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0.1. The subject matter of the thesis 

 

The present dissertation examines communication within the framework of American 

political discourse. Specifically, the study focuses on creating a comprehensive account 

of ways of communication which can be termed the communicational grammar. It 

includes patterns of both verbal and non–verbal linguistic elements of discourse (e.g., 

Chruszczewski 2002: 3, Chruszczewski 2011: 203, Matsumoto 2021: 105, Bazerman 

2020: 152) which become conventions within a given discourse community (Langacker 

2008: 21) and are a part of a system called culture (Silverstein 1975: 157). One also adopts 

a definition of grammar that integrates various levels of human communication and 

accounts for “[a] set of conventional associations correlating specific forms with their 

obligatory or optional, rule–governed positioning, meaning, and distributional patterns” 

(Ariel 2008: 2). At his level patterns also become expected sets of grammar that are used 

in a specific genre and account for the conventional regularities dictated by a 

communicative purpose under specific circumstances (Iwasaki 2015: 161, Matsumoto 

2021: 116).   If is of primary importance  to determine and analyse the patterns in question 

since grammar is fundamentally shaped by discourse that underlies grammaticisation 

(Ariel 2008: 169). Such a frame of reference means adopting an anthropological and 

linguistic stance on communication. Since the scope and scale of communication are so 

great, one captures only the concepts that are fit for purpose. It is the author’s opinion 

that, in order to study communicative behaviour, it is not enough to understand language 

as an autonomous entity devoid of its cultural elements. The concept of language, if 

established independently of the situation in which it operates, is completely useless. It is 

precisely the dynamic context of interaction between speakers and communities that 

provides us with clues to understanding communication. Such a dynamic context is built 

of regular patterns of:   

 

[s]ocial organization, role–relationships, values and beliefs, and other 

shared patterns of knowledge and behaviour which are transmitted from 
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generation to generation in the process of socialization/enculturation 

(Saville–Troike [1982] 2003: 7). 

 

With respect to this, we can observe that communication forms patterns of 

speaking (in the sense of ways of speaking) (Hymes 1972a: 58)  and actions 

through which social actors enact culture (Hymes 1964: 2), which is understood as a 

“[c]omplex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, custom, and any 

other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society” (Tylor [1871] 

1920). 

Another justification for adopting the concept of a pattern in communication is 

that that there is more to communication than cooperation, exchange, transmission of 

information and interaction. Behind communication, there are questions relating to HOW 

the patterns are organised and how they are interrelated with other facets of culture. The 

required term to determine this scope is ethnography of communication  proposed 

by Dell Hymes (1964) in his renowned article Introduction. Toward Ethnographies of 

Communication, which examines many aspects of ethnographic study and “[o]f 

communication in the scope and kind of patterned complexity with which they deal” 

(Hymes 1964: 3). Finally, he concludes that: 

 

[I]t is rather that it is not linguistics, but ethnography– not language, but 

communication– which must provide the frame of reference within which 

the place of language in culture and society is to be describe (Hymes 1964: 

3). 

 

The above appears to be especially important as it presents the relationship of 

language in culture in ethnographic terms. Furthermore, it focuses on the relational 

dependencies of patterns of communicative events that are parts of local contexts of 

situation as well as global contexts, i.e., a community together with its habits.   

As previously stated, the subject matter of this thesis is communication in 

American political discourse. It has the potential to explicate how the culturally situated 

language use of speakers and hearers creates socio–political context. The author’s 

understanding of discourse is based on the definition by Adrianus van Dijk who presents 

a wide view of discourse as related to “[l]anguage, communication, interaction. society, 

and culture” (van Dijk 1997: 1) but also provides another explanation of discourse that 
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enters a domain of social action “[a]ccomplished by language users when they 

communicate with each other in social situations and within society and culture at large” 

(van Dijk 1997: 14). It is to be seen that the role of a social situation, i.e., the context of 

a situation, is also central to discourse viewed as written text (van Dijk 1997: 3, 

Chruszczewski 2011: 205), with “[p]atterns of cohesion tying the elements of the text 

together. But texture involves the text’s relationship with its context” (Eggins 2004: 54). 

Bearing in mind the concept of discourse as a dynamic, socio–cultural phenomenon that 

is inherently communicative (Chruszczewski 2011: 205), it is serviceable to adopt the 

quintessential definition of discourse as:  

 

[a] complex phenomenon conditioned situationally, socially and 

culturally, which individual realisations can be investigated in the forms 

of existing texts, can also be considered as language practice. trans. 

M.S.]1  

 

Based on these assumptions, the textual dimension of discourse seems crucial with 

respect to understanding language, communication, and political discourse. 

 

0.2. The research perspective 

 

The research perspective of this thesis lies within the scope of anthropological linguistics 

(Fedorak 2007, Danesi 2004, Foley 1997) which is to be regarded as the main direction 

of the analysis. Research on communication in American political discourse, which is the 

object of focus in this dissertation, involves a multi–faceted investigation that entails 

elements of analysis drawn from the disciplines of linguistics, text linguistics, discourse 

analysis and the ethnography of communication. Various examples of Donald Trump’s 

communication in his 2020 presidential campaign necessitate analysis according to these 

aspects. 

The first element to be examined is linguistics,  since a study of Trump’s 

language should consider what methods he uses to connect with his audience. The study 

of the language surrounding Donald Trump’s campaign considers the roles and identities 

                                                 
1[D]yskurs, będąc złożonym zjawiskiem uwarunkowanym sytuacyjnie, społecznie i kulturowo, którego 

jednostkowe realizacje można badać w postaci powstających tekstów, może być też postrzegany jako 

praktykowanie języka (Lemert and Gillian [1982] 1999: 162, quoted in Chruszczewski 2011: 204). 
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that he takes on as well as the purposes, goals and functions of the language that he uses 

to criticise, persuade, convince, and inform, or a combination thereof. Considerations at 

language level include aspects such as interruptions, repetitions, formality, the type of 

speech acts which predominate, the degree of politeness, facework, etc.  

The second facet to be considered is text l inguistics.  Here the seven 

standards of textuali ty by Robert de Beaugrande and Wolfgang U. Dressler ([1972] 

1981) are employed to determine whether the texts from Donald Trump’s 2020 

presidential campaign can be classified as communicative. The dynamic accounts of (a) 

cohesion, (b) coherence, (c) intentionality, (d) acceptability, (e) informativity, (f) 

situationality, and (g) intertextuality are serviceable enough to discover the existing 

regularities and patterns that offer productive, realistic and practical answers to the 

pressing question of what the role of these texts is in political communication. 

The analysis also considers elements of discourse analysis . At this level, 

Donald Trump’s public discourse is analysed and some of the prevalent discourse–

markers that build the style of his political persona are considered. Rhetorical situation is 

another pattern within the discursive framework that is considered. It is important to point 

out that persuasion appeals to logos, ethos, pathos and kairos and the degree to which 

these modes of proof are achieved. An analysis of rhetorical style is essential to 

complement the study of language and identity. It deals with the salient features of 

argumentative speech that serve as a compass in determining Donald Trump’s general 

oratorical skill and knowledge.  

Most importantly, anthropological linguistics , ethnography of 

communication and the fourth communicative–discursive paradigm 

established by Piotr P. Chruszczewski (2011) have been centrings of my analysis. Donald 

Trump’s speeches can be used as grounds for determining the patterns and structures of 

his behaviour as homo politicus. Taking this view enables an analysis of how the observed 

relationship between language and culture as present at the microlevel of political 

speeches affects and shapes the macrolevel of a political system. 

The analysis of the research material from Donald Trump’s texts on the 

coronavirus pandemic from the 2020 election season is based on two perspectives: the 

ethnography of communication  as interpreted by Dell Hymes and his SPEAKING 

Grid analytics tool (Hymes 1974), consisting of Setting/Scene, Participants,  Ends, 

Act sequence, Key,  Instrumentalities, Norms, Genre and textlinguistics  
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along with the seven standards of textuality by Robert de Beaugrande and Wolfgang 

U. Dressler ([1972] 1981). The combination of the two vistas resulted in a unified model 

– a research tool, called the Anthropolinguistic Model of Communication (henceforth 

AMC), that presents a synergetic relationship between situation and text which is 

established within the anthropological concepts of situation, society, and culture.   
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0.3. The research material of the study and the criteria for analysis 

  

The research material chosen for analysis consists of texts from Donald Trump’s 2020 

presidential campaign on the coronavirus pandemic. The choice of criteria for the analysis 

has been dictated by the current socio–economic situation during this time of pandemic, 

and interest in the ways in which political identity is created.   

The research examines the language of Donald Trump in his 2020 presidential 

campaign, one of the most controversial, rhetorically unconventional, and infamous 

candidates for president in the whole of US history (Sclafani 2018: 1). When approaching 

the audience in his 2020 election campaign, the presidential candidate Donald Trump 

presented a style which exhibited the lack of argumentative standards in public discourse 

rather than the skilful practice of rhetorical appeals. Presidential communication had 

never before been so daring. The dynamics of Trump’s language and exaggerated 

behaviour led toward many language practices which were a far cry from the canon of 

rhetorical and persuasive means of communication proposed by Aristotle and his 

followers, who valued the art of public speaking. The effectiveness of Donald Trump’s 

communication resembles a high–speed bullet train that fearlessly gains in speed but lacks 

a braking system. Its effectiveness also has limits. Furthermore, his speechmaking 

patterns and confrontational statements resonate with tactics typical of Harold Lasswell’s 

propaganda model (1948), which is viewed as a cold–blooded strategy directed only at 

achieving the intended effect. Trump’s fearless communication style is manifested in one 

of his short statements: “I could stand in the middle of 5th Avenue and shoot somebody, 

and I wouldn’t lose voters” (January 23, 2016). Donald Trump uses mass media not only 

to communicate his ideas or policies, but also to direct public attacks at individuals.  

The language and communication style of Donald Trump have been widely 

discussed as flouting rhetorical style (e.g., Mayor 2019: 64, Bartolucci 2019: 127, 

Sclafani 2018: 36), especially the proof of logos (logical argumentation) (see McMurry 

2019: 37), and incoherence (e.g., Sclafani 2018: 36, O’Brien 2020: 7). His lack of 

oratorical skills, numerous repetitions, interruptions, and frequent use of the phrases 

believe me, fake news, and by the way, comprise only a handful of salient features (so 

called Trumpisms) that pertain to the idiolect (also dubbed Trumpolect) typical of his 

discourse (Sclafani 2018: 36).  
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Chapter One of the present dissertation reviews the definition of communication. 

It also provides an overview of the models of communication, as well as forms and 

functions of communication.  

Chapter Two examines four linguistic paradigms which assume an 

anthropological, sociolinguistic, and ethnographic approach to language. The main tenet 

of this chapter is the study of language in culture which forms patterns o behaviour that 

can be systematically described and analysed. Furthermore, this chapter identifies some 

political relations as social categories which comprise politics. It also provides a short 

overview of the institution of American presidency and its powers. 

Chapter Three focuses on investigating the concept of discourse which is 

discussed according to the anthropolinguistic approach and emphasises the role of texts 

that are central to any discursive practice. Another objective of this chapter is to present 

the phenomenon of mythologisation of political power and how the concept of political 

myth is created and maintained in American society. 

Chapter Four provides the methodological foundations of the present dissertation. 

It expounds an interdisciplinary approach which has been applied in this 

anthropolinguistic study. This chapter also analyses Donald Trump’s political discourse 

patterns by means of the applied research tool. The advances achieved with this study for 

the field of anthropological linguistics are presented alongside with the limitations and 

future directions.  
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Chapter 1. On the definition of communication 

 

There is nothing permanent except change. 

Heraclitus of Ephesus (535–480 B.C.) 

 

One of the great debates throughout history revolves around the definition and 

investigation of human communication. Ardent advocates favour the view that 

communication is based on biological determinants which result from heredity. In other 

words, we are destined to act in a certain way by means of the cause–and–effect sequence 

of events. This way of thinking sees every activity we take as intrinsically inherent. 

However, such a view would assume a certain degree of fatalism that entails little or no 

control of future actions. On the other hand, libertarians who believe in free will and 

actions that are freely chosen, insist that every human act is voluntary and unrestricted. 

Scholars and scientists have not managed thus far to provide a comprehensive account of 

what communication is, and they only seem to be moving on the periphery of this concept 

(Craig 1999: 119).   

The English word communicate comes from the Latin communicare which 

means to transmit,  to impart , or t o convey. The Latin word communicare is a 

derivative of the word communis which means common, universal, of or for the 

community or public . The most renowned model of communication is Aristotle’s 

Model of Communication (Aristotle [384–322 B.C.] 1983, Aristotle ([348–322 B.C.] 

1926) which is broken down into five main elements: Speaker, Speech, Occasion, 

Audience, and Effect. The model operates within the three persuasion modes of ethos, 

logos, and pathos. The classic distinctions of this model seem to have a common 

denominator. The meanings of these concepts focus on human interaction centred around 

creating communities of interpreters who share some common knowledge of the world, 

that is, culture.  

As long as one does not attempt to define communication in terms of an 

existing/non–existing phenomenon2, or a top–down or bottom–approach to using 

                                                 
2 This view is supported by the anthropologist Lévi Strauss ([1958] 1963) who stated that “[t]he existence 

of, or lack of, communication can never be defined in an absolute manner” (Lévi Strauss [1958] 1963: 276). 
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language, or take a bird’s eye view of the communication field, we have a chance to grasp 

the meaning of human communication. A good starting point for defining communication 

is viewing it as a practical discipline. Specifically, what it implies is that theories of 

communication are situated within the historical and cultural frames as well as they refer 

to a reflexive nature of language. Therefore, communication influences society and, at 

the same time, draws from it. Reflexivity of language is an under–researched concept 

which has been viewed as an obvious metalinguistic resource (Duncker 2019: 3). Nothing 

could be further from the truth. It is the feature of language that is distinct from other 

types of communication (Duncker 2019: 2). It focuses on the aboutness  of linguistic 

experience. It is through acknowledging the property of reflexivity that we get to the core 

meaning of communication. According to Dorthe Duncker (2019), reflexivity:  

 

[d]erives from the human capacity for reflecting on experience and 

applies to all kinds of experience, not only linguistic experience, but, 

when reflexivity is expressed, it is articulated verbally, irrespective of the 

kind of experience concerned (Duncker 2019: 2). 

 

 

Language is the means for expressing reflexivity which is temporal and transient, 

instantaneous and based on authentic communication in an unmediated contact with other 

people. The hands–on approach to communication theory makes it possible to establish 

some fields of activity and patterns of its occurrence systematically and thoughtfully.  

For this reason, communication ought to be studied in a multi–disciplinary way 

(Craig 1999: 121) which entails drawing from an amalgam of works in e.g., anthropology, 

linguistics, literature, sociology and psychology. However, to avoid unnecessary 

confusion and to give a clear structure to a well–thought–out work, it is necessary to 

divide the analysis of the concept of human communication into some comprehensive 

frameworks. The three (main) contexts that can be seen as crucially building, developing, 

and mapping the territory of communication theory are the following: (1) communication 

as exchange (de Saussure [1916] 2011, Jakobson [1958] 1960), (2) communication as 

transmission (Dewey 1916, Lasswell 1948, Shannon 1948), and (3) communication as 

interaction (Cooley 1902, 1909; Merten 1977, Mead 1934, Goffman 1956, 1967, 1983). 

The scope and scale of these aspects has been dictated by the urge to demarcate some 

boundaries or fields of activity that, if recognised, specified and characterised, may help 

to solve the puzzle of how to define communication. The theories and definitions are 
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maps of a reality which is still to be discovered. Despite the objective facts,  there are 

still domains of subjective views that will always give manifold interpretations and 

perspectives on communication theories. The following sections set the scene for 

presenting some predominant approaches and definitions of communication which help 

understand human communication, which is directly linked to the context of the situation 

(Halliday [1985] 1989: 70). The issue of communication as information exchange will 

now be discussed in more detail.  

1.1. Communication as information exchange 

The process of exchange in communication is based on the substitution of one thing with 

another. The idea of communication as exchange was firmly established by Ferdinand de 

Saussure, Charles Pierce, and Roman Jakobson and deals with the generation and 

exchange of information and its meanings. Human communication is an act of imparting 

messages, ideas, thoughts, feelings, moods, opinions, and even memories or dreams. In 

the most general sense, we may think about communication as the exchange of 

information whatever shape and size it takes.  
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1.1.1. Ferdinand de Saussure’s semiotic model of communication 

Ferdinand de Saussure was a Swiss semiotician, one of the founding fathers of 20th 

century linguistics, whose ideas have been followed and expanded by many linguists. 

Although his seminal work Course in General Linguistics [Cours de Linguistique 

Générale] ([1916] 2011), published posthumously in 1916, has been considered 

innovative in its explanation of linguistic phenomena, it is rather a comprehensive 

compendium of knowledge initiated by Greek philosophers such as Plato and Aristotle. 

The Saussurean claim that “[l]inguistic signs are no abstractions (…) linguistic sign is 

tangible; it is possible to reduce them to conventional written symbols” (de Saussure 

[1916] 2011: 15) is a historical fact mentioned in ancient Greece by Aristotle ([348–322 

B.C.] 2001: 36) who noticed that “[i]t is impossible to understand speech if one does not 

know syllables, or understand the syllables, if he does not know letters” trans. M.S.].  

 For the sake of brevity, the model presented below is the point of departure for 

the further analysis of the linguistics of speaking (parole) which reflects communication. 

This model could be a vivid description of a dialogic conversation for many reasons. It 

clearly states the objects of the study, and it demonstrates how the stages of the speech 

circuit  model work perfectly together, especially in terms of the distribution of the 

physical and physiological elements of the circuit. In other words, it is a useful model of 

how a message is produced and travels to reach its destination. De Saussure’s semiotic, 

or semiological , as he preferred to call it, model of communication is based on the 

notion of a bilateral sign which consists of the signifier (a linguistic form) and the 

signified (the meaning of the form). De Saussure was very lucid in his explanations of 

these concepts and emphasised that the process of signification is in constant flux and is 

shaped by human speech (langage) which describes reality. 

He proposes the notion of a speech circuit  created by a collectivity (de Saussure 

[1916] 2011: 11), which refers to the dyadic or dialogic act that requires the presence of 

at least two people. De Saussure presents five Facts of Speech  that construe 

communication within the speech circuit: (a) mental facts (concepts) are representations 

of the linguistic sounds (sound–images), (b) a given concept opens up the analogous 

sound–image in A’s brain which is a: 
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[p]sychological phenomenon, (c) it is followed by a “[p]hysiological 

process of the transmission of an impulse to the brain; the impulse that 

corresponds to the image travels to the organs producing sounds of A, (d) 

the A’s speech organs produce the sound to B’s ear, (e) “the circuit 

continues in B, but the order is reversed. The act of verbal communication 

consists of the following counterparts: the physical (the vibrations of the 

sounds, the psychological (concepts and word–images), the physiological 

(phonation and audition), the active/passive (elements that are produced 

by the speaker and elements that “[g]o from the ear of the listener to his 

associative centre” (de Saussure [1916] 2011: 12–13). 

 

Figure 1. Ferdinand de Saussure’s ([1916] 2011) model of a speech circuit. 

 

One of the drawbacks of the mechanistic Saussurean system of communication 

is the omission of some extraneous factors which can impinge on successful 

communication. The mechanistic or materialistic view of human speech assumes that the 

variability of human conduct is due to its complex system consisting of cause–and–effect 

sequences like those we observe in physics or chemistry (Bloomfield 1933: 33). However, 

what has not been depicted in this two–direction model are contextual or environmental 

phenomena which can distort the transmitted signal. We cannot foresee if a certain signal 

will make a person speak, and we are unable to predict what a person will say. A case in 

point is the clash of two cultures (the contextual cue) when the speakers engaged in a 

communicative event exchange information without regard to the cultural embedding of 

the hearer. The plan to communicate the message effectively goes up in flames right at 

the very start at point (a) where mental facts (concepts) that are representations of the 

linguistic sounds (sound–images) are triggers of the speech circuit. The mental facts can 

be wrongly constructed in the minds of the speakers due to an inability or lack of 

knowledge that disregards cultural differences. What one wants to communicate needs to 

be compatible with extraneous factors of different kinds so the mechanistic process of 

concepts which appear universally in peoples’ minds simply does not work.  
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Another dubious claim that we learn from de Saussure is that “[l]anguage is 

necessary if speaking is to be intelligible and produce all its effects; but speaking is 

necessary for the establishment of language” (de Saussure [1916] 2011: 18). That would 

imply that speaking (verbal realisation) is necessary for the establishment of nonverbal 

language which is thought to be a false assumption. According to Bloomfield (1933), 

“[g]estures accompany all speech; in kind and in amount” (Bloomfield 1933: 39).   

Following this line of reasoning, every communication act is manifested by gestures, to 

a greater or lesser extent. Nonverbal communication is acknowledged as consisting of 

highly developed systems of ordinary gestures or symbolic gestures which have 

conventionalised meanings (e.g., sign language), not to mention eye contact, posture or 

artifacts, also known as objectics, which is the study of clothing or other objects as a 

means of non–verbal communication. Although the Saussurean model is probably here 

to stay since it has acquired by prescription its right to be applied, it would be advisable 

that a wider understanding of the model is offered if it is to be accepted by linguists for 

years to come. Last but not least, the notion of language is presented by de Saussure in a 

twofold way which is quite confusing. On the one hand, language “[i]s not complete in 

any speaker; it exists perfectly only within the collectivity” (de Saussure [1916] 2011: 

14). On the other hand, it “[u]nlike speaking, is something that we can study separately” 

(de Saussure [1916] 2011: 14).  

These statements make little sense from the componential perspective, strongly 

favoured by Noam Chomsky in particular and his followers from all schools of 

generative–transformational grammar. Undoubtedly, problems of language are easier to 

solve by means of modular  solutions which parse elements, look for dominant 

components and classify them. This structural and controllable way of defining objects 

that exist within the delimited domains is easy and safe to follow, especially when 

theorizing deeply. There are, however, two questions that are left unanswered: (1) Why 

is the problem of language in a situational context (speaking) not addressed by de 

Saussure, using the methods of a componential analysis, in the structuralist vein? If 

linguistic signs are tangible, they are not abstractions, therefore the boundaries of 

language can be marked off within the speech data. (2) Why can this modular nature of 

language not be explained in reference to speaking? What the Saussurean model intends 

to impart is the randomness, indeterminacy, and arbitrariness of language as a system 

of signs which clash with the individual, wilful and intellectual act of speaking. Perhaps 
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a less clumsy way of looking at this linguistic phenomenon is presented by Witold 

Mańczak who favours the idea of a more practical approach to language and presents his 

view in the following way: 

 

 

[L]inguists, by all means, do not deal with an analysis of some non–

material, abstract system of signs, but they truly ponder on the meaning 

of material texts, which fill the library shelves. trans. M.S.] 3 

 

Another de Saussure’s conception of language as a system of signs has mainly 

been established around the abstractness of the sign system and its impracticality 

(Mańczak 1996: 22). In fact, Witold Mańczak points out that the theories that linguists 

draw upon do not translate into what linguists actually do for a living, which is leafing 

through the pages of texts and analysing language that is spoken or written. 

On the whole, de Saussure’s semiotic model of communication rests entirely on 

the systematic structural framework of how language is produced by human speech. It 

provides a lucid explanation of how the physical and physiological elements of the speech 

circuit model work together so that the message is produced as reaches its destination. 

However, as much as this model logically explicates the stages of communicating a 

message, it is hampered by a lack of contextual or environmental vista which can impact 

the transmitted signal. Such a mechanistic view of communication, which disregards 

extraneous factors that can impinge on successful communication, can neither be 

regarded as flawless nor a fully reliable model of communication. The logic and 

determinacy of the elements presented in de Saussure’s model are in fact to some degree 

an abstraction from communication. What should be given more consideration in an 

analysis of the communication process is not an abstract system of signs but rather an 

amalgam of physiological, psychological, contextual, and environmental elements that 

are co–dependent. In the following section, there is a discussion of Roman Jakobson’s 

model of the communication process which highlights how the role of context 

dynamically shapes the process of communication.  

  

                                                 
3 [L]ingwiści bynajmniej nie zajmują się badaniem jakiegoś niematerialnego, abstrakcyjnego „systemu 

znaków”, ale całkiem po prostu ślęczą nad tekstami, które mając charakter jak najbardziej  materialny 

wypełniają półki bibliotek”  (Mańczak 1996: 22). 
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1.1.2. Roman Jakobson’s model of the communication process 

Taking a wider perspective than de Saussure’s semiotic model of communication, another 

way of presenting how face–to–face communication works is the linguistic model of 

interpersonal communication outlined by Roman Jakobson ([1958] 1960). Ferdinand de 

Saussure’s model orientates towards the mechanical exchange of information without 

focusing on the codes and socio–situational dimension. However, in Roman Jakobson’s 

model, it is possible to discern the role of context which is fundamental within the 

dynamic process of communication. 

In placing the role of the decoder and encoder as one of the constitutive parts of 

the models of both de Saussure and Jakobson, Teun Adrianus van Dijk discusses the value 

of subjectivity that underlies context emergence. He has remarked that “[c]ontexts as 

experiences of (communicative) events are subjective and embedded in a set of 

autobiographical representations in episodic memory” (van Dijk 2009: 249). Individual 

context(s), being a subjective definition of the situation, mirror what Jakobson means by 

the separation of the decoder and encoder who view the same situation in different ways 

based on the disparate processes of encoding and decoding a message.  

  Jakobson’s model presents a different and broader methodology which 

encompasses the six constitutive factors that determine the different functions of 

language: (a) the addresser (encoder) who sends a message to (b) the addressee (decoder), 

(c) the context of transmission which is either verbal or can be verbalised, or a situation 

that is referred to, (d) a common code (in the broadest terms it applies to language) that 

is shared between the encoder and decoder of the message, (e) contact, i.e., the connection 

between interlocutors, be it physical or psychological (the channel), which maintains a 

conversation – making contact is a prerequisite to understanding the code, and (f) the 

message that is delivered through contact. The aggregate of the six factors enables the 

communicative effect. The role of the message is quintessential as it unites the sender and 

receiver who make contact with the utterance by means of their own code within a specific 

context. Yet, the message is not the meaning – this comes last in the chain of events within 

a human communicative act.  

Jakobson views communication as a process of systematic and relational language 

functions. The role of communication as a process has been also forcefully advocated by 

Louis Hjelmslev, the inventor of formal linguistics whose theory of language as arising 
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from a mathematical relationship between meaning and form has made great import in 

structural grammar and semantics. He notes that if communication is to be understood as 

a process, it ought to be recognised as a system of limited number of premises (Hjelmslev 

[1943] 1969: 9). Jakobson emphasises that language is a system which comprises the 

“[i]nterconnected subcodes; each language encompasses several concurrent patterns 

which are each characterized by a different function” (Jakobson [1958] 1960: 352). The 

functions of communication presented by Jakobson are shortly characterized in section 

1.4.5 of my thesis. On this structural view, the systematic and relational aspects of 

Jakobson’s model can be distinguished. The relationships that enter the six factors model 

are characterized by interdependent relations in which one element presupposes another. 

In the general sense, context determines the communicative effectiveness. The conveyed 

message requires a context referred to and this forms a unilateral relation which is viewed 

as a determination (Hjelmslev [1943] 1969: 24). Code is in an interdependent relation to 

the addresser and the addressee, as the code needs to be commonly and mutually 

understood. The status of the code as informative presupposes its actual decoding process. 

Effective communication relies on mutually interdependent relations resembling phatic 

communion to maintain communication. This dependency is realised through contact.  

Another aspect of Jakobson’s model which exists side by side with the systematic 

and structural framework of communication elements is a communicative process of 

constant change. Whereas the watertight relations of the former line of thought mainly 

present Jakobson’s model of communication as a fixed structure, another aspect to be 

considered is the communication process as characterised by change, modality, 

continuous flow, and opaque boundaries which create the form of a text4. In this way, a 

text (e.g., literary or sacred text in spoken form) creates a kind of mini scenario for 

expressing the spontaneity and agility of language, and presenting rich patterns of 

semantic and grammatical variation, that changes in its environment. The text is created 

and recreated by means of the six factors from the model, therefore producing meaning 

is a process, not just the end–product. Undoubtedly, it is possible to account for the 

uniformity of the dependencies within the parts of the whole (e.g., grammar and lexical 

structures). The textual process can be partitioned. However, these partitions do not 

                                                 
4 The text is understood here as “[l]anguage that is functional. By functional, we simply mean language that 

is doing some job in some context. (…) So any instance of living language that is playing some part in a 

context of situation, we shall call a text. It may be either spoken or written, or indeed in any other medium 

of expression that we like to think of” (Halliday [1985] 1989: 10).  
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exhaust the analysis of the text because some other dependencies are formed and can be 

registered through other partitions from other components of the analysis. Such a 

development may be observed as a unique factor that determines, in the long run, the 

dependencies of the parts within the whole (the text) but also dependencies between the 

whole and other wholes (Hjelmslev [1943] 1969: 28). This complementarity and 

inclusiveness of the wholes (as texts) implies intertextuality as a relation of a text within 

the text. Discussion of the six factors which form a model of communication as a process 

can lead to the assumption that Jakobson’s model refers to the communication of 

information sensu stricto. Although Jakobson does not explicitly state what accounts for 

the detailed characterisation of a message, he explains that it is directly linked to the 

poetic function which largely promotes the palpability of signs (Jakobson [1958] 1960: 

356). Communication understood as a practice of human conduct is centred around the 

code (language) produced by an addresser who establishes contact (for a context). As 

much as the concept of contact is explanatory in Jakobson’s model, at the same time it 

can be oversimplified. This part of the model does not sufficiently exhaust all the 

possibilities of a communicative situation. According to Jakobson, a contact is “[a] 

physical channel and psychological connection between the addresser and the addressee, 

enabling both of them to enter and stay in communication” (Jakobson [1958] 1960: 353). 

There is also a question about the situationality of a given communicative act. Is 

contact always achieved by the tangible channel of here and now and the psychological 

properties of the participants? In the author’s view, it lacks the dimension of involvement 

which is manifested by the readiness to engage in communication before the actual factors 

that predispose the participants to communicate occur. While Goffman ([1967] 1982) for 

example, does not mention the word contact in this connection, he does indicate the 

existence of involvement as follows: 

 

The class of events which occurs during co–presence and by virtue of co–

presence. The ultimate behavioural materials are the glances, gestures, 

positionings, and verbal statements that people continuously feed into the 

situation whether intended, or not. These are external signs of orientation 

and involvement– states of mind and body not ordinarily examined with 

respect to their social organisation (Goffman [1967] 1982: 1). 

 

 

The class of events mentioned by Goffman represents the type of relationship 

between the decoder and encoder, which enables them to start contact. Among key 
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principles for empowering these relations are (1) maintaining the expressive and symbolic 

function (Bühler 1934) of a communicative act determined by some specific cultural 

conventions (Bańczerowski et al. 1982: 40), which lie at the centre of a communicative 

competence, and (2) maintaining phatic function (Jakobson [1958] 1960), which strives 

to maintain contact. Such events empower people to take on the role of social actors in 

their daily experiences.   

Now, if de Saussure’s structural model of communication is compared with 

Jakobson’s linguistic model of interpersonal communication, one cannot but marvel at 

the gap between the two. Roman Jakobson highlights that decoder and encoder (Jakobson 

1989: 147) view the same situation in different ways based on the disparate processes of 

encoding and decoding a message. On the other hand, de Saussure favours a rather 

universal way of communicating. By introducing some constitutive elements of 

Jakobson’s model such as the context, the code and the contact, it can then be observed 

that communication is a highly processual phenomenon with no clear–cut boundaries, 

and these boundaries are only delineated by patterns of semantic and grammatical 

variation, which changes in its environment. Thus, we can talk about the context of a 

situation as a common orienting feature for communicating a message. 

In the following, a different view of communication, i.e., communication as 

transmission, will be taken.  An informational  approach to communication has 

been chosen as it explicates the role of a message as a simple, general and quantifiable 

concept. However, the informational  approach to communication as transmission is 

not only an approximation. John Dewey views communication as transactions within 

personal and environmental joint interests that stem from a give–and–take relation. In this 

framework, communication is central to transmission through which society shares a 

social environment of ideals, expectations and opinions, and continues to exist. 
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1.2. Communication as transmission 

Although the word transmission is a word that describes the process of transmitting or 

relocating something or the state of being transmitted, it basically refers to unilaterality 

and continuity of action. John Dewey (1859–1952), who has been one of the most 

prominent figures in the canon of Western philosophy emphasises that questions about 

the communication process are not to be found in the world itself, but need to be 

unravelled in human practice. It is through adjustment to the circumstances in each 

environment that we can find the key to the ways and means of communication.   

1.2.1. John Dewey 

John Dewey represented the first generation of American sociologists and was a 

renowned pioneer of research into social thought. As a proponent of functional 

psychology who opposed the structural perspective, he viewed a man in terms of 

interactional order. According to Dewey, man follows the norms and regulations within 

society in order to attain societal synergy as well as to improve his life conditions. Similar 

to William James, considered the founding father of functional psychology, Dewey found 

it difficult to adhere to a structuralist, subjective introspection, trial–and–error methods 

of experimental thought, and the belief that the mind can be dissected into separate 

elements (the idea also criticised by the Gestalt school of psychology). Moreover, he was 

an apparent critic of Cartesian dualism of body and mind and postulated that human acts 

are both mental and physical and cannot be treated in isolation. John Dewey’s (1916) 

definition of society is concisely conceptualized in his work Democracy and Education, 

which criticises Platonian and Rousseauian democratic philosophy as overemphasising 

the role of society and the individual. Dewey puts forward the following definition, which 

centres around the communal process of mind formation in which society and its members 

remain in reciprocal interdependence. According to Dewey,  

 

[s]ociety exists through a process of transmission quite as much as 

biological life. This transmission occurs by means of communication of 

habits of doing, thinking, and feeling, from the older to the younger. 

Without this communication of ideals, hopes, expectations, standards, 
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opinions, from those members of society who are passing out of the group 

life to those who are coming into it, social life could not survive (Dewey 

1916: 3). 

 

Communication is the source of society through which common good can be 

realised. Certainly, it is not the physical property of an individual. Moreover, it can neither 

be passed down to other generations, nor divided like a piece of cake. It needs to be earned 

by the hard work of sharing or communicating beliefs, knowledge and aspirations, etc.  

The enactment of communication, as Dewey posits, is primarily an association. 

The elements of human interaction resemble immediate relations to other phenomena in 

the world. Just like atoms constitute larger wholes, communication is an organic 

behaviour structured around basic impulses that are, for the most part, communicative 

and expressive. Language is fundamentally eventful and does not exist solely in the minds 

of interlocutors. Nonverbal communication such as the signalling acts of a baby crying 

or facial expressions communicate messages that are relevant for both the producer and 

the observer of these acts. It is a form of transaction, the exchange of interests, regulated 

by reciprocal understanding and partnership.  

Dewey observes that adjustment is the final aim of every activity. The golden rule 

of attaining adjustment is unity and variety. Adjustment can be seen as a tool for seeking 

common ground and active participation in conforming to elements which constitute the 

activity. This is a truly collaborative and collective act of co–participation in looking for 

the common goal. Relations resemble machinery whose parts cooperatively work 

together and “[i]f they were all cognizant of the common end and all interested in it so 

that they regulated their specific activity in view of it, then they would form a community” 

(Dewey 1916: 5). The idea of association equals another concept, that of social 

environment. If the activities are accepted by others, they are perceived to be realisations 

of the associative network.  

Dewey’s philosophy of communication posits that events are transactions within 

personal and environmental joint interests, in which exist a give–and–take relation 

reinforced by genuine eagerness to engage, rather than only make a good impression. In 

this framework, communication is central to action, and it is by means of communication 

and through transmission that society continues to exist and pass on information from one 

generation to the next.  
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Another, slightly different approach to communication as transmission, but still 

presenting the transactional or transmitting role of messages, is Harold Lasswell’s model 

of political communication. In fact, it explicates in closer detail the conditions and 

principles that are synonymous with elements relating to transmission, i.e., outcome, or 

effect, analysis, channel, and the message. For this reason, it will be discussed below in 

some detail.  

1.2.2. Harold Lasswell’ s model of communication 

Political science owes a great deal to Harold Lasswell (1902–1978), a political theorist 

who is recognised for his model of communication and for being the founding father of 

political psychology (Ascher and Hirschfelder–Ascher 2005: 10). He was also a pioneer 

in introducing the idea of political behaviour as stemming from the study of 

psychoanalysis. His ideas presented in the seminal article The Structure and Functions of 

Communication in Society (1948) have created a structure that explicates the process of 

communication. This structure is based on specific questions which concentrate upon 

different types of analysis: Who, Says What, In Which Channel, To Whom, With What 

Effect (Lasswell 1948: 37).   

The model breaks down into (a) the study of the Who: the communicator analyses 

the factors which play a crucial role in initiating and guiding the act of communication, 

and here we speak of control analysis;  (b) the study of Says What is part of content 

analysis; (c) In Which Channel involves analysis of media, press, radio and other channels 

of communications; (d) To Whom is study of the person reached by the media, which is 

known as audience analysis ; (e) With What Effect considers the impact on the 

audience or effect analysis  (Lasswell 1948: 37). An interpretation of Lasswell’s model 

of communication is presented below. 



31 

 

 

Figure 2. Lasswell's (1948: 37) model of persuasive communication (author’s interpretation). 

 

The model does not focus on breaking up the communicative act into its variables 

but views the act of speaking as a whole which has an impact on the entire social process 

(Lasswell 1948: 38). The primary functions of communication that Lasswell distinguishes 

are: (1) surveillance of the environment, (2) correlation of parts of society in response to 

the environment, and (3) transmission of social heritage from one generation to the next 

(Lasswell 1948: 38). His model of persuasive communication harks back to Aristotle’s 

triad of the sender (speaker), the content (message), and the receiver (the listener). 

Lasswell’s model is persuasive as its main assumptions do not lead directly to effects, 

although the final outcome is the genuine purpose of this model. The initial stage involves 

addressing and influencing the audience and the whole of society through different 

channels, with the focus on the final effect that the communicator initially assumed. This 

way of organising constituents may be considered twofold in functionalist terms. The 

effect in Lasswell’s terms is a state, of whatever sort, that should always be causally 

related. Communication functions as a strategy that can be explained as a working system 

with the effect determining its constituents.   
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In reading another work by Lasswell ([1935] 1960), The Psychopathology and 

Politics, one’s attention is redirected to another aspect of human communication, which 

is political behaviour conditioned by personality. The propaganda model of 

communication is viewed as a cold–blooded strategy directed only at achieving the 

intended effect. Interestingly, two types of communicative function intersect in this 

model. On the one hand, there are behavioristic impulses and desires, which stem from 

human nature and produce destructive behaviour such as violence or terror. On the other 

hand, there is a public life which creates ritual actions relating to face and emotion 

manipulation, struggle for power, motivations, and attitudes. All of them are patterned 

forms of behaviour that are typical for some aspects of political communication and homo 

politicus in particular. 

As we see from the description of the model above, communication operates under 

variables which amass to create the final outcome. Communication is viewed here as a 

strategic action that creates a system of determining constituents. Another aspect to 

consider in Lasswell’s model has been political communication viewed as a form of 

persuasion (Moir 2013: 223). To take this analysis a step further, another aspect of human 

communication shall be considered, i.e., the propaganda model of 

communication.  In addition to the persuasive model of communication, a manipulative 

perspective entails performance of homo politicus – an individual who uses various means 

to satisfy the communicative ends. 
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1.2.2.1. Homo politicus and communication 

The publication of Harold Lasswell’s ([1935] 1960) path–breaking book 

Psychopathology and Politics has significantly contributed to the political study of 

patterns in leadership. It is a mine of information about the psyche of man and his relation 

to politics and communication. He introduces the term homo politicus or the profile of a 

political man (Ascher and Hirschfelder–Ascher 2005: 25) representing the individual 

who is predominantly controlled by his thirst for power. This principal value which 

impacts actions may result in exerting pressure on others in order to accomplish goals. 

Such a point of view leads us along a trail of breadcrumbs to see what the roles are that 

an individual plays in political communication, and how political behaviour imparts 

meaning within the process of communication. 

A politician may use various means to get his point across to his advantage. It may 

be through negotiation and diplomacy, but also through violence and terror. However, 

Lasswell’s perspective brings another dimension to the foreground. He argues that it is 

not enough to see the process in terms of desire–method–success , but that the 

defining element of any action is the final outcome. This conduct recalls Machiavelli’s 

rule that The end justifies the means5 (Machiavelli [1513] 2008: 273). In this sense, 

political behaviour focusing on the desired goal, which should be achieved at any cost, 

stands in strong opposition to ethics which put human welfare first. 

Lasswell offers three types of political roles: the administrator, the theorist, and 

the agitator. They have variously presented values, needs, and developmental histories 

based on their childhood experience (following the principles of Freudian 

psychoanalysis6). The agitator is the character totally imbued with emotional relevance. 

                                                 
5 Niccolò Machiavelli ([1513] 2008), in part of his renowned work The Prince, explains his rule of the end 

justifying the means. Chapter 17 of The Prince entitled Concerning Ruthlessness and Compassion: 

Whether It Is Better To Be Loved Than Feared, or Feared Than Loved presents the line of Machiavelli’s 

reasoning very clearly: “Nevertheless a prince should make himself feared in such a way that, if he does 

not gain love, he does avoid hatred: being feared and not being hated are sentiments that readily go together. 

This situation will always obtain when the prince keeps his hands off the property of his subjects and 

citizens–and from their women. Yet, if he does need to take someone's life, let him take it when there is 

suitable justification and evident reason” (Machiavelli [1513] 2008: 273).  
6 Harold D. Lasswell ([1935] 1960) in Psychopathology and Politics has presented the psychoanalytic study 

of a politician which is integrated with Freudian theory of psychoanalysis. In his article The Triple–Appeal 

Principle: A Contribution of Psychoanalysis to Political and Social Science (1932), Lasswell gives reasons 

for the use of psychoanalysis in political analysis. He states that “[p]sychoanalysis makes three divisions 

of the personality: the id– including biological needs; the superego– the socially acquired inhibitions; and 

the ego– the testing of reality. The id may be said to correspond with impulse, the superego with conscience, 
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He has a grip on the public’s emotional response exclusively and is a strong believer in 

mass appeals. Another characteristic is a high level of suspicion, particularly with 

situations that are not favourable to him. Lasswell ([1935] 1960: 78) describes that “[t]he 

agitator easily infers that he who disagrees with him is in communion with the devil, and 

that opponents show bad faith or timidity.” Furthermore, “[t]he agitator sees ‘unworthy’ 

motives where others see the just claims of friendship” (Lasswell [1935] 1960: 79). The 

integration of Freudian theory with political science produces Lasswell’s core argument: 

the political personality. He argues that the development of personality has roots in the 

childhood when, essentially, the human ego is constructed. The correlation between 

personal experiences and public life is basically a struggle for power. It was Harold 

Lasswell (1951: 173) who explained that “[p]olitical movements, then, derive their 

vitality from the displacement of private affects upon public objects, and political crises 

are complicated by the concurrent reactivation of specific primitive motives.” He places 

emphasis on psychological motivations which are transferred to a political domain. 

The focus on homo politicus in the above section is the thread that weaves the 

fabric of the political communication as propaganda model, which is discussed in the 

following section. Motives, desires, goals, attitudes, personal experiences, and emotional 

responses are the building blocks of Lasswell’s propaganda theory which exhibits a 

stimulus–response process analysed in behaviouristic terms. 

  

                                                 
and the ego with reason. These three divisions function in special ways in person–to–person relationships, 

in the role and meaning of institutions, and in person–to–occasion relationships. (…) This partite principle 

(…) is particularly promising when applied to the problem of social dynamics” (Lasswell 1932: 523). 
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1.2.2.2. Lasswell’s communication as propaganda model  

The dynamics of Freudian theory leave their marks on Lasswell’s teaching, which 

exposes behaviouristic and Freudian approaches working together to present the 

vulnerable nature of a man who, in the face of media disinformation, acts irrationally. 

The manipulative and forging role of propaganda strategically impacts democracy and 

facilitates conflicts within societal relations. Apart from taking control of society, the 

mechanisms of propaganda assist the process of adjustment or adaptation to new ideas 

and operations. 

Communication in the discussed model consists of symbols (e.g., national 

symbols) and signs, and for this reason it takes on a symbolic character. To assimilate 

symbols, certain attitudes need to be created or evoked in citizens. Only then, the 

implementation process may successfully commence. Lasswell’s pentad of 

communicative variables views emotions as powerful rhetorical tools. For this reason, 

emotions are not to be considered as isolated from the system of communication. The 

emotional reaction, so much required in the propaganda process, moulds elementary 

gestures and organism reactions along with human relations in immediate situations. It 

was Lasswell who pointed out that such a transformation is not an overnight process but 

a matter of months or years. Long–term exposure to media propaganda is similar to 

constant dropping which wears away the stone. Attitudes are emotional past experiences, 

created in manifold contextual situations. They can emerge and arouse related feelings, 

or they become reinforced by stronger stimuli. For example, we feel particular emotions 

when we see the flag of our country or listen to our national anthem. The associations and 

past experiences bring back memories and they are the building blocks of a bigger picture, 

a symbol. According to Lasswell (1935: 36), emotional attachment is conjured up as a 

result of satisfying affectionate impulses that are implicitly and intangibly manifested. 

The perception of being emotionally related may be either positive or negative. We 

genuinely become attracted to a familiar objects/people, but on the other hand, we despise 

those who possess qualities disregarded in our own personality. Then, behaviour models 

which run counter to our ideal personality patterns prompt us to produce destructive 

feelings.  

Harold Lasswell’s propaganda theory is nothing but manipulating emotions of 

vulnerable average citizens. He observes that, democracy as much as a unifying force, 
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may also be a stumbling block for social survival. Whereas it has always upheld the law 

and order, in the times of crisis it may not resist conflict and even exacerbate anarchy. 

The people whose life is in jeopardy turn to any forms of consolation and rescue. By the 

same token, the society is becoming prone to even slightest form of propaganda. This is 

only a short way for the conflict escalation. The way society reacts to propaganda is 

characterized by the stimulus–response process which is analysed in behaviouristic terms. 

Theoretical precepts of behaviourism rest on two predominant notions: a pattern of 

behaviour and disposition.  

Harold Lasswell’s model of persuasive communication paves the way for further 

observation in the same vein (see Shannon and Weaver’s model [1949]). In this view, the 

propagandist uses a mixture of stimuli to create an environment which is fertile ground 

for evoking the desired response. Indeed, Lasswell’s propaganda model is firmly based 

on creating a pattern of behaviour that can be automated and devoid of reasonable 

thinking. The dispositional aspect can be definable in term of a condition.  Helen 

Nissenbaum (1986) presents the concept as twofold: the first is the condition which leads 

to another behaviour, a consequence of the primary response. The other scenario is a 

condition as an emotion – an extension of the behavioural response. For example, the 

person who admires someone may flatter him, or those who get angry may feel negative 

emotions such as anger, irritation, or annoyance. The former takes the form of 

intersubjective relations (between people), while the latter is merely a subjective 

experience regarded in terms of physiological and evolutionary aspects.  

These two perspectives are explanatory in a sense that, although they stem from 

the same source, they acknowledge two assumptions: (1) the role of emotions as 

influencing behaviour, and (2) emotions as game changers in the way that dispositions 

and mental states are formed and organised. Harold Lasswell’s communication model 

introduces mechanisms that not only expose emotions as meaningful tools for changing 

the social reality, but more importantly, show how the slow process of conditioning 

emotions, manipulates and manoeuvres the hearer into alternating internal contexts of his 

own personality.  

Paradoxically, Harold Lasswell’s model also shows another side of the 

communication coin. People, once they develop symbolic capacity in their childhood 

years, can spontaneously produce and understand mental and gestural representations of 

the symbols. Such symbolic behaviour becomes automatic and separated from feelings 
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or actions, therefore this type of a communication system is imposed from the outside and 

lacks the interpersonal aspect. Communication as a symbolic behaviour is an extremely 

powerful tool for creating discourse since communication activity both contextualises 

(brings to a context) and is contextualised (it occurs in a context) (Carbaugh 1982: 8). 

Symbols, once adopted by society may become ritualised and automatised. However, 

what triggers a symbol in communication is context. As a result, reception of the 

established symbols may vary depending on the context of the situation and its 

extralinguistic factors (Halliday and Hasan 1976: 21). For instance, the symbolic use of 

the word fire would denote one thing when a happy group of people in a garden shout 

Let’s fire up this barbecue! or, before work, one colleague says Let’s fire up the 

coffeemaker. It is a different story when one hears Fire! Fire! There’s smoke coming from 

the oven!. By treating the act symbolically, the first two communication activities 

prescribe a context as relaxing, but the latter is seen in the context of a threat to life. 

Communication, then, can be regarded as a system of socially shared meanings through 

symbols.  

Manipulation, symbolism and plays on emotions is the point of departure for the 

analysis of the communication as propaganda model. According to Lasswell, the 

communication of political symbols forms specific associations that are means of 

propagandistic manipulation. (Ascher and Hirschfelder–Ascher 2005: 17). They form a 

pattern of behaviour that is based on creating a mixture of stimuli, such as an appeal to 

symbols or emotions. These in turn become ritualised and automatised. They create a 

situation in which symbolic communication brings certain information to the context but 

this is itself also contextualised (already exists in a context). In this connection, the role 

of emotions is paramount as they act as game changers which manipulate the behaviour 

of others. On these grounds, Lasswell’s model of communication as propaganda appeals 

to the rhetorical means of persuasion, pathos in particular. In this vein, communication 

consists of persuading people by manoeuvring their emotions and achieving 

communicative ends. Another model that is subsumed under the perspective of 

communication as transmission is the Shannon–Weaver model of communication. It is 

the most well–known and influential model presenting a linear and one–way transmission 

of information. 
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1.2.3. Shannon–Weaver model of communication 

The effectiveness of communication in the presented model focuses on the reception of 

the intended message. In other words, communication takes place only when the intended 

message gets to the receiver and is well understood. This model bears resemblance to 

Lasswell’s formula and its final effect, which is the focal point of every communicative 

act, but this time it stems from the mathematical realm of logarithmic entities and physical 

counterparts. The collaborative work of the mathematician Claude E. Shannon and the 

sociologist Warren Weaver entitled A Mathematical Theory of Communication (1948) 

(Shannon 1948: 20) resulted in the emergence of the Shannon–Weaver model of 

communication as transmission of a message, often referred to as the mother of all models 

(Hollnagel and Woods 2005: 11). Inspired by the Bell Telephone Laboratories in the US, 

the founders of this model tried to work out the most effective channels of 

communications through which a maximum amount of information could be sent within 

a minimum amount of time. Due to their engineering and mathematical backgrounds, they 

took a practical approach to creating a channel of information that could be testable, 

measurable, and widely applicable.  

According to the model, the source is the prime decision maker and selector of the 

message. The message is changed by the transmitter which converts the message into a 

signal that is sent through the channel to the receiver. The meaning of the message is 

determined by the sender himself. The model also considers an additional factor, i.e., the 

perturbing noise in the channel which introduces errors and that may distort further stages 

of communication. Fred E. Jandt (2018) who has also researched the impact of noise on 

communication, defines it as “[e]xternal, internal or semantic limitations on the 

effectiveness of communication” (Jandt 2018: 1075).  In a typical conversation, this 

model would work in the following way: Speaker A delivers a message to Speaker B 

through the signal in the form of sound waves generated by the organs of speech (the 

vocal system) of the sender (the transmitter). The auditory effect is carried through the 

air (the channel) to B’s ear (the receiver). The role of the receiver is crucial as it is down 

to his ability to decode/receive the message appropriately (it has been received and fully 

understood). In this way, one can assume the effectiveness of the communication act.  

The Shannon–Weaver model of communication also assumes the phenomenon of 

signal reduction which takes place at different stages of the process. Distinct entities 
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of this model have different capacities of information (message) reception. By the same 

token, they are unable to receive the same amount of information at each stage. A case in 

point can be a person who has a limited perceptual ability and is unable to decode the 

message or a radio transmitter which does not operate in poor reception areas. Individual 

systems in this model reduce or select elements that are redundant in putting forward the 

message. According to Shannon (1948), “[t]he actual message is one selected from a set 

of possible messages. The system must be designed to operate for each possible selection” 

(Shannon 1948: 1).   

However, this model presents some limitations to its application in spontaneous 

two–way verbal communication. Firstly, it offers a solution only for a dyadic 

conversation. Secondly, the message received ought to be a mirror interpretation of the 

message sent (along with the sender’s intentions), which is hardly possible due to the 

subjective reception influenced by individual dispositions (e.g., perceptual capacity, 

attitudes, contextual features, and the like). Thirdly, the concept of a message does not 

provide a comprehensive account of what the actual meaning of the message is. It rather 

presents a signal which is a tangible (physical) form of the message. Fourthly, it presents 

only a linear social process that is deprived of context. The uniform interpretation of the 

message that is sent to the receiver is improbable as different communities share 

knowledge of rules and patterns of use which may be unknown or unclear to other speech 

communities (e.g., due to the density of communication (Bloomfield 1933: 46). 

Despite some of the faults of this model, it still plays a profound role in such fields as 

information theory, system theory and cybernetics. A representation of the model is 

presented below. 
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For various reasons, the Shannon–Weaver model of communication can be 

considered the most lucid way of presenting how communication works. It provides a 

clear overview of the determining constituents and their relation to each other. The 

elements that assign extra value to this model are the roles of noise and signal reduction. 

Although the model is not flawless, since it focuses only on linear communication that 

lacks feedback and does not regard context, it certainly has some merit in the way it 

defines the communication process. The essentials of the model are the following: (a) it 

presents communication as a complete process, (b) it implies clarity of a message, 

which is selected and limited so that it communicates a sufficient amount of knowledge, 

(c) it is concise because the message is communicated in limited words, and (d) it is 

selective due to signal reduction and noise interference.  

The next section is devoted to communication as interaction and the present 

section clears the ground for a more interactional view of communication. Having 

explicated communication as information exchange and transmission, taking a more 

interactional approach seems to be a natural extension to the, after all, cooperative facet 

of communication.  

Figure 3. Shannon–Weaver’s (1948: 2) model of communication 
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1.3. Communication as interaction 

Communication as interaction is the core of the symbolic interactionist approach, which 

views physical reality as defined and shaped by social individuals. The frames of the 

physical world are dictated by the social realisation of this reality. Assumptions about the 

world are filtered through the subjectively constructed social frames. They are 

communicated via the communicative process, in which social self is a prerequisite to 

motivation within the unique relationship between the individual and society. Herbert 

Blumer (1969: 2) distinguishes three core principles of the symbolic interactionist 

approach which encompass meaning, language, and thought. 

Blumer’s first premise rests on the assumption that human beings engage in a 

communicative situation with objects (animate and inanimate) based on the created 

meaning that these objects have for them (Blumer 1969: 2). Nevertheless, the creation of 

meaning is not to be misunderstood as emanating from the object itself or arising from 

the coalescence of psychological factors in the individual. Instead, meaning is a social 

product, grown out of the process of interaction between people. The second premise is 

that language plays a crucial role in determining meaning. It is negotiated with other 

people by means of language, which names things. Our ability to designate an object, to 

refer to an action, or describe an abstract idea may not be enough to ascertain a logical 

connection with the referent. Last but not least, the premise of thought deals with the 

process of interpretation (Blumer 1969: 5) which consists of indications that result from 

the process of communication with oneself – an inner unarticulated conversation which 

George Herbert Mead (1934) calls dialogue minding.  

In what follows, different concepts are presented within the theory of 

communication as interaction based on the work of Charles Cooley. His assumptions give 

a comprehensive view of interaction as a mechanism of social activity, a channel for 

shaping human perceptions about the world, and a process that entails individuality as a 

social vehicle.  
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1.3.1. Charles Cooley 

Charles Cooley (1902, 1909) and George Herbert Mead (1934) are considered the 

founding fathers of research on social communication and representatives of 

interactionism. They view communicative behaviour as not so much the property of 

an individual, but rather a cultural construct that develops in social experience. What they 

postulate is that communication as interaction is regulated by the Self, that is to say, 

composed of self–image and self–awareness, but its development always stems from 

socialisation.  

Cooley (1909) depicts human communication as “[t]he mechanism through which 

human relations exist and develop – all the symbols of the mind. (…) It includes the 

expression of the face, attitude and gesture, the tones of the voice, words, writing, 

printing, railways, telegraphs, telephones, and whatever else may be the latest 

achievement in the conquest of space and time” (Cooley 1909: 61).  Communication is a 

veritable structure of thought which joins the external world with the symbols of the mind. 

By means of this relation, every human being is not merely a construct of mental and 

physical properties, but forms an extension to the prehistoric times of his ancestors whose 

thoughts enabled them to sustain development.  

Cooley initially coined the term communication as a mechanism or a channel of 

shaping human perceptions about the world. The areas of mechanistic activity encompass 

“[i]nstitutionalism, formalism, traditionalism, conventionalism, ritualism, bureaucracy, 

and the like” (Cooley 1909: 342) which work to the human detriment only when they 

suppress the freedom of an individual or deceive human nature. Any lack of moderation 

in the use of the mechanistic approach breaches the harmony between the determinants 

and human nature.  

While Cooley emphasises the collective mechanism of social cooperation, he does 

indicate the existence of two tendencies: disorganisation and disorientation, which  

hinder the functionality of society. For society to be a fully functional entity, it needs to 

comprise orderly and responsible citizens. Disorganisation appears as a feature of man’s 

cognition, that is, characterised by being disloyal and socially dysfunctional due to a lack 

of allegiance to the whole community. The further the individual drifts from the 

supportive activity of the whole, the more individualistic in his conduct he becomes. This 

obviously could be beneficial as it facilitates self– development and creativity. On the 
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other hand, it could wreak havoc on his social self, which; if disorganised, can be lost in 

“[s]ensuality and other primitive impulses” (Cooley 1909: 348).  

Cooley relates to personality and an individual as a benchmark of his theoretical 

interest. However, the basis of his philosophy is individuality as a social vehicle. He 

rejects the theory of hereditarianism as a determinant of human character features. He is 

the founding father of the term social organism or social self which is a construct of 

Self and society as “[p]hases of a common whole” (Cooley 1909: 8). He does not question 

the distinctiveness of an individual’s psyche, but the prevailing feature or property of 

mind is its social consciousness, which is manifested by an act of cooperation of many 

minds.  

Hence, we arrive at the point of another aspect of communication as mechanism 

which entails introspection (Cooley 1909: 6) and the concept of looking–glass self  

(Cooley 1902: 136). It is through social consciousness that our thoughts, feelings and 

perceptions become vivid reflections of others. Whatever features a man attributes to 

another person, they are linked by reciprocal correspondence within social realm. The 

interpretation of any facial expression that is directly linked to action and emotion, is 

learned through the mirror reflection of another experiencer. Cooley is not an ardent 

supporter of the Darwinian theory of instincts and impulses which are involuntary. In fact, 

he claims that personal impressions which are manifested by the tone of voice, facial 

expression, or gestures, are not so much the product of hereditary aptitude, but, to a certain 

extent, they derive from their instinctive base. Their intensity and experientiality is a 

matter of social circumstance strengthened by human experience and knowledge, 

followed by observation.  

Cooley offers a conception of I and self–feeling which clashes with William 

James’s assumptions, although their claims are parallel on some level. Firstly, they both 

favour the behaviouristic vision of mind which emerges out of interaction, a view that is 

also shared by Mead in his formulation of social  behaviourism. Secondly, the Self 

is initially a dwelling of emotions and feelings. Thirdly, the existence of social self 

encompasses all dimensions of human life, and this is a property that human beings are 

instinctively endowed with. William James (1890) emphasises that “[w]e are not only 

gregarious animals, liking to be in sight of our fellows, but we have an innate propensity 

to get ourselves noticed, and noticed favourably, by our kind” (James 1890: 189).  

Clearly, what James points out is also the other side of the social coin of human 
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communication. The social self does not only concern being in the company of others, 

but also refers to an instinctive craving to be recognised, appreciated and regarded by 

others.  

As we have seen above, Cooley’s definition of communication boils down to one 

simple sentence: Communication is fundamentally found at the level of the individual 

who is socialised in the culture of collectivity. At the root of every communicative 

behaviour is society, and individuality is a social vehicle. The concept of introspection 

and looking–glass self  reflects a social process that operates within the consciousness 

of every individual. Cooley even attributes behaviouristic personal impressions such as 

tone of voice, facial expression and gestures to a social act of communication that is 

strengthened by individual knowledge and experience. Communication as an interaction 

is based on the collective mechanism in which society operates with no distinct and 

independent minds; that through communication we construct personal relations and 

share each other’s minds. 

The next section presents an overview of forms of communication that run the 

gamut of communication perspectives, especially as they become visible on intrapersonal 

and interpersonal levels.  

1.4. Forms of communication 

Scholars have presented and interpreted communication theory in a variety of different 

ways and from different angles. The terrain may resemble murky waters if one is 

expecting to find a grand theoretical overview that could be applied to all the disciplines. 

Luckily, if we take a collective look at forms of communication, different approaches 

seem to be more coherent and unified.  

It is worth showing some interest in the classification of verbal forms of 

communication presented by Joseph de Vito ([2009] 2015: 23) who has systematically 

described the umbrella term forms of communication.  He has distinguished five 

forms of mass communication: (1) intrapersonal communication, (2) interpersonal 

communication, (3) organisational communication, (4) small group communication, (5) 

public speaking communication, (6) computer–mediated communication, and (7) mass 

communication. Joseph de Vito points out, however, that intrapersonal communication 
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may easily become interpersonal at the level of relationship phase. At the contact stage 

of a relationship, if the contact becomes unsatisfactory, it enters intrapersonal 

dissatisfaction. In turn, it becomes interpersonal when one discusses it with another 

person. The repair stage enables people to move from intrapersonal repair to interpersonal 

repair, which finally, mends the deteriorating relationship (de Vito [2009] 2015: 254). 

Interestingly, he presents a circular type of communication rather than a linear one when 

talking about interpersonal communication. This can be identified as the universal model 

of communication, which is largely based on the previously discussed Shannon–Weaver 

model. Additionally, de Vito incorporates the notion of ethics, which completes his model 

(de Vito [2009] 2015: 8). Each form of communication, but especially intrapersonal 

communication, interpersonal communication, mass communication and group 

communication, has the potential to provide information about the basics of human 

communication, and each is discussed below. For this matter, a discussion on 

intrapersonal communication seems to be a good starting point in the quest for a definition 

of communication. 

1.4.1. Intrapersonal communication 

The individual level has come to play the same role in intrapersonal communication as 

interaction in the concept of interpersonal communication. Self–talk and inner 

speech are aspects of intrapersonal communication. The processes of thinking, talking 

and interaction comprise all the levels of self that are discussed below. The theoretical 

foundations of George Herbert Mead (1934) and Lev Semenovitch Vygotsky ([1934] 

1989) present the view that focuses on the pivotal role of speech in the creation of self 

and culture, which interplay in the intrapersonal communication. One of the pillars of 

George Herbert Mead’s (1934) social theory is the concept of Self as a social process. 

The biological stratum of a human being such as gestures or tone of voice is concomitant 

with the collective attitude of others. This is seen in the person’s concept of I (the subject 

or the individual’s impulses) and Me (the object, the generalised other), where I results 

from Me as a response of the first person to the needs, desires, attitudes of the second. 

The structure of inner speech presented by Lev Vygotsky ([1934] 1989: 346) is 

rooted in its psychological nature and is called the speech to oneself , not to others. 
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Vygotsky presents the process of creating inner speech as the opposite of outer speech. It 

is the process of evaporating the thought of speech and creating the thought that resides 

in the mind (Vygotsky [1934] 1989: 346). The process is of a different kind to the one 

which runs in outer speech. Here, the thoughts become subjectivised and materialised 

into words. Stanisław Grabias ([2003] 2019: 42) presents inner speech as an aspect of 

thinking, which makes it a legitimate topic for the analysis of the metalinguistic activity 

of a language user. This implies making a distinction of the discourse topic as part of the 

mental context. This thought topic or mental model serves as part of a more complex 

“[m]acrostructure of speaking plans, or as part of a mental model that controls the 

production and comprehension of global meaning” (van Dijk 2009: 170). The thought 

topic which, according to Grabias ([2003] 2019) is the result of inner speech, is the 

mental, non–communicative text that emerges in the cognitive domain of the human 

mind, which organises the experiential process of the individual. Furthermore, the text is 

also viewed as a quasi– communicative process aimed at transmitting knowledge and 

experience.  

On the whole, intrapersonal communication has been presented as emerging from 

the biological, mental, dynamic, and processual relations in the individual, where speech 

plays a crucial role in the creation of self. The next section deals with interpersonal 

communication which also encompasses intrapersonal communication.  

  



47 

 

1.4.2. Interpersonal communication 

People say that there is nothing particularly extraordinary in interpersonal communication 

because it is the most natural means of interaction between two people and of conveying 

messages. The dyadic character of communication, as simple and obvious as it may seem, 

is the foundation for a more complex and multidimensional model of communication 

viewed as a socio–psychological form of behaviour that can be discovered by systematic 

and patterned observation. Interpersonal communication implicitly communicates the 

interpersonal context, which is to be understood as an all–encompassing setting, not just 

a reference or what things are about. Here the context is confined to a strictly social one, 

a milieu in which people create immediate relations rather than a societal 

(organisational/situational) context that can only be realised in a societal environment 

(Mey 1994: 43).  

There are two ways in which interpersonal situations can be initially approached. 

The phatic function of language (Jakobson [1958] 1960: 355) and phatic communion 

(Malinowski 1923) explain the rudimentary role of language, which serves to build and 

maintain the channels of communication. However, the two terms somehow present 

disparate views since the latter focuses on talk as the means to reaffirm the social bond. 

The former view, on the other hand, may not be expressed in terms of social togetherness 

or solidarity, but to simply establish contact or make sure it still exists. The phatic function 

can also be described as an ice breaker, particularly when having an informal chat about 

the weather with a stranger. It can also serve as a means of closing the communication 

channel, e.g., “OK”, “Bye”, etc. Jakobson highlights the fact that the phatic function, 

which is also an interpersonal metafunction of language, is the only means of 

communication that animals share with human beings. The prime function of phatic 

communication is also the first verbal function acquired by infants to communicate their 

needs (Jakobson [1958] 1960: 356). There is a correlation between intrapersonal 

communication in children’s’ acquisition of speech and a prerequisite for speech 

development. The internalisation of language starts at the intrapersonal level of the child’s 

mind. The internal language and the internal dialogue are the superstructure which builds 

verbal exchange. 

The meta–communicative function of the phatic is also realised in the ritualistic 

speech of greetings and closings. The ritual standards of a given speech community may 
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be the focal point of misunderstandings. The ri tual  disequilibrium (Goffman 1967: 

19) of symbolic acts such as greeting, closings, the exchange of presents, and meetings 

may hinder the sustainability of interchange and put face–to–face communication in 

jeopardy. Goffman shifts attention from what is being communicated to how it is 

conveyed by means of verbal and nonverbal communication, by means of rules, the 

approved patterns of manner and association with others in their immediate presence 

(Goffman 1967: 143). Thus, communication is funneled through the rules of co–mingling 

and the resulting units of association. The phatic function is also displayed in one of the 

dimensions of interpersonal gathering,  i.e., the focused gathering which includes 

encounters or engagements (Goffman 1967: 144) between interactants connected by 

the joint action of visual and cognitive attention (ibid.). However, those people who are 

not engaged directly in the state of talk, constitute an unfocused gathering. 

 

Finally, interpersonal communication may take the form of context model 

building in which discourse and interaction create situationally relevant context models, 

which are synchronised in the individuals’ mental models (van Dijk 2009: 8). It is 

believed that we construct mental models of communicative events, but the context of 

these models is also made up of the relevant elements of the mental models of others. For 

an interaction to occur, the participants need to mutually share their interpersonal, 

situational, and cultural knowledge (van Dijk 2009: 8). Crucial for interaction, discourse 

and mutual understanding is the ability of the language users to communicate and read 

each other’s intentions. This is a highly dynamic and interactional process which requires 

adaptation and readaptation in contextual embedding (van Dijk 1997). Although 

intentions, as part of an individual’s cognition change dynamically in the situational 

context, they are also socio–culturally shared phenomena, therefore discourse viewed as 

a form of communication also involves sociocultural cognition (van Dijk 1997: 17). There 

are also various types of interaction between people such as taking turns, agreeing, 

disagreeing, arguing, negotiating, etc. On the discursive level of action and interaction, 

interactants not only perform speech acts, but also follow a sequence of rules and 

strategies that dictate the coherence and causality of actions taken, topics changed, etc. 

Conversations ebb and flow by means of the collaborative work of their participants, and 

interaction never comes to a sudden standstill but rather peters out.  
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There are at least two things which are characteristic of interpersonal 

communication: firstly, the natural and instinctive predisposition of humans to make 

contact with others, and secondly, the willingness to communicate. Interestingly, 

interpersonal communication is not only a matter of exchanging information, reference, 

and understanding a message. One may safely surmise that interpersonal communication 

requires skillful juggling of the knowledge of a situation and culture, and adapting this 

knowledge to the circumstances of an interaction.  

1.4.3. Mass communication 

Mass communication has a different scope and scale of activity than any interpersonal 

communication. However, its effectiveness and its ability to control the media may 

depend on some powerful individuals. The information in mass communication may be 

distributed among a large audience which is anonymous, but also among individuals who 

watch TV, listen to the radio, read books, etc. These different channels of mass 

communication come from public or private organisational and institutional sources 

(Harris [2004] 2008: 4).  

Mass media communication research focuses on the macro levels of mass 

communication such as the audience, institutions, the sociological or socio–psychological 

effect and relations between the media and culture. It is also feasible to subsume public 

communication and group communication under the category of mass communication. A 

writer who is invited to his book–signing event is a case in point. He may interact with 

his fans in a meeting streamed online which might be a large–scale event, or prepare an 

official speech that the author will make in front of his audience. He may also meet with 

a small group of readers who share their stories (texts) with the writer, and at the same 

time create another communicative group experience. For this reason, mass 

communication can be public or can take place in groups. Mass media discourse, as a 

realisation of mass communication, ought to be considered not only in terms of the 

cognitive processes of its users, but also within its contextual embeddings, i.e., the 

situational, the social and the cultural setting (Chruszczewski 2007: 145). The distribution 

of messages is situation–bound (e.g., TV, a book, social media, etc.) and is created for a 

target group of people or read by a particular audience who is interested in it (e.g., 
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teenagers following tweets of their favorite music group). Finally, communication is 

embedded in culture, e.g., pop culture that is ruled by certain norms and accepted forms 

of behaviour and recognised by members of a society. The role of culture is of prime 

importance as it not only defines, reflects, and informs about new concepts/symbols 

which enter society, but also shapes the existing ones into other dimensions and creates 

new preferences, tastes and attitudes (van Dijk 1985: 14).   

One of the stepping stones in mass media communication research was the 

emergence of content analysis  in the early 1960s, which paved the way for a wider 

scope and scale of research on communication. It became not only theoretical, but also a 

practical method for an objective, measurable and quantitative analysis of texts. Finally, 

the discourse of mass communication could be more intricately and systematically 

analysed. Mass media, as a scientific domain, is no longer studied fragmentarily but can 

yield features of heterogeneous genres which can be characterised by some specific 

rhetorical features, style, modes of coherence and idiosyncratic participant relations (van 

Dijk 1985: 5).  

Mass communication entails a reception process. It has the power to create the 

short–term or long–term transformation of our beliefs, attitudes, opinions, and 

knowledge. So, what is central to mass media discourse? First and foremost, it is to 

communicate goals and functions (van Dijk 1985: 7). Mass media can be taken for granted 

in terms of being a credible source of information, as well as yielding insights into the 

use of media discourses in everyday communication. It goes without saying that mass 

media communication plays an active part in the creation of socio–cultural context. 

Cultural elements are the fabric of media discourses realised in media texts and their 

function in society.  

By presenting different forms of communication, there has been an attempt to 

show that communication does not reside in a vacuum. In the following section, functions 

of communication will be discussed which are presented in Aristotle’s Poetics. 

Aristotelian writings can be conceived as a form of behaviour, but also a product of 

communication or a way of performing (Zoran 2014: 52). The following section shows 

that Aristotle’s Poetics may be viewed as a communicational model and explains 

communication as performance of action within persuasion modes. The section Functions 

of Communication presents how the Aristotelian model of communicative situation is 

aligned in many respects with Jakobson’s communication model.  



51 

 

1.4.4. Aristotle’s Poetics (Περί ποιητιϰῆς) 

Aristotle’s Poetics has been an immense source of inspiration for understanding 

communication and its structure and functions. Poetics shares the characteristics of 

communicative situations by presenting the role of addresser and addressee who are 

sharing an utterance, an argument. All three components give rise to the rhetorical 

persuasion modes of ethos, pathos and logos, and all of them pertain to speech itself. The 

communicational aspect is revealed through the nature of the observed persuasion modes. 

The manifestation of ethos can be attained by expressing the reliability of the speaker’s 

character as well as the credibility of other characters. Pathos on the other hand, is 

believed to result from the plot, and only through the structure of the plot can it function 

effectively (Zoran 2014: 94). Finally, logos functions as an inherent argumentation 

system (dianoia).  

