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CONCEPTUALIZATION OF SELF AND OTHER IN THE POLITICAL SPEECHES OF PRESIDENTS PETRO POROSHENKO AND BARACK OBAMA
Language inevitably constitutes a valuable tool in political discourse, as it is a crucial element in gaining the public support necessary to achieve any political end in democratic systems. Political discourse may express group ideologies and other beliefs, especially in collective forms of text and talk such as party programs. It is also characterized by the way it combines various concepts, and how certain concepts are attributed a central role.  But many forms of political discourse are produced by individual speakers, and the ways they `personalize' the group beliefs underlie the more particular properties of political discourse [6, p. 17-18]. That is, between social beliefs and discourse we need a cognitive interface that represents personal beliefs, opinions or experiences. Political speech and argument emerge from a ‘rhetorical culture’. Rhetorical culture specifies (in both technical and normative ways) in how speech should work, giving rise to what Albert Hirschmann has described as ‘imperatives of argument’ (Hirschmann, 1991, p. x). Within all types of political system (autocratic, oligarchic, democratic, etc.), political leaders and heads of nation-states, by virtue of their position, play a critical role in national development and international politics. Political speeches are motivated by the desire to persuade and convince the nation or society and familiarize the audience with their socio-economic policies, plans and actions [1, p. 3-5].
Techniques like making a premeditated use of pronouns are currently used to shape an ideology and to furnish certain pieces of discourse with the necessary strength to have particular effects on the audience. Indeed, it seems possible that audience attitudes towards a speaker may be influenced –or even reversed– through a calculated and purposive use of certain pronouns. In this regard, we talk of inclusive “we” and exclusive “we”, however, excludes the individual or group of individuals spoken to from its intended referential scope. We should also consider the possessives, me and mine. “Me” seems to refer to Self, and “mine” seems to refer to objects: my car, my hair, my hand, my thoughts, my intentions, my mind [2].
Concepts Self and Other are rather abstract, especially in the context of the political discourse. At first one's self-concept is very general and changeable. As we grow older, these self-perceptions become much more organized, detailed, and specific. Stated otherwise, persons seek to achieve self-definition and self-interpretation (i.e., identity) in three fundamental ways: (a) in terms of their unique traits (individual self), (b) in terms of dyadic relationships (relational self), and (c) in terms of group membership (collective self) (Brewer & Gardner, 1996). [5]
In case of political speeches, the main attention should be turned to the concept of collective self and its metaphorization this discourse. The collective self is achieved by inclusion in large social groups and contrasting the group to which one belongs (i.e., the in-group) with relevant out-groups. That is, the collective self contains those aspects of the self-concept that differentiate in-group members from members of relevant out-groups. The collective self is based on impersonal bonds to others derived from common (and oftentimes symbolic) identification with a group. These bonds do not require close personal relationships among group members. Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, and Wetherell (1987) defined succinctly the collective self as a "shift towards the perception of self as an interchangeable exemplar of some social category and away from the perception of self as a unique person". But the notion of self can not be characterized without being compared and contrasted to the conceptual meaning of other. [5]
Political otherness, which is the representation/construction of the Other can be viewed in two perspectives: intra-cultural and inter-cultural. These terms are correlated with such oppositions as self::others, “in-group” and “out-group” with the corresponding attributes for identification of special attitude towards “us” which differs from the attitude towards the outsiders. The understanding of the “other” comes when something familiar ceases and something strange and unusual starts [3]. Any stranger usually becomes the Other. The group sees itself as the norm and judges those who do not meet that norm (that is, who are different in any way) as the Other.  According to Hall (1996), identity is not only important for its foundation of culture and representation of the individual and the society, but also for its political aspect. 

In our research the main attention is paid to how the concepts Self and Other are represented in the inaugural speeches of the presidents Barack Obama and Petro Poroshenko. As it was stated before the concepts Self and Other have a big spectrum of notions and meanings. In this research it was revealed that the concept Self  has a deep connection with such notions like ‘country’, ‘state’, ‘president’ , ‘government’, ‘nation’, ‘people’, ‘citizens’, ‘culture’, ‘beliefs’, ‘traditions’, ‘social values’.

At most cases, the word nation indicates social community or cultural-political community, but very often the word nation is used within the meaning of a State. Consequently, the concept of country contains the other two characteristic entities: nation and state.   For example: “Наш народ ніколи не був таким сильним, як тепер.”, “ Народ своє вагоме слово сказав.”, “In reaffirming the greatness of our nation, we understand that greatness is never a given.”, “We remain the most prosperous, powerful nation on Earth.” 

