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RHETORIC IN POLITICAL DISCOURSE: LINGUISTIC MANIPULATION OF PUBLIC OPINION
What exactly is 'political discourse'? The easiest, and not altogether misguided, answer is that political discourse is identified by its actors or authors, viz., politicians. Politicians in this sense are the group of people who are being paid for their (political) activities, and who are being elected or appointed (or self-designated) as the central players in the polity. This way of defining political discourse is hardly different from the identification of medical, legal or educational discourse with the respective participants in the domains of medicine, law or education.

From the interactional point of view of discourse analysis, we therefore should also include the various recipients in political communicative events, such as the public, the people, citizens, the `masses', and other groups or categories. That is, once we locate politics and its discourses in the public sphere, many more participants in political communication appear on the stage. [5]
In general, language whenever spoken or written can be used to perform certain activities. Subsequently, language constitutes an effective tool in politics. Of course language that is used in the political field is different from daily language. The language in politics is a practice of communication of how to use language efficiently to reach all of the social classes. Language plays a considerable role in doing politics. Politicians themselves are very attentive to the importance of language. According to Rozina & Karapetjana, through language politicians can put their ideas and ideologies on view. [3] Besides, in the political system politicians, especially leaders, depend to a large extent on the spoken word to convince others of the benefits of their leadership since language is the quintessential instrument of persuasion. Language can be used to influence people’s political and ideological views.
Paul A. Chilton states that politics and language are fundamentally connected. Politics requires language because there is no political activity that exists without using language because language can be used to steer people's beliefs and thoughts as well as to control the way those people think and believe. The way in which language is perceived depends on the type of language used. When one controls the discourse, one can control how others think. [1]

An essential area of political discourse is linguistic manipulation. Therefore, discourse analysis, though primarily being a field of inquiry in linguistics, has become multidisciplinary in nature. As a result, one of the main focuses in language for politics is on the linguistic text with varying degrees of sociocultural context taken into consideration. [3] Manipulating people involves manipulating their minds, that is, people’s beliefs, such as the knowledge, opinions and ideologies which in turn control their actions. There are many forms of discourse-based mental influence, such as informing, teaching and persuasion, that also shape or change people’s knowledge and opinions. [4, p.365]
It is clear that discourse involves both text and context. When analysing the political discourse, applied linguists are primarily interested in the transactional or interactional nature of the discourse since one of the basic functions of language is to transmit information, be it factual or propositional.

According to M. Atkinson, linguistic manipulation is a distinctive feature of political rhetoric, and it is based on the idea of persuading people, i.e. it persuades people to take political actions or persuades them to support a party or an individual. In modern societies, politics is mostly conducted through the mass media; therefore, it leads to new forms of linguistic manipulation. [3, p.115]
Socially, manipulation is defined as illegitimate domination confirming social inequality. Cognitively, manipulation as mind control involves the interference with processes of understanding, the formation of biased mental models and social representations such as knowledge and ideologies. Discursively, manipulation generally involves the usual forms and formats of ideological discourse. [4, p.359]
Thus, the language applied in political discourse uses a broad range of rhetorical devices at the phonological, syntactic, lexical, semantic, pragmatic and textual levels. This is aimed at producing the type of the language that can be easily adopted by the mass media and memorized by the target audience.

The specifics of political discourse analysis therefore should be searched for in the relations between discourse structures and political context structures. Thus, whereas metaphors in classroom discourse may have an educational function, metaphors in politics will function in a political context, for instance in the attack on political opponents, the presentation of policies or the legitimation of political power. An account of the structures and strategies of, e.g., phonology, graphics, syntax, meaning, speech acts, style or rhetoric, conversational interactions, among other properties of text and talk is therefore necessarily part of political discourse analysis only if such properties can be politically contextualized. [5]
Aristotle, the first one to talk and write about rhetoric, points out that it is not sufficient to know what one ought to say, but one must also know how to say it. According to this line of reasoning, politicians' ideas and ideologies in political speeches are delivered through language to gain the acceptance of the receivers who may read or hear the speech in the media. Consequently, politicians tend to use words and expressions in an effective way. One way of achieving this is by adding rhetorical tropes to their speeches to make the speeches more valid and beneficial. 

Rhetoric is also considered as a power for exciting and moving the audience in any way the speaker wants. In all its forms, rhetoric is of crucial importance in politics. It can be a very powerful tool to shape public feeling and opinions about political issues. [1]
There are many different kinds of rhetorical tropes that are used by politicians in their speeches and I have tried to concentrate my attention on the peculiar ones. In order to fully grasp the mentioned above, V. Putin’s speech can be used as an example. 
One of the peculiarities of V. Putin’s speeches is the usage of parenthetical phrases:
Это их общий дом, их малая Родина, и будет правильно, если в Крыму – я знаю, что крымчане это поддерживают, – будет три равноправных государственных языка: русский, украинский и крымско-татарский.

Многие госорганы узурпированы самозванцами, при этом они ничего в стране не контролируют, а сами – хочу это подчеркнуть, – часто сами находятся под контролем радикалов.
Но по большому счету – нужно прямо об этом сказать, мы все это понимаем, – по большому счету, это решение воспринималось как некая формальность, ведь территории передавались в рамках одной большой страны.

By using such means he increases the illocutionary force of his statements. Frequent usage of rhetorical questions is present as well: 
Оказывается, в том, что в ходе конфликта в Косово было много человеческих жертв. Это что – юридически правовой аргумент, что ли?

Получается, нужно доводить любой конфликт до человеческих жертв, что ли?
Российское государство, что же оно? Ну что, Россия? Опустила голову и смирилась, проглотила эту обиду.
It can be assumed that he used this rhetorical device in order to lay emphasis to the discussed topic and draw the audience’s attention. A rhetorical question is self-evident and used for style as an impressive persuasive device. 
When using enumeration the politician tries to stress on the topic more forcibly by listing detailed causes or effects:

Понятно, что люди в тех странах, где были эти события, устали от тирании, от нищеты, от отсутствия перспектив, но эти чувства просто цинично использовались.
Эта убежденность, основанная на правде и справедливости, была непоколебимой, передавалась из поколения в поколение, перед ней были бессильны и время, и обстоятельства, бессильны все драматические перемены, которые мы переживали, переживала наша страна в течение всего ХХ века.
В ход были пущены и террор, и убийства, и погромы.
Главными исполнителями переворота стали националисты, неонацисты, русофобы и антисемиты.
Это какой-то удивительный, примитивный и прямолинейный цинизм.

By employing in speech antithesis, basically, politician wants to show the difference between two ideas and make their point more intensive: 

Даже попасть на прием к некоторым министрам нынешнего правительства можно только с разрешения боевиков майдана. Это не шутка, это реалия сегодняшней жизни.

То, что в городе русской воинской славы появился бы натовский флот, что возникла бы угроза для всего юга России – не какая-то эфемерная, совершенно конкретная.
Ключевые и международные институты не укрепляются, а часто, к сожалению, деградируют.

To conclude, much work on political discourse was traditionally being done under the broad label of `rhetoric'. Thus, special arguments, special forms and figures of style were traditionally associated with political text and talk. Political regimes whether totalitarian or democratic communicate in order to inform, influence, issue commands, legislate, persuade, and so forth. The area of investigation is very broad: from the description of the linguistic approaches used for influencing an audience’s thoughts and emotions to analyzing the rhetorical devices applied to create a persuasive and manipulative political discourse. The linguistic manipulation can be considered as an influential instrument of political rhetoric because political discourse is primarily focused on persuading people to take specified political actions.
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