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Ham M. I'yceitHa «AOmepon», omepe Mypanenu
«OxTs10pb», Puibmy «KyOaHckume Ka3akm» W Tak
nmanee. B To ke Bpems mactepa CIIOBa, KOTOpEIE
MIBITANTUCh BOIUIOTUTH B JKU3Hb PeallbHBIC IMPOTH-
BOpeuHsi, OBUIM IOJBEPTHYTHl PE3KOW KPUTHKE
CO CTOpOHBI maptuu. AHHa AxmaroBa, Mwuxami
3omIeHK0, B ONpENEICHHOW cTeneHu Jmurpuid
[[TocTakoBHY, KOTOPBIE OBLTN «Pa300JIaueHbD) perlie-
HHEM NTapTUH, OBLIO CBA3aHO C HATMYHOM CUTYyaIlneH,
C KOTOPOH OHU CTOIKHYJIHUCH.

TBopUeCcKuil METON COIMATUCTHYECKOTO pea-
nm3Ma, ocobenno B 30-x u 40-x rogax, ObUT Ha3BaH
«6eCKOH(MIMKTHOCTHIO» B HCKYCCTBE, KOTNa XyIO-
JKECTBEHHBIH KOH(MIMKT TOKEH OBLT OBITH IOYTH
ycTpaHeH. B MomepHu3Me, HaoOOpOT, CYIIECTBY-
IOI[UE TPOTUBOpPEUUsT OBUIH abCONFOTH3HPOBAHEI
U TIPUBEJICHBI B HCKYCCTBO. TeHIEHIUS KOH(IMK-

THOCTH B TIOCTMOJIEPHU3ME TIPOSBISIETCS B CMsITUe-
HUU IPOTUBOPEUHI.

[lonbITKM XYIOXKHHUKOB COCPENOTOYUTHCS Ha
>KU3HEHHBIX MPOTUBOPEUUSIX U BOIUIOLIECHUE STOTO
B XY/IO)KECTBCHHBIX MPOU3BEICHUAX CTaIH BaXKHBIM
CTUMYJIOM JIJISl CO3/IaHUs XyJ0KEeCTBEHHBIX 00pa3IoB
0 aKTyaJIbHBIM BOIIPOCAM.

BeiBoabl. B 1930-x romax B asepOailmkaHCKOM
MOA3UH TMCATI W CO3[aBalld CBOCOOpa3HbBIC CTHIIH
TBOpUeCTBa Takue TMUHOCTH, Kak C. Bypryn, C. Pycram,
M. Mymudwur, P. P3a u apyrue xynoxauku nepa. B stom
otHomennu B 1920-30-x romax, mpu TIATETLHOM H3Y-
YEHHUU JIMTEPATyPHOU CPEebl, ICTOPUUYECKOIO MEPUOAA
BBISICHSIETCS, YTO NEPUOI U Cpela CO3AaliM Uil HUX
CBOEOOpa3HbII MEHTAIBHBIA TMOAXOA. DTOT TOAXOJ
TaKKe CTPAHHBIM 00Pa30M COCAMHIII B CE0E IIEMEHTHI
COBETCKOH MJICONIOTUH 1 a3epOaiikaHCTBa.
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In recent decades, in the direction of studying political discourse, one can come across many and diverse scientific
studies. But the intensive development of mass communications requires a more thorough and comprehensive coverage
of this phenomenon. This need actualizes the study of political communication in the sociolinguistic aspect. The article
based on the descriptive method analyzes the properties and distinctive features, the unique possibilities of political
communication. Materials and scientific findings of this article may be useful for sociologists, political scientists, as well as
for linguists of the modern generation.
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OcTaHHiMK gecatnnitTamu 3'aBunocsa 6arato pisHOACNEKTHUX HAyKOBMX AOCNISKEHb OO0 MOMAITUYHOIO AUCKYPCY.
Ane iHTEHCHBHMIN PO3BUTOK 3aCOBIB MacoBMX KOMYHikaUil noTpebye Binblu peTensHOro i BCeBGiYHOro BUCBITNEHHS AAaHOT0
¢heHomeHa. Taka notpeba akTyanisye BUBYEHHS MOMITUYHOI KOMYHIKaLii B COLLONIHMBICTUYHOMY acnekTi. Y cTaTTi onunco-
BMM METOOOM aHarni3ytoTbCs BNaCTUBOCTI, XapaKTepHi pUcu N yHikarnbHi MOXNMBOCTI NONITUYHOI KOMYHiKauii. MaTtepianu
i HAYKOBI BUCHOBKM [1aHOi CTaTTi MOXYTb OYTV KOPUCHUMM Ans COLLONOriB, NOMNITONOrIB, @ TAKOX ANs NiHIBICTIB Cy4acHOro
MOKOMiHHS.