Poetics centers around the concept of poetic art, poetic structure, or plot [mӯthos] 

which is determinate, orderly in terms of events, appropriate in its length, and evokes fear 

and pity leading to kátharsis of these emotional states. It also emphasises the imitative 

instinct that people are endowed with alongside their ability to imitate. This imitative 

performance of action is presented by characters who think in certain ways [diánoia] to 

adjust or synchronise their thinking pattern in a given moment with the situation within 

which the speaker is destined to speak. This ability of the speaker to anticipate the 

situational circumstances to create the desired effects is equivalent to the ability of to 

recognise and maintain kairos (the opportune moment). Diánoia, being a fundamentally 

cognitive characteristic of dramatic characters, does not focus on the producers of speech 

but rather seeks to guarantee synergy [tà harmόttonta, XCII] or relevance [tà enόnta, 

XCII] between the message and the situation by means of appropriateness (Aristotle 

[348–322 B.C.] 1983: 1450b5).  

The poetic structure also transpires to show how the communication system 

emerges and functions to serve its agentive function. The recognition of imitative instinct 

which is deeply embedded in human nature (Aristotle [348–322 B.C.] 1983: 1448b6) 

resembles the ability to communicate (i.e., to imitate) (Tomasello and Carpenter 2005; 

Moore 2013). If the art of poetics stems from this imitative instinct, it is also created by 

it and bears some resemblance to it. Following this way of thinking, tragedy, belonging 

to poetics, is an imitative performance of action [práksis], that could also be called the 
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type of communication (Aristotle [348–322 B.C.] 1983:1450a3). Aristotle believes that 

the imitation process in tragedy is conducted by means of a plot [mӯthos], actors [diánoia] 

and character [éthe]), spectacle [kόsmos όpseos], word [léksis], and singing [melopoiίa] 

(Aristotle [348–322 B.C.] 1983: 1450a9). Central tenet to the notion of tragedy is its focus 

on imitating action, not people. The predominant aim of imitation is the presentation of 

action and the attributes of actions that are the consequences of peoples’ deeds, not the 

presentation of their character [éthe]. It is the communication that dictates the dynamism 

of the tragedy’s plot as well as the participants who are engaged in the act of attending, 

engaging, applying, and practising ideas. The participants’ source of practice is realised 

in character [éthe] by means of communication, and diánoia (dramatic characters) is 

expressed through language [léksis]. 

Above, Aristotle’s Poetics has been presented as a literary form that can be 

considered a perspective on communication. The underlying elements such as plot, 

characters, actors, spectacle, and words are essential concepts of every communicative 

act. All these components, however, are not only true indicators of a speaking situation, 

but are inherent parts that constitute texts and communication. What follows is a 

comparison of the Aristotelian model with the structuralist model of communication by 

Roman Jakobson. These seemingly parallel structures share similar components of a 

communicative act but they also differ in functions. These similarities and differences are 

points for further elaboration.  
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1.4.5. Functions of communication 

Aristotle’s view of poetics as an art of imitation can be interpreted as a type of 

communication. The model proposed by Aristotle, which can be applied to all types of 

mimetic (imitative) art, such as the epic, tragedy, comedy and dithyramb, includes a) the 

means, b) the object, and c) the way, which fundamentally create the art of imitation 

(Aristotle [348–322 B.C.] 1983: 1448a). These categories can, at the same time, 

successfully render other types of communication. One may find the elements of 

Aristotle’s model aptly demonstrated by Roman Jakobson’s communication model. The 

main difference between these two models lies in the scope of the components in a 

communicative situation. Jakobson presents the structure of verbal behaviour while 

Aristotle predominantly recognises the persuasive or rhetorical functions of 

communication. Roman Jakobson built his model on Karl Bühler’s famous triangle of 

Ausdruck, Appell, and Darstellung, which are characteristic of language (Bühler 1934: 

28). The Bühlerian model was a starting point in creating the functions of language to 

which Jakobson added his own code, channel and poetic quality. Roman Jakobson’s 

communication model consists of the six factors which determine different functions of 

language (Jakobson [1958] 1960: 353).  

Firstly, the referential (denotative) function of a communicative act relies heavily 

on the referent or a context that is coherent (in terms of the sequence of facts), expected, 

and non–incidental (by providing a systematic structure of a beginning, development, and 

ending). Hence, the beauty of the work relies on appropriate measure and order (Aristotle 

[348–322 B.C.] 1983: 145036). The elements of mӯthos (plot–structure) ought to be 

orderly enough so that the homogeneous structure falls apart when any of the elements is 

reduced (Aristotle [348–322 B.C.] 1983: 1451a).  

The emotive (expressive) function manifested in the Aristotelian tragedy is clearly 

visible in one of the components of a complex plot [peplegmenoi] that refers to páthos. 

The recognition of the circumstances of the situation may lead to suffering and experience 

of fear and pity. This function, however, is focused on the addressee/the listener who 

recognises mӯthos, by means of its coherent structure, as communicating attitude and 

producing an impression of a certain emotion (Aristotle [348–322 B.C.] 1983: 1453b). In 

contrast, Jakobson’s structuralist model assumes that it is the addressee/the speaker who 

conveys emotions in his attitude towards what he speaks about.  
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Similarly, the directionality is reversed for the conative function. Jakobson’s 

conative function “[f]inds its purest grammatical expression in the vocative and 

imperative” (Jakobson [1958] 1960: 355). As for Aristotle, the orientation of the conative 

function is toward the addressee due to the ethical function served by the text.  

There is also another way of looking at these oppositions. Aristotle, in his 

renowned work Rhetoric, cites the art of persuasion and enumerates the means of 

persuasion, as well as three types of rhetoric or speeches (deliberative, forensic, and 

epideictic) based on three types of hearers (Aristotle [348–322 B.C.] 1983:1358), 

Aristotle [348–322 B.C.] 1926: 33). The source of any consideration in Rhetoric is the 

particular communicative purpose in mind, directed at an addresser/the listener (Aristotle 

[348–322 B.C.] 1983: 1358b). It is the “[f]aculty of discovering the possible means of 

persuasion in reference to any subject whatever” (Aristotle [348–322 B.C.] 1926: 15). 

Each component of a persuasion model [éthos, páthos, lόgos] is centered around meeting 

ethical, pathetic, and logical goals as realisations of persuasion.  

Aristotle presents rhetoric as an art or skill [téchne]. Only by following the 

acquired tools for effective deliberation can an orator successfully deliver a speech. 

According to Aristotle, there are three types of channels through which an effective 

persuasion can be achieved. Firstly, the proof of ethos is derived from the moral character 

of the speaker. Secondly, persuasion may become a vehicle of the emotions which are 

stirred in the audience. People express differing judgments when they are in pain or when 

they experience joy, thereby putting them in a particular frame of mind which may 

influence their decisions. Finally, the proof of logos which is contained in the speech itself 

demonstrates the real or apparent truth in the logical sequence of well–supported 

arguments. 

Three more functions presented by Jakobson that were built on Karl Bühler’s 

Organon Model include the phatic,  metalinguistic,  and poetic functions. The first 

function is used to establish and prolong communication, and its aim is to sustain the 

communication process. It is a proto function as it has been recognised as one of the first 

verbal functions acquired by infants in order to maintain continuity of contact. Secondly, 

the metalingual function is performed by a code used by the addresser and an addressee 

that facilitates the transfer of information through speech. The interlocutors need to 

monitor whether the code is the same. Last but not least, the orientation of the poetic 

function is towards the message itself. One of the facts of communication is realised by 
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the two modes of arrangement, i.e., selection and combination, which belong to the poetic 

function (Jakobson [1958] 1960: 358). The former mode establishes the degree of 

similarity/dissimilarity and synonymity/antonymity, and builds on the principle of 

equivalence, while the latter is based on contiguity (Jakobson [1958] 1960: 358). 

Communication reaches further into the internal structures of the message and the 

meaning it produces. Strictly speaking, the conjoined sentences (utterances) ought to be 

in a synergetic relation of cohesion (semantic relation) and coherence. If a text is believed 

to be “[t]he basic unit of meaning in language” (Halliday and Hasan 1976: 25), then its 

situational–semantic organisation is the heart of every message. The kind of continuity 

that every text requires in order to be effectively communicated is achieved by the 

cohesion which links the strings of words and makes sense in a given situation, as well as 

coherence that makes the text semantically meaningful. However, the poetic function 

should not be confused with poetry as it surpasses the limits of poetry, while poetry itself 

cannot be limited only to poetic function (Jakobson [1958] 1960: 357). Many of the poetic 

genres, such as epic poetry, the lyric, tragedy, or comedy, may be ranked differently 

according to their dominant functions alongside the poetic function.  

To sum up, the Aristotelian conception of a communication model is fixed and 

goal oriented. The ethical, logical, and pathetic components of speech work together to 

achieve a common persuasive end. It seems that assumptions of the situation are 

established right from the start and operate with the circumstances of a situation in order 

to accomplish a predetermined communicational goal. The structuralist approach 

presented by Jakobson, on the other hand, contrasts with the Aristotelian model in the 

sense that the latter structure builds communication with no preliminary assumptions and 

no definite purpose for the situation. It has no fixed functional boundaries which are 

established at the start and followed thereafter. A further section complements a 

discussion of communication functions as it presents the stylistic function of 

communication, which is a prerequisite to a deeper understanding of social 

communication and the relationships of social behaviour.  
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1.4.6. The stylistic function of communication 

Despite many of the functions proposed by Jakobson having a high degree of 

compatibility with the structural and systematic Aristotelian notion of poetic art, there is 

one more function that has not been touched upon. In the following section, the stylistic 

function of language as proposed by Hymes ([1977] 2001: 146) is considered. The target 

of this discussion is to look in more detail at the social character of language functions 

that pertain to the social foundations of language.  

 The referential function of language is present in an understanding of any text 

(spoken or written). The referential function of language builds its meaning on reference, 

which is defined by Halliday (1976) as “[a] semantic relation, in which a meaning is 

specified through the identification of a referent. The source of identification is the 

situation, so that the relation of reference is an exophoric one” Halliday (1976: 308). It 

signals the reference from outside of the text. If the reference is made within the text, it 

is called endophoric,  which distinguishes in its operational field anaphoric and 

cataphoric relations. The referential relations of meaning within the text are assumed 

to be logical and cohesive.  It is also defined as the “[h]ighest unit of a grammatical 

structure; it tends to determine the way in which cohesion is expressed” (Halliday and 

Hasan 1976: 8).  

Language also serves a stylistic function that considers relations and conventional 

features which serve social meaning (Halliday and Hasan 1976: 8). There is no doubt that 

the substantial features of human communication are governed by both kinds of functions. 

Human communication does not only refer to the human mind and structural logic of its 

mechanisms, but also to ethnography, and the relationship between language and culture 

which is observed in the patterns and structures of social behaviour (Saville–Troike 

[1982] 2003: 1).  

At this point, a short reference will be made to the notion of the grammaticality of 

sentences which build understanding of the relevance of the stylistic function in 

communication. At first glance, one cannot help noticing that syntactic jumbles, such as 

We travel distance with them, are grammatically unacceptable. In fact, they do make the 

reader confused about the meaning of such sentences as their structures drift from the 

rules of grammar. However, taking a narrow view of communication restricts full access 
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to other complexities of such sentences. It places limitations on the structural patterning 

of grammar as it does not illuminate the occurrence of hesitations, interruptions, errors, 

and the like, which can provide ample information about situation or style (Hymes [1977] 

2001: 148). The resistance of grammar to accepting the occurrences may at times, lead to 

a breach of social norms, e.g., under certain conditions, it may be necessary to hesitate 

when speaking to, for example, express uncertainty or to let another person finish the 

sentence in order to provide clarification. A certain degree of acceptance of grammar 

discontinuities needs to be considered when one assumes an occurrence to be 

communicative. In other words, it is up to the hearer/reader to accept a given language 

configuration as cohesive and coherent (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 123). 

One simple way to bridge the gap between (non)grammaticalities and their reception is 

to view them as probabilistic operations (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 125). 

The determinant of the communicativeness of a seemingly ungrammatical sentence is its 

consideration in the context of the situation. A well–formed sentence is confronted with 

a plurality of contexts which can be built around it. On the contrary, some sentences may 

be grammatically correct, however, they make no semantic sense. One such example is a 

famous sentence composed by Noam Chomsky to refer to the syntactic structures of 

grammaticality in sentences.  

 

Colourless ideas sleep furiously. 

 

The sentence is considered by Chomsky as a well–formed grammatical structure 

without semantic sense. This seemingly nonsensical sentence may come to life by 

embedding it within a proper context. Assuming that the sentence has been produced by 

an environmentalist, one can imagine the ecological narrative. It is possible that “green 

ideas” are some reflections on environmental issues which “sleep” because nobody is 

paying enough attention to these matters, and finally they “sleep furiously” because these 

matters are expected to be dealt with soon. The relations of cohesion and coherence are 

established through the context of the situation, and they rely heavily on pragmatic 

properties such as knowledge or beliefs. The words in the sentence may be connected for 

one individual in this particular context (due to the knowledge that one has of this 

context), but they may be disconnected for someone else in some other context (van Dijk 

[1977] 1992: 49). It can be concluded that the surface structure of sentences needs to be 
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considered in adjacent relations. If the lexical units which carry semantic meaning are 

expressed through grammatical function in a social or stylistic sense, they cannot be 

completely semanticised (Hymes [1977] 2001: 149). They may even weaken their lexical 

force (Hymes [1977] 2001: 149).  

The stylistic function of communication is reflected in the social character of 

language. As to the meaning of the communicated utterances, it is not only found in the 

referential import but also in the social features of language. Communication is socially 

relevant not only with respect to language but, first and foremost, in relation to those who 

use language as a means of communication. Every individual is a carrier of knowledge 

and beliefs that determine the degree of acceptability of nongrammatical sentences as 

well as the degree of coherence and cohesion of any text. This knowledge accounts for 

the stylistic function of communication, which helps identify and analyse the ways 

individuals speak in a community. It also places the perspective of communication 

beyond grammar and reference, and takes it to a higher level of cultural setting. Thus, the 

role of communication as part of culture is discussed in more detail in the next section. 

1.5. Communication and culture 

Culture is an all–encompassing term that includes and is responsible for human behaviour 

as well as communication. Culture not only describes but also impacts certain patterns of 

behaviour. To explore culture in greater detail, the focus is on the notion of 

communication that equals culture in terms of semiotic theory (Duranti [1997] 1999: 33).  

If de Saussure holds that communication is a system of signs, then cultures can be 

viewed as “[s]ign systems whose conceptual representations are categorizations of the 

world in the form of binary oppositions”, e.g., good–evil, tall–short, distant–close, etc. 

(Lévi–Strauss [1958] 1963: 160). Lévi–Strauss borrowed the idea from Noam Chomsky 

that surface structure, which appears more diverse than it really is, lies within a deep 

structure which consists of a finite set of innate rules that function as a universal linguistic 

blueprint, ready to be applied to all languages. Likewise, according to Lévi–Strauss, 

numerous cultures seem to differ from one another in terms of surface structure. However, 

each one of them is endowed with a set of principles that, if carefully analysed in terms 
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of their structure, can be identified by the relationships of the structural elements that are 

in opposition, correlation, and transformation. Claude Lévi–Strauss believes that the 

properties of the language structure of a given culture are situated in opposition, so the 

moment the differential structures are distinguished, we can instantly attribute them to a 

certain sphere. As a result, one can conclude that “[w]e have reached a significant 

knowledge of the unconscious attitudes of the society or the societies” (Lévi–Strauss 

[1958] 1963: 87). By applying the structural method to his findings, he reflects on the 

relations among the analysed culture rather than its nature and tries to establish systems 

within which these relations operate. His theoretical approach allows the reader to go 

beyond the linear and synchronic relation of time and view culture as an atemporal 

operating medium.  

One way of enlarging the scope of an analysis of the structural method in 

reflecting how culture and communication work is to consider communication in the 

context of a myth as a communication form and a symbolic narrative (Carbaugh 1982: 8, 

Kuper [1973] 1987: 237). Lévi–Strauss’s great contributions to the development of the 

theory of myth shed new light on its structure which has remained unchanged for 

centuries. For Lévi–Strauss ([1958] 1963: 204), “[m]yth form takes precedence over the 

content of the narrative.” Indian mythology is a case in point. It has an organised structure 

of data, e.g., in the beginning, cosmological and cosmogonic myths, followed by, much 

later on, which can be considered legendary tradition and family histories. Mythology is 

believed to belong to a closed system in which mythical elements are repeated and 

recreated. However, the bundles of relations within a myth produce true meaning that can 

be diachronically transferred (Lévi–Strauss [1958] 1963: 211) and can be observed 

through many transformations, although its structure remains intact (Lévi–Strauss [1977] 

2005: 17). Building on myths and legendary tradition is one aspect of culture that has 

shown how social and textual (linguistic) means import cultural meaning and document 

some systematic patterns of behaviour.  

The understanding of communication as presented in a myth is built on its 

interpretation by society. Thus, myths express values (good vs. evil), beliefs (the gods and 

supernatural beings, e.g., nymphs and mermaids), customs and natural events (the cycle 

of the moon, sunrise, sunset, etc.) that pertain to cultures. Myth is a part of language that 

always retains its mythical value. It is neither distorted by time nor by translation. Even 

ignoring language and culture does not prevent us from understanding a myth. According 
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to Lévi–Strauss ([1958] 1963), “[i]ts substance does not lie in its style, its original music, 

or its syntax, but in the story which it tells. Myth is language (…)” (Lévi–Strauss [1958] 

1963: 210). 

The communication of culture as manifested in a myth reflects meaning that is 

created out of the combination of cultural elements and not its individual components. 

The meaning that is communicated in a myth is found in the composition of elements 

specific to a respected culture. For this reason, societal structure can be viewed as a 

system of communication that is reflected in a myth.  

To conclude, this section describes communication in the context of a myth by 

Claude Lévi–Strauss. The underlying structure of a myth exists in language and 

communication. Initially, I have focused on the structural (linguistic) frame of reference 

and the theory of binary oppositions. Lévi–Strauss ([1958] 1963) postulates that all 

cultures communicate on the same structural level but the relations within the system may 

vary. If communication is responsible for conceptualising binary oppositions in a myth, 

then it is possible to investigate various cultures by means of these oppositions and 

relations that form specific codes that are similar to language. A true view of 

communication in culture cannot, and should not, restrict itself to the structural analysis 

of linguistic codes, organisation of grammar, or semantics. The following section presents 

the contextual aspect of communication which exhibits the patterning of communicative 

behaviour based on the perspective of the ethnography of communication.  
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1.5.1. The ethnography of communication  

Communication can be viewed as a type of linguistic behaviour which is rule–governed 

and patterned action. On the one hand, language as human behaviour can be structurally 

analysed according to certain rules: there is no language without a definite phonetic 

system or well–defined grammar (Sapir [1927] 2008: 422). On the other hand, patterning 

can be observed at all levels of communication, both societal and individual (Saville–

Troike [1982] 2003: 11). The motif of rules and patterns provide the foundation of the 

ethnography of communication.  

The ethnography of communication is not an all–or–nothing approach. It rather 

serves as a guide, not a template, for distinguishing what speech events are characteristic 

of such–and–such a community, what the characteristic components of the speech events 

are, and why these components occur in these respective speech events. In the framework 

of the so–called ethnography of communication proposed by Dell Hymes ([1977] 

2001), it is neither linguistics nor language, but ethnography and communication which 

situate language in culture and society.  

Ethnomethodologists have deployed a wealth of insights into the development of 

structures and patterns that can be established within the boundaries of communities, the 

boundaries of situations within which communication occurs, the communicative purpose 

as well as means and patterns of selection, the structural distribution of elements that form 

a part of the communicative economy of the group, and finally, the hierarchy of elements 

conditioned by properties of the linguistic codes used within the group (Hymes [1977] 

2001: 4). The ethnography of communication gives priority to the role of language in 

analysing the codes that are shared in a socially situated cultural form. In this view, 

communication can be said to have been the society’s shared knowledge and insight, as 

well as the verbal means and ends that are aligned with communicative means and ends. 

The picture of communication as reflecting communities’ interests, knowledge and 

beliefs can be observed in speech communities defined as “[a] group of people who 

interact by means of speech” (Bloomfield 1933: 42).  

The nature of a speech community is characterised by the indeterminacy of its 

people. Even a seemingly homogeneous group does not speak exactly alike and the 

differences in speech of the existing groups within the speech community are due to the 

differences in the density of communication (Bloomfield 1933: 46). This creates patches 
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of frequency on the map of a speech community, in which certain speech patterns have 

been distributed (according to the closeness of communication and the likeness or 

unlikeness between various speakers of the community). The density of communication 

can be envisaged as a frame that allows analysis of some patterns within the speech 

community. However, the criteria for such an assessment are intangible due to the 

indeterminacy of factors and their constant flux. It is by means of and through 

communication that communities discover a type of shared identity 7, which allows them 

to develop an awareness of belonging to a given cultural community. They develop a set 

of qualities which define them as members of the community (Carbaugh 2008: 127).  

Communication can be presented in a more tangible framework of a patterned and 

organised system of communicative events. The smallest communicative unit that serves 

an interactional function is a communicative act, hierarchically embedded within the 

communicative event. Recognition of a particular behaviour as a communicative act can 

differ in speech communities. 

One such form of behaviour, which is so common that it has been characterised 

as a national characteristic of the Israeli nation, is griping. The griping session is 

classified as a communicative event that follows a predictable pattern of types of speech 

acts (communicative acts) and follows their sequence.8 The result of adopting Hymes’s 

categories of comparative ethnography is clearly demonstrated in the discussed example. 

Consequently, it is possible to draw up respective functions, norms, and rules within the 

speech community. On the one hand, ethnographic study has revealed one of the facets 

of Israeli identity. On the other hand, griping has been explicated as a way in which 

Israelis perform their culture (Littlejohn and Foss [1974] 2008: 328).   

Another case in point which shows that communication is central to culture is the 

communicative act of bowing that, when embedded in a particular event, may serve 

different communicative functions. When used in religious contexts, as a form of worship 

                                                 
7 According to Donal Carbaugh (2008), „[s]hared identity becomes active through particular kinds of 

communication practices that are deemed prominent, accessible, and important to a people, these being 

situated in social conversations as declarations of “a way we are, and, the way we do things around here” 

(Carbaugh 2008: 127). 
8 Tamar Katriel’s experiment about Israeli grip ing focuses on the communication form kiturim which 

commonly takes place during Friday–night social gatherings (mesibot). Such a griping session does not 

bring up personal issues but rather takes the form of commentaries about the current socio–political 

situation. Katriel has identified two types of patterns: Metagriping (griping about griping) and antigripe 

(stop griping, and start doing something). Another pattern has been that griping is ritualistic and this form 

of communication is not highly informative (Littlejohn and Foss [1974] 2008: 327).  
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or veneration, it can communicate deference and obedience to God. In Christian liturgy, 

the parishioners bow when passing in front of the altar, or at certain points in the mass 

when the name of Jesus Christ is mentioned. In the Jewish setting, some bows within the 

liturgy are simple bows from the waist, especially during the central prayer of the Amidah, 

and they may be followed by bending at the knees while saying Baruch and straightening 

up for Adonai. While the aforementioned forms of behaviour are similarly distributed in 

terms of meaning, other forms of behaviour such as belching can symbolise appreciation 

and thanks for the meal (in eastern cultures), but it can also be a sign of indigestion that 

ought not to be explicitly shown as it can be considered impolite. What can be observed 

are the constitutive and repetitive patterns which are necessary to understand how the 

respective speech community communicates culture nonverbally. Communicative acts 

are culturally sensitive, therefore it is of prime importance to have a knowledge of the 

cultural embedding within which they occur and naturally come from.  

The ethnography of communication and its ethnographic method is a mine of 

information about culture. It is in fact a “[t]heory of speech as a system of cultural 

behaviour” (Hymes 1971: 51). Not only does it provide a record of the communication 

patterns of a given group, but it also reaches deeper into the internal structures of a society 

that is a living organism producing forms of communication and existing in its context. 

Cultural communication is here to be taken as something that is relevant and specific and 

it is through the lens of ethnographic communication that we capture the essence of 

communication. The wide array of areas of study that are frames of cultural observation 

and interpretation include: (a) patterns and functions of communication, (b) the meaning 

of communication practices in a given community, (c) the question of how spatio–

temporal factors determine a change of culture (where communication takes place and 

how it has changed throughout history), (d) the question of how the community members 

are affected by communication and how the change of a form of communication translates 

into a sense of community.  
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1.6. Chapter conclusions 

The definition of communication has been molded by means of different contexts 

presented in a narrower or broader sense. The models and functions of communication 

are viewed as independent but complementary and cooperating units. They resemble a 

zoom lens (Littlejohn and Foss [1974] 2008: 51) which zooms in to capture specific 

subjects or zooms out to create a wider field of view. On closer look, we notice that 

manipulating the lens allows us to see different features of a bigger context.  

Initially in this study, the lens zoomed in to look at theories of communication that 

were based on a modular nature of elements. These can be parsed, controlled, measured, 

and predicted. The communication process viewed as such is a structural, linear, and 

determinate activity. Communication consists of well–defined objects such as a sender/a 

receiver, an impulse, a circuit, the signified and the signifier, the physical and 

physiological determinants, words, utterances, etc. The componential perspective is 

necessary in order to try to put the phenomena of communication in any frames of 

analysis. A natural extension to this view is a more perspectival approach to 

communication.  

For this matter, the lens zoomed out a little more to look at the interactional nature 

of communication, which focuses on situational factors such as society and the 

environment of communication. Communication is viewed in terms of an interactional 

order, and relations between people resemble machinery whose parts work together 

cooperatively. It is important to note that society continues to exist by means of 

communication which is a mechanism of human social relations. Furthermore, 

communication is a collective mechanism of social cooperation through which common 

good can be realised.  

 A characterisation of the models and functions of communication can be viewed 

differently, depending on the importance one puts on the human individual in the 

communicative process or collectivity in linguistic interaction. By this, communication 

is understood in terms of a pervasive agency that influences and shapes societal systems, 

allowing them to define themselves and create their own reality. Furthermore, 

communication can be regarded as the means to identify societies and their cultures. 
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Finally, we can broaden our lens to get the widest picture of people, society and 

culture. Despite some of the limitations of the different models presented in this chapter, 

it is possible distinguish some of the predominant features that weave the fabric of human 

communication. These include: (1) the individual and the collective (social) property of 

communication as a phenomenon that includes the sender and the receiver, (2) 

communication can be social (spontaneous) or societal (institutional), (3) it can be ruled 

by natural signs or may be conventionalised by social principles, (4) communication is 

effective when a communicative act is aligned with the communicative competence of 

the speaker, (5) communication is a socio–psychological form of behaviour that can be 

discovered by a systematic, patterned observation of its functions, (6) communication 

represents a constant flux of intertextual relations that are infinite, (7) the information (the 

message) that is communicated is highly contextual and prone to change due to the 

indeterminacy of contextual factors, (8) communication within society is intangible but 

the density of communication which determines patterns of behaviour creates the 

definitions of these societies, (9) social reality is created by means of communication.  
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Chapter 2. On the definition of language 

There is nothing unusual about our abiding interest in the nature and origin of language 

in general and specific languages. We all look for answers as to how language emerges, 

develops, and becomes a part of culture. At the same time, it is hard to do systematic 

research on language as this would necessitate taking into consideration far more theories 

and assumptions than the space for such a discussion would allow. Furthermore, many 

researchers have in fact never quite succeeded, but it is not for want of trying. The state 

of language as described in the three paradigms by Alessandro Duranti (2004) and a 

fourth communicative–discursive paradigm by Piotr P. Chruszczewski (2011) present a 

panorama of assumptions which show much interest in language in relation to culture in 

U.S. anthropology. Indeed, it is the author’s opinion that language is to be found 

predominantly in culture. However, this relation can be seen as bidirectional, therefore, 

for this reason, we are confronted with two areas of research which are distinct but also 

complementary. 

2.1. The four research paradigms 

The study of language as culture can be synthesised in the form of four paradigms giving 

a comprehensive view of practices that provide insight into the examination of language 

as a system permeating culture. For Edward B. Tylor ([1871] 1920), in order to see the 

“[d]evelopment of culture, evidence of some weight is to be gained from the examination 

of Language” (Tylor [1871] 1920: 160). The coexistence of the four paradigms gives a 

comprehensive view of the concept of language and culture discussed according to the 

anthropological perspective over the past century. It serves as a compendium of 

developments which are the foundations of language studies to this day. In this 

introduction, the theoretical background is presented of the study of language as culture 

anchored in the idea of the Three Paradigms by Alessandro Duranti and the fourth 

communicative–discursive paradigm by Piotr P. Chruszczewski. 
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The first paradigm, initiated by Boas (1921) presents the conception of language 

that hinges on the study of culture, material artifacts, and human remains (Duranti 2003: 

234). Culture in Boasian teaching is a point of departure to the understanding of language. 

Boasian theory establishes the view of linguistics as a “[a] tool for cultural (or historical) 

analysis” (Duranti 2003: 324). Boas’s findings were an inspiration for his students, 

Edward Sapir and Benjamin L. Whorf, who conceived of language as a structure, a self–

sufficient and complete system, as well as an autonomous entity. Furthermore, Sapir 

indicated the existence of certain mathematical analogies when referring to the context of 

language. He viewed linguistic forms as distributed within the structure of a language by 

a complete system of reference “[v]ery much as a number system (…) of quantitative 

reference or a set of geometrical axes of coordinates (…)” (Sapir 1924: 151). The 

preoccupation with a mathematical analogy to languages by means of which it is feasible 

to provide an adequate description of grammatical accounts of any language was also 

adopted by another researcher of the first paradigm, namely the American linguist 

Joseph Greenberg (1968) who in his work Anthropological Linguistics: An Introduction 

he presented one of the main objectives of the first  paradigm, i.e. the classification and 

description of languages derived from their lexical and grammatical structures. A natural 

extension to the view of language largely based on patterns is the concept of linguistic 

relativity, also known as the Linguistic Relativity Hypothesis  or the Sapir and 

Whorf Hypothesis , which in most general terms, views language as a code, a mode of 

thinking and a pattern of thought. As for Sapir and Whorf, our habit of patterning, coding 

and conceptualisation which is performed through language becomes part of our thinking. 

The assumptions of the first paradigm hinge on the view of language as a structural system 

with regular structures of lexicon and grammar that form rule–governed patterns. In 

addition, it is pointed out that language consists of signs and relations that are arbitrary 

and unconscious. The main features of the first  paradigm are summarised in the table 

below (Duranti 2003: 326). 
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Table 1. The First Paradigm (Duranti 2003: 326) 

 

 

Goals: 

the documentation, description, and classification of indigenous 

languages, especially those of North America (originally part of 

“salvage anthropology”) 

 

 

View of language: 

as lexicon and grammar, that is, rule–governed structures, which 

represent unconscious and arbitrary relations between language as 

an arbitrary symbolic system and reality 

 

Preferred units 

of 

analysis: 

sentence, word, morpheme, and, from the 1920s, phoneme; also 

texts (e.g., myths, traditional tales) 

Theoretical 

issues: 

appropriate units of analysis for comparative studies (e.g., to 

document genetic classification or diffusion), linguistic relativity 

 

Preferred 

methods for 

data collection: 

elicitation of word lists, grammatical patterns, and traditional texts 

from native speakers 

 

 

The second paradigm comes closer to perspectives which assume an 

anthropological, sociolinguistic, and ethnographic approach to language. The first 

tentative efforts at establishing an anthropological perspective to language dates back to 

the 1960s. This period saw the emergence of sociolinguistics, and a field called the 

ethnography of communication, later to be developed into the ethnography of 

speaking (Hymes 1962, Gumperz and Hymes 1972: 37). With the emergence of this 

new perspective, a new viewpoint on language was in the making. Firstly, language is 

studied in the context of situation (Malinowski 1923). Secondly, speech activity becomes 

paramount in looking for patterns as opposed to grammatical descriptions. Thirdly, 

language is studied according to features of culture by means of ethnographic methods 

such as participant observation, interviews, or the audio recording of spontaneous 
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interactions. Fourthly, linguistic forms are seen from the vantage point of culture as 

cultural activities e.g. a speech event or a speech act (Hymes [1977] 2001: 4, Bloomaert 

2004: 68). The core idea is the view of culture as knowledge (Bauman 1975, Hymes 

1975). One may also observe the influence of sociology and the study of social face 

(Goffman 1967), ethnomethodology (Garfinkel 1967) and urban sociolinguistics (Labov 

1966), which demonstrate language as used in social life. These theories and perspectives 

have presented language as closely related to social action. It has been studied as a social 

phenomenon in the midst of community, within patterns of speech activity and speech 

events (see Basso 1979, Bauman and Sherzer 1974, Gumperz 1982) with regard to the 

communicative competence of speakers and their shared knowledge which create these 

patterns. In other words, language deals with the most basic term of ways of speaking 

(Hymes [1977] 2001: 45). What researchers have been busying themselves with is how 

language is organised in the social stratum of society, within its structures and across 

speakers. However, most importantly, language has been established as organising 

culture and also as a culturally organised social domain. The main features of the second 

paradigm are summarised in the table below (Duranti 2003: 329). 

 

 

Table 2. The Second Paradigm (Duranti 2003: 329) 

 

Goals: the study of language use across speakers and activities 

 

View of language: as a culturally organized and culturally organizing domain 

 

Preferred units 

of 

analysis: 

speech community, communicative competence, repertoire, 

language variety, style, speech event, speech act, genre 

Theoretical issues: language variation, the relationship between language and 

context 

 

Preferred methods 

for 

participant observation, informal interviews, audio recording of 

spontaneous language use 
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data collection: 

 

 

The third paradigm by Alessandro Duranti deals with discourse. The main 

features of the third paradigm are summarised in the table below (Duranti 2003: 333). 

 

 

Table 3. The Third Paradigm (Duranti 2003: 333) 

 

Goals: the use of linguistic practices to document and analyse the 

reproduction and transformation of persons, institutions, and 

communities across space and time 

 

View of language: as an interactional achievement filled with indexical values 

(including ideological ones) 

 

Preferred units 

of 

analysis: 

language practice, participation framework, self/person/identity 

Theoretical issues: micro–macro links, heteroglossia, integration of different 

semiotic resources, entextualisation, embodiment, formation and 

negotiation of identity/self, narrativity, language ideology 

 

Preferred methods 

for 

data collection: 

socio–historical analysis, audio–visual documentation of 

temporally unfolding human encounters, with special attention 

to the inherently fluid and moment–by–moment negotiated 

nature of identities, institutions, and communities 

 

 

The fourth communicative–discursive paradigm postulated by Piotr P. 

Chruszczewski (2011) stems from the third paradigm by Alessandro Duranti and focuses 

on the anthropolinguistic study of communicational grammar of various discourses. It can 
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be described as a paradigm which essentially considers the documentation of 

communication with less emphasis put on the transformation of identities and social 

groups. The fourth communicative–discursive paradigm comprises an approach to 

language and culture that is of utmost importance to the research tool presented in this 

study. The main features of the fourth communicative–discursive paradigm are 

summarised in the table below (Chruszczewski 2011: 199). 

 

Table 4. The fourth communicative–discursive paradigm (Chruszczewski 2011: 

199) 

 

Goals: documenting communication, language, language and discourse 

practices (used in specific nonverbal contextual embeddings) of 

the researched social groups; description, documenting and 

analysis of linguistic–social–cultural changes in time and space  

 

View of language: domain that is culturally and communicatively organised, but 

also organising culture and communication 

 

Preferred units 

of 

analysis: 

discursive and communicational practices; texts with discourses 

in which they operate, communicational grammars of discourses, 

genres 

 

Theoretical issues: relation between linguistic items and nonverbal context in which 

they appear, socio–cultural relations emerged on the basis of 

coded meaning transfers (e.g., texts); linguistic–cultural 

elements of ethnic identity; anthropolinguistic aspects of 

communicational forms of behaviour;  

 

writing as a semiotic system dependent on culture and playing a 

great role in the processes of creating and communicating events 

 



 

 

72 

 

Preferred methods 

for 

data collection: 

the analysis of communicational grammars of the researched 

discourses on the basis of the texts which emerge in these 

discourses (language texts, but also texts understood in 

anthropological terms as cultural events) 

 

 

Although the theories and assumptions of the paradigms presented are just part of 

the bigger picture in terms of the developing field of anthropological linguistics, they are 

exceptionally serviceable for a discussion on language and culture. 

In the following section, some aspects of philosophical thought on language are 

discussed. The ontological and philosophical status of language has been a bone of 

contention among philosophers. Many of the early discussions on the origin and nature 

of language have situated it either as an independent vehicle of communication detached 

from the human condition, or a phenomenon interpreted in terms of logic, argument and 

reasoned discourse that is revealed in speech. The following section presents the two 

divergent philosophical views on language.  

2.2. Logos as a phenomenon 

There is no denying the fact that words are part of language. But even allowing a word to 

exist in our minds, as well as actual speech, does not give us a sufficient answer as to 

where it comes from and how it occurs. A similar train of thought is present in a biblical 

reading which states that “[t]he wind bloweth where it listeth, and though hearest the 

sound thereof, but canst not tell whence it cometh, and whither it goeth” (John 3: 8). For 

those who are unfamiliar with the text, it describes the nature of the Holy Spirit. By no 

means is an attempt being made to establish any relations between the origin of the word 

and the definition of the Holy Spirit. However, a sharp parallel could be drawn between 

this reading and understanding the ontological status of a word. The above could also be 

supported by Humboldt’s words which describe the nature of language in a similar vein. 

He asserts that “[t]o describe language as the work of the spirit is perfectly correct and 
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adequate terminology, if only because the existence of spirit as such can be thought of 

only in as in activity” (von Humboldt [1836] 1988: 49).  

In the philosophical tradition, language is part of existing, also known as Dasein, 

which is an unidentifiable discipline (Heidegger [1926] 2004: 5). Furthermore, Dasein, 

due to its indeterminacy, cannot be regarded as existence. If language, as a concept of 

ontological existence is unidentifiable, then it should also be indefinable. However, such 

an idea of language implies its nature is opaque, boundless, and exists in a vacuum. A 

similar idea of language is postulated by Roger Lass, a historical linguist, who asserted 

that language is known to the speaker, it is detached from the speaker’s mental states or 

knowledge and ought to be regarded as “[t]he object of the speaker's knowledge, 

something to be treated as outside the speaker for descriptive and theoretical purposes. 

Someone who knows a language knows something (…) a language in the traditional 

sense” (Lass 1997: 11). Thus, the above statement implies its existence out there, both 

synchronically and diachronically, resembling “[a] shifty no–man’s land” (Lass 1997: 12) 

with no clear–cut boundaries, but consisting of complementary dimensions. Additionally, 

this view situates language outside the speaker’s mind which “[d]erives simply from a 

kind of recipient's inertia” (ibid.). Such a view implies a lack of agency in terms of 

language use on the speaker’s part, which runs contrary to the assumptions of the 

linguistic relativity hypothesis which states that language determines thought.  

One way to get a grasp of its meaning is to consider a word, or logos in this 

respect, in philosophical terms as a phenomenon. The Greek tradition explains a 

phenomenon as φαíνεσϑαι which means to appear, to make apparent , something that 

emerges, or reveals itself (Heidegger [1926] 2004: 36). The act of emergence can take 

place in many ways and is done through appearance in something. The place of logos 

becomes clear in relation to the presented methodology when one considers it in terms of 

appearing, revealing itself is speech. The knowledge, based on belief, that the primary 

meaning of logos is speech can be verified only in establishing what speech itself is. 

Following the rhetorical tradition, Aristotle in The Rhetoric gave logos the technical 

meaning of argument as reason (or reasoned discourse),  which belongs to one of the 

three modes of persuasion, next to ethos, pathos and kairos. The ethos of the speaker (his 

credibility) is expressed by his logos. The listeners are not persuaded unless the speaker 

uses logical arguments that are aligned with the speaker’s character (ethos). The most 

effective use of logos is realised through pathos, i.e. the audience expresses their views 
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differently when they feel sad, happy, or feel hostile. Finally, kairos refers to the 

opportune moment, the right time and, according to Isocrates, is considered a central 

element in effective rhetorical discourse (Isocrates [433– 338 B.C.] 1929: 173). It stands 

in opposition to chronos which refers to linear time. Knowing kairos allows the 

participant of a rhetorical action to perform according to a certain order.  

Logos as present in the modes of persuasion is just one of a few interpretations 

and applications of logos in interaction, text, and discourse. What Aristotle cultivated has 

crucially become the bedrock of rhetorical thought on a word. By presenting it as a 

reasoned discourse,  argument, cognition , and logic, Aristotle also had an 

important and lasting impact on the understanding of the word in linguistics.  

With regard to the definition of a word from the philosophical perspective and its 

ontological status, the conclusion must be that it is a form of emergence or appearance 

that reveals itself in speech. There have been two disparate viewpoints on the origin and 

function of a word. The first one presents language as detached from the speakers’ mind 

and is rather a product of some sort. The second point of view, on the other hand, situates 

logos in actual practice, that is, speech and argumentation. The clash of the two 

assumptions seems to point our attention to the tangible aspects of a word as a sign and a 

carrier of meaning in the organised structure of a system of language. It may give a first 

approximation to a more complex understanding of language. This matter is therefore 

presented in the following section. 

2.3. A word as a sign  

The preliminary quest for a definition of language continues with de Saussure’s idea of 

language as a system of signs. He defined the linguistic sign as “[t]he combination of a 

concept and a sound image” (de Saussure [1916] 2011: 67). Furthermore, he postulated 

that a sign has an arbitrary nature. This property refers to the form and meaning of a sign 

that are not in physical or natural correspondence. The only exceptions comprise some 

onomatopoeic words. The arbitrariness of signs assumes their meaning by convention. It 

initially entails the consideration of a collective human choice to accept and adopt the 

meaning of a given word which is agreed upon. A conventional or artificial sign stands 
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for something; it gives a reference rather than reflects the true nature of a word. For this 

reason, conventions are culture specific. On the other hand, a natural sign is believed to 

create a genetically natural relation between the sign and its meaning. What holds for 

natural signs is their one–to–one correspondence which has its roots in an iconic sign, i.e. 

the signifier resembles the signified, e.g. fire signifies hot. We are thus looking at the 

concept of a sign which embodies certain conditions that need to be fulfilled for a word 

to carry meaning. One of the conditions in question is the cultural consistency and 

constancy in creating patterns of behaviour which are composed of individual (pragmatic) 

relations with society establishing and shaping conventional meaning.  

The considerations adopted here have consequences for our understanding of the 

word as a sign in use. If natural signs were accounted for one, systematic, predictable, 

and infinite whole, then they would be a part of a homogeneous system which would 

disregard other deviations of the form. Such a perspective runs contrary to the linguistic 

variation considered in cultural differences. Franz Boas, the founding father of cultural 

relativism, who also initiated some ideas which finally grew to become linguistic 

relativism, opposed the uniformity of language expression.  

From an anthropological perspective, language consists of a multitude of 

conventional signs which result from the ingenuity of man but also as a result of societal 

adaptations. The capacity of meaning is dictated by the mental and linguistic capability 

of a respective culture. The human cognitive system is the frame within which recognition 

and the use of the concept takes place. Thus, language only enters within these limits and, 

so the “[c]onciseness and clearness of thought of people depend to a great extent upon 

their language” (Boas 1911: 64). It is noted that culture conventionalises a sign in 

idiosyncratic ways, specific to its language. The nature of conventional signs is 

manifested in culture and the patterns created, which are internal to speakers or whole 

cultural communities (speech communities). The heterogeneity of a conventional sign 

truly reflects the agility of language, its spontaneity and changeable nature which allows 

new meanings and goals. If signs comprise the system, then there ought to exist certain 

criteria or a classification according to which a given system can be called a language.  

Unfortunately, it seems that there exists no list of characteristics or determinants 

of language as a system. If one wanted to present such a list, it would rather be a catalogue 

of concepts which would either overlap or exclude each other. Thankfully, due to closely 

related linguistic problems regarding the structure and function of language, it is possible 
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to distinguish certain conditions necessary for a given sign system to be called a language. 

Some of these conditions, which are called structural universals, are discussed further. 
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2.4. Structural universals and the sign 

It is a Herculean effort to define language. There are as many opponents as proponents of 

the theories that overlap, contrast sharply or even exclude one another in the quest for a 

convincing and satisfying account of what language is. Even the most promising linguists 

have not been fully applauded for their achievements in defining language. However, 

what they have discovered is a structurally oriented view which assumes some language 

universals that can pertain to all human languages. By no means do these determinants 

constitute a closed–class group of structural universals, but they are useful enough to 

determine that a given sign system is a language.  

The tentative effort at defining language by means of structural universals also 

entails asking some ontological questions that focus on objects and their relations. If it is 

possible to deploy some universally shared categories within languages, there is also the 

possibility of determining some relations within categories which could also be 

systematically distributed. However, these language universals comprise a limited set of 

features which by no means form a complete list. 

The first and the most often discussed universal is the arbitrariness of a linguistic 

sign. It simply states that there is no physical correspondence between the form of the 

sign and its denotator. The arbitrary nature of signs makes it possible to produce an 

unlimited number of relationships between the phonetic form and the ideas. For this 

reason, it accounts for the creativity of language as a system. The force that drives the 

relationships of sounds and ideas cannot be distinguished, although the force seems to be 

the golden mean to establish how meaning is formed. For Humboldt, “[t]he arbitrariness 

of the relation is the condition for the creativity and freedom of the language–makers, for 

if it were not arbitrary, they would be bound by nature, as in the concept of the Adamic 

language” (von Humboldt [1836] 1988: xxxvii). Arbitrariness here is to be taken in the 

sense that it puts forward the agentivity of man and his active contribution to the creativity 

of language. It is not attributed to an innate and passive nature that would take language 

for granted. The functional role of a sign is designated by the speaker who dynamically 

assigns meaning to signs for them to be intelligible.  

However, this is only one side of the issue of arbitrariness. The other side is the 

societal phenomenon. Hans–Georg Gadamer ([1975] 2004), for example, opposed the 

idea of subjectivity in the creation of meaning for signs. According to him, a word is the 
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means of understanding which is mutually shared by agreement. He believed that “[f]rom 

language we learn that the subject matter (Sache) is not merely an arbitrary object of 

discussion, independent of the process of mutual understanding (Sichverstehen), but 

rather is the path and goal of mutual understanding itself” (Gadamer ([1975] 2004: 180). 

The assumptions of Ferdinand de Saussure ([1916] 2011) allude to Humboldt’s view of 

language as energeia (a process) and convey the meaning of language as a system 

constantly modified by “[t]the action of time combined with the social force” (de Saussure 

[1916] 2011: 78). What is worth noting here is the continuity which implies a change 

in the development of language. Such continuity in the development of language is 

discernible within the observer, but the causes of language change in time are out of the 

reach of its users (de Saussure [1916] 2011: 77). This view aligns with Wittgenstein’s 

idea of how processes function in relation to time. Only by comparing two processes can 

we state that they exist in time. Hence, the lapse of time can be described only by 

considering some other process (Wittgenstein [1953] 1959: 83). The law of change which 

is believed to rule language is about the language itself not what it describes, and that is 

why different developmental stages of the language process can be distinguished in time 

only with reference to other stages of the process. However, the vector which dictates the 

change is not the language process itself embedded in time, but the social force and the 

community of speakers. The relation between time and speakers is bilateral because the 

social force that is manifested in the activity of a community of speakers cannot be noticed 

without time.  

Another structural universal is the discreteness of language. It means that signs 

do not appear in a chaotic order, but the auditory signifiers are segmented in a single 

dimension, in a line that forms a chain. To put it simply, messages are built of smaller, 

discrete, and independent units. The linear nature of signs in a sentence creates a hierarchy 

of elements resulting one from another. The linearity also makes it possible to create a 

finite utterance since the constitutive elements can only be parsed up to a point.  

Double articulation (also known as duality of patterning) is another 

universal feature of languages which refers to the two–level structure of the stream of 

speech that is typical of sign systems. The term double articulation was coined by 

structural linguist André Martinet (1962), who introduced the terminology of monemes 

(meaningful signs known as morphemes) and phonemes (distinctive or meaningless 
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signs) (Martinet 1962: 22). Hierarchically, monemes are situated at the highest level of 

articulation in human speech, while phonemes are the smallest, meaningless elements 

at the lowest level. This feature impacts the internal economy of language. As Martinet 

puts it: 

 

[T]he first articulation was economical in the sense that with a few 

thousands of fairly unspecific monemes, it was possible to shape an 

infinity of different communications. In the same way, the second 

articulation is economical, since the judicious combination of a few dozen 

phonemes enables man to keep distinct all the monemes he needs (Martinet 

1962: 27).  

 

Martinet favours vocal quality which accounts for the linearity of speech. He 

believes that language is a medium of communication9 whose explicit manifestation is 

vocal. Strictly speaking, Martinet cannot imagine the articulation of experience without 

the vocal element. However, one can alternatively imagine a system of signs which solely 

consists of monemes, for example, a system of road signs.  

All the four discussed structural universals of arbitrariness, continuity, 

discreteness, and double articulation are meaningful features of languages. However, it 

ought to be noted that not all of them are credible determinants of all the systems so that 

they can be called a language. A case in point is a system of road signs which conveys 

information by means of arbitrariness of signs but are not languages. The orderly nature 

of signs, their purpose in relational and contextual domains of language are bound up with 

the idea of language as a game presented by Ludwig Wittgenstein. One can safely say 

that the property of signs and their relations to the environment is what has preoccupied 

researchers most. The imagery of a game as explaining the structure and rules of language 

seems to be fit for purpose in this analysis. The next section is devoted to the discussion 

of this particular aspect of language, that of a rule–governed performance.  

  

                                                 
9 According to André Martinet (1962), „[a] language is a means of communication according to which 

human experience is analysed, differently in each community, into units (monemes) with a semantic content 

and a phonic shape. This phonic shape, in its turn, is articulated in distinctive and successive units 

(phonemes) whose number in a given language is fixed and whose nature and mutual relations also vary 

from language to language” (Martinet 1962: 26).  
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2.5. The concept of a language game 

The understanding of a word is locked in an array of concepts and schemas that try to 

establish the properties of signs and extract sets of rules governing the relations they form. 

By adopting the imagery of a game, the focus can be on the true nature of a word, i.e. its 

function and performativity. So far, it has been assumed that a word emerges in 

language, makes an appearance through meaning, its manifestation is explicit in the 

relation of the concept and sound image, and finally its nature is arbitrary.  

Rather than focusing on the internal or representative functions of words, a word 

ought to be recognised according to the external functions it serves and the relations it 

forms with the environment. If language is a functional whole (Bühler 1934), its 

components or forms of expressions (words) also have a functional nature, which means 

they do something in order to do something else. In other words, the function of 

signs can be instrumental, that is to say, it focuses on their causal relations and the ends 

they serve.  

A description of the functionality of a word becomes even more complicated 

considering the sense it describes. There is no single rule which explains how to separate 

sense or when to do it. One of the factors which can help to solve this conundrum is 

stage–setting. A complex set of discourse features determines the function of a word. 

Still, this is not a complete explanation as speakers and hearers need to have knowledge 

of the situation and its contextual factors, which is not always possible (Woodfield 1976: 

108). The puzzle of how much information a word or a sentence holds and how much 

sense is contextually understood remains unresolved. Thus, as Wittgenstein remarked, 

the intention of the use of a word is “[i]s embedded in its situation, in human customs and 

institution” (Wittgenstein [1953] 1959:108). Based on this, Wittgenstein gave primacy to 

contextual cues which determine the use of words. Furthermore, an important function of 

a word is the ability to form relations and reference in its environment. The word in 

context is prompted by the purpose it fulfils in a special kind of activity (Woodfield 1976: 

111, Wittgenstein [1953] 1958: 181). The functions of words are ascribed by their users, 

so that is why words are not endowed with a fixed function that serves one and only 

purpose, but rather they adjust to certain circumstances.  
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This leads to the primary association of a word with a language game defined by 

its characteristics. No matter what language exponents (words or structures) one uses, 

they all serve certain functions. The imagery of a game which explains how words 

function is useful in many ways. Building on the presumption of language as a system of 

signs, there are words which are structurally assembled to create a certain arrangement of 

language. Any distortion within the internal structure of language changes the system. It 

was Ferdinand de Saussure ([1916] 2011: 22) who stated that the distribution of chess 

pawns has no relevance to the game viewed as a system since they already share specific 

attributes that ascribe value to them (de Saussure [1916] 2011: 110). However, decreasing 

or increasing the number of chessmen significantly changes the grammar of the game. 

The same applies to the rules of a game. They correspond to the internal system, so if 

they are rearranged, the principles of semiology no longer hold.  

A game of chess as a metaphorical  representation of what language functions also 

highlights another dimension in reference to the value of words. It is the element of 

unpredictability in the performativity of words and their future actions. What is meant 

by this is that any internal change of isolated elements brings about repercussions within 

the whole system which are impossible to foresee in the long term. Thus, it is observable 

that the move of a given chess pawn may already trigger action that will be revealed in 

the future and may affect other pawns which are not even directly affected by the move. 

This operation is clearly visible in the synchronic perspective of language which focuses 

on the immediate reality consisting of speakers.  

The observation that language can be viewed as a rule–governed game was also 

developed by Ludwig Wittgenstein in his work Philosophical Investigations ([1953] 

1958). The definition of words and language starts in reference to here and now and can 

be explained by means of an analogy to a chess game, which is described as a self–

contained (de Saussure [1916] 2011: 9) and time–bound construct. In Wittgenstein’s 

words: 

 

[W]e are talking about the spatial and temporal phenomenon of language, 

not about some non–spatial, non–temporal phantasm. But we talk about it 

as we do about the pieces in chess when we are stating the rules of the 

game, not describing their physical properties. The question “What is a 

word really? is analogous to “What is a piece in chess?” (Wittgenstein 

[1953] 1959: 47). 
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Initially, he referred to a word with reference to its functional properties. He stated 

that “[o]ne cannot guess how a word functions. One has to look at its use and learn from 

that” (Wittgenstein [1953] 1958: 109). Following this, it can be observed that the limits 

of words are the limits of their setting, that is context. It is important to note that context 

comprises countless new situations which ebb and flow and create even more new 

meanings (Duranti [1997] 1999: 238). Wittgenstein explained it further by stating that: 

“[e]very word has a different character in different contexts, at the same time there is one 

character it always has: a single physiognomy” (Wittgenstein [1953] 1958: 181). As 

regards to this, a word should always be analysed within the context structure of the 

communicative situation, an event which determines the use of a given word. His 

assumption is compatible with the theories of irony. One of the blatant features of irony 

is the dichotomous nature of contradictory meanings that are in bipolar position to each 

other (Barbe 1995: 17). Irony hinges entirely on context–content implicit incompatibility 

(Utsumi 2000, Colston 2002: 111, Colston and O’Brien 2000: 1557, Camp 2012: 622), 

although the words carrying the ironic meaning have one, uniform character.  

In a language game, the rules build the structure of the language but at the same 

time they act as limitations to the arbitrariness of signs. On the one hand, they signpost 

the ways of communicating, but on the other hand, the speakers may get entangled in 

their own rules which may impact meaning. The perspective of a game in which pawns 

are governed by rules is also a strategy that makes it possible to retain the character of a 

game as a self–contained but also self–regulated whole. One could only imagine the chaos 

if one of the pawns were to move in whatever fashion it chose and moved without any 

limitations while other pieces were to manoeuvre in their established ways. Such a chaotic 

and disorderly distribution of linguistic forms would hamper the linear nature of language 

in which words form syntagmatic relations (de Saussure [1916] 2011: 123).  

Another theme that transcends the discussion of a word in relation to a game is 

the concept of the mutual acceptance of the rules of chess or, in the case of language, 

agreement about the use of words. It is assumed that people who decide to play chess will 

act according to rules which are mutually shared and accepted. If speakers share a 

common system of signs which are in agreement with their individual structures, then 

what are the determinants of agreement between each other’s systems of signs? This 

quandary gives much food for thought, especially if one is to accept the Saussurian (de 



83 

 

Saussure [1916] 2011: 15) vision of language as homogeneous and speech as a 

heterogeneous construct. Thus, speakers’ texts are not analogous in meaning to each other 

even though they belong to a language that is uniformly structured. Bearing in mind that 

speakers communicate by means of tangible and non–abstract linguistic units, it is in the 

semiological system that we ought to look for the origin and meaning of language. In this 

sense, there is a need to study what language has in common with different semiological 

systems which are called linguistic forces  (de Saussure [1916] 2011: 17). Ferdinand 

de Saussure admitted that only studying the characteristics of signs is a major stumbling 

block to understanding language. Hence, there is also a necessity to study the individual 

and his relationship with society in order to get a grasp of the rites and customs which are 

also signs (ibid.). 

The concept of a language game has illustrated the internal mechanisms of 

language as a structure distributing words in a relational, arbitrary, and contextual 

manner. Language can be compared to a rule–governed game and a functional whole, 

which therefore implies that the language exponents (words or structures) also serve 

certain functions. In addition, words are instrumental which means that they form causal 

relations, and any change of these internal, isolated elements has repercussions within the 

whole system. It ought to be clear, then, from the above discussion that we are faced with 

an organised system of rules which manipulate arbitrary signs.  

However, we should always bear in mind that the nature of language is to be 

observed in spontaneous linguistic uses, not only through the strategies of a chess game. 

Hence, the sociological perspective of language as spontaneous interaction gives 

approximation to some other aspects of communication. The following section examines 

one more aspect, i.e. language in social practice.  
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2.6. The sociology of language 

As a point of reference to further analysis, the sociological view is taken of language as 

a spontaneous interaction, and words are viewed as building blocks imparting meaning 

through interactive communication. Due to the nature of objects engaged in a 

communication process, it is possible to make a general distinction between human and 

non–human communication systems. For the sake of this discussion, the focus is on the 

former system as a source of linguistic communication.  

While signs are indispensable units for conveying meaning in human 

communication, it is also the individual and the shared knowledge of speakers, as well as 

their experience, that must be considered in order to establish the effectiveness of sign 

communication. Signs are rooted in social practice and, as such, are analysed as 

conventionalised signs. In this view, they are charged with the intention of the speaker in 

a way that is communicated to the hearer. The process is largely based on the 

compatibility of the reconstructed message of the speaker with the hearer’s interpretation. 

In other words, the speaker shares the same reality, the convention (cultural rules) of the 

signs which dictates a clear understanding of the cultural sign. Cultural rules are part of 

the bigger picture of cultural competence which is a means of dealing with the linguistic 

and cultural world (Bańczerowski et al. 1982: 38).  

There should be no doubt that signs ought to be regarded at the most basic level, 

that is, as the voluntarily produced verbal signs produced by a human (a sender and/or a 

receiver) called symbols (Sapir 1921: 7). However, this is not the sole characteristic of a 

sign. If a sign is to be understood in terms of a message and an interpreter  as a 

language user, the understating of a sign becomes more interactional, and its meaning 

is created in the milieu of communication. It means that no sign can fully explicate or 

communicate its meaning unless it is used in context, within a situational, social, and 

cultural moment which is elusive and prone to change. A sign, from its inception, 

becomes an umbrella term for the meanings that are ascribed to it, and which are tacitly 

accepted by the collectivity of its users (Sapir 1921: 11). In the words of Sapir (1921: 12), 

a sign as a symbol is “[a] concept, in other words, of a convenient capsule of thought that 

embraces thousands of distinct experiences and that is ready to take in thousands more.” 
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In light of this, the conceptualisation of words takes place in the minds of their speakers 

and is an infinite process of language production.  

A natural extension of this discussion is to consider the effectiveness of signs as 

cultural conventions that belong to cultural competence (Bańczerowski et al. 1982: 

38, Gumperz 1972: vii). The fundamental question to be asked is at what level the 

conventional sign develops as an objective truth and where its boundaries are. Even 

though these questions cannot be answered explicitly, it is still possible to detect some 

relations within sign communication that can lead to some preliminary assumptions about 

the effectiveness of a sign. Firstly, there is the distinction between orienting the 

effectiveness of a sign to a language user (a Model Person10) or to a society. Secondly, 

there is a distribution of communicative content that is largely based on conventions and 

cultural rules that govern it.  

However, such a distribution varies if one considers communication by a 

language user or the whole of society. The former perspective using a conventional 

sign entails the subjective point of view of individual pragmatic individuals whose mental 

faculties and contextual potential of interaction vary in terms of their general and specific 

knowledge11 (Schank and Abelson 1977: 39) as well as in the degree of communicative 

competence12 (Hymes [1977] 2001: 5, Saville–Troike [1982] 2003: 2, Grabias [2003] 

2019: 37, Pisarek 2008: 64 The subjectivity of an individual’s interactional potential also 

creates an infinite number of contextual operations (here understood as forms of social 

                                                 
10 According to Brown and Levinson ([1978] 1987), a Model Person (henceforth MP) “[c]onsists in a wilful 

fluent speaker of a natural language, further endowed with two special properties – rationality and face. By 

rationality we mean something very specific – the availability to our MP of a precisely definable mode of 

reasoning from ends to the means that will achieve those ends. By face we mean something quite specific 

again: our MP is endowed with two particular wants – roughly, the want to be unimpeded and the want to 

be approved of in certain respects” (Brown and Levinson [1978] 1987: 58). 
11 According to Schank and Abelson (1977: 39), people process information according to two classes of 

knowledge: general knowledge and specific knowledge. General knowledge refers to the standard needs 

which are fulfilled in the society and standard methods of achieving those needs. Specific detailed 

knowledge on the other hand, requires less conscious information processing but is rather used by means 

of plans and scripts so that every mentally competent person knows how to interact in the situations he has 

been in many times before.   
12 Dell Hymes ([1977] 2001: 5) addresses Chomsky’s notions of competence as knowledge of grammar and 

the concept of performance which Hymes believes to be confusing and largely unexamined (Hymes [1977] 

2001: 93). Instead, he proposes the ethnographic view of communicative competence which “[s]tudies 

communicative form and function in integral relation to each other.” (ibid.). Additionally, communicative 

competence involves knowledge of what to say, to whom and in what circumstances so it does not entail 

only the knowledge of the code. Building on his term communicative competence, Hymes pioneered his 

approach known as the ethnography of communication that is centred around relations among messages 

and contexts that are part of a communicative behaviour in specific cultural setting (Saville–Troike [1982] 

2003: 1).  
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behaviour) that are difficult to predict. Due to this mixture of unexpected and dynamic 

types of behaviour, the outcome of any communicative act may be uncertain and 

incomplete. However, does this mean that pragmatic language users are doomed to 

communicative failure? Certainly not. The effectiveness of a sign as a cultural convention 

rests not only on subjective knowledge of the world, but also on background information 

about the environment, which imposes the speaker’s choice of interactional strategies 

(Gumperz et al. 1972: 15).  

The speaker also takes on social roles (Goffman 1956: 57, Duranti [1997] 1999: 

297) that adhere to social rules and allow the language user to employ various strategies 

which are constrained by the communicative events. Through the speaker’s own 

expression of self, he becomes a member, a participant of the group, and he establishes 

his status of social member through language. Ervin Goffman noted that actors 

(participants) play different roles during interaction. They constitute a team in which the 

real exchange of information occurs. According to Goffman (1956: 57), “[w]e can see 

this interaction not as a medley of as many voices as there are participants but rather a 

kind of dialogue or interplay between two teams.” The selves of the interactants are 

constantly redefined on the stage through their performances. Therefore, a team is not 

only a group of individuals but, primarily, a bunch of relations which define social roles. 

In this way, each team member inadvertently becomes the occupant of a social role.  

The roles fostered in the Goffmanian model of interaction bear a resemblance to 

Bernstein’s ([1971] 1973) role systems. A ritual order (Goffman 1967: 42) which aims to 

pertain to conventions and norms within society produces social roles that enact the duties 

and acts ascribed to a given status. Similarly, Bernstein’s positional role system 

(Bernstein [1971] 1973: 171) presents a member of society whose role is extensively a 

function of his position in society, that is, his role is equivalent to his corresponding status. 

For example, it is the leader of a political party who takes decisions owing to his leading 

role. This principle merges concepts of social structure and social hierarchy. Bernstein’s 

personal role system favours the person–oriented approach where the function of an 

individual’s psychological attributes defines the achieved status. Goffman’s role system, 

on the other hand, hinges on the favourable definition of the situation. The front region  

(Goffman 1956: 67), the place where performance takes place, is the expressive, 

intentional and rule–governed equipment of an individual and refers to the essence of the 
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task that is performed. As Goffman stated, the characteristics of a man (his personal 

qualities) are of no significance unless they correspond to the performance and offer 

involvement. As observed, the positional role system of hierarchical role classification is 

the driving mechanism in Goffman’s perspective of interactional order. Furthermore, 

Goffman (1956: 47) implied that: 

 

 

[we] often find that the personal front of the performer is employed not so 

much because it allows him to present himself as he would like to appear 

but because his manner and appearance can do something for a scene of 

wider scope (Goffman 1956: 47).   

 

The expressive function of performance is designed only to conjure up its 

characteristics, not the characteristics of the actor. The personal front or the standardised 

personal mask, when allowed to be acted out on stage, could propel another machinery 

of predispositions, attitudes, and psychological qualities, but its foremost purpose is to 

sustain a favourable definition of a situation.  

With reference to the speaker and the hearer, Ervin Goffman (1981) established 

the following characteristics. During a conversation, the speaker is the sounding box 

in use, the talking machine and a body engaged in acoustic activity (Goffman 

1981: 226). All these functional terms, in reference to the role and form of the speaker, 

are analytical. They predispose the speaker to engage in the communicative action of 

sentence production. It is worth noting that Goffman (1981) endowed the speaker with 

the functions of animator, principal and author who are provided with information 

about the production format  of an utterance (Goffman 1981: 226). The animator 

utters the words, the author selects the words so that they are properly expressed, and the 

principal is the believer in the established truth committed to the words. The role of the 

speaker is not only to recite a text that is learnt by heart or read out a script that has been 

written for someone.  

Some other roles in Goffman’s participation framework include the ratified 

speaker and the unratified speaker. Goffman presented a sociological analysis of an 

event, a situation that is reflected in various types of participants who are addressees. 

When face engagement is established and is retained in communication, then the 

participants (the hearers) are said to remain in a ratified position. On the other hand, 
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unratified speakers are just listeners who are not expected to participate at predictable 

moments. The ratified hearer is most often the one addressed (Duranti [1997] 1999: 298). 

He may be asked to give an instant answer, to perform turn–taking, and hold the visual 

attention of the speaker. However, it does not only have to be a speech event between two 

people. These unaddressed hearers (unratified speakers) can successfully become 

ratified speakers. Goffman used the term by–standers or 

eavesdroppers/overhearers  to refer to the unratified participants who have access to 

the encounter and whose participation is culture and context–dependent (Duranti [1997] 

1999: 300).  

The relation of a speaker and a hearer is expressed by mutual interests and 

objectives during a given speech event. With respect to this, Goffman highlighted that: 

“[i]n pursuit of their interests, parties of all kinds must deal with and through individuals, 

both individuals who appear to help and individuals who appear to hinder” (Goffman 

1969: 3). The communicators are immersed in a spontaneous, trance–like engagement. 

Goffman went even further to state that “[c]onjoint spontaneous involvement is a unio 

mystico, a socialized trance” (Goffman 1957: 47). As we can see, a communicative 

situation is a form of exchange of knowledge that is transferred by means of the 

communicative competence of individuals. At the same time, it is implied that the 

speakers pursue their interests, which means, it is the immediate situation that dictates 

their social roles.  

Goffman’s framework of participation is an important consideration of how 

language as social action and the social roles of speakers are constituted through speech. 

It also shows that participation is a kind of activity that takes place within the 

reconstructable and dynamic participation framework dictated by the contextual and 

cultural cues. The patterns of speech created within these situational ramifications are 

highly international and based on arrangements. The negotiation of roles and identities 

takes place at the micro–sociological level of interaction which serves as a foundation for 

the higher stratum of social action, i.e. the patterning of thought. In the following section, 

an extension to the sociological perspective of language is presented and language 

behaviour is discussed as a form of interaction order and a socially situated 

human condition that is observed in the immediate presence of others (Goffman 1983: 

2).  
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2.7. Language and Goffman’s framework of participation 

During this discussion, the role of a sign in communication can be described as praxis 

which means “[t]he way in which we produce and reproduce knowledge of the Other13 

for our societies” (Fabian 1983: 165). This approach assumes the non–material nature of 

language not only as the channel of tangible acoustic signals such as pitch, intonation, 

stress, frequencies, tempo, etc., that can be observed and measured, but also as a meta 

reality which goes beyond the measurable and discernible facets of human 

communication.  

Language and its role in society can also be regarded twofold as an “[i]nformal or 

backstage language of behaviour, and another language of behaviour for occasions when 

a performance is being presented” (Goffman 1956: 78). The backstage and frontstage 

language behaviour reflects the belief that language can form interactional rules within 

the reality of everyday experience. Language use is a form of alignment to the rules of 

interaction order  which is a kind of activity based on “[s]hared cognitive 

presuppositions, if not normative ones, and self–sustained restraints” (Goffman 1983: 5). 

Language is restrained within the boundaries of the interaction order  which “[c]an 

easily be viewed as the consequences of systems of enabling conventions, in the sense of 

the ground rules for a game, the provisions of a traffic code or the rules of syntax of a 

language” (ibid.). Goffman understood language as a socially situated human condition 

that is perceived and produced in the immediate presence of others (Goffman 1983: 2). 

The following part of the discussion is an attempt to present the interactional, relational, 

situational, and rule–governed character of language. 

Goffman’s model of interaction can be regarded as a comprehensive approach to 

human interaction as praxis that entails intersubjectivity. Intersubjective interaction 

means taking the role of another , coming out of one’s own shell and engaging in 

coordinated action. In his view, the objective world is an aggregate of separate worlds (of 

                                                 
13 Johannes Fabian (1983) defines the Other as “[o]ther people who are our contemporaries. No matter 

whether its intent is historical (ideographic) or generalizing, (nomothetic), anthropology cannot do without 

anchoring its knowledge, through research, in specific groups or societies” (Fabian 1983: 143). 
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natural objects or other people), while subjects in the intersubjective world attain common 

ground through the mutual sharing of knowledge. They achieve this by means of an 

encounter based on pragmatic skill in which speakers adjust the content of the speech 

according to the perceived knowledge of the hearer. For this reason, intersubjectivity is a 

way of producing and reproducing knowledge of the participants’ attitudes, beliefs, 

intentions, feelings, etc. Another parallel perspective is that man is knowledge in a social 

sense. In other words, he is the carrier of cultural beliefs, norms, and rules, the Self as a 

“[s]peaking and hearing Self” (Fabian 1983: 161) or “[c]onsciousness with a body, 

inextricably bound up with language” (ibid.). This view assumes the integrity of man and 

language so that his consciousness and internal state is communicated, i.e. expressed and 

represented through language.  

Johannes Fabian (1983) indicated that a man does not use language only as a tool 

of communication, but he is  communication. For this reason, the man–language relation 

can be considered an organic one, i.e. “[l]anguage produces man and man produces 

language” (ibid.). The intersubjective relation in this sense can be viewed as the building 

blocks of language since such a relation reflects knowledge, the Self and the Other. How 

language translates into human intersubjective interaction as praxis will now be consider   

ed. Furthermore, the purpose of an interaction and its situatedness are key issues to be 

discussed.  

The preponderance of intraindividual processes is a part of subjectivity which 

imposes some limitations in relation to interpersonal and social processes. 

Intersubjectivity or taking the role of the other implies coming out of one’s own shell and 

engaging in a coordinated action. It could be problematic to overcome an obstacle of 

social and interpersonal incompatibility. For two people to intersubjectively 

communicate, it is suggested that they come up with or exercise some communicative 

strategies based on shared knowledge. The model of communication presented by Erving 

Goffman implicitly assumes that actors share joint perceptions, rules, and behaviour to 

negotiate commonly accepted goals. It is as if the actors were players who decide on the 

moves, goals, rules, nature of the game (aggressive or laid–back) and setting. This model 

also entails the need for self–presentation. Further analysis attempts to present self–

presentation as anchored in consensual activity and cannot be reduced solely to individual 

cognitive perceptions. At this point, the focus turns to an analysis of intersubjectivity as 
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one of the elements that prevail in Goffman’s model of interaction, also called the 

dramaturgical model due to its analogy to a theatre and play.  

In the aforementioned model, human social action is depicted as a theatrical 

performance that hinges on reciprocal action. The reason for the interaction is first and 

foremost to “[c]ommonly seek to acquire information about him [the individual] or to 

bring into play information about him already possessed” (Goffman 1956: 1).  

We shall now turn to the purpose of an interaction presented in Goffman’s 

dramaturgical model. The author of this perspective was explicit about the aim of every 

encounter, that is “[r]egardless of the particular objective which the individual has in mind 

and of his motive for having this objective, it will be in his interests to control the conduct 

of the others, especially their responsive treatment of him” (Goffman 1956: 2). This 

control has its roots in the definition of the situation established by the participants in the 

process of observing and inferencing. The definition of a situation focuses on the 

community and the network of persons as context (Hymes [1977] 2001: 4). When 

assessing language, the frame of reference is within the communicative activities of 

speech communities rather than their codes or even speech itself (ibid.). One such 

communicative activity could be the actors who manage the impression they give of 

themselves. It is up to the actor to change the impression conjured up in the hearer’s minds 

or to keep it the way it is.  

