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Summary. The paper examines negation operators (Neg.
operator) as a means of creating an image of the opponent in
the political discourse, namely the Announcement speech of
Donald I. Trump. The definitions of the political discourse
have one common feature ‘the political use’ and based on the
concepts of power, conflict, control, or domination which in
cognitive linguistics provide instruments for the identification
and analysis of the audience manipulation. The explicit and
implicit Neg. operators are defined as well as their functions in
creating an opponent’s negative image in the political speech.
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Introduction. The very notions of political analysis and polit-
ical discourse analysis are ambiguous in linguistics and political
studies. The most common interpretation the Political Discourse
Analysis is that it focuses on the analysis of ‘political discourse’,
although Teun van Dijk [8, p. 12; 7, p. 12-52] says that, first, it is
necessary to determine which discourse is political and which is
not [see: 1, p. 236-244; 2]. “A political discourse expresses power
or domination including the various forms of resistance or count-
er-power against such forms of dominance” [7, p. 249-283]. The
term is suggestive of at least two possibilities: first, a discourse
which is itself political; and second, an analysis of political dis-
course as an example of any discourse type [see: 2]. P.A. Chil-
ton defines the political discourse as the use of language in ways
that humans, being political animals, tend to recognize as political
[4,p. 201]. We attempt to link social practice and linguistic practice,
as well as micro- and macro-analysis of discourse [see: 9, p. 97].
The proposed definitions have one common feature ‘the political
use’ and based on the concepts of power, conflict, control, or domi-
nation [see: 17, p. 111-113]. Concepts in cognitive linguistics pro-
vide instruments for the identification and analysis of linguistic and
psychological strategies for manipulation in political discourse.

We shall concentrate on negation operators (Neg. operator)
as a means of creating an image of the opponent in the political
discourse, namely the Announcement speech of Donald I. Trump.
The fact is that classification of types of political discourse much
depends on the definition of the political sphere itself. We may con-
sider all political activities of pre- and election campaign, electors,
pressure groups, media, political parties and other players in the
political process and the announcement speech is one of such activ-
ities in political context, which can turn any type of discourse into
political. We must admit that when the politicians in power seem to
hide the negative events within particular formulations that the pop-
ulation may not detect the truth, the politicians to come vehemently
try to disclose and atomize them with the help of the Neg. operators.

The objective of this paper is to examine the functions of Neg.
operators in his speech. Negation is one of the major controversial
issues in philosophy, logic, and linguistics. Among the traditional
problems of negation it is in the first place a phenomenon of se-
mantic opposition. As such, negation relates an expression e to an-

other expression with a meaning that is in some way opposed to
the meaning of e. This relation may be realized syntactically and
pragmatically in various ways. Moreover, there are different kinds
of semantic opposition [see: Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy
On-line, 2015).

It has often been observed that the logical symmetry of negative
and affirmative propositions in logic belies a fundamental asym-
metry in natural language. In symmetric negation affirmative and
negative structures show no differences except for the presence of
the negative marker(s), whereas in asymmetric negation there are
further structural differences, i.e. asymmetries .In comparison to
different perspectives on negation, particular attention is paid to the
action of the negative operator not and to its interaction with various
elements [16, p. 552-570]. Based on an authentic corpus of data, we
attempt to indicate the discursive contribution of the Neg. operators
in political discourse.

Discussion. We deploy on different existing theories in order
to further depict and elucidate various aspects that interact with the
negative operator. There is a vast philosophical and linguistic litera-
ture on negation [see: 13 for a thorough overview].

In Paul Werth’s [20] world text model negation is not just a
static semantic notion. The contribution of the discursive level of
the Neg. operators is highly contextual. We will begin by discuss-
ing standard negation, the negation of declarative verbal clauses.
Among the features of the Neg. operators in political discourse are
the following: the existence of more discursive entities, represented
not only by the speaker but also by allusions to political adversaries
and opponents, a rich background the speaker assumes to be shared
with the audience. It emerges as a dynamic discourse process as it
involves a constant reassessment of ongoing discourse [20, p. 198].
B. Sowinsky considers political language (discourse) as a unity of
language structures in the political use specific for a definite lan-
guage community [19, p. 249].

