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B COBPCMCHHOM MCIOUAIIOJIMTUYICCKOM JTUHUCKYPCC A3BIK HCIIOJIB3YCTCA HC

TOJIbKO KaK MHCTPYMEHT (POPMHUPOBAHUS U BBIPAXKEHUSI MBICJIM, HO U KaK Cocol eé
WMIUTMKAMi. B yCHOBHSIX BO3pacTaroliel poJid MOJUTHKH W MEPErOBOPHOTO
mporecca B MHpe BCE CHIbHEE OCO3HAETCS TOT (hakT, YTO METUANOIUTHUSCKHUI

IUCKypc — acnekT He Tonbko CMMW m monuTuku, HO M HE B MEHBLIEH Mepe

muHTBUCTHYEeCKUU. Crenududeckoe HKCTPANOJMPOBAHUE — COIMO-TIOJIUTHYECKON
JNEUCTBUTEIBHOCTY B  Pa3HbIX PEYEBBIX PENPE3CHTALUAX MOPOKIAECT P
JUHTBUCTUYECKUX  MPOOJEM, KOTOPhIE COCAMHSIOTCS B  KOMMYHHUKATHBHO-

nparMaTH4eckoM Mojyce (B 4YacTHOCTH, B (¢opMare TMOJIUTUHTEPBBIO IIO
npenBbiOopHoit kammanuu CIIIA). TlonuTudyeckoe HMHTEPBBIO CTAHOBUTCS YaCThIO
npouecca, B KOTOPOM IIOJIUTUYECKUM JEATElb W KYPHAIUCT KOHCTPYUPYIOT

COOCTBEHHEIE PCUYCBBIC HHTCHIIHH. B cBsa3u ¢ OTHM, HCCICOAOBAHUEC TCKCTA
IMOJIMTUHTECPBLIO IICPHUOAA H36Hp3.T€JIBHOI>i KaMIIaHWHW, 4 KHMCHHO H3Y4YCHHUC PCUCBOI'O
BBaHMOﬂeﬁCTBHC IIpru IMOMOIIMW aHaJIn3a TUIIOB PCYCBBIX AKTOB €I'0 YYaCTHHUKOB —

aJpecanTa U agpecaTta, SABJIACTCA AaKTYAJdbHbIM U BAJIMAHBIM.



Ieanb paboThl — BBHIABUTH OCHOBHBIE MPArMaTUYECKUE WHTEHITMU YYaCTHHKOB
MOJUTUHTEPBbIO  (MOJUTAEATENSA,  JKypHAJIUCTa,  JJEKTOpaTa), O00bEKTOM
UCCIIEOBAHUS SIBIIIFOTCS PEUYU MTOJIUTUKOB U UHTEPBBIOEPOB, KOTOPBIE MPEICTABICHBI
B TEKCTaX aHTJIOSA3BIYHOIO MOJUTUYECKOTO UHTEPBBIO, MPEAMETOM — THUIIbI PEUEBBIX
aKTOB, MX peaiu3als B pEJIEBAaHTHOM JHCKypce. MarepuajioM CTaTbu CIIyXkaT
TEKCTbl M TPAHCKPUNTHI TOJUTUYECKOTO HMHTEPBBIO C KAHAWJATAMU Ha TIOCT
npesuaeHta CIIIA M. baxman u b. Obamoit u xypHanucramu J. Mepom u JI.
Kannoy 3a 2011-2012 rr.