The main notion of the concept authority is legitimate or socially approved use of power. It means power given by the state (in the form of government, judges, police officers, etc.). Government officials are the best example of this form of authority, which is prevalent all over the worldIn his inaugural speech, President Petro Poroshenko uses such notions of self – identification: “Я використаю свій дипломатичний досвід, щоб забезпечити підписання міжнародного договору, який прийшов би на заміну Будапештському меморандуму.” In Obama’s inaugural speech we found such expressions containing the concept of self-identification: “I stand here today humbled by the task before us, grateful for the trust you have bestowed, mindful of the sacrifices borne by our ancestors.” Here, the Government, as representative of the counties authority, is also mentioned: “The question we ask today is not whether our government is too big or too small, but whether it works.”

The concept of a citizen has the meaning of one who is a constituent member of a state in international relations and as such has full national rights and owes a certain allegiance as opposed to an "alien." For example: ”, “ В тому, що Україна прийшла до кризи державності, є частка відповідальності кожного з нас.”, “Our workers are no less productive than when this crisis began.”, “Our minds are no less inventive, our goods and services no less needed than they were last week or last month or last year. Our capacity remains undiminished.”
Such concepts as beliefs, traditions and social values, are the core of the nation’s culture and they play the most significant role in the process of forming national self-identification and self-determination. They are like the key notions in the terms of the concept Self, representing its true meaning and helping us to understand it better: “Справедливий розподіл національного багатства - це нагальна вимога часу.”, “Жити вільно - означає вільно користуватися рідною мовою.”, “....a nation cannot prosper long when it favors only the prosperous.”, “…our common humanity shall reveal itself; and that America must play its role in ushering in a new era of peace.”

The second part of our research contains the analysis of the concept Other and means which represent it in the political discourse. The question of who the other is might seem useless, because in some way we are all “others” to someone, and everyone else is “other” to us. Nonetheless, we cannot get away from the concept of the Other, as it is too crucial for an understanding of the Self. The concept of Other in the political speeches has usually two connotations: positive and negative. The first one includes such notions of Other in the political speeches, like “opponent”, “foreigner”, “ally” or “supporter”. The second type contains such negative conceptualization of the Other: “outsider”, “invader/intruder”, “enemy” or “aggressor”.

As we can see, the concept of otherness takes many forms. The firs category indicates the positive meaning. It usually indicates being different in some fundamental way. To this type of Other may belong someone who is of a different country, race, nationality, religion, social class (aristocrat vs. serf), political ideology (capitalism vs. communism), sexuality or origin (native born vs. immigrant). In the political discourse of Ukraine and US this concept of otherness is usually mentioned with tolerance and a respect. For example: “Тому що на відміну від нас країни європейської спільноти побудували економіку вільної конкуренції.”, “And so to all other peoples and governments who are watching today, from the grandest capitals to the small village where my father was born: know that America is a friend of each nation and every man, woman, and child who seeks a future of peace and dignity, and we are ready to lead once more.”, “With old friends and former foes, we’ll work tirelessly to lessen the nuclear threat.”, 

Sometimes, the notion of Other is used as the negative meaning. Such traits like nationalism, religious intolerance, racism and eugenics are all frequently defended by the invocation of scientific observation and study that has led to the conclusion that there exist “others” who constitute a grave danger for “us”.  At most cases, people usually associate the concept of other with the notion of intruder/invader or enemy. It is someone who enters by an armed force into a territory to conquer. In the political discourse intruder or invader can also appear in the form of a threat to the cultural and social values or human rights: “Росія окупувала Крим, який був, є і буде українським.”
The concept of aggressor was also mentioned in the speeches of both Presidents: “Будь-який агресор на кордоні України має згадати Євангельську мудрість: хто з мечем прийде, той від меча і загине!”,. “…and for those who seek to advance their aims by inducing terror and slaughtering innocents, we say to you now that our spirit is stronger and cannot be broken;”, “To those leaders around the globe who seek to sow conflict, or blame their society's ills on the West - know that your people will judge you on what you can build, not what you destroy.”, “Recall that earlier generations faced down fascism and communism not just with missiles and tanks, but with the sturdy alliances and enduring convictions.”
To conclude, we can say that the concepts of Self and Other are really important for understanding the key notions in the political discourse. The current socio-political situation in Ukraine and the United States requires more detailed study of such concepts as Self and Other. The optimization of the relationship between individuals, a successful dialogue between all social groups, state and political institutions – all of it depends on a successful solution of intercultural communication problems.
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