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RHETORIC DEVICES IN THE POLITICAL DISCOURSE (ON THE MATERIAL
OF VICTOR ORBAN’S SPEECH “YOU ARE CONDEMNING HUNGARY”)

The referred study aims to analyze the argumentative strategy used in the speech of the Hungarian Prime Minister
Viktor Orban « You are condemning Hungary» on 11 September 2018, in particular to identify and analyze the rhetorical
techniques used by him for the purpose of persuasion. The selected speech is of interest for linguistic diagnostics in the

field of rhetorical argumentation, and is a characteristic textual unit in the discourse of such type.

At the beginning of the article, in order to better understand the extralinguistic context, information is briefly provided
about the circumstances that caused the Hungarian Prime Ministers indignation and forced him to make an emotional
speech accusing the European Union in the European Parliament.

Thus, the object of the article is the argumentative discourse, in particular the speech that is a part of this discourse.
The subject of the article is rhetorical techniques used by the author of the speech.

The relevance of the article is argued by the need to expand and deepen the empirical research base in this field.

1t has been established that in his speech in order to influence the audience, the author mainly relies on the argumenta-
tive strategy based on appeals to listeners’ emotions, values and historical facts. It was found that in this particular case,
the Hungarian Prime Minister uses “pre-emptive assertions”, “balancing” constructions (no X, but Y), figures of speech
(metaphor, metonymy) to frame his argument, which adds pathos to the statement, intentional errors in logic, acceptance
of common expectations due to clusivity. The important role of the “unspoken” as an argumentative technique is noted.

At the end, a conclusion is made about the decisive role of rhetoric in the design of the necessary argumentation.
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PUTOPUYHI IPUHAOMHU Y MOJITUYHOMY JUCKYPCI (HA MATEPIAJII
IMPOMOBMU BIKTOPA OPBAHA “YOU ARE CONDEMNING HUNGARY”)

Pegpeposana cmamms npucesauena ananizy npomosu yzopcvkozo npem’ep-minicmpa Bikmopa Opb6ana “You are
condemning Hungary” na npeomem uxopucmanux y Hitl pumopudHux 3acodie ma nputiomié y iiHe60npacmMamuiHoMy
acnexmi. Obpana npomoea cmaHo8ums iHmepec O JIHeGICMUUHOL OIAeHOCMUKU Y 2aLy3i pUMOPUYHOL apeymenmayii, i
€ XapaKmepHo MeKCmo8o OOUHUYEI0 Y OUCKYPCI MAKO20 Muny.

Ha nouamxy cmammi 3 memorn Kpaujoeo pO3YMIHHA eKCMPANiHSGICIUYHO20 KOHMEKCHLY, CMUCIO HAOAEMbCs
iH(hopmayia npo obcmaguHu, AKI NOCTYHCUTU NPUHUHOIO OOYPEHHs Y20pPCbKO20 Npem €p-MIHicmpa ma 3Mycuiu to2o
sucmynumu Ha 3acioanni €sponapramennty 6io 11 eepecns 2011 poxy 3 emoyitinoi0 npomMosoI0-36UHy8aUeHHIM 8 DIK
€spocoiosy.

Pegheposane docniodicenns cmasums 3a Meny npoananizyeamu apeymeHmamughy Cmpamezio, wo 6yia 6UKopucmanda
Y npomosi yeopcekozo npem’ep-minicmpa Bikmopa Opbana “You are condemning Hungary”, 30kpema eusieumu ma
NPOAHANI3Y8AMU GUKOPUCHIAHT HUM 3 MeMOl0 NePeKOHAHHS PUMOPUYHT NPUTIOMU.

Takum uurom, 006°€Kmom cmammi € apeymenmamusHuLl OUCKYPC, 30KpeMd NPOMO8A, KA € YACMUHOI0 Yb020 OUCKYPCY.
IIpeomemom cmammi, 8i0max, € pumopudri npULoMi, o UKOPUCTNOBYIOMbCS ABMOPOM HPOMOBU.

Axmyanvnicms cmammi apeymenmyemvbcs LOmpeooio po3uUPeHts ma NO2AUOLeHHA eMNIPUIHOT 6a3U OOCTIONHCEHHS
y yiu eanysi.

