 7].
The researcher considers the specified tactics as interconnected, used in a complex. Mutual
permeability of manipulative strategies, according to A. A. Filinsky, is caused by complex
influence of possible parameters for the achievement of a bigger manipulation efficiency.

Amalgamation tactics in the political discourse is used for the purpose of the addressee's
identification with the sender, it is the expression of solidarity with him or her [3]. It is an
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important psychological factor which promotes success of communication in general and
realization of speech impact on the addressee in particular [8].

Moreover, A. A. Filinsky allocates also the main functions of we-discourse:

1) integrative function (inclusive we), function of solidarity;

2) function of opposition and alienation (exclusive we);

3) manipulative function (we as a mechanism to expand the responsibility,
responsibility rearrangement from an individual to a group, in particular, legitimation of the
prejudiced speech acts);

4) fascinate function (enthusiasm, creation of feeling of participation);

5) magic function (we as a hyperbolic plurality);

6) imperial "We" (to increase the imperious status of the leader) [5, p.15].

Linguistically we-discourse is expressed by means of the following verbal forms:

1) personal and possessive pronouns (we, our);

2) lexemes meaning compatibility (together, unity), as the most characteristic example
one can suggest the names of parties and movements which explicitly or implicitly express
the concept of unification (Only we can do it. Because the main lesson | take from the
conference last week is that the Labour Party is not just divided, but divisive [9]);

3) the collective lexemes with compatibility component acting as a vocative with the
group (social) relation connotation (friends, colleagues, comrades); most often these lexical
means, and also ethnonyms are used by politicians in addresses together with emotively
charged adjectives (Dear fellow citizens!);

4) ethnonyms (the Londoners, the Americans, the Germans), the use of ethnonyms
promotes allocation of group addressee according to local principle;

5) toponyms (Britain already lags behind other in productivity [10]);

6) comparative units meaning participation (I as well as you);

7) grammatical forms of indirect imperative meaning the speaker’s inclusion into the
sphere of his/her action (In fact, now is the time to forge a bold, new, confident role for
ourselves on the world stage [10]);

8) constructions without an actant or with a pseudo-actant which depersonify the
politician and correlate him to a certain reference group (It is, of course, too early to say
exactly what agreement we will reach with the EU [10]) [11, p. 130].

We come to the conclusion that realization of amalgamation tactics provides use of
wide arsenal of language means in political discourse. We-statement is one of the intended
subject elimination means in favor of uncertain and impersonal statement of the point of
view on events. It is a complex of receptions of the syntactic organization of the speech
which, along with language means of impersonality, uses replacement of I-speaker on we-
speaker [7]. So, cases of verbalization of amalgamation tactics in which grammatical means
are used together with lexical are frequent:

Now it’s the time to build on that success — in Birmingham and Manchester and in
other cities across the country [12].

In the given text fragment for the realization of the above-stated communicative tactics
as a grammatical mean is used an impersonal sentence, and as a lexical — the name of the
British cities (Birmingham, Manchester). Such an interaction of language means leads to
mutual strengthening in the course of the communicative act.

In other cases interaction of grammatical and lexical means allows to use language units
for which such function is not typical for realization of amalgamation tactics:

That means a commitment to the men and women who live around you, who work for
you, who buy the goods and services you sell [9].

In this text fragment for the realization of amalgamation tactics atypical grammatical
means are used — personal pronoun of a second persons you instead of a grammatically
proper pronoun of the first person in plural us. Its use in this context is possible thanks to
lexical filling, in particular, to the use of lexemes men, women.
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The rate of language implementers of amalgamation tactics in the British political
discourse defines specifics of communication in this type of discourse — its basic elements
at the time of communication and ties between them.

OParty

@ Britain
OPeople
O Country

B Community

Figure 1 - Lexical means of amalgamation tactics

So, the quantitative analysis of lexical structure of political discourse allows to draw the
conclusion on key components of the world picture for the communicators (see Fig. 1).