Teopus pedeBbIX aKTOB — 3TO OCHOBA JIMHIBHUCTUYECKOW MparMaTUKU. TuIibl
pEUYEBBIX AKTOB OMNpPENCIAIOT KOMMYHUKATHUBHBIE MHTEHIMM KaK aJpecaHTa, Tak U
aapecara. Muorue s3bikoBenbl (A. BewxoOunkas, [.II. I'paiic, k. Jluu, M.B.
Huxwutun, [x. P. Cepns, I1. Ctpoccon, JI. [llnepOep) npuiuiv Kk eAMHOMY MHEHHUIO
OTHOCUTEJIBHO TPAKTOBKH TIIOHATHUS «PEUYEBOTO aKTa», HEKOTOpblE W3 HUX
onpenenstor ero kak nevicrsue (H. JI. Apytionosa, @. C. bauesuuy, T. E. 'onuyaposa,
Jx. Jlation3, C. Ilamoman, J[x. FOm), npyrue kak B3aumoneiicteue (M. C.
[ITeBuenko). ¥ CycoBa WN.II. peueBoil akT B Y3KOM CMBICJIE — 3TO «aKT TOBOPCHHS,
BbICKa3bIBaHUE Kak Mporecc» (aHri. utterance, speech act)» [3, c. 64]. JIx. IOn
ONpENIEIIIET PEUEBOM aKT KaK «JICMCTBUE, COBEPIIAEMOE C MTOMONIBI0 BBICKA3bIBAHUS
— W3BUHEHHUE, KOMIUTUMEHT, IIPUTJIANICHHE, o0elanne, mpockba u T.1.» [5, ¢. 47]. Ilo
MHeHuto U.C. IlleBueHKO, «peYeBOM aKT — 3TO PEYEBOE B3AMMOJECHCTBUE AIPECAHTa
U aJpecaTa C LeNbl0 JOCTHUKEHUS ONpPEACIEHHBIX MEPIOKYTUBHBIX IIEJIe ajgpecaHTa
nyTéM KOHCTPYHPOBAHMS HUMH JUCKYPCUBHOTO 3HAUEHHUS B Xoje obOmeHus» [4]. Ho
HEHU3MEHHBIM OCTaéTCsl TOT (PaKT, YTO PEUEBOM AKT — ITO MPOIIECC.

MHOro4HCIIEHHOE KOJMYECTBO TAKCOHOMMII pEUYEBBIX AaKTOB TOBOPUT O
HE3aBEPIIEHHOCTH U  TIOCTOSIHHOM  YCOBEPIIEHCTBOBAHMHM  CTPYKTYpallM U
CUCTEMAaTH3allMU 3TOW MapagurMbl uccienoBaHui. OQHUM U3 MEPBBIX K BOIMPOCY
pazzieneHust TANOB peyeBbIX akToB Noaowmen k. JI. OcTuH, KOTOPBINA rPYNIIUPYET UX
B ISTh KJIACCOB: BEPAMKTUBBI, OK3EPCUTHBBI, KOMHUCCUBBI, O€XaOUTUBBI U
OKCIIO3UTHBEIL. Y COBEPIICHCTBOBAB OCTHHOBCKYIO Kiaccudukamuro, [x. P. Cépn

BBLACIINII TAKUC BU/bI, KaK PCIIPC3CHTATHUBLI, JUPCKTHBbI, KOMHCCHUBBI, OKCIIPCCCUBLI,



AeKiIapaTuBbl. 3ateM nosBunachk knaccuduxanus . Bynaepnuxa, I'. I'. Iloueniona,
Jx. H. JInua, K. baxa, B.B. bormanosa u ap.

B KOMMyHUKAaTHUBHO-IIparMaTU4Ye€CKOM aHaJIN3€ BBICKA3bIBAHUM TMOJUTUKA U
WHTEPBBIOEPA MBI PUACPKUBAECMCS 0000MIEHHON COBPEMEHHOM TUIIONIOTHH PEUYEBBIX
akToB, kotopyto npemioxmim O. A. Cementok u B.1O. ITapamyk [2, c.112-113].
CornacHO  KOTOpOM  THUIIBI  pPEYEBBIX  AaKTOB  JICNATCA  HA:  aJpPECaHTHO-
OPHEHTHUPOBAHHBIC PEUEBHIC aKThI (KOMUCCUBHI: IPOMHUCCHBBI, MEHACHBHI); aJIpecaTo-
OPUEHTHUPOBAHHBIE pPEYEBbIC AaKThl (JUPEKTUBBI: HHBIOHKTUBBI, PEKBECTHUBBI,
KBECUTHUBBI;  WHBCKTHBBI, DBAJIOATUBBI;  OJKCIPECCHUBBI);  MEXIMIHOCTHO
OPHWCHTHUPOBAHHBIC pEUYCBBIC AaKThl (ITUKETHUBBI, JEKJIAPAaTUBBI); KOTHUTHUBHO
OPUEHTHUPOBAHHBIE pPEYEBBIC€ aKThl (KOHCTATUBBI: (DAaKTUBBI, PENPE3CHTATHUBBI,
ACCEPTHBBI); METAKOMMYHUKATHBHBIC PEUCBBIC aKThl (PEUEeBOM aKT MOHHTOPHHTA
KOMMYHUKATHUBHOTO aKTa: KOHTaKTa, KaHaja, COOOIEHHUsS; PeueBOW akKT JeiKkcuca
JMCKypCa).