Bemanosneno, wo y ceoiti npomosi 3 memor 6niugy Ha ayoumopiio agmop NEepedadcHO CRUPAEMbCs HA
apeymMeHmamugHy cmpameziio, KA IPYHMYEMbCA HA aneiayii 00 eMoyill CIyxauie, yiHHocmel ma icmopuyHux ¢axmis.
Buseneno, wo y yvomy KOHKpemHOM) BUNAOKY, V2OPCbKUll npem €p-miHicmp Ons oopmieHHA C8O€i apeymeHmayii
BUKOPUCTOBYE «NPEGEHMUBHI MEePONCeHHsLY (pre-emptive assertions), «banancyiouiy koncmpykyii (no X, but Y), gicypu
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00pa3H020 MOBIEHHs. (Memapopy, MEMOHIMIIO), WO 000A€ NAPOCY MBEPONCEHHAM, HAGMUCHT NOMUIKU Y 102TYL, NPULIOM
CRIILHUX OYIKYEAHb Yepe3 gKatodeHicmy (clusivity). 3aznauacmocsi 8axicau8a poib «HECKA3AH020» 5K AP2YMEHMAMUGHO20

npuLiomy.

B kinyi pobumucsa 6ucHo80k npo 8U3HAUANLHY POTb PUMOPUYHOCIT 8 OOPMIEHHT HeOOXIOHOI apeymeHmayii.
Knrouosi cnosa: apeymenmayis, pumopuyruti Rputiom, nNOJIMUYHUL OUCKYPC, 00pa3He MOGIEHHSL.

Formulation of the problem. The way in which
we frame an issue largely determines how that
issue will be understood and acted upon (Scott,
2013). Successful achievement of communicative
goals and effective framing of an argument both
require the use of a number of linguistic tools and
techniques, an important place among which is
occupied by rhetorical techniques, which are rightly
considered among the most effective methods of
framing a successful argument for the purpose of
self-presentation, persuasion, request, justification,
negotiation, etc.

Research analysis. Political discourse becomes
the object of research for many domestic and foreign
scientists. Different aspects of this type of discourse
become the subject of research. Today, there are
scientific studies devoted to genres and styles of
political discourse (3aBanncrka, 2017; Konaparenko,
2019; Koanwosa, 2020); to the role of metaphor in
Ukrainian political speeches; there have been high-
lighted idiostyles of some political figures (Mo3ep,
2020; Scott, 2009); researched methodology for
studying political discourse, etc. (3amopoxerpb, 2010;
Taran, 2021). At the same time issues related to the
construction of an argumentative strategy in political
speeches remain relevant.

The purpose of the article involves the analysis of
the argumentative strategy in the speech of Hungarian
Prime Minister Viktor Orban «You are condemning
Hungary» on 11 September 2018, namely the
identification and description of the rhetorical
techniques used for the purpose of persuasion.

Presentation of the main material. The speech
that is under analysis is the passionate reaction of the
Hungarian Prime Minister Victor Orban to the “Sar-
gentini report” submitted to the European Parliament
in October 2018. According to this report, the rul-
ing government of Hungary was accused of serious
undermining of values of the European Union, and
of “posing a “systemic threat” to the EU’s fundamen-
tal principles” (Emma Beswick & Rita Palfi, 2018).
Dutch Green MEP Judith Sargentini, who produced
the draft report, submitted the allegations of abuse to
migrants, restrictions on freedom of the press, cor-
ruption and conflicts of interest, inadequate privacy
and data protection, ‘stereotypical attitudes’ towards
women; and finally expressed concerns over electoral
and constitutional systems. As a result, she compelled
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her contemporaries to support her recommendation to
launch the little-used Article 7 against Hungary as a
member of EP.

Naturally, such accusations, the task that arose
before Orban was to rehabilitate the policies of his
government, as well as to restore Hungary’s reputa-
tion as a democratic state, and a full member of the
European Union.

The disagreement and condemnation of the report
appears in the very title of the speech that was posted
on the official website of the Hungarian government.
It is revealed by the modifying construction “so-
called” regarding the “Sargentini report”, and liter-
ally indicates that Orban considers the report wrong.