Knio4yoBi cnoBa: KOMyHiKaLisl, COLIONIHrBICTMKA, MOMNITUYHA KOMYHIKaLisl, NONITUYHUIA ONCKYPC, MOBMIEHHEBWI aKT.
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B nocnegHve gecATMnetTus nosBUNOCL MHOXECTBO pa3HOaCNEKTHbIX Hay4HbIX nccnegoBaHni NONMTUYECKOrO ANC-
Kypca. Ho uHTeHcuBHOE passuTne cpencts MaccoBbIX KOMMyHI/IKaLl,I/II7I Tpe6yeT bonee TLaTENbLHOMO U BCECTOPOHHEro
ocBelleHnAa 4aHHOro d.')eHOMeHa. Ota I'IOTpe6HOCTb aKTyanum3npyet nsy4yeHume NONUTNYECKON KOMMYHUKaLMn B COUNOITNHT-
BMCTUYECKOM acrnekTe. B ctatbe npu noMoLLn onmncaTtesibHoOro Metoa aHann3npyrTca CBOWCTBA, OTNINYNTENbHbIE YepThl,
YHUKalnbHble BO3MOXXHOCTU NonUTUYECKoOn KOMMYHUKaUUWn. MaTepmanbl N Hay4YHble BbIBOAbI OaHHOW cTaTbi MoryT ObITb
nonesHbiMn Onsg counonoros, NONMUTONOrOB, a TaKkke And JIMHIBUCTOB COBPEMEHHOIO MOKOJTIEHUA.

KnioueBble cnoBa: KOMMYHUKaUNA, COLMONNHIBUCTUKA, NONTUTHUYECKaA KOMMYHUKaUNUA, NonMTUYECKUIA AOVCKypcC, pe-

YeBOW aKT.

Politics is a multi-valued phenomenon of social
life. The notion of political communication appeared
in the early twentieth century. And till now the notion
of political communication relates to the interdisci-
plinary debatable issues. This is connected to the dif-
ferent approaches of this phenomenon. In one case,
political is called that communication, which is asso-
ciated with political problems [4].

With this approach, political communication
refers to the type of speech communication the sub-
ject of which is politicians (political actors) or jour-
nalists who write about politics [20]. This disagree-
ment around this concept determines the relevance
of the analysis of political communication from a
sociolinguistic point of view. The goal of our study
is to identify the general characteristic properties of
political communication by analysis in the sociolin-
guistic aspect, which is the scientific novelty of the
article.

History of the study of political communica-
tion. The first experiments on the analysis of politi-
cal communication were carried out on propaganda
materials of the World War 1. Noam Chomsky con-
siders the propaganda action of the Woodrow Wilson
administration, elected in 1916 under the slogan
“World without a victory” as the academic example
[2, p. 7]. The established state propaganda committee
called the “Krill Commission” for six months suc-
cessfully transformed pacifically minded people into
a hysterically militarized population, eager to destroy
everything German and save the world.