Takum oOpa3om, omupasch Ha BBIIECHPUBEIEHHYIO KIacCU(DHKAINIO, aHATU3
TUIIOB PEUEBbIX aKTOB B pamkax monutudeckoro matepsbio (US ‘would repeat Bin
Laden raid’ [7]) umeer cieayroipe mapaMeTpbl U XapaKTEPUCTHKH:

1. IonutuaTepBHIO XypHANHcTa bubuCu 2. Mepa ¢ npesunentom CIIA b.
Ob6awmoii: B peun b. O6ambl B TPOLIEHTHOM COOTHOIIEHUH MTPEBATUPYIOT aCCEPTUBBI —

57,2% (manpumep, “Well, I, you know, I don’t want to go into the details of the

operation”, “That wasn’t our number-one consideration”), namnee UIYyT
penpesentatuBel — 23,2% (“It was set back from a large portion of the
neighbourhood there”, “The guys who went in performed their mission with

precision”), sBamoatuBel — 10% (“And I think they did so in an extraordinary
fashion”, “I think that’s a mistake”), hbaktuBsl — 3,7 % (“We 've killed more terrorists
on Pakistani soil than anywhere else, and that could not have been done without their
co-operation”), nabIOHKTHBBI — 1,2% (“The Taliban would have to cut all ties to al-
Qaeda’), peueBoii akT nerikcuca auckypca — 1,2% (“In April of 2008 ), pedeBoii akT
MOHHWTOPHHTa KOMMYHUKaTuBHOTO akta — 1,2%, (“Well, there is”), MeHaCHUBBI —

b

1,2% (“And they would have to respect the Afghan constitution”, “And it’s going to



be messy, and it’s going to be difficult”) Ta sxcnipeccuBbl — 1,1% (“And certainly,
that’s something that I felt very personally ™).

[IpencraBicHHBIE CTATUCTUYECKHE JaHHBICE OTHOCHUTEIBHO THUIIOB PEUYEBBIX
akToB nojutuka (b. O6ambl) OOBSICHAIOT €r0 OCHOBHBIE 1I€JIM U MOTUBBI: UCIIOIB3YS
0OJIBIIOE  KOJMYECTBO KOHCTATHBOB pAa3HBIX THUIOB, OH PENpPE3CHTUPYET
UHPOPMAITUIO, UMEHHO B KOTOPYIO BEPUT AJIEKTOpPAT M TEM CaMbIM IPUBIIEKAET €ro
Ha CBOIO CTOPOHY. A TaKkXe MPU MOMOIIU BATIOATUBOB, BBIPAYKAET CBOIO OIICHKY,
OTHOIIEHUS K COOBITUSAM, KOTOPBIE TPOUCXOJISIT.