We shall start our investigation with ‘standard negation’, the
term originates from John R. Payne [18, p. 197-242]. It can be
characterized as the basic means that languages have for negating
declarative verbal main clauses. In English we can identify the con-
struction that adds not after the auxiliary verb as the standard nega-
tion strategy [see the history of English negation [15].

Investigation. We consider it appropriate not to analyse
Neg. operators as single instances revealed many interesting as-
pects. Many of them are generated on the speaker’s background
knowledge, i. e. the speaker assumes that his hearer may form a
certain thought at some point based on the same type of information
(3,p. 11].

There are two points of differentiating functions of negation:
(a) unit of linguistics and (b) a unit within a literary text. As for the
position of negative markers in the clause Otto Jespersen [14] had
already noted that they tend to be placed before the elements they
negate. Osten Dahl [6, p. 79-106] notes that negative operators tend
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to be placed in relation to the finite element rather than in relation
to the whole clause, and they tend to come as close to the finite
element as possible.

Now we shall consider the Neg. operators in the sentence of
the political speech and their quantity in the speech: n’t (77); not
(34); no (17); never (9); nothing (7); nobody (6) are registered in
6 formulae:

L N’t [Vaux+Neg. n’t +V n-f], ¢. g.:

1. I (Trump) don’t think, it(other candidates’ success)’s gonna
happen.

2. But I (Trump) said, “[you the US Military] Don’t hit Iraq”,
because you’re going to totally destabilize the Middle East.

IL. Not [Vaux + Neg. not + V n-f] / [Neg. not + NP|, ¢. g.:

3. They (nowadays American politicians) will not bring us
(Americans including Trump) — believe me (Trump) — to the prom-
ised land. They (politicians) will not.

4. They(Mexican people)’re sending us (Americans including
Trump) not the right people (immirants).

The simplest form of negation appearing in the speech is the use
of the operator not to reject or to signal the speaker’s opposition to
the activities of his opponents. He uses negation ot to show mainly
his opponents’ failure to achieve an intended goal.

[I. No [Neg. no + NPJ, ¢. g.:

5. Because we (Americans including Trump) have no protec-
tion and we (Americans including Trump) have no competence, we
(Americans including Trump) don’t know what’s happening,

6. They (American unemployed) can’t get jobs, because there
are no jobs, because China has our jobs and Mexico has our jobs.

The operator ‘no’ is used to negate the objects, subjects or ideas
to reveal the state of affairs which from the speaker’s point must be
changed and he promises to do it [see: 12].

[V. Never [Neg. never + VP] / [Vaux +Neg. never + V n-f],
e g

7. 1 have a friend who’s a doctor, and he said to me the other
day, “Donald, I never saw anything like it (Obamacare).

8. Now they’re going militarily. They’re building a military is-
land in the middle of the South China sea. A military island. Now, our
country could never do that because we’d have to get environmen-
tal clearance, and the environmentalist wouldn’t let our country —
we would never build in an ocean.

Never routinely fails to express temporal quantification, it ap-
parently functions as a straightforward sentential negator with em-
phatic force to attract the audience’s attention.

V. Nothing [NP =Neg. nothing], ¢. g.:

9. Well, you (hearers) need somebody, because politicians are all
talk, no action. Nothing (no changes for the better)’s gonna get done.

10. And we (Americans including Trump) have nothing. We
(Americans including Trump) can’t even go there. We (Americans
including Trump) have nothing (no profiting) And every time we
give Iraq equipment, the first time a bullet goes off in the air, they
leave it.

VI. Neg. nobody [NP = Neg. nobody], . g.:

11. And, you know, China comes over and they dump all their
stuff, and [ buy it. I buy it, because, frankly, I have an obligation to
buy it, because they devalue their currency so brilliantly, they just
did it recently, and nobody (world including Americans) thought
they (Chinese authorities) could do it again.