Despite the fact that Orban begins his speech with
a cascade of pre-emptive assertions like “/ know that
you have already formed your opinions. I know that
the majority of you will vote in favour of the report.
I also know that my contribution now will not sway
your opinions”, in fact, his speech is an attempt to
catch MEP on his side and to convince them not to
vote against Hungary. On the other side, the addressee
of his speech is not limited only to the present MEP.
We think that it includes also Hungarian electorate,
which means that Orban faces the need to rehabilitate
his political reputation mainly before the Hungar-
ians, especially before the adherents of the European
Union within Hungary, and to prevent any possible
claims on their side on the account of the submitted
report. Orban strives to play on the feelings and val-
ues of the Hungarians, thus out of all the charges, he
chooses to focus only on the one that the Hungarians
are very vulnerable about, the one concerning the
Arab refugees. The above-mentioned motives explain
the choice of argumentation strategy in his speech,
which mainly relies on the appeal to emotions, values
and facts.

Orban starts framing his argumentation with a
counterbalanced sentence of “not X but Y structure”
“...because you are not about to denounce a
government, but a country and a people”. By
means of such construction, Orban substitutes the
“defendant” [a government - Hungarian people]
appealing to the feeling of sympathy in MEP. Accord-
ing to B. Scott (2013) this construction is “pre-emp-
tive and anticipates the objections that are likely to
be raised, thus showing the speaker’s awareness of
opposing approaches, and then promotes the speak-
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er’s favoured approach as the wiser one” (Scott,
2013). At the same time, this construction shows that
the speaker is both aware of alternatives and appears
to be balanced in his judgments. “There is a twofold
advantage to this counterbalancing dynamic. The first
is that the speaker appears both well-informed and
well-reasoned in so far as he presents his views not
as assertions, but as the more considered choice. Sec-
ondly, a pre-emptive move is in evidence, since the
argument being rejected anticipates likely responses
to the one being proposed, and deals with them there
and then” (Scott, 2013).

The first paragraph in V. Orban’s speech is
remarkable for the use of figurative language, “sto-
ries in capsules” (Scott, 2013), and aims at imaging
Hungary as a state with a prominent and glorious past
and history that is seen from the extracts like “you
will denounce Hungary”, “Hungary — a member of
the family of Europe’s Christian peoples”, “contrib-
uted to the history with its blood”, “Hungary made
the highest sacrifice”, “opened its borders to its East
German brothers and sisters”, or “Hungary that rose
and took up arms against the world’s largest army,
the Soviets” (it is interesting that Orban doesn’t men-
tion the rallying of Hungary with another large army
in the WWII). The use of the metonymy in the extract
“Hungary has fought for its freedom and democracy”
and almost a poetic periphrasis “And now these peo-
ple want to denounce the Hungarian freedom-fighters
of the anti-communist, democratic resistance” adds
to the pathos of the utterance.

Further, in the second paragraph Orban seeks to
represent contemporary Hungary as a model demo-
cratic state. To achieve this, he frames his argumen-
tation through appeal to both facts and emotions by
means of assertions like “Hungary’s decisions are
made by the voters in parliamentary elections” or “to
Hungarians freedom, democracy, independence and
Europe are matters of honour” and finishes it with the
sentence that contains logical fallacy of false cause
“This is why I say that the report before you is an
affront to the honour of Hungary and the Hungarian
people”. Orban seeks to challenge the credibility of
the data in the report, therefore he shifts to face-threat-
ening speech acts of accusation and disagreement like
“this report does not show respect for the Hungarian
people” or “this report applies double standards”,
“it is an abuse of power, it oversteps the limits on
spheres of competence, and the method of its adop-
tion is a treaty violation”. In Orban’s speech there is
an example of indirect negation like “You think that
you know the needs of the Hungarian people better
than the Hungarian people themselves”, with which
he actually states that Members of European Parlia-
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ment don’t know what is better for the Hungarian
people. To intensify the impact, he uses direct speech
acts “I stay here”, “I defend”, and “I say that” and a
linguistic hedge “I must say to you that”.