B peun xyprammcra 3. Mepa npeoOianaror kBecutuBbl — 42,4% (“What
would he have had to do be captured?”, “He got into a little bit of trouble for it, but
he was right, wasn’t he?”), cienylomuMu SBIsOTCs acceptuBbl — 18,6% (“And
however difficult relation are with Pakistan at the moment, they could have been an
awful lot worse by that”), penpesenratuBsl — 15,2% (“Our Prime Minister, David
Cameron, said recently that the problem was that Pakistan was looking both ways on
terrorism”), aBamoatuBbl (“This was not simply presumably another difficult
decision”, “As an American, never mind as president, there was something personal
about it”) n gaxtusel 110 6,8% (“In your speech on the Middle East you took the, to
many people, surprising step of talking about the 1967 borders”), peKBeCTUBEI
(“Could I start by going back to that extraordinary moment a fortnight ago when you
know that you had got Bin Laden”) n stuketuBsl 1o 1,7% (“Well talking has been
very enjoyable, Mr. President”, “Thank you so much’). IIpolieHTHOE COOTHOIICHHE
THUIIOB PEYEBBIX aKTOB OD. Mepa CBHIETEILCTBYET O TOM, YTO TJIABHBIM 3aJIaHHEM
KypHAJUCTa SBISICTCS ONPOC TIOJIMTHKA C TIIENbI0 €Tr0 CaMOBBIPDOKCHHUS U
caMOyOexIeHus, MOodydyeHus OO0bEMHONW WH(OpMAIMM O JaHHOW JIMYHOCTH H O
COOBITHSIX, KOTOpBhIC CBS3aHBI C HHUM. [lodToOMy B €ro pedm BCTpedaeTCs
MPEUMYIIECTBEHHOE KOJUYECTBO KBECUTHUBOB, a YTOOBI JOHECTH OTH BOMIPOCHI
PECTIOHNICHTY, OOBSCHUTh WX CYTh, JKYPHAJIUCT WCIOJIL3YET pPa3HOTO THIA
KOHCTATHBBHI.

2. Tlonutuuyeckoe wuHTepBbIO KypHanucta JI. Kamioy c kangumarom B

npe3unentel M. baxmann (“An Interview with Michele Bachmann ™ [6]): B peueBbix



aktax M. baxmaHH B IIPOLICHTHOM COOTHOIIICHUH MPEBATUPYIO acCepTUBBI — 76,6%
(“l always worked very hard against the unconstitutional individual mandate in
health care. I didn’t praise it. So there’s a very different record, and I think people
appreciate my fight”), penpesentatuBel — 76,6% (“Well, when [ went into
Washington, DC, | took the oath of office the same time that Nancy Pelosi took the
gavel”, “Well, my husband and I — I'm a federal tax litigation attorney. I have a post-
doctorate degree in federal tax law from William & Mary ), cinenyrommmu SBISFOTCS
sparoatuBel — 1,8% (“Larry, it’s always a thrill to be on your show”, “Appreciate
it”), stuketussl — 1,8% (“Thank you, Larry”), kBecutussl — 1,8% (““Yes, we'd have a
very sacrificial consequences, but when are we going to get serious about deficit
reduction?) u komuccussl — 0,9% (“And that’s what I'll do in the White House”).

YHorpeOiieHUEe BBIMICYIIOMSHYTHIX THIIOB PEYCBBIX aKTOB OOBSICHICTCS
no3uuued M. baxMaHH — Bpemsi OT BpEMEHH OHa ynpeKaeT U KpuTukyeT b. Odamy c
IEJBI0  €ro  JUCKPEIUTAIlMM W CO3JaHWS HETaTMBHOTO UWMHIKa. B olmiem,
WCIIOJIb30BaHNE OOJIBIIIOr0 KOJIMYECTBA KOHCTATHBOB TOBOPUT O TOM, 4TO M.
baxMaHH B OCHOBHOM pENpE3CHTHpOBalia HHQPOPMAIUIO, YTO-TO YyTBEpXKaaja,
3aBepsiia, TMPEICTaBsuIa WHPOPMAIIMIO B BBITOJHOM CBETE I He€, Mpeciienays
COOCTBEHHBIE 11€JI U UHTEPECHL.