The genre of the political speech of the party leader, and also the features of the
communicative act (participants of communication are the representatives of this or that
party, the act of communication passes in a format of a party congress) are the reason of a
sharp prevalence of the lexeme party (with the indication of the concrete party name or
without it) among all other lexical means of amalgamation tactics. In such cases the
denotative component of semantics is realized, and in the text it performs mainly
nominating function.

The lexical structure of the British political discourse in many respects is defined by the
agenda i.e. the main events finding display in political texts. So, in 2016 Britains exit from
structure of the European Union (Brexit) became the main event in political life of Great
Britain that has found display in all analyzed texts for this period, regardless of position of
this or that party on the matter. It explains high rate of the use of such lexemes as Britain,
country, Europe which correspond to conceptual structures on the basis of which the
political rhetoric is built.

In grammatical structure of the British political discourse the general tendencies of
verbalization of amalgamation tactics in political texts are displayed. So, the most frequent
in the analysed texts traditionally are the personal pronoun we and possesive our. High rate
of the adverb together, in our opinion, is motivated with above-mentioned thematic features
of political discourse in 2016 (see fig. 2).

OWe

B Our

OTogether

O Everybody/Everyone

B Every person

Figure 2 - Grammatical means of deixis
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Considering amalgamation tactics potential by means of personal pronouns of the first
person of plural we, us and possessive our I. Yu. Graneva specifies that we pronoun, with
its rich opportunities in the sphere of conceptualization and estimated interpretation of
reality, has long traditions of use in different types of so-called “manipulative
communication” that is in turn connected with its entry into various receptions “language
demagogy” [13, p. 494].

We-statement is one of the means for the subject intended elimination in favor of
uncertain and impersonal statement or point of view on events. It is a complex of receptions
of the speech syntactic organization which, along with language means of impersonality,
uses replacement of | speaker upon we speaker.

All design of the phrase in the sense of we-statements has obviously manipulative
character, hiding behind the use of we personal responsibility of a speaker for the statement
and giving his speech the authority due to familiarizing with certain superpersonal value
(‘not 1, but all of us so consider’). In general manipulative use of we operates with the
important universal idea of cooperativity, the idea of fundamental community of people in
general and about associations of people, important for the person, at national, patrimonial,
family and other levels that does this use extremely effective and at the same time quite
unethical mean of language demagogy [13, p. 496].

In this foreshortening of pronouns role realization within communicative tactics of
amalgamation it is important to monitor existence or absence in the context of reviewers of
these pronouns — mainly, the nouns calling group of people to which the speaker
corresponds himself and addressees.

So, the typical in the observed speech genre is the existence of a certain political party
name in context of the referent:

"Only we can do it. Because the main lesson | take from the conference last week is that
the Labour Party is not just divided, but divisive"” [12].

Such use of the personal pronoun we is defined, among other things, by features of the
communicative situation. The analyzed texts belong to the genre of the politician speech at
a party meeting therefore addressees in such cases are representatives of the same party
which the speaker belongs to. It defines the use of the pronoun we with the above-stated
reference correlation in such texts.

I. Yu. Graneva considers such an opposition in language aspect, claiming that pronouns
we and ours act as means of assessment expression and promote opposition in the text of
various estimations: non-referent use of we can be as the means of the general estimation
"by default" assuming association of all people in the field of universal values, so the
means of private estimation (socio-political, cultural, ideological, psychological and so
forth) which does not unite any more, and opposes people on those who a priori support
"our" system of values (we), and — do not support it (they) [14, p. 83-84].

Analyzing the use of the pronouns we and ours in the text, the researcher allocates
different types of estimated semantics which are express by these pronouns. In the British
political discourse all specified types of estimated semantics are present therefore we use
this classification in our work.

1. Estimated reaction can be directed to association, with the use of a "universal” non-
referent we:

We're in a new era that demands a politics and economics that meets the needs of our
own time [9].

2. Estimated reaction can be directed, on the contrary, to division, opposition of
reference groups we and they, with the use of already "existential" non-referent we:

As Sir Alison Butler said: "We can no longer afford to sit back and let the market take
its course [9].