The central message of the third paragraph is
expressed by assertions like “You are assuming a
grave responsibility when — for the first time in the
history of the European Union — you seek to exclude
a people from decision-making in Europe” and “You
would strip Hungary of its right to represent its own
interests within the European family that it is a mem-
ber of”, which are hidden accusations. This is the
main thing against which Orban speaks out. And this
is the only time when he states this literally without
figurative language. This idea is framed by appeals
to emotions through bare assertions like “70 us in
Hungary, democracy and freedom are not political
questions, but moral questions”, “you seek to stig-
matise a country and a people”, “you pass moral
Jjudgements”, “We have ... disputes”, “we think dif-
ferently about Europe’s Christian character, and the
role of nations and national cultures”, “we interpret
the essence and mission of the family in different
ways”, and “we have diametrically opposed views
on migration”. At the end of the paragraph Orban
resorts to the device of shared aspirations to a bet-
ter future through “clusivity” by means of pronouns
“we” and “our”: “If we truly want unity in diversity,
then our differences cannot be cause for the stigma-
tisation of any country, or for excluding it from the
opportunity of engaging in joint decision-making.
We would never sink so low as to silence those with
whom we disagree”.

The concluding paragraphs are especially high-
flown and emotional. The argumentation in them
is mainly based on the appeals to semantic catego-
ries like “...is unfair... is un-European”; as well as
on the appeals to facts through assertions like “We
are the most successful party in the European Par-
liament”, “Our socialist and liberal opponents are
understandably unhappy with our success”, “This
report disregards agreements that were concluded
years ago” or “Every nation and Member State has
the right to decide on how to organise its life in its
own country”. The rhetorical question “But if you
are free to do this and can disregard agreements at
will, then what is the point of coming to an agreement
with any European institution in the first place?” will
call into question the reliability of any agreement with
and within the European Union institutions. Asser-
tions like “Our union is held together by the fact that
disputes are resolved within a regulated framework”
are targeted at finding common ground. By means of
appeals to facts like “...I have made compromises
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and concluded agreements with the Commission on
the Media Act, on the justice system, and even on cer-
tain passages in the Constitution” Orban foregrounds
arguments to his advantage.

At the end of the speech Orban again uses figu-
rative language and images ‘“defend our borders”,
“We have built a fence”, “we have defended Hun-
gary”, “we have defended Europe” or “a community
denouncing its own border guards”.

We can observe the use of the “unsaid” as a fram-
ing device between such two sentences as “Every
nation and Member State has the right to decide on
how to organise its life in its own country” and “We
shall defend our borders, and we alone shall decide
who we want to live with ”. The first one is an assertion
of a fact and aims at finding common ground, accent-
ing the idea that Hungary possesses equal with other
members of the EU rights. The second is about shared
values, in other words the desirable for Hungary state
of things in future, something we [should] strive at.
The authorization for this /defend our borders, we
alone shall decide] as if flows from the first sentence
as something natural, logical and legal. The unsaid
idea, which actually cannot be pronounced openly by
Orban in EP, is that in spite of the fact that Hungary is
a full member of the EU and consequently is obliged
to provide within the country the officially adopted
policy of the EU, Hungary will make an exception
and won'’t stick to this policy.
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The last paragraph starts with the illocutionary
speech act “Let us speak plainly” that is not an invi-
tation to be sincere, but really a prelude to the open
censure and disagreement with the MEP’s decision.
Further by means of the logical fallacy of false cause
in the part “you want to denounce Hungary because
the Hungarian people have decided that our homeland
will not become an immigrant country” Orban appeals
to the sense of fairness and justice of MEP. Remark-
ably strong sound the performatives “I reject the
threats, the blackmail, the slander ...” or “I respectfully
inform you that ...”. Orban finishes his address with
strong appeal to emotions through “stories in capsules”
like “people will finally have the chance to decide the
future of Europe” and “will have the opportunity to
restore democracy to European politics™.

Conclusions. In the result of the conducted
research, it was established that aiming at influencing
the audience, the speaker mainly relies on the argu-
mentative strategy based on an appeal to listeners’
emotions, values and historical facts. It was revealed
that in this specific case, the Hungarian Prime Minis-
ter used “pre-emptive assertions”, “balancing” con-
structions (no X, but Y), figures of speech (metaphor,
metonymy) to formulate his argument, which gives
pathos to the statements; intentional errors in logic,
reception of common ones is expected due to clusiv-
ity. The important role of the “unspoken” is indicated
as an argumentative technique.
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