B peun xxypuanucta JI. Kagnoy npeodnanator acceptursl — 42,9% (“Yeah. No,
with respect, I understand that. And the issues, that’s what’s propelling you”,
“You're very important because of your tea party roots, and a lot of people in
Washington on the Republican side are taking their cues from you’), KBECUTHUBBI —
23,8% ( “Is he attacking you because you pulled way ahead of him? Is that what’s
going on here? Is this typical primary-type politics?) pernpe3enratussl — 22,2% (“He
said it on one of the Sunday talk shows, he says, “Her record of accomplishment in
Congress is nonexistent. It’s nonexistent. We 're not looking for folks who, you know,
just have speech capabilities. We're looking for people who can lead a large
enterprise in a public setting and drive it to conclusion. ”), HeGoJIbIIIOE KOJTHYECTBO
stuketnBoB — 4,8 % (“Ms. Bachmann, welcome”, “And thank you”,

“Congresswoman, thank you very much”), neknapatuBoB — 3,1% (“And we welcome



back to The Kudlow Report house member from Minnesota, Republican presidential
candidate Michele Bachmann”), pexBectuBoB — 1,6% (““I want to get your reaction,
please”) Ta spamoatuBoB — 1,6% (“I appreciate it very much”). Wcnonb3oBanue
OOJIBIIIOr0 KOJIMYECTBA KOHCTATHBOB KypHaiuctoMm JI. Kamioy cBuperenbcTByer o
TOM, 4YTO OH OoJybIIe penpe3eHTHpoBal HHpoOpManuio (IUTHPOBAT TOJIUTHKOB,
IIPUBOIMII Pa3HbIC CBEJICHUS M (PaKThI), UeM 3aJ1aBajl BOMPOCHI. [lo3uius xKypHanucta
TOBOPUT O €r0 BEICOKOM MPOodecCHoHaIN3Me, TPOHUIATETPHOCTH, OCBEIOMIEHHOCTH
B CBOEM Jiesie U B cepe MOTUTHKH.

TakuM 00pa3oM, MpH MOMOIIM aHAJIHW3a THUIIOB PEUYEBHIX aKTOB B PEIUIMKax
KOMMYHHKAHTOB TIOJTUTHYECKOTO HHTEPBBIO BOCIPOM3BOJUTCSA KapTHHA PEYCBOTO
B3aMMOJICHCTBHSI )KYPHAIUCTA U TIOJUTACITENA. B IepBOM MpuMepe MOTUTUHTEPBBIO
(US ‘would repeat Bin Laden raid’) moauTvk 3aHUMaeT JHASCPCKYIO IO3HUITHIO.
OTBevast Ha BONPOCHI HHTEPBBIOEPA, OH MPEICTABISAET MHOTO JAPYroi mHpopmammm,
BeAET pasroBOp B HYXHOM €My pyclie, (PaKTHYECKH PYKOBOIUT TPOIECCOM
WHTEPBBIO, B TO BpeMsl KaK >KYpHAIHMCT HCIIOJHSAET POJIb MHTEPBBIOECpA, HHOTIA
NpUBOIUT (PAKTUUYCCKUE TaHHBIC, IUTUPYS IPYTHX JEATENCH IJIS MOATBEPIKICHUS
YMECTHOCTH ClIeylouiero Bompoca. Bo BTopoM mnpumepe HoauTUHTEPBBIO (“An
Interview with Michele Bachmann”), ucronb3oBaHue XYpPHAIMCTOM B OCHOBHOM
PENPE3CHTATHBOB, a TIOTOM YK€ KBECUTHBOB, CITY’)KUT JI0KA3aTeILCTBOM TOTO, YTO OH
UCIIOJIHACT POJIb HE TOJBKO HMHTEPBbIOCpA, HO M aHAJIWTUKA W PYKOBOJIUTEIIS
Ipolecca WHTEPBBIO, TOCKOJBKY JIOMOJHSCT PEIUIMKH IOJMTHKA, BEAET C HHUM
apryMEeHTaTUBHYIO Oeceny. B JTaHHOM MOJMTHYECKOM HHTEPBBIO MPOMCXOJUT HE
caMONpe3CHTAllMsl TMOJINTUKA, a IMojada ero oOpasa 4Yepe3 BHUJICHUC >KypPHAIIHCTA,
mparMaTHveckas: MOTHBAIUS KOTOPOTO OTJIMYAETCS OT MOTHBAIlMU JKYpPHAIUCTa B
TICPBOM MHTEPBBIO. ECITM B MepBOM MHTEPBBIO OCHOBHAS I1EJTh KYPHAIUCTA — 3aIPOC
WH(POPMAIMK C IEIbI0 IOJIYYCHHS IOCICIHUX HOBOCTEH C TOJUTHYECKUX apeH,
WH(POPMAIIMU O TOJUTHICCKON JIMYHOCTH M CYOBEKTHBHBIX (DAKTOB, TO BO BTOPOM
MHTEPBBIO JKYPHAIHMCT TIBITAETCS «IMOWMATh» IOJMTHKA Ha CIIOBE, 3aMaéT eMmy
MIPOBOKAIIMOHHBIE BOIPOCHI, TEM CaMbIM JOCTUTACT CBOCH OCHOBHOH MM —