It is pertinent to mention also that Goffman suggested creating the controlling 

environment of language use in which language is a form of interaction through which 

the behaviour of others is controlled. The control can be intentional, calculating, and 

conscious, but this action may not be voluntary. On the other hand, the hearer’s response 

could be accepted or rejected. One way or another, the impression is successfully 

conveyed and the actor gets his audience under control. The intersubjectivity of taking 

control over the audience’s response is manifested in the reciprocal construction of the 

definition of the situation. An actor is a creator of this definition the moment he appears 

in front of the public. Seemingly passive hearers effectively project the definition through 

their actively constructed response towards the actor, as well as by the action initiated by 

him.  

Another purpose of interaction in this model is not so much the control of 

impression, which focuses on self–presentation to achieve the desired effect, but the 

establishment of “[a] favourable definition of the service or product” (Goffman 1956: 47). 
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A shift from concentrating on the characteristics of the performer in the act of self–

presentation to a focus on the characteristics of the task, presents a different aspect of 

intersubjectivity. The affective/expressive or informative content of an encounter is not 

measured according to the personal front of an actor, but his contribution to the interaction 

through his appearance and performance. 

What is central to an encounter is the state of talk that is defined as “[a] joint 

conversational engagement” (Goffman 1963: 196). This is another element of the 

discussion of intersubjectivity in communication. However, this concept is two–fold, i.e. 

on the one hand, it presents two communicators in one line of reciprocal communication. 

On the other hand, it can endanger an individual by his sole participation in this encounter. 

The former realisation of the concept is manifested by a “[s]ubstantive, naturally bounded 

stretch of interaction comprising all that relevantly goes on from the moment two (or 

more) individuals open such dealings between themselves and continuing until they 

finally close this activity out” (Goffman 1981: 130). There can be many reasons for 

initiating the state of talk, such as insulting, complementing, commanding, pleading, 

informing, disinforming, etc., which can jeopardise the speaker’s face. As a result, the 

perspective of the state of talk could contribute to a failure of intersubjectivity. This 

type of interaction deals with the here and now. On terminating this activity, the 

participants sustain their involvement and remain in a state of talk, even when no talk 

may be present. 

Undoubtedly, intersubjectivity operates to a great extent within the definition of 

the situation, that is subjective agreement on the norms and practices of a given 

performance. To start with, it is worth pointing out that there are no ideal intersubjective 

relations between agents as there is no idealised model of interaction. If that were the 

case, two communicators would be endowed with congruent minds in terms of cognitive–

affective faculties. Due to a mental incompatibility between communicators, all the 

encounters would have to be doomed to failure. Given the independent status of every 

individual, we form subjective opinions, our affective states subjectively determine the 

world, and also our cognitive processes independently form judgments and produce 

decision–making action. Intersubjectivity ought to be considered in terms of a continuum 

and of gradability. The relation of speakers in the dramaturgical model is restricted to 

face–to–face interaction given the setting of a stage. The degree of involvement and 
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attunement are two determinants which bond the actor and the audience regardless of 

their intrinsic divergencies. These two properties of ritual encounter build up social 

bonds. 

Goffman’s model of human interaction challenges one to rethink the roles taken 

by speakers in a speech community. The imagery of a theatre does not present an illusory 

perspective of human interaction. It actually assumes the real possibilities of speakers 

becoming different characters or personae and being treated as if they were given the type 

of status presented by these characters. The role of language is purely interactional, 

relational, situational, and contextual. It is to be understood as man’s knowledge which 

is shared and reproduced in a participation framework. Language is situated in the midst 

of an interaction order, i.e. rules derived from the patterns of social communication. This 

model presents how language functions socially by observing the changing identities, 

roles and characters played by actors–speakers. It also presents context as a combination 

of social characteristics giving structure to individual behaviour. 

The following section takes a different stance on language. It is no longer a 

“[s]ocially situated human condition that is perceived and produced in the immediate 

presence of others” (Goffman 1983: 2) but rather a vehicle which determines our thinking 

processes and perception of reality.  

2.8. Language and thought – Sapir and Whorf Hypothesis 

One of the ideas that has been instrumental in shaping linguistics in terms of language 

diversity is interest in the relation between language and thought. If one considers various 

approaches and methods which examine differences across languages, one cannot but 

marvel at the gap between the postulates of formal grammarians such as Noam Chomsky 

and ethnolinguists such as Edward Sapir or Benjamin Lee Whorf. On the one hand, 

according to the research strategy of the former, the chief factor that determines the 

production of language is the theory of Universal Grammar, i.e. rules that pertain to 

all human languages. On the other hand, research endeavours of sociolinguists and 

ethnologists point out the heterogeneity within various languages. Suffice to say, the quest 

to describe languages, their form and their function has become even more important for 

linguistic anthropologists, and their conception of a language–thought relation as 
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presented in the so–called linguistic relativity hypothesis, also known as the Sapir and 

Whorf Hypothesis.    

First of all, the origin of the language–thought relation harks back to Franz Boas 

(1858–1942), German–born physicist and geographer by education and anthropologist by 

passion. Boas’s ideas, teaching and texts in the early 20th century started to gain ground 

emerging eventually to become linguistic relativism. His interest in the study of the 

language of Kwakiutl Indians and Eskimos became the centre point of his investigations 

on language and thought. Boas took the view that with respect to the linguistic 

investigation and linguistic knowledge of Indian culture, what should be considered is 

both theoretical study and practical knowledge. Indeed, theoretical study of Indian 

languages is as important as a practical knowledge of them (i.e. the ethnographical traits 

of the tribe) (Boas 1911: 63). Boas (1911) perhaps gave the most lucid explanation of his 

language theory in his Handbook of American Indian Languages which states the 

following: “[I]t has been claimed that the conciseness and clearness of thought of a people 

depend to a great extent upon their language” (Boas 1911: 64). Culture in Boasian 

teaching is a point of departure to the understanding of language. He believed that 

linguistic research is the source of knowledge that can help develop and solve problems 

of cultural anthropology. He stated that “[t]he study of language promises to point the 

way in which many of our problems may find a solution” (Boas 1908: 23). Moreover, the 

core idea of language is that culture shapes language form (Boas 1911: 63). What is 

important is that Boas highlighted that both language and culture are ruled by unconscious 

processes. However, he also pointed out that although language is a structure that 

unconsciously shapes speech and follows rules which are out of the producer’s control, 

ethnological phenomena (culture) are often reinterpreted.14 The idea of the primacy of 

language over thought was revolutionary enough to gain the profound interest of Boas’s 

students: Edward Sapir and Bernard L. Whorf, representatives of the first paradigm 

that puts American anthropological research on the study of language in relation to culture 

(Duranti 2003: 323). 

                                                 
14 Franz Boas notes that “[i]t would seem that the essential difference between linguistic phenomena and 

other ethnological phenomena is, that the linguistic classifications never rise into consciousness, while in 

other ethnological phenomena, although the same unconscious origin prevails, these often rise into 

consciousness, and thus give rise to secondary reasoning and to re–interpretations” (Boas 1911: 71).  
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The anthropological thread started by Boas was picked up by Edward Sapir, an 

American anthropologist–linguist. Much of the work done by Sapir was largely based on 

an analysis of linguistic structures and investigation of the ways language functions as a 

self–sufficient and complete system (Sapir 1911: 11, Sapir 1924: 151). Sapir used 

mathematical analogy to refer to the context of language as a system by stating that “[t]he 

world of linguistic forms, held within the framework of a given language, is a complete 

system of reference, very much as a number system is a complete system of quantitative 

reference or as a set of geometrical axes of coordinates is a complete system of reference 

to all points of a given space” (Sapir 1924: 151). By viewing language as a system, he 

also believed that language is arbitrary and its elements form combinations that can only 

be regarded as symbolic if they are voluntarily associated with whole groups of classes, 

accepted, and shared by the community rather than by an individual (Sapir 1921: 13, Sapir 

1924: 154). The theory of the arbitrariness of language indicates that every person sees 

and creates language in a distinct way.  

Sapir presented his theory of language in two ways. One refers to a language 

code by means of which we communicate ideas and emotions using a system of symbols 

that are voluntarily produced by the so–called organs of speech.  But not only that, 

language is also a conventionalised system that is verbally codified communication. The 

other way of dealing with language according to Sapir is to refer to the form in language. 

This can be understood as the grammatical processes that are the formal methods 

employed by a language, e.g. the rules of grammar. Hence, the perspective of language 

presented by Sapir embraces a view of language as the code and language as the thought. 

Benjamin Lee Whorf took up an interest in linguistics later in life as initially he was a 

chemical engineer and fire prevention engineer by profession. However, he was a 

prominent figure involved in the development of the formulation of linguistic relativity, 

therefore an overview of his thoughts on this subject matter cannot be omitted.   

It was Whorf’s fascination with the indigenous languages of Mesoamerica, the 

Nahuati language in Mexico, followed by a study of Hopi, Nahuatl dialects, and the 

historical linguistics of the Uto–Aztecan languages, that formed the groundwork for his 

reflections on linguistic relativity. His association with Edward Sapir intensified Whorf’s 

interest in American Indian Languages to such an extent that he prepared a revision of 

Sapir’s classification of American Indian Languages. It is interesting to note that although 

Whorf was a linguist, he initially started off his scientific career as an avid anthropologist.  
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At the root of Whorf’s linguistic relativity hypothesis is the primacy of language 

over thought. It worth noting that Whorf highlighted the existence of a condition: a 

phenomenon of language that is obligatory, unconscious and permeates the continuity of 

talk (Whorf [1940] 1956: 221). This background phenomenon is recognised as 

completely autocratic, almost separated from the speaker and listener, but still present 

enough to be used unconsciously by means of the automatic and involuntary patterning 

system of language, e.g. sound patterning that varies from language to language (ibid.). 

This is all the more important because such patterns exist in all languages and create their 

formalised grammar. An introduction to these obligatory, basic, grammatical patterns or 

formulas is the starting point in Whorf’s teaching about the linguistic relativity 

principle. He pointed out that: 

 

[u]sers of markedly different grammars, are pointed by their grammars, 

toward different types of observations and different evaluations of 

externally similar acts of observation as observers but must arrive at 

somewhat different views of the world (Whorf [1940] 1956: 221). 

 

Importantly, linguistic formulations within patterns are highly relational and 

causal, therefore it is due to alterations and shifts in elements that we can observe 

changing mechanisms and determine the “[p]atternment– an exactness of relation” 

(Whorf [1940] 1956: 231). According to Whorf, these formulas are so powerful and 

precise that their reliability is compared with that of mathematical principles of logic 

(Whorf [1940] 1956: 230).  

Another idea in Whorf’s writings is the postulate of language as a habit (Whorf 

[1939] 1956: 138). The concept of habitual thought rests on the “[o]bjectified or 

imaginary (…) view of thought because (…) “[i]t is patterned on the OUTER world” 

(ibid.). Whorf exemplified the force of linguistic habit by presenting how real or 

perceptible (perceptible spatial  aggregates ) and imaginary or metaphorical plurals 

(metaphorical  aggregates) in English become one pattern, regardless of the fact that 

the imaginary perception cannot be objectively experienced (Whorf [1939] 1956: 139). 

To illustrate, when one says, “seven cars”, it is objectively perceived as seven, but “seven 

days” cannot be objectively experienced as “seven” in quantity since the concept of time 

is abstract. One can only tangibly experience one day in terms of counting the minutes or 
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hours, the approaching sunset, etc., but further into the future can only be experienced 

subjectively by means of our mental lexicon and imagination. Whorf believed that we 

owe the perception of both types of plurals as one pattern to the awareness of time and 

the cyclicity to aggregates (ibid.). By presenting this example, there is an attempt to 

show how habitual thought becomes objectified so that the process of assimilating the 

concept of time with the subjective experience of happening later becomes the concept 

of quantity (ibid.). Interestingly, in other cultures such as the Hopi language, there are 

no imaginary plurals, therefore an expression “seven days” does not exist. In turn, plurals 

are expressed with ordinals used with singulars. “They travelled for seven days” becomes 

“They travelled till the seventh day” or “They left after the seventh day.” The 

objectification of time in Hopi is not considered in length but rather as a relation in 

becoming late. For Whorf, as for his mentor Sapir, language determines thought through 

the habit of using patterns, rules and formulas that utilise coding, conventionalisation, 

conceptualisation, and logic. Central to linguistic relativity is the idiosyncratic habit of 

thinking that pertains only to a given language and its patterning system.  

The notion of language as a habit of creating patterns and thus the structure of a 

given language is so engaging that the Whorfianism postulates have continued to 

fascinate scholars for years. The fundamental ideas presented by Sapir and Whorf, but 

initially inspired by Boas, have echoed in the studies of anthropological linguistics 

(Hymes 1964, Hoijer and Beals 1918: 212), ethnographic semantics (Berlin and Kay 

1969), the ethnography of communication (Hymes 1962, Gumperz and Hymes 1964, 

Saville–Troike [1982] 2003, Harrison 1990, Hill 1993, Duranti 1994), and 

sociolinguistics (Gumperz and Hymes 1972, Ervin–Tripp 1969, Goffman 1967, Sudnow 

1972, Silverstein 1976). Although supporters favouring and developing the formulation 

of linguistic relativity in their research progressively grew in number, between the 1950s 

and 1960s, the hypothesis later came under heavy criticism with psychologists claiming 

that it was completely untestable, especially in terms of emotion research (Kay and 

Kempton 1984: 66).  

While psychology views emotions and linguistic relativism as a troubled 

relationship, it does indicate that the premise of habitual thought has strong psychological 

foundations that deal with: (a) repeated behaviour (Caarr 1931, Skinner 1938, Eagly and 

Chaiken 1993, Verplanken and Orbell 2003), (b) propensity to adapt (Dewey 1922, James 

1887), (c) responsiveness to habitual cues (e.g. Orbell and Verplanken 2010, Wood and 
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Neal 2007), and (d) cognitive schemas or recurring contexts (Macrae et al. 1994). 

Therefore, the pillars of habit formation are behavioural repetition and cognitive 

differentiation between cues and responses. For this reason, habits are formed both 

unconsciously and consciously. According to Sapir (1914, 1924) and Whorf ([1939] 

1956), language is a system of involuntary patterns, but habitual thought is consciously 

objectified by means of reason. These two aspects are aligned with the psychological 

construction theories regarding habit.  

It has been shown that the Sapir and Whorf Hypothesis serves as one of the many 

guideposts helping to show the way to an understanding of language and thought. The 

most obvious, but at the same time, the most serviceable implication that can be drawn 

from Sapir and Whorf’s assumptions is that the study of language systems is a guide to 

studying cultural systems. The two meanings that pertain to linguistic relativity as 

presented by Sapir comprise a dual approach that embraces a language code. This code 

consists of voluntarily produced symbols and language as a conventionalised system or 

the rules of grammar.  

The most prominent tenet of Whorf’s linguistic relativism is the idea of the 

universality of structures that exist in the universe, so called metaphysics  (Whorf 

[1936] 1956: 58), which are evidence for universal perceptions of time and space in 

different cultures. This also accounts for the fact that all cultures share the same matrix 

which becomes especially evident when they are disparate. Furthermore, Whorf’s relation 

between language and worldview is especially important in presenting culture as 

knowledge. This implies a view of language as a pattern of thought, awareness of 

regularities in thinking about the world, the finding of conceptualisations and inferences, 

and the making of predictions.  

In light of the discussed material, the concept of language ought to be regarded as 

a means of discovering culture that cannot be observed directly (Hoijer and Beals 1918: 

210). It is only through various perspectives and by different means that we can observe 

mechanisms and strategies of communicative patterns within communicative systems. 

Harry Hoijer’s definition of culture may be a good starting point for a similar discussion 

about language IN culture. He saw culture as the ways in which: 

 

[h]uman beings carry out the activities involved in daily living, (…) as 

well as observes that culture may be applied (…) (1) [t]o the ways of life 



99 

 

or designs for living common at any one time to all mankind, (2) to the 

way of living peculiar to a group of societies between which there is a 

greater or less degree of interaction, (3) to the patterns of behaviour 

peculiar to a given society, and (4) to special ways of behaving 

characteristic of the segments of a large and complexly organized society 

(Hoijer and Beals 1918: 210). 

 

 In line with the idea above, it is possible to approach the concept of culture as 

ways of living, speaking, and organising society. The next section deals with how 

language organises communicative units into regular patterns that form the matrix of 

culture.   

2.9. Language and culture – an anthropological view 

The unquestionable relation between language and culture has been widely discussed by 

anthropologists, linguists, and sociologists (e.g., Sapir 1921, Whorf [1939] 1956, Hoijer 

and Beals 1918, Tylor [1871] 1920, Malinowski 1923, Kluckhohn 1949, Kroeber 1923; 

Kroeber and Kluckhohn 1952, Hymes 1962, Lévi–Strauss [1958] 1963, Geertz 1973, 

Boas 1911, Chruszczewski 2011; Burszta 1986, 1998; Kłoskowska 1962, 1972, 1981; 

Duszak 1998, 2011; Buchowski 2004). The two most thought–provoking questions as 

regards a language–culture interface are: How does language determine culture? and How 

does culture influence language?   

It is Edward Burnett Tylor’s (1871) definition of culture in his work Primitive 

Culture that is the earliest and the most quoted formulation and covers a panorama of 

cultural fields which include “[k]nowledge, belief, art, morals, law, custom, and any other 

capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society” (Tylor [1871] 1920: 1). 

It is argued that human habits and capabilities are primarily manifested in: 

 

 

[w]ork and management, the organisation of collective life, kinship 

systems, ways of fighting and cooperation. trans. M.S.]. 15 

 

                                                 
15[w] pracy i gospodarowaniu, w organizacji życia zbiorowego, zasadach pokrewieństwa, w sposobach 

walki i współdziałania (Kłoskowska 1991: 20). 
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Despite the magnitude of the theories and perspectives on culture, they all have 

the same anthropological denominator, i.e., the way of life, explained below:  

 

[a]ll humanly created material and non–material aspects of the whole 

human environment; his socially regulated “way of life”. trans. M.S.].16  

 

If the definition assumes some type of social regulation, then it also implies a 

certain degree of practice which is involved in the functioning of a society. The function 

in turn carries agentivity or the ability to create and maintain certain forms of social 

life. These forms can be understood as communication systems in general, and cultural  

groups or socio–cultural  systems (Burszta 1998: 48) in particular, with 

substructures that are interrelated and integrated. The conceptual model of these 

communication systems (aspects of culture) is language (Lévi–Strauss [1958] 1963: xii). 

Culture as a way of life was also the subject of analysis for Clyde Kluckhohn (1949), an 

American anthropologist and social theorist, a long–term ethnographic researcher of 

Navajo, who in his book Mirror and Man (1949) wrote: 

 

 

 [b]y “culture” anthropology means the total life way of the people, the 

social legacy the individual requires from his group. Or culture can be 

regarded as that part of the environment that is the creation of man (…) or 

the anthropologist, to be human is to be cultured (Kluckhohn 1949: 17). 

 

A practical characterisation of the functions of the aforementioned aspects was 

presented by anthropologist Bronisław Malinowski (1937)  in his organic model 

described in Anthropology as the Basis for Social Science. By taking the functional 

method as his point of departure, Malinowski postulated that all the environmental 

aspects are dictated by cultural factors such as material substrate, social organisation, and 

language (Malinowski 1937: 211). These three factors in correlation with aspects of 

culture comprise a fully functional, harmonious cultural system. What comes to the fore 

in this definition is the social aspect of culture that has traces of human activity. At this 

point, it is serviceable to discuss language as cultural practice built within the 

                                                 
16 [w]szystkie stworzone przez człowieka materialne lub niematerialne aspekty całokształtu środowiska 

ludzkiego, jego społecznie uregulowany „sposób życia” (Burszta 1998:41). 
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anthropological framework. However, before that, two divergent perspectives on culture 

are discussed: the first considers culture on a biological level while the second favours a 

view of culture as reflecting the social stratum of society.   
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2.9.1. On the definition of language and culture – nature vs. nurture  

To define culture means to determine its beginning and end, but no researcher has, as yet, 

been able to convincingly define its boundaries. We all know that culture exists. It is 

within us and it is a part of society. Paradoxically, however, we are unable to set it within 

any determinate frames. One can, at least, make a tentative effort at approaching some 

dimensions of culture in the most basic and natural way, that is by referring to biology, 

innateness, inheritance, and behaviourism.  

A biological approach is a good starting point for an understanding of the 

intangible nature of culture. However, it should be remembered that a definition of culture 

does not only fall within a determinate biological framework. The social aspect is the 

other side of the coin to be considered. Accepting only one approach is utopian, inasmuch 

as we do not only operate on a biological level – man is also homo sociologicus. For this 

reason, reference to one of the prominent cultural anthropologists, Alfred Kroeber, will 

be made in this part of the study. He presented qualities of culture and language that 

pertain both to an individual and society in general. As he commented in Anthropology 

(1923), language is a superorganic product that rests on an organic basis (Kroeber 1923: 

106). What he meant by this is that speech is innate, and language, which is a product of 

the environment, is in every aspect acquired socially. Speech forms and words in language 

are learnt by other human beings through imitation (ibid.). Kroeber also observed that 

culture is: 

 

(1) [t]ransmitted and continued not by the genetic mechanism of heredity 

but by interconditioning of zygotes. (2) Whatever its origins in or though 

individuals, culture quickly tends to become supra personal and 

anonymous. (3) It falls into patterns, or regularities of forms and style and 

significance. (4) It embodies values which may be formulated (overtly as 

mores), or felt implicitly (as in, folkways) by the society carrying the 

culture (Kroeber 1952: 104). 

 

Kroeber’s approach is useful in many ways as it challenges us to rethink the 

concept of culture as a reality regulated by society but also individually dictated by its 

members. He even added that there is no such case of a species where the relation between 

culture and language is non–existent (Kroeber 1923: 108). Suffice to say, he 

acknowledged that language equates to culture in the following: “So far as the process of 
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their transmission is concerned, and the type of mechanism of their development, it is 

clear that language and culture are one” (Kroeber 1923: 110). A language–culture 

compatibility can also be observed in the plasticity of language and its adaptability to the 

changing winds of culture. As Kroeber pointed out, even in the absence of a grammatical 

account, language will find its way around and form a new word or a circumlocution that 

becomes standardised so that it is fit for purpose socially. Linguistic modifications 

become habitual and ready to meet cultural demands (Kroeber 1923: 114). 

With reference to nature and culture, a similar line of reasoning was shared by 

Lévi–Strauss in Georges Charbonnier’s [Entretiens avec Claude Lévi–Strauss] 

Conversations with Claude Lévi–Strauss (1968) where he contended that: 
 

 

[t]hus, there exist two substantial orders of facts. The first, by means of 

which we join with the animal world through what we are due to our 

inheritance and attributes passed on by our parents and ancestors, attributes 

which refer to biology, sometimes to psychology. On the other hand, all 

this artificial world, the world we live in as members of society. Ethnology, 

or to put it more broadly, anthropology, attempts to make in the field of 

culture the same description, observation, classification, and interpretation 

who a zoologist or a botanist performs when investigating culture. trans. 

M.S.].17 

 

It appears that what Lévi–Strauss presented is an unexpected turn of events in his 

legacy dictated by the postulates of structural anthropology. The humane elements were 

never of interest to this anthropologist, who favoured the primacy of cognition and the 

structural character of culture. One explanation of why Lévi–Strauss made the division 

into order of facts (see the definition above) and mentioned the biological attributes of 

man as essential to one part of assumed reality is that he wanted to show a functional 

relationship between the two orders of facts. It should be noted that a similar distinction 

between the biological (psychological, related to attitudes) and social relation is found in 

the discussion of kinship patterns in Lévi Strauss’s Linguistic Anthropology 

                                                 
17 [I]stnieją więc tutaj dwa wielkie porządki faktów, jeden, dzięki któremu wiążemy się ze światem 

zwierzęcym przez to wszystko, czym jesteśmy z samego faktu naszych narodzin i cech, jakie nam 

przekazali nasi rodzice i przodkowie, cech, odnoszących się do biologii, czasem do psychologii. Z drugiej 

strony cały ten sztuczny świat, w którym żyjemy jako członkowie społeczeństwa. Etnologia, czy też 

ujmując szerzej, antropologia, próbuje dokonać w dziedzinie kultury tego samego dzieła opisu, obserwacji, 

klasyfikacji i interpretacji, którego zoolog lub botanik dokonuje w dziedzinie kultury (Charbonnier 1968: 

14, quoted in Burszta 1998: 39). 
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[Anthropologie Structurale.] ([1958] 1963) on Language and Kinship. To be specific, the 

author of the book used the concept of a kinship system as a system comprising two 

different types of reality (analogous to the terminology in the quote above) (Lévi Strauss 

[1958] 1963: 37). The kinship terms (by means of which family relationships are 

expressed) within the kinship system are structured by means of a system of terminology 

(vocabulary system) or a system of attitudes. The former considers specific relations such 

as familiarity, hostility, or affection. The latter system, on the other hand, refers to 

psychological and social elements. The common thread in this line of reasoning is that 

Lévi Strauss highlighted that we do not need to have a knowledge of the interconnection 

between the attitudes (which are inherently biological) and there is no necessity for such 

a knowledge. He also admitted that we know language functions, but the system is 

unknown (Lévi Strauss [1958] 1963: 37–38).  

What can be concluded from these remarks is that although Lévi Strauss did 

mention biological and psychological aspects as part of the order facts within the 

structure, he might not have meant this in purely behaviouristic or Darwinian terms of 

organic value. On the contrary, the function of biological/psychological attributes 

manifest the regularity, effectiveness, and synchronicity of the structure. The recognition 

of synchronic wholes is profound in the structural analysis of kinship systems. In the 

opinion of Lévi Strauss, however, it is also necessary to view culture as something 

unconsciously shared, learnt and passed down from generation to generation.  

Another part of the discussion reminds us that culture is a reality acquired by 

social learning. The forefather of what later became the linguistic relativity hypothesis, 

Franz Boas, was a representative of The first paradigm due to his conception of four–

field anthropology divided into language, culture, material artifacts and human remains 

(Duranti 2003: 234). The view that language is as important as the study of culture was 

initiated by Franz Boas (1911) in his work Handbook of American Indian Languages. In 

it he presented elements of linguistic relativism and his social agenda in the investigation 

of the cultural differences of distant civilisations, e.g. American Indians. He demonstrated 

that human behaviour is not so much determined by biological dispositions but rather is 

the result of cultural divergencies acquired through social learning. He conducted his 

linguistic investigations based on synchronic descriptions because American Indians did 

not have any written record of literature, and he attempted to single out the structure of 
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each language. However, it should be pointed out that he was never a cultural determinist. 

He believed that the aspects of heredity are powerful determinants of the lives of 

individuals, but they can also be shaped by the environment. Elaborating this very 

thought, he went further by pointing out that:  

 

[a]ll the essential traits of man are due primarily to heredity. The 

descendants of the negro will always be negroes; the descendants of the 

whites, whites; and we may go even considerably further, and may 

recognize that the essential detailed characteristics of a type will always 

be reproduced in the descendants, although they may be modified to a 

considerable extent by the influence of environment (Boas 1921: 76). 

 

What can be observed is that despite the far–reaching influence of hereditary 

factors, the role of the environment is also significant in explaining other cultures. It is 

possible to determine the growth and development of cultures only in relation to other 

cultures (Boas 1921: 169). Boasian thought in relation to culture and language can be 

stated as follows: firstly, different language forms and processes of language are 

compatible with culture in a sense that they are unconscious mechanisms; secondly, the 

study of the language of cultures is a means to knowing the culture and conceptualising 

the world; and thirdly, knowledge of the language of a target culture facilitates contact 

with its citizens and their order of reality. An argument in favour of culture as distinct 

from nature is the idea of language that is acquired in the process of socialisation. Having 

said that, the intention now is to proceed with a discussion on the universal features of 

language to present that, although their biological basis is believed to be universally 

shared, they do not define the WAY in which language is acquired. 

With the emergence of the school of psychology based on behaviourism in the 

1950s, early theories of language acquisition started to gain ground. Noam Chomsky, one 

of the representatives of the linguistic turn, who treated language as a biologically–based 

cognitive system, started a cognitive revolution. He proclaimed that children are endowed 

with grammar rules that they extract from the language they hear, and the process runs 

universally in different languages regardless of the social or cultural circumstances. 

Children are believed to be equipped with a Language Acquisition Device (LAD) and a 

blueprint for language: Universal Grammar (UG). These postulates gave rise to the 

Innateness Hypothesis which paradoxically gives paramount evidence for a language–
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culture interface. While at first glance Chomsky’s idea of language as an innate system 

seems to contradict the view of culture as a socially constructed phenomenon, it validates 

the rudiments of culture as a knowledge of language. Based on that, culture is a 

determinant of language acquisition. This can be supported by Noam Chomsky’s words 

from his work Rules and Representations (1980) where he explained how the learning 

process works: 

 

[I]t is understood as [t]he growth of cognitive structures along the 

internally directed course under the triggering and partially shaping effect 

of the environment. In the case of human language, there evidently is a 

shaping effect; people speak different languages which reflect differences 

in their verbal environment (Chomsky 1980: 33). 

 

What can be inferred from the above is that the cognitive capacity of an individual 

is not merely a matter of biology, although it is crucial as it makes us human. Rather it 

relies on situational and social, i.e. environmental factors. Taking this standpoint, it is 

understandable that the innate system develops and grows in structures and processes. It 

is by means of and through the knowledge of language. As enigmatic as it may sound, the 

knowledge under discussion refers to shared patterns of thought , “[w]ays of 

understanding the world, making inferences and predictions” (Duranti [1997] 1999: 27), 

which is a mental or cognitive reality that facilitates cultural transmission. Therefore, this 

discussion needs further elaboration regarding the organisation of language according to 

patterns of thought.  
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2.9.2. Language and patterns of thought 

There is no denying the fact that patterns of thought, i.e. beliefs, values, and assumptions 

about the world, in combination with linguistic form and content, give a complete picture 

of culture and its participants. One needs to deal with a dilemma as to what extent 

language shapes thought, and vice versa, or what is the extent to which language reflects 

the worldview. According to Hymes ([1977] 2001: 171), a structural, but not necessarily 

a functional or practical characterisation of the relationship of language and a culture 

takes its point of departure in the traditional view of linguistic relativism by Benjamin L. 

Whorf (Hymes [1977] 2001: 171). The problems that have opened up to sociolinguistics 

relate to the problem of functional invariance which was taken for granted by Whorf. The 

belief that language organises ways of speaking also presupposes the view that diverse 

ways of speaking share the same function, to help shape and express thought (ibid.). It is 

worth pointing out that such a perspective is not sufficient, if not flawed. Different ways 

of thinking may bring about various thinking patterns, or cognitive consequences due to 

the diverse circumstances in which they are acquired, as well as their place in the 

speakers’ knowledge and their role in a community. Therefore, relations between 

language and thought are highly contextual and largely based on the functional property 

of language, which is a system including the social and cultural knowledge of interacting 

participants. Therefore, Dell Hymes ([1977] 2001: 171) stated the need for the functional 

and practical categorisation of speakers’ experiences and proposed a second type of 

linguistic relativity (Hymes 1966b: 116) that he called sociolinguistic relativity 

(Hymes [1977] 2001: 18). The first step in organising the linguistic means of speaking is 

to establish “[t]he functional matrix of speaking in a community” (Hymes [1977] 2001: 

172). The base of such a matrix should be composed of cultural knowledge and social 

relationships. The modes for the linguistic description of speech styles and stylistic 

features ought to become “[r]ules of co–occurrence, and (…) the relations of use 

underlying their contract and occurrence with respect to each other, defined by rules of 

alternation” (Hymes [1977] 2001: 174). This is explained by Dell Hymes’s principle of 

the organisation of linguistic means in terms of relationships of use, i.e. patterns may 

contribute to the rules of communicational grammar – a repertoire of rules that reflect 

regular forms of human behaviour. In the context of communicational grammar, Sue E. 
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S. Crawford and Elinor Ostrom (1995) explained the term institutional grammar in 

the following way: 

 

[T]he institutional grammar introduced here is based in a view that 

institutions are enduring regularities of human action in situations structure 

by rules, norms, and shared strategies, as well as by the physical world. 

The rules, norms, and shared strategies are constituted and reconstituted 

by human interaction in frequently occurring or repetitive situations 

(Crawford and Ostrom 1995: 582). 

 

However, the establishment of patterns is not sufficient for forming grammar 

rules. Firstly, patterns need to become norms but only when the perceptions are shared, 

understood, evaluated in the same way, and accepted by the community. The principle 

that is invoked here is the general principle of the classification of cultural experience that 

is learnt through patterns of behaviour. What is a more important factor determining our 

existence in the culture of a community than establishing shared patterns of linguistic 

behaviour? The power of patterns as idiosyncratic features of every community is also 

observed when the speakers share different patterns but still belong to the same speech 

community. They can be observed as long as the understanding an evaluation of linguistic 

forms is uniform (Duranti [1997] 1999: 80). This implies that the structure of patterns is 

dependent on the accepted norms and rules. A variation in linguistic patterns takes 

different forms such as the switching of languages or dialects, the use of jargon, a change 

of register, etc. It is a sign of the homogeneous nature of every group or community which 

requires taking an ethnographic account of culture. The sheer number of patterns shared 

in a community is believed to be dictated to a certain extent by habitus, i.e.,  

 

[a] system of dispositions with historical dimensions through which 

novices acquire competence by entering activities through which they 

develop a series of expectations about the world and about ways of being 

in it (Bourdieu 1982: 133, Duranti [1997] 1999: 45–46). 

 

This term, as Duranti mentioned, is already used with reference to “[s]ocially 

transmitted habits” (Duranti [1997] 1999: 44, Mauss [1935] 1979: 101). It can be 

understood as a particular style of communicating that is acquired through socially shared 

knowledge. Language as habitus assumes routinised or automatised action that is taken 
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by the participants who share knowledge in practice. It also stresses the practicality of 

habitual activities that are predictably reproduced by daily speech acts to either exclude 

others from a community or take control over those who already belong to institutions 

such as schools, family, and workplaces (Duranti [1997] 1999: 44–45). People are 

believed to operate within certain institutional fields of activity which are characterised 

by their own cultural rules and consequently produce their own habitus. This production, 

though fully conscious, serves as means of achieving their individual aims (Sztompka 

2002: 178). What is important is that habitus is a form of strategic action taken to achieve 

cultural dominance (ibid.).  

Habitus can also be thought of as a gateway to the establishment and formation of 

new linguistic expressions and habits that determine cultural practice. According to 

Bourdieu (1982), language is a: 

 

[s]et of practices that imply not only a particular system of words and 

grammatical rules, but also an often forgotten or hidden struggle over the 

symbolic power of a particular way of communicating, with particular 

systems of classification, address and reference forms, specialized 

lexicons, and metaphors (for politics, medicine, ethics) (Bourdieu 1982: 

31, Duranti [1997] 1999: 45).  

 

It is to be seen that language is a nonverbal cultural practice that expands and 

relates to existing patterns and linguistic forms. It does not only consist of a purely 

conventional system of rules of grammar, but also of communicative conventions of 

society that are formed by organised and typified structures.   

With reference to the discussion above, habitus can be constructed and 

reconstructed only through social practice, competence, and the knowledge of 

participants. The invisible workings of habitus also attract considerable attention to social 

stratification, role divisions or power relationships between groups. What transpires from 

habitus at the societal level is that it is a set of practices that create and reinforce 

boundaries to exclude outsiders and control the included. Furthermore, such social 

practice can be a way to identify the existing values and beliefs adopted by a given 

community.   

The patterning of human behaviour as an indicator of culture brings us closer to a 

definition of culture as an “[o]rganisation of diversity” rather than “[r]eplication of 
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uniformity” (Wallace 1961: 213). With reference to this, Anthony Wallace highlighted 

the role of convergencies in determining culture and systems change, and even 

psychopathology. Such a perspective facilitates finding relations within a cultural setting 

that are to be found in individual behaviour such as social position (Sarbin and Allen 

1968), social roles (Goffman 1959), and social identity (Levine et al. 1993), as well as in 

the observation of group differences. If culture is claimed as a representation of a shared 

knowledge rather than the organisation of differences, then taking such an approach 

results in conclusions that regard participants’ cultural experience as inclusive, 

participation–based and speaker–oriented.  

Hymes ([1977] 2001) alluded to linguistics as a study of speech that only limits 

itself to the analysis of language structure and its code, but pays little attention to an 

adequate description of interaction that rests on observation and the functional relations 

of knowledge “[w]ithin which, diversity of speech, repertoires, ways of speaking, and 

choosing among them finds a natural place” (Hymes [1977] 2001: 32). Bearing in mind 

that knowledge is part of cultural practice and a matter of human action, in the next section 

the concept of a knowledge that enables speakers to use language is looked at in greater 

detail.  
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2.9.3. Language in culture as knowledge 

If language and culture are shared through patterns, then one can change the perspective 

a little and view them in terms of cognition which is a social process. Building on the 

premise that cognition is always situated or contextualised, language and culture are 

presented as knowledge shared in an environment which is socially constructed and 

transmitted. Elaborating this very thought, John M. Levine et al. (1993) viewed the 

situatedness of cognition in the following words: 

 

[A]t each of these sites one finds a complex social environment containing 

multiple actors, each with his or her own intentions and interpretations of 

the situation, who influence one another's knowledge, opinions, and 

values, and who interact to produce shared cognitive products. This 

increased interest in situated, or contextualized, cognition has led cognitive 

scientists to recognize the importance of relations among cognition, 

motivation, and broader processes of social influence and engagement 

(Levine et al. 1993: 587). 

 

This implies social knowledge which is a form of human interaction, but not only 

that, it is also essential non–material knowledge, a sine qua non of social existence that 

is universally accepted in the mental realities of speakers. A view of language and culture 

understood in cognitive terms assumes the type of knowledge that internalises 

categorisations of the world and makes us competent to participate in a community. The 

factor instrumental in shaping this type of knowledge is the social representation that 

humans have for tangible objects or abstract concepts. The question remains what the 

matrix or schemata is for organising these patterns of thought, their cause–and–effect 

explanations and categorisations. It is reasonable here to make mention of the concept of 

social representation which partially allows for an explanation of knowledge 

distribution. Harré and Lamb (1986) adopted social psychologist Serge Moscovici’s 

(1981) definition of social representation as: 

 

[s]ystem of values, ideas, and practices with a two–fold function; first, to 

establish an order which will enable individuals to orient themselves in 

and master their material social world, and second, to facilitate 

communication among members of a community by providing them with 
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a code for naming and classifying the various aspects of their world and 

their individual and group history (Harré and Lamb 1986: 337). 

 

What is of importance here is that social representation forms mental schemata 

that can be understood as a toolkit providing the types of instruments which fix, organise, 

and establish cultural elements within society. It is possible to safely surmise that social 

representation is a mode of knowledge familiar to all individuals and that it is acquired in 

a socially divided process. Bearing in mind Harré and Lamb’s definition (Harré and Lamb 

1986), it is possible to emphasise two aspects that resonate with the perspective presented 

by Duranti ([1997] 1999: 28). These elements include procedural  knowledge and 

proposit ional knowledge.  From what has been observed, the two concepts are mirror 

reflections of the ideas behind social representation. Duranti’s twofold definition of 

knowledge as procedural knowledge and propositional knowledge is presented as 

follows: 

 

[P]rocedural knowledge is the “know–how” type of information that 

must often be inferred from observing how people carry on their daily tasks 

and engage in problem–solving. To drive a car, we not only need to know 

what different parts of the cars do, e.g., a certain pedal if pressed increases 

the speed or stops the car (propositional knowledge); we also need to 

actually know when and how to use that information. We need to know 

the “procedures,” that is, the specific sequences of acts, through which a 

given goal, for instance, accelerating or stopping, can be achieved. We also 

need to recognize whether a situation requires a certain action. (…)  

 

Propositional knowledge refers to beliefs that can be represented by 

propositions such as cats and dogs are pets, smoking is bad for your health, 

and newborn babies cannot crawl. These are the “know–that” types of 

statements ethnographers often try to elicit from informants Duranti 

([1997] 1999: 28). 

 

In the context of these two definitions, it is possible to notice a striking 

resemblance to Harré and Lamb’s view of knowledge. The procedural and propositional 

knowledge presents a condition, a certain order of facts or structure that allows 

participants to act in an orderly way. They concern cultural grammar rules (Duranti 

[1997] 1999: 28) as well as rules of inference and reference, often referred to as the 

aboutness of language experience or reflexivity (Duncker 2019: 2). Both views 
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complement each other in that Duranti’s propositional knowledge relies on the knowledge 

of linguistic categories, similar to Harré and Lamb’s reference to a code, and procedural 

knowledge rests on establishing an order and mastering it so that a speaker becomes a 

competent member of society. On both counts, it is possible to see that being part of a 

culture requires learning and mastering procedural and propositional knowledge. Bearing 

the above in mind, in order to become a member of a given culture one needs to practice 

both functional and procedural knowledge.  

With reference to culture and language as knowledge, it is important to point out 

that a different use of knowledge helps to determine the boundaries between social 

groups. There is only a fine line between the ways in which humans use their knowledge 

and behaviour to build culture. A case in point is the different representation of an object 

or a concept and its relationship with the type of behaviour it elicits. Such a perspective 

explores micro changes on a social level so well observed, for example, in speech 

communities, and their density of communication (Bloomfield 1933: 46) that creates 

patterns of frequency, or patterns of thought.  

Another important aspect in relation to the ways in which members of a 

community use specific forms of language and expression to communicate with each 

other is the concept of a discourse group (Chruszczewski 2011: 195). The underlying 

assumption here is that of speech forms, a type of a technical  language that is 

characteristic of a given community. Occupational groups are prime examples as they 

demonstrate how technical language delineates the boundaries of speech. Doctors may 

use lexis that is largely based on Latin or Greek etymology to describe health conditions, 

procedures, or body parts, e.g. in medical reports such as musculus, postpartum, bronchi, 

epidermis, tibia, or multiple sclerosis.  

The nature of language is best described from a functional perspective that 

considers relations, patterns, and organisation within society and culture. Politics is an 

evolving social practice which integrates linguistic and cultural functions. In the next 

subsection, there is a discussion on the role of language and politics which is manifested 

in the linguistic and extra–linguistic part of culture.  
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2.9.4. Language and politics 

The ethnography of communication starts out from the concept of language as “[o]ne of 

the integrated systems of society and culture (…) which (…) functions in relation to social 

categories” (Saville–Troike [1982] 2003: 253). This definition presents language 

according to the functionalist perspective which is understood in terms of interaction, 

integration, function, and organisation. Politics is a science, a social system or social 

practice that comprises social categories, next to religion, school, educations, law, and 

medicine, which Bourdieu (1982) called fields (franc. champs). Central to all of these 

fields are power relations that ebb and flow between its participants (Bourdieu 1982: 31). 

There is no denying the fact that politics would be non–existent without language. Every 

linguistic exchange in any form, verbal or nonverbal “[c]ontains the potentiality of an act 

of power” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 145, Duranti [1997] 1999: 9). The significance 

of power as having a performative character as the property of individuals and situations, 

is given by Chilton and Schäffner, who note that “[p]olitics is viewed as a struggle for 

power, between those who seek to assert and maintain their power and those who seek to 

resist it” (Chilton and Schäffner 2002: 5). Such an orientation with reference to language, 

politics and power is a starting point for a discussion on language and politics, in 

particular politics and political behaviour as a place for power gain. 

A proper ethnographic analysis of a community entails the identification and 

marking of patterns of social categories which comprise politics. The real clue to the 

different classifications and patterning is the role of language as a part of culture. The 

culture researcher, Muriel Saville–Troike ([1982] 2003), noted that one function of 

language in politics is its effectiveness in social control “[b]y providing a medium for 

telling people directly what to do, but it also allows for such indirect control forms as 

threats, curses, teasing, and gossip” (Saville–Troike [1982] 2003: 34). These control 

forms are language realisations that play a political role in the execution of power. 

Taking the functionalist perspective, as assumed at the beginning of the section, 

requires discussion on how “[l]inguistic signs of power correlate with social values, 

organisation, and stratification in the society that uses them, (…) and how they (…) 

influence the perceptions and behaviours among individuals and groups” (Saville–Troike 

[1982] 2003: 256). Linguistic signs are manifested in any act of speaking that always 
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involves a kind of agency. What is more, linguistic signs of power impart meaning that 

communicates more than is stated verbally. Duranti (2004) explained that there is more 

to agency than performing. He observed that: 

 

[a]ny act of speaking involves some kind of agency, often regardless of the 

speaker’s intentions and the hearer’s interest or collaboration. This is due 

to the fact that by speaking we establish a reality that has at least the 

potential for affecting whoever happens to be listening to us, regardless of 

the originally intended audience. We not only affect the mind and future 

actions of our listeners by providing new information about the world (e.g., 

the house is on fire! This cheese is scrumptious), we also affect them when 

we repeat what our listener already knows (Duranti 2004: 454). 

 

The above is an interesting turn towards the traditional view of agency. This type 

of agency does not focus on the autonomy of every speaker and his individual goals and 

intentions. Conversely, Duranti (2004: 451) explained that any act of speaking involves 

agency recognised not only in subjective reactions and collaboration, but first and 

foremost, in the reality that is formed by means of the communicative resources created 

by language (Duranti 2004: 451). Agency is more than just reference. It is the construction 

of reality which is communicated unconsciously. With respect to this, Duranti provided 

a working definition of agency as follows: 

 

[A]gency is here understood as the property of those entities (i) that have 

some degree of control over their own behavior, (ii) whose actions in the 

world affect other entities’ (and sometimes their own), and (iii) whose 

actions are the object of evaluation (e.g., in terms of their responsibility for 

a given outcome (Duranti 2004: 453). 

 

A crucial component of agency states that the performance or behaviour of 

participants not only affects themselves, but also others. Power as an act of performance 

can be understood as a working part in the construction of agency that impacts both the 

performer and the audience. The two dimensions of agency proposed by Duranti help to 

create a framework of power as part of agency. It can be recognised through “[i]ts 

linguistic realisation (performance) and its linguistic representation (grammatical 

encoding)” (Duranti 2004: 451). The former refers to agency coming into being and the 
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latter relies on specific linguistic means. Consequently, power can be viewed as being a 

part of agency–through–language. 

It should be pointed out that depending on the speakers and their status, power 

relations can be communicated in the different ways language is used, such as acquiring 

and sharing information. Members of various communities choose how to satisfy their 

different communicative means (goals). For that matter, agency entails the use of a range 

of linguistic options for its representation.  

Furthermore, power relations are culture specific and can be communicated by 

means of lexical and morphological structures. They may present forms of power that 

particular facets of this system. This is understood as linguistic signs of power being 

dependent components of the system which pervade other elements. Such a perspective 

emphasises the social basis for power and its ability to create identities in any form of 

communicative performance.  

One such linguistic sign that contains the potentiality of an act of power or 

powerlessness is the use of honorifics  or titles of address, for example, in the British 

Parliament. The use of political forms of address such as My honourable Friend or Mr 

Deputy Speaker is a common practice in a parliamentary setting and is highly regulated 

by the internal protocol of parliamentary sessions (Archer 2005). This expression is used 

in the third person singular, which fundamentally indicates the maintaining of social 

distance and the creating of high power value.  

Another linguistic variant of power is voicing (the use of passive/active voice) 

and transitivity (Saville–Troike [1982] 2003: 256). Considering the syntax of a 

sentence, the use of active voice attributes agency while the use of passive voice is an 

impersonalising mechanism. Similarly, the semantic roles of subject and object indicate 

the responsibility and performativity of actions. If a grammatical subject is given a 

semantic role, then it becomes an inanimate Agent or Experiencer. Such an assignment 

of roles serves as a stylistic means of manipulating language use, which is usually 

practised for ideological purposes (ibid.). One example of this would be if we heard the 

following on the news: “The White House today threatened Saddam Hussein with 

military action if he continues violation of numerous United Nations resolutions.” The 

selection of Agent (The White House) as subject indicates a lack of personal 

responsibility but at the same time may highlight the power of a whole nation that opposes 

Saddam Hussein’s actions. The ideological standpoint in this news story is made explicit 
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by giving the perspective of those who present The White House as a powerful institution. 

We arrive here at the role of language as a powerful means of communication which 

presents and shapes political points of view so that the ideological position of those who 

create a certain perspective comes to light. An ideological position can be taken by 

individuals, groups or larger communities which express their values and beliefs. Another 

example, this time of voicing, is the following: “The court finds that insufficient evidence 

has been found to send the case to trial.” The power of agency is assigned to the court 

which bears no personal responsibility and the passivisation of the verb to find  

communicates a lack of human agency.   

Yet, another linguistic sign of power is the use of modality to express speakers’ 

attitudes, opinions, predictions, and judgements. The basic forms include modal 

auxiliaries such as will, shall, and can, and adverbials such as unfortunately, certainly, 

and specifically. Other forms expressing power value in politics are hedges, which may 

act as a feature of politeness, e.g. sort of, kind of, like, in a way, suppose, think, etc. 

(Brown and Levinson [1978] 1987: 116). As observed, these examples of hedging soften 

the effects of criticism or complaint by presenting the speaker’s intentions in an 

ambiguous way e.g. “You know, I sort of maybe have to change.” or “I suppose you 

haven’t tried enough.” Hedges modify the force of a speech act (Brown and Levinson 

[1978] 1987: 145), they make the expression vaguer and show reluctance to impinge, thus 

incorporating avoidance or non–cooperation. The use of hedges may indicate a certain 

degree of common ground, but also a lack of power or control over the situation (Saville–

Troike [1982] 2003: 257).  

An illustration of power can also be found in prosodic variations since this 

dimension of speech presents the relational aspect of conversational prosody which is 

often neglected by researchers. Prosodic entrainment/alignment  during a 

conversation is a particular kind of referential where the reference is to the attunement of 

speakers who strive to align their linguistic style during an interaction by means of 

phonetic measures of intensity, voice quality and pitch (Reichel et al. 2018: 1). These are 

believed to be determinants of the choice of words and syntactic constructions (ibid.). 

The process of an increase in proximity can be referred to as convergence or synchrony 

and conversely divergence and dis–entrainment, depending on whether speakers express 

attractiveness or disinterest. These features are either positive or negative relational 

attributes (Lehnert–Lehouillier et al. 2020: 2). According to the authors of the article, 
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prosodic entrainment involves a highly relational process of power values. In addition, 

entrainment is thought to be influenced by the dominance relationship between speakers 

(Reichel et al. 2018: 1). An imbalance of power between speakers changes the degree of 

entrainment. Those with lower status (lower power value/authority or dominance) will 

entrain more to speakers with lower status. It is clearly visible in the judicial domain in 

the relationship between juries and lawyers. It has been observed that the degree of 

entrainment is compatible with power value. Whereas lawyers try to attune their linguistic 

style to judges who are more powerful than lawyers in the context of the court, judges 

express a low degree of entrainment due to their higher status (Benus 2014: 811).   

The above presents asymmetry in power relations. However, what about the 

context where the speakers want to retain equal power relations and keep symmetrical 

relations in their communication? This can be explained by the effect  of proximity 

discussed in terms of prosodic variation, which can also be observed among individuals 

who aim to share the same experience and knowledge for various communicative ends. 

In other words, in order to communicate effectively, it is not sufficient to send the 

message. It is also imperative to use the same code as the recipient of the message, within 

the same system of symbols and values shared by the interlocutor (Domachowski 1998: 

85). No events nor texts are alike, therefore the interpretation of a message takes place 

primarily due to the dimension of an interpersonal context of power (Nęcki 2008: 85). If 

communication between politicians lies at the intersection of their values, needs, plans, 

and interests, then international relations allows the successful management of relations 

between societies and cultural groups. However, this is the bigger picture of political 

relations. At a lower level of politics, it is possible to discern some mechanisms that aim 

at levelling power relations between, for example, a candidate for president and his voters. 

Such a politician is likely to use strategies that would put him in a favourable light and 

seen as a credible candidate. One of the strategies is to present himself as a likeminded 

member of society having the same vision of the nation’s prosperity and future as citizens 

of the country. Another strategy is preaching what people want to hear, i.e. creating texts 

that reflect society’s needs and wants. 

It is not only linguistic signs that can create, develop, and maintain power 

relations. Power can also be achieved through linguistic performances which take various 

forms and functions. The first pattern to be considered is the power value that is attached 

to individuals. Thus, a politician can be given a high rating due to his high status and an 
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ordinary citizen a low one. However, when the same citizen becomes a voter, or in a 

worst–case scenario becomes someone in the crowd that pulls a gun, the power relations 

may be reversed. The view that power values shift can be explained by assuming that 

there exist certain circumstances in which particular assignments are made and do not 

change. One such classification of a context–dependence assignment of power might be 

an exam when a teacher asks a question and a student needs to give an answer. There is 

no other option here if the student wants to pass the exam, therefore the power relations 

need to remain intact.  

Another view of power worth considering is that this dimension is not only 

attributed to individuals but also to roles or role–sets. Thus, in the roles of teacher–

student, doctor–patient, or bank manager–client, asymmetrical power is built in. 

However, one of the problems with this view is that individuals acquire sets of roles. 

There may be an issue when a high–power value in one role carries over into the 

performance of another (Brown and Levinson [1978] 1987: 79). When a person becomes 

President, he or she may still be surrounded by old friends, but it is unlikely that their 

friendship will retain the old quality.  

Nevertheless, the real clue to the different assignments of power value is in the 

situational factors that affect the speaker and hearer. To be specific, the context–

relativeness of the power value can adjust assignments given certain circumstances, as 

demonstrated in the following example. Compare the switch in power and deference 

relations when a lawyer comes to a priest for confession – this mortal believes that he 

receives absolution through the power given by God to the priest. In a similar vein, the 

same lawyer can become a defendant in the priest’s court case as he has the power to help 

to win the case. The phenomena that we are dealing with here is the fact that people from 

all walks of life have the need to share texts with each other. The presented example of 

texts in the form of a clash of two discourses, judicial and religious, create ties and 

interactions at the transactional level. The power values manifested in the texts are the 

circumstances and prerequisites of communication that are embedded within texts, 

discourses, and language.  

It should be noted that the context–relativeness of power value rests on existing 

social relations that are part of social structure. This view is supported by claims that 

power is a context–dependent concept and a product of social relationships (Dahl 1957). 

Wilmot and Hocker (2007) in the book Interpersonal Conflict pointed out that:   
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[p]ower is a relational concept; it does not reside in the individual but 

rather in the relationship of the person to his environment. Thus, the power 

of an agent in a given situation is determined by the characteristics of the 

situation (Wilmot and Hocker 2007: 111).   

 

Following the idea of Wilmot and Hocker (2007), politics as social practice that 

involves power rests on the relationship of the speaker with his environment, which is 

understood as the context of the situation (Malinowski 1926). However, this 

definition presents too narrow a view of power. Its relational concept not only develops 

in its immediate environment, but also in the total cultural background of its participants 

and by means of the social mechanisms and relations which transcend the historical 

boundaries of here and now. The role of language and power in the construction of social 

reality lies in the process of communicative interaction in the form of social relations. 

These are conditions for the emergence of patterns of behaviour and their development. 

It was Lévi–Strauss ([1958] 1963: 279) who rightly observed that: 

 

[s]ocial relations consist of the raw materials out of which the models 

making up the social structure are built, while social structure can, by no 

means, be reduced to the ensemble of the social relations to be described 

in a given society (Lévi–Strauss [1958] 1963: 279). 

 

  The above definition of social relations is crucial as it presents one of the 

directions taken to analyse power relations, which is from the socio–pragmatic 

perspective that has ethnographic foundations. To describe and analyse culture, which is 

one of the goals of ethnography, one needs to interpret the patterning of the 

communicative behaviour exhibited in social relations. This in turn is what ethnography 

of communication deals with. What can be inferred from the above definition is that social 

structure serves as a method, a model or even a system, but the real working elements 

which are the requirements of the structure consist of the actually existing relations. The 

important notion of a social relation understood in terms of a process, is also addressed 

by the English social anthropologist Alfred Radcliffe–Brown (1952) who stated that: 

 

[t]he concrete reality with which the social anthropologist is concerned in 

observation, description, comparison, and classification, is not any sort of 
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entity but a process, the process of social life. (…) The process itself 

consists of an immense multitude of actions and interactions of human 

beings, acting as individuals or in combinations or groups. Amidst the 

diversity of the particular events that are discoverable regularities, so that 

it is possible to give statements or descriptions of certain general features 

of the social life of a selected region. A statement of such significant 

general features of the process of social life constitutes a description of 

what may be called a form of social life  (Radcliffe–Brown 1952: 4). 

 

What can be derived from the above statement regarding social relations is that 

contrary to the structures which are dynamically changing, the forms of life remain 

relatively stable. The cycle of social life goes through repeated stages, leaders step back 

and let others lead, people get married and get divorced but retain their own traditions 

and routines, power relations and mechanisms remain the same, but the contexts and 

participants change. The question is what keeps these forms of social life fully functional 

despite the shifting structures they are embedded within. It seems that language and its 

functional role of attributing meaning to concepts, rules and norms in different social 

contexts refers to language as social practice.  

When discussing language and politics, choices have had to be made since the 

scope and scale of these phenomena are too vast to occupy much space in this thesis. 

Politics, due to its cultural status, seems to be inherently interrelated with the notion of 

language. The identification and marking of some patterns of communication regarding 

political thought and activity have been explained according to types of linguistic 

parameters, linguistic signs of power and linguistic performance of power, building on 

the assumption that every linguistic exchange, in any form, verbal or nonverbal 

“[c]ontains the potentiality of an act of power” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 145, 

quoted in Duranti [1997] 1999: 9). 

One of the analysed factors which has also been instrumental in this discussion is 

the notion of agency which is part of every act of speaking and the performance that 

involves linguistic signs and linguistic performance of power. What is crucial to the 

establishing of patterns of power relations in the system of culture is the fact that agency, 

being the property of human communication and humans themselves (Duranti 2004: 453), 

creates an unconscious reality consisting of the communicative resources produced by 

language. It is noted that power is a culture–specific form of behaviour which plays a 

significant part in the construction of agency that operates in language. Through linguistic 
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communication, we become the vehicle of society as our perceptions, attitudes, beliefs 

and feelings impart more than what we actually communicate to society. We reproduce 

language as a whole, including grammatical sentences and knowledge, which becomes 

shared experience allowing us to produce and reproduce the social system.  

Last but not least, a discussion on the context–relativeness of power is of 

paramount importance in assigning a proper value to social relationships. A particular 

constellation of contextual factors is part of a process that can never be replicated even 

given the same set of contextual cues. However, the outcomes that are produced are 

recursive. Therefore, one can maintain that power is one form of social life. This view is 

supported by the claim that (1) it is a process that involves individuals and groups, and 

(2) some regular patterns of behaviour (verbal and nonverbal) have been distinguished 

that are uniform, regardless of the multitude of changeable and dynamic events, so that it 

is possible to determine some general features that pertain to speech communities or 

social categories.  

The above statement can direct us in an attempt to define power as a functional 

whole, not a property of an individual as a powerful member. The functionality of power 

hinges on the language resources and conditions  (contexts)  which make the 

power communicative. Linguistic signs of power and its performance are embedded 

within many social frameworks of shared knowledge, that is to say, culture. But most of 

all, power produces texts that pertain to all the social categories of politics. What is more, 

its textual realisations create context(s) which give rise to various discourses, e.g. political 

discourses. Additionally, power is discernible in the structures of a communicational 

grammar, i.e. rules which describe the ways in which discourses function.  

In the following section, the notion of the American presidency is presented, 

which is central to American political discourse. Such a frame of reference is necessary 

for an understanding of the socio–cultural embedding of Donald Trump’s 2020 

candidature.   
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2.9.5. American presidency and its powers 

The American presidency is a challenging institution to describe due to its uniqueness 

and multidimensionality, but also, to a certain degree, its indeterminacy. Firstly, it lacks 

clear boundaries which delimit its power. Secondly, as presidential scholars Thomas 

Cronin and Michael Genovese (1998) stated “[w]e admire presidential power, yet fear it. 

We yearn for the heroic, yet are also inherently suspicious of it” (Cronin and Genovese 

1998: 2). Hence, presidential power speaks volumes about the American nation’s 

constitutional system as well as about the individuals who have served the nation as 

presidents of the United States of America. On the one hand, it should be a powerful 

performance of an “[u]ncommon man with common opinions” (Laski 1940: 1) and the 

one who plays “[e]very ‘role’, wears every ‘hat’ at once. Whatever he may do in one role 

is by definition done in all, and has effects in all” (Neustadt 1960, Preface). On the other 

hand, the leadership of the various presidents throughout history has shown all sorts of 

failures which in turn caused social disturbance. All these paradoxes in thinking about 

presidential power indicate one common denominator: American citizens view the 

presidency as a tug–of–war between presidential power, understood as unlimited 

authority that needs to be more precisely defined. Therefore, Cronin and Genovese (1998) 

pointed out that “[t]he American presidency might be better understood as a series of 

paradoxes, clashing expectations and contradictions” (Cronin and Genovese 1998: 2). 

This short reference to presidential power as a paradoxical institution which ought to be 

an attribute of a powerful national leader, but is rather the untamed property of the 

American system of government, is interesting enough to warrant a closer look.   

A good starting point in a discussion on the presidency is the constitutional system 

of government based on a separation of powers and checks and balances. Within the 

American government system, three branches of government have been established 

developing into the legislative, executive, and judicial responsibilities containing their 

own separate checks and balances. The scope of presidential authority as well as some 

unwritten expectations as to how the presidency ought to be run has been established by 

means of three models of the presidency. This first model to mention is the Madisonian 

Model , named after America’s fourth president, James Madison (1809–1817), which is 

the governmental scheme that favours Congress as an institution the president relies on. 

The second model is the Hamiltonian Model , attributed to Alexander Hamilton, the 
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first Secretary of the Treasury appointed during George Washington’s presidency. In 

Hamilton’s view, the President as Chief Executive has unlimited power to lead all areas 

of government, relies on the Constitution and rules over Congress. Last but not least, the 

Jeffersonian Model , named after the third American president, Thomas Jefferson 

(1801–1809), presents another vision of presidential power in which the President sets 

policies through the leading party. Although Jefferson became one of the most dutiful 

party leaders in American presidential history, his credibility can be questioned in this 

respect since he was also the man who proclaimed that “[i]f I could go to heaven but with 

a party, I would not go there at all” (Cronin and Genovese 1998: 14). Yet, he 

wholeheartedly advocated for the president to lead the country through his won party.   

Looking at these disparate models there is no possibility of determining a unified 

view of presidential power and its scope. To make the perspective of the American 

presidency even more opaque, it is worth pointing out that the three Articles of the 

American Constitution are not transparent enough for politicians, not to mention ordinary 

American citizens, in terms of the Vesting Clause, which states in Article II, Section 1, of 

the Constitution that “[t]he executive power shall be vested in a President of The United 

States of America” (Article II, Section 1, Clause 1), followed by Article I, section 8 that 

states that Congress shall hold power that is specified in great detail, and Article II Section 

1 which establishes the positions of the President, but is not specific enough to enumerate 

his responsibilities.  

Presidential power has managed to be given some authority in the following areas 

of dominance. Firstly, the most recognisable domain of presidential power is the 

President’s role as commander in chief of the military, which is listed in Article II, Section 

1. The President is also granted law–enforcement authority which makes him responsible 

for making sure that “[t]he laws [of the United States] be executed” (Article II, Section 

3, of the Constitution). Another area of the President’s power is limited legislative 

authority which needs to be approved by Congress, i.e. the President can sign a legislative 

bill or veto (reject) it, but he needs the approval of Congress. Presidential power also 

includes the appointment and removal of judges, executive officials, and military officers. 

With reference to former President Donald Trump’s appointment of judges, he managed 

to appoint twice as many Appeal Court judges during his four–year presidency as Barack 

Obama appointed in 8 years.  
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Presidential power seems to have expanded over the decades (Han 2021: 9) due 

to various interpretations of the scope of power which is not presented in a transparent 

way in the American Constitution. Furthermore, presidential personalities, which have 

presented a wide array of character traits have undeniably had an impact on the way they 

engage in politics. Starting from candidates such as Roosevelt, Kennedy and Reagan who 

first became celebrities or earned their names before entering office (Neustadt 1960: 53), 

followed by Carter, Dukakis, Clinton and Lamar Alexander who “[h]ad to go out and 

become known the hard way” (ibid.), Truman who was remembered for his 

“[f]forcefulness, his forthrightness, outspokenness and his leadership. The public admired 

Eisenhower, because he has the confidence of the people, he was a leader, and he seemed 

forceful” (Neustadt 1960: 98), not to mention Lincoln and Roosevelt once again who had 

to fight the Great Depression, Nazism, and to preserve the Union (Neustadt 1960: 18).  

Former President Donald Trump, however, was notorious for his incompetence 

especially in the arena of economic and foreign policy management, followed by national 

security issues as well as trade issues during his 2017 administration, particularly with 

China, Russia, North Korea and the Middle East. He was also impeached in 2019 on two 

articles: the first vote was on his abuse of power and the second for obstruction of 

Congress. Furthermore, there was a vote to impeach Trump again in 2021, this time for 

incitement to insurrection. All the different presidential personalities and their specific 

manifestations of presidential performance have shaped the office in various ways. 

Donald Trump was also at odds with Congress since his he took the oath of office in 2017. 

He proposed certain policy changes in the area of trade (his unsuccessful America First 

trade agenda), healthcare reform (a criticism of Obamacare and the unfulfilled promises 

of Trump’s America First Healthcare Plan) and travel (the travel ban for visitors from 

some countries to prevent terrorism).  

To sum up, the presidential office and its powers seem to be perceived by the 

American nation in two ways. On the one hand, history has shown that some presidents 

have gone beyond their constitutional powers and extended their power range 

transcending the boundaries of the Constitution (Han 2021: 14). On the other hand, the 

President’s associated powers have been blocked by the legislative and judicial branch 

and checks on his power, although there have been instances in the nation’s history that 

Congress and the Supreme Court approved of the President’s authority and sanctioned 

the expansion of his power. To conclude, the American presidency and its constitutional 
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system of government, as much as it is full of paradoxes, determines the potential of 

presidential power and leadership. The complexity of the American presidency provides 

a unique political context that operates on various levels of the socio–cultural stratum and 

features the presidential office and its powers, the American governing process, the 

policymaking process, the presidential selection process, and the President himself , who 

as the leader of a nation is a distinctive political phenomenon, that is challenging to 

observe and analyse. 
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2.10. Chapter conclusions 

In the above part of this work, various perspectives and approaches to language have been 

presented, and it has been pointed out that language is a system of signs. This assumes 

their functional character which underlies the conventionality and arbitrariness of signs. 

Moreover, it has been established that signs are used only with reference to the 

communicative situation in which the participant is a human being. Thus, the use of a 

sign is an indicator of a specific human activity. Language as a system of signs has also 

been discussed in terms of cultural conventions  which have a predominantly 

semiologic and sign character. Then, some selected structural universals have been 

presented (language universals) i.e. arbitrariness, continuity,  discreten ess,  and 

double articulation , which are believed to pertain to all human languages, although 

there exist systems which have an arbitrary nature but are not languages, e.g. road signs.   

Another feature of language as a system under discussion is performativity, 

followed by the notion of a language game by Ludwig Wittgenstein to present the ways 

in which words form relations that are performed according to rules. Having presented an 

imagery of a Wittgenstein’s game, the functional role of language has been highlighted, 

which hinges on the relational and contextual property of words. A practical 

representation of language as a game also presents an interesting perspective in which 

pawns are governed by rules which make it possible strategically to retain the character 

of a game as a self–contained but also a self–regulated whole. This analogy leads us to a 

more lucid understanding of language which is governed by rules of grammar that are a 

sine qua non condition of language structure and its function. 

This discussion has also dealt with the sociological perspective of language and 

does not limit itself to the study of language as a system of signs. The individual nature 

of speakers interacting with others must also be considered in order to establish the 

effectiveness of sign communication. A sign ought to be regarded at the most basic level, 

that is, a voluntarily produced verbal sign produced by a human (a sender and/or a 

receiver) (Sapir 1921: 7). Such an understanding of a sign becomes more interactive, and 

its meaning is created in the milieu of communication. The pragmatic properties of 

individuals which are paramount in language use include communicative competence as 

well as the general and specific knowledge that speakers use to process the information 

necessary to interpret contextual cues. A sign has also been presented as a cultural 
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convention. Furthermore, the effectiveness of signs as cultural conventions belongs to 

cultural competence. The actual realisations of these conventions take place in the form 

of ritual action and social roles. By presenting the sociological perspective of 

language, it also worth noting the fact that a sign in communication can be described as 

praxis, i.e. the knowledge that is socially reconstructed. Another view of language that 

this perspective intends to impart is the ability of the speaker to control the environment 

of language use (e.g., through impression management 18), and at the same time, to 

control the context of the situation.  

The extensive discussion on language and thought in relation to the Sapir  and 

Whorf Hypothesis has expounded some of the aspects of a language–culture relation. 

It has been pointed out that it is a symbolic system based on conventions which are part 

of culture. The content of culture can always be conveyed through language which groups 

particular cultural manifestations. In other words, language exhibits a modelling function 

in culture. The process of modelling various cultural types of behaviour is rooted in the 

patterns of language structure. Some more tenets of the Sapir and Whorf Hypothesis  

include a view of language determining the life of humans.  

The discussion on the relation between language and culture has presented some 

theoretical developments that clash in many respects. On the one hand, culture and 

language can be viewed as a unity (Kroeber 1923: 110). According to this view, linguistic 

modifications become habitual and are ready to be adopted by culture. Another strong 

relation, but not a synergetic one, is presented by Boas. His idea is that a knowledge of 

the language of a culture equates to knowing the culture. A certain degree of criticism has 

been presented by Dell Hymes who pointed out that a structural, but not necessarily 

functional or practical characterisation of the relationship between language and culture 

takes its point of departure from the traditional view of linguistic relativism. He addresses 

the problem of relations between language and thought and asserts that they are highly 

contextual and largely based on the functional property of language, which is a system 

including the social and cultural knowledge of interacting participants. Another aspect 

which has drawn much attention in the discussion has been the patterning of language. It 

                                                 
18 The concept of impression management refers to speaker’s performance that reminds that of a theatrical 

performance It is “[t]he way in which the individual in ordinary work situations presents himself and his 

activity to others, the ways in which he guides and controls the impression they form of him, and the kinds 

of things he may or may not do while sustaining his performance before them” (Goffman 1959: x).  
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is believed that cultural experience is learnt through patterns of behaviour that are 

dependent on the accepted norms and rules. The idea of language as habitus hinges on 

socially transmitted habits in the routinised action taken by the participants who share 

their knowledge in practice. Language is also a part of culture developing through 

material and non–material knowledge shared in the environment which is socially 

constructed and transmitted. 

Finally, it has been shown that language serves many functions in politics. Firstly, 

it entails identification and the marking of patterns of social categories which are defined 

as a medley of fields that pertain to politics. Secondly, another function of language in 

politics is its effectiveness in social control. The performance of language is exhibited in 

its agency anchored in the social construction of reality, as well as in the performance of 

the participants who not only affect themselves but also others. The analysis of the role 

of language in politics includes insights into the linguistic signs of power and the 

linguistic performance of power. The notion of power as a potentiality of every linguistic 

exchange has been a point of reference for the orientation of language in the categories 

of acquiring and sharing information, creating identities, establishing norms and rules, 

creating ideologies, communicating power gain or power loss, manipulating society, 

establishing communicational grammar rules, i.e. the rules which describe the ways in 

which discourses function, and producing textual realisations which create context(s) that 

give rise to various discourses e.g. political discourses. Last but not least, a short overview 

of American presidency has been presented to signal some of the specific areas of 

presidential power. Throughout the chapter, the role of language in political discourse has 

been presented. The following section deals with political discourse that is influenced by 

political institutions but also impacts those who are in power.  
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Chapter 3. On the definition of discourse 

Building a cultural scaffold is a tedious but doable task. The focus of attention ought not 

to be the natural and disorderly way of constructing reality, but rather the learnt, 

organised, instrumental (goal–oriented), integrated as well as integrating system of 

communication. The view of culture as communication and a product of human 

interaction has been adopted by structural anthropologists (e.g., Lévi–Strauss [1958] 

1963) and cultural anthropologists (e.g., Geertz 1973) who emphasise the fact that acts of 

communication are cultural manifestations, therefore it is through human participation in 

social life that people create and interpret cultural phenomenon.  

