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Abstract

One of the aims of political discourse has always been imposing and forcing views of the parties. So a
subjecting seme is implied in the essence of the discourse. This article is devoted to the synonymic
correlations in the micro semantic field of subjection in political discourse in Russian and English
languages. In the article the verbs of the field are analysed from the point of view of hyponymic and
synonymic relations. The synonymic rows are revealed and the relations of the synonyms in a row are
studied from the point of view of their functioning in the text and on the basis of their vocabulary
definitions. Similarities and differences between synonymic correlations of the given micro semantic field
in both languages are found by the comparative analysis. Functioning of the words of subjection in a
political discourse is discussed. It is found that hyperonyms constituting the core of the field under study
are unlikely to be used in political texts, whereas, peripheral verbs are widely used. It should also be
mentioned that the seme of subjection is not expressed directly, but through the lexemes from other
fields, changing its meaning in the context. Interpretation of the results refers to the manipulating
techniques and specific features of the discourse.
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1. Introduction

The language of politics is commonly observed through the analysis of discourse, where such linguistic
features as grammar structures, vocabulary, textual and intertextual aspects are studied from different
points of view with various methodologies (Tepavtsevich, 2014). Nowadays linguists are trying to give a
comprehensive systemic functional perspective on political discourse to provide a complete, integrated,
exhaustive, systemic and functional description and analysis (Eden Sum-hung Li, et al. 2019). This article
presents an analysis of political discourse from a semantic point of view. The corpus studied has been
taken from Russian and British political newspapers and magazines and the analysis is aimed at revealing
functioning lexical units from the micro semantic field of subjection in political discourse. The microfield
under study was chosen as a field clearly reflecting political concept semantically. As a result, functioning
of the lexemes of subjection in a political discourse is analysed. The article aims to give a contribution to
the understanding and linguistic profiling political language.
1.1. Political discourse basic concept

Political discourse is interpreted as institutional communication, like any other discourse it has its own
sublanguage. Politics, being one of the important areas of human activity, can be considered as a process
of communication, expressed in speech actions. The main purpose of this type of communication is to
fight for power (Tishchenko, 2017). The concept of ‘power’ refers to the basic concepts of a political
discourse. This concept does not have significant differences in everyday and scientific understanding and
is viewed as the ability, right and the possibility of coercion and subjection. Thus, the chosen microfield
of subjection reflects the idea of the basic concept of political discourse. The main features of political
discourse, such as evaluativity and aggressiveness, efficiency, upholding of the point of view carry the
idea of submission.
1.2. Microfield of subjection in political discourse

The microfield of subjection having the meaning “to bring under control or dominion; to make
(someone, such as oneself) amenable to the discipline and control of a superior; to make liable; to cause
or force to undergo or endure (something unpleasant, inconvenient, or trying)” (Merriam-Webster
Dictionary) reflects the main concept of political discourse implying ‘power’. Hyperonyms of the microfield
'subjection’ in Russian language are the verbs nogumHatb (to subject), mogunHsTbCs (to obey),
3akongosbiBaTh (to bewitch), which determine the main seme of the microfield. In English language the
hyperonyms also form three groups correspondingly: 1) to subject, to subordinate, 2) to obey, 3) to
bewitch.

It is understood that for political discourse the group with the meaning “to influence or affect especially
injuriously by witchcraft” is unlikely to be used in its direct meaning, but we should take into account its
indirect meaning dealing with obtaining the power over somebody.

2. Problem Statement

One of the most basic types of correlations in a semantic field is a group of synonymic correlations.
Synonymy being an expression of notional equivalence of lexical units is studied from semantic and
structural (operational) aspects. The proximity or identity of lexical meanings is usually taken as a
criterion of synonymy, only the identity of lexical meanings or proximity, but not the identity of lexical
meanings (Krongauz, 2005).

D.N. Shmelev defines synonyms as “words whose diverging semantic features are only those features
that can be stably neutralized in certain positions” (Shmelev, 2018, p. 130).

Yu. D. Apresyan derives the main criteria for synonymy from each approach to this problem, where the
fact that linguistic units have not only significant similarities, but also differences neutralized in the
context is of the main importance. This understanding includes the functioning of equivalent units in the
text and is the broadest. (Apresyan, 2009)

In this article synonymy is considered as the identity of the individual elements of the semantic
structure of words (Apresyan, 2009). Thus, one of the ways to identify synonyms is a component analysis
(Danilenko, 2018), taking into account differences in differential semes and in terms of types of formal
semantic relations between lexical units (Melchuk, 1995, p. 426). This integration of the logical and
semantic concepts of synonymy provides the most adequate and reasonable representation of synonymic
correlations between units of the lexical-semantic field.

3. Research Questions

Having revealed the basic synonymic correlations in the microfield of subjection in Russian and English
languages it is important to understand what differences are found in the rows in both languages through
comparative analysis as well as specific characteristics of their functioning in the text of political
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discourse, if these rows occur in political discourse without any changes in meaning or
taking into account aims and goals of this type of discourse some semantic distortion can occur.