0T06pa>1<aeT IMOJINTUYCCKOI'0O ACATCIIA 4YCpE3 IIPU3MY COOCTBEHHBIX B3TJIA0B H



BBIBOJIOB, UTO fABIIIETCS pedepeHIreil B3rIsg0B U MBICIEH OCHOBHOTO ajpecara —
anekTopara. CienoBaTelbHO, UMUK TOIUTAEATEN (aapecaHTa MOJUTUHTEPBBIO)
4acTO 3aBHCHUT HE TOJIbKO OT €r0 MEPCOHANBHBIX MHTEHUUN PEYH, HO U OT YMEHUS
KypHanucta (cyObekT-apecara) BECTH HMHTEPBbIO, MAHUITYJIHPOBATH PEUYEBBIM
MOBEJACHUE TMOJIUTHYECKOTO JesATeNsi, U TEM CaMbiM CO3JaBaTh €ro oodpa3 mis
ayJIMTOpHH / dNIEKTOpaTa — 00bEKT-aJIpecaTa MOTUTUHTEPBBIO.
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Language is used not only as the instrument of thought formation and
expression, but also as a way of its concealment in a modern media political
discourse. Media political discourse is an aspect of not only mass media and politics,
but also of linguistics. It is realized under the conditions of an increasing role of
policy and negotiation process in the world. Specific reflection of socio-political
reality in different speech representations generates a number of linguistic problems
which connect with communicative and pragmatic aspects within an American
political interview. Interview becomes a part of the process in which a politician and
a journalist create their speech intentions. So, the research of political interview
during election campaign, studying the interaction of its participants by means of
speech acts analysis is urgent and necessary.

The purpose of the article is to reveal the main pragmatic intensions of
political interview participants.

The object of the research is politicians’ and interviewers’ speech which is
presented in texts of English-speaking political interview; its subject is the types of
speech acts which are used by participants of political interview.

The material of the article is texts and transcripts of political interview with
American presidential candidates M. Bachmann, B. Obama.

The theory of speech acts is a basis of linguistic pragmatics. Speech acts form
the basis of recognition of communicative intensions of both addressee and addresser.
Many linguists (A. Wierzbicka, H.P. Grice, J. Leech, M. V. Nikitin, J. R. Searle, P. F.
Strawson, D. Sperber) came to a consensus concerning with interpretation of notion
"the speech act", but some of them define it as action (N. D. Arutyunova, F.S.
Batsevich, T. E. Goncharova, J. Layons, S. Shapoval, G. Yule), others consider it to
be interaction (1.S. Shevchenko). I.P. Susov understands a speech act in narrow sense
as "talking, the utterance as a process” [3, p. 64]. G. Yule defines a speech act as "the
action made by means of the utterance — an excuse, a compliment, an invitation, a
promise, a request, etc.” [5, p. 47]. According to I.S. Shevchenko, "the speech act is a

speech interaction of the addresser and the addressee in order to achieve addresser’s



perlocutionary purposes by creating discourse meaning during communication™ [4].
But invariable is the fact that the speech act is a process.