Hence, the author shares Clifford Geertz’s view that culture is public and should 

be studied in terms of its controlling mechanisms (Geertz 1973: 57) which start at 

the level of human thought that is “[b]oth social and public– that its natural habitat is the 

house yard, the market place, and the town square. Thinking consists not of happenings 

in the head (though happenings there and elsewhere are necessary for it to occur) but of 

a traffic in what have been called” (ibid.). What Geertz (1973) implied is a semiotic, 

contextual and interpretative approach to creating culture and he actually equated context 

with culture (Geertz 1973: 14). With reference to Geertz’s words, it can be understood 

that culture is situated out there in the perspective of everyday life among the coordinated 

behaviours of speakers. For example, the act of buying a ticket for a concert not only 

entails making certain cognitive and contextual assumptions (van Dijk and Kintsch 1983: 

6–7) based on our knowledge of how to participate in a concert, but also how to connect 

with society in such a way as to respect social order, norms and expectations. The means 

of communication in coordinated human behaviour are texts, written or spoken, which 

occur in a dynamically changing contextual nonverbal environment.  
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Thus, texts can be interpreted as forms of culture, i.e., “[a]ll man–made material 

or non–material aspects of the overall shape of the human environment, his socially 

regulated ‘way of life’” (trans. M.S.).19 For this reason, communicating through texts can 

be understood not only as a transmission of information, but also as a way of life, a 

socially regulated practice or ways of speaking which form patterns (Hymes 1974: 446). 

The social character of texts serves a regulatory function of social practice and acts as a 

determinant of cultural vital signs. These draw the lines of any discourse as well as 

classify texts as socio–cultural templates whose content alternates with new contextual 

information. It is important to note that texts are not only carriers of words which can be 

manipulated, but they also allow the building of larger communicative structures that 

exist within socio–cultural knowledge. The contextual approach to creating culture is 

evident in a wider nonverbal context, also called the sociocultural context, which is highly 

interactional and dependent on the contextual knowledge of speakers, who skilfully 

convey messages and decode hearers’ intentions.  

Therefore, the author goes along with Geertz’ view that culture can be analysed 

by means of its controlling mechanisms which sort human activities according to a 

hierarchically organised social structure of collective experience, the structure of organic 

nature that integrates the whole social system “[w]here all the parts are united in a single 

causal web of textual senses” (Geertz 1973: 145). These mechanisms of cultural 

organisation are believed to operate within the interpretative, semiotic, and textual ways 

of reading the experience: a story told to oneself about oneself (ibid.).  

The meaning of any text is determined by its sociocultural context, i.e. the 

situational, social, and cultural frames of reference (Duszak 1998: 242, Chruszczewski 

2011: 199). Discourses are socially functional in a sense that their macrostructures carry 

high social potential that requires exploration at the subjective level of every text 

recipient. The classification of macrostructural components such as the gist of the text or 

discourse topic runs through the filter of intentions, motivations, attitudes, memory, 

general knowledge, and evaluations, often referred to as the cognitive set  (van Dijk 

and Kintsch 1983: 132). The local context is believed to be triggered by subjective 

processes of inferencing at the interpretational level of every speaker. In other words, we 

perceive texts as socially functional, interesting, or useful when the perceived 

                                                 
19 [w]szystkie stworzone przez człowieka materialne lub niematerialne aspekty całokształtu środowiska 

ludzkiego, jego społecznie uregulowany „sposób życia” (Burszta 1986: 41). 
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macrostructures are aligned with our worldview, goals, emotions, or general knowledge. 

This fragmentary data creates the global meaning of a text which is built strategically 

within the communicative circumstances and intellectual predispositions of individuals. 

The nonverbal context as well as the mental models created by speakers are the 

underlying rationale for determining the relation between culture, language, discourse, 

and speech communities, which are found in the conditions of creating culture such as 

agency, performance, and practice.   

While defining the notion of discourse in this section, the author takes a functional 

and contextual perspective which recognises the relationship between culture and 

communication as an unbreakable relation creating the conditions for (1) agency 

(Duranti 2004: 451), i.e. culture and communication allow speakers to make actual use 

of their knowledge and enable them to engage in interaction – they may then form chains 

of actions which have consequences for themselves as well as for each other; in terms of 

discourse, people create contexts which describe the textual reality but also create new 

intertextual relations; (2) performance, i.e. texts presuppose meanings beyond their 

illocutionary force (what is intended) and create various interpretations which may differ 

due to the socio–cultural constraints and conventions; and (3) practice,  which reflects a 

system of participation that is inherently public, patterned and organised.   

The definition of discourse in relation to culture and communication is further 

developed as the anthropolinguistic perspective is discussed, which is a valid unit of 

analysis for the study of discursive practice. The three contextual conditions of agency, 

performance, and practice are aligned under the one role of language, i.e. to facilitate 

constructions that are appropriate for a given context. Hence, the author shares 

Fauconnier’s view ([1984] 1994: xviii) that language does not give overt meaning but 

rather prompts the clues which lead to an unlimited number of meaning constructions. 

Gilles Fauconnier added that “[o]nce these clues are combined with the already existing 

configurations, available cognitive principles, and background framing, the appropriate 

construction can take place, and the result far exceeds any overt explicit information” 

(Fauconnier ([1984] 1994: xviii). It can be observed that the functional and contextual 

perspective on language and discourse taken by the author extends to understanding 

culture and communication as a means of conveying something in order to do something. 

It refers to (1) the texts’ instrumental function to establish relations within its elements 
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and achieve social aims as well as (2) the prompting function of language that allows for 

meaning constructions which build the perception of culture as the rules of a game 

dictated by its grammar, i.e. specific contextual configurations which pertain to sets of 

culturally–conventionalised rearrangements. Based on that, culture is found to be on–loan 

to any society since it is a reconfiguration or restructuration of the already existing system.   

3.1. On the definition of discourse  

The present chapter approaches the term discourse as derived from the premises of the 

ethnography of speaking (Hymes 1962, Gumperz and Hymes 1972, de Fina 2019, 

Gordon 2020: 33) and textual linguistics  (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981), 

which belong to a broader field of anthropological linguistics. It appears that this specific 

ethnographic perspective for analysing discourse focuses on practice or agency (Barthes 

1979: 75, Duranti 2004) as observed in patterns of social conduct and produced texts. The 

ethnography of communication considers these patterns and regular forms of 

communication (here texts) in order to perform discursive practice 20 (Fairclough 

1993: 4, Kinneavy [1971] 1980). In mapping these relations and patterns, discourse is 

made meaningful and recognisable. At the core of the idea of practice lies the human 

agency of producing texts which makes it possible to form the patterns of systems of 

communicative events, embedded in a nonverbal context. Therefore, discourse “[i]s being 

simultaneously a piece of text, an instance of discursive practice, and an instance of social 

practice” (Fairclough 1993: 4). There should be no doubt that texts are functional units 

which become realised through patterned ways of speaking governed by socially accepted 

rules.  

While the goal of the ethnography of speaking is communicating information from 

the social system (Saville–Troike [1982] 2003: 2), one may ask what the ethnographic 

mode of communication is through which social meaning is conveyed. One of the best 

                                                 
20 Michel Foucault ([1969] 1972) notes that there exist certain conditions and relations which are necessary 

for an object to become apparent in discourse. These conditions “[d]etermine the group of relations that 

discourse must establish in order to speak of this or that object, in order to deal with them, name them, 

analyse them, classify them, explain them, etc. These relations characterise not the language (langue) used 

by discourse, not the circumstances in which it is deployed, but discourse itself as a practice” (Foucault 

[1969] 1972: 46). Furthermore, the relations that are characteristic of a given discourse form a set of rules 

that are “[i]mmanent in a practice, and define it in its specificity” (ibid.).  
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means by which such information can be obtained is through the communicational 

grammar of discourses, i.e. specific rules that pertain to discourse which are formed by 

texts (see Chruszczewski 2011: 201). These are assigned a central role in determining the 

type of discourse; in fact, texts are discourse actions (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 

1981: 53) and individual discourse representations (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 

1981: 9, van Dijk 1997: 17, Duszak 1998: 29, Chruszczewski 2011: 201, Labocha 2012: 

30). The dynamics of discourse emergence are conditioned by the patterned and organised 

system of rules (communicational grammar) and texts along with their contextual aspects.  

The author’s view is that anthropolinguistic study emphasises the functional and 

contextual aspect of discourse and attempts to present broader, more specific applications 

of discourse as a form of language use (van Dijk 1997: 2) tailored to the situational, social, 

and cultural constraints of a communicative event (Gordon 2020: 33). Hence, it is 

advisable to study discourse in its situated and contextualised environment and 

differentiate specific elements such as place, participants, type of speech act, norms, 

purpose, ends, etc. (see SPEAKING Grid model by Dell Hymes 1974) which create the 

boundaries of discourse. This model serves as a unified frame but, in fact, it is only an 

initial point of reference for the interpretation of discourse. All of the elements can be 

further divided into subcategories or may even overlap. It can be observed that this model 

is merely an approximation to a study of discourse due to the unpredictability of the 

relationships between the model components and their power dynamics. Nevertheless, 

Hymes’s model is one anthropolinguistic tool that creates the contextual framework for 

any communicative event built in a systematic and patterned way. Bearing in mind the 

above account of discourse as practice, it is possible to obtain a satisfactory explanation 

of discursive practice by appealing specifically to anthropolinguistic explanations, 

building upon some properties of discourse, the forms of communication it involves, and 

the strategies it uses. The following is an attempt to perform this task. 
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3.1.1. An anthropolinguistic approach to discourse 

This section takes as its point of departure the anthropolinguistic study of discourse, 

combined with elements of the ethnography of speaking which is an area of inquiry 

providing ample information about how discourse emerges. This area of research refers 

to fieldwork which reflects the means of communication that are recognisable in a given 

community within specified situational–socio–cultural frames of reference. In this 

perspective, texts are ways of patterned speaking that reflect the individual aspects of 

speakers which are a part of la parole (de Saussure [1916] 2011: 13, Lubaś 1979a: 34–

42, Wilkoń 2000: 13), but are also embedded within social and cultural frames. This 

implies that apart from the linguistic function, texts develop according to the 

communicative function (Zawadowski 1975: 27, Witkowska 2004: 114, Dobrzyńska 

1991: 151) characterised by norms of linguistic behaviour which are realised within the 

language structure, i.e. la langue (de Saussure [1916] 2011: 14, Wilkoń 2000: 13). The 

means of communication under question form patterns which systematically determine 

the boundaries of any discourse that is a situated phenomenon as well as a contextually 

organised and conceptualised reality (Duszak 1998: 7, Howarth and Torfing 2005: 36).  

One level of ethnographic analysis that recognises discursive forms of 

communication revolves around speech events,  also referred to as “[l]ocally defined 

contexts for speaking, each of which has an internal structure which differentiates it from 

other even, its in a community” (Fitch and Philipsen 2009: 124). Thus, discourse is not 

an isolated module, but rather consists of forms of social interaction, spontaneously 

produced texts, which are also defined as communicative occurrences  (de 

Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 11, van Dijk 1997b: 2, Duszak 1998: 31). It seems 

reasonable to initially study texts that are discursive realisations in order to look for the 

boundaries of discourse. It has been observed that speech events or communicative 

occurrences are always studied in interaction as they are utilised only in the process of 

intending to communicate and accepting what is communicated.  

The property of discourse that cannot be overlooked in this discussion and directly 

appeals to texts is the interactional potential that entails “[a] language use (cognition), (b) 

the communication of beliefs and (c) interaction in social situations” (van Dijk 1997b: 2). 

What can be observed in this definition is the interdisciplinarity of the concept of 

discourse as it involves assumptions that refer to the study of language as a form of human 
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communication (e.g., as a code), pragmatic evidence for communication by focusing on 

the language user in terms of psychological and cognitive competence as well as 

participation in socially constrained contexts. Teun Adrianus van Dijk and Walter Kintsch 

(1983) pointed out that the study of discourse has become an independent, 

interdisciplinary field that intersects with the areas of ethnography, microsociology, and 

psychology (van Dijk and Kintsch 1983: 3). The intellectual heritage of discourse study 

has also allowed the anthropolinguistic aspects of discursive practice to work out certain 

types of regularities, strategies, and operations based on the compatibility or adherence 

property of texts in a given discourse. Thus, one can point to the development of the 

intellectual identity of anthropolinguistics that has been carved out on its own.   

The component that facilitates the understanding of discourse is the 

compatibility of the texts which form a given discourse. Indeed, “[d]iscourses as sets 

of mutually relevant texts directed to each other” (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 

1981: 3) ought to share some relevant and distinguishable standards of textuality21 that 

organise individual texts into meaningful and systematic clusters. However, even if texts 

meet standards of textuality, the possibility of their incompatibility cannot be ruled out. 

Thus, what needs to be considered is the communicative competence 

(sociolinguistic competence) of language, i.e. knowledge with regard to the patterns of 

speaking which enables a speaker to participate in a society through the speaking process, 

but most importantly, to communicate effectively (Hymes [1977] 2001: 75). What comes 

to the fore is the pragmatic account in connection with the meaning and use of texts in 

discourse. The scope of language users’ pragmatic knowledge needs to be broad enough 

                                                 
21 Robert de Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler ([1972] 1981) postulate that in order for the text to be 

understood as a communicative occurrence, it needs to meet seven standards of textuality which include 

cohesion, coherence, intentionality, acceptability, informativity, situationality, and intertextuality. If 

any of these standards is not met by the text, it is considered as a non–text (not communicative) and the 

process of communication is inefficient. They note that standards of textuality entail all the necessary 

factors of cognition, planning, and social environment which determine the text (de Beaugrande and 

Dressler [1972] 1981: 18).  Furthermore, textuality is loosely linked to continuity so all the text events and 

situation are related (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 71). It is important to note that de 

Beaugrande and Dressler do not rule out the attitudes, intentions, and evaluations of text users among the 

standards of textuality so their so the standards of textuality do not comprise watertight criteria of what 

counts as a text and non–text in real communication. The process of acceptance of a given text by a language 

user in the production and reception process, also known as discourse actions, runs according to the goals 

and plans of text users (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 110). If the plans drawn up by discourse 

participants   fail to be accepted and contributed by others, the textuality become impairs due to flouting 

cooperation. Hence, standards of textuality are directly determined by the sociocultural context of texts 

users.  
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to facilitate proper contextualisation so as to enable texts to work together. This, however, 

entails a certain degree of incompleteness and uncertainty as speakers’ use of language is 

liable to change due to their psychological and social motivations, and goals. Therefore, 

the author believes that one specific standard of textuality as stated in Robert de 

Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler’s agenda ([1972] 1981), that of acceptability, 

encapsulates the gist of text compatibility. As long as a speaker–hearer’s intentions and 

expectations are expressed by means of culture–specific conventions that are mutually–

shared, they can keep up the continuity of the sequence of events in coordinated and 

systematic ways. Therefore, one particular aspect of communication in reference to 

discursive practice is its social and interactive role which always entails a certain degree 

of indeterminacy and improbability (due to the degree of incompleteness and uncertainty 

in terms of speakers’ social motivations and goals.) This, however, should not be 

considered a downside because the dynamic accounts arising out of contextually 

alternating events are more productive and allow for the emergence of even more patterns 

and regularities.  

The anthropolinguistic approach to discourse also adopts the definition of a text 

as “[n]ebular and constantly in motion structures whose contours are dispersed in the 

surrounding textual space (...) and the discursive space which texts are a part of is a 

[s]emiospace (...); the infinite, co–generating cosmos embracing the nebular, 

interpenetrating condensations of texts without a clear contour” (Kalaga [1997] 2001: 

14).22  If one looks at texts and discourse in light of the above definition, one notices that 

texts are not some sort of container, but they have unspecified boundaries which can be 

analysed by means of their patterned structures, i.e. the communicational grammar of 

discourse. 

In conclusion, the anthropolinguistic approach to texts takes as its point of 

departure a search for conventionalised language forms which create patterns of context 

and are constitutive of a given discourse community. The following section deals with 

the concept of discourse as action and interaction in which texts are presented as acts of 

communication rooted in social and cultural knowledge. 

  

                                                 
22[n]ebularnej i nieustannie pozostającej w ruchu struktury, której kontury rozpraszają się w otaczającej 

przestrzeni tekstualnej (…) [s]emioprzestrzeń (…); nieskończny, współgenerujący się kosmos ogarniający 

mgławicowe, przenikające się wzajemnie kondensacje tekstów pozbawionych wyrazistego konturu” 

(Kalaga [1997] 2001: 14). 
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3.1.2. Discourse as action and interaction 

It should be emphasised that understanding discourse properly means that it is anchored 

in social interaction. Alessandro Duranti, in one of his articles entitled On Theories and 

Models (2005), proposed the term primacy of  interaction  in which he declared that 

interaction is a sine qua non of any human action. Furthermore, interaction is both the 

ingredient and the product which means that “[w]e need interaction to be who we are and, 

in turn, our ways of being produce further interaction” (Duranti 2005: 411). If one takes 

text as a communicative event and talk to refer to spoken language engaged in the activity 

of dealing with various acts (speech acts), interaction seems to be a prerequisite of 

communication, a carrier of certain pragmatic functions as well as a product that 

facilitates the process of ongoing interaction. Therefore, I share Janina Labocha’s (2008) 

view that “[d]iscourse belongs to the intermediate plane between the language system (la 

langue) and the implementation of this system in specific speech acts” [trans. M.S.].23  

What can be inferred from this definition of discourse is that a speech act 

fundamentally builds discourse, which is therefore a strategically operational norm in the 

dynamic process of producing texts and utterances (Labocha 2008: 61). In line with this 

idea, discourse is both a social norm and a regular strategy that constitutes discourse 

universum (ibid.). It can be assumed that there is a mutual dependency between what is 

socially accepted, often dictated by habitus, and what a speaker decides to communicate 

with reference to the context of the situation. This observation rests on the assumption 

that discourse as a created reality of speech acts is a representation of reality performed 

by means of habitus and social norms. From another angle, through the strategic use of 

speech acts, discourse communities shape discourse, i.e. they make structures of 

discourse fit their language (e.g., their use of speech acts). 

 Language users may be part of negotiating, discussing, arguing, attacking, or 

defending. What is more, they may accomplish acts by doing things with words, e.g., 

getting a job by signing a contract or becoming husband and wife by exchanging wedding 

vows. Social interaction in this sense indicates not only the context of uttering these acts 

but also the conditions in which language regulates interaction. The conditions in question 

                                                 
23 „[d]yskurs należy do płaszczyzny pośredniej między systemem języka (la langue) i realizacja tego 

systemu w konkretnych aktach mowy” (Labocha 2008: 60). 
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are called appropriateness conditions  (van Dijk 2009: 14). These abstract rules 

governing the syntactic structure of utterances are made up of beliefs, values, norms, 

knowledge, opinions, and the intentions of the speaker, which create situational context 

(ibid.). Such conditions are a prerequisite to pragmatic action that is always embedded 

within the sociocultural context. What is important here is that these conditions need to 

be based on conventions which act as the safety rules of any interaction in order to 

perform a fully successful coordinated action (van Dijk 1997: 187). By stating this, the 

author argues that language is conventionalised, i.e. it is not restricted to one and only 

meaning. As regards appropriateness conditions, they make discourse a nexus of 

connected, abstract properties of pragmatic context (van Dijk 1997: 191) which form 

features that pertain to a given discourse. These necessary conditions, understood in the 

sense of van Dijk’s comprehension of discourse, are in close relation to general, 

conceptually organised knowledge and its systematic organisation in terms of frames 

which are global patterns of social norms and rules (van Dijk 2015, Jasper 2005: 125). 

Importantly, appropriateness conditions create a database for producing and receiving 

texts which lead to discourse coherence. In this way, textual realisations are built on their 

environment, that is, the context and its conditions. Discourse and its texts can be 

identified by some conventional means in the form of appropriate conditions. However, 

they can also be described in terms of events and their sequences. All of them have the 

same denominator: action in process. This aspect will now be developed further. 

One of the determinants of action is an event  (van Dijk 1997: 168). If, as Teun 

A. van Dijk defined, an event is “[a]ction brought about by a human being” (van Dijk 

1997: 168), then understanding discourse as action deals with the psychological aspects 

of language and their functional use. Language as a human mental system is placed within 

the discursive structure of events which manipulates the contextual conditions 

designating the properties of the world of the speaker. Hence, such a mental structure of 

action is a reflection of speakers’ culture and personal information database consisting of 

their knowledge of the world situated in a specific context.  

Discourse as action can also be approached by studying situated sequences of 

events, e.g., speech acts following each other in time. These can be realised by texts 

viewed as communicative events that can serve as basic units for descriptive purposes 

(Saville–Troike [1982] 2003: 23). The aspect of situatedness can also be discussed with 

reference to the field of the ethnography of communication which highlights the role of 
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the context of a si tuation that is as broad as the culture and environment of the 

speakers involved (Malinowski 1923: 306, Gordon 2020: 47). The aspect of situatedness 

seems extremely important from the ethnographic perspective because texts are situated 

in patterns of communicative behaviour within situational, social, and cultural 

embeddings. It means that spontaneously emerging texts as realisations of discourse are 

formed out of the knowledge of speakers. Moreover, only through their psycho–

physiological, emotional, intellectual, and emotional experience, which is connected with 

verbal acts, can they fully comprehend a situation (Malinowski 1935: 46). Bronislaw 

Malinowski (1935) gave priority to the context of situation, which is defined as follows: 

“[t]he pragmatic relevance of words is greatest when these words are uttered actually 

within the situation to which they belong and uttered so that they achieve an immediate, 

practical effect. For it is in such situations that words acquire their meaning” (Malinowski 

1935: 52). Therefore, it seems to hold true that the process of uttering words always 

entails the establishment of a certain functional reality (based on cognitive processing) in 

which meaning is constructed according to contextual elements which, when put in 

certain combinations, perform together to bring about a certain change in the present state. 

The combinations in question are factors which refer to situationality, i.e. one of the 

standards of textuality postulated by Robert de Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler 

([1972] 1981). In line with the ideas presented above, it can be concluded that texts are 

produced contextually by means of the situational aspect of discourse, particularly the 

immediate context (context of situation), the socio–cultural context and its embeddings, 

and speakers’ knowledge. The situatedness of texts in discourse is determined by world 

knowledge, i.e. the cultural and personal database used for the interpretation and 

production of texts by language users.  

One finds the above explanation congruent with socio–cognitive research into 

situatedness/embeddedness and its significant contribution to the role of context in human 

cognition. Lucy Suchman ([1987] 2006), in her landmark volume Human Machine 

Reconfigurations. Plans and Situated Actions laid down the foundations of a Situated 

Action Theory in which human action is based on swarms of contingencies which can 

only be adapted by means of context. She also stated that “[r]ather than attempt to abstract 

action away from its circumstances and represent it as a rational plan, (…) [situated action 

theory M.S.] attempts to study how people use their circumstances to achieve intelligent 



 

141 

 

action” (Suchman [1987] 2006: 70). The primacy of context determining cognition 

introduces the relational aspect of circumstances which build intelligent action, which can 

also be interpreted as planned and strategic action. This assertion can be supported by the 

patterning function of speech acts that lay the foundation of every communicative action.  

The role of context in every act of speaking is especially evident in the “[s]peech 

acts [which M.S.] are the basic or minimal units of linguistic communication” (Searle 

1969: 16). These elements of a pragmatic theory of action situate discourse in the midst 

of patterns which function as linguistic types of behaviour determined by nonverbal 

context. Speech acts represent pragma–anthropolinguistic tools for analysing the relation 

between language and human communication conditioned by various environmental 

factors (Chruszczewski 2011: 167). The following discussion of discourse and its relation 

with speech acts corroborates the functional and contextual character of discursive 

practice as sociocultural ways of speaking. This view was also supported by Krystyna 

Pisarkowa (1978) who pointed out that “[t]he speech act and the situation in which the 

act takes place play the role of the context of the spoken sentence” (trans. M.S.).24 Texts 

which comprise discourse become acts of communication rooted in social and cultural 

knowledge. Therefore, they cannot be analysed in isolation from their situated contexts 

and speech acts. 

For a speech act to be communicated, three different types of acts need to be 

singled out. John L. Austin, in his renowned work How to do Things with Words ([1962] 

1975), provided a pragma–linguistic formula according to which it is possible to observe 

how every utterance becomes a social act, e.g., warning, making a promise, giving advice, 

etc. He took into account the meaning of grammatical conventions while determining the 

locutionary act of an utterance, the force that relates to the goals of an utterance as well 

as contextual conditions, and finally the actions which surpass what is explicitly stated 

but produce an effect or a consequence, i.e. a perlocutionary act (Austin [1962] 1975, 

Okopień–Sławińska 1988: 173). 

It is worth pointing out here that it is a futile effort to establish watertight criteria 

for determining the illocutionary force/effect of a given utterance. The performance of 

speech acts and their understanding always involves a decoder and an encoder who fit 

their intentions and goals to certain circumstances, therefore the outcome of their joint 

                                                 
24 “[r]olę kontekstu zdania mówionego pełni akt mowy i sytuacja, w której się akt toczy” (Pisarkowa 1978: 

16). 
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action may be unpredictable. Furthermore, difficulties arise at the level of determining 

the speaker’s intention successfully so that the hearer gets the gist of the speaker’s 

meaning. Drawing on Alessandro Duranti’s formulation of intentionality as the 

“[‘a]boutness’ of our mental and physical activity, that is, the property that our thoughts 

and embodied actions have to be directed toward something, which may be imagined, 

seen, heard, touched, smelled, remembered” (Duranti 2006: 26), it is clear to see that a 

thought formulated on the basis of the aboutness of how we perceive facts of the world 

cannot be assumed as a fully determined linguistic concept, such as a speech act. What 

the author implies is that thought does not always precede action. Furthermore, the actual 

communicative outcome as well as the implications of our words are determined by the 

reaction of our audience. One assumption which can partly explain the role of intentions 

in the process of conveying meaning is that illocutionary acts become effectively 

communicated if the speaker’s purpose is achieved through the expected consequences 

that result from his action (van Dijk [1977] 1992: 197). This implies that there must exist 

some culture–specific representations that are accessible and expressible in various 

cultures and which can be expected to appear in specific situations. At the level of 

recognising the illocutionary force, it is dependent on the hearer’s response to the 

consequences and the knowledge set  of the hearer that he recognises and comprehends 

the purpose of the speaker. The situational–social–cultural frames of every human action 

provide information on the universal acts accomplished by discursive practice, i.e. acts of 

individuals who share the same socio–cultural values imbued with evaluations of certain 

cultural activities. In a wider socio–cultural context, the understanding of speech acts as 

a communicative activity which comprises discourse can refer to sharing but also 

verifying and organising the knowledge of the language users involved in a joint, 

intersubjective interaction. After Wojtak (2010b), discourse can also be defined as a: 

 
 

[w]ay of organizing human activity, and thus also the communicative 

practice of a specific community (discourse community M.S.), which, in 

the course of various interactions, determines and agrees on content that is 

important to it, maintains appropriate scenarios of communicative 
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behaviors and the rules of fulfilling them through utterances (and / or non–

verbal means) [trans. M.S.].25 

 

With respect to this we are concerned here with the comprehension of discourse 

as being delimited by situational, social, and cultural factors. A specific pragmatic 

function of a speech act can be assigned if there exists mutual agreement on contextual 

cues (detected and accepted by the speech participants) which adhere to cultural norms 

of behaviour.  

Once we realise that any speech act is an act of informing about the state of facts, 

the question is if there is any specified number of speech acts or if there is a finite list of 

things we do with language. Austin propounded the idea that there exists a formula and 

criteria for the comprehension and production of illocutionary acts. Moreover, he 

postulated that the list of illocutionary acts is not endless, and they can be easily 

typologised (Austin [1962] 1975). Austin’s speech acts taxonomy followed by John 

Searle’ extension of Austin’ speech act theory assumes the universality and systematicity 

of the occurrence of speech acts, which provide crucial anthropolinguistic information as 

communicative acts that serve specific interactional functions. The study of speech acts 

is especially required for research on the ethnography of communication. Observable sets 

of behaviour in the form of speech acts are intentionally and conventionally determined, 

therefore they may be considered as potential determinants of communities and their 

discourses.  

One approach to speech acts which exist in the regular patterns of any culture is 

the anthropological stance proposed by Malinowski that the knowledge and personal 

experience of speakers makes it possible to form contextualised meaning and the ideal–

typical models of the self are non–existent. Closer examination should be made of the 

ways in which experiential self impacts culturally organised context. The pragmatic 

conditions governing speech acts, i.e., meaning, reference, knowledge and transmission 

of information cannot fit the perfect picture of cultural models 26 which are believed to 

                                                 
25 [d]yskurs to sposób zorganizowania ludzkiej aktywności, a więc także praktyki komunikacyjnej 

określonej społeczności (wspólnoty), która w trakcie różnorodnych interakcji ustala i uzgadnia istotne dla 

siebie treści, konserwuje stosowne scenariusze zachowań komunikacyjnych oraz reguły ich wypełniania za 

pośrednictwem wypowiedzi (i/lub środków niewerbalnych) (Wojtak 2010b: 17). 
26 According to Quinn and Holland (1987), “[c]ultural models are presupposed, taken–for–granted models 

of the world that are widely shared (although not necessarily to the exclusion of other, alternative models) 

by the members of a society and that play an enormous role in their understanding of that world and their 

behavior in it” (Quinn and Holland 1987: 4).  
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be overgeneralised, simplified and inconsistent (Hollan 1992: 285). It has been observed 

that the cultural models of self vary significantly from culture to culture, consequently 

contexts which are built within the respective models entail various ranges of the 

experiential self. Ethnography of communication can provide tools for observing and 

analysing the various ways in which communities develop or fail to develop dimensions 

of experiential self. Furthermore, ethnographic research has already made some 

significant contributions to the comparative study of emotions within the field of 

ethnography (Lutz and White 1986: 430), and the psycho–anthropological analysis of 

Tahitian cultural structures of interpersonal life and the role of their emotional states in 

the formation of hyper– and hypocognition, respectively (Hollan 2005: 431, Levy 1973).  

It can be observed that the study of speech acts in the context of the 

anthropolinguistic analysis of communication patterns is especially useful as it brings 

insights to practices of language in communities and their discourses. However, it does 

not prove to be a flawless perspective on investigating culture as a structured and 

predictable phenomenon. While many speech act functions seem to be culturally 

universal, the ways in which intentions are conveyed and the effect they have on the 

hearer are achieved are language bound or speech community specific. Nevertheless, the 

study of speech acts is clearly of central importance if one is to establish the patterns or 

typologies of speech acts used in a given speech community. Importantly, it creates a 

structural and systematic organisation of ways of speaking and consequently the types of 

discourses used to communicate purposes and needs. Finally, the significance of such 

findings is a legitimate contribution to the description and analysis of cultural systems 

and their social organisation, which emphasise the sociocultural contexts of speech 

communities.  

One level of discourse has been presented which deals with the actions 

accomplished by language users. By explaining discourse as action and interaction, the 

author has emphasised the fact that it is a form of language practice based on the 

knowledge of speakers and their communicative purposes anchored in a nonverbal 

context. It has also been made clear that discourse action does not consist purely of 

behaviouristic impulses but is predominantly built on mental concepts within the 

structures operating in language users’ knowledge, attitudes, beliefs, values, desires, etc. 

(see appropriateness conditions). These pragmatic factors form rules that are especially 
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important as they provide ample information, based on old information, which become a 

part of new information. Such a socio–cultural database makes it possible to apply various 

conditions which are in accordance with the respective situations. Thus, a highly strategic 

and interactional process of discursive practice presents the language user as a competent 

speaker whose knowledge of what to say, to whom and how to do it extends also to his 

skills of forming appropriate expectations as well as predicting the outcome based on 

shared knowledge. Hence, the understanding of discourse depends on situational, social, 

and cultural fluctuations, which vary in the process of interaction. Based on the above 

information, discourse as action and interaction is a sociocultural phenomenon, a type of 

patterned, communicative behaviour which gives priority to the context of the situation 

and makes it possible to form textual realisations established in a certain functional reality 

(based on cognitive processing).  

3.2. On the definition of text 

On viewing discourse as a complex sociocultural phenomenon, a crucial question to ask, 

and a good starting point in the discussion, is how do patterns of language become 

apparent in the nebular contours of texts (Kalaga [1997] 2001: 14) and what are the 

communicative strategies within the social and cultural contexts that make various texts 

part of discourse? Furthermore, the gist of discourse does not seem to lie in the relations 

between the encoder and decoder but in the text itself (ibid.). However, it certainly does 

not suffice to say that texts are central to discourse. There is a need to point out and 

describe how text becomes a part of discursive phenomena and what counts as text in 

relation to culture and human communicative practice. Thus, along with this, there are 

other metalinguistic features of text concerned with the functional, processual, and 

dynamic act of creating context.  

The role of written text and discourse has been forcefully advocated in the two 

schools of structurally and anthropolinguistically–inspired language studies. In the 

following section, a short overview is presented of the two approaches which comprise 

the focal point of contemporary research studies on text and discourse.  
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3.2.1. On the structural view of a text 

In the midst of the structuralist turmoil which followed in the footsteps of the so–called 

Russian Formalism and Czech Structuralism, researchers of various disciplines in the 

humanities looked at text as a formation of surface structure sentences. The development 

of the discipline was initiated by the work of Russian anthropologist Vladimir Propp 

([1928] 1958), whose main focus of attention became the structural study of narratives in 

Russian folktales. Many of the theoretical notions developed from Propp’s analysis have 

contributed to the field of anthropological linguistics (see Lévi–Strauss [1958] 1963) or 

literary studies (e.g., Barthes [1957] 2020).  

We can see the clear embodiment of structuralist ideas in linguistics in the work 

of Zellig Harris, who, in his renowned article Discourse Analysis (1952), presented a 

“[m]ethod for the analysis of connected speech (or writing)” (Harris 1952: 1) which 

focused on the “[o]ccurence of morphemes as distinguishable elements” (ibid.) (…) and 

did not depend on the “[a]nalyst’s knowledge of the particular meaning of each 

morpheme” (ibid.). For Harris (1952), defining a text is a matter of recognising patterns 

in the occurrence of morphemes or morpheme sequences and their constellations which 

convey WHAT a text is saying. Harris was the first linguist to provide a systematic 

analysis of texts and discover the transformational structure in languages which was later 

adopted and developed by Noam Chomsky in his transformational–generative grammar 

paradigm. Zellig Harris’s viewpoint on global structures characterising the whole of 

discourse was also the subject of Teun Adrianus van Dijk’s extensive research on the 

macrostructures of the overall structure of texts (van Dijk 1997, van Dijk 1972: v). One 

more crucial contribution to the development of text linguistics was the joint effort of 

scholars (e.g., Hartmann 1964, Harweg 1968, Dressler 1970a, Heger 1976) in the early 

60s who initiated the exploration of the grammars of a sentence marking the development 

of the grammars of texts (Harweg 1968) at a later time. Scholars in the early 70s 

concentrated their attention on determining the features of texts which are governed by a 

systematic linguistic structure, i.e. text grammar. Text analysis is centred around 

“[a]bstract structures of written discourse, as a fixed object” (…) and the context of 

analysis is “[a]fter order, rules, regularities, in the details analysis of structures and 
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strategies of text” (van Dijk 1997: 23). The text theory of the 70s represented an important 

step towards establishing regular structures within texts as well as their typologisation.  

For some text grammarians of the Prague School, syntactic studies drawn on the 

works of Weil ([1844] 1877), Wegener (1885), and Karl Bühler (1934) became the only 

way to research texts. The Praguian scholar and principal initiator of the syntactic 

approach adopted by the Prague School, Vilém Mathesius (1882–1945), advocated a 

functional sentence perspective  approach to the study of text grammars (Newmeyer 

2001: 102). The functional perspective on sentences mainly focused on the theme–rheme 

relation, the position of thematic elements, and word order. The functional–structuralist 

approach characterised the sentence as a “[a]n element of structural system, to be 

encompassed under langue, rather than parole” (Newmeyer 2001: 102). Furthermore, 

Mathesius explained the definitions of the sentence in greater detail and stated that “[t]he 

sentence does not entirely belong to the sphere of speech, but depends in its general form 

on the grammatical system of the language in which it is uttered” (ibid.). That is, he 

considered the sentence as an element of a grammatical system governed by the 

communicative functions that are attached to the corresponding parts.  

The Praguian enquiries were also inspiration for the development of Systemic 

Functional Grammar  developed by Michael Alexander Kirkwood Halliday ([1994] 

2000). The idea of a functional grammar is built on a conceptual framework consisting of 

the “[i]nterpretation of texts, of the system, and of the elements of linguistic structures” 

(Halliday [1994] 2000: 40). Such an account naturally presupposes the context of use in 

which every text unfolds. It is to be pointed out that the primary aim of constructing 

grammar is for the purposes of text analysis (Halliday [1994] 2000: 41). Halliday singled 

out two levels of approaching text analysis. The first aspect he called attention to is 

understanding a text by making apparent how and why the text means what it does. 

Another contribution refers to evaluation of the text. This process is especially 

demanding because it not only requires interpretation of a text, but also of contextual cues 

determined by the situation and the socio–cultural frame of reference. 

The concept of a text is also explained as a semantic unit, with a little admixture 

of grammar which is the in the centre of context (Halliday [1994] 2000: 43). Naturally, 

in such a framework, the functionality and semantics of discourse grammar along with its 

grammatical categories and semantic patterns have their natural place (ibid.). Halliday 

went further stating that language as a social semiotic system consists of texts situated in 
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the sociolinguistic context understood in terms of culture as an information system 

(Halliday 1978: 2).   

With respect to the methodology of text linguistics in the 60s and 70s, texts were 

classified according to rule–governed structures and grammar–driven processes. The 

search for a unified algorithm which could be applied to any text structure was relentlessly 

continued by many lexicographers and semanticists who tried to get an understanding of 

abstract text grammar (see Rieser 1978, Hartmann 1963a, Petöfi and Rieser 1974, van 

Dijk 1972a). It was Teun Adrianus van Dijk who, with great conciseness, perseverance, 

and originality took up the Herculean task of providing a framework for the theoretical 

description of discourse. His work entitled Some Aspects of text Grammars (1972) was 

an initial attempt to show that the only way to describe a sentence structure is by assigning 

structural descriptions of text grammar to it, which means to “[e]numerate formally the 

abstract objects called ‘texts’, underlying (…) the discourses (…) and assign structural 

descriptions to the texts they generate” (van Dijk 1972: v). In fact, van Dijk noted in some 

final remarks of his discussion that the exact establishment of how the rules of grammar 

are used in performance is barely possible. The same applies to the production and 

reception of texts. He openly stated that “[i]t is still completely obscure how speakers 

transduce macro–structures into sentential structure, and the reverse” (van Dijk 1972: 

341). The problem of finding, at least partially, a theoretical basis for the claims of 

generative text grammar was further developed by the contribution of Robert de 

Beaugrande and Wolfgang U. Dressler ([1972] 1981) in textuality linguist ics and its 

formal insight into the generative structures of texts.  

The structural approach to texts, inasmuch as it relies on the structures and rules 

of text grammars, does not seem to select and present the relevant sociocultural features 

in the contextual frame of a text. However, what the structural view of a text does not 

emphasise sufficiently is the descriptive and analytic product in the form of 

communicational grammar rules in their respective communicative contexts, i.e. the 

situational, social, and cultural frames of reference. The following section is an attempt 

to present the situatedness of texts  in relation to the ethnography of speaking which 

allows various patterns of communicative events to become explicit in an organised 

structure of linguistic and extra–linguistic rules of discourse.  
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3.2.2. On the anthropolinguistic study of text 

The following discussion hinges on the assumption that the ethnography of speaking, 

being part of the ethnography of communication, captures the general conditions under 

which language users produce texts. Hence, associating “[p]articular modes of speaking, 

topics, or message forms, with particular settings and activities” (Gumperz and Hymes 

1972), i.e. associating textual realisations as communicative events with the social 

components of the ethnographic SPEAKING Grid model by Dell Hymes (1974) makes 

it possible to form the rules of speaking. The most prominent representative as well as an 

enthusiast of such a view was Dell Hymes, who advocated the necessity of introducing 

the ethnographic and linguistic mode of description if one aims to research the relations 

within a given community (Gumperz and Hymes 1972: 39).  

Furthermore, rather than speculating on the possibilities of the ways of speaking, 

the ethnographic approach to texts investigates what is actually said, specifies exactly 

under what circumstances they are produced and presents within what cultural frames 

they are situated. To be precise, one can constrain the world of texts in accordance with 

the knowledge of its speakers, based on assumptions derived from that knowledge.  

We are thus looking for a model or structure that embodies the social and spatio–

temporal circumstances that are shared universally. One such method of determining the 

components of the scenario or the discursive script is the ethnography of text  viewed 

as a “[t]heoretically dense and complex approach which recreates the text not for the 

analyst, but for its original community of users” (Blommaert 2015: 18). Thus, 

ethnographic research in texts seems to be invaluable as it is perspectival and practical. 

The SPEAKING Grid model (Hymes 1974) is an ethnographic tool for investigating the 

communicative behaviour of particular discourse communities and indicating their 

linguistic, interactional, and cultural potential. By means of this model it is possible to 

extract various constituents of context, a taxonomy of elements which help to analyse the 

linguistic and extralinguistic environments. The SPEAKING Grid model is, on the one 

hand, an effective anthropolinguistic tool to analyse the context of a given discourse, and, 

on the other, to look for socio–cultural patterns of communication.  

One of the discrete units of communication are texts understood as specific 

communicative activities that have recognisable boundaries (Saville–Troike [1982] 2003: 

23). The communicative event , being the basic unit for descriptive purposes (Hymes 
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1972), has also been identified as a text (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 27). 

There exist some characteristics which allow the classifying of text as an event. These 

include: (1) a unified set of components, (2) a purpose, (3) a topic, (4) participants, (5) 

language variety, (6) tone or key, (7) rules for interaction, and (8) a setting (Saville–

Troike [1982] 2003: 23). All these components of text as a communicative event act as 

sufficient and necessary conditions which allow for the reconstruction of texts. At the 

same time, they are aligned with the Hymesian SPEAKING Grid model (Hymes 1974) 

which includes such elements as Setting, Participants, Ends, Sequence of acts, Key, 

Instrumentalities, Norms of interaction and Genre.  

One of the objectives of this discussion is to explore what constitutes a 

communicative event, i.e. text, and what categories it may entail. The fundamental 

components of text can be juxtaposed with an inventory of labels which function as their 

corresponding realisations.   

3.2.2.1. Text as a communicative occurrence 

Texts are our everyday life experience; they “[m]ay be spoken or written, prose or verse, 

dialogue or monologue. It may be anything from a single proverb to a whole play, from 

a momentary cry for help to an all–day discussion on a committee. A text is a unit of a 

language in use. (…) A text is not something that is like a sentence, only bigger (…) [it 

is] a unit not of form, but of meaning” (Halliday and Hasan 1976: 2). To approach this 

socio–semiotic perspective of text, our everyday life experience should not be considered 

in terms of a matrix of working systems of signs as isolated and invariant entities (de 

Saussure [1916] 2011: 15), but as meaningful modes of meaning that are part of a set of 

semiotic systems and a set of systems of meaning, i.e. a social system and culture 

(Halliday and Hasan 1985: 1).  

When we adopt another definition of text, that of a communicative occurrence (de 

Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981), we take it for granted that what the author of this 

definition had in mind was that every text is fundamentally anchored in communication. 

It occurs in human interaction embedded in a nonverbal context rather than it being 

created as a product or an invariable form. This would stand in opposition to the idea that 
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we share texts. The impression of a continuity of senses, a mutually shared experience of 

the knowledge of texts, and their reliability in terms of established patterns, all boils down 

to the assumption that we expect what is communicated and it will be accepted in 

advance. However, we communicate effectively due “[n]ot to the efforts of any individual 

participant but to the fact that the words they use already have invariant meanings that 

exist, and continue to exist, irrespective of variations in interlocutors in situations” (Harris 

and Hutton 2007: 203). The a priori assumption that we share language rules out the 

possibility of a situation in which we use new words in new situations. The shared 

language theory explains our experience of words and the world once and for all, but can 

we rely on such an explanation?  

One is to note that genuine communication focuses on attaching meaning to 

utterances, therefore one is in favour of the` criteria that involve both external and internal 

factors determining the communicativeness of any text as meaningful units of an 

interactional situation. The postulate of the seven standards of textuality proposed by 

Robert de Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler ([1972] 1981) provides explanation with 

regard to the locus of textual meaning and the workings of texts in human interaction. 

Therefore, the textual standards in question are further explained. 

 

(1) Coherence/ (2) Cohesion 

 

The first standard of textuality is known as Coherence and refers to the “[w]ays in which 

the components of the surface text, i.e. the actual words we hear or see are mutually 

connected within a sequence. (…) All of the functions which can be used to signal 

relations among surface elements are included under the notion of cohesion” (de 

Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 11). Importantly, cohesion stems from coherence 

which in turn rests on assumptions based on the speaker’s knowledge. Hence, a sequence 

of surface texts emphasises these units, signalling a shared knowledge which needs to be 

applied in communicative interaction. Furthermore, cohesion is given the task of 

organising short stretches of surface structure which form closely patterned grammatical 

dependencies. In addition, cohesion handles long stretches to allow the recurrence of 

previous elements and their patterns (van Dijk and Kintsch 1983: 15). Some 

(meta)linguistic rhetorical categories of texts such as organising, indexing, signalling, and 
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labelling (Duszak 1998: 150) capture the purposive character of a speaker’s 

communicative action that functionally lies at the heart of rhetorical strategies.  

Coherence and its surface structure combinations should be considered signals of 

the internal structuring process of a text underlying the rhetorically motivated action. The 

common denominator of the rhetorical structure as text cohesion/coherence is the 

indication of fitness of words by means of stating the problem and coming up with 

solutions. In a context such as this, the texts operate within the rhetorical speculations of 

a “[s]ituation–problem–reaction/solution– evaluation–the reason for evaluation” (Duszak 

1998: 151).  

What happens when local coherence is established is that one encounters a certain 

reference to the rhetorical situation and its notion of kairos in understanding the 

circumstances which directly apply to the functional structure of a text. Teun A. van Dijk 

(van Dijk and Kintsch 1983) postulated that the strategic model attempts to establish 

coherence as soon as possible, and the content of the speaker’s knowledge is retrieved 

from his short–term memory database (van Dijk and Kintsch 1983: 15). This implies that 

certain local information constraints dynamically change the previously formed 

macrostructures. These constraints are believed to be formed out of the knowledge and 

communicative competence of speakers who need to be skilful enough to produce 

relevant information based on immediate kairic circumstances. 

With reference to the above, macrostructures can be treated as carriers of meaning 

to the point that they are reception sensitive. The classification of semantic 

representations is based on the “[d]erivation of macrostructures (themes) from the 

discourse (…) “[w]hich are sensitive to what in a certain culture is believed to be 

important, relevant, interesting, or otherwise prominent information in discourse” (van 

Dijk and Kintsch 1983: 82). As for coherence in texts, the concepts shared within the 

components of text structure do not always determine the discussed issues on a surface 

level, but the general issues of concern include human activities, their opinions, and 

evaluations (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 69, Reichmann 1978: 33). 
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(3) Intertextuality 

 

Intertextuality represents another standard of textuality proposed by Robert de 

Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler and deals with the patterning and organisation of 

texts and their evolution (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 5). It was Norman 

Fairclough who stated that intertextuality, next to another 6 elements (e.g., vocabulary, 

grammar, cohesion, coherence, text structure, and force, i.e. speech acts) creates a 

framework for the analysis of any text (Fairclough 1992: 75), and “[i]t sees texts 

historically as transforming the past – existing conventions and prior texts – into the 

present” (Fairclough 1992: 85). Intertextuality creates a specific type of textual reality 

which stands in referential relation to other texts and can be defined as a “[m]utual 

relevance of separate texts” (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 20, Hatim and 

Mason 1990: 120), the process of framing a text in regard to other people’s texts in the 

same discourse (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 12), or “[t]he ways in which 

the production and reception of a given text depend upon the participants’ knowledge of 

other texts” (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 14). If texts are understood as the 

focal part of any situation, then the question arises as to how intertextual relations change 

if there is a change in an individual situation? What is the degree of change in intertextual 

relations due to a change in their core situations? The problem the author presents is a 

discursive one and is not just a matter of the meaning of texts and their intertextual 

relations. What is at stake here is not only the ability to analyse texts as part of a process 

of intertextuality, but the ways texts reflect the patterns formed by intertextuality.  

At this point one can view intertextuality as a discursive practice consisting of 

certain conditions and relations (of discourse type) which, according to Michel Foucault, 

are necessary for an object to become apparent in discourse (Foucault [1969] 1972: 49). 

Here, reference to an object seems to imply a text. These conditions:  

 

[d]etermine the group of relations that discourse must establish in order to 

speak of this or that object, in order to deal with them, name them, analyse 

them, classify them, explain them, etc. These relations characterise not the 

language (langue) used by discourse, not the circumstances in which it is 

deployed, but discourse itself as a practice (Foucault [1969] 1972: 46). 
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Therefore, intertextuality deals with the emergence of relations which exhibit the capacity 

to be organised into regular patterns. This clearly is a most important aspect of discursive 

practice, as the analysis of heterogeneous texts always entails locating them in accordance 

with the discursive rules which define the ordering of texts (Foucault [1969] 1972: 49).    

If one assumes a communicative event (a text) performed by the actions of various 

agents (text producers) with a particular preferred state as a consequence, such a 

communication process is understood as having a purpose of action. Based on these 

assumptions, texts are channels of human agency. A core situation consisting of time 

constraints, place and circumstances plays a crucial role in determining intertextual 

patterns which dictate the conventionalised and ritualised mode of action within a genre. 

Now how does this relate to the intertextuality of texts and their setting? The notion of 

event implicitly carries the quality of change which produces relations between and 

operations on other possible events. Due to the fact that a change implies a difference 

between core situations, it requires a temporal  ordering of the worlds which are 

created (van Dijk 1997: 168). It is on the basis of state descriptions that differences 

between situations are determined (ibid.). A text (communicative event) is produced all 

the time, so it is not only that state descriptions fluctuate, but they also cause whole texts 

to change their structure. A change in state descriptions may be minimal if the added 

information does not affect a higher–level structure, but only signals that the change has 

occurred, and something has altered (ibid.). The physical circumstances stated in a text 

are a source of speakers’ knowledge in relation to the content and purpose of the whole 

textual system. If there is any disturbance in the participants’ system of knowledge, the 

operations which create coherent relations become deactivated in mental storage.  

Intertextuality may not always facilitate text production and comprehension due 

to the varied distribution of intertextual knowledge among participants. As a result, it may 

be a source of ambiguity and opaqueness in conveying a message. Intertextuality is 

transferred in texts by means of patterns and structures. We seem to be dealing here with 

dynamic and gradable intertextual relations which undergo a substantial transformation 

in terms of various types of references and textual adjustments, as well as with a type of 

intertextual competence allowing every language user to situate texts within a 

conventional and codified structure.  
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(4) Acceptability 

 

It can be assumed that the standard of acceptability may also have crucial implications in 

the discussion which follows. By widening our perspective to the concept of acceptability, 

one also obtains a better understanding of what truly makes a text a communicative 

occurrence. Acceptability is a necessary prerequisite to understanding any text as a 

communicative occurrence and it is due to this standard that one renders a given text 

important to a situation of occurrence. Such an approach to text production and 

comprehension may be described as att itudinal  to the discussed issue, for it aims to 

discover the receiver’s attitudes and his inferencing. Such operations raise questions 

about: 

 

[t]ext receiver’s attitude that the set of occurrences should constitute a 

cohesive and coherent text having some use or relevance for the receiver, 

e.g., to acquire knowledge or provide co–operation in a plan. This attitude 

is responsive to such factors as text type, social or cultural setting, and the 

desirability of goals (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 6).   

 

Hence, what would be the determinant factors which create the form of 

metalinguistic behaviour identifiable as one of the standards of textuality, i.e., 

acceptability? One surmises that the crucial distinction ought to be made between 

acceptability and grammaticality. The dilemma in question seems to be situated in the 

realm of what I personally believe is true, that is from the individual’s standpoint, and 

what the rules and regulations state, i.e., the standpoint of a system per se. 

 As long as there is no consensus as to what the actual acceptability of texts is, it 

is sufficient to point out that Dell Hymes’s anthropological perspective is a good starting 

point in the discussion. What one needs to establish is that texts are viewed here as 

communicative events, because their production and comprehension rests on competence, 

i.e.,  the knowledge of all the aspects of communicative systems that are at hand (Hymes 

1972b: 282). Therefore, Hymes points to the fourfold distinctions within the notion of 

acceptability as an act of performance that are based on speakers’ judgments. The terms 

that need to be examined when assessing texts as accepted or not require reflecting the 

knowledge of their possibility (in formal terms), feasibility of implementation by 

means of available tools, appropriateness in relation to immediate context, and actual 
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performance along with its entailed doings (Hymes 1972b: 281). As observed from the 

excerpt above, texts receivers go beyond grammar rules and resort to their own 

knowledge in interpreting and assessing texts as accepted or not.  

Acceptability judgements made by formal grammarians seem to stand in strong 

opposition to the postulates of sociolinguists and anthropologists in a sense that they are 

deterministic. Consider the statement made by Noam Chomsky who holds that: 

  

[l]inguistic theory is concerned primarily with an ideal speaker–listener, in 

a completely homogeneous speech community, who knows its language 

perfectly and is unaffected by such grammaticality irrelevant conditions as 

memory limitations, distractions, shifts of attention and interest, and errors 

({random or characteristic) in applying his knowledge of the language in 

actual performance (Chomsky 1965: 3). 

 

With respect to this, one can observe that the point of view of formal grammarians 

seems to fall short of a target to the sociological and anthropological views underlying a 

study of the ways in which a speech community and its participants use their linguistic 

competence. One of the drawbacks of Chomskyan generalisations is that participants’ 

knowledge is abstracted from the sociocultural features that play a constitutive role in a 

performance understood as “[t]he actual use of language in concrete situation” (Hymes 

1972b: 271).  

While the Chomskyan attitude to linguistic theory has its merits (his study of what 

is internal to language), it definitely exhibits certain deficiencies since it disregards the 

contextual treatment of texts. The variability of contextual options views text production 

and comprehension as probabilistic operations (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 

25). The correlate of acceptability and grammaticality assumes the locating of sentences 

on a graded scale of well–formedness (see Lakoff 1973, Mohan 1977), which makes any 

agreement on which sentences ought to be accepted, and which not, hard to obtain. Text 

receivers are placed under the constraint of operating contextually, that is, the assessment 

of acceptability is performed under specific circumstances that affect a speaker’s 

judgements (Greenbaum 1973) based on mental representations which assist in the 

context of situation (Levelt et al. 1977). John Gumperz rightly pointed out that texts ought 

to be “[s]tudied in context rather than in the abstract” (Gumperz 1982: 131), especially 

since one can study multicultural settings by means of a determinate set of indexes which 
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are called contextualisation cues, that help “[s]peakers signal and listeners interpret what 

the activity is, how semantic content is to be understood and how each sentence relates to 

what precedes or follows (...) These features are (...) habitually used and perceived but 

rarely consciously noted and almost never talked about directly” (Gumperz 1982a: 131, 

Duranti ([1997] 1999: 212). Such perceived contextual circumstances become structured 

practices of culture which imply the production of culture–specific knowledge universally 

shared (Duranti [1997] 1999: 212).  

 

 

(5) Situationality  

 

Another standard of textuality under discussion is Situationality and it “[c]oncerns the 

factors which make a text relevant to a situation of occurrence” (de Beaugrande and 

Dressler [1972] 1981: 3). Situationality is believed to function as a constitutive principle 

of textual communication (ibid.), one that not only regulates various forms of behaviour 

but creates and defines new ones (Searle 1969: 33).   

With regard to situationality and textual communication, it can be observed that a 

situation impacts the way the content of texts is created. By example, the forest sign which 

states: 
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and shows a message located at one of key entry points to Babki forest ( a small village 

located in Greater Poland Voivodeship) serves as an invitation text type. Text receivers 

rely on the situational factor which makes a situation relevant, i.e., a forest and the village 

of Babki. There is little chance that the word “Babki” on the sign would be understood as 

“women”, although such a possibility cannot be ruled out due to the pragmatic inference 

which is based on the subjective interpretation of every individual and his knowledge 

which builds contextual meaning. What one observes is that such a notice is a type of text 

which belongs to a certain typological category, e.g., a descriptive text in the form of an 

invitation that primarily deals with such concepts as a place (here, a forest district, a small 

village of Babki) and performance (an act of inviting).   

As for the situationality, one notices that it concerns the process of creating 

specific contextual factors by means of cohesion and appropriateness directed at 

achieving a specific aim, i.e. here, to invite. Such a created textual environment is 

indicative of a text type viewed as a “[p]rotoype of communication behavior in relation 

to a specific prototype of the situation and the communication need (goal)” [tłum. M.S.].27 

The prototypical approach to the definition of a text–type is contained in the structural 

and strategic regularities of discourse. situationality has the potential to create a set of 

conditions which allow texts to be perceptibly maintained and recovered from context 

based on their similar linguistic form, rather than based on use (Biber [1988] 1991: 170).  

  

                                                 
27 [p]rotoyp zachowania komunikacyjnego względem określonego prototypu sytuacji i potrzeby 

komunikacyjnej (celu) (Duszak 1998: 213). 
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(6) Intentionality 

 

Intentionality is the standard of textuality that indicates the intentions of text producers. 

This term implies that text producers intend to create coherent and cohesive texts. Text 

production always entails consideration of text receivers, therefore, the intention of every 

text producer should be to create a text that is acceptable to the interpreter. If, however, 

the text receiver raises questions regarding the acceptability of the given text, then one 

may assume the non–cooperation of the speakers. Hence, it is the role of text producers 

to present texts that make significant contributions to the knowledge, understanding, and 

finally, acceptability of text receivers. On a political plane, every politician’s role is to 

present goal–directed motives that build the structure of a given discourse, but he needs 

to assume the attitudes of the audience, therefore this standard is relational in character. 

If a president produces propaganda texts which communicate fear and undermine others’ 

authority, he needs to consider the standard of informativity since some audience 

members may not understand this new information.  

It is worth noting that recognition of intentionality may be clearly signalled by 

speech acts that work intentionally and conventionally in an utterance to perform certain 

actions. For example, Donald Trump’s act of promising, in one of his most famous 

statements, that he would make America great again entailed stating a certain type of 

action that the text receiver expected to be performed. The sincerity condition is fulfilled 

when one actually intends to do the promised act, but not only that, by making sincere 

promises, the speaker needs to believe that he can achieve the goal of fulfilling the 

promise (Searle 1969: 60). The essential feature of Trump’s promise was that he 

undertook the obligation to make America a better place to live. Hearing such a promise 

from a politician would be nothing out of the ordinary if it had not been for the fact that 

Donald Trump, at numerous times, confused his audience with the chaotic rhetoric of 

explaining that everything is just a suggestion, and he is always flexible on issues. By 

stating this, Trump shot himself in the foot, fooling the nation into thinking that he would 

fulfil his promise, knowing himself and stating explicitly to the public that he would not. 

The repercussions of such discourse actions (in the form of disturbances created by 

incoherent texts) can make a given discourse unacceptable only on condition that these 

violations are intentional actions assigned toward achieving goals (de Beaugrande and 
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Dressler [1972] 1981: 123). Trumps’ conflicting and therefore incoherent statements did 

not flout the intentionality standard explicitly since his intentions were not clearly stated, 

although he definitely lost credibility as a trustworthy candidate for president. 

Due to the above, it can be presumed that Donald Trump’s texts most probably 

met the standard of intentionality since they indicated his intentions, and regarded the 

attitudes of text receivers which made the text acceptable. Trump said what the audience 

wanted to hear but failed to deliver coherent discourse in terms of inconsistently 

communicated discourse–goals. The ignorance of coherence on the part of Trump 

resulted in communication disturbance with his audience (people started questioning his 

credibility as a potential head of state) or a complete breakdown of cooperation (the 

audience disregarded his discourse potentially leading to lost votes).    

 

(7) Informativity 

 

Informativity is the type of textual standard that every text meets to a certain degree since 

it regards “[t]he extent to which the occurrences of the presented text are expected vs. 

unexpected or known vs. unknown/certain” (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 

16). It is argued that all texts contain first–order informativity as their structural basis 

(ibid.), however, it does not rule out the lack of communicativeness of texts determined 

by incorporation of all the seven standards of textuality. 

The standard in question may exhibit bipolar tendencies in text production. The 

first is low informativity which is likely to create incoherent text and lead to its final 

rejection by the hearer. The other side of the spectrum is information overload which 

creates confusion but is more demanding for the listener. Language–wise, informativity 

is strongly manifested by content words which are generally held to be highly informative 

(de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 136). It is observed that texts which widely 

operate with content words are, for example, propaganda texts in the form of campaign 

slogans. Therefore, propaganda language provides an immediate accrual of knowledge 

for the audience as it “[a]ctivates more extensive and diverse cognitive materials (…) [as 

well as] elicits more pronounced emotions or mental images than function words” (ibid.). 

Hence, skilful politicians should know their audience and create texts which are 
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informative and persuasive enough so that they meet rhetorical goals and serve as an 

instrument of political power.  

To conclude, as we can observe from the above, the seven standards of textuality 

are highly satisfactory determinants of the communicativeness of texts for many reasons. 

Firstly, it is well known that texts are relational and depend on one another in terms of 

connectivity and continuity, therefore the standards in question can be problem–solving 

tasks in a sense that it is possible to determine the collapse of communication by 

signalling the areas of disturbance within specific standards of textuality.  

Looking for how texts function in human interaction was the focal point in the 

abovementioned characterisation of the standards of textuality. In light of the discussed 

material, the concept of text should be regarded as a dynamic entity depending on features 

of context that plays a crucial role especially in the standard of situationality and 

intertextuality. It is assumed that the communicativeness of any text is reflected in its 

functionality, which can be equivalent to fitness for a given environment in which it is 

produced. It is also assumed that the gist of every communicative occurrence consists of 

speech acts that fundamentally serve as representative and communicative functions of 

language communication and are the smallest units of the internal structure of every 

discourse (Witkowska 2004: 114). What is meant by these functions is the ability of texts 

to match the reality they correspond to, e.g., representatives are utterances that not only 

state facts, but most importantly constitute them. Leo Zawadowski (1975) postulated that 

the representational function of text is a “[c]onventional transposition” (Zawadowski 

1975: 76) of an extra–linguistic reality that facilitates the communication process 

(Labocha 2008: 16). On the other hand, texts comprise speech acts that function as 

regulators of reality which can change the world we live in. In this sense, speakers 

perform action through texts, i.e. do things with words as in the case of directives.  

Regardless of the type of speech act, all texts exhibit the locutionary force which 

enables directions of fit in particular contexts and serves as a fundamental communicative 

function that results from representative function. It is in this way that texts are 

communicated conventionally (Labocha 2008: 17). Thus it seems natural to turn to those 

anthropolinguistic tools which facilitate the categorisation of the ways of speaking in their 

sociocultural embedding and application of standards which can detect the collapse of 

communication by signalling areas of disturbance within specific standards of textuality. 
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Furthermore, it is worth mentioning that texts which comprise discourse become acts of 

communication (speech acts) that need to be analysed in their nonverbal context. 

3.2.3. Political discourse and ideology 

Having examined what texts are in terms of the standards of textuality, let us now reverse 

the direction of this discussion and focus on the relation between political discourse and 

ideology. There are various reasons why it is assumed that the discourse–ideology 

interface is an inseparable compound (Thompson 1984: 79, Howarth and Torfing 2005: 

215) providing a crucial level of analysis in the anthropolinguistic study of political 

discourse. Initially, it is important to highlight that political discourse and its ideologies 

fluctuate within the cognitive and the contextual components of communicative action 

anchored in culture. The former assumption hinges on the behavioural, psychological, 

social (individual and collective), and biological properties of social actors who interpret 

and evaluate specific situations and act accordingly (Geertz 1973: 60, Ugarriza and Craig 

2013: 446). The latter view highlights the role of nonverbal context which shapes 

ideological discourse. One does not take context here as a frame within which discourse 

develops or an environment shaped and structured by culture. This discussion refers to 

context as a “[h]ighly dynamic, shaped by different cultures of knowledge and 

organization in the social world but also shaping them” (de Fina and Georgakopoulou 

2020: 3). With reference to this definition, there is a need for ethnographic enquiry which 

looks at “[c]ontextualization as a dynamic process in which social actors create 

connections between discursive elements, social categories, ideologies and common–

sense understandings about identities, relations and actions” (ibid.). Therefore, it is useful 

to approach the concept of ideology from the interactionist perspective that focuses on 

the development of ideological environments and various ways in which they become 

part of political discourse.  

Ideology, referred to as social practice influencing discourse, the bedrock of 

discourse, a form of social cognition (van Dijk 2006: 117, Irvine 2001: 25, Fiske and 

Taylor 2008: 20) and a system of beliefs (van Dijk 2006: 116, Hall 2019: 91), provides a 

multidisciplinary account of discursive relations that are formed cognitively, socially and 
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textually. Moreover, ideology does not only comprise the integrated systems of values 

and beliefs, but most importantly, it is tied up with language (Dirven et al. 2000: 2). The 

scope of such a broad framework is beyond this discussion, nevertheless, an attempt is 

made to answer the following questions: (1) What conditions and relations become 

evident in political discourse that can be termed ideological? and (2) How is Donald 

Trump’s political identity constructed linguistically by means of ideology?   

To start with, if ideologies are systems of beliefs (known also as social  

representations)  shared by a given social group (van Dijk 2006: 116), they must be 

based on some common cultural knowledge that lays down conditions for the creation of 

consensual sequences of action (e.g., texts) understood and shared by a given group. 

Hence, power is closely linked to knowledge (e.g., Jäger and Maier 2009: 37, Foucault 

[1974] 1995). It is suggested that such ideological texts need to be communicative enough 

to transfer ideologies and their axiological values such as justice, independence, 

legitimacy, equality, etc.  

When looking for the conditions that underlie ideologies in relation to discourse 

one can notice that they draw from the already–existing ideologies, so called 

ideologemes 28 which Norman Fairclough called member’s resources 29 (MR) 

(Fairclough 1989: 11). These are powerful knowledge constructs used for social control 

determining the fundamental culture–specific values such as freedom, equality and 

justice, the building blocks of the social life of groups (Lemberg [1971] 1983: 41). This, 

therefore, implies that ideologies are an inseparable part of our culture, and their evidence 

lies in language, i.e. syntax, semantics, pragmatic relations, and discursive practice. 

Another important role of ideologies worth noting is that ideologies build a state in a way 

that they are reflections of it and a foundation at the same time. Hence, the functionality 

of ideologies covers a wide area of the political structure of a society, its ruling ideas, and 

ruling intellectual force (Marx and Engels [1846] 1998: 67, Block 2014: 29). Therefore, 

                                                 
28 Christopher Sauer (1989) attaches much importance to ideological meaning in writing and speech that is 

always based upon ideo logemes that already exist in speakers’ minds so that “[t]he reader’s or listeners’ 

assignation to specific (and not arbitrary) formations of the ideological can be initiated” (Sauer 1989: 10). 

This assumptions also leads Sauer to highlight that viewed historically, written ideological forms are 

presupposed (Sauer 1989: 12).     
29 Norman Fairclough (1989) states that speakers do not only decode messages but the meaning making 

process of these messages hinges on the interpretation of the world based on the structural components of 

every utterance as well as representations (prototypes) stored in speakers’ long–term memory (Fairclough 

1989: 11).  
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the role of ideologies can be equated with the purposive and use–oriented construction of 

social practice. 

Ideologemes may become evident (apparent) or one can retrieve them as cultural 

constructs in the form of, for example, iconographic images of speakers’ experience. 

Iconographic reference has been a concept neglected by many linguists (Fairclough 1989: 

2, Hawkins 2000: 31) although it speaks volumes about the conceptual links between 

language and ideology, which can be discussed in terms of a “[c]ommon model of textual 

representation which presents simplistic images of our experiences (…) underscor[ing] 

familiar values which interlocutors in the particular discourse are explicitly expected to 

endorse” (Dirven et al. 2000: 3, Hawkins 2000: 32). This frame of analysis is especially 

useful as an anthropolinguistic tool for discourse analysis because it relies heavily on the 

nonverbal context and its conceptualisations, thereby providing information about the 

cultural structure of specific discourse communities.  

Political discourse and the ideological function of linguistic texts (Anusiewicz 

1991: 21) can be successfully studied by distinguishing specific ideological 

categorisations (here, by means of iconographic reference) which most often refer to 

axiological values such as freedom, justice, dishonesty, truth, power, war, peace, etc. 

(ibid.). This partly explains why ideology can be termed a system of beliefs, values and 

symbols which is communicated in a structured way. It is believed that ideology consists 

of signs creating conceptualisations in the form of symbols that reflect and refract reality 

(Vološinov [1929] 1986: 11, Sidnel 2020: 287). Therefore, it can be understood that 

without symbols there is no ideology, hence the analysis of iconographic images and their 

symbolism makes it possible to determine the ideological meaning of discourse and create 

a systematic structure for their distribution within a given discourse community. 

  A natural extension of the discussion on iconographic reference and ideology 

would be to refer to ideology as an inherent part of a linguistic view of the world (von 

Humboldt [1836] 1999, Bartmiński 2004: 119). First, a short reference will be made to 

the ideational function of language which depends on the cognitive schemata pertaining 

to a given society and represents the world of ideas existing in society’s texts. The 

semantic character of the reconstruction of ideological reality by means of characteristic 

categories, concepts, groups of events, and grammatical categories, means that ideologies 

can be studied as structural representations in the speakers’ minds (van Dijk 2000: 30). 
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The structural frame of iconographic reference to ideology is clearly seen in the 

discussion that follows.   

Building on the premise that politics is an exercise in power relations, it is of 

importance to approach power as an object of study in this short discussion, particularly 

as Fairclough addressed this concept by stating that ideology is the central part of the 

social practice of discourse (Fairclough 1989: 42), and specified that “[t]he exercise of 

power, in modern society, is increasingly achieved through ideology, and more 

particularly through the ideological workings of language” (Fairclough 1989: 2). Having 

said that, the process of gaining power draws from already–existing ideologies and 

creates an iconographic reference in the power relations within political discourse 

(Kulikova and Detinko 2020: 200). The reference process relies on attributing certain 

power characteristics by means of an iconographic image (Hawkins 2000: 34). If the 

speaker favours the referent and incorporates power relations IN the referent, a positive 

image is created, e.g., that of a HERO. On the contrary, if a speaker exerts power OVER 

the referent, a negative frame of reference occurs, the referred person or object is assigned 

a negative value and a reviled image is attributed, e.g., that of a VILLAIN or a 

TRICKSTER (ibid.).  

There existed countless examples from Donald Trump’s 2020 presidential 

campaign of iconographic reference in his discourse. The first area of Trump’s discontent 

was the seemingly biased mass–media. His never–ending war against fake news that 

supposedly lurked around every corner of his presidential campaign revealed his 

insecurities and lack of trust, which he amplified in retweets, press conferences, public 

statements and mentions. When Trump sent the following Tweet in the first month of his 

presidency: “The FAKE NEWS media (failing @nytimes, @NBCNews, @ABC, @CBS, 

@CNN) is not my enemy, it is the enemy of the American People!”, the iconographic 

reference of establishing power over the media by attributing to it the iconographic image 

of an enemy served as a rhetorical tool to achieve his personal goals, but most 

importantly to publicly discredit and undermine the power of the media. The spread of 

Donald Trump’s tweets reached a peak when he tried to intervene in an allegedly falsified 

electoral process, particularly regarding the counting of votes. To add more fuel to the 

fire, the leading media platform, Twitter, attracted much public attention when it flagged 

and censored most of Trump’s tweets (Macleod 2021: 34), something which in the history 

of social media had never happened to a head of state. Trump’s negative contribution in 
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this respect earned him the reputation of a disruptor/destroyer of social  

programmes (Campbell 1987, 2:25, Coleman 2014: 34, Boellstorff 2015: 395), 

referring to the mythical figure of the trickster which is elaborated on later in the 

discussion of president as mythical figure. His adversary position to the media identified 

him as the ingroup leader of a groupthink30 community who created the ideology of 

negative social polarisation.  

Another textual representation of iconographic reference was his critical view of, 

not a corrupt media this time, but corrupt voting machines, when he made repeated 

allegations of a stolen election. In one of his tweets, he stated: “[w]e believe these people 

are thieves. The big city machines are corrupt. This was a stolen election” (Trump, Nov. 

2020). In this respect, Trump presented himself as a victim of corruption looking for 

compensation and needing to confront thieves and their wrong–headed action. Trump 

seemed to be cultivating images of thieves, enemies, villains and victims which appealed 

to iconographic reference in order to capture public attention, to present himself as 

saviour of the nation and a light in the darkness of social deceit –  in other words, to depict 

himself as a hero. The images in question serve as ideology constructs that refer to social 

identity in terms of myth (see Lévi–Strauss [1964] 1975, Eliade [1957] 1959, Roland 

Barthes [1957] 2020, Campbell 1988, Hall 2019: 108). It appears that the need to interpret 

social disturbances can be found in ideology that is realised in a myth. It is through mythic 

reference that Trump realised or came to terms with social reality. In other words, myth 

reformulates the meaning of social events into more comprehensive chunks of knowledge 

and “[c]onstructs a surface for the inscription of particular social demands” (Howarth and 

Torfing 2005: 164). Hence, by stating that mythic reference in the form of symbolic 

representations (conceptualisations) creates space for writing down (literally in the form 

of discourse) or leaving a trace of (in wider synchronic–diachronic cultural perspective) 

specific social needs for change and transformation, ideology could be considered a 

social imaginary (ibid.) and a form of social cognition that lays foundations for basic 

cultural assumptions (Fiske and Taylor 2008: 20).    