12. But the real number, the real number is anywhere from 18 to
19 and maybe even 21 percent, and nobody (American people) talks
about it, because it’s a statistic that’s full of nonsense.
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Nobody can be interpreted as an ‘indefinite pronoun’ which
contextually preconditioned. In natural languages there are different
means of expressing negation, for instance, the following models
are paraphrases of external negation not/n t, however they repre-
sent the negative operator. The Neg. prefix is rather frequent as a
negation verbalizer in the present speech, wherein the Neg. suffix
is used in one case:

Prefix + Root (+ Suf) — Stem (=11), e. g.:
im-possible, in-credible, in-expensively, un-salvageable,
il-legal, un-believable, un-employment, de-stabilize, dis-like.
Root +Neg. suffix — Stem = e. g.: use-less (1).

The semantic analysis of the following lexemes reveals a Neg.
component in their meaning:

Lexeme with a Neg. semantic component, ¢. g.:

disaster (5), to take over (3), destroy (2), beat (2), kill (2), stu-
pid (2), lose (2), bad (2), loser (2), small potatoes (2), a third world
country (2), disastrous (1), bloat-ed (1), bubble (1), no-good(1), trai-
tor (1), hit (1), destructive (1), wrong (1), to take away(1), nonsense
(1), to cut (1), crisis (1), corrupt (1). This is a group of implicit neg-
atives (Clark 1976, Fodor, Fodor, and Garrett, 1975) — they express
similar negative meaning but lack morpho-syntactic negation, e. g.:

13. But I said, “Don’t hit Iraq”, because you’re going to totally
destabilize the Middle East. [«“Don’t hit Iraq”, because you’re not
(aren’t) going to totally stabilize the Middle East]. Though we do
not fully agree with the given verb classification, but we will not go
into its details in this paper.

The speaker uses Neg. operators to deny all the events carried
out or suggested by his opponents. The above forms of natural
language negation also use Neg. operators to compare or quanti-
fy scalar values. Negation is often used for the concept of zero, or
non-existence when the speaker says that there are new jobs then
there is a starting point for him to create them. Function, howev-
er, is concerned with what the utterance i1s meant to achieve. Har-
rold Garfinkel [10, p. 167] states that it is never possible to say
what one means ‘in so many words’ [5, p. 30]. Listeners work to
interpret what a speaker functionally means or implies. Accord-
ing to H.P. Grice [11, p. 41-58], for an utterance in form to be un-
ambiguous requires that the speaker fulfill four maxims: 1. Rela-
tion be relevant. 2. Quality (a) do not say what you believe to be
false; (b) do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence. 3.
Quantity a) make your contribution as informative as is required;
(b) do not make your contribution more informative than required;
(4) manner: (a) avoid obscurity of expression; (b) avoid ambiguity;
(c) be brief; (d) be orderly [5, p. 31]. We have differentiated ma-
jor functions of negation (1) organizing and updating information,
(2) blocking flow of information producing a sort of communicative
short circuit, (3) literary function to deny a proposition mentioned
in previous explicit or implicit discourse; (4) it does not modify the
previously existing information but introduces a new item to deny it
[16, p. 198]; (5) contributing to the creation of the opponent’s neg-
ative image. It is crucial to consider the cognitive properties of
negative statements to understand the world view that is being pro-
jected in a given speech, paraphrasing the response to Emperor Pu
Yi‘s question on importance of words for a gentleman (Bertolucci
& Peploe: The Last Emperor) we can say that Neg. operators are
important for a gentleman, “for if he cannot say what he means, he
will never mean what he says”.

We suppose that the results of the functional and qualitative
analyses point out that the speaker tries to actualize the concept
‘desaster’ in the direct manner using various means of negation,
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mainly direct to bring his idea of disaster clearly to his recepients,
for instance:

14. Because we have no protection and we have no competence,
we don’t know what’s happening. A succession of negatives in this
fragment stressing the state of the society (no) and its objection to
that state (n’t) is used to emphasize the disaster in the country.

Neg. operators are used in the sentences with the deixis of per-
son: ‘[::We’ (including the speaker) and the deixis of time: past::pre-
sent stress that he (Trump, who succeeded in life all over the world)
could not or doesn’t grasp of the value events undertaken by the
present Administration and his opponents.