The numerous quantity of speech act taxonomies speak about incompleteness
and continuous improvement of a structure and systematization of this research
paradigm. J. L. Austin was one of the first who studied the issue concerning with
speech acts division. He grouped them in five classes: verdictives, exercitives,
comissives, behabitives and expositives. Having improved Austin’s classification, J.
R. Searle defined such types as representatives, directives, comissives, expressives
and declaratives. Then there was D. Wunderlich’s, G. G. Pocheptsov's, J. N. Leech’s,
K. Bach’s, V. V. Bogdanov’s and others classifications.

In the communicative and pragmatic analysis of the politician’s and the
interviewer’s utterance we will adhere the generalized modern typology of speech
acts which is offered O. A. Semenyuk and V. Yu. Parashchuk [2, p. 112-113]
according to which types of speech acts are divided: addresser oriented speech acts
(comissives: promissives, menacives); addressee oriented speech acts (directives:
Injunctives, requestives, quesitives; invectives; evaluatives; expressives; interpersonal
oriented speech acts (etiquetives; declaratives); cognitively oriented speech acts
(constatives: factives, representatives, assertives); metacommunicative speech acts
(speech act of the communicative act monitoring: contact, channel, message; speech
act of discourse deixis).

Thus, relying on the above-stated classification, the analysis of speech acts
types within political interview (US ‘would repeat Bin Laden raid’ [7]) has the
following characteristics:

1. Political interview with the president of the USA B. Obama which was
carried out by journalist BBC A. Meer: in B. Obama’s speech assertives prevail —
57,2% ("Well, I, you know, I don’t want to go into the details of the operation”, "That
wasn’t our number-one consideration"), representatives follow further — 23,2% ("It
was set back from a large portion of the neighbourhood there", "The guys who went
in performed their mission with precision"), evaluatives — 10% ("And I think they did

so in an extraordinary fashion”, "I think that’s a mistake"), factives — 3,7% ("We've



killed more terrorists on Pakistani soil than anywhere else, and that couldn't have
been done without their co-operation™), injunctives — 1,2% ("The Taliban would have
to cut all ties to al-Qaeda™), speech act of discourse deixis — 1,2% ("In April of
2008"), speech act of the communicative act monitoring — 1,2%, ("Well, there is"),
menasives — 1,2% ("And they would have to respect the Afghan constitution”, "And
it’s going to be messy, and it’s going to be difficult") and expressives — 1,1% ("And
certainly, that’s something that I felt very personally”). The presented statistical data
concerning with speech act types of the politician (B. Obama) explain his main
objectives and motive: using a large number of constantives, he represents
information in which the electorate trusts and thereby entices them. He expresses the
assessment, the attitude to events which occur due to the evaluatives.

In journalist A. Meer’s speech quesitives prevail — 42,4% ("'What would he
have had to do be captured? ", "He got into a little bit of trouble for it, but he was
right, wasn’t he?"), assertives follow next — 18,6% ("And however difficult relation
are with Pakistan at the moment, they could have been an awful lot worse by that"),
representatives — 15,2% ("Our Prime Minister, David Cameron, said recently that the
problem was that Pakistan was looking both ways on terrorism"), evaluatives — 6,8%
("This wasn't simply presumably another difficult decision”, "As an American, never
mind as president, there was something personal about it") and factives — 6,8% (*'In
your speech on the Middle East you took the, to many people, surprising step of
talking about the 1967 borders™), requestives — 1.7% ("Could I start by going back to
that extraordinary moment a fortnight ago when you know that you had got Bin
Laden™) and etiquetives — 1,7% ("Well talking has been very enjoyable, Mr.
President”, "Thank you so much™). Statistic analysis of A. Meer’s speech act types
testifies that the main task of a journalist is poll of a politician for the purpose of
his/her self-expression, obtaining volume information about this personality and
about events which are connected with it. Therefore the journalist uses quesitives in
his speech more, but to inform these questions to the respondent, to explain their

essence he uses also different types of constatives.