3. Estimated reaction can be also directed to allocation of one in priority valuable group
from some other, neutral, unmarked according to value significant sign, with the use of
"patrimonial” non-referent we:
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We are a wealthy country — and not just in terms of money. We are rich in talent, rich in
potential).

Britain already lags behind other in productivity [9].

Similar functions in the realization of communicative tactics of amalgamation are
inherent also to the possessive pronoun our. The deixis nature of this pronoun gives the
chance to allocate in the political text the values general for the sender and addressees, to
unite them on a certain sign:

I want to set our party and our country on the path towards the new center ground on
British politics [12].

Because while we are leaving the European Union, we will not leave the continent of
Europe. We will not abandon our friends and allies abroad [12].

Also other pronouns and adverbs having similar semantics and possessing deixis
function take part in the realization of amalgamation tactics in the British political
discourse:

1. together: And there in that moment, we saw revealed an essential truth. That we
succeed or fail together. We achieve together or fall short together [12];

2. ourselves: Because this is a turning point for our country. A once-in-a-generation
chance to change the direction of our nation for good. To step back and ask ourselves what
kind of country we want to be [9];

3. one another: We form families, communities, towns, cities, countries and nations. We
have a responsibility to one another [9];

4. everybody: An economy that works for everybody is one where everybody plays by
the same rules [9];

5. everyone: | want to set our party and our country on the path towards the new center
ground of British politics, built on the values of fairness and opportunity, where everyone
plays by the same rules and where every single person - regardless of their background, or
that of their parents — is given the chance to be all they want to be [9].

The specified grammatical means are less frequent in the British political discourse,
however their communicative function in the realization of amalgamation tactics
significantly does not differ from the functions of the pronouns considered above.

Addressing syntactic means, it should be noted that among syntactic implementers of
amalgamation tactics in the British political discourse (see fig. 3) prevail the means with a
wider range of functions.

Olet's...
Bltis...

OThat means...
OlLet me...

B Look at...

ODon't worry...

Fig. 3. Syntactic means of amalgamation tactics

So, the most frequently used are the constructions of Let’s designs ..., I¢’s..., etc. which
express the motivation of the addressee to action that corresponds to the of impact speech
function on the addressee inherent to the political discourse in general.

The role of impersonal sentences in the syntactic organization of political texts is
mentioned by many researchers. M. V. Laskova claims that by means of the category of
personality it is realized the correlation of the situation with participants of the speech act
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mentioned in the statement. The category of the person of pronouns and verbs as the
grammatical center of personality is multifunctional, that is carries out besides semantic
functions also pragmatic function, connected with the features of the communicative
situation [15, p. 81].

Similar reception is used in political texts for propaganda influence: the
depersonification of the subject causes the addressee’s idea of action as not subjectively,
but objectively set. In the British political discourse it is used a number of the syntactic
means realizing this function. The most frequent among them are impersonal sentences
with the use of grammatical structure [t is ... to:

And if we believe in the good that government can do, it's important for people to trust
us to deliver the change they need;

It is, of course, too early to say exactly what agreement we will reach with the EU;

In fact, now is the time to forge a bold, new, confident role for ourselves on the world
stage [10].

Typical means of depersonification in English and, in particular, in the British political
discourse are passive forms of the verb:

Our laws made not in Brussels but in Westminster [10].

Depersonification of the subject of communication is carried out also by the use of
grammatical constructions of Let us ..., let's ...:

Let’s be clear: we have come a long way over the past six years.

So let us have that same resolve now. And let’s be clear about what is going to happen
[10].

Thus, syntactic implementers of amalgamation communicative tactics carry out
very important role in the British political discourse. And for the realization of this tactics
there is a depersonalizing subject of communication used most widespread and impersonal
sentences.