More importantly, the Krill Commission devel-
oped the basic propaganda techniques used to con-
trol public opinion to this day. Chomsky and other
scientists have shown that the main task of the PR
industry workers was “to control the public mind”.
Their methods finally set at the end of the 19308,
when an activation of the trade union movement
threatened to return true democracy to the masses. At
that time, large corporations united with government
PR experts to develop more convincing methods than
the beating trade union organizers or the dispersing
strike participants.

Such acts of open violence promoted the society
rallying against the administration. “The Mogauk
Valley Recipe” (first used in the 30° against striking
workers in a steel mill in the Mogauk River valley, in

Pennsylvania) was the first notable attempt to apply
a more subtle form of persuasion. Instead of directly
attacking union leaders, the corporations decided to
influence public opinion through the media.

By their own definition, this “scientific method
of fighting strikes” was a conceptual campaign that
reduced the whole range of questions about work-
ers’ rights to a single, extremely understandable idea:
“the strikers harm us all, they destroy American har-
mony”’. This simple propaganda recipe was to equate
trade union activities with something bad, espe-
cially to undermining the unity of the country and
anti-American (communist) activities. At the same
time, the really urgent issues were ignored (wage
level, working conditions, the right to organize trade
unions), and the whole problem was reduced to a
headline over the photo crashing into the memory:
“To strike is not American” (the slogan method was
tested for the first time) [2].

One of the first direct uses of the “communica-
tion” notion in a political context dates back to the
beginning of the 20™ century: F. Ratzel says that
“in political terms the transferring information is
the most important of all communication services”
[6, p. 34]. The political communication as the trans-
fer of information between communicators for the
certain purpose of political influence with the help of
speech, gestures, as well as images and other symbols
fixed on materials of language carriers, has arisen and
developed together with human society.

Endowed with power people have long shown
an interest in what we call now political communi-
cation, and realized that their success in the field of
managing people depends on their ability rightly and
appropriately to have political verbal and non-verbal
dialogue with opponents, allies and society in whole.
Researchers note the use of symbolic ceremonies,
architectural structures designed to glorify those in
power. To provide a deeper effect on the mind of non-
elite masses, “the brainwashing tactic” was used. In
the peace period, a softer, sparing effect was exer-
cised, having similarities with modern methods of
propaganda and agitation, advertising and PR. One of
the ways to control the effectuation of political com-
munication was various forms of censorship, which
could be official, could take the form of pressure by
public opinion, and could be self-censorship.
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The notion of “political communication”. The
occurrence of the term “political communication”
is associated with the development of the political
process in Europe and the United States after World
War II. Appearing in this conceptual field of investi-
gation, political communication have emerged as an
independent scientific field, formed at the intersec-
tion of social and political sciences, political commu-
nicativistics. The formation of a new field of politi-
cal knowledge was caused by the democratization of
political processes in the world in the second half of
the XX century, the development of cybernetic the-
ory and the general theory of systems, as well as the
emergence and rapid growth of new communication
systems and information technologies.

The notion of “political communication” goes
back to the general scientific term communication,
which has been thoroughly developed in the theory
of speech communication and linguistic pragmatics.
This term is quite actively used in scientific practice
along with others built on the same language model:
intercultural communication, business communi-
cation, mass communication, etc. It is noteworthy
that the theory of communication that emerged in
the twenties of the last century was formed on the
basis of studying political phenomena (in particular,
political propaganda), however, historically primar-
ily reflected in the field of cybernetics and semiology,
focused its attention on the movement of informa-
tion between interacting parties. That is why the first
basic communicative schemes turned to be cyber-
netic models (H. Wiener, K. Shannon, B. Weaver).