                                                 
30 According to Elliot Aronson et al. ([1994] 1999), an American clinical psychologist, groupthink is “[a] 

kind of thinking in which maintaining group cohesiveness and solidarity is more important than considering 

facts in a realistic manner” (…) “Groupthink is most likely to occur when certain preconditions are met, 

such as when the group is highly cohesive, isolated from contrary opinions, and ruled by a directive leader 

who makes his or her wishes known” (Aronson et al. [1994] 1999: 353). 
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At one point in Claude Lévi Strauss’ discussion (Lévi–Strauss [1964] 1975: 313), 

he asked if political ideology belongs to the same category as myths and religion, i.e. the 

type of a the thought–of order (ibid.). Based on the above assumptions, one may 

legitimately claim that the social experience of ideology is inherently systematic and is 

made apparent only within the embedding of social relationships in real situations 

(context). Ideology’s operational value may provide unlimited inscriptions in the form of 

cultural patterns and may create agile reality models in the form of discourse. With respect 

to this, we can observe that, for example, iconographic reference adheres to the 

knowledge that speakers use to translate reality by means of reality’s tools, which 

comprise the structure of categories and systems. The role of speakers is to produce and 

interpret texts which become more and more comprehensible due to the increased 

competence of their users. The process resembles the inductive method of initially putting 

the puzzle pieces together one by one in order to make clusters of larger chunks (which 

may already become symbols that are recognised). In practice, the manipulation of non–

symbolic events by means of language (interpreting and producing various texts) is 

subject to the already existing structure which reveals itself through symbols organising 

these events. Clifford Geertz (1973) referred to such a process as the creation of a model 

FOR reality (Geertz 1973: 93). In this sense, one can assume that ideology (by means of 

ideology language) can establish various forms of discourse, including the dominant 

discourse which is the most superior type of discourse in a given society (Gee 1989: 8, 

Amaglobeli 2017: 19). Therefore, determining the ideology of the group in terms of 

discursive (textual) patterns can single out characteristics determined by speech patterns 

(e.g., speech acts) and form discourse typologies that consist of various discourse types 

and sub–genres.  

The thematic structure of the Us versus Them or We are right They are wrong 

(Reisigl and Wodak 2001: 45, Okulska and Cap 2010: 3, Wirth-Koliba 2016: 23) scenario 

(viewed as a struggle for power and dominance) is also recognisable in Donald Trump’s 

final 2020 presidential debate on the child separation policy at the U.S.–Mexico border, 

in which he stated that: “[c]hildren are brought here by coyotes and lots of bad people, 

cartels. They used to use them to get into our country. We now have as strong a border as 

we've ever had.” When Trump referred to Mexicans, who were parents with children, as 

coyotes and bad people, he was using iconographic reference which assigned to them the 

role of savage people, driven by inhumane behaviour to breach moral standards. What 
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can be inferred from this reference is that Trump was communicating the imbalance of 

power relations and creating strategic manipulation through language ideology to give a 

certain definition of a given group of people (here, Mexicans). Furthermore, he created a 

fractured relation within the group itself. As a result, his iconographic frames of reference 

had oppressive potential and may have created oppressive discourse expressed by the 

language of oppression (Hawkins 2000: 37, Bosmajian 1974: 133).  

The process of creating Trump’s ideology at an institutional level as candidate for 

president but also president–elect started at the establishment of a referent and the type 

of information selected to give the referent certain attributes, usually negative value 

judgments. It can be seen that the ideology presented to the public by Trump rested on 

the investing of power OVER a referent, that is, the nation (in terms of people and as a 

general concept), as well as investing a large degree of power IN himself as referent.  

It is worth highlighting that power in media discourse is specifically distributed, 

therefore hidden power seems to be the hallmark of mass media discourse in which the 

members of mass audiences are separated by time and space (Fairclough 1989: 49). The 

author is of the opinion that the downside to creating Trump’s ideology, most often 

through media channels (e.g,. through social media, new media, television, and less often 

radio and newspapers), worked to the detriment of the whole nation in that 

communicating genuine political discourse is prone to one–sidedness and the inability to 

negotiate texts. As a result, there is no possibility for interpreters to take part in explicit 

media practice. Therefore, the power of media discourse production is controlled by 

powerful individuals who create the boundaries of reception by non–powerful 

interpreters.  

To sum up, ideographic reference, as ideological workings of language that 

present power dynamics in political discourse, was one of the important language 

resources determining some aspects of Donald Trump’s ideology. Some crucial findings 

relating to the above discussion can be listed as follows: (1) Donald Trump’s ideology 

was built on texts created in the process of groupthink, (2) the iconographic images 

expressed metaphorically carried negative value judgements and belonged to the category 

of the characters of a narrative, (3) the characters represented certain roles which shared 

respective attributes, therefore they could be considered mythic figures which 

communicated various aspects of a political myth such as the myth of president, (4) 
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Trump’s ideology rested on the negative social polarisation of an ingroup and outgroup 

and had oppressive potential, (5) the ideology created by Donald Trump was manifested 

in his power accrual as a referent and power depletion with reference to the nation, and 

(6) the iconographic frame of reference of Donald Trump’s ideology established texts 

which became part of American extra–linguistic political reality. 

The concept that deserves special attention in relation to ideology and discursive 

identity is the notion of otherness in political leadership, which is part of the cognitive 

paradigm in linguistics (Sego 2000: 111, Kulikova and Detinko 2020: 199). The 

phenomenon of political otherness  (Sego 2000: 110) may be useful in explaining the 

role of president as a type of identity in creating ideologies. The political other, e.g., a 

leader, is the type of political identity construed out of cognitive–semantics that builds on 

contrastive conceptualisations (Sego 2000: 111). The steps by which a politician becomes 

the other can be broken down into three stages of cognitive semantics: (1) a stage of self–

awareness that is reflected in self–identity and which gradually becomes cognitive 

otherness, (2) the metaphors connected with leadership which are conjured up, and (3) 

the instrumentation stage in which otherness is constructed as opposition (ibid.).  

When one compares these criteria and the otherness of Donald Trump’s political 

persona one can observe that his identity was established on the basis of opposition to 

other presidents. His political identity emerged out of conceptual extremes, e.g., the 

metaphorical concept of a hero, warrior, villain, enemy, trickster (e.g., the coyote, which 

in Navajo mythology is a trouble–making character), thief, saviour, barbarian, etc. The 

perceptions of Trump’s otherness can be developed semantically by creating a cognitively 

abundant structure of conceptualisations that separate his political identity from others, 

e.g., brusque discourse and characteristics such as insults, braggadocio, interruptions, 

name–calling, criticism, and a distorted discourse structure (flouting rhetorical style, 

especially the proof of logos and kairos, evading clarity of style, its correctness and 

appropriateness, recognition of rhetorical fallacies, especially argumentum ad hominem, 

argumentum ad populum or appeal to fear, to name but a few). Some more attributes 

making him the Other centred around the semantic designate of a barbarian, i.e. an 

uncivilised outcast, an out–group member. The great self and social divide that he created 

paradoxically amplified his political identity, which should be regarded in terms of a 

promising perspective or a loss of social values. Due to the territoriality designated by 
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Trump’s political otherness, it is possible to see even more sharply the attributes of other 

political identities.  

This would suggest the structuralist view of ideology as an inherently cultural 

construct that can be studied in terms of a “[t]hought–of order (…), “[a] field external to 

objective reality and which we call ‘the supernatural’” (Lévi Strauss [1958] 1963: 313). 

The author shares Lévi Strauss’ view that ideology as a thought–of order can provide 

socially constructed patterns unless it is studied against the relationship it forms with 

lived–in orders i.e. mechanisms that can be studied objectively based on the systematic 

patterns of a real situation (ibid.). To put it simply, the structure of ideology (which is 

believed to be patterned) should be analysed according to the social and situational here 

and now. However, the fundamental question is to what extent the discursive 

constructions of ideology–based political identity enter the threshold of culture 

unbeknownst, and to what degree they utilise the conscious interaction space to make 

ideology do its workings. A small–scale discussion of how Donald Trump’s political 

identity was constructed linguistically by means of ideology may provide some useful 

food for thought about the social structure of Trump’s political discourse.  

The characteristics of Trump’s style31 (Labov 1966: 236, Hymes 1974: 433, 

Hymes 1972a: 57,  Sandig and Selting 1997: 138, van Dijk [1977] 1992: 245, Rickford 

and Eckert 2001: 2, Irvine 2001: 24) will now be built on in order to sketch out how 

Donald Trump used language in his discursive construction of the role of a candidate for 

president. The study of Donald Trump’s style entails a broad understanding of this 

                                                 
31 The following definitions of style that are directly related to the discussion are the following:  

(1) Styles refers to “[a]ll kinds of meaningful variation in written or spoken discourse” (Sanding and 

Selting 1977: 138) and stylistic variability in speech is a fundamental part of a linguistic system 

and a change itself (Labov 1966: 236). However, theoretically and methodologically stylistic 

variation ought to be studied as a nexus of the linguistic, the cognitive, and the social embedding 

of the individual and the community so special attention needs to be placed on the speaker’s social 

role and the strategies used in the socioeconomic hierarchy” (Rickford and Eckert 2001: 2).  

(2) Every global speech act determines the style of the discourse, i.e., “[t]he set of grammatical 

structures resulting from choice operations on semantically equivalent options” (van Dijk [1977] 

1992: 245). Such a definition of style is aligned with another approach, i.e., styles are not 

properties of texts but result from the collection of options for creating a text(s) on the part of the 

producers or receivers of texts (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 23). Hence, it is possible 

to talk about the style of an individual text or of the whole discourse, historical period, or culture 

(ibid.). 

(3) Styles are strategic choices made by speakers during text production in order to signal the specific 

social roles that pertain to given, socially (so–called status–marked s i tuat ions , e.g., the 

courtroom, the large faculty meeting, the Congress, etc.) marked situations (Ervin–Tripp 1972: 

220). 
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concept as the “[w]ay that individual speakers vary their language in response to different 

aspects of the social situation” (Cheshire 2007: 432). Hence, we look for contextual 

elements which correlate with his ways of speaking in negotiating his social position and 

goals. 

 Analysis of speech styles is of primary importance for every ethnographer since 

it is a fundamental part of every language (Bartmiński 1991: 12) and leads to the 

determining of specific genre styles (speech styles associated with persons, typical 

situations and genres), varieties (speech styles of social groups), and registers (speech 

styles pertaining to recurrent types of situations) (Hymes 1974: 440). Donald Trump’s 

ideology genre also exhibited a variety of significant features of his genre style that are 

significant in constructing his identity of a politician. We can even go one step further 

and recognise Trump’s idiolect32 (Sclafani 2018: 44), also called Trumpolect  

(McMurry 2019: 33), that underlay various ideologies and their powerful representatives 

(Wilkoń 2000: 104). This facet of the discussion deals with signalling features which can 

be associated with any identity construction, i.e. the view of “[s]ituated, emergent, 

relational, and ideological aspects of individual, and group identity construction” 

(Sclafani 2008: 14). It is especially interesting if it is possible to distinguish Trump’s 

significant speech style  (ibid.) which could also be recognisable outside its typical 

context. It is also of importance to point out that style is speaker–specific and hearer–

oriented if one considers it in terms of the choice of textual options and the strategic 

choices made by text producers. Therefore, in determining style one needs to consider 

rhetoric goals, context of speech styles, norms of interaction, and politeness principles, 

which are all encapsulated in the assumptions of the seven standards of textuality 

proposed by Robert de Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler ([1972] 1981). 

Donald Trump’s ideology was revealed at discourse level as present in his idiolect 

called Trumpolect  (McMurry 2019: 33). The language of Donald Trump gained harsh 

criticism for flouting rhetorical style (e.g., Connolly 2017: 6, Mayor 2019: 64, Bartolucci 

                                                 
32 According to Wilkoń (2000), idiolect is scarcely researched especially in Polish historically–linguistic 

studies, however, it is a potent research area since idiolects are (1) “[n]ośnikami cech znamiennych dla 

pewnej grupy społecznej lub dla pewnej klasy tekstów; (2) wywierają wpływ na język grup społecznych 

czy całego społeczeństwa, jak w wypadku idiolektów wybitnych jednostek, obdarzonych ogromnym 

prestiżem i możliwościami kształtowania opinii, ideologii itd” (Wilkoń 2000: 104).  Idiolects are „[c]arriers 

of features characteristic of a certain social group or for a certain class of texts; (2) have an impact on the 

language of social groups or the whole society, as in the case of idiolects of outstanding individuals, 

endowed with great prestige and the ability to shape opinions, ideologies, etc”  [trans. M.S.].  
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2019: 127, Sclafani 2018: 36), especially the proof of logos (logical argumentation) (see 

McMurry 2019: 37), and being incoherent (e.g., Sclafani 2018: 36, O’Brien 2020: 7). 

Other scholars recognise the rhetorical style of his campaign and presidency around the 

concept of kayfabe 33 and its staged wrestling tactics to make appeals (O’Brien 2020: 2). 

Donald Trump’s ideology had a rhetorical foundation in a sense that his language 

ideology, aimed at goal–oriented action, utilised the rhetorical strategies of argumentation 

aimed at persuading the audience, i.e. pathos, logos, ethos, and kairos (Zarefsky 2005: 

10, van Dijk and Kintsch 1983: 93, Leech 1983: 15). Building on Leech’s view of rhetoric 

as a goal–oriented everyday life speech situation that aims to produce a particular effect 

in the mind of the hearer, it is worth noting that Donald Trump infamously flouted the 

principles of rhetorical situation and did not manage to bring the premises of logical 

arguments.   

Firstly, he did not depend upon ethos in his attempt to communicate. One of the 

fallacies recognised in his discourse in relation to the proof of ethos is name–calling or 

abusive ad hominem which disrespects the opponent’s credibility. Trump used nicknames 

such as sleepy Joe or low–energy Jeb to ridicule and undermine his adversary’s 

credibility.  

Secondly, the appeal to pathos is a mode of proof that was most often achieved 

by Trump. He built a certain frame of mind in the audience and tried to arouse its interest, 

sympathy, or emotions such as fear or pity. The pathetic effect of his speech was 

strengthened by using appeal to fear which is a type of fallacy employed by Trump and 

presented in one of his statements: “This would lead to a crippling, long–lasting 

depression. This would be a crippling, long–lasting depression” (Trump, Coronavirus 

Task Force Press Conference,13th Aug., 2020).  

Thirdly, he flouted the kairic principle which entails the necessity of a rhetor to 

adjust the proper measure at the right time to present a logical argument. In terms of a 

coherence as facts structure (van Dijk [1977] 1992: 97), Trump’s speech lacked an 

ordered set of facts. Most strings of sentences did not follow the causality of concept 

relations and they did not seem to be purposeful. Donald Trump often shifted topic, and 

his seemingly logical reasoning was incoherent, e.g., as regards wearing masks and social 

distancing, he pointed out that people had nothing to lose and that it seemed reasonable. 
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However, the repetition of his question in the line If you can’t distance enough and what 

do you have to lose? is incohesive because there was no causal link between his premise 

of wearing a mask while social distancing and the question. 

Fourthly, Trump failed to consider language as a rhetorical style of 

communication and breached all the Aristotelian foci of style which include correctness34, 

clarity35, and appropriateness.36 Some of the examples include: Now what would happen 

if sleepy Joe Biden had to take over the deal? You know what happens? That’s the end of 

that deal. You can forget that deal. The sleepy one  (Trump, Donald Trump Rally Speech 

Transcript Grand Rapids, Michigan, 2 Nov. 2020) (breach of appropriateness conditions–

face threat/impoliteness [van Dijk 2009: 14]), clarity– the meaning is not transparent 

enough, vague, vagueness. Aristotle mentions Sophists’ trickery which is using an 

ambiguous meaning in order to mislead the hearer. 

Donald Trump’s speechmaking patterns were also demonstrated by various 

discourse marking strategies typical of his idiosyncratic style. His frequent use of turn–

initial well points to his brusque, direct discursive style that disrespected the social face 

of his interlocutor(s). The discourse marker by the way was exploited most often by 

Trump and focused on departing from the topic and looking for a topic shift that would 

situate him safely in the I call the shots position. This was a way to protect his presidential 

self and maintain impression management. Finally, the phrase believe me allowed him to 

invite the involvement of the audience so that he could receive attention from the public 

(Sclafani 2018: 41).  

Another characteristic of Trump’s presidential style which scaffolded his 

discourse structure was interruption as a means of power and control (Sclafani 2018: 

44). The patterns which emerged in his interruptive style included threatening the positive 

face of other candidates, interrupting a moderator asking questions, and laughing off the 

situation. The use of humour created solidarity with the audience (Sclafani 2018: 47).  

                                                 
34 The understanding of a concept of correctness is presented twofold: (1) as a relation between the semantic 

content of the word and a description of its referent, it also includes a grammatical correctness. (2) The 

correctness of words ought to be based on the contextual features of a situation so determinants of 

correctness are not invariant. To be specific, what is meant in one situation under given circumstances may 

not have the same reference in another context (Cohen 1998: 38). 
35 One definition of a clear style is the familiarity of words assumed by the audience. It also entails the use 

of words in an unambiguous and transparent way (ibid.).  
36 The appropriateness of style refers to a the speaker’s ability to adapt his utterance to the communication 

context (Cohen 1998: 39).  
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Trump was also shown to disclose a high degree of suspicion of social institutions, 

thus he operated within the schema of groupthink so that his supporters strongly resisted 

any new information which Trump had disregarded (Boon et al. 2020). He also 

propagated distrust for the media and labelled any news that was unfavourable to him as 

fake. Regardless of informational accuracy, he discredited the media while catering to the 

sources which created a positive narrative of his own manufactured reality. We can 

observe that by doing this Trump created his own ideological reality that he projected to 

the public. The illusion he encouraged his supporters to accept has already taken its toll 

and the optics created by Trump adversely affected American politics. The impact of 

cultivating distrust of media performance was reported in the 2018 Knight Foundation 

Poll which stated that “[f]our in 10 Republicans consider accurate news stories that cast 

a politician or political group in a negative light to always be fake news” (A Gallup/Knight 

Foundation Survey 2018: 3). In light of the above, it is clear that Trump not only became 

the oracle of what was right and wrong, but also fundamentally changed how media 

discourse was perceived across the nation. We could argue that he created his own version 

of the star chamber that consisted of experts who followed the schema of groupthink.   

It can be seen that the collection of patterns and regularities distinguished in 

Trump’s speaking practices was merely a small fraction of the scope of his discourse 

repertoire. However, what can be inferred from this short discussion of Donald Trump’s 

presidential style is that the discursive construction of his political persona ran along the 

lines of (1) his language ideology, (2) the schemas of groupthink, and (3) relations of 

power.  

As we can notice, Trump’s presidential style was recognised through the ideology 

of the message he sent to the public. However, the message in question was far from 

the mainstream view of the term as a “[a] topic, theme, central holding, or proposition of 

a swatch of political discourse – what someone is ‘literally communicating’” (Lempert 

and Silverstein 2012: 2). This dimension of political style hinges on the ideological 

assumption that directly communicates the type of political personae. In other words, 

“[m]essage does not refer to a politician’s communication about issues so much as what 

the politician seems to communicate about his or her identity and personal values through 

selectively taking up some issues and avoiding others” (ibid.). Such an established 

identity relies on ideational knowledge structured by schemata immersed in the system 
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of culture and its ideological representations, which also derive from intertextual 

knowledge. Thus, the construction of political identity rests on specific configurations of 

issue events that draw from ideational knowledge according to which the political persona 

emerges. The perspective of ideologies as cultural assumptions embedded in ideational 

schemes (Irvine 2001: 25) can imply a high degree of ideological universality in terms of 

concepts and representations.  

However, ideational schemes may only be partially shared by various participants 

and the forms of ideological expression may also differ in various community discourses 

(Silverstein 1979). Therefore, according to Silverstein (1979: 207), language ideologies 

are to be investigated by means of presuppositions of metapragmatics that are 

conventional and context–dependent, not just studied in asserted facts (Irvine 2001: 25). 

More particularly, Silverstein (1979) highlighted that the referential function that 

speakers make use of to refer to social reality does not suffice. Fundamentally, they 

presuppose and create social reality by means of language (Silverstein 1979: 194) due to 

the fact that a knowledge of the world constrained by ideational schemata is not only to 

be found in explicit statements, but also in the interpersonal knowledge of human 

performance in particular situations, as well as intertextual knowledge of various texts of 

culture that are strategically and schematically organised in the given culture.  

With reference to the ideological message that Trump sent to the public, he 

projected a certain type of political identity that he was supposedly willing to present 

himself. Given the scant amount of data, it is not enough to formulate far–reaching 

conclusions in terms of Trump’s discursively constructed political identity. However, it 

is worth highlighting the fact that the language of ideology is a powerful tool in 

communicating relations of power and control and building discourses. Based on the 

characteristics of Trump’s style, it can be concluded that building a political persona can 

be successfully studied by drawing on the style that is a distinct feature of individuals or 

groups, which depends on social evaluation and is linked to ideologised concepts present 

in culture (Irvine 2001: 21). Moreover, the study of style cannot be overlooked by 

researchers in the field of anthropological linguistics as it is accessed through the cultural 

knowledge of speakers, is strongly associated with the language they speak and, most 

importantly, is to be found in the ways of speaking which relate to various social 

formations, e.g., personae, social identity, roles, groups, institutional activity, etc. (Irvine 

2001: 22).     
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One can look at the above from the perspective of some sort of cultural design 

where the ideological space that occupies any discourse is based on social context. 

Clifford Geertz (1973) observed that “[b]etween the stream of events that make up 

political life and the web of beliefs that comprises a culture it is difficult to find a middle 

term” (Geertz 1973:  311). It is a far–reaching observation but it seems that the middle 

ground Clifford Geertz was trying to determine is situated in the knowledge acquired by 

people based on sociocultural layers such as roles, identities, goals, and setting, all written 

in the mental texts of language users. Hence, the middle ground is the study of language 

in its social context within the group in which it is spoken (Labov 1966: 3). Therefore, 

ideology as a cultural system is also a form of social practice situated between the patterns 

of events and constraints of beliefs and values. Speakers do not just produce texts 

according to fixed scripts. There also exists an unmediated social environment that 

distorts any configurations and structures according to the features of the immediate 

context. Hence, a purely structural approach to discourse and ideology cannot be fully 

postulated. 

The collective thinking of a group sharing the same ideology(ies) also operates 

within specific schemas that include textual criteria. There are a number of textual 

schemas which attempt to show that ideologies are a discursive type of practice which 

requires organisation (van Dijk 2006: 118). Ideological texts may take the form of 

dialogues or conversations in general, such as public speeches in the form of dialogues 

with other politicians (e.g., parliamentary debates) or monologues. Other textual 

realisations of schemas within political discourse include the macro–structures of political 

genres and narratives evident in propaganda or political/national myths. Some more 

schematic patterns are clearly apparent in the political slogans of presidential campaigns 

(being a part of the advertising slogans) (Musté et al. 2015: 356) which provide easily 

memorable taglines such as: Don't just hope for a better life. Vote for it (a slogan used by 

Margaret Thatcher in her election campaign in 1979), Make America Great Again. (a 

slogan for Donald Trump in his 2019 US presidential campaign), Yes, We Can. (a slogan 

for Barack Obama from his 2008 US Presidential campaign), Love Trumps Hate (used by 

Hillary Clinton's campaign), or the less well–known: Hey, Hey, LBJ, how many kids did 

you kill today? (Anti–Vietnam War and anti–Lyndon B. Johnson slogan from the 1960s).  
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This short representation of slogans gives some indication of how these short 

textual representations become social representations that are of political and ideological 

value. We may derive the gist of political discourse given a specific functional (social) 

frame as well as its discursive (textual) structure. By stating this, the author points to the 

crucial role of the contextual constraints of who speaks to whom, in what situation, and 

driven by what goals. This seems to be especially important because ideological action in 

discourse consists of acts of performance (ideological texts) that serve various pragmatic 

functions, e.g., to educate/explain, to motivate, to demonstrate power, and the like. Thus, 

it is important to consider that an American president speaking to the public during his 

presidential campaign will, in order to gain votes, use various textual realisations that 

serve to be ideologically compatible with the system of beliefs of a given society so that 

he can effectively communicate and finally achieve various roles/situations and specific 

aims, such as to present himself in a favourable light, to convince the nation that he is a 

credible candidate and to demonstrate high power status. These contextual determinants 

are preliminary conditions for analysing texts of political discourse, as well as ideological 

texts in the form of, for example, propaganda texts or political myths (Sapeńko 2014: 48). 

It has been shown that it is possible to distinguish a set of patterns including both 

linguistic and metalinguistic rules that pertain to the communication of ideology in 

political discourse. In Donald Trump’s presidential discourse, these patterns took the 

form of distinctive language features such as the flouting of the rhetorical conventions 

(counter–rhetorical skills) of modes of persuasion, logos in particular, and the frequent 

use of specific discourse markers which signalled disrespect towards his interlocutors by 

threatening their face, topic shifts which manifested his detachment from interaction and 

the need to maintain impression management. All these features of his style can be 

subsumed under the category of self–portrayal and favourable presentation. Another 

feature of his political identity was the use of interruption to impose power and control 

the relations created by his interruptive style. Finally, his performance relied on the 

schema of groupthink which ideologically remains a powerful tool of discursive control. 

What the author means by saying this is that Trump’s supporters acted within specific 

conditions, situations, and relations (most often created by themselves). Consequently, 

they produced texts, e.g., propaganda texts which corresponded to their system of values 

(often hermetic) and symbols, and gave rise to ideological, centrifugal discourse.  
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The above discussion has presented the author’s view that ideology is a cultural 

system that can be studied by means of its discourse, and it is social relations that create 

ideological transformations. Ideology and its discourse is an inherently public and social 

phenomenon whose patterns can be traced in sociocultural embedding such as roles, 

identities, symbols, goals and setting. They all become evident in the mental texts of 

language users who organise their daily activities in regular patterns of thinking (in terms 

of discursive action that is contextually determined) and use (the production of lexico–

grammatical texts, i.e. the actual speech production). It can be seen that the gist of every 

discourse is text which needs to meet standards of textuality in order to be communicative. 

The short analysis of a presidential campaign slogan has shown that, although this type 

of ideological text is communicative, it needs to be acceptable. This in turn entails the 

gradability of textual standards according to speakers’ various types of competences. In 

the course of the discussion, the role of discourse, which is mostly to persuade, educate, 

explain, motivate, demonstrate and impose power, has also been shown.  

Attempt to explain the role of ideology in discourse production and 

comprehension is a much wider area of research and can also be studied on various planes 

of mythic structure, i.e. within structural patterns. This, as well as other related topics, are 

discussed in the following section.  

3.3. The mythologisation of power 

Since time immemorial humankind has lived with stories of warriors, heroes, hybrids, 

chimeras, deities, etc., which are characters taken from mythology (Cassirer 1946: 5; 

Eliade [1957] 1959: 95, Schiffrin 2006: 104). These narratives have been existing on the 

lives of people all over the world and there do not exist cultures which would not produce 

and use myths. However, does this way of thinking about myths give us a full 

understanding of what they actually are and what part of our lives as individuals and 

society they occupy? In other words, there have been questions about how myths use 

themes which communicate wisdom in our lives, how the mythological characters and 

plots live in us, and in general, and how a myth uses its structure, in all the ways, and 

with all the means, and for all the purposes in a society. This subchapter also touches 

upon the nature of political power as presidential representation in terms of a myth. It 
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seems natural at this point to raise the question of how power gets mythologised in society 

as well as how those who hold power can become myths. All these areas of study are of 

special importance since the latest research on myths hinges on philosophical and 

anthropological thought which seeks to explain the universality of myths in all societies 

alongside their dominant motifs (Sapeńko 2014: 37). 

Before one approaches the scope and scale of myths in culture, it is necessary to 

work out the controlling environment within which we can establish what we mean by 

myth and mythologisation. Historically, a myth is recognisable as the Greek, Latin and 

biblical stories about gods who exist in human life providing us with answers to the mind–

boggling questions humans face if they want to live according to the rules of life and 

society, and respect their traditions. This surface structure for understanding myths is 

crucial for maintaining the perspective of mythological information. With the loss of 

information from ancient times and the themes which were the signposts for human life, 

humankind has lost something that we cannot find in any comparable literature (Campbell 

1988: 2). But for a developed view, the definition of a myth needs to be extended and 

deepened in terms of its role and function as residing and working within human 

existence. The immanent approach to the study of a myth isolates the cognitive processes 

of man from the structure of the myth itself, and orientates the workings of the myth in 

the unconscious human mind, i.e. myths operate in human minds rather than men thinking 

in myths (Lévi–Strauss [1964] 1975: 12). This view of a myth was suitably developed by 

the same researcher, who explained how a myth has left its footprint in his own personal 

life. He stated the following: 

 

[I] don’t have the feeling that I write my books. I have the feeling that my 

books get written through me and that once they have got across me, I feel 

empty, and nothing is left. (…) myths get through in man unbeknownst to 

him (…) my work gets thought in me unbeknown to me (…) (Lévi–Strauss 

[1978] 1979: 3). 

 

What the above implies is the intangible nature of a myth in human life and one 

that quite literally manifests itself in the work of the author. The elusive structure of a 

myth is grounded and observable in the workings of man. A myth takes the form of a 

structure that exceeds the boundaries of time and space. It is a structure with a built–in 

capacity and purpose to reveal itself in the unconscious minds of language users. 
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Another question to be raised is the purpose of myths. Their ubiquity among 

speakers and the texts they produce is by no means accidental and purposeless. One 

explanation is based on the view that myths are involved in the process of cataloguing 

reality, describing it in ways that are accessible to man. It is believed that humans process 

concepts of the world in terms of chunks of information in the form of binary oppositions 

(Sego 2000: 111). Such a view can reveal how humans make meaning of language, i.e. 

through storing, categorising, classifying, and structuring mental concepts, then 

assembling them within the framework of a myth. This could be the reason why a myth 

has the power to cross the thresholds of our minds. The regular pattern of creating 

concepts in terms of the binary oppositions that we are endowed with seems to be 

compatible with the regularity and predictability of mythical structure. It should be 

pointed out, however, that as long as the structure is fixed, its components are prone to 

dynamic changes. These two constructs, the human mind and the myth work together to 

build knowledge that is diachronically/synchronically and reversibly/non–reversibly 

transferred and further developed (Lévi–Strauss [1958] 1963: 211).  

A myth can also be recognised as a narrative and tells stories in order to facilitate 

the process of coming to terms with the world as well as to instruct those involved. 

According to Campbell (1988), the clue of a myth is not searching for meaning but 

looking for the experience of being alive (Campbell 1988: 5). Myths allow man to 

understand experience by incorporating mythical symbolism. Campbell highlighted that 

in order to discover the meaning of life, one needs to read myths which give rise to a 

message revealed through a collection of stories. The difference between signs and 

symbols is based on an understanding of them in terms of facts. Signs state directly and 

arbitrarily the meaning in terms of a reference to objects: the signifying and the 

signified. Symbols on the other hand refer to the “[o]pposite of scientific thought and 

[are] (…) the logic of the concrete, that is, the respect for and the use of the data of the 

senses” (Lévi–Strauss [1977] 1979: 13). One of the representations of symbolic systems 

is the form of opposition observed in both the heterogeneous and homogeneous nature of 

symbols (Lévi–Strauss [1958] 1963: 153). The symbolic nature of myths stems from their 

symbolic language which is universal and governed by its own syntax, grammar, and 

logic. It relates to sensory experiences and a chain of events which are the categories of 

creating? the reality of a myth (Fromm 1951: 7). Furthermore, the mechanism for 
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understanding the meaning of myths is believed to be similar to that of fairy tales and 

dreams whose main determinants are intensity and association (ibid.).     

The signification of a myth as a semiological system is believed to be hidden in 

its semiological form (Barthes [1957] 2020: 110). Roland Barthes singled out three 

different contents which can approximate the signification of a myth and they comprise 

the signifier (meaning/form), the signified (concept), and the sign (signification) (ibid.). 

However, Barthes noticed that a myth is a “[s]econd–order semiological system” in a 

sense that it comes from an already existing semiological chain which is reconstructed 

(Barthes [1957] 2020: 113). All myths share the same denominator, that is, a language 

which forms the basis of a myth’s existence. It is worth noting that the language used to 

build mythic structure is called metalanguage,  due to the fact that it is the second 

language that crosses the threshold of a myth (Barthes [1957] 2020: 114). Based on this, 

a myth can be understood as an inter–semiotic transposition (Jakobson 1959: 233) 

of reality aimed at cataloguing reality (understanding, translating, and using world 

knowledge by means of various codes). The instruments of this translation can be non–

abstract mythic images, e.g., angels, demons, heroes, tricksters, etc., abstract mythic 

elements, e.g., the conceptualisation of world states such as war, peace, justice, love, 

freedom, etc., mental texts, e.g. cognitive/constructivist–based realisations, national 

symbols and images, e.g., coats of arms, national flags, religious symbols such as the 

cross, as well as narrative genres that replicate certain structural features, e.g., myths, 

fables, fairy tales, legends, sagas, folk tales, and the like. Mythic relations are inter–

semiotic relations that are seen and expressed through the eyes of various cultures. The 

mechanisms and operations of any myth include cultural factors that reveal themselves in 

the mythic realisations. Hence, discourse may be viewed as a way of organising 

knowledge through the relationship of nonverbal language and context. In this way, myths 

become semiotic resources which are realised in specific spatio–temporal contexts that 

pertain to a particular society at a given time.  

 Taking myths as the starting point for a discussion on the mythologisation of 

power, there are some points to bear in mind when one attempts to explain how myths 

becomes apparent in men’s lives. What is interesting in this regard is that the process of 

defining mythologisation can be discussed at various levels of understanding and 

analysis. One of the most inveterate ideas about the concept of mythologisation in 

contemporary times is the idea of making something a myth. Such a view is not logically 
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invalid, however, there are certainly some more factors that have come to play a great 

role in what is implied by the term mythologisation. The preliminary quest for this 

definition is based on the following views: (1) mythologisation is the process of 

incorporating the structure and its elements (the form and content) into a non–mythic 

element, (2) mythologisation can make a non–mythic element a part of mythic culture on 

account of its adoption of mythic elements: this implies the agentive function of a non–

mythic element which is performed through functional language, i.e. texts, and (3) 

mythologisation has operational value and provides a link to a particular society (Lévi–

Strauss [1958] 1963: 209, Campbell 1988: 27). Mythologisation can take place at a 

universal, natural level as well as at a sociological level. Even though a myth has a 

universal structure, every type of mythology has evolved in a certain society (Campbell 

1988: 29).  

How the process of mythologisation is recognised and realised in the domain of 

political power is now worth examining. There has been renewed interest in various 

applications of myths in the contemporary world of politics. In a context such as this, the 

word power usually connotes strength, dominance, control, authority, etc. Another 

slightly different use of the term power is also found in the works of the British 

mathematician, philosopher and political activist, Bertrand Russell (1938), who defined 

political power in one of his most important works: Power. A New Social Analysis (1938), 

written on the brink of World War II. He expounded his political philosophy by laying 

down the three principle themes relating to power. The first theme is that the lust for 

power is part of human nature (Russell 1938: 16). Secondly, there is a significant division 

between the power of organisations37 (appointed by institutions) and the power of 

individuals (acquired through hereditariness). These are two different ways of acquiring 

power. The former type of power requires a politician to have the character traits38 which 

predispose him to be a competent and trustworthy politician, but he also needs to possess 

qualities which adjust to the character of the times (Russell 1938: 47). The third type of 

individual power is power behind the scenes (Russell 1938: 48). It is encountered in every 

large organisation and recognised as the most self–interested and cunning way of 

                                                 
37 Russell mentions that organisation and the individuals they choose are interrelated and states that 

“[d]ifferent types organization bring different types of individuals to the top, and so do different states of 

the society. An age appears in history through its prominent individuals, and derives its apparent character 

from the character of these men. As the qualities required for achieving prominence change, so the 

prominent men change” (Russell 1938: 42).  
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acquiring influence over leaders using personal methods. This type of power comprises a 

repertoire of wire–pullers, spies, intriguers, party bosses and courtiers. These less 

prominent men in the organisation are driven by pure lust for power rather than glory, 

and they remain socially timid in the background of politics (ibid.).    

The context of political power proves to be relevant in the context of 

mythologisation as it presents the above–mentioned themes to explain the features and 

mechanisms of a myth in individuals and society. Having as our starting point the 

assumption that a lust for power is inherently human, it can be observed that the process 

of the mythologisation of power facilitates the incorporation of mythic features to the 

non–mythic elements, i.e. power. This process appears to be a personal experience that 

utilises a great number of cognitive processes to regulate the vision of power in 

establishing the process of mythologisation. The biological premise that power is a part 

of every individual is strong enough for us to believe that, through the process of the 

mythologisation of power, we explain, control and predict this aspect of life through a 

myth which is the “[p]rototypal, fundamental, integrative mind tool. It tries to integrate a 

variety of events in a temporal and causal framework. It is entirely a modelling device, 

whose primary level of representation is thematic” (Donald 1991: 215). Thus, it can be 

noted that the structure of a myth takes the form of cognitive structures that are universally 

shared and organise the world (Czeremski 2015: 29).  

This view locates a myth’s centre of gravity in the simplified form of a story that 

is also an organisation of the presented reality (mythos), and can be explained by means 

of different literary genres (Frye 1984: 3) or simply a narrative structure (Polishchuk 

2014: 57). In other words, a myth takes the form of characters, action, and plot, and 

projects a certain whole or structure that organises a sequence of events: it is the plot of 

culture (the whole story of society). The idyllic view of a powerful individual, for 

example, a President, conjures up certain thematic features which directly relate to the 

institution of power. The mythical vision of power can reflect on the features of mythical 

heroes who demonstrate specific attributes such as bravery, wisdom, youth, strength, 

control, and the like. Hence, this facet of the mythologisation of power illustrates a 

psychological approach to creating archetypes (Jung [1941] 1969: 73) which may 

correspond to a personal motivation to become one of the protagonists of mythology.  

A brief reference to power behind the scenes which refers to the infamous mythic 

figure of the trickster is extremely appropriate in the context of power and myth, since it 
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presents political power through the lens of deceit and intrigue. The mythic figure of the 

trickster is a very popular character worldwide and presents a symbolic idea in the sense 

of symbols that are part of a system of values (Kłoskowska 1991: 30). There is, for 

example, the fire thief, a trickster animal, or a bird which steals fire, passes it along to 

others so that the other animals get burnt by the flames as they pass the fire along. Another 

representation of the trickster is the Serpent in the Garden of Eden, or other figures who 

take on the role of tricksters from American Indian Mythology such as the Coyote, Raven, 

Rabbit, Blue Jay, or Fox. The trickster, in anthropological terms, is the destroyer and 

disruptor of social programmes. This universal concept can be applied to many types of 

mythologies which attribute the particular features of a swindler to different animals. A 

model that classifies six trickster features belonging to the figure of the trickster was 

established by William J. Hynes (1993) in his article Mapping the Characteristics of 

Mythic Tricksters: A Heuristic Guide. The characteristics of mythical heroes belonging 

to the trickster category which fit into the Hynes model have been widely discussed 

(Dominas 2020: 207, Scheub 2012, Hynes and Doty 1993). They all indicate the 

universality of the trickster attributes which can be applied to other mythological figures 

(Dominas 2020: 207, Szyjewski 2020). If one considers the mythic figure of the trickster 

as an element of a myth, it becomes clear that politicians, considered as powerful 

individuals, can also operate in various ways as tricksters within the political system . 

This metaphorical figure opens up a range of possibilities for political behaviour that is 

manifested by means of the attributes of the trickster type adopted in a given culture. This 

practical characterisation of the trickster explains how mythic elements are incorporated 

into a non–mythic element.  

Mythology can also be regarded as a form of communication (Aristotle [348–322 

B.C.] 1983), a narrative which can rightly be presented as a text whose structural elements 

are always embedded within the situational, social, and cultural three–dimensional reality 

such as a plot [mӯthos] or a set of events (which refers to the concept of plot structure, 

imitative performance of action [práksis], characters [éthe], actors [diánoia], spectacle 

[kόsmos όpseos], words [léksis], beliefs, values, status, etc. The poetic structure, as 

distinguished in the Poetics by Aristotle, also attempts to show how the communication 

system and its framework emerges and develops to serve the function of a myth. The 

established three–dimensional interpretation of myth structure is characterised by three 

different time continuums: (a) progressive and continuative, (b) genealogical (Lévi–
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Strauss [1958] 1963: 74), and (c) reciprocal or circular (author’s label) which is no longer 

a time continuum but a time–space continuum. The whole process of the emergence of a 

myth implies a cyclical, historical structure which repeats to some extent the preceding 

one. Most of all, the levels in the process of the emergence and development of myths is 

based on the system of polar oppositions (ibid.). All the structural components of a myth 

integrate in the three–dimensional time system. Therefore, a poem can serve as a mythic 

blueprint for understanding the universality of myths. If mythic muses as inspirers are 

timeless, then one can understand every text as a poem, a strategy and a structure which 

communicates through the adventures, archetypes, and acts which “[c]onnote something 

transcendent of the action (…) so that you always feel in accord with the universal being” 

(Campbell 1988: 65). The framework of poetic structure that presents elements which go 

beyond time and space and “[g]et through in man unbeknownst to him” (Lévi–Strauss 

[1977] 1979: 3) is integral to all the three preliminary considerations of mythologisation 

that have been put forward.  

Going back to the structuralist approach to a myth as a narrative, it is worth 

considering the concept of imitation which Aristotle called mίmesis. The analogy that the 

author finds with reference to the form of imitation presented by Aristotle in his Poetics 

rests on three parallels. The first dimension is mimesis as a means of presenting reality, 

the second, mimesis as a creative act of making the potential reality an objective view of 

the world, and the third, an analogy of mίmesis with the surrounding world (in terms of 

the second reality which is constructed on the basis of the current reality we live in) 

(Fleischer 1994: 7). The three attributes of mimesis are fairly alike in that they all 

concentrate on the creative process of producing texts. This first includes the act of 

creating mental texts and then making their tangible realisations in a spoken or written 

form. Considering mimesis as a presented reality in the form of a text, it resembles a 

recipe template which can be filled in with various ingredients (elements of context that 

form combinations acceptable to readers/hearers), tools that enable a given structure to 

become the desired form (written forms or spoken means). Mimesis understood as a 

presented reality can also be understood as the status of a given text. Thus, it is not a 

property of it but rather the potentiality or spiritus movens that reveals itself through the 

patterning process (the imitative potential of every text). Following this line of reasoning, 

one could presume that all texts (including myths) are mimetic in two ways: (1) all textual 

realisations are vehicles of patterned imitation that result in the creation of discourse, and 
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(2) they exhibit the structural and cognitive potential to present any reality. The mimetic 

character of myths makes it possible to situate them in various contexts as long as they 

serve a particular purpose designated by society.  

When considering power as a non–mythic element, one cannot help noticing that 

it is possible to encounter certain patterns of mythic elements that are incorporated in the 

structure of the power concept. These regularities include characters such as mythic 

heroes, heroines, deities, hybrids, chimeras and the like, mythic plots, and ancient interest 

in rhetoric. Mythic elements are not only a formulation of ancient thought, but they also 

draw from other mythologies such as American Indian mythologies (Erdoes 1984), the 

mythologies of the tribes of Northern America (Thompson 1946, Wiget 2000), Aztec 

mythology (Leon–Portilla [1963] 1990), Egyptian mythology (Spence 1925) and many 

more associated with a given community. Despite the multitude of mythologies, there 

exists a list of the main motifs, which Lévi–Strauss calls mythemes, that are universal for 

all myths.  

Power is commonly believed to be derived from relations of asymmetrical value. 

Equal power relations do exist, however, they do not build oppositions. The first attempt 

at rethinking mythologisation in relation to power is that the mythic elements are 

distributed according to the binary structure of oppositions to relationships since they 

come in pairs (Lévi–Strauss [1958] 1963: 161). The meaning of power created in the 

minds of speakers cannot be conceptualised unless we first notice how it is of a different 

nature to something else. For example, people do not know peace if they have not 

experienced the hardships of war, there is no good without evil, no light without dark, no 

male without female, etc. In fact, it is through the selection of binary oppositions that we 

get an understanding of power through a myth. Western cultural civilisations rely heavily 

on Latin and Greek mythology, therefore the inferences we make in telling stories or 

listening to them disclose the vision and images present in these respective myths. The 

binary oppositions can include mythic elements that are found in the following pairs: 

Icarus and Daedalus (failure vs. success), chronos and kairos (chronological/sequential 

time vs. the opportune moment), Arachne and Athena/ Prometheus and Zeus (protagonist 

and antagonist), or cultural archetypes consisting of abstract concepts or symbols with 

some recognisable character types, e.g., sinner– saint or trickster–hero.  

Another function that is crucial when discussing the concept of power is that 

myths educate and explain (Tudor 1972: 122). They are stories about the wisdom of life 
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(Campbell 1988: 35). Myths themselves being stories about the wisdom of life function 

as signposts which convey knowledge of the world. They explain the surrounding reality 

and help us to come to terms with this reality. These are the reasons why people so 

willingly rely on them. The themes and characters of a myth are, according to Mircea 

Eliade ([1976] 1978), a manifestation of the experience of the sacred and imply the 

notions of “[b]eing, of meaning and of truth” (Eliade [1976] 1978: xiii). He also observed 

that our consciousness requires the tangible recognition of a real and meaningful world 

consisting of impulses and experiences (ibid.). He went on to state that the consciousness 

is willing to find its own ways to understand the sacred whose manifestation takes place 

in myths, rites, belief, etc. Eliade emphasised that although man is at the service of a 

myth, he makes his own way in understanding the myth, in ways that are useful for him. 

The same refers to societies because mythologisation can also be a collective process of 

shared knowledge and experience. It is by means of and through communities that a myth 

can actually become manifested. A myth pertains to a given culture and thus creates a 

message by means of elements known to a specific culture. The author’s understanding 

of a myth in this context is that it provides a structure, but the constellation of elements 

and their meanings are scattered among speakers and society. It seems that 

mythologisation is a bilateral process. A myth permeates society by means of a structure 

while society completes the structure with unique elements that develop the myth to 

become “[m]ankind’s great story” (Campbell 1988: 64). This implies the universality of 

the action or performance that is always performed when creating a myth. Although the 

plots may differ from culture to culture, communication itself allows for an imitation of 

mythic elements which is the onset of any plot.  

It can be concluded that a myth is a form of social communication, a system of 

communication in particular, and a message (Barthes [1957] 2020: 107). Its core 

constitutes the realisation of a message in the form of linguistic stories (books about 

mythology), stories passed down by word of mouth as well as extralinguistic means of 

communication (speaker’s knowledge, mental states, and consciousness). A  myth serves 

a highly communicative function bearing in mind the definition of communication as a 

“[t]he process which entails selection, production, and transmission of signs in such a 

way as to allow the hearer to get the similar meaning to the one which is in the mind of 
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the speaker” [tłum. M. S.].39 In light of the above, one can observe the function of a myth 

as similar to that of the process of communication. It is essential to point out the specific 

nature of mythological thought which is only an approximation of the thought itself. After 

Lévi–Strauss, mythological thought “[c]oincides with its object by forming a homologous 

image of it but never succeeds in blending with it. (…) Mythological thought never 

develops any theme to completion: there is always something left unfinished. Myths, like 

rites, are in–terminable (…)” (Lévi–Strauss [1964] 1975: 6). By means of the above, 

Lévi–Strauss highlighted the dynamic and adaptive nature of myths which operate with 

themes in a way that is concealed to men, but also make it possible to form an infinite 

number of contextual possibilities. It should also be added that the story told by a myth 

always includes a predominant historical theme which is a thread in the fabric and nexus 

of all the different imagined aspects that are created in mythos . 

It is worth noting that a myth like communication is a process whose beginning 

and end are difficult to determine. It is rather a continuum of themes that can be infinitely 

multiplied, developed, and unexpectedly knitted together again. Yet, it is a specific form 

of social communication. A myth requires a high degree of interpretation on the part of 

the receiver due to the ambiguity of mythic thought. From this point of view, the reception 

of a myth seems to have its basis in communication with one’s self. The text produced in 

the mind of a speaker takes the form of a myth which interacts with the speaker’s 

knowledge. Such a mental text; a myth is a phonic text ( that is of secondary importance 

to graphic texts) and a form of language behaviour that inherently serves a 

communicative function with society (Grabias [2003] 2019: 42). This view is also 

supported by Roland Barthes ([1957] 2020) who referred to the notion of a myth as 

language (Barthes [1957] 2020: 10). Interestingly, a myth enters the unconscious mind to 

form a conscious text during the cognitive communicative process of organising a 

speaker’s knowledge and experience. Such a perspective views a myth as a highly 

effective means of social communication in which the dynamic internal processes of 

mental text formation are actively interacting with the process of social life including 

multiple actions with individuals, groups, and communities. Moreover, Claude Lévi–

Strauss rightly observed that “[m]ythology reflects the social structure and the social 

                                                 
39 [P]roces obejmujący selekcję, produkcję i przekaz znaków w taki sposób, aby umożliwić odbiorcy 

odebranie podobnego znaczenia do tego, które jest w umyśle mówiącego (Fortheringham 1966: 254, 

Chruszczewski 2011: 228). 
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relations” (Lévi–Strauss [1958] 1963: 207). Having said this, one can clearly observe that 

the mythic motif of a country’s emblem is not just a graphic element, but it is transformed 

into a fully meaningful relation recognised by society. However, the mythic motif of a 

country’s emblem is even more than that. According to Mircea Eliade, it “[b]elongs to 

the sphere of the sacred and therefore participates in being” (Eliade [1957] 1959: 95). It 

acquires this status through its involvement in the creative activity of gods, heroes, and 

ancestors (Eliade [1957] 1959: 96). On the other hand, everything that humans do without 

regard to a mythic model is profane (ibid.). He went on to state that “[o]ne becomes truly 

a man only by conforming to the teaching of the myths, that is, by imitating the gods, (…) 

the culture heroes, or the mythic ancestors” (Eliade [1957] 1959: 100). In other words, 

the destiny of every man is to become a religious man, and he becomes or makes 

himself by following the divine models. However, it is not the characters that play the 

central role in a myth but the course of action. First and foremost, a myth is a type of 

speech (Barthes ([1957] 2020: 107). It transgresses the boundaries of its mythic objects 

which can be multiplied and variously conceptualised. A myth as a form of speech is 

rather a representation of the world that is manifested through the way it communicates 

reality.    

One more observation that has emerged in relation to the view of a myth as a text 

is that a myth exhibits intertextual relations . Intertextuality as a language–user 

oriented concept presents a perspective that focuses on “[t]he ways in which the 

production and reception of a given text depend upon the participants’ knowledge of other 

texts” (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 14). Such a view is in accordance with 

the idea of a myth that enters the human mind and develops the themes by means of 

conceptualisations (Duranti 1997: 29, Fauconnier [1984] 1994: xviii). Furthermore, both 

relations operate within horizontal and vertical dimensions (Fairclough 1992: 271). One 

last feature that unifies both relations is coherence. They seem to share the same degree 

of chaos and indeterminacy in terms of the distribution of concepts (in a myth) and texts 

(when mentioning intertextuality). While mythic thought is considered scattered and 

entangled in various mythic themes, the constellations of intertextual connections of texts 

ultimately depend on the coherence and acceptance assumed by different interpreters. 

(Fairclough 1992: 291). The difference, however, between mythic relations and 

intertextual relations lies in the unconscious action of mythic thought without our being 
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aware of the fact. To conclude, both relations exhibit the communicative property of the 

texts they create, which have the potential of obtaining specific communicative goals. 

One way of looking at a myth is that it is a structure comprising universal elements 

(themes) which approach the unconscious mind. Another consideration is the perspective 

of a myth as a meaningful, culture–specific text which is operational when the cultural 

components within the structure of a myth are familiar and specific to a given 

society/community. One can refer here to the role of the real recipient of the text, i.e. a 

text decryptor that ought to consider the socio–historical embedding of the text 

producer (Mayenowa 1974: 456). A case in point is an historical decryptor who cannot 

know what mythic text means but at least tries to incorporate it into his own system of 

values and beliefs. This can be made clear through the example of an American politician 

who refers to a sequence of past events leading to the outbreak of World War II. On the 

other hand, if a Polish historian presented the same historical event, the story would not 

only be a series of past happenings, but also a set of patterns that could be transferred to 

contemporary Polish social structure. Such a phenomenon accounts for the fact that one 

may differentiate a mythology and mythologies. Campbell notes that “[t]he main motifs 

of the myths are the same. If you want to find your own mythology, they key is with what 

society do you associate? Every mythology has grown up in a certain society in abounded 

field” (Campbell 1988: 27). This leads to a twofold understanding of a myth: as a 

blueprint for cultural transfer “[t]he study mankind’s one great story” (Campbell 1988: 

64), as well as a specific type of story which pertains to communities that share the same 

cultural knowledge and patterns of thought. This also implies that myths as reservoirs of 

culture rejuvenate mythic texts through myth decryptors who allow them to stand the test 

of time and live on in the minds of speakers.   

3.3.1. Myth as a genre 

Although a myth is a multifaceted phenomenon which can be discussed in many ways, it 

can be classified as a type of genre whose key concepts revolve around the idea of text 

and context (e.g., Bazerman 2020: 152, Freadman 2020: 105, Miller 1984: 152, Cap and 

Okulska 2013: 4) which relates to a conventional use of recognisable patterns dictated by 

certain social goals. Genre can be considered an umbrella term which encapsulates  
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theories and approaches drawn from various disciplines such as anthropological 

linguistics (e.g., Duranti 2003: 330, Duranti 1015: 116), ethnography of communication 

(e.g., Hymes 1972a: 65, Bauman 2000: 84, Saville-Troike [1982] 2003: 124), rhetorical 

studies (e.g., Bazerman 1988), discourse studies (e.g., Fairclough 1993, Wodak and 

Meyer 2009) or pragmatics (e.g., Levinson 1992). Most importantly, genres are an 

inextricable part of human communication since every type of speech is a type of genre 

(Bakhtin [1952] 1986). Furthermore, social acts (in the form of speech acts) comprise 

genres which are patterned linguistic forms and situated speech actions (Ariel 2008: 62). 

The quintessential definition of a genre provided by Anna Duszak (1998) in her work 

Tekst, dyskurs, komunikacja międzykulturowa, is a useful one and describes it as a: 

 

[t]ype of a communication event that arises as a result of the coexistence 

of specific features of the text and context. Genres always take place in a 

specific social, cultural, and historical setting. They are determined by the 

dominant goal of communication (...) Genre is a natural category in the 

understanding of naturalness adopted here: a typical example of a genre 

presents a pattern of conceptual, pragmatic, interactive and formal 

features, which participants of a given communication event identify as 

representative of a particular type of social and linguistic behavior. In the 

consciousness of members of a given linguistic and cultural community, 

genres arise and persist as idealizations of previous experiences with 

similar situations, actions, and texts [trans. M.S.].40 

 

Such an extensive definition of a genre presents a panorama of characteristics and 

conditions that coalesce with the features and functions of a myth. Due to the numerous 

criteria for finding mythic features in genre, for the sake of brevity and transparency, one 

has presented a diagram that is a visual representation of a myth as a genre. 

 

                                                 
40 [t]yp zdarzenia komunikacyjnego, który powstaje na skutek współwystępowania specyficznych cech 

tekstu i kontekstu. Genry zachodzą zawsze w określonym otoczeniu społecznym, kulturowym i 

historycznym. Wyznacza je dominujący cel komunikacji (…) Genre jest kategorią naturalną w przyjętym 

tu rozumieniu naturalności: typowy przykład genru przedstawia sobą wzorzec cech pojęciowych, 

pragmatyczno–interakcyjnych i formalnych, który uczestnicy danego zdarzenia komunikacyjnego 

identyfikują jako reprezentatywny dla określonego typu zachowań społecznych i językowych. W 

świadomości członków danej wspólnoty językowej i kulturowej genry powstają i utrzymują się jako 

idealizacje wcześniejszych doświadczeń z podobnymi sytuacjami, działaniami i tekstami (Duszak 1998: 

218). 
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This diagram started as an attempt to present the characteristics of a myth which 

can be situated within the framework of a genre structure. In studying mythic elements, 

the conditions of their occurrence and the relations they form, it seemed that one was 

actually exploring a much more uncharted terrain than it appeared. Thus, the model for 

the analysis of a myth as a genre was modified according to the specifications given by 

Anna Duszak. They seem to be a compendium of knowledge that gives new insights on 

a myth, which can be typologised as a genre type with a particular communicative purpose 

within specific socio–cultural frames of occurrence.  

Figure 4. Myth as genre based on President Donald Trump’s presidential myth (the author’s own elaboration based on Anna 

Duszak’s  [1998: 218] definition of genre). 



 

193 

 

 To start with, according to the adopted definition of a genre, what is explorative 

and novel is the fact that a myth transcends the boundaries of social, cultural, and 

historical frames. It is as if it has always existed in the realm of language and 

communication. The analysis of a myth as a genre is an all–embracing ethnographic 

perspective including the emic and etic approach. When speakers create their mental 

texts, they are emic, and developed on the basis of the ideational knowledge of a cultural 

insider. The etic content of every myth is about looking for certain categories and anchor 

points in mythic texts which are shared in different cultures. Furthermore, the emic 

content of mythical texts focuses on the empirical experience of speakers who undergo 

cultural transformation, the communicative outcome of which may be prone to various 

interpretations. The emic view of myths represents the cultural viewpoint of the insider, 

therefore, for example, once some main points or concepts of a presidential myth become 

emic (adopted by cultural insiders), the myth can be retold and recreated easily, naturally, 

and appropriately within the culture. 

It is important to note that the created variations are representatives of the system 

to which they belong. In this sense, they create the culture of the system but also the 

culture determines the functionality of these variations. The etic approach to 

understanding myths is built on assumptions rather than empirical considerations, and 

requires analytical methods which reflect upon the chronology (linearity) of the texts 

creating the myth. The etic approach integrates the emic mythic elements in a sense that 

it allows them to be classified and structured in the socio–cultural universum.  

Myths can also be viewed twofold: as an individual and integral collection of 

speakers’ mental texts which are hierarchically organised (e.g., myths as genres are 

determined by communicative goals and purposes, they present patterns and formal 

features, which participants of a given communication event identify as representative of 

a particular type of social and linguistic behaviour). Hence, taking an etic approach to 

analysing myths makes it possible to distinguish the characteristic features of context and 

determine their relations pertaining to a given culture. Therefore, it is worth encouraging 

researchers to conduct research on myths as it gives ample culture–specific information 

based on an outsider’s perspective, as well as the perspective that comes within the culture 

of an ethnographer himself. 

 The emic/etic assumption about myths has an important corollary that the 

structural analysis of a myth as a genre is possible on the etic plane which consists of 
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culture–free instrumentalities of genre structure (the units and levels of genre structure as 

stated, for example, in the diagram above). With reference to this, emic representations 

are built into more complex culture–specific units and levels.  

 What can be postulated is the structuralist approach to a myth. The instrumental 

character of structures interacts with the human cognitive functions which in turn create 

a repertoire of interactional and interpretative possibilities that are reflected in the socio–

cultural textual realisations (e.g., in the form of various discourses and their genres). They 

could be referred to as possibilities due to the constructivist nature of the mental 

assumptions made by speakers based on individual and linguistic data. The structural 

method has adopted some programmatic, basic operations which, it is believed, provide 

tools for giving a coherent, organised, and predictable view of culture consisting of 

“[u]niversal categories of human thought” (Duranti [1997] 1999: 35).  

The types of operations rest on four pillars of the study of a given culture, i.e. (1) 

analysis of the unconscious structure, (2) search for relations between terms, (3) analysis 

of the system and its structure, and (4) discovery of some general laws pertaining to the 

system (Claude Lévi–Strauss [1958] 1963: 33). The following definition of a genre which 

exhibits a structural logic is presented as “[f]ormal features and structures that serve as a 

conventionalised orienting framework for the production and reception of a particular 

kind of discourse (…) a speech style oriented to the production and reception of a 

particular kind of text” (Bauman 2000: 84). It can be observed that myths deal with the 

analysis of some features and structures which operate unconsciously a larger system of 

conventions. Hence, this definition implies an intangible reality which can only be 

discerned by means of fixed and structured elements. The above definition also makes a 

mention of some general laws in the form of a conventionalised framework which allows 

for various discursive realisations in the form of a ritualised and codified mode of action. 

Myths as structural constructs are a part of discourse consisting of smaller linguistic units, 

i.e. textual realisations. 

The first part of the frame under consideration is the social milieu. 

Mythologisation, i.e. the process of incorporating a myth into the structures of a society, 

is largely manifested in the contextual frame of a given discourse type. This is an ongoing 

mental process in the form of speakers’ texts, which can occur situationally in the 

following ways: the mythic structure incorporates its elements (the form and content) into 

non–mythical elements (e.g., people, situations, values, beliefs, motivations, etc.), non–
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mythic elements adopt mythic ones, and myths have operational value and provide a link 

to a particular society, i.e. they are constructed out of societal components that pertain to 

this specific speech community). The social milieu is the point of reference in analysing 

myths through society’s ways of conceptualising their reality, beliefs, norms, roles, etc. 

The processes within social milieu allow the adoption of mythic restructurisation 

according to the culture of a given community. 

This leads the author to consider the cultural frame of a myth as a genre. One way 

of describing culture is to view it as a system of signs (Duranti [1997] 1999: 33) and 

symbols (Geertz 1973: 14, Chruszczewski 2006: 23). In this way, the theory of a myth is 

extended to comprise a text(s) that establishes symbolic relationships among language 

users and their whole speech communities. The textual realisations are powerful systems 

of ideas that are the building blocks of social life (Lemberg [1971] 1983: 41; Wodak 

1989: 140). This culture–specific manifestation of a second reality lays foundations for 

the construction of ideologies which are necessary for transforming society, e.g., by 

means of propaganda which impacts political power. The historical frame of a myth as a 

genre represents an important domain of myth creation. In this framework, intertextual 

relations rejuvenate texts that form a myth by means of history and society (Duszak 1998: 

222). In this way, a text both creates and reflects history (ibid.).   

A myth is a form of communication which emphasises the social context, but also 

naturally presupposes the existence of a communicative purpose that is the thrust of every 

text and the motor of social situations (Brown and Fraser 1979). Although there are no 

salient and typological categories of communicative goals in a genre, it is possible to 

apply some taxonomic classifications (Duszak 1998: 222). One has distinguished two 

types of goals that have been observed in a political myth, i.e. the (1) descriptive and the 

(2) prescriptive category of determining a goal. The former type refers to an approach 

which highlights the inner workings of a myth as a form of communication and a way of 

cataloguing reality. The instruments to perform the descriptive acts take the form of 

mental texts. Such a view assumes a systematic account of myth creation in the form of 

the internal processes of mental text formation which actively interact with the process of 

social life, including multiple actions with individuals, groups, and communities. The 

latter view is anchored in the mode of communicating goals which is based on the 

synchronising process of interaction between myths and their users. By stating this, one 

assumes that myths teach, instruct, explain, and educate in order to enable language users 
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to get in touch with their culture. It is by means of and through myths that the knowledge 

of speakers is revealed and can interact with the structures of culture. The prescriptive 

mode of communicating goals in a myth as a genre also exhibits the creative and 

transformative type of process involved in creating a mythic reality as speakers may 

differently approach the teaching and explaining potential of a myth due to their various 

motivational and decision–making processes. 

It can be concluded that communicating goals in a myth takes the form of (1) 

stating the mythic elements in the form of cultural facts, (2) activating the general 

knowledge of speakers, and (3) creating the episodic knowledge which organises reality 

based on mythic elements incorporated into non–mythic elements thus forming schematic 

clusters. Hence, a myth that communicates its goals prescriptively focuses on the 

language user who makes inferences based on text and context to finally make meaning 

of the myth he is part of. 

The naturalness category, belonging to one of the components of a genre, includes 

a pattern of formal features (Duszak 1998: 2018) that are accepted in a given 

communicative act without hindering the reception of text (Duszak 1998: 53). One may 

observe, having discussed the concept of a myth in this section, that this category may 

rest on such features as mythical symbolism, metalanguage, and mental texts. A myth as 

a genre allows speakers to get the experience of being present in a given society, in the 

here and now of communication through symbols that are of mythic origin or are myth 

related. The mechanism for understanding the meaning of myths is believed to rely on 

their symbolic nature, i.e. symbolic language which is universal and governed by its own 

syntax, grammar, and logic (Fromm 1951: 7). Another feature that classifies a myth as a 

genre–type narrative is the use of metalanguage which, in this context, is called a 

“[s]econd–order semiological system” (Barthes [1957] 2020: 113). What this implies is 

that this system comes from the already existing semiological chain which is 

reconstructed. The last feature to be considered are mental texts (graphic or phonic) which 

are the formal vehicles of mythic thought. It is through the texts that the mythic content 

and context leak out. 

The pattern of pragmatic/interactional genre features is explicit in the mythic 

processes that are of a processual and strategic nature. Therefore, it is possible to single 

out myth–bound pragmatic context, e.g., the personal and social functions of authority as 

in the example of the mythologisation of power, social roles that accompany various 
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power relations (the discussed mythic figures of the trickster, wrestler, bastard, and hero). 

The basic strategies of pragmatic account are typical but not rigid as they only fill out a 

picture of context which has already been determined at the level of surface structure (van 

Dijk and Kintsch 1983: 285). In other words, the functional surface structures of mental 

texts signal sameness or difference before the actual interpretation of the speech acts. 

Thus, the formation of the textbase that comprises the structure of a myth is a strategic 

and processual act which involves following the situation model (context–based) under 

the constraints of semantic–pragmatic relations. 

The conceptual aspect of a genre’s naturalness category refers to mythic 

conceptual representations that stem from speakers’ evaluations of the textbase and the 

constituting texts (global knowledge) with reference to the situation model (e.g., the one 

presented by Hymes called the SPEAKING Grid model). These mythic 

conceptualisations take the form of archetypes, motifs, and themes that are formed 

according to binary oppositions of, for example, good vs. evil, sinner vs. saint, trickster 

vs. hero, war vs. peace, light vs. dark, etc. One finds the above congruent with the 

cognitive model presented by van Dijk because such a pattern of creating mythic 

conceptualisations is stored and developed in the memory of the speakers and the 

conceptualisations are never detached from the participants’ conceptions and perceptions 

(Chilton and Schäffner 2002: 20, Verschueren 1999: 49; Werth 1999: 83). It becomes 

apparent that genres are created based on the meta–discursive activities of language users 

who conceive that a given situation or interaction reflects their attitudes and knowledge. 

It is interesting how the conceptualisations are created out of various situation types that 

exhibit a specific set of features, relationships, and properties which can become a 

working mechanism for creating the frame of a myth. 

Last but not least, mythic intertextual relations as part of a genre structure form a 

nexus of purposeful and recognisable texts. These communicative events consisting of 

micro– and macro– level discourse activities are highly contextualised, functional, and 

conventionalised. Exemplars of a genre (here, co–myths) are characterised by a high 

intertextual potential (Duszak 1998: 222) which generates intertextual relations in an 

explicit way as in a manifested intertextuality (Fairclough 1992) or by means of less 

transparent textual features. There is no denying the fact that mythic intertextuality, due 

to high mediation, is more demanding for speakers as their intertextual knowledge is 

prone to various pitfalls. The scope and scale of this type of knowledge is dictated by the 
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context of the situation which determines if the speaker has enough knowledge of the 

norms and conventions of a given genre or such knowledge needs to be retrieved or 

stimulated. The gist of mythic intertextual relations seems to lie in the social and 

communicative situation. The process of mythologisation becomes activated when certain 

sociocultural circumstances arise. To be specific, there need to be specific contextual 

elements within the sociocultural frame to motivate a given society to react textually. 

Having presented some of the elements of a myth structure as a genre, the focus 

moves to discourse understanding in terms of the situation model proposed by van Dijk 

and Kintsch (1983). In order for a myth to become apparent in a given society, the 

knowledge of individuals needs to be integrated with the situation model, i.e. episodic 

memory based on cognitive representations of situational factors such as people, events, 

and actions, as well as previous experiences that are linked to specific situations. As 

observed, the mythologisation process is a patterning activity that extends diachronically 

and synchronically but is governed by the contextual features of a given situation. In 

short, one of the ways to understand myths in various discourses is to be found in 

contextual macro–strategies at the level of sociocultural contexts that entail specific 

places, objects, people, and sequences of events. The topics discussed in these situations 

are typical of interactions and events in respective situations. This implies taking a 

sociocultural perspective in explaining mythical communication in discourse (Duszak 

1998: 243, Fairclough 1989: 9, Brown and Yule 1983: 79).  

When analysing political myths, we may consider the global political situation 

(e.g., elections, war, crisis, etc.), institutions and organisations, politicians, and the type 

of action performed by them such as debating, declaring war, signing contracts, to name 

but a few. Finally, the range of possible topics to be discussed are dictated by the goals, 

motivations, attitudes, and opinions of the participants. The manipulation of such 

contextual information builds the local context of any genre and becomes part of a global 

context of discourse. As for a myth as a genre, one can confirm the view that genre reflects 

the context of culture (Eggins and Martin 1997, Martin and Rose 2008). The term that is 

invoked here regards the contextual factors of field, tenor, and mode, which determine 

the precise features of a situation, often referred to as register (Halliday [1985] 1989: 32). 

These features, however, not only govern aspects of a situation but refer to a broader 

background, to that of culture, hence a genre constitutes a context of culture. 
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The three dimensions of a genre as presented by Eggins and Martin (1997: 56) 

will be adopted and an attempt will be made to lay down some features of a myth as a 

genre that form language patterns and become predictable in particular contexts. The first 

relationship to be distinguished deals with (1) the co–occurrence of a particular contextual 

cluster or its register configuration (Eggins and Martin 1997: 56). The recurrent ways to 

communicate a myth can be found in the three contextual dimensions of register. The case 

of a political myth brings together a field of communicating beliefs, attitudes which 

become apparent in speakers’ mental texts, historically adopted abstract and non–abstract 

mythical objects, mythical events, conceptualisations based on binary oppositions, a tenor 

of advice, warning, teaching, educating, instructing, and explaining, and a mode of the 

actual manipulation of mental texts (oral or written) in a direct and indirect way (bearing 

in mind the conscious and unconscious processes of myth comprehension and use). These 

situational values are observed in the predictable language choices in various textual 

realisations. For example, given the context of political power in the process of 

mythologisation, the linguistic configurations include: nouns about strength, dominance, 

control, authority, a repertoire of politicians who play the role of wire–pullers, spies, 

intriguers, party bosses and courtiers, reference to mythical heroes with specific attributes 

such as bravery, wisdom, youth, strength, control, and the like, and direct reference to 

mythical figures in the context of deceit and intrigue, e.g., the trickster, wrestler, and 

bastard. One can observe certain linguistic regularities which develop the genre of a myth. 

Hence, it is important to note that certain re–enacting contextual combinations become 

predictable and fixed, interacting patterns become habitualised and then finally accepted 

as genres. 

Another dimension to be considered is (2) the text’s staged or thematic structure. 

It is believed that genres are characterised by a schematic and predictable compositional 

structure (Eggins 2004: 58). Although the functional stages occurring in various myths 

differ, some of the recognised elements observed in the analysis of the mythologisation 

process of power include reference to abstract and non–abstract mythical elements, 

people and events, the evaluation of context in the form of binary oppositions, and 

conceptualisations that appeal to morals, norms, traditions, and beliefs. The mythical 

attributes are also transferred cross–culturally, e.g., the mythic figure of the trickster 

presents a set of characteristics which are shared universally across cultures in many types 

of mythologies. 
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(3) The realisational patterns in the texts is the last dimension that presents the 

ways texts relate to each other and form a myth as a genre structure. What roots a myth 

in society is language since it is through language that genres are realised. Regardless of 

the timeframe or geographical location, genres are analysed through the “[d]iscourse–

semantic, lexico–grammatical and phonological patterns of the language code” (Eggins 

2004: 65). The spatio–temporal embeddings may change but the process of mental text 

creation remains stable. This leads one to consider the functional role of a genre in society. 

It is created out of evaluations, beliefs, and most importantly based on the purposes of 

speakers. The various goals of language users determine the production of lexico–

grammatical choices. Thus, the patterns of realisation differ across genres. 

What has been discussed in relation to a myth as a genre could lead rather naturally 

to the assumption that at the core of every myth there is language and social purpose. 

Once we start looking at genre as a means of communication, we find that even though 

not all situations may follow a staged schematic structure with the same configurations 

of contextual elements, the staging structure by which situations unfold are characterised 

by regular speech patterns (e.g., in the form of speech acts) that are predictable in 

interaction. It was John Searle who acknowledged that “[i]t is essential to any specimen 

of linguistic communication that it involve a linguistic act” (Searle 1965:130) and 

language is “[r]ule–governed intentional behaviour” (ibid.) to imply the possibility of 

providing linguistic characterisations in accordance with certain rules. It is through 

language that the sequence of acts becomes realised in actual speech or writing. Such 

interaction is crucial in the understanding of a myth that exists as a social process rather 

than product.  