4, Purpose of the Study

Since much attention in political discourse is paid to the problem of submission and power, the purpose
of the paper is to study the functioning of the lexemes of the basic synonymic verb rows with the general
notion “subjection” in political discourse of Russian and English language. In a broad sense, the power
and authorities are understood as mandatory in power relations, conducting open discourse, and in
popular culture. (Nikulina, 2018) The study is aimed at the analysis of either the meaning itself or
differential semes which the lexemes obtain being performed in political discourse.

5. Research Methods

The theoretical and methodological grounds of the study are based on the works of Russian and
foreign scientists V.I. Karasik, V.P. Danilenko, Yu.D. Apresyan, M.A. Krongauz, A. Keith, J. Lyons and
others.

To build the basic synonymic rows of the microfield “subjection” the component analysis has been
used. The general seme of subjection together with differential semes has been identified through the
analysis which shows how close the lexeme is to its hyperonym.

Synonymy is generally understood as a relation between words. The definition states that two words or
expressions are synonymous if in the case of substituting one for the other in all contexts the meaning
and the truth value of the expression or the sentence where the substitution is made does not change. A
somewhat weaker definition makes reference to the substitution relative to a specific context. For
example, in the context of power, subdue, obey and yield are considered to be synonyms but in other
domains the situation can be different (Keith, 2009).

6. Findings

The research has found out the peculiarities in functioning of lexical units of subjection in Russian and
English languages in political discourse. These features can be attributed to the difference in the
differential semes and in the style used. As it can be assumed in the Russian language the words
NoAgYNHATH, BJAACTBOBAThb, [OKOPATHL, 3akpenowarts are rarely found in political texts under study
due to their stylistic and pragmatic connotation. They are not typical of political media texts and are used
in more heroic and inflated style. Thus, in Russian political discourse we can find not all the lexemes
presented in the main synonymic rows of the microfield under study.

In the English language, on the contrary, the words being larger in number in all three rows are more
frequently met in political texts preserving in most cases their intrinsic meaning.

The third group words obtain a metaphorical meaning and are often used to create a satirical tone in
both languages.

These peculiarities arise also from the general main seme of the microfield which is subjection. The
impact on social groups in political discourse is provided by linguistic means, in our study these means
are synonyms. Speech manipulation is carried out using messages that correct the attitude of the
audience to certain events (Yazykova, 2017). Although political discourse deals with power and authority,
direct ways to express these notions and their essence are avoided to create softening of the notions that
can cause discontent and resentment. That is why these direct words expressing subjection (mostly
active subjection, which is a direct reflection of power) are euphemistically termed.

6.1. Synonymic rows in the Russian language

In order to prove that words are in synonymic relations with each other and reasonably build a
synonymic row, it is necessary to analyse a differential seme and identify the following types of
relationships between them: 1) completely different forms, inclusion of one lexeme in the form of another
and their forms overlapping (when this takes into account only the significant parts of the word); 2) the
complete coincidence of the meaning of the lexemes, the overlapping of their meanings, the inclusion of
the meaning of one lexeme in the meaning of another.

In accordance with these relations, I. A. Melchuk deduces two types of synonyms: full synonyms and
“almost” synonyms or quasi-synonyms (Melchuk, 1995, p. 438). In this paper, we consider the first type
of synonyms as “close synonyms”, and the second - simply “synonyms”.

One of the objective methods of component analysis of a synonymic row is based on vocabulary
definitions. Based on the hierarchical relations, dominants are distinguished (J. Lyons considers synonymy
as a special case of hyponymy (Lyons, 2003)) of the main synonymic row of a certain microfield and, taking
into account the individual components of the meaning, the analysis of formal semantic relations between
tokens is made, which gives grounds to consider tokens being synonyms or not.
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Hyperonyms of the microfield ‘subjection’ in the Russian language form groups of words the meanings
of which differ in the type of dependence: to put into dependence by force, to be (or become) in a
position of dependence and put into dependence, acting by witchcraft. These verbs and their derivatives
are included in the interpretation of the lexemes of the microfield undere study in combination with
certain differential semantic components and are synonymic dominants of the main synonymic rows of
the given field. So, in Russian the verbs of the microfield of subjection can distinguish three synonymous
series, the dominants of which are nogunrnars (noguynHaTs, nokopATL, BAACTBOBATH, 0BE/EBATH,
nopaéou/a Th, 3akperioyarts, 3aKkabanAaTh ) y Mog4YnHATbCA ( MNOAYNHATHbCA, [TOKOPATBCA,
MOBNMHOBAaTbCA, c/1yuarThb, C/TYiaTbCcA, /70,085011/3 TbCAH, 3akKkperioyartbcA, 3aKkabasAaTb Cﬂ),
3aK0/140BbIBATE (3aKO/I4OBLIBATH, 3aBopaxnBath, 3ak/mHate) (subject (subjugate, conquer, rule,
enslave), obey (listen, obey, to be enslaved), enchant (charm, conjure)).