It is not surprising that even now the work of
political scientists, sociologists, and psychologists
(specialists filling the formal cybernetic model with
“human” content) often represent an application of
the aforementioned schemes, and political communi-
cation is considered as the realization of mass com-
munication processes. The theory of political com-
munication actively operates with the categorical
apparatus of the general theory of systems. One of
the central notions in this field of knowledge is the
notion of a system of active elements, or more briefly,
simply a system, which is formulated as follows: a
system is a set of related acting elements, have taken
in unity with a set of relationships, or connections
between them and constituting a single whole. In this
case, the set of relationships, connections between
the existing elements of the system (and all the vari-
ous isomorphic transformations of these relations)
is called the structure of the system. It should be
emphasized that usually referred to as subsystems the
systems of a lower hierarchy can act as the operating
elements of the system, the way each of which acts as

a single and relatively isolated whole is determined
by its own structure.

The structure of the system itself and its sub-
systems changes: over time, individual connections
between elements may weaken and break, new con-
nections may appear, including elements that were
not previously part of the system. In a generalized
plan of subsystem, acting elements and structure-
forming relations between them are considered as
components of the system.

Political science actively uses the mentioned
terms, adapting them to the categorical-conceptual
space of the discipline. The political system is under-
stood as a concrete historical form of interaction
between the persons of politics and the organiza-
tion of relations between them, powerfully ordering,
shaping and enclosing political activity in society
within certain limits.

Accordingly, in this terminological field, political
communication shows the process of transferring polit-
ical information, its movement both within the politi-
cal system between its elements and subsystems, and
between the authorities and society. The application of
the mentioned Wiener postulates to the political sphere
outlines political communication as the creation, send-
ing, receiving and processing of information that
have a significant impact on politics. Moreover, the
impact can be carried out directly (meeting, address
of the President) or indirectly (stereotypes and pho-
bias, formed under the influence of political informa-
tion), its results can be appeared immediately or after
some time. Possible communicators may be political
figures, media workers, representatives of interest
groups or individuals who are not related to any orga-
nizations — in this regard, their belonging to a particu-
lar social group or institution does not have decisive
importance (for more about political communication
actors, see below). It is fundamentally important that
the information produces a significant political effect,
affecting the mind, beliefs and behavior of individuals,
groups, institutions and whole communities, as well as
the environment in which they exist.

Nowadays, society acquires most of the politi-
cal information not from its own experience, but
through political communication, which allows not
only receiving relevant political information, but also
compiling and analyzing past human experience and
predicts the future, which becomes possible only
through the transfer of messages. K. Burke believes
that most of the reality surrounding us is formed ver-
bally (we mean “described, interpreted”) and only a
very small part of the real world is known cognized
directly, empirically, and the complete picture of
reality takes its shape because of a system of symbols
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[1]. That is why the interpretation of most political
phenomena, such as, for example, “democracy” or
“justice”, depends entirely on verbal symbols, since
they have no empirical basis.

Emphasizing the importance of political commu-
nication, researchers use vivid metaphors, compar-
ing the above phenomenon with the “nervous system
of government” (C. Doich) or its importance — with
the role of blood circulation of the human body
(J. Cottre). M. Grachev defines political communi-
cation as the “source of vitality” or “mother milk”
of the policy, “because political communication is
a necessary substance that binds different parts of
society together and allows them to function as a
single whole” [6, p. 35]. Summarizing the theoretical
research in this area, the Western analysts identify the
three scientific areas that interpret the political com-
munication as a form of mass communication.

W. Lippman’s followers form the first group, who
assert the virtually unlimited power of the media
in formation and manipulating public opinion. The
second direction focuses on the concept of “party
support” and makes the effectiveness of mass propa-
ganda in dependent on the composition of the audi-
ence and its party settings (B. Birelson, H. Gode,
P. Lazarsfeld). Theoretical developments of the third
direction are connected with the study of methods of
informational influence on voters, with the analysis
of information resources and technologies, and also
taking into account the changes in the information
environment in considering communication pro-
cesses (D. Butler, D. Stokes) [3].

We notice that through the term “social commu-
nication” the general scientific concept of “commu-
nication” is narrowed down to the terminological
combination of “political communication” and is
described by the same three characteristics marked
for general communication, at the same time speci-
fying each of the significant characteristics of the
phenomenon. Analyzing these phenomenon blighty
political scientists’ judgments will help us determine
it more accurately. M. Goncharov gives the definition
of political communication in political science: “the
term” political communication “should describe the
circulation of information in the sphere of political
activity, that is, any messages, texts that affect rela-
tions between classes, nations and states” [7, p. 55].