One can view myths as texts whose meaning is negotiated by language users in 

their milieu. Seeing myths in this way entails exploration of the quintessence of society’s 

culture. It seems that myths dictate the anthropological world order in a sense that they, 

as regular and patterned structures (genres), reflect culture, which can be defined as a: 

 

[p]rocess, or a set of patterns of thinking, feeling, and reacting, mediated 

by symbols and also found expression in material products. In this sense, 

culture is a set of ideas, therefore it is essentially mental in nature, and it 
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manifests itself only in the form of (regular) behaviors and (typical) 

objects” [trans. M.S.].41 

 

It can be seen that myths communicate, but most importantly, translate culture into 

comprehensive chunks of knowledge that is universally shared. Culture as a system of 

discourse practices can be mythically explained through the mental texts of language 

users who organise their daily activities in regular patterns of thinking (in terms of 

discursive action that is contextually determined) and use (the production of lexico–

grammatical texts). 

One last observation concerning the role of a myth as a genre in the construction 

and recognition of culture is through determining the communicative purpose of texts. 

The particular language use that reflects a goal (the mental property of the participants), 

especially understood as a component of pragmatic (motivations to attain a clear end 

point) and interpersonal (motivations to establish and reinforce interpersonal relations) 

contexts (Eggins 2004: 74) in genre can indeed serve as a valid measure of the aspects 

that truly define culture. Genres viewed as reflecting the “[f]unctions and goals involved 

in particular social occasions as well as the purposes of the participants in them” (Hatim 

and Mason 1990: 69) become strategic tools for determining the features of a given 

society that dictate communicative goals which become discursive purpose (in the form 

of activated participants’ roles and the topic of the discourse). In this way, genres remain 

at the service of communities and their creativity in realising communicative intentions. 

Their function is to recognise and establish the cultural purpose of a given society. 

  

                                                 
41 [p]roces albo zespół wzorów myślenia, odczuwania i reagowania, zapośredniczony po-przez symbole i 

znajdujący także wyraz w wytworach materialnych. W tym znaczeniu, kultura to zespół idei, ma więc 

charakter zasadniczo mentalny, a uzewnętrznia się ona jedynie pod postacią zachowań (regularnych) i 

obiektów (typowych) (Burszta 1986: 42). 
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3.3.2. Conclusions to the mythologisation of power 

The objective of the above was to present the fundamental view concerning the notion of 

the mythologisation of political power. It has been proved that the mythologisation of 

power can be explained in two ways. The predominant view of a myth adopted in the 

discussion is espoused by Claude Lévi–Strauss in his book [Anthropologie Structurale.] 

Structural Anthropology ([1958] 1963). On the one hand, this view hinges on the 

unpredictability of a myth in terms of its conceptualisation, but, on the other hand, it 

legitimises a structural regularity of a myth. An understanding has been provided of the 

mythologisation of power as an acquisition of mythic features by a non–mythic element. 

Such a process becomes apparent on a psycho–biological level by the attribution of 

certain mythic features such as a reliance on archetypes. The mythic elements become 

incorporated into the cognitive processes regulating the perception of power. 

Mythologisation of power viewed in this way expresses the process of coming to terms 

with the world by cataloguing it in ways that are accessible to man.  

In addition, a brief reference has been made to a significant mythic figure, the 

trickster, who is part of one of the power themes in the model presented by Bertrand 

Russell (1938). The characteristics of the trickster indicate the existence across cultures 

of certain realistic sets of attributes which are universally shared. This is a crucial finding 

as it indicates that a myth is entirely culture–specific, and its structural elements show 

similar characteristics in various societies. In other words, the idea of a myth can be 

funnelled into the concept of a narrative that not only surpasses diachronic boundaries, 

but also finds points of intersection in synchronic cultures. With reference to the above, 

the mythologisation of power makes a non–mythic element of power a part of mythic 

culture through the distribution and adoption of universally shared archetypes and mythic 

forms in various societies.  

The concept of a myth can also be understood as a form of communication which 

creates intertextual relations. By the same token, it has been pointed out that a myth is a 

narrative, a text that helps to organise the knowledge of individuals and societies. Here, 

one encounters mythologised power as a part of mythic discourse consisting of mythic 

texts. The textual realisations of mythic discourse deal with mythic elements of power 

which are contextual, i.e. situational (here, in what type of co–myths the myth is situated), 

social (here, what type of speakers and to what society the myth is directed) and cultural 
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(here, what the knowledge and competence is of the speakers who receive the myth). For 

these reasons, the process of mythologising power is dynamic and multi–layered; it is a 

construction of patterns, regularities, motives, and characteristics of mythic elements 

which diachronically and synchronically convey meaning about the world. The process 

of mythologisation has strong cultural foundations, the elements of which are created in 

the social mind. However, speakers also naturally lean towards a myth due to our need to 

catalogue the world. The non–mythic elements of power naturally integrate with the 

mythologic system. With respect to the mythologisation of power, it is a political 

representation of it that comprises echoes of mythic features that resonate in our minds. 

Power viewed as a national treasure which is to be respected and cherished has been 

glorified and symbolised, i.e. mythologised.  

3.4. The President as a myth 

In the process of mythologising power, it is worth giving presidential  power some 

consideration as it shows how the Presidency and the President himself become myths. 

The mythologising of power is understood here as the process of creating a specific reality 

(a vision of power) by means of the available tools and strategies which are realised in a 

myth. The tools in question can take the form of texts (verbal, written, and digital) and 

the strategies are actions taken to develop and transform a myth e.g., the use of 

propaganda, creating ideology, or a mechanism for deification. This subchapter aims to 

expose the tools and mechanisms which operate in the context of a myth and transpire 

to show how the President acquires the attributes of a mythic figure and becomes a myth 

himself.  

Presidential power as explained in the Presidential Power. The Politics of 

Leadership by Richard Neustadt is to be taken as the President and his influence 

(Neustadt 1960: 2). As becomes clear from this book, the President is not only to be 

described in terms of governmental action but “[t]he search for personal influence is at 

the centre of the job of being President” (Neustadt 1960: Preface). This perspective views 

the President as a man of the people “[w]ho plays every ‘role’, wears every ‘hat’ at once.” 

The idea of President is like a prism through which one role has its effect in all other roles 
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(ibid.). However, such a view paints an idyllic picture of a presidency that is often flawed 

and, to say the least, in crisis.  

The presidency of Donald Trump was a challenge for American politics and 

society (Sclafani 2018: 1). The trials and tribulations of his presidency resembled a tug 

of war between left and right. Furthermore, the identity of the President was shaken and 

the rebuilding of a positive image took a long time. The President as a representative of 

the people ought to project a vision of the future which shows the nation as far more 

prosperous. However, a book by the former President Donald Trump Crippled America, 

How to Make America Great Again (2015) which was supposed to explain how America 

should be transformed internally and globally, seemed to be the point when he started 

losing his potential supporters. What stood out in the book was the negativity of the 

message, the grumpy voice of the writer and the way he delivered his criticism. The first 

pages of Crippled America: How to Make America Great Again (2015) were a collection 

of accusations directed at: 

 

[T]he politicians who talk a great game in campaigns and play like total 

losers when they try to actually govern because they can’t govern; they 

don’t know how to govern. The lobbyists and special interests with their 

hands in our pockets on behalf of their clients or others. The members of 

the media who are so far lost when it comes to being fair that they have no 

concept of the difference between “fact” and “opinion.” The illegal 

immigrants who have taken jobs that should go to people here legally, 

while over 20 percent of Americans are currently unemployed or 

underemployed. (…) Congress, which has been deadlocked for years and 

virtually unable to deal with any of our most pressing domestic problems, 

or even the most basic ones, such as passing a budget. (…) And even our 

lawyers and judges, the reflective “wise men,” have been stepping all over 

the US Constitution, the bulwark of our democracy. They have recklessly 

appointed themselves to be policy makers because our actual elected 

officials are paralyzed by partisanship. They cannot move; they can’t act. 

They are totally impotent. As for the presidency and the executive branch, 

the incompetence is beyond belief (Trump 2015: x). 

 

 

 With respect to this, the cacophony of accusations presented a view of a President 

who neither knows the rules of diplomacy nor has any respect for the highest echelons of 

the political system. The scale of criticism presented by Trump is not, however, so 
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crushing since expressing dissatisfaction with the current state of affairs is not something 

out of the ordinary when one is running for President and fighting tooth and nail to win.  

However, the way Trump expressed his viewpoints did not seem to sail too close 

to the wind of political conduct. The discursive presentation of his presidential image left 

much to be desired. His language was under scrutiny in the media and was also the subject 

of parodies and mockery. The language of Donald Trump was classified as “[o]ne of the 

most (if not the most) rhetorically unconventional, controversial, and divisive candidates 

in US presidential history” (Sclafani 2018: 1). A quick glance at the small part of the 

bigger picture of Trump’s vision for the nation and the ideology that accompanied his 

candidature and presidency makes one believe that they refer to a mythic figure. One 

would even go so far as to say that the myth of President Donald Trump created various 

elements or attributes typical of mythic figures, including the trickster. With reference to 

Hyne’s model of the trickster in his article Mapping the Characteristics of Mythic 

Tricksters: A Heuristic Guide (Hynes 1993) he makes a short list of attribute of the 

trickster as a “[(1)] fundamentally ambiguous and anomalous personality, (2) 

shapeshifter, (3) messenger/imitator of the gods” (Hynes 1993: 34, Dominas 2020: 205). 

Former President Donald Trump had had to acknowledge and withdraw his reckless 

comments on numerous occasions. At one of his rallies in Dallas during his pre–

presidential days, he stated to the cheering crowd that “Being presidential is boring. Who 

wants that?” The ambiguity of his character led him to a dead–end and later he had to 

redefine what he meant by presidential:  he wrote that his presidency was “[a] modern 

day presidential” (Trump’s Twitter post, 2017). It was an answer to the criticism he got 

in the media and a form of defence of his anomalous statement. Another case in point was 

his commentary on the conflict in the Middle East suggesting it was appropriate for the 

Turks to attack the Kurds. He stated during the Dallas rally that “Sometimes you have to 

let them fight, like two kids in a lot. You have to let them fight, and then you pull them 

apart.” He acted as if he was a god or his imitator who has control over nations and 

dictates how they ought to run their politics. In this way, he became the mythic figure of 

the trickster who overthrows social programmes and disrupts the social order. He acted 

like the trickster or a deity with supernatural powers. The identity of the trickster came 

through in actions like the ones mentioned above.  

What is worth bearing in mind is that making a fool of oneself, being a 

troublemaker, a rogue, generally a villain who represents the category of the trickster, is 
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part of American social culture. Orrin Klapp’s ([1962] 2014) survey on prevalent 

American social types and stereotypes differentiated the social types of a hero, a villain, 

and a fool that comprise “[t]he main instruments of social control in all societies, and 

function to help maintain social systems” (Klapp [1962] 2014: x). With reference to the 

above, it can be purported that Trump as the mythical figure of the trickster proved that 

he redefined and restructured roles in a presidential myth. With Hyne’s model in mind, it 

can be observed that American culture is part of a universal culture which shares the same 

concepts and values that exist all around the world. Furthermore, Trump’s presidential 

myth is a reflection of certain social types and stereotypes that exist in American culture.  

On the other hand, the myth of Trump as President also includes other attributes 

to be found in descriptions of mythic heroes. The promises he made as candidate for 

President put him in a favourable light as a miracle worker, promise maker and a strong 

believer in America. He offered to “Make America Great Again” and even make it “[t]he 

greatest superpower on Earth” (Trump 2015: 19), he also promised to “Drain the Swamp” 

and “Make America to Win Again.” He created the myth of a President who is an expert 

on everything and anything, a mythic hero, a Prometheus, a supreme trickster who brings 

fire and civilisation to mankind. In his aforementioned work Crippled America, How to 

Make America Great Again (2015) he put forward a set of bold statements which 

described his power, thus projecting him as a mythic deity. People seem to continue to 

listen to him and support his ideas,  

 

[w]omen are flocking to my message because they’re just as tired as men 

are about how little is being accomplished in Washington. Likewise, 

Hispanics are climbing on board because they have heard from Hispanic 

employees who’ve actually worked for me and know me as a boss and a 

leader that Donald Trump build businesses. Donald Trump builds 

buildings. Donald Trump develops magnificent golf courses. Donald 

Trump makes investments that creates jobs. And Donald Trump created 

jobs for legal immigrant and all Americans (Trump 2015: 5).  

 

This sounds like a mantra repeated in the mind of a worshipper of himself. This is 

another mythic feature of a Narcissus who has fallen in love with his own reflection. The 

above discussion explains how a mythmaker creates a political myth.  

A different mythic realisation of former President Donald Trump is the figure of 

the wrestler (O’Brien 2020: 2, Hall et. al 2016: 81). He is observed to have established 
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professional wrestling tactics in his presidential style when going public, which appeared 

to be a form of theatrical performance in order to persuade the audience. By using the 

rhetorical standards of wrestling, which have little to do with proper rhetorical practice, 

Trump allowed for political conduct which broke the rules and standards of institutional 

discourse (ibid.). He used the media to make personal attacks which included ridicule, 

overstatement, and threat. He utilised the dramaturgy of action as a feature of wresting to 

blend emotional appeal (ancient pathos) with performance. According to Shannon Bow 

O’Brien (2020), the figure of a wrestler trades on kayfabe42 performance which creates 

illusory plots and characters which need to be maintained throughout the event (O’Brien 

2020: 3). It is noted that Trump staged his performances while going public and reframed 

his personal life so that it fit the perfect picture of a Leader. By doing this he created a 

political myth whose elements were “[m]ediated or filtered by the Leader” (McGee 1975: 

249). Trump’s wrestling style, therefore, was a form of theatrical performance, a spectacle 

of exaggerated behaviour which aimed to build the tragic mode which corresponds to 

pathetic appeal. Furthermore, the function of a wrestler not only implies that the roles of 

either attacker or defender will be assumed, but also that the specific roles and motions 

that are expected of him will be acted out (Barthes [1957] 2020: 14).  

The attributes of Trump’s mythic figure of the wrestler were also reflected in his 

communication style. Wrestling is the type of action that involves verbal aggression and 

physical violence. The figure of the wrestler is part of a spectacle, a game of “[m]ale 

physical prowess (a display which is greeted with shouts and boos) but also the 

exploration of the emotional and moral life of its combatants” (Jenkins 1997: 53). When 

Donald Trump told his own story, he most often presented himself as a protagonist, a hero 

who always found ways to attain his goals. However, the price his opponents had to pay 

was high. They needed to confront braggadocio, mocking, threats, ridicule, and irony 

which is antithetical to the role of a hero. The nicknames and labels he used, such as 

“Sleepy Joe,” “Swampy Joe”, “Low–energy Jeb”, “Crooked Hilary”, and “Liddle Marco” 

are typical of a 7th grade sophomore and surprise anyone who overestimated Trump’s 

intelligence. Inventing mean nicknames seems to also demonstrate Trump’s racial bias. 

He used the “Pocahontas” reference for a U.S. Senator Elisabeth Warren during his 

presidential campaign speech in 2012. It was an act of mockery borrowed from Boston 

                                                 
42 Kayfabe is a well–known concept in wrestling that involves pretending a given performance (of 

wrestling) is real even though it has been fabricated. It purely hinges on a theatrical performance and staged 

characters which manufactures various realities. 
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Herald columnist Howie Carr who referred to Warren as “Fauxcahontas.” The nickname 

surfaced when Elisabeth Warren was running for Senate and claimed to be part Native 

American. After that, he revealed other names for her: “Goofy” and a “Basket case.” The 

examples of this sort multiplied in Trump’s presidential style. The frequent use of 

insulting nicknames, boasting, directness and personal insults were the hallmark of his 

style (Sclafani 2018: 88).  

It is in the function of the wrestler that we find the classic, key concept of the 

bastard which relates to the character in wresting (Barthes [1957] 2020: 22). The central 

idea of it is that the villain character disregards the rules of the performance in ways that 

are unpredictable and socially unacceptable (ibid.). The myth of President created by 

Donald Trump established some of the elements of his mythic style to revolve around the 

concept of the bastard. His unethical communication style was characterised by the 

unconventional and inconsistent use of the language used in political discourse. Donald 

Trump flouted the law and order of political practice and thus made himself an asocial 

member of a community.  

At this point of the discussion one could ask how a political myth becomes the 

myth of a group. A full enquiry into the subject of the mythologisation of power needs to 

take a detour into political myth which always applies to a group or society. According 

to Henry Tudor, a political myth is “[a]lways the myth of a particular group.” In the 

context of the mythologisation of power, a President can be regarded as a political myth 

the distinctive feature of which is its subject matter, i.e. politicians and politics (Tudor 

1972: 139), and “[f]orm of political ideology” (Czeremski 2014: 30). Such groups may 

well decide who their protagonist is, however, it will never be an individual who they 

praise. The heroes who figure in political myths are always representatives of a group, a 

race, a class, etc. (ibid.). In simple words, people did not focus on Donald Trump himself 

but on the realisation of presidential power accepted by society (McGee 1975: 247). In 

fact, “[t]he people are the social and political myths they accept” (McGee 1975: 247). 

This appears to be a very important point, for we are concerned here with myths which 

are a realisation of people as representatives of society. 
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3.4.1. Ideology construction and propaganda mechanisms in Donald Trump’s 

presidential myth 

One of Donald Trump’s strategies to build the myth of President developed through the 

implementation of the propaganda43 model of communication (Lasswell 1948: 38) as 

strategic and persuasive action performed in the structures of society (Freeley and 

Steinberg 2009: 13). The main premise of the model is based on achieving the intended 

effect by using manipulative techniques. One such manifestation of propaganda in Donald 

Trump’s performance was buying people into the national myth of the American dream. 

Trump started as a real estate entrepreneur in the 1970s and 1980s and climbed the career 

ladder despite scandals. His personal successes and failures showed that he tirelessly 

pursued his dreams. Therefore, he sold the dream of becoming a powerful and wealthy 

individual by using emotional appeal and symbolism to attract the audience.  

A propagandist uses a mixture of stimuli (here, Trump’s life achievements) to 

create an environment that is fertile ground for evoking the desired response, i.e. creating 

the reality of how to become bold and beautiful. Donald Trump delivered a projection of 

his brand as recognised and loved all over the world (even though most of his businesses 

have not stood the test of time). The products he has delivered onto the market include 

Trump airlines, vodka, casinos, a magazine, steaks, even a non–profit university, a 

mortgage company, a tower, and the list goes on and on (Koeffler 2015). The products 

launched onto the market presented not so much the success underlying all of these 

enterprises, but that achievement is within arm’s reach. Trump’s projection of success as 

a propaganda tool is also closely connected to the idea of the President as a product that 

is available to the public (O’Brien 2020: 12). This is concealed information constructed 

for propaganda purposes. The positive self–evaluation through reference to business 

success encouraged the audience to follow Trump’s life story. He acted under the veil of 

availability and success to project the myth of a President who shared the needs and wants 

of its citizens.  

The term fake news that Trump used excessively any time he needed to confront 

unfavourable news about himself could also be taken as a form of propaganda. The 

mechanisms of propaganda assist the process of adaptation to new ideas and operations. 

                                                 
43 The term propaganda defined in media discourse refers to disseminating statements that are made by 

social actors (e.g., public officials) which “[d]emonstrate a reckless disregard for verifiable information” 

(Macleod 2021: 42). 
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Trump presented a distorted view of what is termed fake news, i.e. untrue information, 

and created the image of a President who was the victim of media bashing and 

manipulation. In fact, he relied on his own impressions, judgements, and personal 

disinterest with news. To put it simply, if he heard an inconvenient truth, it was enough 

for him to label it fake news. Such a conflict of interests was detrimental to the 

relationship between American modern mass media and rhetorical presidency (Tulis et 

al. 1981: 159). This is due to the fact that for presidential rhetoric to reach the public, the 

President needs to cooperate with various media platforms. The method of classifying 

any unfavourable news about Trump’s presidency as fake was a form of manipulative 

miscommunication. This, however, meets the main pattern of propaganda which is 

“[d]irected towards success as opposed to agreement or mutual understanding” (Holly 

1989: 129). Donald Trump did not seem to be wary enough and unmasked his true 

intentions in using the infamous term fake news.  

The news correspondent Lesley Stahl revealed the conversation she had with 

Donald Trump, candidate for President at that time, and the response to her question 

concerning attacks on the press was: “You know why I do it? I do it to discredit you all 

and demean you all so when you write negative stories about me no one will believe you” 

(Schwartz 2018). Disclosure of the real purpose of using the term fake news deployed the 

propagandist strategy of disinformation and manipulation. The propagandist form of 

communication was strategically oriented towards Trump’s success and aimed to retain 

his positive self–image rather than account for a transparency of information.  

Donald Trump, at different stages of his campaigning and governance, presented 

populist rhetoric (Mollan and Geesin 2019: 14, McGee 2019: 53). The populist appeal in 

Trumpism, the emerging ideology created by Donald Trump, is believed to rely heavily 

on the five features of populism presented by Engesser et al. (2017) which include 

“[s]overeignty of the people, advocating for the people, attacking the elite, ostracizing 

others, and invoking the ‘heartland’” (Engesser et al. 2017: 1109, Mollan and Geesin 

2019: 14). The slogan “Make America Great Again” was the trademark of his 2016 

election campaign which implied that America was in decline and there needed to be a 

re–structuring of institutions. His rhetoric concerning America as ruler of the world 

gained the approval of citizens who formed a positive bond with Donald Trump before 

he entered politics. His appearance in the TV series The Apprentice created the identity 

of a celebrity politician which also facilitated the establishment of the persona of a 
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business leader and an entertainer. The positive vision of Trump framed in the mainstream 

media was the springboard to reconstituting his favourable political image on social 

media or new media platforms. The perspective of a credible leader was well tailored to 

social media which made him a media activist to the point that he filed a lawsuit against 

the leading tech companies, Facebook, Twitter, and Google, for censuring his posts. It 

would be too simplistic, though, to state that Trump himself gained his popularity through 

social media. The meta–discourse of his language that was evident on various social 

platforms (e.g., Twitter, Instagram, Snapchat, blogs, etc.) also developed due to 

commentaries about his use of the media, his activity and responsiveness to the digital 

channels of communication. In other words, Trump’s myth was popularised through the 

response he got from an audience which was willing to actively follow him in the sphere 

of the internet. A large part of the construction of his social identity was performed 

through mainstream mass media.    

Trump’s political persona was also articulated in his language ideology, the reality 

that is synonymous with a myth manifested on various levels in language, e.g., syntactic, 

lexical, discursive, textual, and phonological (Wodak 1989: 140). Ideology and myth 

have been assigned a central role in constructing reality. In fact, they are “[s]ystems of 

ideas which constitute and pilot the large powerblocks of our society” (Lemberg [1971] 

1983: 41, Wodak 1989: 140). Ideology is no longer a negative construction of reality but 

an alternative to having various perspectives of a second reality (ibid.). Such an 

approach to ideology has the advantage of being closer to myths and symbols which make 

ideology a “[l]ogically consistent and self–contained (…) reality” (Wodak 1989: 140). 

Thus, it can be argued that mythic structure lays foundations for the construction of 

ideologies which are necessary for transmitting political power. If one regards language 

ideologies in Whorfian terms of language as a habit that forms patterns, rules and 

formulas that utilise coding, conventionalisation, conceptualisation, and logic, then it is 

possible that these patterns of behaviour form a particular social identity.  

When considering the language ideology of Donald Trump, the first feature to 

notice are the discourse marking strategies during debates and formal speeches which 

were specific for his rhetorical style (Sclafani 2018: 41). Other elements of his language 

ideology were the interaction discourse strategies he deployed which included 

interruption, constructed dialogue and co–speech gesture (Sclafani 2018: 62). However, 

these types of language behaviour are recognisable among other politicians’ speeches and 
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in political discourse in general (Sclafani 2018: 87). During the debates run by 

moderators, Trump’s speeches also included frequent overlaps and interjections as well 

as breaks in turn–taking norms of interaction. Language ideology expressed through 

Trump’s interactional patterns, especially in the monological formats of constructed 

dialogue, also laid the groundwork for a more likeable construction of his social identity, 

to that of a family man who had sacrificed his successful family life and business 

environment to serve the nation. Trump’s construction of political identity in his 

campaigning and governing had an immediate reflection in the construction of the myth 

of President.  

A myth ought to be studied as a form of communication that is objectively shared 

in society. Robert M. MacIver, a Scottish–American sociologist, provided a sociology–

based definition of a myth in the following way: 

 

[b]y myths we mean the value–impregnated beliefs and notions that men 

hold, that they live by and live for. Every society is held together by a 

myth–system, a complex of dominating thought–forms that determines 

and sustains all its activities. All social relations, the very texture of human 

society, are myth–born and myth–sustained (MacIver 1947: 4). 

 

What is implied by the above is that myths spring from dynamic evaluations of 

individuals but also channel their beliefs so that myths can serve society by producing 

new values and customs which establish culture in its social milieu.  

It can be argued that Trump’s myth of a President and the process of the 

mythologisation of power are pure realisations of the objectified reality that stem from 

current cultural knowledge. They are the workings of mind that adjust to the 

contemporary needs of society and a wider sociocultural context. It is worth pointing out 

that certain elements of Donald Trump’s myth of a President may have distorted the 

pattern of myth that has been prevalent in American culture. It is worth noting that the 

American presidential myth created by Donald Trump is merely one of the realisations of 

political presidential myths. One can also add that the myth of a President represented by 

Donald Trump had a long–lasting effect on American society only until Joe Biden became 

the American President. For this reason, a myth can be interpreted as an element of culture 

or its construct which exists in American society as long as it is fit for purpose.  

However, a myth can be regarded as a manufactured reality which is an “[i]llusion, 

(…) a mental defect (…) rooted in language, which is forever making game of the human 
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mind” (Cassirer [1923] 1946: 6). The process of mythologisation is not even merely a 

reflection of the original myth, if such exists, but is rather an imitation and an attempt at 

a conceptualisation of the world, for even “[m]ental processes fail to grasp reality itself, 

and in order to represent it, to hold it at all, they are driven to the use of symbols” (Cassirer 

[1923] 1946: 7). Cassirer went on to state that a knowledge of things, myth, language, 

and art represent fiction which is a way of dealing with the world that “[r]ecommends 

itself by its usefulness” (Cassirer [1923] 1946: 8). He implied that a myth exists as long 

as society recognises it in its circumstances and as long as it facilitates the process of 

making their knowledge of the world more coherent and useful. 

  It seems that the only anchor point of a myth which saves it from being compared 

to a phantasmagoria (Cassirer [1923] 1946: 7) is context as the compound element 

of discourse that is “[l]anguage, communication, interaction, society, and culture” (van 

Dijk 1997b: 1) but also a domain of social action “[a]ccomplished by language users when 

they communicate with each other in social situation and within society and culture at 

large” (van Dijk 1997b: 14). The contextual cues ground a myth in its social and 

situational elements of culture which focus on the communicative event. This in turn 

consists of setting (physical circumstances), scene (subjective definition of an occasion), 

participants, texts, knowledge, time, purpose, and other components of communicative 

events (see Hymes’s SPEAKING Grid model). One can propound the idea that a myth 

can be recontextualised so that some of its situational elements become repeated or 

transformed. Therefore, one could presume that a myth viewed as a narrative, stories told, 

and a form of communication is also a form of social practice which brings about changes 

(Fairclough 2003: 8), some of which can be patterned or predicted. The myth of a 

President is manifested through texts which communicate cultural knowledge, beliefs, 

values, and attitudes. The causal effects of the texts can include declaring war, 

announcing peace, nominating, dismissing, changing laws, but also changing the material 

world such as building road infrastructure, changing architecture, and finally changing 

social structure. It has been observed that there are salient features of political discourse 

which are constitutive elements of the discursive structure. If a myth takes part in the 

construction of reality, its core elements are texts which become the internal and integral 

elements of a myth.  

To conclude, the mythologisation of power is a human process which allows for 

the implementation of various concepts, e.g., power by means of myths and its 
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constitutive elements such as mythic figures. The available tools that make a myth 

recognisable are texts of various sorts which lie at the heart of every myth. Furthermore, 

myths influence societies by creating a specific reality by means of various strategies, 

such as the use of propaganda, creating ideology, or the use of a mechanism of deification, 

which act as channels of communication with society. Most importantly, myths should 

always be regarded with reference to culture, being one of its categories, as they give rise 

to universally shared patterns of behaviour.  

During the discussion reference has also been made to myths created and 

communicated by the media whose role is gaining ground and which constitutes a very 

effective channel of communication. The role of new media is a promising field of study 

in relation to myths, which is worth developing in future research and it seems to be a 

step in the right direction as more and more users and producers of texts construe their 

extralinguistic reality through social media. One would go as far as to say that human 

communication occupies the space between the digital (virtual world) and the material 

world. Thus, a myth as a form of communication can expand its scope of activity. Further 

research into mythologisation and its complex systems may throw new light on a number 

of issues.  
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3.5. Chapter conclusions 

The objective of the above chapter was to present fundamental views concerning the 

notion of discourse within the anthropolinguistic framework. Drawing from the 

disciplines of anthropological linguistics, the ethnography of speaking and textual 

linguistics has enabled us to understand and explain discourse features and functions. 

What we can learn about discourse from an anthropolinguistic perspective is that we 

ought to look for discursive relations with reference to language, communication, society, 

culture, and text. First and foremost, discourse is regarded as a socio–cultural 

phenomenon that is of a communicative nature. Such a definition embraces a multitude 

of concepts which include the discursive practice and agency of language users, and 

which form discourse communities, communicational grammar rules, contextual 

embeddings, texts as discursive realisations, speech genres and their registers, patterns of 

language use, the role of context, and discursive strategies.  

Furthermore, the anthropolinguistic study of discourse presents its functional and 

interactional role as a form of language use in socially constrained contexts. What comes 

to the fore are texts which serve as actual realisations of discourse that form a nexus of 

relations based on their compatibility/adaptability/appropriateness within a given 

discourse. The usefulness of texts and their degree of communicativeness can be 

distinguished by means of the seven standards of textuality which are probabilistic and 

largely inferred from the prior speaker’s knowledge (including schemas and frames) (de 

Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 187). It is believed that understanding and 

recalling text content is based on the inference process which depends on the 

understander’s ability to notice, store, and recover the content of texts in a continuous 

pattern (ibid.). However, a certain condition needs to be fulfilled – that of communicative 

competence, which enables a speaker to communicate effectively and to fully participate 

in society. Hence, the functional and cooperative role of discourse as a cooperative 

activity is fundamentally anchored in inferred interpretations, i.e., conversational 

implicatures or pragmatic inference (Levinson 1983: 21), which can explain how 

discourse works (Ariel 2008: 5). 

It is also worth pointing out that communication is a probabilistic process when it 

comes to outcomes due to the fact that intertextual knowledge (the scope of semiotic 

knowledge), the degree of communicative competence, the contact with texts and 
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speakers’ attitudes to them, experience, the repertoire of communication strategies and 

cognitive knowledge all generate various contextualised meanings. Texts undergo the 

process of becoming communicative according to their criteria–based textual limitations 

(see the seven standards of textuality), contextual constraints (the everchanging 

contextual data), as well as the text users’ cognitive choices and evaluations. The 

relational and integrative role of texts is constructed under textual and contextual 

constraints that need to be relationally coherent to make the given texts communicatively 

effective.  

An understanding has also provided of the discourse–ideology interface to show 

crucial evidence that ideologies and their discourses are expressed within the cognitive 

and the contextual components of communicative action anchored in culture, i.e. through 

a socially shared cognition system of beliefs, institutional roles, identities, symbols and 

the phenomenon of groupthink. Furthermore, it has been observed that ideologies are 

structures belonging to the concept of langue which are reversible in time (Lévi–Strauss 

[1958] 1963: 209). This means that, contrary to the la parole distinction of ideology, 

ideologies operate according to certain regularities and patterns of use. During the 

discussion ideology has also been presented as a cultural system that detects any social 

disturbances, e.g., unequal power relations with reference to women can lead to feminism 

ideology. The ideological discourse retrieves specific conceptualisations from the cultural 

system in the form of, for example, ideologemes or ideographic images as mental 

symbols, and creates ideographic reference that forms the structural patterning of culture, 

which is clearly observed, for instance, in propaganda texts. Hence, ideologies are viewed 

as a cultural archive and a reservoir of the cultural knowledge of a given community. 

Ideological discourse is, therefore, both a linguistic and social phenomenon that is typical 

of a specific community (Czachur 2011: 81). This subchapter has also included some 

elements of Donald Trump’s Trumpolect, which could also be categorised as a form of 

ideology since it meets all the components of ideological discourse. Donald Trump’s 

ideological discourse is a negative value–driven type of discourse.  

The structuralist approach to a text as a semantic unit has also been discussed with 

relations of thematic elements of specified functions which form predictable schematic 

structures that are a part of distinctive systems. Special attention has been devoted to the 

structure of a myth as a genre. The comparative diagram presented has provided 

explanations for the interplay of text and context in creating conditions for a myth to 
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become a genre based on President Donald Trump’s presidential myth. Some 

characteristic features of a myth as a genre may be summarised as follows:  

 

View of culture: Culture determines the functionality of contextual variations of a myth. The 

contextual frame always takes part in a social milieu; myths develop in the here 

and now of a society. Myths give access to culture but also culture is realised 

through myths. Culture is viewed twofold in communicating a myth: as a (1) 

system of symbolic signs and as a (2) a vehicle of keeping structured social 

relations by means of language practice.  

Context determines if the process of mythologisation becomes activated; there 

need to be specific contextual elements within the sociocultural frame to 

motivate a given society to react textually.  

Myths are created in the context of situation and the context of culture.  

Mythic texts are creations of culture and vehicles of communicating cultural 

variations. Myths construct, recognise and establish culture through the 

communicative purpose of a society. They refer to the patterned set of 

communicative events which are classed according to given socio–cultural 

milieu. 

 

View of language: A myth is a form of communication that uses metalanguage; it is a “[s]econd–

order semiological system” (Barthes [1957] 2020: 113) which describes a second 

reality. Genres allow for building and systematising the structure of discourse; 

they are a point of reference to distinguishing various typical text features and 

looking for similarities as well as differences in the organisation of speech 

events. 

Myth is understood and developed by means of a symbolic function of language, 

being one of the main cultural functions of language which hinges on a 

“[m]etaphorical and symbolic representation of the world” [trans. M.S.].44  

 

Structure: Myths have instrumental and operative character based on cognitive functions 

which creates a repertoire of interactional and interpretative possibilities that are 

reflected in the socio–cultural textual realisations. They form patterns of mythic 

conceptualisations and other language patterns (see the three dimensions of a 

genre as presented by Eggins and Martin (1997: 56) in the discussion above). 

The textbase that comprises the structure of a myth is a strategic and processual 

act that involves following the situation model (context–based) under the 

constraints of semantic–pragmatic relations. 

                                                 
44 Funkcja symboliczna polega na „[m]etaforycznym i symbolicznym ujmowaniu rzeczywistości” 

(Anusiewicz 1991: 20).  
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Goals: The two types of goal categories: (1) descriptive– myth as a form of 

communication and a way of cataloguing reality in the form of mental texts that 

are written and verbalised and (2) prescriptive– communicating goals is a 

synchronising process of interaction between myths and their users. Myths teach, 

instruct, explain, and educate in order to enable language users to get in touch 

with their culture. It is the creative and transformative type of a process; the 

potential of a myth dynamically changes due to the speakers’ knowledge, goals, 

beliefs, attitudes, intentions etc.  

Myths become strategic choices in dealing with socio–cultural problems as they 

form parts of discourse typical of speech events that convey various functions 

dictated by rules of ways of speaking. 

 

Relations: Intertextual relations form a nexus of purposeful and recognisable texts. This is 

to be understood that myths draw from history, rejuvenate the existing myths 

and act as means of achieving social aims.  

Myths can also be understood in terms of an inter–semiotic translation of reality, 

i.e.,  myths can be communicated through various codes, not only verbal ones 

and allow to organise knowledge through the relationship of nonverbal language 

and context (e.g., through national symbols, images, abstract and non–abstract 

mythic elements). In this way, myths become semiotic resources which are 

realised in specific spatio–temporal contexts that pertain to speech communities 

at a given time. 

 

 

When analysing features and functions of discourse, the importance of 

communicative competence has been pointed out in the creation, understanding, and 

production of discourse. Discourse is social practice dealing with the expertise and 

reflexivity of its participants. This implies an understanding of discourse as social practice 

which always deals with ideologies and power shifts that are one of the determinants of 

the restructuring process of cultural systems. The elements of knowledge necessary to 

actively engage in the process of discursive practice require skilful juggling with various 

types of knowledge, also called competence, e.g., cultural, language (Chomsky 1965), 

communicative (Hymes 1972), interactional (Gumperz 1982), textual competence (de 

Beaugrande 1980a: 221, van Dijk 1972: 5), as well as communicative–interactional 

textual competence (Duszak 1998: 253).  
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The presentation of selected issues at the interface between culture, language, 

society, and discourse in the process of human communication may be viewed as an 

anthropolinguistic study of discourse. It is possible to distinguish the three pillars of 

analysis which integrate the situational, social, and cultural embeddings under the one 

umbrella term of culture. These distinctions include (1) cultural practice, (2) language 

practice, and (3) discursive practice. The most significant idea proposed in this paper 

illustrates the view of cultural practice as describing the structured patterns of social 

relations which comprise social systems. The relational view of culture involves a set of 

anthropolinguistic relations such as that of (1) socio–cultural relations based on texts, and 

(2) linguistically–cultural relations determining social roles and ethnic identities. The 

second domain is language practice which functions as a system of signs that sustains the 

social relations and systems. The third pillar constitutes discursive practice which aims at 

conditions and relations established during the process of the production and 

comprehension of texts.  At the core of the idea of practice lies the human agency of 

producing texts which gives shape to and transforms social structures as well as allows 

the formation of patterns of systems of communicative events, embedded in a nonverbal 

context. The capacity of texts to be organised into regular patterns helps distinguish 

various discourse groups and analyse their ways of speaking, both of which are at the 

centre of every anthropolinguistic study of discourse.  
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Chapter 4. The anthropolinguistic study 

The main aim of this chapter is to present the anthropolinguistic analysis of the patterns 

and relations that governed Donald Trump’s 2020 presidential campaign texts. The study 

focused on creating a comprehensive account of the types of communication which can 

be termed the communicational grammar, which includes both verbal and nonverbal 

linguistic elements of discourse (Chruszczewski 2002: 3, Chruszczewski 2011: 203, 

Matsumoto 2021: 105).  

The view of grammar that one adopted here is anchored in structural anthropology 

which draws on the view of a culture–language interface in terms of structural analysis 

where the constituent units hinge on the: “[r]elationships of opposition, and correlation, 

and permutation, and transformation among these elements” (Lévi–Strauss [1958] 1963: 

x). Importantly, Lévi–Strauss ([1958] 1963) adds that: 

 

[b]etween culture and language there cannot be no relations at all, and there can be no 

100 per cent correlations either. Both situations are impossible to conceive, that would 

lead us to assume that the human mind is a kind of jumble.  (…) some kind of correlations 

exist between things on certain levels, and our main task is to determine what these things 

are and what these levels are  (Lévi–Strauss [1958] 1963: 79).  

 

Given that such an analysis profoundly affects the development of structurally 

potent elements of discourse in the form of relational chunks of cultural knowledge, it is 

therefore useful to create anthropolinguistic models of the discourse grammars (Descola 

2016: 34). Furthermore, these chunks or clusters of patterns are relevant factors in 

determining the characteristics of a given speech activity (in terms of speech events and 

speech acts), hence they focus on (1) the patterning of communicative behaviour which 

is immersed in cultural settings, (2) the way in which communication within a speech 

community is patterned and structured as a sequence of communicative events, and (3) 

language as a “[s]ocially situated cultural form” (Saville–Troike [1982] 2003: 5). In short, 

these rules are key for researching particular speech communities in their social milieu. 

This approach to language and communication converges with the methodology 

of the communicational grammar of institutions presented by Sue Crawford and Elinor 

Ostrom (1995: 582) who postulate that it rests on:  
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[e]nduring regularities of human action in situations structured by rules, 

norms, and shared strategies, as well as by the physical world. The rules, 

norms, and shared strategies, are constituted and reconstituted by human 

interaction in frequently occurring or repetitive situations (Crawford and 

Ostrom 1995: 582).   

 

Based on the above definition, it is essential to study the communicational 

grammar of Donald Trump’s presidential campaign and capture the rules which governed 

his political performance. Therefore, grammar–based analysis provides a basis for 

describing and analysing the institution of a President which is characterised by specific 

rules, conditions, strategies and social norms that give insight on structure, roles and 

decision–making  processes. Taking a bigger picture they present the internal mechanisms 

of institutions that enable governance, the conduct of politics and tacitly guide the 

individual and collective choices (Fukuyama 2013: 347, Siddiki et. al 2019). It is 

noteworthy to point out that these grammar rules are fundamental conventions typical of 

a given discourse (Matsumoto 2021: 116).  

In order to do this, this chapter introduces the research tool created by the author 

and used for the analysis: the Anthropolinguistic Model of Communication 

(AMC),  whose elements can be explored using qualitative and quantitative analysis. 

The model in question, presented in the diagram below, consists of elements found in 

Dell Hymes’s SPEAKING Grid (1974) and the seven standards of textuality by Robert 

de Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler ([1972] 1981) that create a unified algorithm 

which is effective enough to analyse the communicational grammar of Donald Trump’s 

2020 campaign texts in terms of the major claims, assumptions and postulates of the 

ethnography of communication and linguistic textuality. The background for the study is 

based on the fourth anthropolinguistic paradigm called the communicative–

discursive paradigm  established by Piotr P. Chruszczewski (2011), which focuses 

on the situational, social and cultural embedding of texts governed by the rules of 

communicational grammar (Chruszczewski 2002). At the same time, this paradigm 

captures what has been of interest to ethnographers and linguists: the anthropolinguistic 

aspects of communicative behaviour, socio–cultural relationships based on texts, 

linguistic–cultural elements of ethnic identity and the relation between linguistic forms 

and the nonverbal context from which they emerge (Chruszczewski 2011: 199). 
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4.1. The study’s design for this dissertation 

 

Method 

 

The hybrid of interrelated anthropolinguistic approaches and assumptions gave rise to an 

analysis based on a mixed methods design (Creswell 2014: 44) and was exploratory in 

nature. In studying patterns empirically, one found out that what was actually investigated 

were the areas of activity (in terms of agency) or categories of generalised exchange 

which were tendencies of occurrence in specific contexts. Therefore, looking for some 

degrees of correlation (the quantitative approach) between the analysed elements of a 

communication model allowed to establish more relations or confirm the existing 

dependencies, as evidenced during the qualitative analysis. It is also to be noted that such 

an analysis allowed to present various relations of elements in terms of  gradability rather 

than definite determinacy. Hence, taking a mixed–method research that addressed the 

relationships distinguished in variance45 and process46 approaches aimed at analysing 

Donald Trump’s speech patterns (regularities) that were pervasive in events–based and 

processes–driven discursive action. Therefore, the main thrust in using a mixed–method 

research was dictated by the nature of this anthropolinguistic study, specifically to what 

worked best with reference to the subject matter of this thesis and the stated research 

questions (Tashakkori and Teddlie 2003, Riazi and Candlin 2014: 138), i.e., to get the 

best possible understanding of the ways the communicational grammar was formed and 

developed in the analysed discourse.  

 Since the design for the research study explored a topic (the communicational 

grammar of Donald Trump’s texts) catalogued within a newly structured model, novel 

outcomes may be anticipated for the field of anthropolinguistics. Furthermore, the 

exploratory design of the mixed method applied in the study served as a tool for validating 

the Anthropolinguistic Model of Communication (AMC) in Donald Trump’s texts. The 

rationale for the study was twofold: (1) to distinguish the communicational grammar of 

                                                 
45 Variance theory deals with the analysis of patterns based on distributed correlations which are formed 

out of various values attributed to variables (Maxwell 2010: 447). 
46 Process theory relies on the analysis of events and processes that facilitate providing answer to the 

questions of “how” and “why” that hinges on a detailed analysis of context (Maxwell 2010: 447). 
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Trump’s texts and (2) to verify the model’s effectiveness and its potential use for 

discourse analysis. 

It is the author’s opinion that the anthropolinguistic study of discourses is a 

productive mode of research and a promising field of scholarship due to the dynamic 

potential which lies at the core of texts that are human commonalities (Lucy [1996] 1999: 

52), produced and shared cross–culturally. Since computer–assisted, quantitative analysis 

is at a nascent stage in the domain of Digital Humanities (Forstall and Scheirer 2019: 5) 

to which anthropolinguistics most definitely belongs, it is especially challenging to 

explore discourse by means of various analytical tools with the aim of recognising and 

analysing all the possible ways and means of exploring patterns of culture. Furthermore, 

although scholars have already made some attempts at analysing various specific patterns,  

 

[t]he reasons for the effectiveness of different patterns, the ways in which 

their parts interact, the most useful techniques of deciding upon particular 

sequences of composing (…) have been dealt with slightly hesitantly, or 

not at all  (Larson 1976: 71).  

 

Hence, taking the multi–levelled approach to discourse analysis with a clear aim 

at distinguishing some predominant features of the analysed political texts is a reasonable 

task to do. However, it is to be noted that the idea of using the research tool ought not to 

be taken in terms of a project which should be completed and assessed. Rather, the model 

variables are elements that are at hand and are relevant up to a point, hence they are not 

determinate constituents with rigid boundaries. They are, instead, possibilities for various 

types of discursive operations which could be productive enough to distinguish linguistic 

patterns. Therefore, one could claim that the multitude of combinations allowed by this 

model is its strength.  

The first step in this analysis was a selection of data. Seeking to draw the most 

representative data sample, as well as to enable specific focus on the thematic content of 

Trump’s texts (the coronavirus pandemic), the analysis dealt with a wide spectrum of 

texts that were produced throughout the entire presidential campaign. This made it 

possible to obtain a fuller picture of the communication process that was embedded in a 

larger socio–cultural context. The selected texts chosen for the analysis were in the form 

of transcripts retrieved from the website of the American Presidency Project at the 

University of California, Santa Barbara, https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ and from 

the website https://www.rev.com/. The texts mainly included presidential debates, rally 

https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/
https://www.rev.com/
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speeches, and news conferences. Selection of the data was dictated by the following 

factors: (1) the structure and style of texts which highlighted Trump’s attitudes and beliefs 

about the topic of healthcare, the coronavirus pandemic in particular, and (2) the means 

of communication between his political opponents in the specific context of his 

presidential campaign. Having considered the thematic content, the audience and the style 

of communication of Trump’s texts, the specific choice of data for this research was 

made.  

Initially, the analysis entailed gathering data, parsing full texts into relevant 

thematic chunks which formed the analysed texts, and distinguishing model elements 

which were counted and measured by means of quantitative analysis (mainly in Excel 

programme and using SPSS software (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences). Due 

to the fact that some model elements, e.g,, the variables of rhetorical situation could not 

be counted as such, they were given a scalar value of 1–low, 2–moderate, and 3–high. 

The same procedure was administered for standards of textuality. The remaining model 

elements were calculated according to their occurrence in specific lines.  

During the next stage of the analysis, the results were further validated and 

discussed in the quantitative and qualitative research analysis. The qualitative data 

analysis based on the AMC model moved toward a thick47 ethnographic description that 

entailed a rich situational, social, and cultural study (presented in APPENDIX B). During 

the quantitative analysis, the researcher converged and merged the data based on the 

numerical values and ranks that corresponded to the categories (variables) of the 

Anthropolinguistic Model of Communication (AMC). The choice of the thematic 

categories of the model were believed to be complementary. On the one hand, the 

SPEAKING Grid model (Hymes 1974) covered the full range of rudimentary components 

of a communicative situation that, it could be argued, deserved consideration in the 

analysis, based on the tenets of the ethnography of speaking, which is 

anthropolinguistically oriented. On the other hand, the selection of the seven standards of 

textuality which were synchronised with the SPEAKING Grid elements provided an 

                                                 
47 Clifford Geertz (1973) in his work Interpretation of Cultures explains that th ick descr ipt ion  is what 

doing ethnography is. He further describes “[w]hat the ethnographer is in faced with- except when (as, of 

course, he must do) he is pursuing the more automatized routines of data collection- is a multiplicity of 

complex contextual structures, many of them superimposed upon or knotted into one another, which are at 

once strange, irregular, and inexplicit, and which he must somehow first to grasp and then to render. (…) 

Doing ethnography is like trying to read (…) a manuscript-foreign, faded full of ellipsis, incoherencies, 

suspicious emendations, and tendentious commentaries” (Geertz 1973: 10). 
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answer to the question of what makes a text a communicative occurrence (de Beaugrande 

and Dressler [1972] 1981).  

The combination of these two approaches allowed for the development of a 

codified and uniform algorithm that enabled the creation of subsequent categories of the 

key (a list of issues in the codebook, explained in an APPENDIX A, that are measurement 

tools for the research material), which can be expanded with new elements belonging to 

a given discourse. What renders it an original and applicable model is its universality 

since it allows for the study of other discourses, not only political. From the standpoint of 

its complexity, the model created in this way makes an attempt at capturing the maximum 

variety of features characteristic for a given discourse possible, because the categories 

and subcategories of the key introduce relationships, dependencies, and co–occurrences 

that directly relate to the main topics of the studied texts as well as side or minor aspects 

of their implementation. This model, mainly based on anthropolinguistic analysis, is a 

valuable research tool in that it enables the distinguishing of the dominant features or sets 

of elements that substantially create various realities (discourses), which in turn are part 

of the existing culture. 

With reference to the structural elements of the model in question, it was the 

author’s opinion that since the subject matter of the ethnography of communication is 

how speakers of a particular speech community use their knowledge to communicate 

effectively, it seemed crucial to incorporate the tenets of a rhetorical situation (particularly 

the appeals to ethos, pathos, logos and kairos) since they emphasise the rhetorical and 

argumentative force that is characteristic of persuasive discourse (Duszak 1998: 208, 

Bartoszewicz 2009: 117).  

The substantial content of the anthropolinguistic model is the category of speech 

acts which are the building blocks of any communicative situation (Levinson 1983: 226). 

They emphasise the here and now of discourses and practices (Bloomaert 2004: 6), i.e., 

the nonverbal context of a communicative occurrence, hence every ethnographic study 

ought to consider them as prima facie factors in a proper description and analysis.  

Last but not least, politeness principles were included within the structure of the 

model to account for the socio–cultural aspect of all the linguistic manifestations which 

heavily rely on the socio–pragmatic variables of power and distance. In the model (Brown 

and Levinson [1978] 1987) outlined here, the categories considered circumstances, 

conditions, and relations that dynamically built the context of the situation and allowed 
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the creation of patterns that were inferred in the milieu, and due to the active participation 

of the language users.  

The quantitative data analysis focused on the search for correlations/co–

occurrences between two or more variables. The outcome was the go–togetherness 

relation, called the Spearman’s correlation coefficient, which exhibited a positive or a 

negative direction. The adoption of a correlational procedure was a challenging task since 

such an anthropolinguistic study required a very thorough analysis of the contextual 

components within the interdisciplinary areas of rhetoric, speech act theory, and 

politeness principles. Since the study of linguistic patterns by means of the statistical 

method has not been absent in ethnographic research48, it was felt that the correlational 

procedure could be a successful and a complementary method for this analysis.  

The qualitative analysis combined components of the Anthropolinguistic Model 

of Communication (AMC) which were discussed according to the thematic/relational 

clusters that formed patterns. They include: (1) The Rhetorical Patterns, (2) The 

Textual/Speech Act Patterns, (3) The Politeness Patterns, (4) The Index Patterns. The 

research study employed an interdisciplinary perspective to create a unified structure of 

the patterns governing Donald Trump’s texts.  

The qualitative research objectives which helped in the search for the patterns in 

Trump’s communication included: 

 

Objective 1: To determine the communicational grammar of Donald Trump’s 

2020 presidential campaign texts based on the Anthropolinguistic Model of 

Communication. 

The question that related to Objective 1 was: 

Question 1: What types of linguistic and non–linguistic discursive practice did 

Trump employ in the ways he communicated? 

                                                 
48 Jaqueline Lindenfeld (1979) in her article Correlational Sociolinguistics and the Ethnography of Com-

munication shows that the study of linguistic variation combined use of two models, the ethnography of 

communication and correlational sociolinguistics which proved to be highly successful and complementary 

methods of analysis. She states that “[we] will see that each of them [the ethnography of communication 

and correlational sociolinguistics, M.S.] could profit from the insights of the other and that at a certain stage 

in the analysis they must come together if we are to achieve a precise description of linguistic variation in 

its social context” (Lindenfeld 1979: 127). This view is also supported by Allen Grimshaw (1972) who 

explains that “[c]orrelational sociolinguistics attempts to explain covariation in language structure and 

social structure from a correlational point of view whereas the ethnography of communication looks at the 

two structures as being in themselves so inextricably interrelated as to require not separate but integrated 

study as a unitary phenomenon” (Grimshaw 1972: 97). 
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The quantitative research objective which helped in the search for the patterns in 

Trump’s communication included: 

 

Objective 2: To determine the types of relations between the variables of the 

Anthropolinguistic Model of Communication which created a system of co–

occurring determinants of Trump’s 2020 presidential campaign discourse.  

The question that related to Objective 2 was: 

Question 2: What was the strength and the direction of the correlations between 

the variables of the Anthropolinguistic Model of Communication? 

 

The final criterion to be applied in this analysis was the use of textual 

measurement tests in the form of Lexical  Density (LD)  (Ure 1971) and Gunning’s 

Fog Index (GF) which served as the quantitative tools to evaluate the information 

packaging and the level of readability, respectively. The analysis of the lexical and 

grammatical items was conducted by means of Iramuteq software (Ratinaud and 

Marchand 2012), which served as a tool for providing a graphic representation of the 

content words. In terms of ethnographic research, such an element of the analysis is 

crucial since themes/topics are part of message content, one of the fundamentals of a 

speech act, and a minimal unit of discourse (Hymes 1974: 53). The two research 

objectives which helped in the search for relationships among the variables of lexical 

density (LD) and readability (GF) include: 

 

Objective 3: To find out the levels of lexical density and readability among the 

selected texts of President Donald Trump. 

Objective 4: To check what the correlation was among the measurements of 

lexical density and readability.  

The two questions recognised in relation to the objectives were: 

Question 3: How was lexical density and readability presented in the texts by 

President Donald Trump? What was the relation between them?   

Question 4: What was the strength of the correlation between the lexical density 

and readability in Trump’s texts? 
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Figure 5. The graphical representation of the Anthropolinguistic Model of Communication (AMC) (the 

author’s own elaboration). 
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4.2. The analysis of rhetorical patterns 

Analysis of the elements of rhetorical situation in the form of the fourfold classification 

into ethos, pathos, logos and kairos is the cornerstone of every communicative act. 

Building on this premise, an attempt was made to show how the distribution of respective 

appeals allowed for an interpretation of the communicative event according to linguistic 

conventions embedded within the argumentative/persuasive mode of speaking.  

Since no communication is alien to rhetoric and no discourse can be separated 

from rhetorical practice (Perelman 1982: 9), it is a sine qua non condition of any 

anthropolinguistic analysis to look into the patterns that are to be distinguished by means 

of rhetorical tools of analysis, e.g., in the form of rhetorical fallacies (logical errors) which 

pertain to specific rules of logical argumentation (Korolko 1998: 84). In this vein, 

Trump’s texts are forms of rhetorical practice that take for its main aim persuading his 

political opponents (ibid.).  

 It was Bruce Herzberg (1991) who quoted after Michel Foucault that rhetoric is: 

“[a] science of discursive forms, intentions, methods, contexts, and effects” (Herzberg 

1991: 78) and “[t]he notion of argument and persuasion must be contextualized within 

discursive formations supported by systems of authority and control” (ibid.). Michel 

Foucault goes even further and equates discourse with rhetoric by stating that both of 

these: 

 

[d]escribe in detail the functions of disciplines, institutions, and other 

discourse communities in producing discourse, knowledge, and power; 

[they M.S.] examine the ways that particular statements come to have 

truth–value, the material constraints on the production of discourse about 

objects of knowledge, the effects of discursive practices on social action, 

and the uses of discourse to exercise power (Herzberg 1991: 69). 

 

Based on the above, the elements of a rhetorical analysis seem to be a useful and 

effective measure taken to investigate the degree and the type of power claim in Donald 

Trump’s political texts. It appears that  by taking the rhetorical approach it is possible to 

give insights on intentions of speakers, the strategies of communication they use, the 

contexts of their discursive practice which allow for distinguishing a patterned 

performance as well as on established communicative effects achieved through rhetorical 

practice.  
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 What can be inferred from this definition is also the inherently rhetorical character 

of every discursive practice. The main merit of the rhetorical approach crucial for building 

a comprehensive, anthropolinguistic structure of Trump’s ways of speaking is the 

significance of the nonverbal context. It is believed that answering the questions: who, 

says what, to whom, in what circumstances, and with what effect can account for an 

effective communicative framework that is dictated by the situational, social and cultural 

embeddings of the nonverbal context in question.  

The four modes, or proofs of persuasion, identify the strategic and purposeful 

action with particular social aims that are fulfilled by the speaker. The use of the modes 

in question has to do primarily with influencing an audience in order to modify its 

“[c]onvictions, or dispositions through discourse” (Perelman 1982: 11). Hence, looking 

for patterns in creating such strategies makes it possible to build certain typologies of 

ways of persuading that construct the rhetorical grammar of a given speech community. 

With this aim in mind, what follows is an overview of the rhetorical patterns that were 

distinguished based on the research data.  

The primary goal of the rhetorical situation analysis was to explore the role of 

language in Trump’s ways of speaking in his 2020 presidential campaign texts. The merits 

of the analysis are related to the experimental scope, dealing with the modes of persuasion 

(ethos, pathos, logos, and kairos) and their realisations in the form of fallacies, at the level 

of rhetorical purpose. This section strives to account for the conventionalisation of the 

compositional schemes that enabled the prediction and construction of the scaffolding of 

Trump’s argumentative discourse practice. The functional elements of his texts have been 

distinguished which hinge on the type of fallacy, themes, communicative purpose, and 

resolution (the predictable effect on the hearer). Such a repertoire of variables provided 

insight into a system of rhetorical grammar rules  that built Trump’s narration. As a 

result, it showed how potent such a representation can be in creating a typologisation of 

texts with reference to rhetorical appeals.  
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4.2.1. Ethos 

 

Table 1. Ethos fallacies and their communicative purpose 

Rhetorical Patterns 

 

Ethos 

Personal attack (ad hominem argument) fallacy 

 

 

Data 

 

Communicative Purpose 

 
Joe doesn’t, Joe doesn’t, Joe doesn’t 

know too much, line (17), ex. 15 (08–

13–20); 

Joe's decision to publicly attack the 

China ban proved he lacks the 

character or intelligence or instinct to 

do what is right, line (15) ex. 17 (09–

10–20) 

• to undermine Joe Biden’s credibility as a candidate for a 

President (to point to his misconceptions and failures in 

running his politics) 

• to present himself (Trump) in a favourable light to the public 

by pointing to the successes in saving millions of people from 

death 

 

And Biden has had to go out. He's 

gotten out of his basement, and he's 

working, line (7) 

He called it N1H1; it's actually H1N1, 

(line 16) You know, you remember the 

"H" comes before the "N," so it's sort 

of easy to remember, right?, line (17) 

But Joe always calls it the opposite 

way, but it was—call it the "swine flu." 

It was disastrous, line (18) ex. 18 (09–

10) 

• to discredit Democrats and to ridicule Joe Biden 

But I'll tell you, Joe, you could never 

have done the job that we did. You 

don't have it in your blood. You 

• to ridicule Joe Biden 
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could've never done that, Joe, line (28) 

ex. 19 (09–29) 

 

We can't lock ourselves up in a 

basement like Joe does, (line 4), He has 

the ability to lock himself up, line (5), 

I don't know, he's obviously made a lot 

of money, some place, but he has this 

thing about living in a basement, line 

(6) ex. 21 (10–22) 

 

Forget about him, line (2) ex. 22. (10–

22) 

 

It’s one of the great catastrophes. He 

was a mess, line (10);  

You know, Joe thought his career was 

over because he wasn’t thinking 

straight, line (13); 

But he’s a hell of a loser, line (17) ex. 

23. (10–22) 

 

 

Ethos 

Poisoning the well fallacy 

 

 

Data 

 

Communicative Purpose 

 

And for that reason, I really would 

wish that we could really—that we 

could report exactly what's happened, 

line (12), ex. 4 (02–29) 

• to undermine the role of the media and some politicians who 

report on a coronavirus situation 

• to undermine the validity of their claims without addressing 

them directly 

• to attack the media and politicians directly instead of 

referring to their claims 

 

China has been taking advantage of 

the United States for many, many 

• to accuse and criticise China by making an unsupported 

overgeneralisation about China's taking advantage of the USA 
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years, for decades, because we had 

people at this position, right here 

where I'm standing, sitting right in that 

office—the Oval Office—that allowed 

that to happen, line (24), ex. 7 (05–11) 

which does not seem to be coherent with the discussed topic, 

also given insufficient information in this respect 

Sleepy Joe rejects the scientific 

approach in favour of locking all 

Americans in their basements for 

months on end, line (23); 

 Keep them in their houses, line (27); 

Shut down our economy, close our 

schools and grind society to a halt, line 

(28), ex. 15 (08–13) 

 

• to discredit Biden and his arguments indirectly by 

undermining the validity of the Biden's argument in support of 

a possible lockdown 

As we continue to follow the science–

based approach to protect our people 

and vanquish the virus, Joe Biden 

continues to use the pandemic for 

political gain, line (1); 

Every time I see him, he starts talking 

about the pandemic, line (2), ex. 17 

(09–10) 

• to create a prejudiced attitude in the audience and to undercut 

Biden before he has a chance to speak 

But when Joe Biden was Vice 

President, his failed approach to the 

swine flu was disastrous, line (15), ex. 

18 (09–10) 

• to undermine the validity of Biden's approach without giving 

a detailed explanation supporting why it was disastrous 

But I'll tell you, Joe, you could never 

have done the job that we did. You 

don't have it in your blood. You 

could've never done that, Joe, line (28), 

ex. 19 (09–29) 

• to discredit Joe Biden by undermining his credibility as a 

competent politician 

Later he was saying I was xenophobic, 

I did it too soon, line (4),ex. 20 (10–22) 

• to discredit Biden by making an inflammatory statement 

"[l]ater he was saying I was xenophobic, I did it too soon", 

which was not true as Biden explains that it was said in a 

different context (Biden, October 22, 2020, 

https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/presidential–

debate–belmont–university–nashville–tennessee–0). 

https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/presidential–debate–belmont–university–nashville–tennessee–0
https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/presidential–debate–belmont–university–nashville–tennessee–0
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Lines (4),(5),(6),(8), ex. 21 (10–22) • to undermine the validity of Biden's argument without 

referring to it explicitly in the right circumstances 

 

Lines (3),(5),(6), ex. 22 (10–22) • to undermine the validity of Biden's argument by referring 

unfavourably to Joe Biden's decision about a shutdown. Trump 

makes mention of governors who are dying because of 

restrictions imposed by Biden. This type of a fallacy highlights 

Biden's incompetence as a politician 

 

Lines (11),(13), ex. 23 (11–02) • to discredit Joe Biden  

 

 

 

 

The ethical proof of persuasion in Trump’s argumentation predominantly hinged 

on the fallacies of personal attack (ad hominem argument) and poisoning the well as 

observed in his 2020 presidential campaign. In the context of the coronavirus theme, 

Donald Trump presented a distinctive persona that reflected his character (ethos of a 

speaker). The rhetorical fallacy of personal attack (ad hominem) takes attacks on the 

person rather than the arguments as its point of departure. The aim of this speaker–centred 

fallacy was to present Donald Trump as a credible politician who used his arguments 

legitimately. This fallacy sufficiently demonstrated that further into his presidential 
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campaign Trump undermined his opponents by making accusations, pointing to failures 

and ridiculing them. Hence, the results obtained demonstrated that Trump often 

discredited others by referring to the character, intellect, or other attributes of his 

opponents. 

The poisoning the well fallacy seeks to undermine the validity of the opponent’s 

claims without addressing them directly and relevantly in a given situation. Donald 

Trump’s attempt at attacking Joe Biden is carried out by creating a prejudiced attitude in 

the audience and presenting Biden in an unfavourable light before he actually had a 

chance to defend himself. Trump was guilty of poisoning the well when he made 

statements regarding Biden’s political decisions (issuing lockdown) using exaggeration 

and ridicule. The fallacies in question crucially pointed to the fact that the topic connected 

with the coronavirus situation was not discussed based on its merits but rather on the 

unfavourable attributes of Trump’s opponents. Trump’s flouting of ethical arguments was 

anchored in the situational context of his presidential campaign that revolved around the 

theme of the coronavirus pandemic. The growing tendency or increased frequency of the 

said fallacies were observed in the second term of Trump’s presidential campaign, which 

also exhibited his aggressive style of appealing to public attention and desperately 

creating an imaginary self–portrait of a competent politician and a successful leader of 

the nation.  

Furthermore, the most interesting tendency in this part of the analysis was that the 

value of ethos was the highest (value 3) in most of the texts in the first term of Trump’s 

presidential campaign, and then it began to fall steadily starting from the mid–term of his 

campaign. His fallacious rhetoric spoke volumes about his communication style when his 

campaign was in peril. Trump’s race for the White House was also a manifestation of his 

use of manipulative and aggressive appeals to ethos, especially at the close of his 

campaign. The mean ratio of the ethos variable equalled (+1.74) out of 3 (1–low, 2–

moderate, 3–high) which evidenced a low to moderate level of the use of ethos appeal in 

Trump’s 2020 presidential campaign texts.   
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4.2.1.1. Ethos/expressives correlation 

Interestingly, the results of the correlation between ethos and expressives demonstrated a 

moderately high, negative co–occurrence (–0.58) that also corroborated the findings in 

relation to the personal attacks fallacy and poisoning the well fallacy. Similarly, the use 

of expressives (a negative correlation of –0.83), in the form of criticism ridicule, blame 

and accusation stood in strong opposition to the high value of ethos. It appears that 

although for Trump face–threatening acts were fully acceptable forms of social 

behaviour, appeal to ethos did not render them appropriate in the political context.   

4.2.2. Pathos 

 

Table 3. Pathos fallacies 

Rhetorical Patterns 

 

Pathos 

Appeal to fear fallacy 

 

Data Communicative Purpose 

 

It could be at a very small level, or it could be at a larger level, 

line (5);  

Now, it may get bigger, it may get a little bigger, line (15);  

We'll see what happens, line (17);  

We're looking at worst–case scenario, line (22), ex. 2 (02–26) 

 

• to express a certain degree of 

uncertainty in terms of a pandemic 

safety 

I knew that every person who needed a ventilator and didn't get 

one would die, line (6); 

And that's what we were told: They would die, line (7); 

• to evoke an emotional reaction of 

fear that will cause the nation to follow 

Trump's orders and believe his words  
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I saw another country's doctors having to make decisions on 

who got a ventilator and who didn't, line (8); 

Those that didn't get ventilators were said to be in a position 

only of one alternative, and that was death, line (10);  

Would we be able to prevent Americans from dying because we 

couldn't get them ventilators and the ventilators that they 

needed and they needed immediately?, line (11), ex. 6 (04–14) 

 

This is a very bad, all over the world. It's 188 countries right 

now (line 8), ex. 9 (07–13) 

• to use a scare tactic of using specific 

information about the number of 

counties affected by the pandemic 

 

Millions of jobs were vacuumed out, line (8);  

And our communities were stripped and shipped, line (10); 

When the China virus landed on our shores, it became clearer 

than ever before that restoring American manufacturing is a 

core matter of national security, line (12), ex. 10 (07–28) 

 

• to present a vision of a country which 

is not economically stable and is under 

the risk of being affected by the virus 

The virus was said to be under control, but new cases have 

risen very significantly once again, line (1); 

So when you think somebody is doing well, sometimes, you have 

to hold your decision on that; you have to hold your statement, 

line (2); 

These were countries that were doing incredibly well; 

leadership was being praised. Latin America now leads the 

world in confirmed infections, line (4); 

And with the scarcity of testing in Latin America, the true 

numbers—you have no idea what they might be, line (5); 

This disease is highly contagious and presents unique 

challenges to our border States, line (7); 

Highly infectious, one of the most infectious diseases that 

anybody has ever seen, line (14); 

• to communicate fear, uncertainty and 

provide no solution to the epidemic 

management 
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But these states have also seen the virus substantially rebound, 

line (15); 

And, again, no one is immune, line (16); 

No one is immune, line (17); 

But it can come rearing back when you least suspect it, line 

(24), ex. 14 (07–30) 

 

This would lead to a crippling, long–lasting depression. This 

would be a crippling, long–lasting depression, line (29), ex. 15 

(08–13) 

• to predict the upcoming crisis by 

appealing to fear, to make statements 

that are not supported by facts 

 

You don't know how many people died in China/Russia/India, 

lines (5),(6),(7), ex. 19 (09–29) 

• to create uncertainty by pointing to 

the fact that there is not sufficient 

information about deaths in other 

countries 

 

They're dying, line (4); 

People are losing their jobs, they're committing suicide, line 

(19); 

There's depression, alcohol, drugs at a level that nobody's ever 

seen before, line (20); 

There's abuse, tremendous abuse, line (21), ex. 22 (10–22) 

 

• to present a catastrophic view of the 

society that loses jobs, commits 

suicide and gets addicted 

You know, we’ve learned about it with our senior citizens, 

especially if they have a condition, a heart condition, they have 

some problem, any kind of a problem. Boy, it’s vicious, line (2), 

ex. 23. (11–02) 

 

• to use a fear tactic when he describes 

how people with health conditions 

may suffer complications 

Pathos 

Stirring symbols fallacy 

 

Data Communicative Purpose 
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The use of a national symbol of a White House as the symbol 

of presidency and American people, lines (6),(9), ex. 4 (02–29) 

• to point to the fact that the White 

House (a symbol of American 

government) deals perfectly well with 

the pandemic situation  

But again, it’s up to the governors and we want to have a 

certain freedom and we want to have a certain freedom, line 

(8); 

Americans must have their freedoms, line (15), ex. 15 (08–13) 

 

• to appeal to American freedom 

which is one of the strongest national 

values 

And here's — every, every meeting I had — every meeting I had 

— and I meet a lot of families, including Gold Star families and 

military families, line (10), ex. 21 (10–22) 

• to highlight that Trump cares for 

Gold Star families who lost their 

relatives while their service in the 

Armed Forces  

 

Pathos 

Slippery slope fallacy 

 

Data Communicative Purpose 

 

Lines (6),(10), ex. 6 (04–14) • to evoke the emotion of fear by 

making a statement that leads to 

another unsupported statement 

 

Lines (7),(10),(12),(13),(15), ex. 10 (07–28) • to create a snowball effect of 

accusations, misconceptions and 

negative interpretations that build 

fear and uncertainty 

 

Lines (28),(29), ex. 15 (08–13) • to make a claim that one action 

(shutting down our economy) will 
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inevitably lead to another 

catastrophe 

 

Line (2), ex. 21 (10–22) • to make a claim that one action (if 

one closes schools there will be no 

nation) will inevitably lead to 

another 

 

Lines (16),(17),(19),(20),(21), ex. 22 (10–22) • to evoke the emotion of fear by 

making a statement that leads to 

another unsupported statement 

 

 

 

The pathetic proof of persuasion in Trump’s argumentation predominantly hinged 

on the fallacies of slippery slope, appeal to fear (argumentum ad mentum), and stirring 

symbols as observed in his 2020 presidential campaign. Trump often used the slippery 

slope fallacy in his argument to aggravate the feeling of fear by making claims that created 
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a snowball effect of negative evaluations and beliefs. He made a list of exaggerated 

predictions unsupported by facts, e.g., if we close schools, we’re not going to have a 

nation, line (2), ex. 21 (10–22); those who don’t get ventilators will die (false dilemma 

fallacy), lines (6) and (10), ex. 6 (04–14); shutting down the economy will lead to 

economic depression, lines (28) and (29), ex. 15 (08–13); and closing our country will 

lead to unemployment, suicides, and alcohol and drug abuse, lines (16), (17), (19), (20) 

and (21), ex. 22 (10–22). This type of reasoning represented oversimplified thinking 

which rested either on two extremes (as in ex. 6) between life and death, or on a type of 

domino theory when there is one negative projection that builds a flawed picture of a 

negative reality. He predicted an unfavourable sequence of events that would lead to an 

undesirable outcome.  

The appeal to fear fallacy as a rhetorical device is used by Trump throughout his 

2020 presidential campaign. It is observed that there was a relatively high and frequent 

use of arguments aimed at frightening the audience and making them accept his beliefs. 