We come to the conclusion that amalgamation tactics, in connection with poly aspect
nature of its forms while verbalization (lexical and grammatical components), take the key
place within manipulative strategy in the political discourse. It is necessary to notice that
the main characteristic of such strategies and tactics in the political discourse is their
complex influence. So, for example, in the British political discourse the complex use of
amalgamation tactics and discredit of the opponent is quite typical that becomes the
prospect for the further researches, as from the point of view of the choice of verbal forms,
so their semantic contextual filling within this or that communicative situation.
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Cmamms npucésiuena 0ociioxncentio 0cooeocmeil 6epoaibHo20 eminenns Mu-ouckypcy | amanvzamysanns 6
noaimuyHomy ouckypci Bemuxobpumanii. [lo yeacu 6epymbcsa AK JeKCUYHi 0coOaU80Cmi, max i epamamuyui
Xapaxkmepucmuku 8epoarbHux Gopm MmaKmuKu aManrbedMy8anHs, KA AENAE 0000 HeGI0OKpeMHY CKAA008Y
Maninyisamueroi cmpamezii ROAIMUYHO20 OUCKYPCY 6 YIIoMY.

Linnio oanozo docniodcenns € He nuuie UAGNEHHA OCHOBHUX QYHKYIL MA XAPAKMEPUCMUK Noaimuuno2o
ouckypcy Benuxobpumanii, a u 3’sacyeanns Oilowux cmpameciti ma MAKMuk y HbOMY, Micye makmuxu
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Cmamvs  noceswena ucciedo8anuio  0COOEHHOCMel  8epOaIbHO20  GONIOWEHUS  Mbl-OUCKYPCA /
amManbeaMuposars 8 NOIUMUYECKOM Ouckypce Benuxoopumarnuu. Bo eHumanue 6Gepymcs Kak jeKkcudeckue
0CObeHHOCIU, MAK U 2PAMMAMUYecKue XapakmepucmuKku 6epOaibHbIX (OopM MAKMUKY AMATbeAMUPOBAHUS],
KOMOpasi A6NAEMcs HeOMbEMACMOU COCMAGTAIOWEl MAHUNYISIMUGHOU CIMPAMe2uy NOTUMUYECKO20 OUCKYPCA 6
yenom.

Lenvio dannozo uccredosanus 61seMCsi He MOAbKO ONpedeNeHue OCHOGHLIX YHKYUL U XAPAKMEPUCTIUK
noaumuYecko2o ouckypca Beruxobpumanuu, a evisienenue deticmgylowux cmpameuil U Maxkmux 6 Hem, Mecmo
maxkmuku amanrveamuposanus. Kpome mozo, obpawasce k makmuxe amanibeamuposanus Uil KaKk ee Ha3vléaen
A.A. Dununckuii «Mbl-OUCKYPCY», OCHOBHOU UYeabl0 OAHHO20 UCCIE008ANUS SGTSACMCS GbISGLEHUE OCHOGHBIX
JIEKCUYECKUX, — 2PAMMAMUYeckux U CUHMAKCUYECKUX O0coOeHHocmel  eepOamuzayuu  9mou  MakmuKku 6
noaumuyeckom — Ouckypce  Benuxoopumanuu. IlpogedeHue  KOHMEHM-AHAIU3A — NO360J5lem  ONpedenums
OoMuHUpYIOWUe JleKCUudecKue, SpamMmMamuieckue U CUHMAKCUYeCKue Ccpeocmea 6epoanu3ayuu  makmuku
aAMATL2AMUPOBAHUSL 8 NOTUMUUECKOM OUCKYpce Benuxobpumanuu.

Cmamusi Hanucama 8 pamkax memvl UCCAEO08aHUS «Mexanusmvl GIUSHUSL UHCIMUMYMOS ZPANCOAHCKO20
obujecmea Ha espo unmezpayuonnvle npoyeccol 6 Yxpaune» Nel5.01.10-02.16/18.311.

Knrouesvie cnosa: amanveamuposanue, 6epoanu3ayusi, KOMMYHUKAMUGHbIE Cmpameuu U MAakmuki, Mbl-
OQUCKYPC, NOIUMUYECKULL OUCKYPC.
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