The author believes that the information itself can
be diverse, but emphasizes, first of all, the sender of
the message is political institutions or acting on their
behalf and form them, secondly, that the broadcast
information should influence on accepting the politi-
cal decisions. It is noteworthy that in the first Russian
encyclopedic dictionary on political science the term

“political communication” was absent, although
the term “mass communication”, to which a spe-
cial lexicographic article is devoted, was interpreted
exclusively in a political context [14, p. 164—165].
However, in the short dictionary “Basics of Political
Science”, published in the same year, a rather capa-
cious definition of political communication is given,
which names the main components of this phenom-
enon. And although the term is given in the plural,
it has little effect on the essence of the definition:
“Political communication is a concept that reflects
the process of interaction between political persons
through the exchange of information and direct com-
munication, as well as the means and methods of this
spiritual interaction” [12, p. 54].

The definition ofthe “Political Science Dictionary”
emphasizes the functional orientation of political
and communication processes: “Political commu-
nication (from lat. communicatio) is the process of
transferring political information, which structures
political activity and gives it new meaning, shapes
public opinion and political socialization of citizens
according to their needs and interests” [13, p. 183].
Political communication and the reference dictionary
“Foreign Political Science” interpreted it similarly.
A similar definition is presented in the two-volume
“Political Encyclopedia”, where political communi-
cation is understood as “<...> the exchange of infor-
mation between persons of political life, as well as
between the state and citizens”, which “can passes
on formal (for example, in the media) and infor-
mal (“backstage” negotiations) levels” [8, p. 197].
Considerable attention is paid to the mass character of
political communication, which in the modern world
“is increasingly turning from a subordinate element
of politics into its creator” and, “being an important
source of political socialization, <...> contributes to
mastering political knowledge, settings, values and
forms of political participation” [10, p. 172—173].

Another approach evaluates the importance of
the information component of political communica-
tion and regards it as a functional property of one of
the components of the political system of society, its
special subsystem, “which establishes connections
between the institutions of the political system. The
importance of this subsystem is great, because people
are known to be able to evaluate actions, including
political ones, only with a certain amount of knowl-
edge and information” [11, p. 84-85].

In the V. Usacheva’s work “Political communi-
cation in the conditions of the new Russia” under
political communication we must understand “<...>
a continuous exchange of political meanings between
individuals and between the main political forces of
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society with the aim of reaching agreement and a
constant process of transmitting political information
through which political texts circulate between vari-
ous elements of the political system” [17].

On the whole, accepting this definition, we never-
theless believe that the thesis on goal setting (“reach-
ing an agreement”) does not exhaust the entire palette
of intentional purposes of communicants, not so far
as the communicants’ intentions are realized not only
in the area of constructive decisions.

In his study expanding the concept of “political
communication” F. Sharkov notes that special com-
munication situations or actions (elections, referen-
dums, etc.) can also be referred to political communi-
cations [19, p. 125]. In our opinion, some researchers
unlawfully narrow the meaning of the term, referring
only the process of the election campaign and the
elections to political communication and defining
politicians and voters as the main communication
actors. In particular, a number of authors believe that
the system of political communications is an unifica-
tion of four main components [15].

