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THE ISSUE OF AN ADDRESSEE IN A POLITICAL DISCOURSE
A great number of studies on the political discourse have been published in
recent decades, which testifies to a considerable research interest towards this sphere
of discourse studies. In some works on the issue this interest is explained by the
following: 1) inner requirements of the linguistic theory; 2) politological aspects of
political thinking and its connections with political behaviour; 3) social needs and
strivings to free political communication from manipulations with public thinking [1,
p. 245]. The study of political discourse was greatly contributed by numerous
Ukrainian and foreign researchers, and namely P.Bailey, A. Blackledge, F. Batsevych,
P. Cap, K. Cart, P. Chilton, O. Chudinova, V. Demiankov, N. Fairclough, T. Haig, Ch.
Hart, A. Musolff, N. Fairclough, U. Okulska, N. Reva, I. Shevchenko, L. Slavova, G.
Street, T. van Dijk, R. Wodak and very many others. To that end, it is necessary to note
that there exists an area of political discourse research which remains hardly
investigated and, hence, presents a topical subject of studies. This is the nature and
characteristic features of the political discourse addressee. The main aim of this paper
is highlighting the most important aspects of political discourse addressee, as one of
the main components of political discourse that needs thorough research.
In foreign linguistics the study of political research was and is largely exercised
within the direction of critical discourse analysis (hereafter – CDA). This history of
this direction started about three decades ago, and during this time the given direction
spread to many countries of the world, having given start to a number of research
journals and bulletins; some of them have acquired the status of periodicals. The
acknowledged founder of CDA is T. van Dijk, who was quickly followed by his
supporters N. Fairclough, R. Wodak and T. van Leeuwen; these scholars inspired quite
a number of younger researchers. With the reference to other authors [6; 8; 9], T. van
Dijk defined the main tasks of CDA in the following way:
- the subject of CDA is social problems;
- relations concerning power and power institutions are of a discursive
nature;
- discourse possesses historical characteristics;
- discourse performs an ideological function;
- discourse is a component of culture and society;
- discourse analysis tasks are interpretive and explanatory;
- discourse is a form of social activity [16].
In the process of performing these tasks the brightest features of CDA as a
linguistic doctrine are the interest to various forms of social inequality, to domineering
and subordination which are continuously formed and copied through language and
discourse. CDA representatives consider the language as a border notion which
combines linguistic and social features, as an ideological and social construct which is
originated by political, nationalistic, colonial or segregation activity in their various
manifestations [13]. As to the issue of theoretical and methodological differences in
the views of CDA representatives, T. van Dijk emphasized the absence of unique

approach to the methodology of this discourse direction; remarking that any method
can be used for achieving the aim of the researcher [17]. T. van Leeuwen remarked that
CDA representatives deal not only with the issues of discourse analysis proper, but
with the criticism of social theories; and within the recent period social theories can
dominate over the discourse analysis [18, p. 234]. With the research approach
described, it seems logical that CDA studies are focused on the personalities of
politicians and public figures (for who in their works there exist a number of special
terminological expressions: political players/subjects [12; 15], public actors [16],
actors [10], collective and individual agents [14], political representatives [7]. At the
same time, however, such an object as an addressee, to whom the message is really
intended, is left as if unnoticed and remains outside the focus of the researchers’
attention. In the papers on political discourse one can come across only some
fragmentary notes on a recipient of this discourse kind or short non-analytical
observations [11; 20] when the context of the paper requires such notions. It should be
emphasized that papers devoted to the study of political discourse addressee are really
few in number. For instance, in A. Blackledge’s book (Chapter 6) the political
discourse addressee is noted as ‘common people’ in connection with recontextualization techniques in the interpretation of political events. The author states
that a politician can refer to the opinion of the part of political audience which meets
his own interests, leaving all other opinions aside; and thus the real point of view of
the political discourse addressee is distorted [5]. However, this scholar doesn’t suggest
any analysis of the category of the political discourse addressee either, considering it
just as a collective recipient. A. Wieczorek claims in the introduction to her research
that it refers primarily to the relationship between a speaker (a political figure) and his
addresses. But her paper deals practically with the role of a speaker, because it is he
who determines the degree of closeness between the discourse participants and in such
a way creates their activity in the discourse reality [19, xii].
Of greater interest, in our opinion is the research made by T. Kaminskaya, the
object of which is the addressee image in mass media texts [3]; the latter are understood
as the texts of political plot. Hence, the addressee is considered as: a) a real individual;
b) as a category participating in a communicative act; c) as a sociological category with
its certain characteristics which are obtained by means of sociological research; d) as
a text category.
The author focuses mostly on the study of social and economic issues while
developing the classification of addressees of mass media texts and suggests her own
view of the notion of the ‘target audience’ [3, pp. 174-183, 239]. In her classification
of addressees of mass media texts the researcher uses notions suggested in those texts
(so, they are mostly descriptive and non-analytical), and this makes the given
classification uncertain and vague. The author comes to the conclusion that the system
of addressees is moveable and determined by the social situation which is moveable in
its turn [3, p. 238].
In Ukrainian linguistics the category of the political discourse addressee has not
gained the research attention it deserves. In general terms, all important issues of an
addressee category were highlighted in the book written by O. Vorobyova on the
material of a short-short story. The scholar introduced the terms of ‘a split addressee’
on the basis of the following factors: the distribution of real, depicted and reflected
communication; the definition of the reader’s image as a modus of addressiveness

realization; the heterogeneous character of the image of a reader which is seen as a
reflection of a dialogical interaction; the interrelation between an addressant and an
addressee in a discourse. Consequently, the scholar suggests the typology of an
addressee category, differentiating between three addressee types: a) a fictional
addressee (i. e., an image of a belles-lettres piece); b) a hypothetical addressee (i.e., an
addressee image as seen in an addressant’s imagination that the text message is directed
to and which acts as a mediator between the discourse author and the addressee); c)
real addressee which is a recipient of a certain definite discourse [2, p. 138, 139].
As a particular type of an addressee of the political discourse, the further step of
its study was exercised by Ukrainian linguists A. Prokopenko and N. Reva; they chose
a political interview as the material of their research and they consider it to be a kind
of media-political discourse [4]. The authors single out the following features of a
media-political discourse addressee: social position, age, gender, psychological state,
cognitive abilities, values, peculiarities of speech anticipation. On the basis of these
characteristics they introduce certain typologies which are grounded on one or several
of the given characteristics.
This study is the only known attempt of characterization of the political
discourse addressee, and it certainly possesses certain research importance. However,
the authors do not analyse the signified addressee types deeply, being focused rather
on structural and linguistic specifics of the discourse genre which was the material of
their research. And their typology was worked out on the basis of only one genre of the
political discourse. We believe that their results should be applied to a broader
discourse material, which evidently will lead to the further development of their
classifications.
As the result of the exercised review it is possible to state that the greatest
problem in the research level of the political discourse addressee is that this category
is practically left outside the area of investigation, and particularly, outside the area of
linguistic research. Such situation makes the given category a topical subject of study.
It seems prospective to treat the issue of the political discourse addressee from the angle
of cognitive linguistics as the constituent of a multimodal paradigm suggested as the
methodology of such a study.
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