At numerous times he created a high degree of uncertainty when he discussed national 

safety or management and provided no solutions in pandemic times. His arguments 

lacked relevance and clarity when he used overstatements such as [m]illions of jobs, line 

(8), ex. 10 (07–28); [t]he most infectious diseases that anybody has ever seen, line (14), 

ex. 14 (07–30); [n]o one is immune, line (17), ex. 14 (07–30);  and [t]his would be a 

crippling, long–lasting depression, line (29), ex. 15 (08–13). These statements lacked 

validity as they were not presented according to cause–and–effect reasoning. They served 

as a scare tactic that was both personally and publicly directed as it dealt with the lives of 

individuals as well as the whole of society. Hence, this type of a fallacy has an ideological 

function, drawing on propaganda as a means of persuasion in order to influence attitudes 

and beliefs to make people to think in a certain way. 

The stirring symbols fallacy (an appeal to the people or argument ad populum) 

was the least used strategy by Donald Trump. However, the choice of national symbols 

was powerful enough to be convincing for American society. The two symbolic concepts 

referred to the respected values of freedom, government and military service. This type 

of fallacious argument is an appeal to a crowd fighting for their freedom, their rights, and 

justice, and they are not afraid to do it. Such a powerful fallacy may be an effective tool 

for winning the support and acceptance of the public. It is closely related to the plain folks 
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fallacy that highlights the role of a President as a member of society sharing the same 

symbols as other citizens.  

4.2.2.1. Pathos/Ethos correlation 

The results showed that the mean ratio of the pathos variable equalled (1.91) out of 3 (1–

low, 2–moderate, and 3–high) evidencing a moderate level of the use of pathetic appeal 

in Trump’s 2020 presidential campaign texts. It seems that arousing negative feelings was 

Donald Trump’s regular practice during his entire 2020 presidential campaign. However, 

his pathos–driven deliberation style was counterintuitive since stirring up the strong 

emotion of fear in the American audience only made them feel insecure. The moderately 

positive correlation of pathos with ethos (+0.47) also accounted for the fact that along 

with the use of pathetic fallacies which swayed the American nation (low pathos), they 

also created a negative picture of Trump as a credible candidate for president, who 

produced a discourse of fear rather than support and power (low ethos). This, however, 

appears to be a well–knit strategy as Trump often made promises and suggested solutions 

that could be considered as sources of strength for a fearful society.  
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4.2.3. Logos 

 

Table 5. Logos fallacies 

Logos 

Straw man fallacy 

 

Data Communicative Purpose 

 

Biden and Obama stopped their testing; they just stopped it, line 

(3); 

Right in the middle, they just went, "No more testing”, line (7); 

We must never be reliant on a foreign nation for America's 

medical or other needs, and that includes many other needs, line 

(13),  ex. 10 (07–28) 

 

• to discredit his political opponents 

by misinterpreting their words and 

taking them out of their proper 

context. In this way the presented 

view is more extreme and easier to 

refute  

 

Sleepy Joe rejects the scientific approach in favour of locking 

all Americans in their basements for months on end, which I 

think is something that Scott would be very opposed to, line 

(23); 

And you have governors that have been very, very strict on 

keeping people in their houses, keeping people in their, 

wherever they may be, apartments, line (27), ex. 15 (08–13) 

 

• to criticise his opponent Joe Biden 

and other governors  by 

misinterpreting their argument and 

creating an exaggerated form of it 

As we continue to follow the science–based approach to protect 

our people and vanquish the virus, Joe Biden continues to use 

the pandemic for American lives to placate the radical–left, 

open–border extremists, line (12), ex. 17 (09–10) 

 

• to present a simplified view of 

Biden's performance and unfairly 

undermine his credibility as a 

candidate for a President of the USA 

Biden is perfectly happy to endanger the lives of other people 

by doing something that he thinks is going to help him 

politically, because his polls are getting very bad, line (1); 

• to give a distorted view of Biden's 

claims and to provide faulty 

reasoning to him 
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The approach to the virus is a very unscientific blanket 

lockdown by the Democrats—that's what they're talking 

about—which takes all of these incredible statistics, records, 

and it throws them out the window, line (10), ex. 18 (09–10) 

 

• to show the flawed view of the 

Democrats who suggested lockdown  

 

Later he was saying I was xenophobic, I did it too soon, line (4), 

ex. 20 (10–22) 

• to accuse Biden of making wrong 

predictions and present it in a  

simplistic and extreme way. 

 

We can't lock ourselves up in a basement like Joe does, line (4); 

He has the ability to lock himself up, line (5); 

I don't know, he's obviously made a lot of money, someplace, 

but he has this thing about living in a basement, line (6); 

By the way, I, as the president, couldn't do that. I'd love to put 

myself in the basement or in a beautiful room in the White House 

and go away for a year and a half until it disappears, line (8), 

ex. 21 (10–22) 

 

• to simplify Biden's view of a 

shutdown and to present it in a 

ridiculed and extreme way 

His democrat governors — Cuomo in New York, you look at 

what's going on in California, you look at Pennsylvania, North 

Carolina, Democrats, Democrats all — they are shut down so 

tight, and they're dying, line (3); 

And he supports all these people, line (5); 

All he talks about is shutdowns, line (6); 

He'll close down the country if one person in our, in our massive 

bureaucracy says we should close it down, line (24), ex. 22. 

(10–22) 

• to exaggerate and misrepresent the 

opponent's position so that Biden is 

viewed as guilty of the situation and 

is presented as an incompetent 

candidate for a President 

Logos 

Hasty generalisations fallacy 

 

Data Communicative Purpose 
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Lines (1),(2),(7),(10), ex. 1 (01–30) • to communicate information that is 

supported by little evidence or is not 

based on facts 

 

Lines (7),(9),(12),(13),(14),(18),(26),(27), ex. 2 (02–26) 

Lines (3),(7),(8), ex. 4 (02–29) 

Lines (11), ex. 6 (04–14) 

Lines (3),(8), (24), ex. 7 (05–11) 

Lines (1),(9),(15),(19), ex. 9 (07–13) 

Lines (7),(8),(9),(10), (17), ex. 10 (07–28) 

Lines (11), ex. 11 (07–28) 

Lines (16),(17), ex. 14 (07–30) 

Lines (17), ex. 15 (08–13) 

Lines (8), ex. 16 (09–10) 

Lines (12),(13),(14), ex. 17 (09–10) 

Lines (8),(9), ex. 18 (09–10) 

Lines (1),(2),(4),(22),(23),(24), ex. 19 (09–29) 

Lines (1),(7),(9), ex. 20 (10–22) 

Lines (17),(18), ex. 21 (10–22) 

Lines (6),(18),(19),(20),(21), (24), ex. 22 (10–22) 

Lines (10), ex. 23 (11–02) 

Logos 

Smoke screen fallacy 

 

Data Communicative Purpose 

 
So what else is new with China?, line (10); 

What else is new?, line (11); 

I'm not happy with China., line (13); 

They should have stopped this at the source, line (14); 

They could have stopped it right at the source, line (15), ex. 7 

(05–11) 

• to avoid the real issue by changing 

the topic 

And Joe doesn’t, Joe doesn’t, Joe doesn’t know too much, line 

(17); 

Lines (19),(20),(21), ex. 15 (08–13) 

• to discredit his opponent by 

changing the main issue and 

introducing unrelated topics  

 

He's reading it off a teleprompter, line (3); • to avoid the main topic 
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I'm not allowed to use a teleprompter, line (4), ex. 17 (09–10) 

 

Biden is perfectly happy to endanger the lives of other people 

by doing something that he thinks is going to help him 

politically, because his polls are getting very bad, line (1), ex. 

18 (09–10) 

• to blame his opponent in order to 

avoid discussing the main topic 

 

The only thing I haven't done a good job, and that's because of 

the fake news, no matter what you say to them, they give you a 

bad press on it. It's just fake news, line (25); 

They give you good press, they give me bad press because that's 

the way it is, unfortunately, line (26); 

But I'll tell you, Joe, you could never have done the job that we 

did. You don't have it in your blood. You could've never done 

that, Joe, line (28), ex. 19 (09–29) 

 

• to blame the media 

Lines (4),(5),(6),(8), ex. 21 (10–22) • to ridicule his opponent in order to 

avoid discussing the main topic 

 

And it's like, as an example, I have a young son, line (8), ex. 22. 

(10–22) 

• to avoid the real issue by changing 

the topic 
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Table 6. Logos fallacies correlation 

 

 

The logos proof of persuasion in Trump’s argumentation was characterised by the 

fallacies of the straw man, hasty generalisations, and smoke screen (red herring) as 

observed in his 2020 presidential campaign. Donald Trump’s other tactic to discredit his 

opponent was to create a straw man by using the fallacy of the same name. The technique 

is to present an exaggerated and simplified view of an opponent’s claim, and therefore 

making it is easier to refute his arguments. Donald Trump not only misinterpreted the 

arguments of his opponent(s), he also put words into their mouths. He made inferences 

of words that had never even been spoken, e.g., Biden is perfectly happy to endanger the 

lives of other people by doing something that he thinks is going to help him politically, 

because his polls are getting very bad, line (1), ex. 18 (09–10). In this way, Trump was 

creating a straw man in that he attacked an example. He made a reference to a lockdown 

supported by Biden but presented it in such a way that he attacked the created picture and 

described his argument as locking people in their basements. The aim of this strategy was 

not only to weaken the example, but also to weaken the argument that was attacked. 

Trump’s misinterpretations and oversimplifications led to the absurdity of his 

argumentation.  

 Making sweeping statements that lead to far–reaching conclusions was another 

rhetorical device used by Trump throughout his 2020 presidential campaign. The hasty 

generalisation fallacy was observed to be significantly on the rise at the very beginning 
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of Trump’s presidential campaign as well as at the end of it. His rhetoric was characterised 

by the frequent use of overgeneralisation such as [b]illions and billions of dollars, lines 

(1) and (2), ex. 1 (01–30); [w]e have the best people in the world, line (7); [we] have the 

best prepared people, the best people in the world, line (9), ex. 2 (02–26), [t]remendous 

amounts, line (7), and [f]ar more than anyone would have assumed, line (8), ex. 4 (02–

29), to name but a few. This was a safe strategy that did not require statements supported 

by facts and allowed for claims that were created by means of little information. In the 

same vein, the use of the hasty generalisation fallacy in Trump’s texts proved that he had 

scarce knowledge of the discussed issues, hence could not be regarded as a trustworthy 

politician, not to mention President. 

Last but not least, the smoke screen fallacy (also called red herring) was also a 

significant fallacy that was often applied during Trump’s discursive reasoning. He was 

observed to frequently interrupt the issue under discussion to mention other topics which 

were only slightly related. This misdirected the listener by side–tracking the discussion 

and at the same time making the speaker more comfortable in a given situation. Trump’s 

use of this type of fallacy usually introduced a subject on which to place blame, e.g, China 

in the line [I]'m not happy with China., line (13); [t]hey should have stopped this at the 

source, line (14); [t]hey could have stopped it right at the source, line (15), ex. 7 (05–

11); his political opponent Biden in the line [a]nd Joe doesn’t, Joe doesn’t, Joe doesn’t 

know too much, line (17), ex. 15 (08–13); or media in the line, [n]o matter what you say 

to them, they give you a bad press on it. It's just fake news, line (25); [t]hey give you good 

press, they give me bad press because that's the way it is, unfortunately, line (26), ex. 19 

(09–29). The aim of this strategy was to distract the audience and provide little chance of 

going back to the discussed topic.  

The mean ratio of the logos variable equalled (1.61) out of 3 (1–low, 2–moderate 

and 3–high) which evidenced a low to moderate level of the use of the logos appeal in 

Trump’s 2020 presidential campaign texts. Again, Trump’s tendency to use the smoke 

screen fallacy rose in the second term of his 2020 presidential campaign and may account 

for the fact that he did not have relevant information as regards the socio–political issues 

discussed within the public domain. This slippery tactic of avoidance pointed to the fact 

that he only had a surface knowledge of solutions to the problems America was facing.  
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4.2.3.1. Logos/commissives/promises correlation 

 

 

 

The results for logos and commissives (e.g, promises) demonstrated a pattern of 

moderately high, positive correlation for commissives (+0.57) and (+0.55) for promises, 

which refers to the observed degree of logical coherence of Trump’s texts along with his 

use of commissives (e.g, promises). The data might be taken to indicate the effectiveness 

of Trump’s promises supported by logical reasoning and evidence–based facts (see ex. 3, 

4, 5, 10, 11 and 23). These results may be explained by the fact that he presented himself 

as a credible president who evaluated the pandemic situation properly and provided 

Americans with a plan and solutions, e.g, he informed the public about the action taken 

to combat coronavirus, about the current situation in terms of safety (information about 

supplies and the crisis management team), and pointed to the fact that the White House 

(a symbol of the American government) was dealing perfectly well with the pandemic 

situation and had it under control, hence he created the impression of social order in a 

time of crisis.  
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4.2.3.2. Ethos/Logos correlation 

 

 

 

 

The patterns observed for logos and ethos demonstrated convergent, high, positive 

correlations of (+0.69) and accounted for one of the strongest co–occurrences in the 

rhetorical grammar patterns analysed. These statistically significant results showed that 

the communicational patterns of logos and ethos strove to reach similar rhetorical goals. 

The appeals were the determinants of effectiveness and persuasiveness of a given 

communicative act, hence the co–occurrence of fallacies established connections and 

relations within the texts which were parallel in terms of their function and purpose in 

Trump’s texts. Taking a closer look once again at these dynamic operations, one could 

differentiate the following predominant features pertaining to rhetorical grammar 

strategies presented in the logos and ethos fallacies. Firstly, the type of rhetorical relation 

(in this case the adversary one since it is a fallacy) was aligned with specific effects. 

Trump operated with illogical arguments that created a distorted, exaggerated or 

simplified view of reality by referring to, recognising and threatening his opponents’ 

positive face.  

Both domains of ethos (user–oriented domain) and logos (text–oriented domain) 

existed interdependently and were anchored in a context that dynamically fluctuated and 
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changed the distribution of the relation of rhetorical appeals. Given the pandemic 

situation and the presidential campaign, a pattern was identified which demonstrated that 

the less logically coherent the texts Trump produced, the less ethical he became (e.g., in 

texts 17–22), and conversely, the more logical and relevant Trump’s texts appeared to be, 

the more ethical and credible a speaker he became (e.g., in ex. 3). It seems that logos 

exhibits universal truths in a sense that it presents the rhetorical structure that, on a global 

level, indicates or signals what action ought to be taken by the speaker. Hence, the 

rhetorical purpose is already there in the structure, but the realisation is prone to change 

depending on how the individual (ethical speaker) recognises the course of events 

dictated by logos.  

4.2.4. Kairos 

Table 9. Kairos distribution over time 

 

The appeal to kairos, being the last, but definitely not the least important, of all the 

discussed rhetorical appeals next to ethos, pathos and logos, presented an interesting 

pattern of occurrence throughout Donald Trump’s 2020 presidential campaign. Not only 

was it explicitly distributed diachronically, but it also provided for a new finding related 

to its co–occurrence with ethos and logos, which will be discussed further. To start with, 

kairos, understood as the right measure or the right or opportune moment, can be 

0

0,5

1

1,5

2

2,5

3

3,5

Kairos

 Kairos



 

 

252 

 

discussed in terms of a rhetorical context determining the appropriateness of the use of 

rhetorical appeals (ethos, pathos, and logos) according to the aforementioned rhetorical 

convention–based appeals. In this view, kairos means acting according to the order 

dictated by the rhetorical situation of a given moment. This order can be built and 

recognised using kairos, that is, the knowledge and competence of the speaker. It is worth 

noting that kairos is always situationally constrained so determining the degree of kairos 

also gives ample information about the communicativeness of a given act.  

As can be observed in the table below, the values of kairos distributed 

diachronically manifested a clear falling tendency that assumed Trump’s inability to be 

persuasive in unfolding communicative acts. He continuously breached the logic of 

inductive reasoning and, at the same time, desperately forced his imaginary political 

persona upon the audience by means of manipulative pathetic appeals. Suffice to say, 

Trump flouted kairos by applying the wrong measure to the treatment of particular 

situational factors that were working elements in his presidential campaign. These factors 

included cooperation with other countries in a time of crisis or danger, communication 

with his political adversaries or building the trust of the American nation. Trump failed 

to a large extent in all these domains by creating enemies and arousing fear.  

The next part of the analysis went a step further and strove to look for patterned 

positive co–occurrences of kairos and other rhetorical appeals.  
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4.2.4.1. Kairos/Ethos correlation 

The aim of this part of the analysis was to further examine the degree (strength) of the 

co–occurrence between kairos and other rhetorical variables. Interestingly enough, kairos 

strongly correlated with ethos and logos (see the table below).  

 

 

To start with, the kairos/ethos correlation performed according to the Spearman 

correlation resulted in a coefficient value of (+0.77), and showed a strong positive 

correlation. The implications for this finding are the following: the establishment of 

authority (ethos) was aligned with the situation (kairos), i.e., the degree of successful 

communication with the audience was always proportionately adherent to the appropriate 

measure applied in the given situation. This specifically referred to Trump’s building of 

a rather dysfunctional political character, especially in the second term of his campaign, 

since he did not use suitable means of persuasion but rather fallacies that yielded FTAs. 

To conclude, the wrong measures he took in particular communicative events strongly 

correlated (co–occurred) with his unethical status.   
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4.2.4.2. Kairos/Logos correlation 

Another strong, positive correlation to be observed has been between kairos and logos. It 

results in coefficient value of (+0,73) and shows a high co–occurrence of these two 

rhetorical variables. The table below shows a pattern that indicates that the higher/lower 

the level of logos in Trump’s speeches, the higher/lower kairos level is likely to be.  

 

Table 11. Kairos/Logos correlation 

 

 

 

The appeal to logos predominantly deals with the art of using logical arguments 

during persuasion that are intimately related to the maxims of conversation in terms of 

their appropriateness. The linguistic realisations of Trump’s logical fallacies included a 

breach of the following maxims: (a) Quality (make a true contribution that provides 

adequate evidence), e.g., [b]illions and billions of dollars, lines (1) and (2), Ex. 1 (01–

30); [w]e were short hundreds of thousands of ventilators, line (1), Ex. 6 (04–14); 

[m]illions of jobs were vacuumed out, line (8), Ex. 10 (07–28); (b) Quantity (be 

informative enough), e.g.,[h]ighly contagious, line (7) and [h]ighly infectious, line (14), 

Ex. 14 (07–30); the use of overgeneralisation in the line [w]e are forever united, line (9), 

Ex. 8 (06–24); an adverbial– hedge clause [b]y far, line (9), Ex. 9 (07–13); hedges: 
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probably, lines (4) and (7); maybe, line (12), Ex. 9 (07–13); and (c) Manner (be 

perspicuous), e.g., [w]e'll see, line (8), Ex. 16 (09–10); the use of well, line (1), Ex. 9 (07–

13); the use of maybe, lines (3) and (4); frankly, lines (4) and (28); and certainly, line 

(19), Ex. 15 (08–13).  

One more point of divergence is clearly noticeable when analysing this 

correlation. Looking closer, it is possible to establish that the appeal to logos that directly 

translated into the distribution of the 7 standards of textuality (de Beaugrande and 

Dressler [1972] 1981) was linked to the importance of kairos in the system of a rhetorical 

situation. By the same token, it may be postulated that the texts which were characterised 

by fallacies that misused appeals of logos were not communicative enough, hence they 

were inappropriate in the given circumstances, i.e., arguments did not follow logically 

(low coherence/cohesion), there was not sufficient evidence to support the arguments 

(low informativity and low situationality), the speaker manipulated the logic of the 

arguments (low acceptability), there was chaotic reference to other texts (low 

intertextuality), the true intentions of the speaker were masked, and they were difficult to 

establish due to the lack of clarity and relevance of the arguments (flouting maxims and 

low intentionality).     

It was Robert de Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler ([1972] 1981) who observed 

that “[a] text type is a set of heuristics for producing, predicting, and processing textual 

occurrences, and hence acts as a prominent determiner of efficiency, effectiveness, and 

appropriateness.” (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 174). Therefore, according 

to this definition, any text type can be interpreted in terms of utility or operativity (having 

persuading force) and accommodation (the right circumstances). In terms of correlations, 

the data clearly showed that logos and ethos (persuading force) strongly correlated with 

kairos (appropriateness), which, most significantly, provided support for the above 

definition of a text type. The gathered data pointed to some symmetrical relations of 

occurrence that appeared at the lower levels, e.g., if there was low ethos/logos, then the 

value of kairos was also correspondingly low.  
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4.2.5. Parallelism 

Last but not least, this discussion of results also necessitates a look at the patterned use of 

parallelism as a stylistic and rhetorical device used for persuasion.  One cannot overlook 

that fact that, although Trump’s texts abounded in rhetorical fallacies, they also provided 

copious evidence for parallel structures which legitimately expounded the rhetorical 

purpose of Trump’s texts (Chen 2018: 971). Parallelism is defined as the most powerful 

rhetorical and organisational device for building structural cohesion and coherence, and 

it is often found in political texts (McGuigan 2007: 106, Al–Ameedi 2017: 185). While 

effective use of parallelism is used to reinforce statements, it can also result in intra–text 

patterns which comprise a network of configurations relevant to the communicational 

grammar of Trump’s texts.   

Let’s consider the frequency distribution of parallelism particularly focusing on 

the last four values which showed that 2 texts represented 7 occurrences of parallelism, 

one text included eight cases, 9 occurrences were found in 2 texts, and 10 instances of 

parallelism were used in 2 texts.  
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Table 12. Frequency of parallelism according to its value 

 

 

 

It is noted that the most common thematic references while using parallelism 

were: people affected by the coronavirus infection, e.g.,[t]hose infected and those at risk, 

line (1), ex. 1; [s]ome—it's fairly large, a number of countries/Some it's one person, lines 

(7) and (8), ex. 1; [y]ou have to hold your decision on that; you have to hold your 

statement, line (2), ex. 14; [t]hey were held up as models to follow, and then they got hit, 

line (10), ex. 14; preparedness for the coronavirus, e.g., [r]eady for this, for anything, line 

(10), ex. 1; [w]hether it's going to be a breakout.../whether or not we're (...) we're at that 

very low level, line (10), ex. 1; [t]he strongest and most resilient people, line (1), ex. 5; 

[t]he greatest heroes and the most inspiring citizens, line (10), ex. 5; [v]ery advanced 

team, very brilliant team, line (2), ex. 8; [w]e're making great progress and we're working 

together, line (4); [p]rogress on therapeutics and vaccines, line (5), ex. 8; descriptions of 

the virus: e.g., [h]ighly infectious, one of the most infectious diseases that anybody has 

ever seen, ex. 14; actions to be taken to combat the virus: e.g., to flatten the curve, ensure 

sufficient hospital capacity, and develop effective treatments, line (22), ex. 14; to make 

changes and sacrifices, line (1), ex. 5; [w]e want to take care of our people. We want to 

draw on the strength of our history, draw on the strength of our people, lines (11) and 
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(12); ex. 5; [w]e will get through this all together. We will just get through it, lines (12) 

and (13), ex. 5.  

Trump’s use of parallelism entailed repeating the structure and adding new 

information by means of definite noun phrases, adjectives and present participles. 

Considerable use of parallelism is a highly persuasive strategy that evokes emotions in 

the hearer (Cockroft and Cockroft 1992: 130) hence repeated piling up of the elements in 

the sentence effectively brings about a persuasive effect. The use of parallelism, which is 

associated with arousing emotions in the audience (ibid.), is a functional element of 

schematic rhetoric as it appeals to pathos and plays an active role in gaining the hearer’s 

attention through a legitimate use of argument that engages emotions, beliefs and values 

respected by the audience (Chen 2018: 971). Therefore, Trump fundamentally 

accumulated syntactic structures that directly related to the context of the coronavirus 

pandemic and generated texts of patterned repetition that appealed to the public.  

To conclude, drawing from the analysis of the components of Trump’s rhetorical 

situation in terms of nonverbal rhetorical context and its typologisation elements, it was 

observed that the analysed texts were of argumentative and schematic text type. This 

categorisation relied on and drew from the rhetorical purpose of Trump’s texts, e.g., to 

ridicule, to discredit, to criticise, to blame, to simplify, to attack, to undermine the 

opponent, to prompt fear, etc., which was anchored in the wider, socio–situational, 

nonverbal context of the coronavirus pandemic. Therefore, having specified the 

communicative purpose of Trump’s texts that are compatible with a structure of his plans 

and beliefs, one has presented how Trump provided a platform on which he built the 

functional knowledge of Americans. This has largely to do with the rhetorical fallacies in 

the form of arguments of persuasion which were means of reaching Trump’s goals.  

Furthermore, these general findings demonstrated that the global, rhetorical structure of 

Trump’s texts showed a pattern of persuasive and argumentative style with predominant 

elements of parallelism.  

4.2.5.1.  Conclusions 

The data obtained seem to indicate that the rhetorical patterns of the analysed discourse 

formed a system of rhetorical grammar rules. It was found that they determined the 
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specific areas of activity which were demarcated by correlations and qualitative–based 

observations and interpretations. With respect to the results, rhetorical patterns were 

assumed to be locally and globally regulated by discourse. From these considerations, it 

follows that these patterns (1) signalled the microstructural organisation of the text, (2) 

provided evidence for culture–specific forms of social behaviour, (3) were dictated by a 

context that rested on speech acts, and (4) were mechanisms for generating power and 

control. The above could be manifested by Trump’s frequent use of parallelism to 

reinforce his statements and build intra–text patterns based on adding new information 

and appealing to emotions in the audience. They also provided elements for comparative 

rhetorical analysis and demonstrated that Trump’s fluctuating ethos created a sequential 

pattern showing a high tendency to present himself as a credible politician who used his 

arguments legitimately in the first half of his campaign, followed by a fallacious rhetoric 

and anti–ethos aggressive style when it became apparent that the end of his campaign was 

in peril.  

Another useful contribution to the analysis of rhetorical patterns was the role of 

speech acts, particularly expressives and commissives. The results of the former 

classification showed that they automatically activated low ethos. However, the results 

also showed the inverse relation which implied that Trump produced high ethos texts 

expressing scarce criticism. The results for commissives (e.g., promises), on the other 

hand, singled out a pattern of Trump as building the image of a President by making a 

string of promises especially in the first half of his campaign.  

Finally, the strategic use of rhetorical fallacies dictated the dynamism of power in 

Trump’s discourse. As observed, the mechanism of power building rested on the 

consistent use of FTAs, creating power dominance by manoeuvring information, and 

strengthening power status by building the most favourable self–presentation. The results 

clearly showed that the rhetorical patterns were not only instruments of persuasion in the 

sense of their practicality, but most importantly they were discourse dependent strategies 

of the texts aimed at achieving communicative goals which varied according to the 

dynamic flux of the context.  
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4.3. The analysis of textual/speech act patterns 

This analysis attempted to show that in order to account for a fully comprehensive view 

of Trump’s 2020 presidential campaign texts, it was necessary to acknowledge the seven 

standards of textuality proposed by Robert de Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler ([1972] 

1981) as the central tenet of investigation. It should be noted that the feature that was not 

included in this research analysis was the standard of informativity as it is heavily tied to 

the notion of coherence and intertextuality. Another standard of textuality that was not 

included in this analysis was the standard of Intentionality since this relies heavily on the 

assumption that every speaker intends to produce a cohesive and coherent text (de 

Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 110).  

In order to empirically investigate how Trump communicated with his audience 

and hence to find out what the patterns of his discursive practice were, it was of prime 

importance to look at the texts as dynamic, communicative events of a relational nature 

(de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981). This implies that the texts needed to be 

explored according to the relational coordination of textual standards which build a nexus 

that results in an effective communicative act.  

Interestingly enough, the standards are potent elements that comprise a cognitive 

set (van Dijk and Kintsch 1983: 132) consisting of worldview, goals, emotions, or the 

general knowledge of its users. Therefore, it seemed a well–founded attempt to look at 

the texts in terms of a dynamic account of their functionality and usefulness in the process 

of persuasion. 

Finally, this empirical analysis takes a closer look at predominant speech acts 

which underlie the complexity of discourses and practices (Bloomaert 2004: 6) and enable 

to distinguish the illocutionary acts of utterances that crucially build understanding 

through stating what is actually said (e.g., to threaten, to promise, to ridicule, to order, 

etc.). In the texts there are sets of actions which fundamentally build genres of speech 

events dictated by their communicative purpose based on conventions and habits acquired 

through action (Levinson 2000: 23). 
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4.3.1. Coherence/cohesion 

The research showed that the distribution of the coherence/cohesion standard as presented 

in the table below, created a view of certain text–centred features that were characteristic 

of Trump’s texts in his 2020 presidential campaign.  

 

Table 13. Cohesion/coherence distribution over time 

 

 

 

 

It was observed that although the textual standard of coherence/cohesion was 

logically/coherently distributed in the texts (1–8), the tendency and its dynamics in 

September began to change significantly. It was observed that the features which are 

central to the standard in question, such as purpose, cause and sense, were distorted at the 

end of Trump’s campaign and seemed to be irrelevant to one another on the conceptual 

and surface level. A case in point are the following lines: We must never be reliant on a 

foreign nation for America's medical or other needs, and that includes many other needs. 

I want to create—we created thousands more jobs all across our pharmaceutical supply 

chains. (ex. 10), We have now been building a very big pharmaceutical supply chain…I 

want to thank Peter Navarro, Adam Boehler, and Admiral Polowczyk for…. (ex. 10), 

Every time I see him, he starts talking about the pandemic. He's reading it off a 
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teleprompter. (ex. 17). The most distorted elements of the texts dealt with a sudden 

change of topic to another one that was unrelated to the discussed issue. Nevertheless, by 

looking at the degree to which Trump’s texts met the standard of coherence/cohesion, one 

could see that almost half of the researched texts reached the highest value of (3) and 9 

texts out of 23 scored the lowest value (1), with coherence/cohesion reaching a moderate 

level and a mean of (2.08).  

4.3.1.1. Coherence/cohesion/Ethos/Pathos/Logos/Kairos correlation 

Taking also into consideration the fact that coherence/cohesion correlated highly with 

ethos (+0.65), pathos (+0.79) and logos (+0.73), and relatively highly with kairos (+0.59), 

it could be presumed that the causality and relatedness of the concepts that were often 

distorted in Trump’s texts were aligned with the entire rhetorical situation dictated by a 

rhetorical aim. The correlations of the abovementioned variables are provided in the table 

below: 

 

Table 14. Coherence/cohesion/Ethos/Pathos/Logos/Kairos correlation 
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To put it simply, the higher the level of coherence/cohesion, the higher the value 

of all the rhetorical variables, and inversely. Building on these results, the 

coherence/cohesion standard was a rhetorically–sensitive feature of the context, but the 

rhetorical situation of the appeals was also aligned with the coherence/cohesion standard. 

This may be a far–reaching conclusion, but there is still evidence to claim that some of 

Trump’s texts (e.g., ex. 10, 11, 15, 19, and 21) did not communicate the rhetorical purpose 

effectively, therefore they did not have a persuasive style. Hence, the results of the textual 

analysis showed that the degree of persuasiveness in Trump’s texts could be determined 

through the standard of coherence/cohesion which was a representation of intra–text 

structure combined with the argumentative moves, or rather fallacies, that communicated 

Trump’s particular standpoint.  

This crucial finding is, on the one hand, aligned with Michael Hoey’s view (1994) 

that every structural function (including rhetorical function such as a fallacy) is signalled 

by linguistic means ( Hoey 1994: 44, Duszak 1998: 151). However, it ought to be pointed 

out that this highly deterministic view is too rigid when one considers texts as unique 

occurrences embedded in a wider socio–cultural context. There is no denying the fact that 

the rhetorical function aimed at looking for a rhetorical purpose signals the internal 

structure of a text, and it can be successful enough to establish relations within the text 

structure. However, it cannot provide a fully–developed interpretation but rather a 

selective inferencing based on a sort of cross–section of the analysed discourse.  
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4.3.1.2. Coherence/cohesion/acceptability/situationality correlation 

This analysis also provided evidence for the high co–occurrence levels of 

coherence/cohesion with other standards of textuality such as acceptability (+0.80) and 

situationality (+0.74). One could claim that if texts are defined as coherent, they are also 

acceptable and include factors which are relevant for a given situation of occurrence. The 

results showed that the text–centred notion of coherence/cohesion was reflected in the 

meta–text notion of situationality and acceptability, and vice versa. One could present the 

following interpretation of this correlation: What is going on in a particular setting 

(situationality) needs to be structurally consistent with grammar and lexicon rules 

(coherence/cohesion) in order to be accepted as argumentative text, or if text is 

structurally and conceptually relevant, then it is possible to distinguish salient features of 

context that render the text communicative. This high, positive correlation indicated that 

Trump’s texts  presented two adversary modes. During the first half of his election, his 

texts seemed to be highly coherent, contained factors relevant for text occurrence and 

were perfectly acceptable. The second half of his campaign, on the other hand, presented 

an opposite distribution of variables. Apparently, Trump’s texts became non–cooperative 

at the end of his campaign and communication with the American nation was restricted.  

4.3.1.3. Coherence/cohesion/overstatement correlation 

Last but not least, a crucial observation of this analysis was a moderately high, negative 

correlation between coherence/cohesion and overstatement (–0.59) as one of the 

strategies of negative politeness (Levinson [1978] 1987: 219). This implies that the lower 

the value of coherence/cohesion, the higher the value of overstatement. Common 

examples of overstatement in Trump’s texts included: billions and billions of dollars, 

lines (1) and (2), ex. 1; We were short hundreds of thousands of ventilators, line (1), ex. 

6; we are forever united, line (9), ex. 8; no one is immune, lines (16) and (17), ex. 14; We 

saved tens of thousands of lives, probably hundreds of thousands of lives, lines (13) and 

(14), ex. 17, etc. The use of this strategy demonstrated the communication of more 

information than necessary, hence Trump deliberately flouted the Maxim of Quantity. 

This finding explained that the lower the coherence/cohesion of the texts, the higher the 
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value of overstatement demonstrated. Based on this finding, one can assume that the 

textual standard of cohesion/coherence is a legitimate proof of its conventionality and 

appropriateness and should always be considered in relation to what and how people say 

things (according to use maxims). The results demonstrated that the low degree of the 

coherence/cohesion standard co–occurred with the violated Quantity Maxim and, as a 

result, the main reason for Trump’s ineffective communication seemed to lie in his 

incoherent texts, which were either under– or over–informative.  

4.3.2. Intertextuality 

This part of the analysis investigated the standard of intertextuality which “[c]oncerns the 

factors which make the utilization of one text dependent upon knowledge of one or more 

previously encountered texts” (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 17). Therefore, 

intertextuality is crucial for signifying, linking, building, and synchronising relations 

within texts. If one considers Trumps’ texts in terms of intertextuality distribution, it was 

observed that 20 out of 23 texts were marked the highest value of (3) as presented in the 

table below: 
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It is worth noting that some of the overarching intertextual concepts were recurrence (a 

straightforward repetition) of words, phrases and concepts (thematic formations) that are 

diachronically distributed, such as China, virus, power, and death, repetitions of words 

connected with quantity, e.g., billions, millions, and hundreds, and superlatives, e.g., the 

best, and the biggest. A natural extension to this analysis were self–repetitions which 

serve as types of relational patterns (Tannen 2007: 10, Hymes 1981: 42). They were 

continuously reused and modified, e.g., in the form of parallelism: We're working very 

closely with them and with a lot of other people and a lot of other countries, line (6), ex. 

1; those infected and those at risk, line (1), ex. 3; the greatest heroes and the most 

inspiring citizens, ex. 5; very advanced team, very brilliant team, ex. 8; true friends and 

trusted partners, line (8), ex. 8, just to name a few. This device contributed to the use of 

new information signalling a surface relationship between the contextual elements such 

as people, as in ex. 1, ex. 3, ex. 5 and ex. 8, or actions, e.g., to acquire, source, and deliver, 

line (10), ex. 12; we provided/we've worked, line (2), ex. 13; and 

doubled/surged/increased, line (9), ex. 16. It could be observed that these coherence 

devices were a common discursive practice which Trump deployed to highlight the action 

he had taken to combat the virus and to report on the current pandemic situation. The data 

showed that the highest frequency of occurrence was in the first half of his 2020 

presidential campaign. The significance of these findings is supported by a body of 

research that points to intertextuality as a hub of intertextual knowledge and textual 

information, i.e., text–specific cohesive devices such as recurrence, self–repetition and 

parallelism (Panagiotidou 2010: 2). 

 What is said or done by means of intertextual relations also depends upon the 

situational and social strata in which intertextual relations operate (Chruszczewski 2009: 

3). First and foremost, Donald Trump’s campaign converged with the outbreak of the 

coronavirus pandemic which took an enormous toll on America’s public health and 

economy. The beginning of Trump’s campaign discourse regarding the pandemic 

situation favoured a rather laid–back approach. He boasted that his administration was 

handling coronavirus and bragged about the nation’s full preparedness for the invisible 

enemy: the China virus. In many ways, Trump sent a peaceful message to his nation that 

the virus ought not to be taken seriously. He stated at numerous times that: We have it 
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very well under control, line (7); We think it's going to have a very good ending for us. 

So that I can assure you, line (10), ex. 1; We have the best prepared people, the best 

people in the world, line (9), ex. 2; But we are totally ready, willing, and able, lines (12) 

and (13); And we have—it's going to be very well under control, line (14); But regardless 

of what happens, we are totally prepared, line (18); and Our borders are very controlled, 

lines (26),(27), ex. 2.  

 

Trump repeatedly played down the virus and developed partisan reactions to the 

coronavirus outbreak. People were presented with Trump’s response which was 

contradictory to the Democrats’ view of the outbreak. A broad majority of Trump’s 

political opponents claimed the virus posed a serious threat as opposed to the less critical 

and underactive response of the Republicans, which Trump was in favour of. Hence, the 

partisan divisions in the views of the Republicans and the Democrats created a chasm that 

left Americans vulnerable and disoriented. However, there is also another side of this coin 

since the cohesive devices of repetition also deploy a “[w]ish to preclude uncertainly or 

contest” (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 79), therefore their use may indicate 

Trump’s intention to show the nation that he was managing the situation and had accepted 

the circumstances.  

The widening gap between the Republicans and the Democrats was also fuelled 

by Trump in his never–ending fight with another invisible enemy, i.e., the media and its 

apparent fake news used as propaganda to disinform Americans. The intertextual content 

of Trump’s texts on the coronavirus pandemic in his 2020 campaign shifted significantly 

in the second half of his election campaign creating a great deal of confusion on the topics 

which were crucial for American society, such as the state of the economy and 

management of the public healthcare system. Disinformation, fake news, conspiracy 

theories, and later doubts cast on the voting process, became the new reality facing 

Americans.   

From the above it is clear that the intertextuality in Trump’s texts was most often 

realised through surface structure cohesion devices such as recurrence, parallelism, and 

self–repetition. It is suggested that their use may be driven by power motivations aimed 

at creating an ethical character. The intertextual relations exhibited organisational 

patterns that hinged on the context of the situation and the rhetorical purpose of building 

a powerful image of Trump as president.  
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4.3.3. Situationality 

The standard of situationality indicates the need to regard the relevant factors in a given 

situation of occurrence in order to establish the degree of its communicativeness. Building 

our understanding around that assumption equals finding the equation to the prototypical 

set of variables that would  rely on one another. However, that would entail the 

momentary economics due to the ever–changing constellation of factors, conditions, and 

relations of a wider nonverbal context.  

Situationality is the sum total of direct factors which are single contributions to 

the communicative occurrence. The attributes that are associated with the relevance of 

Trump’s texts conspicuously hinge on evaluations made by Donald Trump himself. If one 

examines the ways in which Trump communicates, e.g., by means of speech acts and their 

illocutions, which are types of communicative setting, some indicative patterns may be 

found that build the underlying factors pertaining to the situationality of his texts. The 

speech acts which build the situationality of Trump’s texts are presented in the table 

below: 
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It can be stipulated that criteria exist for how Trump’s situationality of texts is 

built. Firstly, it rests on the features that pertain to speech acts of representatives which 

posit the relation of words to world (Mey 1994: 132), i.e., they imply that the language 

Trump used fit the situation of occurrence. The context in some way warrants the use of 

representatives, e.g., in the form of assertions which are subjectively created to be true. 

In this way, one may typologise the relevant factors which make Trump’s texts relevant 

in terms of situationality, i.e., by analysing content words (lexical items).  

Let us first consider the context which defined the use of Trump’s representatives 

in the form of assertions. The coronavirus pandemic marked a point of reference in 

considering the character of his speech. The criteria for distinguishing representatives 

involve undertaking the conditions of evidential reasons for the truth of the propositions 

he made, believing what somebody says is true (subjective), and committing oneself to 

obligation that what one asserts is true (Searle 1969: 66). Donald Trump used 

representatives to perform various goals such as to assert to the nation that he was in 

control of the pandemic situation (he mentioned the lowest mortality rate, the best testing 

program in the world, and the high vaccination rate) and was ready for an outbreak at any 

time. Such rhetoric helps to create the view of America as a self–sufficient nation that is 

fully supported by its healthcare professionals. Trump also assured the nation of its 

preparedness in terms of its supply of masks and ventilators, reassured them that 

American borders were controlled and that the military was mobilised and fully equipped, 

and presented the view of a growing economy and decreasing unemployment. The latter, 

however, seems to be far from the truth, since, according to a survey conducted by the 

National Bureau of Economic Research U.S., the unemployment rate soared drastically. 

quadrupling between February and April 2020 

(https://www.pewresearch.org/2021/01/29/how–america–changed–during–donald–

trumps–presidency/ (date of access: 23rd December, 2021). Generally speaking, Trump 

asserted power over the coronavirus pandemic through the rhetorical appeal to ethos 

which is discussed in the following section.  

 

 

https://www.pewresearch.org/2021/01/29/how-america-changed-during-donald-trumps-presidency/
https://www.pewresearch.org/2021/01/29/how-america-changed-during-donald-trumps-presidency/
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4.3.4. Situationality/Ethos correlation 

Interestingly, representatives are conditions forming relations with situationality that are 

not ad hoc but are observed to be grounded in a specific context. Since they are 

conventional, there exist certain situational factors that work in accordance with the 

appropriate operations, giving rise to the coordinated patterns of speaking. This 

assumption was evidenced by the correlative relation of situationality and ethos (+0.66). 

The representation of this data is provided in the table below: 

 

  

 Based on these results, representatives may be observed to indicate the strategic 

effect which aims to achieve certain goals, e.g., a favourable self–presentation and 

keeping impression management. In this vein, the construction of political identity is 

anchored in the embracing of a social role that is linked to the expectations shared with 

that particular role (Goffman 1959: 16). In view of this consideration, Trump’s 

performance establishes the desired discursive role of a president due to particular 

settings. One claims that such a process leads to the creation of the representation of a 

larger socio–cultural scope in the form of Trump’s ideology. 
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 Equally important was the use of expressives that show the most conspicuous 

tendency of occurrence in the second term of Trump’s presidential campaign, as can be 

observed in the table below: 

4.3.5. Expressives 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The fundamental dimension to the description of expressives in the analysed texts was 

their evaluative feature based on emotions, attitudes, and beliefs in the form of ridicule, 

accusations, criticism, praise, blame, boasting and thanking, which were distinguished in 

the analysis (Searle 1969: 183). This points to the highly evaluative function of language 

in relation to politeness strategies (Channell 2000:55). Following John Searle’s (1969) 

postulate that “[s]peaking a language is engaging in a rule–governed form of behaviour” 

and “[t]alking is performing acts according to rules” (Searle 1969: 22), there is a need to 

develop a frame of sufficient factors for the performance of the expressives used by 

Trump. It was observed that Trump’s discourse was marked by a specific, contextually 
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embedded amalgam of factors that had major implications for the use of expressives and 

are thoroughly explained below. 

It is the author’s opinion that the aforementioned factors contribute Power (P) as 

a sociological variable which lies at the core of Face Threatening Acts (FTAs), the 

building blocks of every communicative act. As much as this factor is a shared assumption 

rooted in a specific context rather than a determinate concept, the arbitrariness and 

situatedness of Trump’s expressives were observed in his specific role of Offender and 

Attacker, whose performance is built on a purposeful strategy to manifest power and 

save face. If one adopts a definition of (P) which is a value attached to roles or role–sets 

(Brown and Levinson [1978] 1987: 78), then it can be assumed that Donald Trump’s 

manifestation of power was realised through his execution of presidential power in terms 

of the rights and obligations (Spencer– Oatey [2000] 2008: 37) attributed to his role set 

of president–elect/candidate for president. His power was believed to be clothed in the 

role set of a president elect who had already gained sufficient prestige and dominance 

over his nation. Trump’s high power value in his conduct with others was explicitly 

manifested in the following expressive speech acts: (a) ridicule: e.g., mocking Joe Biden 

and his intellect, line (18), ex. 18; mocking Joe Biden’s political decisions, line (4), ex. 

21; (b) accusations: e.g., calling the rioters anarchists, line (17), ex. 12; accusing other 

politicians of political failures, line (27), ex. 15; accusing China of taking advantage of 

the United States for many years and blaming Oval Office members for letting that 

happen, line (24), ex. 7; accusing Obama and Biden for seeming reluctance to test: "No 

more testing", line (7), ex. 9; (c) criticism: e.g., criticising China for the outbreak of the 

coronavirus pandemic, line (15), ex. 7; criticising Joe Biden’s decisions, line (7), ex. 19; 

opposing the lockdown issued by the Democrats, line (10), ex. 18; criticising Joe Biden’s 

political past, line (14), ex. 18; criticising the media for not giving enough information, 

line (7), ex. 19; (d) blaming: e.g., China’s fault, line (2), ex. 19; other politicians’ fault, 

line (9), ex. 10; other nations’ fault, line (7), ex. 10; (e) boasting: e.g., about progress in 

dealing with coronavirus, line (14), ex. 5; the belief that America is the best country in 

terms of testing capacity, line (3), ex. 7; and Trump’s success in saving thousands of lives, 

line (14), ex. 19. Power relation is believed to be the contextual factor which underlay 

Trump’s use of expressives.  
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It is also important to note that the parameters of expressives and ethos, being a 

part of the realisation of representative speech acts, exhibited a very strong, negative 

correlation of (–0.83), which partially explains why the standard of situationality closely 

correlated with ethos. The factors relevant to a given communication of occurrence were 

built around the ethical character of Trump’s discourse and the premises of 

informativeness and appropriateness of his texts. Hence, the prevailing elements of the 

rhetorical situation lie at the centre of the textuality of every discourse and determine the 

purposiveness and effectiveness of the communication.  

Based on the experiment findings, the relation that emerged systematically 

throughout the texts of Donald Trump’s 2020 presidential campaign showed a pattern of 

performance deeply grounded in face management strategy. The identity role Trump is 

believed to have taken was observed to be strongly rooted in the need for the most 

favourable self–presentation. From the point of view of Offender/Attacker, power 

strategically created the impression of being a credible member of society at the top of 

the hierarchical pyramid. The conclusions that can be drawn from this analysis are that 

some of the factors relevant to the situationality of a communicative occurrence are 

speech acts, specifically representatives and expressives, which create the type of reality 

which directly relates to Trump’s power and territorial claim.  
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4.3.5.1. Ethos/Pathos/Logos/Kairos/situationality correlation 

The following pattern with situationality, on the other hand, examines a more extensive 

set of correlations that emerged systematically throughout the pool of 23 texts of Trump’s 

2020 presidential campaign, and primarily deals with the variables of rhetorical appeals. 

The co–occurrences showed predominant tendencies that are crucial for understanding 

what constitutes text and what makes it a communicative occurrence. The correlations in 

question are presented as follows: 

 

The first pattern accounted for the distributions of the entire rhetorical situation 

correlated with the standard of situationality. This analysis provided evidence for a 

moderately high, positive co–occurrence of the following variables: ethos (+0.66), pathos 

(+0.48), logos (+0.65), and kairos (+0.67). This implies that the value of situationality 

co–occurred correspondingly with the respective variables. Interestingly, situationality 

bore a very close resemblance to kairos in terms of its positive correlations with other 

variables of rhetorical situation, which provide the following values: ethos (+0.77), 

pathos (0.55), and logos (+0.73), not to mention the fact that the correlated digits, 

compared to the results with reference to correlation with kairos, were almost identical. 
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Hence, the postulate of rhetorical purpose (realised by rhetorical situation as a type of 

rhetorical relation) being the centre and determinant of the type of text (as a 

communicative occurrence) cannot be a foregone conclusion. Therefore, it is possible to 

postulate that texts which pertain to particular discourses are of a functional and structural 

character. The former type of relation holds that texts are purposeful realisations of 

speakers’ aims and the latter type underpins the rhetorical structure as textual space.     

4.3.5.2. Situationality/cohesion/coherence correlation 
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Another pattern for co–occurrence was observed between situationality and the 

cohesion/coherence variable. The analysis accumulated empirical support showing that 

situationality being an “[o]utside text notion” (Chruszczewski 2009: 3) was 

correlationally in sync with the text–centred standard of cohesion/coherence by providing 

evidence for a moderately high, positive correlation of (+0.74). These results showed that 

text was found to be communicative due to both the situation of occurrence as well as its 

connections and relations within the text, hence they were of equal importance. Therefore, 

there is a substantial contribution by the context–building speech acts (e.g., 

representatives and expressives) to situationality whose role is to activate knowledge that 

refers to concepts and their relations (coherence). Accordingly, the unit of situationality 

that directly refers to context of use is parallel to the text internal mechanisms of relations 

and connections. Analysis along these lines also aligns with the premises of the 

procedural approach postulated by Robert de Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler ([1972] 

1981), which is concerned with the interactional and purposeful operations that 

manipulate the various outer–intra text configurations. These operations are believed to 

be created based on structured probabilities, e.g., speech acts whose context, by 

convention, is found among various users and their communities.    
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4.3.5.3. Situationality/be optimistic strategy correlation 

Last but not least, the correlation of situationality with the Be optimistic strategy from the 

Positive Politeness Principle presented by Brown and Levinson ([1978] 1987: 126) 

showed and a moderately high, positive co–occurrence (+0.59). This pervasive pattern 

gave a crucial insight into the type of discursive elements of Trump’s ways of speaking 

during his 2020 Presidential campaign, which make the situation of occurrence relevant. 

This is demonstrated by the data presented below: 

 

 

 

 

It is observed that along with the maximum value of situationality, which scored 

(3), there was an increase in the frequency of Be optimistic strategy realisations. Taking 

a closer look at this specific, statistically significant discursive regularity, the data 

evidenced Trump’s tacit commitment to cooperate with the Hearer (the American nation) 

and his wants. This claim is associated with the Be optimistic cooperative strategy aimed 

at implying that certain outcomes are taken for granted, e.g., Trump asserted to the nation 

that they were fully prepared for the coronavirus pandemic outbreak, that America 

actively cooperated with other counties to combat the pandemic, and the ending would 
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be very successful for the whole nation. It is worth noting that the Be optimistic strategy 

parameter was aligned with the concepts and themes that were found in the speech acts 

of assertions. The characterisation of the conditions involved in the creation of discursive 

patterns depended to a large extent on Trump’s purpose in relation to contextual elements. 

In other words, evaluation of the contextual elements refers to the speaker’s goals. The 

coronavirus pandemic is a contextual frame for recognising and creating categorisations 

of prototypical social situations and people. In this case, the role of president represents 

a prototypical member of a social category who exhibits typical attributes such as dealing 

with foreign affairs or leading his country in times of crisis. In this way, Trump 

constructed his political identity by creating a nexus of predictable language choices in 

the form of speech acts (representatives and expressives) and the Be Optimistic politeness 

strategy.  

One more observation can be made in terms of the socio–political plane which 

can be partially considered as an explanatory factor for Trump’s failure in his 2020 

presidential campaign. The data obtained in this analysis showed that the first half of 

Trump’s campaign marked a rise in the Be optimistic parameter followed by a 

significantly low level at the end of his election. These results could imply a type of 

discursive turn that changed its trajectory from cooperative to pessimistic and critical. 

The particular significance of this data is revealed in the table above.  
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4.3.6. Acceptability 

The results obtained for acceptability showed a highly correlative pattern that consistently 

formed with all the rhetorical appeals and almost all the textuality standards (except for 

intertextuality). Specifically, the data demonstrated that the mean value of acceptability 

over time was (1.91), staying at the minimal level of (1) in 8 texts, a medium level of (2) 

in 9 texts and reaching a maximum level of (3) in 6 texts, as shown in the diagram below: 

 

 

 

 

 

Since this standard is a user–centred notion, it is up to the researcher to render it 

communicative. It was Robert de Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler ([1972] 1981) who 

pointed to the fact that fulfilment of the acceptability standard due to its dependence on 

the hearer’s attitude should be considered with a dose of scepticism but tolerated, 

especially in everyday conversation (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 7). The 

data revealed that Trump’s texts decreased in acceptability with time, uncovering more 

and more rhetorical inconsistencies in terms of fallacy use and textual incoherence. A 

Table 22. Frequency of Acceptability 
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remarkable amount of information in terms of relations between acceptability standards 

and other rhetorical appeals is presented in the following analysis. 

 

4.3.6.1. Ethos/Pathos/Logos/Kairos/acceptability correlation 

 

 

It was observed that the acceptability standard positively correlated with all of the 

variables of rhetorical situation: ethos (+0.87), pathos (+0.47), logos (+0.71) and kairos 

(+0.78). These statistically significant findings indicate that the acceptability of texts 

hinges on communicating a clear rhetorical purpose which is the gist of communication. 

Specifically, the study of rhetorical fallacies as evident in Trump’s texts emphasises the 

fact that acceptability goes hand in hand with the interpretation of texts as purposeful and 

appropriate in a given contextual setting. It can be noted that the end of Trump’s campaign 

marked the downfall of acceptance, hence it is assumed that while his political rhetoric 

was ineffective and dysfunctional at that specific time, it led to his collapse of power and 

finally the loss of votes.    
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4.3.6.2. Acceptability/expressives correlation 

In relation to this pair of variables, it is worth mentioning the results which pointed to a 

strong, negative correlation of acceptability with expressives (–0.64) which included 

ridicule, accusation, criticism, praise, blame, boasting and thanking, as recognised in 

Trump’s texts. The table presenting this correlation is presented below. 

 

 

One is to claim that the discussed speech acts serve as signposts which point to 

the factors of their occurrence, i.e., the context of power and dominance. The study of 

Trump’s ways of speaking indicated that he misused Power and acted as a social disruptor 

whose performance was characterised by the Machiavellian rule of ‘the end justifying the 

means’. In this sense, his political behaviour focused on reaching the desired goal that 

was to be achieved at any cost, standing in strong opposition to ethics that put human 

welfare first. This leads to the conclusion that Donald Trump’s performance was 

antithetical to that of a president. 
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4.3.6.3. Conclusions 

The results of the study provided evidence that textual and speech act patterns belong to 

the category of pragma–textual strategies which designate the foundation of the 

anthropolinguistic study of texts and focus on their pragmatic function. Since the degree 

of coherence and cohesion is also viewed as the attaining of operational goals which lead 

to general discourse goals (de Beaugrande and Dressler ([1972] 1981: 14), the research 

results consistently showed that almost half of Trump’s texts were not instrumental in 

producing effective, persuasive discourse because of their low level of 

coherence/cohesion. Furthermore, the co–occurrence of cohesion/coherence with 

situationality and acceptability point to the interdependence of the logicality of the text 

structure with situational factors that form context and render text acceptable. These three 

standards can be interpreted as powerful knowledge parameters which help attain 

communicative goals. Interestingly, the coherence/cohesion/overstatement correlation 

highlighted the conditions that break down successful communication. One salient feature 

that seemed to distort the coherence of Trump’s texts was the over–/under–

informativeness of his statements.  

The findings also demonstrated that the contextual attributes that were associated 

with the relevance of Trump’s texts conspicuously hinged on speech acts, particularly 

representatives, commissives, and expressives, which designated situationality factors 

that made Trump’s texts relevant to the situation of occurrence. Importantly, the results 

evidenced that situationality correlated with ethos, which explained how Trump’s 

political identity (as an ethical speaker) was created and how Trump’s performance 

established, through his speech acts, the desired discursive role of president. Textual 

patterns are also observed to highlight role–related conditions which are markedly 

signalled in the variables of power and dominance. In relation to this outcome, the 

standard of acceptability points to the relevance of expressives which provide a variety 

of explanations why Trump’s performance was antithetical to that of a president.  
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4.4. The analysis of politeness patterns 

It is also possible to establish some criteria for patterning from the point of view of 

facework. The criterion one refers to is the Politeness Principle (Brown and Levinson 

[1978] 1987) which exhibited a high degree of conventionality and conditionality of 

relations and connections within Trump’s texts. The direction taken in this part of the 

analysis was the concept of face49 that is of import to the study of anthropolinguistic 

patterns of communication. Taking this approach is useful for the anthropolinguistic study 

of Trump’s texts since it requires a re–evalution at microlevel of his performance of 

redressive action aimed at minimising face threat, and also consider at macrolevel his 

discursive practice, which manifests itself in the building of patterns of his political 

identity. Politeness influences, as Saville–Troike ([1982] 2003: 171) emphasises, 

essentially give an insight into the identity and social relationships of those engaged in a 

communicative event, not to mention the cross–cultural focus on exploring various 

patterns of communication. Therefore, some of these aspects are brought to the fore in 

this part of the analysis.  

4.5. Negative politeness strategy 

The first part of the analysis of politeness patterns deals with negative politeness which 

investigates the patterns that focus on the orientation towards negative face50 (Brown and 

Levinson [1978] 1987: 70). The negative politeness linguistic strategies distinguished as 

predominant in Donald Trump’s 2020 presidential campaign texts corresponded to social 

actions of avoidance. The distribution of results for the three negative politeness 

strategies, the Pluralisation of ‘I’ pronoun strategy, Overgeneralisation strategy and a 

Hedge strategy, which were predominant in Trump’s texts, is presented in the discussion 

that follows.  

                                                 
49 The concept of face  adopted in this part of the study comes from Erving Goffman (1967) which “[t]ies 

face up with notions of being embarrassed, or humiliated, or losing face. Thus face is something that is 

emotionally invested, and that can  be lost, maintained, or enhanced and must be constantly attended to in 

interaction” (Brown and Levinson [1978] 1987: 61). 
50 According to Brown and Levinson ([1978] 1987), the negative face of an addressee refers to a “[w]ant 

to have his freedom of action unhindered and his attention unimpeded” (Brown and Levinson [1978] 1987: 

129).   
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4.5.1. Pluralisation of the ‘I’ pronoun strategy 

One negative politeness strategy recognised in the analysis shows consistent use of the 

Pluralisation of ‘I’ pronoun strategy with its derivative form of negative face. Generally 

speaking, the idea behind the use of this strategy rests on the desire to show deference 

and conventional indirectness to fulfil the need of the Hearer for freedom and lack of 

imposition (Brown and Levinson [1978] 1987: 198), but also to fundamentally link a 

member of a given group with another group as a sign of social standing derived from 

this group (Brown and Levinson [1978] 1987: 199, Helmbrecht 2002: 42). The criterion 

of pluralisation also makes it possible to view the characteristics of a speaker performing 

a specific power and solidarity role (Brown and Gilman 1960: 253). Issues that keep 

surfacing in the use of the Pluralisation of the ‘I’ pronoun strategy such as ‘we’ or ‘our’ 

deal with the plural of authority, solidarity, power, and social status (Ilie 2005: 182, 

Brown and Levinson [1978] 1987: 199), and therefore need further examination in the 

political setting of Trumps’ texts.  

The pool of 23 texts provided clear cases of the inclusive function of ‘we’ and 

their rich context. This also showed a display of solidarity with the American nation as 

well as demonstrating Trump’s commitment to cooperating in joint action. It was 

observed that the texts which were marked by the Pluralisation of the ‘I’ strategy tended 

to focus on: (a) relations with other countries such as China, e.g., We're working very 

strongly with China on the coronavirus, line (4), ex. 1; We're working very closely with 

them and with a lot of other people and a lot of other countries, line (6), ex. 1; We have 

great relationships with all of the countries, line (6), ex. 3; (b) coronavirus pandemic 

management, e.g., We have the best prepared people, line (9), ex. 2; We are totally ready, 

willing, and able, line (12), ex. 2; We're rapidly developing a vaccine, line (3), ex. 3; 

We're very, very ready for this, line (10), ex. 3; We're at the low level, line (11), ex. 3; 

We're talking about a vaccine and developing, (…) very rapidly, a vaccine for the virus, 

to combat the virus, line (5), ex. 4; We have 43 million masks, which is far more than 

anyone would have assumed, line (8), ex. 4; We have a great testing capacity now, line 

(1), ex. 7; (c) leadership in preparedness for the pandemic, e.g., We've taken the most 

aggressive actions to confront the coronavirus, line (1), ex. 4; We have the best equipment 

anywhere in the world, line (8), ex. 7; We've shipped more than 14,000 ventilators to 

areas of need across the country, and we've more than 75,000 available to deploy, line 
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(1), ex. 12; We’re developing vaccine and therapeutics in record time, line (21), ex. 15; 

(d) downplaying the threat of coronavirus, e.g., We have far fewer cases of the disease 

than even countries with much less travel or a much smaller population, line (3), ex. 4; 

We're seeing improvements across the major metro areas and most hotspots, line (10), 

ex. 12; (e) improvement of the economy in pandemic times and promises for a better 

future, e.g., We created thousands more jobs all across our pharmaceutical supply 

chains, line (14), ex. 10; We have now been building a very big pharmaceutical supply 

chain, line (15), ex. 10; We will bring back our jobs, and we will make America the 

world's premier medical manufacturer and supplier, line (7), ex. 12; We will achieve 

victory over the virus and emerge stronger than ever before, line (9), ex. 13; We're 

looking at a very powerful year next year, economically, line (10), ex. 13. 

The table presented below shows the distribution of the elements found in the 

Pluralisation of the ‘I’ pronoun strategy throughout Donald Trump’s 2020 presidential 

campaign. 
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By looking at how frequently Donald Trump used the Pluralisation of the ‘I’ 

pronoun strategy, it was found that the distribution of occurrences peaked at 15 in 3 texts, 

at 17 in 2 texts, and even at 20 in one text. Looking at the contextual grounds for these 

specific communicative occurrences, it was observed that they hinged explicitly on the 

speech acts of promises and assertions in terms of the nation’s preparedness for the 

coronavirus pandemic (ex. 2, ex. 1, exs. 3 and 4), bearing in mind that the outbreak of 

coronavirus was not in full swing at that time.  

The thematic tendency observed in the first–term of Trump’s presidential 

campaign marked a relatively frequent occurrence of the Pluralisation of the ‘I’ pronoun 

strategy. It was mainly centred on downplaying the threat of coronavirus and its severity. 

The bold statements made as regards the lowest mortality rate in America, testing more 

than any other countries in the world, the effectiveness and popularity of vaccines, 

America being a leading supplier of masks and ventilators, as well as the production of 

vaccines and therapeutics in record time, were the hallmark of Trump’s first–term 

presidential campaign discourse. As president–elect, Donald Trump used the first–person 

plural to show his membership to a group and to display the fundamental social standing 

that he derived from the American nation. It is important to note that personal pronouns 

regulate the social status of the individual using them, therefore in this case they served 

as a social deictic discourse function (Al–Ammedi and Mukhef 2017: 196). The 

significance of the use of first–person plural in Trump’s texts revealed the social 

anchoring that created Trump’s social identity through the establishment of relations with 

a social group.  

In terms of the speaker–hearer interactional roles, a significant aspect that needs 

attention is the frame of reference conveyed by means of an illocutionary force observed 

in Trump’s manifestations of the Pluralisation of the ‘I’ pronoun strategy. The basic 

parameter that communicated the message content of the strategy in question was the 

speech act of assertions, being one realisation of representatives. Crucially, the first–

person plural reference created the discursive reality based on the words to world relation 

that entailed no commitment or obligation on Trump’s part. The illocutionary point of his 

assertions consisted of presenting purely the subjective state and asserting propositions 

that were true, based only on his beliefs and personal preferences. Therefore, the Trump–

America interactional roles were non–existent since the performance of the speaker did 

not entail any action imposed on the hearer or any commitment to the performance of a 
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certain act. However, what seems to be of importance are the truth conditions stated by 

Trump that laid the groundwork for his assertions, including the contextual conditions. 

Therefore, the contextual grounds of the coronavirus pandemic situation were relevant 

enough to render Trump’s assertive acts successful. This was due to the fact that Trump’s 

assertions referred to a true state of affairs that impacted the whole nation. The expressed 

propositions were obvious preconditions that determined a full understanding of the 

assertions made by Trump, thereby making the conditions true for Americans.  

The significance of interactional roles was also evident in Trump’s ingroup 

mechanisms that were manifested by the use of the Pluralisation of the ‘I’ pronoun 

strategy. It was noted that there were various references to a we vs. them relation which 

positioned Trump as an ingroup leader of a groupthink community, e.g., Trump glorified 

America’s superiority over other countries in terms of medical supply production, low 

mortality rate, the best testing program, the best equipment in the world, etc. At the same 

time, he created an imbalance of power relations and created an excluding (centrifugal) 

type of discourse that established power relations based on an asymmetrical variable of 

superiority/inferiority. For these reasons, Trump’s communication of power imbalance 

created strategic manipulation that exhibited oppressive potential and has the potential to 

create oppressive discourse expressed by the language of oppression (Bosmajian 1974: 

133). Consequently, the use of the first–person plural remains a powerful tool of 

discursive control creating a certain type of ideology that builds certain patterns of 

thinking within a discourse community. 

As regards power relations, the Pluralisation of the ‘I’ pronoun strategy was seen 

in the maximisation of Trump’s institutional function and authority (Ilie 2005: 181). On 

closer inspection, it inherently involved demonstrating his superiority, institutional power 

and institutional responsibility for keeping law and order. As a result of these 

observations, it may be assumed that the use of the first–person plural referential structure 

exhibited various role functions in Trump’s texts: (a) the performer of assertions and their 

implications on discursive reality (i.e., stating facts believed to be true), (b) a nation’s 

representative with authority–based social status, and (c) an ingroup leader of a 

groupthink community. 
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4.5.2. Overgeneralisation and hedge strategy 

 

Table 26. overgeneralisation (NP)/hedge correlation 

 

 

The type of negative politeness strategy that Donald Trump exploited to a great extent in 

his 2020 presidential campaign discourse was the Overgeneralisation/Overstatement 

strategy. The results obtained for this variable consistently showed that Trump’s 

communicative acts were off–record, giving ample opportunity for various types of 

interpretation. Although the contextual embedding that provided a clear account of the 

coronavirus situation gave an approximation of the information that could be inferred, 

most of Trump’s overstatements were vague enough to provide insufficient clues for 

inference. By doing this, Trump’s reasoning violated the Gricean Maxim of Quantity by 

stating more than necessary. The exploitation of this principle hinged on his 

exaggerations and on the information he gave which did not make the right contribution 

to the given situation (saying more than was required), e.g., billions and billions of 

dollars, lines (1) and (2), ex. 1; We have the best prepared people, the best people in the 

world, line (9); But we are totally ready, willing, and able, lines (12) and (13), ex. 2; 
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tremendous amounts, line (7), ex. 4; We were short hundreds of thousands of ventilators, 

line (1), ex. 6, etc.  

A similar effect in terms of communicative cooperativeness was exhibited by the 

use of hedges in Trump’s 2020 presidential campaign discourse, which correlated highly 

with overgeneralisations (+0.60). By examining Trump’s text for these units, certain 

patterns of occurrence could be distinguished. To start with, Trump’s discourse was rich 

in hedges which were addressed to Grice’s Maxims, e.g., Well, I don't think it's inevitable, 

line (2), ex. 2; I don't think we'll ever be anywhere near that, line (27), ex. 2; pretty, line 

(12); fairly, line (7), ex. 3; frankly, line (10), ex. 4; the use of certainly in the line And we 

certainly have done a great job on testing, line (4), ex. 7; maybe, line (12), ex. 9. He also 

used hedged performatives to modify the illocutionary force of the produced speech act, 

i.e., Trump avoided commitment to the hearers' assumptions and hence made minimal 

assumptions about informativeness, truthfulness, relevance, and clarity. This could be 

seen in the following lines: the use of probably in the line It probably will, line (3), ex. 2; 

the use of possibly in the line It possibly will, line (4), ex. 2; the use of totally in Whatever 

happens, we're totally prepared, line (6), ex. 2; But we are totally ready, willing, and 

able, line (12), ex. 2, and But regardless of what happens, we are totally prepared (line 

18), ex. 2; the use of really in I really don't believe that we're going to be anywhere near 

that line (25), ex. 2. His 2020 campaign discourse included quantity hedges, e.g., a lot, 

lines (2) and (15); far smaller, line (15), ex. 5; quantity hedge: e.g., forever united, line 

(9), I believe, line (14), ex. 8; highly contagious, line (7), ex. 14 and highly infectious, 

line (14), ex. 14; massive, line (18), ex. 22 in which Trump did not give precise 

information; adverbial– hedge clause: e.g., by far, line (9), ex. 9; in fact, line (8), ex. 18. 

These realisations suggest that Trump said less than was cooperatively necessary (he 

flouted the Quantity Maxim), he did not state facts (a breach of the Quality Maxim), he 

was not to the point (that is why he flouted the Relevance Maxim) and his statements 

were vague (he disregarded the Maxim of Manner).  

Considering that the gist of communication is cooperation according to the 

Gricean sense, viewed as a “[c]omplex kind of intention that is achieved or satisfied just 

by being recognised (…) as mutual knowledge” (Levinson 1983: 16), in Trump’s case, 

failure to provide this communicational intention by flouting the maxims hindered the 

maximally efficient use of language. According to Grice (1975), if a maxim is violated, 

the cooperation between participants also collapses, but not only that. The underlying 
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meaning of the flouting of the maxims is equal to communicating more than what is 

stated. Trying to look for the patterns ensuing the context of the coronavirus pandemic 

situation, two types of results in the present analysis are worth noting. The variables of 

logos revealed significant effects that may be crucial for determining the factors which 

underlie Trump’s communication by means of the Overgeneralisation strategy, which are 

presented in the correlation below. 

4.5.3. Logos/overgeneralisation strategy correlation 

 

It was observed that the outcome of overgeneralisation–Logos produced a negative 

correlation. Interestingly, this correlation indicated a moderately high, negative 

correlation of (–0.55) which might be taken to attest to the effectiveness and reliability of 

the cooperative principle and its premises in determining the factors underlying the 

communicativeness (cooperativeness) of Trump’s communicative acts. The results 

showed that with the rise of the overgeneralisation value, there was a corresponding drop 

in the logos value (–0.55). To be precise, the more overgeneralisations Trump produced, 

the lower the value of the logos appeal, e.g., when Trump used overstatements such as: 
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We've got to talk about how great these vaccines are if, in fact, they're great, line (8); I 

think you're going to see numbers that are going to be very, very impressive, line (9); the 

swine flu was a disaster, lines (14),(15) and (18), ex. 18, the appeal to logos also 

diminished. It seems that elements of the cooperative principle, e.g., the Maxim of 

Quantity whose flouting is to be found in the overgeneralisation strategy, stands in sharp 

contrast to the manipulative appeal to logos (its low value). Such an assumption also 

accounts for overgeneralisations co–occurring with persuasive (rhetorical) goals. This 

would also indicate the maxims’ reliance on rhetorical purpose as an indicator of 

effectiveness, hence cooperative communication. Importantly, the patterns of negative 

correlation between the overgeneralisation strategy and logos are convergent with 

Levinson’s (1983) postulate that “[i]f interaction is cooperative, then there must be some 

specific shared goals” (Levinson 1983: 45). In other words, if one is to persuade 

effectively, there needs to be a relation between overall goals (respecting the maxims of 

conversation) and the rhetorical realisation of any communicative occurrence in the form 

of rhetorical appeals, especially appeals to logos anchored in the logic of arguments which 

are well–supported in terms of evidence and coherence.  

The significant relation of the overgeneralisation strategy and 

coherence/cohesion resulted in the study of another prominent correlation that confirms 

the relevance of both communicative modelling (what makes utterance communicative) 

presented by Grice (1975) and cohesion/coherence (what makes text communicative 

occurrence). The results showed that the use of overgeneralisations negatively correlated 

with coherence/cohesion (–0.59) which indicated that when the number of 

overgeneralisations increased, the value of coherence/cohesion fell accordingly. The 

inverse was also possible: along with a low frequency of overgeneralisation, 

coherence/cohesion textuality standard increased. Therefore, one may assume that the 

fewer the overgeneralisations (flouting the Maxim of Quantity), the more coherent the 

text becomes.  
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4.5.4. Overgeneralisation (NP)/cohesion/coherence correlation 

 

Table 28. overgeneralisation (NP)/cohesion/coherence correlation 

 

 

 

The significant relation of overgeneralisation strategy and coherence/cohesion lead one 

to consider another prominent correlation that confirms the relevance of both 

communicative modelling (what makes utterance communicative) presented by Grice 

(1975) and cohesion/coherence (what makes text communicative occurrence). The results 

show that the use of overgeneralisations negatively correlated with coherence/cohesion 

(–0,59) which indicated that when the number of overgeneralisations increased, the value 

of coherence/cohesion fell down accordingly. There also exists the inverse possibility; 

along with scarce frequency of overgeneralisation, the coherence/cohesion textuality 

standard increases. Therefore, one may assume that the less overgeneralisations (flouting 

the Maxim of Quantity), the more coherent text becomes.  