First of all, it is the environment, which is inter-
preted fairly widely and includes objects and events of
social reality. The research representation of the envi-
ronment is very multi-faceted: it forms the communi-
cative process, communicative motives for communi-
cation are drawn upon it, in a certain way interpreting
events and realities, it is changed. The second compo-
nent is the politician himself, who can be not only the
source of the message, but also an informational cause
for communication. Considering this feature of politi-
cal communication, one speaks of the “two-layer”
political message: (1) the actual information about the
event, i.e. the subjective view of this policy on the situ-
ation, facts, events; (2) information about the source of
information itself, i.e. ideological position, moral and
ethical characteristics of a politician. The latter com-
ponent largely forms a politician’s image. The possible
channels of information transfer, or communicators, in
other words, all possible ways of transferring infor-
mation from the politician to the audience (meetings,
interviews, personal meetings, etc.) is considered to be
the third element. The fourth element is the audience,
which decodes information in accordance with the
established system of values, knowledge, stereotypes,
cultural and historical filters.

The result of this processing is the public image of
the politician, which is formed by the voter and deter-
mines his attitude to this policy. However, despite the
sufficient logicality and consistency of the proposed
scheme, it seems legitimate to extend the content of
the term “political communication” to all situations
where the components of the socio-political system

become participants, and socially significant events
and meanings become the cause of it; while elec-
tions are considered only as a form of objectifica-
tion / realization of the political process. This allows
modern researchers to say that “<...> political com-
munication is the basis of politics. It is characterized
by communicative processes between politicians and
members of society, between politicians and voters.
The foundations of a modern democratic system are
inconceivable without political communication. The
management of election campaigning is one of the
forms of political communication”.

The main features of political communication.
From functional point of view, being a complex phe-
nomenon, political communication combines univer-
sal, social and proper political features [9, p. 7]. The
first level of features is found in both animate and
inanimate nature and reflects the nature of informa-
tion interactions (as we have already seen, this fact lies
on the basis of the cybernetic models of communica-
tion). General social properties introduce the human
factor into the communication model and establish
the interdependence of establishing communicative
contact with the communicators themselves and the
communicative product (text). Actually the political
features of political communication are associated
with the specifics of the transmitted / received infor-
mation, the specifics of political actors [16, p. 5—18],
the possibility of meaningful contact on the base of
political group and personal interests. A more com-
plete, though not exhaustive statement looks like the
definition about the essence of political communica-
tion which constitutes information exchange, namely
the purposeful transfer and selective reception of
information that is exchanged (collected, stored,
processed, distributed and used) between representa-
tives of parties transmitting and receiving informa-
tion (individuals, social groups, organizations) in the
process of social-public activity [7, p. 141-143].

Investigating the political discourse A. Chudinov
notes that political communication along with infor-
mation always carries an evaluation of the considered
realities. The author explains this by saying that the
main goal of political communication is to persuade
the addressee and encourage him to take political
action. The leading means of this motivation is the
evaluation of subjects of political activity, political
institutions, situations and actions [18, p. 59]. Thus,
the author notes that one of the main features of polit-
ical communication is an obvious and hidden evalu-
ation, standardization and expressiveness, aggres-
siveness and tolerance. On the one hand, political
communication obeyed to the general communica-
tion laws. It also has a specific conditionality of its
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political basis, which is its subject matter. All types
of political communication joined into the general
communication formula.

Conclusions. Following the above logic, we con-
sider political communication as a special case of
informational contact with the three main stages of
information interaction: the precommunicative phase
is the readiness phase for communication and the
engendering the information; communicative phase —
the phase of broadcasting and receiving information,
i.e. contact; post-communicative phase — the appear-
ance of a meaningful response of the addressee and
the movement of secondary information to the initia-
tor of communication.

Extended in time political communication can be
considered as a communicative component of a polit-
ical process, without which this process itself seems
impossible.

Verbal realization of political communication is
carried out with the help of natural language and is
poured into a huge array of texts accompanying the
political process.

Consequently, studying the textual material
engendered in the framework of political com-
munication, we are able to analyze the linguistic
component of the general political process and
observe certain correlations between the course of
political life in society and the linguistic mecha-
nisms involved in the reflection of political real-
ity. This approach makes it possible to talk about
the cyclical nature of political communication:
the presence of feedback, or the post-communi-
cative phase, allows you to close the communica-
tive circle and initiate a new communicative turn
with information corrected in accordance with the
received response.
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