Conclusions: In our approach to Neg. operators primarily ex-
pressed by explicit negatives: not, n’t, no, never, nobody, nothing —
negative in meaning, morphologically marked as negative, have
specific co-occurrence in sentence that makes them also syntactical-
ly negative. The words of different parts of speech with the negative
prefixes and adjectives with the negative suffix likewise are explicit
negatives, though in case of their co-occurrence with an additional
Neg. operator they can transform sentence negation into sentence
affirmation.

It becomes evident that negation in natural language must be
investigated from a broader perspective than suggested by propo-
sitional logic and traditional grammar. The contextual or discursive
research of Neg. operators is more comprehensive and objective in
determining their function, semantics, and pragmatics in use.

We tried to indicate the Neg. operators used by the speaker in
order to persuade his audience to believe in his opponents’ inability
to succeed and to adhere to his opinions. Special attention was paid
to the contribution of Neg. operators in creating the speaker’s image
that of a ‘rescuer’.

Modeling the conceptual system of ‘disaster’ and determin-
ing Neg. operators position in the functional semantic domain of
its actualizors can give us a true picture of the speaker’s discourse
pragmatics.
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Muxaiiienko B. B. Oneparopu 3anepeyeHHs Y CTBO-
peHHi 00pa3y onoHeHTa

AHotanisi. O0’€KTOM JIOCIHI/PKCHHS CIYTYIOTh OIeparo-
pH 3amepeueHHs K 3aci0 yTBOPEHHsI 00pa3y OIMOHEHTA B I10-
niTnyHid npomoBi JloHanpna Tpammna. HasiBHI BH3HaueHHS
HONITHYHOTO TUCKYPCY MAIOTh CIUIbHY PUCY — IIOTITHYHHN
perictpy», mo 0a3yeTbesl Ha KOHIENTAX «BIaaa», «KOHQIIKTY,
«KOHTPOJIbY» 1 «IaHyBaHHS», SKi CIYTYHOTh 1HCTPYMEHTaMU
KOTHITUBHOTO JI0CJII/DKEHHS MaHITYJISIIT MOBLIEM ayIUTOPI€LO.
Oneparopu 3arnepedyeHHs NOAIICHO Ha eKCIUTILUTHI W 1MILTi-
LUTHI, 3aBJSKY KOMIUIEKCHOMY aHa/li30Bl BUOKPEMJIEHO XHI
nparMaTiyHi QyHKIIii.

Kuio4oBi cjioBa: 3amepedeHHs, OIepaTop 3alepedeHHs,
HOJIITUYHUI AUCKYPC, MOBELb, CIIyXad, OIIOHEHT, (pyHKIis, T1-
CTpHUOY1Llis, CEMAHTHKA.

Muxaiinienko B. B. OnepaTopbl oTpunanus B co31aHUN
o0pa3a onmoHeHTa

AnHoTanus. OOBEKTOM HCCIIENOBAaHUS CIy’KaT oIepa-
TOPBI OTPUIIAHUS KaK criocod co3maHus oOpa3a OIIIOHEHTA B
nonuTUIeckoM BeIcTyIuieHnu Jlonampaa Tpamma. CymiecTBy-
IOIIME ONMpENeTICHNs MOIUTHYECKOTO JUCKypCca Paclosiararor
OOIMM KOMIOHEHTOM — «IOJIUTHYECKUM PETHCTPOM», OCHO-
BY KOTOPOTO COCTaBJISIOT KOHLENTHI «BIACTHY», «KOHMOIUKTY,
«KOHTPOJBY», «TOCHOJICTBO», UYTO CIIy)KaT HHCTPyMEHTaMH
KOTHUTUBHOTO MCCIICIOBaHUS MAHUITY/SILIUK TOBOPSIILIETO CITy-
mIaTeNsiMU. BbIJeNeHbl SKCIUTMIMTHBIE U UMILTHIIUTHBIE OIle-
paropsbl, a Takke O1aroapsi KOMIUIEKCHOMY aHAJIM3Y HX Ipar-
MaTu4YecKkue QyHKIHH.

KiioueBble cjioBa: OTpHIIaHUE, OIEPATOp OTPHLIAHMSA,
HOJIMTUYECKUH TUCKYpC, TOBOPAIINI, CIIyIaTeNb, ONIOHEHT,
(byHKUMA, IUCTPUOYLIUS, CEMAHTHUKA.
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