Having said that, one can conclude that there exists a patterned structure of 

persuasive communication that binds the rhetorical appeals constituting rhetorical 

situation, the “intra–text” standard of coherence/cohesion and the principle of 

informativeness that lies at the core of the general principle of cooperation proposed by 
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Grice (1975). Furthermore, the results are consistent with Duszak (1998: 151), who 

claimed that rhetorical functions, as evident in the three appeals, signal the internal 

structure of any text (represented by e.g., coherence/cohesion).  

4.6. Positive politeness strategy 

Following the results of the Negative Politeness analysis of the patterns of 

communication, the main rationale for the following part of the analysis was to investigate 

the patterns that focus on the orientation towards positive face51 and the self–image that 

a speaker claims for himself (Brown and Levinson [1978] 1987: 70). The positive 

politeness linguistic strategies distinguished as predominant in Donald Trump’s 2020 

presidential campaign texts served as “[m]eans satisfying communicative and face–

oriented face” (Brown and Levinson [1978] 1987: 58). This type of reasoning implies 

assuming certain properties of face attendant on the situation that is context–sensitive and 

facilitates the distinguishing of patterns of communication that are of social and cultural 

relevance. The distribution of results for the three positive politeness strategies, the 

Intensify interest to the hearer strategy, the Promise strategy, and the Be optimistic 

strategy, which prevailed in Trump’s texts, are presented in the table below.  

 

                                                 
51 Brown and Levinson ([1978] 1987) explain the term posi t ive face  as “[t]he positive consistent self–

image or personality (crucially including the desire that this self–image be appreciated and approved of) 

claimed by interactants” (Brown and Levinson [1978] 1987: 61). 
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4.6.1. Intensify interest to hearer strategy 

This analysis attempted to identify and establish the ways in which Trump communicated 

based on the Intensify interest to hearer face management strategy. The results of the 

study demonstrated that it was Donald Trump’s aim to share the American nation’s wants 

by creating the intrinsic interest in his own contributions and expressing them in a vivid 

and dramatic way. One striking feature of his discourse style was the use of adverbs and 

superlatives which functioned as special intensifying devices that attracted the attention 

of Americans. This strategy implemented by Donald Trump was a kind of framing for the 

purpose of showing the urgency of the situation. It is exemplified by the following lines: 

We're rapidly developing a vaccine, line (3), ex. 3; We’ve taken the most aggressive 

actions to confront the coronavirus, line (1), ex. 4; and They are the most aggressive taken 

by any country, line (2), ex. 4; the largest pharmaceutical companies, line (4); Americans 

are the strongest and most resilient people on Earth, line (1), ex. 5; very advanced team, 

very brilliant team to present a vivid story, line (2); great progress, lines (3),(4) and (5); 

true friends and trusted partners, line (8); very, very special relationship, line (12); 
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powerful alliance, very powerful testament, line (14), ex. 8; the largest maker, line (3); 

the largest onshoring campaign, line (6); premier medical manufacturer and supplier, 

line (7), ex. 11; We're very, very ready for this, line (10), ex. 3; Very, very professionally 

handled, line (14), ex. 4; very quickly, very rapidly, line (5), ex. 4; Very accurate, very 

accurate term, lines (7) and (8), ex. 5; very, very big, big step, line (1), ex. 10; Very, very 

good economic times, line (13), ex. 13. Trump also attracted Americans’ attention by 

using the hedge you know as in You know, Brazil is going through a big problem, but they 

don't do testing like we do, line (21), ex. 9. The effect of showing the hearer interest was 

very highly correlated with the use of the intensifying modifier very (+0.91) which 

exhibited an almost maximal positive correlation. As far as context is concerned, the use 

of the intensifier very gave a strengthening effect that implied successful and effective 

performance, hence it built a picture of safety, stability, control, and order. 

 

4.6.1.1. Intensify interest to hearer strategy/intensifying modifier/GF correlation 

 

Table 30. Intensify interest to hearer/intensifying modifier/GF correlation 
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Interestingly, both variables of the Intensify interest to hearer strategy and the 

intensifying modifier very positively correlated with the readability index (Gunning’s Fog 

Index) displaying a value of (+0.80) for the Intensify interest to hearer strategy and 

(+0.95) for the intensifying modifier very. It was observed that they showed significance 

at the level of understanding texts estimated according to the years of formal education. 

The results showed that intensifying interest to the hearer by means of applying the 

intensifying modifier very significantly impacted text production in terms of its 

readability. The configuration of both concepts may be linked to coherence, the 

Intensifying interest to hearer strategy building a coherent story told to the Hearer, as 

well as cohesion which demonstrated the internal structure of Trump’s texts which 

abounded with the intensifying modifier very. Both concepts formed intra–text relations 

which rendered the text accessible and relevant. The results obtained in the study showed 

the pronounced similarities between the positive politeness variables reflecting the intra 

properties of the text that almost identically converged with the degree of readability 

linked to textual communicativeness.  

It is also worth pointing to the diachronic distribution of the two variables in 

question. The results demonstrated their predominant occurrence in the first half of 

Trump’s presidential campaign, which may account for the specific discourse style that 

highlighted the building of the self–image of a strong believer in America’s potential as 

a country of exceptional endurance, which ultimately has strong chances of rebuilding 

the economy and becoming great again.  

 The results showed that the overarching function of the analysed variables was to 

manifest power and control over the coronavirus pandemic, to show that America was 

making good headway with reference to medical supplies and vaccines, to show 

America’s self–reliance in the times of crisis, and to highlight the good partnerships with 

other countries. However, the function was also to demonstrate America’s superiority 

over other nations in terms of testing or the mortality rate. 
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4.6.2. Promise strategy 

Another way of showing cooperation with the Hearer (the American nation) and building 

the positive self–image of the Speaker (Donald Trump) was Trump’s use of promises to 

fulfil America’s wants. The aim of this strategy was to maximise the effect of showing 

the good intentions that accompany Trump’s texts. What counted as promises in the 

analysed texts were speech acts that operated contextually under specified sets of 

circumstances, conditions and rules of occurrence, which are the cornerstone of promises 

(Searle 1969: 68). Therefore, let us consider the criteria of use along with supporting 

examples of promises.  

Firstly, it should be pointed out that one of the preparatory conditions for 

promising is “[a]n act of placing oneself under the obligation” (Searle 1969: 178). This 

directly leads to ethos appeal showing the critical account of the role of Trump as a 

credible speaker who could meet the conditions of his promises. Hence, Trump’s 

promises referred to actions in the future whose realisation was strengthened by the use 

of the inclusive first–person plural ‘we’ to indicate solidarity with Americans, e.g., 

Whatever happens, we're totally prepared, line (6), ex. 2; And I think we're going to have 

some very good information coming out soon, line (18), ex. 9; We have now been building 

a very big pharmaceutical supply chain, line (15), ex. 10; Today's action is our latest step 

to build the greatest medical arsenal in history, line (17), ex. 10; We'll be able to do that, 

line (18), ex. 10; We'll have 500 million doses, line (2), 3x. 11; And when we have that 

vaccine, it will be discharged and taken care of, line (7), ex. 11; It's going to be very well 

under control, line (14), ex. 3. The content of Trump’s promises hinged on the powerful 

identity of the president who committed himself to prompt future action. Another 

essential condition to be met was the advantage gained by the promisee, that is to say, the 

American nation. This leads one to consider context as the condition dictating the 

circumstances that call for the use of promises.   

Undoubtedly, the context of the coronavirus pandemic created circumstances of 

uncertainty and fear, therefore Trump’s promises brought about the beneficial effects of 

satisfying Americans’ needs for stability, control, and safety. All the dynamically 

changing contextual factors are evident criteria for using the promise strategy and speech 

acts of promising, which serve as tools for adaptation to the surrounding contextual 

conditions. 
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4.6.2.1. Self–repetitions/promise strategy correlation  

 

Table 31. Self–repetitions/promise strategy correlation 

 

 

The present study also provided support for the observation (Grice 1975, Levinson 1983: 

61) that there exist general principles in the form of conversational maxims pertaining to 

co–operative hence communicative use of language, that is conventional and prone to 

contextual fluctuations. It is by means of language that we adapt to speaking 

circumstances. Thus, flouting maxims puts the whole communication in jeopardy. This 

observation was markedly exemplified by the high negative correlation of (–0.70) 

between the self–repetitions variable which flouted the maxims and the promise strategy 

variable. This consideration assumed that the more often repetitions occurred in texts, the 

lower the value of the promise strategy manifestation in the form of speech acts. This 

boils down to the fact that the self–repetitions in Trump’s texts were linguistic devices 

that flouted all types of the Gricean maxims comprising the Co–operative Principle52. 

                                                 
52 Grice (1975) draws our attention to the existence of assumptions which are central to efficient use of 

language. These guidelines are a part of the so called Co–operative Principle which states that one ought to 

“[m]ake his contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose, or 

direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged” (Levinson 1983: 101). 
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Trump said less or more than was cooperatively necessary (he flouted the Quantity 

Maxim), did not state facts supported by adequate evidence (a breach of the Maxim of 

Quality), he was not to the point (flouting the Relevance Maxim) and his statements were 

vague (therefore he disregarded the Maxim of Manner). It is worth emphasizing that a 

violation of the maxims implies a lack of adaptation to the needs of the context, hence 

some of his texts were not only uncooperative, but also non–communicative. As a result, 

Donald Trump was ineffective in his use of language. This may account for the fact that 

he started losing votes in September when the frequency of self–repetitions started to 

rocket.  
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4.6.3. Be optimistic strategy 

 

Table 32. Be Optimistic strategy distribution over time 

 

 

 

Further analysis showed another pattern of positive politeness elements which were 

present in almost every text of Donald Trump’s 2020 presidential campaign. As far as the 

Be optimistic strategy is concerned, it is primarily associated with a strategy based on the 

commitment and cooperation between the Speaker and the Hearer which are in their 

mutual interest to achieve. Minimising face threat is taken for granted by both parties 

(Brown and Levinson [1978] 1987: 126). This strategy here is to be understood in the 

sense that the Speaker refers to the Hearer’s wants and communicates that he shares the 

same wants with the Hearer. In the context of the coronavirus pandemic, at numerous 

times Donald Trump arrived at optimistic interpretations which directly impacted 

American society. He exuded optimism by stating that the pandemic was fading, it did 

not affect America or that it existed, but Americans were handling it very well. Common 

examples of the Be optimistic strategy in Trump’s text included optimistic assertions and 

promises such as: (a) his good cooperation with China and other countries, e.g., lines (4), 

(6), (9) and (10), ex. 1; lines (1), (4), (8), (12), (13) and (14) ex. 8; (b) stability and control, 
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e.g., lines (6), (9) and (10), ex. 4; line (15), ex. 5; line (1), ex. 9; (c) the exceptional 

strength of Americans in times of crisis, e.g., lines (1), (9) and (10), ex. 5; line (6), ex. 11; 

(d) powerful medical supply production and great testing capacity, e.g., line (18), ex. 6; 

lines (3) and (5), ex. 8; line (19), ex. 9; lines (15), (17), ex. 10. While examining the Be 

optimistic variable across various months, it was observed that the growing frequency of 

occurrence was followed by a falling trend in the second half of Trump’s election 

campaign. 

4.6.3.1. Be optimistic strategy/kairos/acceptability/situationality correlation 

 

Table 33. Be optimistic (PP)/kairos/acceptability/situationality 

 

 

As far as co–occurrence with other variables is concerned, the research provided results 

showing that the Be optimistic strategy correlated with kairos, reaching the moderately 

high, positive value of (+0.75), with acceptability (+0.57) and with situationality (+0.59). 

These results may serve as predictions that during the pandemic Trump communicated 

his optimistic views appropriately and under the right socio–situational circumstances. 
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What is important is that kairos is associated with the “[q]ualitative character of time” 

and the right measure taken so that events happen in a timely fashion (Sipiora and 

Baumlin 2002: 47). Therefore, the Be optimistic strategy refers to the appropriateness and 

situatedness of Trump’s texts. As mentioned previously, the determination of the degree 

of kairos gives ample information about communication and its context. It may be 

assumed that the context–sensitive kairos of Trump’s texts required or dictated the 

manifestations of the Be Optimistic strategy stated in points (a–d) above and rendered 

them necessary as well as acceptable.     

As far as the anthropolinguistic patterns of communication are concerned, 

analysis of politeness strategies provided copious evidence for relations and mechanisms 

that served as predictions for determinants typical of Trump’s political discourse. 

Specifically, the results showed that face management strategies made it possible to 

explore how face as a social value operated with social communication, but most 

importantly how it responded to the contextual specifications that were created 

structurally by the conventions, conditions and relations within Trump’s texts. It seems 

appropriate to organise the results pertaining to the politeness strategies and their 

patterned distribution in Trump’s texts according to some areas of reference which are 

crucial for this analysis. Here, the criterion is applied of a political role created in the 

communicational grammar of Trump’s texts.   

It was found that the politeness patterns in Trump’s texts played an important role 

in creating two types of political roles: (1) a promise maker, and (2) a crowd/people 

pleaser. It is worth noting that both positive and negative politeness strategies aimed at 

dealing with face redress and building cooperation. Paradoxically, Trump’s pluralisation 

of personal pronouns was a manifestation of power, but it was also a manipulative tool 

for establishing his own group of people driven by groupthink. The results were also 

consistent with Grice (1975) showing that Trump’s use of overgeneralisations and hedges 

created promises and assertions that lacked informativeness, truthfulness, relevance, and 

clarity. Trump’s defence of his political program was rather cheap talk than the actual 

form of action. Furthermore, correlations demonstrated that Trump’s use of language was 

highly manipulative as evidenced in the overgeneralisation–Logos correlation. At the 

same time, the effectiveness of his role as people pleaser was noted in the readability 

index which indicated that along with the use of the Intensify interest to hearer strategy 

and the intensifying modifier very, the level of understanding of the texts also increased.  
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Some factors which can be brought to the fore in terms of the role of promise 

maker were the flouted maxims of conversation which point to the act of promising 

performed by Trump in terms of ineffective language use. The role of promise maker 

touched the very core of the promise speech acts which were illegitimately and invalidly 

expressed by means of self–repetition and overgeneralisation, and which also attested to 

the low coherence/cohesion of his promises (see the high negative correlation of 

Overgeneralisation and coherence/cohesion).  

4.6.3.2. Conclusions 

It has been shown that politeness patterns in Trump’s texts played an important role in 

creating two types of political roles: (1) a promise maker and (2) a crowd pleaser. It is to 

be noted that both positive and negative politeness strategies aimed at dealing with a face 

redress and building cooperation. Paradoxically, Trump’s use of pluralisation of personal 

pronouns was a manifestation of power but it was also a manipulative tool for establishing 

his own group of people driven by groupthink. The results were also consistent with Grice 

(1975) showing that Trump’s use of overgeneralisations and hedges created promises and 

assertions that lacked informativeness, truthfulness, relevance, and clarity. Trump’s 

defence of his political program was rather cheap talk than the actual form of action. 

Furthermore, correlations demonstrated that Trump’s use of language was highly 

manipulative as evidenced in overgeneralisation–Logos correlation. At the same time, 

the effectiveness of his role as people pleaser was noted in the readability index which 

indicated that along with the use of the Intensify interest to Hearer strategy and 

intensifying modifier very the level of understanding texts also increased.  

Some factors which can be brought to the fore in terms of the role of a promise 

maker have been flouted maxims of conversation which pointed to the act of promising 

performed by Trump in terms of ineffective language use. The role of a promise maker 

touched the very core of promise speech acts that were illegitimately and invalidly 

expressed by means of self–repetitions and overgeneralisations which also attested to low 

coherence/cohesion of his promises (see high negative correlation of  overgeneralisation 

and coherence/cohesion).  
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4.7. The analysis of index patterns: lexical density (LD) and the Gunning’s fog index 

(GF) 

The analysis of Trump’s 2020 presidential campaign texts examined the patterns of 

communication which were supported and complemented by two textual measures of 

Lexical Density (LD) and Gunning’s Fog Index (GF). The patterns of results for the 

lexical measures obtained in this study helped to identify the degree of information 

packaging (the complexity of lexicon) in Trump’s texts, and the readability formula of 

GF provided a clearer view of the level of difficulty of his texts, estimated according to 

years of formal education. 
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With reference to LD, the results demonstrated that Trump’s texts had lexical 

density scores falling between (31%–51%), with a mean percentage score of 41%. 

Looking at the range of figures, it was observed that there were no marked fluctuations 

within the scope of scores, hence the level of information packaging suggested a certain 

predictability. It was noted that Trump’s texts, including press conference speeches and 

debates, reached a mean percentage score of 41%. This was a relatively high tendency 

since spoken texts usually fall within a range of between 24% and 43% (O’Loughlin 

1995: 221). 

The results for LD in Trump’s discourse also yielded similar results to Hasan’s 

(1988) finding in terms of the formality of discursive practice, which states that increasing 

results of spoken LD are closely associated with the degree of formality. In the case of 

Trump’s texts, the outcome exhibited high LD scores, almost marginal with reference to 

the maximum value of spoken LD. Bearing in mind that the mean LD for Trump’s spoken 

text was 41%, the results demonstrated a pattern which classified Trump’s texts as formal 

speech situations. This observation brings numerous implications for his use of 

formalised spoken discourse. Firstly, according to Bloch (1974, 1975), a formalised 

political situation turns to social control and the establishment of authority (Bloch 1975: 

24; Bloch 1974: 64). The meaning potential of formalisation that aims at influencing 

people, hence exerting power over them, seemed to be situated in the performativeness 

and illocutionary force of Trump’s texts which asserted, threatened, promised, accused, 

etc. Overall, the data from the study showed that the formalised spoken discourse of 

Trump’s texts was manifested by the illocutionary force, which increased along with the 

increasing formalisation (Bloch 1974: 66) and this process varied in degree.   

Secondly, formalisation of communication is manifested by impoverished 

language that is typical of traditional authority (Bloch 1974: 59). The results 

demonstrated that the impoverishment in linguistic choice that was characteristic of 

Trump’s spoken formalised discourse was manifested in his frequent use of the same 

cross–references, i.e., blaming China or other politicians, as well as his invisible enemies 

such as the media or even voting machines. His discourse was also restricted to a limited 

range of types of speech acts. Trump’s discourse was greatly restricted to assertions, 

promises, and accusations, creating discourse structures that were similar and relatively 

predictable.   
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4.7.1. LD/situationality correlation 

 

Table 35. LD/ situationality correlation 

 

 

To experimentally validate the postulate of the context underlying performance, some 

intriguing results as regards LD and situationality are highlighted. The present data 

obtained for the LD and situationality variables showed a moderate positive correlation 

of (+0.45) whose co–occurrence may be partially explained by means of representatives 

(e.g., assertions) that prevailed during Trump’s election campaign. It was noticed that the 

factors which seem to be relevant for situationality were representatives that exhibited the 

relation of words to world, hence they directly fit the situation of text occurrence. 

Therefore, it was the context that warranted the use of representatives and which consisted 

of the crux of information packaging of Trump’s texts.  

Following Peabody’s (1975) assertion that “[o]ral composition works with 

informational cores in which the formulas do not show the degree of organization that we 

commonly associate with thought, although the themes do so more or less” (Peabody 

1975: 179), it is worth singling out the patterned informational cores in the form of 

content words and their relations which are demonstrated graphically in the diagram 

below. The results show that the most frequently used lexical items were directly 
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connected to the coronavirus pandemic. Therefore, it should be highlighted that the 

research findings were statistically significant since information packaging dealt mostly 

with pandemic–related topics which also confirmed a positive correlation with 

situationality.  
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Figure 6. A graphic representation of content words (LD) 
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The comprehensive listing of function words and content words gathered in the 

analysed data showed considerable use of function words over content words which is a 

hallmark of spoken texts.  

 

Table 36. Frequency of function words and content words 

 

Function Words Frequency Content Words Frequency 

the 

and 

to 

a 

we 

of 

that 

in 

it 

have 

you 

I 

very 

is 

our 

but 

be 
 

269 

233 

194 

161 

136 

122 

107 

100 

98 

96 

93 

91 

90 

66 

61 

61 

56 
 

person 

country 

know 

China 

great 

virus 

test 

world 

vaccine 

work 

ventilator 

time 

state 

lot 

Joe 

job 
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The results point to the fact that the most salient feature of Trump’s spoken 

discourse was the orality53 rather than the literacy of his texts, making it an idiosyncratic 

feature of his discourse style.  

 

 

                                                 
53 Kieran O’Loughlin (1995) approaches the notion of orality and literacy which correspond to the relation-

ship of lexical items with grammatical items as measures indicating lexical density in spoken and written 

discourse. The orality index refers to texts, usually spoken ones, that contain a higher degree of grammatical 

(function) words as opposed to literacy index that is characteristic of high frequency of content words 

typical of written texts (O’Loughlin 1995: 220). 
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4.7.2. LD/self–repetition correlation 

 

Table 37. LD/self–repetition correlation 

 

 

The correlational patterns recognised between LD and self–repetition indicated a 

moderately negative correlation of (–0.51) which stated that the lower the LD 

(information packaging) of Trump’s texts, the higher the frequency of self–repetition. 

This creates a two–fold interpretation. On the one hand, the results corroborated Grice’s 

(1975) postulate about the communicativeness of a message hinging on the maxims of 

conversation. The findings supported this claim and viewed Trump’s repetitive texts as 

under–informative or over–informative, as well as definitely lacking high information 

packaging due to the insufficient degree of informativeness.  

On the other hand, Robert de Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler ([1972] 1981) 

do not present self–repetitions in terms of structural violation, quite the contrary. They 

are termed cohesive devices that “[s]upport the coherence of texts” (de Beaugrande and 

Dressler [1972] 1981: 57). Hence, the former observation at first glance runs contrary to 

the latter. However, further on they (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 57) specify 

that “[r]ecurrence (repetition M.S.) is common in spontaneous speaking, where 
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restatement results from short planning time (…) if unduly frequent, it lowers 

informativity” (ibid.). Hence, gathered results confirm de Beaugrande and Dressler’s 

postulate that the frequent use of repetitions significantly influences the information 

packaging in the form of a low LD (hence low informativity).  

The results, with reference to the self– repetition in Trump’s texts correlated 

negatively with LD, implying that the frequent repetitions were directly linked to the level 

of informativity and information packaging. The low informativity of Trump’s texts is  

exhibited in his frequent repetitions that show the low degree of his language proficiency 

which also reflects his limited language knowledge (Kondal 2015: 28). This may carry 

serious implications for the communicativeness of Trump’s texts in Gricean sense where 

information is a cornerstone of every communication.      

4.7.3. LD/GF correlation 

 

Table 38. LD/GF correlation 
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With reference to the correlation rates, LD and GF had a moderately high positive 

correlation (+0.59). The analysis of the GF readability formula showed that the mean 

score of Trump’s texts was 8, which corresponded to the readability level of an eighth 

grade student. Furthermore, the data showed that the lowest value was 6 (sixth grade) and 

the highest 11 (junior high school). By comparison, eighteenth and nineteenth century 

presidential speeches pitched at a college reading level (Lim 2008: 31). While tracking 

the readability scores for Trump’s texts, it was observed that they peaked in the mid–term 

of his election campaign and fell to reach lower levels at the end of his campaign. As far 

as the dynamics of the readability trend is concerned, it fluctuated across time as opposed 

to LD which was fairly predictable. The fact that LD and GF correlated positively with 

one another gives much food for thought since both parameters are powerful tools for 

political communication and not only. If the results demonstrated that Trump used 

language at the level of an eighth grade student, then his texts could be a purposeful tool 

for accessing wide audiences. Moreover, the score of 41% for LD indicated that he was 

successful at getting his message across.  

Nevertheless, this does not imply that the low readability level of Trump’s texts 

would appeal to the majority of Americans. Neither does it suggest that people with high 

readability levels would not accept Trump’s texts. Rather it points to the fact that GF 

provided crucial findings only in collaboration with LD since this parameter gave ample 

information about the type, the scope and scale of lexicon Trump used in his texts.  

In relation to the results, it is worth noting that although both textual measures are 

credible computational tools for measuring lexical density and readability levels, they are 

not flawless. The conclusions from the LD and GF scores were not deterministic and 

should be regarded with some degree of caution. One aspect that needs some closer 

investigation is the right method for calculating lexical words and grammatical words 

according to Ure’s (1971) method for calculating LD (O’Loughlin 1995: 221, Johansson 

2008: 66).  

  



 

313 

 

4.7.4. Conclusions 

The obtained results showed that the high value of spoken LD for Trump’s texts, which 

are closely associated with the high degree of formality (Hasan 1988), underlie the type 

of discursive of his political practices. The speaking patterns observed in the analysed 

textual practises showed  the predominant use of function words over content words 

which is a hallmark of spoken texts. As a result, the present study showed that the most 

salient feature of Trump’s spoken discourse was the orality of his texts (observed in a 

higher degree of grammatical or function words).   

The underlying assumption being that speech acts are acts of creating a specific 

type of reality provided sufficient insight into the communicative purpose of his practices 

which included (1) social control, (2) the establishment of authority, and (3) influencing/ 

exerting power over people. What is important, it has been observed that Trump used 

impoverished language, which is a typical feature of a formalised spoken discourse. The 

most frequently used speech acts of his discourse were representatives in the form of 

assertions which positively correlated with situationality. These observations may imply 

that social context highly influenced the use of his language as social practice. Language 

practices in the form of representatives directly reflected the situationality of his texts (the 

coronavirus pandemic) which was reflected in the informational cores in the form of 

content words that directly referred thematically (conceptually) to the social situation of 

a coronavirus pandemic. Furthermore, Trump’s speech patterns were characterised by 

frequent repetitions which directly corresponded to low informativity due to low 

information packaging. The results directly translate to his poor language proficiency and 

limited language knowledge.  

The analysis also yielded results which pointed to the fact that Trump’s texts 

corresponded to the readability level of an eighth grade student compared to a college 

reading level of presidential texts in the 18th and 19th century. Hence, low readability 

scores and low information packaging of his texts speak volumes about the effectiveness 

of Trump’s communication with the American society.  
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4.8. The patterning style of Donald Trump’s texts 

The anthropolinguistic study of texts shows that an analysis of the communicational 

grammar of discourse is the most rudimentary aspect and the most credible form of 

research into communication in its contextual embeddings. Pattern recognition of 

linguistic and non–linguistic contextual correlates has the potential to study texts in terms 

of the mechanisms, operations, and rules which signal the relations within texts. The aim 

of the present chapter was to account for the communicational grammar rules in Trump’s 

2020 presidential campaign texts which were consistently evidenced and classified 

according to the following criteria: (1) Rhetorical patterns, (2) Textual/Speech act 

patterns, (3) Politeness patterns, and (3) Index patterns. A graphic representation of the 

positive and negative correlations between the elements of the AMC model are provided 

below, followed by the characteristics of the patterns distinguished. 



 

315 

 

Table 39. Patterns of correlations 
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4.8.1. Rhetorical patterns 

Rhetorical discourse patterns are recognised according to the rhetorical appeals of ethos, 

pathos, logos, and kairos in the form of fallacies, which lie at the core of a rhetorical 

situation and indicate the rhetorical purpose of communication. The recognised rhetorical 

patterns are used to draw on the characteristics of the speaker (Donald Trump), focus on 

the salient features of his persuading style, as well as build a fuller picture of Trump’s 

rhetoric of persuasion. The results obtained in the study were consistent in showing that 

a typology of three core rhetorical mechanisms could be distinguished, the purpose of 

which was to create power claim through the performance of rhetorical fallacies:  

(a) establishing impression management through Trump’s manipulation with 

ethos using the personal attack (ad hominem) and poisoning the well fallacy, and 

excessive use of expressives in the form of ridicule, blame, accusation, and boasting;  

(b) evoking fear by using the pathos fallacies of the slippery slope, appeal to fear 

(argumentum ad mentum), and stirring symbols;  

(c) creating misinterpretation and oversimplifications of his opponents’ 

statements with logos–related fallacies such as straw man, hasty generalisations, and 

smoke screen.  

The results markedly demonstrated that the rhetorical fallacies in Trump’s texts 

were rhetorically significant since they all met the communicative criteria of textuality, 

hence they formed rhetorically communicative occurrences. Based on the quantitative 

analysis of the correlations between rhetorical variables and standards of textuality, the 

rhetorical status of Trump’s texts presented two adversary modes that need to be re–

examined. On the one hand, it is evident that it was common practice for Trump to flout 

maxims and minimise the effects of what passes as cooperative communication. The 

outcome for Trump’s use of maxims for this analysis was that since Grice’s maxims 

resided in the logic of his arguments, Trump’s maxim flouting resulted in his discourse 

being illogical and irrational.  

Still, there is more to what one may potentially consider as an effective, orderly, 

and informative way of communicating. Based on the findings, it should be made clear 

that the one crucial factor is rhetorical effectiveness which is significantly represented 

by the correlations with textual standards. One could postulate that there existed some 

normative textual determinants which created the conditions for the rhetorically effective 
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performance of Trump’s texts. The results shed new light on the acceptability criteria of 

rhetorical fallacies since their meaning is worked out through the contextual effects they 

create and the relevant outcomes they produce.   

Specifically, it is suggested that contextually relevant fallacies in a positive 

correlation with the standards of textual communication, and therefore running parallel, 

share an immediate situational relevance that derives from (a) efficiency, (b) 

effectiveness, and (c) appropriateness (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 18). 

With reference to this framework, it was observed that, firstly, Trump produced fallacious 

texts with minimum effort. In other words, he contributed minimally to others’ face–

maintenance by communicating FTAs overtly as evidenced in numerous rhetorical 

fallacies (e.g., in the straw man fallacy and ad hominem fallacy).  

Secondly, his texts left a strong impression on the hearer in that they yielded 

implicatures which stemmed from Trump flouting maxims and producing the fallacies of 

hasty generalisation, poisoning the well, appear to fear, etc. Such a perspective also 

presupposes that in this way he created the conditions which facilitated the attaining of 

his communicational purpose, there being no possibility for cooperative action and 

reaching a consensus. This claim is taken to be reflected in the patterned rhetorical aims 

of his anti–ethos purpose to attack his political opponents, to create prejudice against 

Biden and to discredit the media; the anti–pathetic purpose to evoke fear and the anti–

logos purpose to discredit his political opponents, to present a distorted view of their 

words taken out of context, to accuse, to exaggerate and misrepresent, to communicate 

information that is supported by little evidence, to avoid the real issue by changing the 

topic, and to blame the media.  

Finally, the last regulative principle of appropriateness that renders Trump’s 

fallacies as contextually relevant considers the agreement of “[s]etting and the ways in 

which the standards are upheld” (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 18). This 

refers to kairos as the right, appropriate moment of a communicative occurrence. The 

idea of contextually relevant fallacies can be statistically supported by the positive 

correlation of kairos with all three appeals of ethos, pathos and logos and all the standards 

of intertextuality. Therefore, the evidence–based results showed that the appropriateness 

of the fallacies correlated with the situation and the standards of textuality. It resulted in 

a postulate that the fallacies were a relevant part of the context and were potent discursive 

strategies which marked the communicativeness of Trump’s texts.   
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In light of the above, rhetorical fallacies regulated and controlled the textual 

communication of Trump’s discourse. Additionally, drawing on existing assumptions, 

Trump’s rhetorical fallacies were legitimately identified as communicative occurrences 

(they met textuality standards) which adhered to the three regulative principles of 

efficiency, effectiveness, and appropriateness, hence they were relevantly contextualised.  

The present study discriminated between the unidirectional and bidirectional 

correlations of rhetorical variables which fluctuate according to various features of 

context. Given the positive and negative value parameters, rhetorical fallacies can also be 

understood as vehicles of information cargo that foreground or background (Hopper and 

Thompson 1980: 280) the informative load depending on its context. The results showed 

that sets of situations that carried relevant information signalled whether what was said  

was more prominent in relation to another variable or was less noticeable. Hence, one 

may discuss the existing rhetorical correlations as signposts that signal the strengthening 

or weakening effects that particular variables have in discourse. The research results 

provided a typology of rhetorical correlations that formed significant relations in Trump’s 

texts. They are presented in the pairs below. 

 

Ethos– Expressives: (–0.58): e.g., The more expressives such as criticism or 

ridicule that Trump produced, the more arguments ad hominem he used towards Biden; 

the more often blame, accusation and criticism were used by Trump noticed, the lower 

his ethos.  

Ethos–Pathos: (+0.47): e.g., Trump accused China of spreading a virus and, at 

the same time, made unsupported overgeneralisations about China taking advantage of 

the USA. He also used the symbol of the Oval Office, which refers to power and authority. 

Trump disparaged his opponent (in this case China) with words such as China plague or 

China virus and appealed to fear when he made a reference to the number of deaths caused 

by the pandemic. The more he appealed to fear (low pathos), the less ethical as a speaker 

he became (low ethos). 

Logos–Commissives: (+0.57): e.g., The more promises he made about 

developing a vaccine, getting through the pandemic soon, improving the production of 

masks and providing a powerful supply of ventilators, the higher the credibility that 

Trump established as a speaker (high ethos). 
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Ethos–Logos: (+0.69): e.g., Trump used ad hominem arguments towards Biden 

and presented a simplified view of Biden's performance as well as unfairly undermining 

his credibility as candidate for President of the USA. He also tried to create a prejudiced 

attitude in the audience and undercut Biden. Instead of getting straight to the point, Trump 

went off topic and used overgeneralisations. The more he manipulated the arguments, the 

less successful he was as a speaker.  

Ethos–Kairos: (+0.77): e.g., The more Trump ridiculed Biden and presented 

himself as an unethical speaker (low ethos), the less contextually appropriate it was. 

Logos–Kairos: (+0.73): e.g., The less adequate the evidence provided by Trump 

was, as regards the level of unemployment, the less informative he became in terms of 

the economic situation in the USA. The more unsupported promises and assertions he 

made (low logos), the lower the degree of kairos which is the proper measure 

(appropriateness) taken in the pandemic situation. The more overgeneralisations such as 

[b]illions of dollars, millions of people, no one is immune, etc. Trump used, the more 

under– or over–informative his discourse became, which was inappropriate in the time of 

crisis (low kairos).   

Most importantly, it may be observed that rhetorical patterns are vehicles of 

rhetorical knowledge, residing in individual text realisations (fallacies) that always strive 

to attain communicative goals. One could argue that there are at least two things that 

fundamentally build rhetorical knowledge and rhetorical practice being part of a 

rhetorical culture. Due to rhetorical patterns, it is possible to distinguish the rhetorical 

grammar rules of Trump’s discourse. If communication is purpose–driven action, texts 

are vehicles of purposeful communication (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 23) 

and “[e]mbodiment of intention addressed to the solution of a particular problem” (King 

1983: 297), then texts serve a twofold purpose: (1) functional: aimed at conveying 

intentions, beliefs and evaluations, and (2) procedural: focusing on problem–solving tasks 

and practical reasoning. Bearing in mind the above, it is the author’s opinion that it is 

possible to attribute to rhetorical situation the highly performative function of creating 

discourse. By means of the above, an attempt is made to present the significant 

assumption that both rhetorical fallacies and speech acts indisputably provide the 

illocutionary and perlocutionary force of discourse. It is to be noted that fallacies produce 

various effects, e.g., the illocutionary effect of expressing disapproval, a threat or a 

promise and the perlocutionary effect of persuading hearers to accept one’s point of view. 
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What is of importance here is that they are operations that dynamically manipulate 

discourse structures and create communicative purpose which indicates the outcome of 

these operations. It is from this perspective that discourse and its texts ought to be 

analysed. Rhetorical situation and speech acts do not exclusively belong to language as 

la parole, but they can be sanctioned as discursive performatives.   

4.8.2. Textual/Speech act patterns 

 It was also observed that the strongly correlative variables of textual standards along with 

the rhetorical fallacies served as the constitutive rules (Searle 1969: 33) of Trump’s 

discourse. They were found to perform a constitutive function by being responsive to the 

regulative property of rhetorical fallacies and speech acts. For example, taking into 

consideration the coherence/cohesion of Trump’s texts, their relatedness and effective 

conceptuality was reflected in the functional character that was antithetical to that of an 

ethical speaker. Neither did he successfully establish his credibility, nor did he use 

inductive reasoning. Furthermore, he played upon the emotions of Americans through 

evoking fear and seemed to take the wrong measure at the wrong time when he presented 

his arguments to the public. All this implies that text creation takes place at the cognitive 

level of a rhetor which is also pointed out by de Beaugrande and Dressler ([1972] 1981) 

who state that coherence stems from the cognitive processes of text users (de Beaugrande 

and Dressler [1972] 1981: 13).   

Given the interpretation that speech acts form patterns that exhibit the regulative 

properties of texts, this implies that representatives, expressives and commissives (e.g., 

promises) are conditions that render the situationality of Trump’s texts relevant and create 

mechanisms that give rise to new forms of behaviour such as the construction of political 

identity and power relations. As results in the table below evidenced, speech act patterns 

create high power value which is presented in the three–staged typology.  
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Figure 7. Model of creating high Power through representatives and rhetorical appeals 
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Figure 8. Model of creating high Power through expressives and rhetorical appeals 
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Figure 9. Model of creating high Power through commissives and rhetorical appeals 
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As the typologisations of creating high Power through speech acts and rhetorical 

appeals by Donald Trump demonstrate, the context structure consisting of specific speech 

acts makes it possible to define the roles of participants in the social situation and 

significantly build power and domination relations. One is of the opinion that the main 

communicative purpose in all the three–staged typologies has been power claim which 

can be subsumed under the category of a macro speech act of Trump’s discourse.  

It is observed that if speech acts are relevant conditions for creating context, then 

they are also types of strategies, i.e., [g]lobal representations of the means of reaching 

that goal (van Dijk and Kintsch 1983: 65) and cognitive representation (van Dijk 1997: 

31) that “(…) [p]ertain to a global way of deciding” (ibid.). The importance of 

situationality, coherence/cohesion and acceptability were recognised to be correlationally 

significant, with the strategic use of speech acts such as representatives, expressives, and 

commissives as means to determine the global meaning of Trump’s texts, which is 

dictated by the constitutive (descriptive) features of texts in the form of textuality 

standards as well as in the pragmatic context built through pragmatic relations and 

strategies. Notably, speech acts were acts of creating textual reality that were operative at 

the local level (coherence/cohesion), global level (situationality), and cooperation level 

(acceptability) of Trump’s texts. 

Based on the presented three–staged typology showing that representatives, 

expressives, and commissives establish conditions for consequent structured activities 

(manipulation of rhetorical appeals and establishing high power value), this observation 

is considered congruent with the idea of Trump’s texts being functional units that created 

social facts. The patterned and typical activities as distinguished in the tables above 

primarily create a reality (discourse) that is believed to be true and become a definition 

of our physical world (Bazerman 2004: 312). Because the mechanism of creating social 

facts through texts is based on the words Trump spoke and the illocutionary force of 

performing specific speech acts (e.g., asserting, promising, threatening, accusing, 

ridiculing, boasting, etc., followed by obtaining effects which were context bound, e.g., 

persuading his audience to believe his promises, convincing Americans to trust him and 

believe that he was able to make America great again, presenting himself as a credible 

candidate for president, people started believing in this reality hence Trump’s texts 

became powerful tools for building authority and creating a shared social understanding 

of the current socio–cultural context. 
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The complementary results of the rhetorical and textual patterns also yielded a 

promising outcome concerning the establishment of the rhetorical function of Trump’s 

texts. The research showed that the textual realisations demonstrated the structural and 

functional character of Trump’s communicational grammar in relation to the rhetorical 

purpose which was predominantly argumentative and schematic. Trump’s use of 

rhetorical fallacies consistently showed the type of framing focused on reaching specific 

goals, most often drawing on power, control, and territorial claim. Therefore, it is worth 

noting that Trump’s discourse can be explored by means of the patterns distinguished in 

which the communicative situations were managed (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 

1981: 120, Hatim and Mason 1990: 155) explicitly by means of representatives, 

expressives, and commissives which set the tone for the argumentative structure (Hatim 

and Mason 1990: 155).  

It is to be emphasised that Trump’s texts were triggered by goal–directed 

discourse action that most often aimed at discrediting the opponent and building Trump’s 

own positive image. This assumption is sufficiently supported by a relatively high, 

negative correlational value of expressives with acceptability (–0.64). Furthermore, the 

global pattern of argumentative texts also entails the use of cohesive devices for emphasis 

and insistence such as self–repetition, parallelism, anaphora, etc. which are typical of 

argumentative text type (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 173). The results 

provided copious evidence for their existence in Trump’s texts.   

The similarities in the way speech acts were used in Trump’s texts suggest that it 

is possible to distinguish some powerful elements of his communicational grammar 

which directly refer to the socio–cultural constructions of a person and society. In relation 

to this, LD analysis demonstrated a high frequency of content words such as person and 

country in Trump’s discourse. A corresponding similarity was to be found in the use of 

prevalent speech acts in which Trump presented facts about the world by using 

representatives (e.g., assertions), expressed his own attitudes in expressives, and made 

the world fit his words by uttering commissives (e.g., promises). The observations 

entailing the speaker–society and the word–world dichotomy corroborate the synthetic 

approach rather than the “stratigraphic” view proposed by Geertz (1973: 44) in looking 

for systematic relations in communication. This implies integrating the aspects of both 

human biology and psychology with the sociological and cultural factors which build 

culture directly leading to the consideration of language in its nonverbal context.  
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Last but not least, it is to be observed that Trump used various speech acts to 

satisfy his political ends and created the identities that referred to both his own political 

self as well as to America’s political status. Owing to the above one can conclude that the 

distinguished typologies are but ways for creating Trump’s greatness as well as 

exceptionalism of America, at least as presented in representatives and commissives. 

Following this interpretation, representatives constituted the identity of Trump’s flawless 

leadership and America’s exceptionalism. The use of expressives on the other hand, 

presented Trump as an offender of others’ positive face (a superior individual) and a 

social disruptor who disrespected norms. In this relation, America was given a role of an 

inferior, vulnerable, and dependent country where fear pervaded Americans’ lives.  

Finally, the patterned use of commissives attributed Trump with a role of a 

promise maker and people pleaser which was especially evident in his campaign slogan 

“Promises made, promises kept” or “Make America Great again.” By promising 

transitions to greatness, America was given again, an inferior status as dependent on 

Trump’s promises hence it was another power claim strategy of Trump’s discourse.  

4.8.2.1. Trump’s texts as genre sets 

The results provided new insights on Trump’s texts which can be typologised as a genre 

type. One would even dare say that his discourse consisted of genre sets since his 

argumentative text types built on representatives, expressives and commissives, and 

presented patterned structures of practices that conveyed specific communicative 

purpose, i.e., power claim. The author shares Berkenkotter and Huckin’s view (2016) 

that “[g]enres are inherently dynamic rhetorical structures that can be manipulated 

according to the conditions of use” (Berkenkotter and Huckin 2016: 3) and “[g]enres are 

dynamic rhetorical forms that are developed from actors' responses to recurrent situations 

and that serve to stabilize experience and give it coherence and meaning” (Berkenkotter 

and Huckin 2016: 4). The former assumption seems to hinge on the content of genre that 

is always dictated by context and the needs of participants. The conditions of use seem to 

be dictated by the needs of society, i.e., in pandemic times, Trump’s texts served the 

function of promising a better future and asserting that the crisis was coming to an end. 

The latter reference to genres implies that genres are highly contextualised, and their 
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production is fundamentally rooted in the genre knowledge, that is the cognitive 

experience of individuals as well as the shared knowledge of communities. Genres in this 

sense are forms of response to discursive practice which organise the life of communities. 

This suggests that the genre sets of Trump’s discourse were grounded in the procedural 

knowledge of ethos, pathos, and logos. This type of knowledge draws on problem–

solving tasks and practical skills that facilitate the finding of solutions. As regards 

Trump’s texts, his manipulation with rhetorical appeals was his way of defining his social 

roles and the political identity of a superior who eventually builds power and domination 

relations.  

One may also note that his genre rested on the functional knowledge of beliefs, 

values, morals, and appropriateness, i.e., kairos. This leads to an attempt at distinguishing 

some elements of Trump’s functional and procedural knowledge, which is the cornerstone 

of his knowledge, i.e., his ways of understanding the world, his patterns of verbal and 

nonverbal behaviour, in most general terms, the contexts that he shared socially with 

others. Having distinguished the components of Trump’s two knowledge types which are 

observed in the analysed patterns gives insights on his cultural practice. One can deduce 

from this that Trump’s genre sets created by specific speech acts served as overarching 

mechanisms within a system of language as cultural practice. The author is of the opinion 

that studying these genre sets in the form of typologies not only makes it possible to 

recognise the sequences of social actions typical of Trump’s texts, but it also provides 

ample information about the roles that are attached to these actions. Having said that, one 

can go a step further and assume that Trump’s speech genres established knowledge 

which is a part of the whole genre system (that consists of interrelated genres over time 

and space) and significantly navigates how values, beliefs, social norms, and assumptions 

about the world become shared knowledge and finally reach kairos, which refers to the 

acceptance of new knowledge in a given speech community (Miller 1992: 312), and gives 

the opportunity for discourse to adopt other intertextual genres. In this way, genre sets as 

part of a conventional genre system regulate the social interaction embedded within the 

structure of a language system. 
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4.8.3. Politeness patterns 

 The research evidence showed that Trump’s strategies of communication were inferred 

via face management strategies which were to be found in the political roles he created, 

as observed in the communicational grammar of his discourse. Firstly, Trump created a 

fog of promises which initially made his texts well–supported with evidence and 

purposeful, which seemed to be the right measure to take during pandemic times. 

Therefore, the results showed that the Promise strategy was aligned in a positive high 

correlation with kairos, situationality and acceptability, these three being strongly related 

to outside text notion and nonverbal context. Notably, making promises and being 

optimistic led the way in presenting Trump as a credible speaker who assured Americans 

of a prosperous economic future and promised that there was an end coming to the 

suffering of the COVID–19 pandemic. Piercing that fog was the actual outcome in the 

form of overgeneralisations, self–repetitions and hedges, which were negatively 

correlated so that in the end they rendered his texts persuasively incoherent and 

ineffective. There is no question that on closer look Trump’s discourse consisted of 

broken promises and failed expectations.  

Secondly, his role of crowd pleaser was clearly manifested by the use of the in–

group strategy of the Pluralisation of the ‘I’ pronoun that explicitly hinges on promises 

and assertions which are powerful means of social control in terms of building high values 

of logos. Trump’s interactional roles, evident in the in–group mechanisms and in the 

presentation of his public self–image, always entered meaning through the context built 

of rhetorical appeals and textual standards, which acted as higher–order global structures 

and validated the persuasiveness of Trump’s texts. Having said that, the author believes 

that they served as signalling segments of the patterned structure of Trump’s 

communicational grammar, which yielded his role–relationships with society.  

  



 

329 

 

4.8.4. Index patterns  

The major finding of the Index patterns analysis was that the mean percentage score for 

the lexical density of Trump’s texts was 41 %, which is a characteristic of spoken texts. 

The results for LD also pointed to the high degree of formality of his texts, reaching an 

almost marginal maximal value of 43% (O’Loughlin 1995: 221). Another observation 

evidenced in the results was that the GF readability formula showed a mean score of (8) 

which corresponds to the readability level of an eighth grade student, compared to the 

political speeches of 18th and 19th century American presidents who pitched at a college 

reading level. It was noted that one relevant aspect which meant that Trump’s texts met 

the standard of situationality were representatives in the form of assertions which directly 

imparted the meaning of LD value and its positive correlation with situationality (+0.45). 

The data obtained showed that the information packaging, which is a characteristic 

attribute of LD, was aligned with the type of speech act of representatives that exhibited 

the relation of words to world. Trump’s texts gave rise to topics the informational core of 

which dealt with the concepts and relations directly related to the coronavirus pandemic, 

such as virus, China, person, country, test, world, etc. Therefore, the results showed that 

the increase in LD (information load) increased with the thematic content relevant in a 

given context (situationality).  

The index patterns also significantly demonstrated that the level of informativity 

of Trump’s texts (high LD) negatively correlated with self–repetition, which flouted 

maxims and hindered effective communication by being over–/under–informative. 

Following from this, the positive correlation of LD and the GF variable should not be 

analysed in terms of the primacy of one textual measure over another, but rather the 

results ought to be interpreted as a combination of both variables. It is likely that verbal 

and nonverbal context underlies both parameters which fluctuate according to the 

relevance of the situationality factors. Last but not least, the results demonstrated that 

Donald Trump ‘s speech was characterised by the prevalence of function words over 

content words which is a hallmark of spoken texts. As far as his spoken style is concerned, 

the high content of function words made it a salient feature of Trump’s spoken discourse 

pointing to the orality rather than literacy of his texts.  
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4.9. General conclusions 

The anthropolinguistic study of Donald Trump’s 2020 campaign discourse was an 

attempt to document and analyse the communicational grammar which plays a 

tremendous role in creating political discourse. Having contributed to work on political 

texts embedded within specific socio–cultural, non–verbal context allowed one to take on 

a research perspective that includes communication, language, and discourse as central 

tenets of this analysis. The principle questions that one asked at the beginning of this work 

included: What are the patterns of Donald Trump’s linguistic communication, how these 

patterns are organised and how they are interrelated with other facets of culture. In this 

light, it has been established that communication is means of organising and legitimising 

language practices understood primarily as forms of contact and symbolic systems which 

facilitate social bonds by means of linguistic signs. It is believed that these systems of 

rules and discursive regularities are observed to form in an orderly way according to the 

fluctuating context. This analysis also extends beyond texts understood as communicative 

occurrences and allows to look for areas of discursive activity on a micro–macro level of 

cultural practice. 

 The anthropolinguistic analysis produced a number of outcomes that directly 

addressed the questions stated in the Introduction of this thesis and made it possible to 

make generalisations which led to the result that human interaction is structurally 

hardwired but functionally (pragmatically) driven. Therefore, it was possible to generate 

specific patterns of behaviour (communicational grammar rules) evidenced in rhetorical, 

textual/speech acts, politeness and index patterning styles. In a wider perspective, the 

rules in question can also be referred to as mechanisms of persuasion, strategies of 

rhetorical communicational grammar, strategies of asymmetrical power value in the form 

of politeness strategies, as well as social roles which dynamically reflect context that lays 

the ground for the construction of genres.  

This study also gives insight on what is achieved through the interaction within 

specific speech acts that have been grouped according to their patterned pragmatic 

(illocutionary) force and which provide relevant information about what they actually 

bring to communication. These speech acts set to examine and explain how Donald 

Trump’s power claim was established. It is also noteworthy to point out that the 

anthropolinguistic tool for analysing texts in the form of speech acts has been an 
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undervalued means of researching context since it is by means of and through 

conversational implicatures and inferencing that we can determine the meaning of 

language form in context (Levinson 1983: 21). In this light, the analysis of speech acts 

which convey a purpose of communication along with the implicatures of what is actually 

said (Levinson 1983: 97), it is possible to provide crucial functional explanations of 

discursive specific acts which are a part of larger cultural practices.  

Furthermore, the study results showed the diversified range of contextual factors 

which significantly impacted both the functional knowledge as well as the procedural 

knowledge of the American society. Hence, one could claim that the contextual 

constraints dictated by the communication purpose of the speech acts, aligned with the 

rhetorical function of persuasion (identified by rhetorical fallacies), underlie a 

situationality which generates specific textual realisations that fundamentally impart 

certain interpretations of situations. For this reason, Trump’s schematic and 

argumentative texts have the potential to change reality. Having said that, it is to be 

pointed out that they have genuinely become a part of the society’s habitus (Uzendoski 

2012: 71) and have enabled the incorporation of Trump’s discourse into a political myth 

of American society. It goes without saying that such observations speak volumes about 

both the cognitive processes which underlie the production and reception of texts, and the 

patterned structure of human communicative behaviour that transforms and modifies 

existing knowledge.  

The major finding of the study of Donald Trump’s discourse and his 

communicational grammar has been that producing and receiving political texts is a work 

in process (i.e., it is an organised, situated interaction) which dynamically and temporarily 

forms webs of significance of human action. Since the communicational grammar of 

Trump’s discourse consists of the rules governing the formation of his political texts, then 

future research could focus on a wider socio–cultural exploration of various 

communicational grammars of political discourse and the ways they interact with other 

nonverbal contextual variables. Furthermore, they could significantly establish other local 

and global accounts of contextual meaning which systematically underpin and shape the 

cultural practice of a given discursive community.  
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4.10. The study in view of the existing anthropolinguistic research 

This anthropolinguistic study has added to the current knowledge in the field of 

anthropolinguistics research and drawn upon a novel approach which rests on the pillars 

of the SPEAKING Grid (Hymes 1974) and the seven standards of textuality (de 

Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981) grounded in the fourth communicative–discursive 

paradigm (Chruszczewski 2011: 199). Applying the Anthropolinguistic Model of 

Communication (AMC) as a pattern recognition model made it possible to integrate the 

theories and assumptions of the ethnography of speaking, textual linguistics and 

pragmatics to create a mosaic of the communicational grammar rules of Donald Trump’s 

texts. 

There are various benefits in focusing the study design on a more practical 

examination of texts in order to document and analyse the anthropolinguistic data in its 

socio–cultural milieu. In the interdisciplinary context of this analysis, text is viewed as a 

communicative occurrence which ought to be studied by means of systematic and 

conventional anthropolinguistic tools specially tailored for the study of political texts. To 

the author’s knowledge, this is the first research in this field which includes specific areas 

of rhetorical analysis, speech act theory, politeness principles and textual indexes 

combined together to give a comprehensive description of communicational patterns. The 

conjunction of all these components provides an outlook on texts in terms of reaching the 

communicative goals critically embedded within the framework of speech acts that go 

beyond the logic of rhetorical fallacies and grammatical constraints. It is the author’s 

opinion that texts are a medley of illocutionary acts organised by structural conventions 

embedded within the situational, social and cultural context. Following from this, the 

results demonstrated that speech acts give rise to various forms of linguistic behaviour 

which establish rhetorical appeals. Such appeals result in power relations of facework 

strategies that are also tools for distinguishing the identities of Donald Trump’s political 

role. Given the specific network of relationships allowed to find co–occurrences which 

are indicative of existing relations that lead the way in building predominant features of 

Trump’s language practice, e.g., his communicational grammar.  

To take into account the analogical co–occurrence of ways of speaking, this study 

needed to be developed at the level of quantitative analysis which is an asset of this 

research. Finding correlations was highly informative and gave some approximation to a 
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large amount of data that accounted for some similarities and differences in the patterning 

of Trump’s texts. This advance, while being highly productive and valuable, as well as 

producing large–scale effects in terms of outcomes and future perspectives, focused on 

the variables which may allow for the identification of clusters, segments, and the density 

of co–occurred relations and their affinities. Therefore, looking for some degrees of 

correlations between the analysed elements of a communication model allowed to 

establish more relations or confirm the existing dependencies, as evidenced during the 

qualitative analysis.  In the quantitative approach to this anthropolinguistic study of texts, 

it was customary to look into patterns that demonstrated correlations of positive and 

negative direction in order to build an organised and universal system of communicational 

rules. It is worth noting that both qualitative and quantitative analysis gave significant 

results and made it possible to build a comprehensive system of communicational 

grammar rules. Although it would be a far–reaching conclusion to state that the AMC 

model provided an exhaustive account of patterns of Trump’s texts, its global structure 

gave sufficient amount of data that had been signalled and developed initially during a 

qualitative process analysis.  

This analysis also focused on speech acts which are a neglected area of study but 

play a crucial, if not fundamental, role in creating meaning from nonverbal context. It 

was observed that speech acts, particularly representatives, commissives, and 

expressives, formed patterns with rhetorical appeals and created an argumentative type 

of text that most often aimed at discrediting the opponent and building Trump’s own 

positive image. Hence, the results showed that speech acts served as a regulative force in 

Trump’s discourse and were relevant conditions as well as pragmatic strategies reflecting 

the situationality of his communicational grammar during pandemic times. 

Another contribution to this study was the analysis based on the diachronic 

distribution of variables which provided a fuller view of Trump’s presidential campaign 

within the sociocultural framework. The results clearly signalled various time frames and 

their specific patterns of communication. These uncovered changing but systematic 

speaking styles that were typically marked at the launching point of his campaign and at 

the end of it.   

Finally, the study demonstrated that a highly correlational matrix between the 

standards of textuality and rhetorical appeals, as well as the results of the qualitative 

analysis of all the AMC model elements, systematically explored and explained the 
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relevant interactions that account for Trump’s texts and which are of an argumentative 

type. Trump’s discourse consistently showed a type of framing which is focused on 

reaching specific goals, most often drawing on power, control, and territorial claim. 

Trump’s texts were triggered by goal–directed discourse action that most often aimed at 

discrediting the opponent and building Trump’s own positive image. This was most 

notably presented in the rhetorical fallacies that were recognised to be rhetorically 

effective and contextually relevant. Furthermore, the intra–text cohesive devices of self–

repetition, parallelism, anaphora, etc. (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 173) 

provided copious evidence for the classification of Trump’s texts as argumentative. 

Another contribution of this study is that index pattern recognition made it possible to 

grasp some characteristics of Trump’s speech in terms of its lexical and grammatical 

content. The data showed that his speech was characterised by the prevalence of function 

words over content words, which is a hallmark of spoken texts. As far as his spoken style 

is concerned, the high content of function words made it a salient feature of Trump’s 

spoken discourse, therefore pointing to the orality rather than literacy of his texts. 

One might make a tentative claim that the AMC model could be a launching point 

for the study of other discourses, and specifically, for determining the global structures 

of texts which could provide a rich source of practical applications for text analysis in 

terms of wider areas of investigation such as cultural, historical, or social patterns. By 

showing a highly correlational matrix of standards of textuality and rhetorical appeals, 

followed by relatively significant occurrences of speech acts and strategies of politeness 

principles, the model gave a plausible explanation of Donald Trump’s communicational 

grammar patterns. The study findings also pointed to the rhetorical structure manifested 

by rhetorical fallacies as a highly functional determinant of the superstructure of Trump’s 

texts. Drawing on this, building on rhetoric and textuality, with some contribution from 

speech act theory and politeness principles, extensively and relevantly presented a 

verifiable and influential model for the anthropolinguistic study of texts.  
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4.11. Limitations and future directions 

The interdisciplinary nature of this study and the application of a newly structured model 

that has never been tested before, was a novel approach, hence it was prone to various 

inconsistencies and shortcomings. Useful as the distinguished patterns might seem, it 

became apparent that they are unpredictable and their recognition, to a certain extent, 

subjective, as their interpretation rests on the cognitive processes of the researcher who 

may attribute various degrees of coherence, acceptability, or illogicality of argument to 

the texts. Some of the model elements derive from the way the text was interpreted not 

from the text itself. Limiting the analysis only to co–occurrences was one possible 

approach. Despite the care put into its design and the process of interpreting data, the 

study using a qual and quan method could have been extended to the data from a larger–

scale corpus, which is a promising future avenue of research for a comparable type of 

study. This could entail a more thorough insight into specific contexts of various texts. 

Yet, the anthropolinguistic study of Trump’s texts in the existing empirical form showed 

a rich catalogue of distinct relations.  

Another limitation of the study was the small–scale corpus which may not be the 

best representation of Donald Trump’s 2020 presidential campaign narration to allow a 

fully–fledged analysis of the patterns distinguished. A future study would do well to 

include a wider range of text types – not only debates and speeches, but also inaugural 

addresses, interviews and tweets.   

In line with the research results, one could observe that the AMC model had the 

potential to be an applicable model facilitating the observation, interpretation and analysis 

of the communicational grammar rules of Donald Trump texts. However, it is important 

to note that what is at stake is the genuine credibility of the quantitative data. It is fairly 

indisputable that communication cannot be precisely calculable and equated with 

determinate numbers. Hence, taking the statistical approach as a tool for analysis in this 

particular anthropolinguistic study only skimmed the surface. The quantitative data 

analysis in the form of correlations, which created a network of probabilities that did not 

converge at salient points and did not provide determinate answers, might be considered 

insufficient for some readers.  Therefore, it is worth pointing out that future studies in a 

similar field could be extended by analysing more thoroughly the specific local contexts 

of texts. One more point to consider in this respect is the scope and scale of the model. It 
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seems that the complexity of its elements required a more detailed analysis, which could 

have yielded more straightforward data interpretations and more tightly established rules.  
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SUMMARY 

 

The subject matter of this dissertation is President Donald Trump's 2020 campaign 

discourse. The research perspective adopted in this study has been anthropological 

linguistics including text linguistics, discourse analysis and ethnography of 

communication. The research material based on the analysed texts drew on the Speaking 

Grid Model by Dell Hymes and seven standards of textuality proposed by Robert de 

Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler. 

The method for the analysis was based on the fourth communicative–discursive 

paradigm by Piotr P. Chruszczewski which puts emphasis on the preferred method of data 

collection, i.e., the communicational grammar of the analysed discourse. With respect to 

the results of the research, they comprised an anthropolinguistic study of verbal and 

nonverbal patterns in the context of an American election campaign.  

The hypothesis stated in this dissertation was that people express their minds in a 

structured, patterned, and orderly way. Therefore, the bottom line was the observation 

that Donald Trump’s presidential campaign discourse accounted for distinguishable 

patterns underpinning the cultural practice of a given discursive community. 

Donald Trump’s 2020 presidential campaign was a tough political fight and an 

enterprise full of fickle circumstances. In the midst of the pandemic turmoil which 

followed in the footsteps of Trump’s impeachment procedure, Americans had to confront 

media frenzy over negative news coverage and allegedly fraudulent voting stations. While 

the socio–political background dynamics dictated Trump’s unlikely path to victory, the 

candidate himself brought on countless controversies caused by his unprecedented 

behaviour and unconventional political style. Examining the communicational grammar 

of the analysed discourse it was clear to see that his attempts to claim power gained 

momentum in his flouting rhetoric style.  Trump repeatedly run the arsenal of rhetoric 

strategies based on fallacies that were dictated by the predominant speech acts of 

commissives, representatives and expressives. He also tried to sway the crowd by the use 

of the promise strategy and appealing to public interest. One of his discourse style feature 

was marked as “a bull in a china shop” to indicate a series of undiplomatic political 

moves, ineffective argumentative style and waining power.  
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There is no denying the fact that his controversial political patterning style and 

typical pandemic narratives left an imprint on the American society belief system which 

continues to be transformed. Having said that, it is to be pointed out that his 

communicational grammar has had a significant impact on creating the American 

society’s habitus which results from socially shared knowledge and accepted cultural 

rules. Now that the American public has shared the pandemic discourse of Donald Trump, 

it has fundamentally created a reality of a new order and new rules that are likely to be 

incorporated into an American political myth.  

 

Key words: President Donald Trump's 2020 Campaign Discourse: A Study in 

Anthropological Linguistics, presidential campaign discourse, communicational 

grammar of American political discourse, anthropological linguistics, text analysis, 

Donald Trump 
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STRESZCZENIE 

 

Przedmiotem niniejszej rozprawy doktorskiej jest dyskurs kampanii prezydenta Donalda 

Trumpa z 2020 roku. Perspektywę badawczą stanowi językoznawstwo antropologiczne, 

a w szczególności jej subdyscypliny takie jak: lingwistyka tekstu, analiza dyskursu oraz 

etnografia komunikacji. Materiał badawczy w postaci analizowanych tekstów kampanii 

prezydenckiej został przedstawiony w oparciu o model SPEAKING Grid sformułowany 

przez Della Hymesa. Teksty zostały również poddane analizie przeprowadzonej według 

siedmiu standardów tekstowości, których autorami są Robert de Beaugrande i Wolfgang 

Dressler. 

Metoda przedstawionego badania bezpośrednio nawiązuje do czwartego 

paradygmatu komunikacyjno–dyskursywnego opracowanego przez Piotra P. 

Chruszczewskiego, który to paradygmat wskazuje na preferowaną metodę zbierania 

danych, tj. na gramatykę komunikacyjną badanego dyskursu. Prezentowane wnioski z 

analizowanych tekstów stanowią antropolingwistyczne studium wzorów werbalnych i 

niewerbalnych w ich określonym zanurzeniu kontekstualnym amerykańskiej kampanii 

wyborczej.  

Przyjęta hipoteza niniejszej dysertacji stanowi o tym, że komunikacja między 

ludźmi przebiega wedle określonych schematów praktyk dyskursywno–językowych, 

tworzących ustrukturyzowane wzorce wypowiedzi. Tym samym ustalono wzory 

gramatyki komunikacyjnej dyskursu Donalda Trumpa oraz wskazano na relacje i 

zależności jakie zaobserwowano z innymi elementami kulturowymi.  

Wybór materiału badawczego został podyktowany nietypową sytuacją 

społeczno–polityczną państwa amerykańskiego w której przyszło Amerykanom wybierać 

ich prezydenta. Ponadto, sama kampania prezydencka Donalda Trumpa była trudną 

walką o władzę, a jej przebieg obfitował w burzliwe okoliczności spowodowane 

uruchomieniem procedury odwołania ze stanowiska (ang. impeachment’u) wobec 

samego kandydata na prezydenta, szalejącą pandemią COVID–19, dezinformacją 

medialną oraz rozprzestrzenianiem się rzekomych teorii spiskowych wpływających na 

wyniki wyborów. Nieprzychylne wydarzenia tła społeczno–kulturowego stworzyły 

warunki do równie nietypowych i skrajnych zachowań samego kandydata na urząd 

prezydenta.  
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Ponadto, wzory praktyk językowych kampanii prezydenckiej pokazały w jaki 

sposób Donald Trump próbował ustanawiać i utrzymywać władzę i nie były to wybory 

bez wad i kontrowersji. Arsenał strategii retorycznych prezydenta elekta głównie oparty 

był na argumentach atakujących stanowisko przeciwnika, a ich użycie było podyktowane 

celami jakie wyznaczyły dominujące akty mowy takie jak zapewnianie, obiecywanie i 

oskarżanie. Poza tym, Trump słynął ze składanych obietnic bez pokrycia oraz postawy 

przypodobywania się innym. Jego niezgrabny sposób prowadzenia polityki zyskał miano 

Trumpa w składzie porcelany jako efekt  ułomnych praktyk językowych i nieskutecznych 

działań politycznych.  

Niezaprzeczalnym jest fakt, że jego niestandardowe wzorce zachowań i typowe 

dla kontekstu pandemicznego narracje odcisnęły piętno na systemie przekonań 

społeczeństwa amerykańskiego prowadząc tym samym do stworzenia rzeczywistości, 

której transformacja nadal trwa. Kilka miesięcy politycznego dyskursu Trumpa zdążyło 

ustalić nowe zasady politycznego (nie)ładu, i stworzyło polityczną strukturę 

inkorporowaną w mit polityczny amerykańskiej prezydentury.   

 

Słowa kluczowe: Dyskurs kampanii prezydenckiej Donalda Trumpa z 2020 roku. 

Studium z zakresu językoznawstwa antropologicznego, dyskurs kampanii prezydenckiej, 

gramatyka komunikacyjna dyskursu politycznego, językoznawstwo antropologiczne, 

analiza tekstu, Donald Trump 
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APPENDIX A 

 

 

 

A codebook of thematic labels (variables) for the analysis based on SPEAKING Grid by Dell Hymes 

(1974) and seven standards of textuality by Robert de Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler ([1972] 

1981). 

 

SETTING/SCENE – the time and place of a speech act and the physical circumstances.  

 

Ethos  

(high/moderate/low) 

In an argumentative speech ethos appeals to authority and 

credibility. It serves as means of convincing the reader/audience of 

the reliable character and trustworthiness of a speaker/writer.  

 

Pathos 

(high/moderate/low) 

It appeals to emotions of the audience. Its aim is to create a 

persuasive argument by evoking an emotional reaction in the 

reader/audience. To Aristotle (Aristotle [348–322 B.C.] 1983: 

1453b) pathos refers to emotions which are determinants that 

influence decision making processes.   

 

 Logos  

(high/moderate/low) 

It refers to an appeal to logic and reason. This rhetorical tool is used 

for persuading an audience by a logical and rational thought. 

  

 Kairos  

(high/moderate/low) 

It relates to the concept of propriety. The propriety is linked to 

appropriateness in speech, i.e., when to take the floor, when to keep 

silent, what to say and in what manner.  It also designates a special 

moment when it's the opportune time to say or do a particular thing; 

the timeliness of an argument (see Palonen 2014: 282). 

 

Cohesion (high/moderate/low) Cohesion rests upon grammatical dependencies (forms and 

conventions). Cohesion and coherence are inextricably linked. 
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There also must be an interaction between cohesion and other 

standards of textuality to make communication efficient. 

 

Coherence 

(high/moderate/low)  

“It is a configuration of concepts and relations which underlie the 

surface text (and) are mutually accessible and relevant” (de 

Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 1981: 12). Coherence is a 

comprehension–based, interpretative notion (Bublitz and Lenk 

1999: 2). 

 

Intertextuality 

(high/moderate/low) 

It is viewed as a text within the text. “Intertextuality controls 

communicative activities at large” (de Beaugrande and Dressler 

[1972] 1981: 192). It is linked to coherence because it facilitates 

harking back to other pieces of information within the text 

(metatext) by means of mediation. Metatexts can be responsible for 

an internal organisation of a given text hence intertextuality can be 

viewed as a scaffolding of constructing coherence.  

 

Acceptability  

(high/moderate/low) 

It refers to the text receivers' attitude in communication. Text 

receivers must accept a language configuration as a cohesive and 

coherent text capable of utilization (de Beaugrande and Dressler 

[1972] 1981: 123). 

 

Situationality  

(high/moderate/low) 

Situationality describes the quantity of new and unexpected 

information in a text. What needs to be studied is how potential 

topics are introduced and collaboratively ratified, how they are 

marked as new, touched of and misplaced. how they are avoided or 

competed over and how they are collaboratively closed down. 

 

 

PARTICIPANTS– interlocutors, sender, receiver, hearer 
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Speech community  It is a “[c]ommunity sharing knowledge of rules for the conduct 

and interpretation of speech. Such sharing comprises knowledge of 

at least one form of speech, and knowledge also of its patterns of 

use. Both conditions are necessary” (Hymes 1974: 51). Although 

members of the community differ in respect of beliefs and various 

types of behaviour, one can distinguish some systematic and 

regular patterns of communication within speech communities 

(Gumperz 1982: 24).  

 

ENDS  – goals and outcomes.  

Communication purpose  The purpose or an intention of an addresser lies in the centre of 

every communicative act (Pisarek 2008, Levinson 1983, Brown 

and Levinson [1978] 1987, Jakobson 1989). Every communicative 

act is realized by means of an intention (purpose) of an addresser.  

 

Speech acts  According to John Searle (1969), there exist certain speech act 

patterns which carry specific pragmatic functions such as 

representatives, verdictives, commisives, expressives and 

declarations. 

 

ACT SEQUENCE It refers to “[o]rdering of communicative/speech acts, including 

turn–taking and overlap phenomena” (Saville–Troike [1982] 2003: 

110). 

 

KEY – It is introduced to provide for the tone, manner, or spirit in which an act is done. It corresponds 

roughly to modality among grammatical categories. It may refer to such notions as mock, seriousness, 

modality, irony, pejorative or a sarcastic tone (Hymes 1974: 57). Key is also described as an “[a]dditional 

factor of social meaning, involving whether in its conventional intention the sentence is to be taken as of 

mock or at face value” (Hymes 1974: 181).  

 

INSTRUMENTALITIES – “Instrumentalities are channels and forms of speech that can be joined 

together as means or agencies of speaking (oral, written, singing, etc.)” (Hymes 1974: 60). They can also be 
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viewed in terms of factors involved in verbal communication, in any speech event. Hymesian 

Instrumentalities can be interpreted as a form of contact, i.e., “[a] physical channel and psychological 

connection between the addresser and the addressee, enabling both of them to enter and stay in 

communication” (Jakobson 1960: 353). This factor, next to other aspects of language, i.e., an addresser, an 

addressee, a code, a message, context, determines different functions of language.  

 

NORMS– The norms of interpretation include common knowledge, relevant cultural presuppositions, or 

shared understandings. Norms of interaction implicate an analysis of social structure, and social 

relationships generally in a community. This category also entails rules for interaction. Norms are related to 

normative behaviour that is governed by a set of rules pertaining to a given norm, e.g., rules of politeness 

(Brown and Levinson [1978] 1987).  

 

GENRE – It is a “[t]ype of a communication event that arises as a result of the coexistence of specific 

features of the text and context. Genres always take place in a specific social, cultural, and historical setting. 

They are determined by the dominant goal of communication” (Duszak 1998: 218). 

Communication purpose  The purpose or an intention of an addresser lies in the centre of 

every communicative act (Pisarek 2008, Levinson 1983, Brown 

and Levinson [1978] 1987, Jakobson 1989). Every communicative 

act is realized by means of an intention (purpose) of an addresser.  

 

Discourse community  It refers to a group of people who share their own speech forms, 

specific to a given group (Bloomfield 1933: 50).  

 

Style Every global speech act determines the style of the discourse, i.e., 

“[t]he set of grammatical structures resulting from choice 

operations on semantically equivalent options” (van Dijk [1977] 

1992: 245). Styles are not properties of texts but result from the 

collection of options for creating a text(s) on the part of the 

producers or receivers of texts (de Beaugrande and Dressler [1972] 

1981: 23). Hence, it is possible to talk about the style of an 

individual text or of the whole discourse, historical period, or 

culture (ibid.). 
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