2. Political interview with presidential candidate M. Bachmann which was
carried out by journalist L. Kudlow ("An Interview with Michele Bachmann" [6]): in
M. Bachmann's speech acts assertives prevail — 76,6% ("l always worked very hard
against the unconstitutional individual mandate in health care. I didn’t praise it. So
there’s a very different record, and [ think people appreciate my fight"),
representatives — 17,1% ("Well, when | went into Washington, DC, | took the oath of
office the same time that Nancy Pelosi took the gavel™, "Well, my husband and | — I'm
a federal tax litigation attorney. | have a post-doctorate degree in federal tax law
from William & Mary"), evaluatives follow next — 1,8% ("Larry, it’s always a thrill
to be on your show", "Appreciate it"), etiquetives — 1,8% ("Thank you, Larry"),
quesitives — 1,8% (*"Yes, we'd have a very sacrificial consequences, but when are we
going to get serious about deficit reduction?) and commisives — 0,9% ("A4nd that’s
what I'll do in the White House"). The use of above-mentioned speech act types is
explained by M. Bachmann's position — from time to time she reproaches and
criticizes B. Obama for the purpose of his discredit and creation of negative image.
Generally, use of a large number of constatives testifies that M. Bachmann
represented information, approved of something, showed the information pursuing
own aims and interests.

In journalist L. Kudlow’s speech assertives prevail — 42,9% ("Yeah. No, with
respect, I understand that. And the issues, that’s what’s propelling you", "You re very
important because of your tea party roots, and a lot of people in Washington on the
Republican side are taking their cues from you"), quesitives — 23,8% ("Is he
attacking you because you pulled way ahead of him? Is that what’s going on here? Is
this typical primary-type politics?) representatives — 22,2% (*"He said it on one of the
Sunday talk shows, he says, "Her record of accomplishment in Congress is
nonexistent. It’s nonexistent. We're not looking for folks who, you know, just have
speech capabilities. We're looking for people who can lead a large enterprise in a
public setting and drive it to conclusion™), etiquetives follow next — 4,8% ("Ms.
Bachmann, welcome", "And thank you", “Congresswoman, thank you very much"),

declaratives — 3,1% ("And we welcome back to The Kudlow Report house member



from Minnesota, Republican presidential candidate Michele Bachmann'), requestives
—1,6% ("l want to get your reaction, please™) and evaluatives — 1,6% ("l appreciate
it very much"). The usage of a large number of constatives testifies that the journalist
L. Kudlow represented information more (quoted politicians, presented different data
and facts), than asked questions. The behavior of the journalist speaks about his high
professionalism, awareness in his matter and in the policy sphere.

Thus, the analysis of speech act types shows the speech interaction of political
interview participants. The politician takes a leader position in the first interview:
answering questions of the interviewer he represents a lot of other information,
directs conversation in the course necessary to him, actually directs interview process
while the journalist plays a role of the interviewer, and sometimes presents actual
data, quoting other persons for confirming the relevance of the next question. In the
second political interview the usage of mostly representatives in the journalist speech,
and then quesitives, proves of that he plays not only the interviewer’s role, but also
the role of analytics and the leader of the interview process because he completes
politician’s remarks, leads an argumentative discussion. It is not a self-presentation of
the politician in this political interview but presentation of his image through the
vision of the journalist whose motivation differs from motivation of the journalist in
the first interview. The main aim of the journalist in the first interview is the
information request for the purpose of receiving the latest news from political arenas,
information about the political personality and the subjective facts. In the second
interview the journalist tries "to catch™ the politician in a word, asks him provocative
questions, thereby reaches the main aim that is to represent an image of the politician
through a prism of his own views and conclusions which is a reference of views and
thoughts of the main addressee — electorate. Thus, politician’s (addresser’s) image
depends not only on his/her personal intensions of speech, but also on ability of the
interlocutor (subject-addresser)to conduct an interview, to direct speech behavior of
the politician and by that to create his image for the audience / electorate, that is for

the object-addressee of the political interview.
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