6.2. Synonymic rows in the English language

Based on the meanings of these verbs, words with this subordination can be divided into the following
synonymic groups: 1) to subject, to subordinate, to place, to subdue, to enslave,
to conquer, to overcome; 2) to obey, to depend on, to submit, to yield, to
resign oneself, to listen to, to defer to; 3) to charm, to bewitch, to cast a
spell, to enchant, to conjure, to invoke, to exorcise.

The analysis of the relationship between lexemes in the first synonymic row from a formal logical point
of view allows to claim that the given words are more close synonyms in their semantics than all other
lexemes in the row. Even being in overlapping relations, they have insignificant differences in their
differentiating semes, while with other verbs they intersect only in the main component of the meaning
of the hyperonym ‘subjection’.

Comparing these rows with corresponding ones in Russian, we should pay attention to the similarity in
the main components of the meaning of words and the differences in their differential semes. The
number of pairs of close synonyms is also different. To express the meaning of each lexeme of a given
English microfield, it is possible to choose a lexeme in Russian that is close in its meaning or with slight
differences in meaning, which in the context can be completely neutralized.

In the microfield of subjection of the Russian language, there are verbs for which it seems difficult to
find a lexeme that is close in the meaning with English ones. These words are 3akabazars and
3akpenowyats (similar to enslave) , since in their semantics they express the situation characteristic
of Russian culture and the state system of Russia (kabala slavery, serfdom) . These lexemes are
synonyms for the verb nopa6omars (to enslave) , which has a similar internal form in English with to
enslave ‘to turn into a slave.” But the English verb cannot express the concept of ‘serfdom’ and
‘kabala slavery’, which means that only clarified in the context of these Russian cultural and
historical realities it is possible to understand these words in English. The lack of historical data in the
English language led to the presence of only one equivalent for all three words in the Russian language.

The analysis of the general synonymic correlations of the verbs in lexical semantic field of
relations revealed similarities and differences in the main components of the meaning of synonymic
rows in both languages, by which these rows are defined.

6.3. Lexemes functioning in Russian language

Comparative and contrastive analyses are employed to reveal the peculiarities of the synonymic groups
in each language. Thus, in the examples with the word mogyuxarsca (obey)

Ex.

. Beceays C >XypHanucTamu, OH 3asiBUN, YTO r104YMHAETCA [AEWCTBYIOLWEN KOHCTUTYLMK
(Translation: Talking to reporters, he stated that he was subject to the current constitution)
(Mezhdunarodnaya zhizn);

. ‘ECTb TBEP/IOE XKENAHUE HE 104YMHATHCA HUUYbMM YKa3aM, HO 3allyuiLaTh eBPOMNENCKUE NHTEPECHI
M MPUHLUMMNBI MHOrOCTOPOHHOCTM B MMpoBoi Toproene’ (Translation: There is a strong desire not to obey
anyone’s orders, but to protect European interests and the principles of multilateralism in the world
trade”) (Mezhdunarodnaya zhizn);

. ‘Sl He cobupaloch CNefoBaTh YKa3aHWUAM U 7ogynHATECA YbEN-TO YKa3Ke, C KeM 06LaThcs, a ¢
keM He obuwaTbcs (Translation: ‘I do not intend to follow directions and obey someone’s instructions to
communicate with whom and not to communicate with) (Moskovskie novosti).

In Russian language the given hyperonym is mostly used in the texts in its direct meaning of obeying
expressing direct opposition or straight statement, but also there can be found a lot of words and
expressions used in a softer contexts implying subjection but not naming it directly:

Ex.

= Abxa3ckume pe3epBUCTbl o6bgsuan baranwy yzastumatym (Translation: Abkhaz reservists
declared Bagapsh an ultimatum) (Izvestiia);
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= B BOCKpeceHbe B pe3naeHumu rnaebl [ManectnHckolr aBToHoMun Acupa ApadaTta B Pamannaxe
pa3spaznsica 6yHT COTPYAHUKOB ero crneucnyx6 (Translation: On Sunday, in the residence of the head of
the Palestinian Authority, Yasser Arafat in Ramallah, a riot broke out in his intelligence
services) (Izvestiia) .

The word can be also found in some humorous contexts: KapTowka He nogynHAeTcAa BNacTsM;
®oHaoBble pbIHKW nog4mnHAnTCcA 3Be34aM. (Translation: The potato does not obey the authorities; Stock
markets obey the stars.)

The other specific feature of the word nogunnareca functioning is that it occurs in political discourse
either in other meanings, that can be considered to reflect the main seme of the field but at a closer
observation after the component analysis it becomes clear that they belong to other semantic groups:

Ex. Komnnekcbl mogunHawTca Poccun, a He Cupun, K TOMy e OTBETHas aTaka Morna 6bl NpuBecTn K
ocTpoMy KoHdpnmkTy (the meaning: to belong) . (Translation: The complexes are subordinate to Russia,
not Syria, in addition, a retaliatory attack could lead to an acute conflict.)

It should be mentioned that the other words from the row are not widely used in newspapers
and magazines. The same situation we can observe with the other two rows which words are not often
found in the political contexts under analysis.

Ex.

= Xutenb CraBpononbs NbiTancs ‘3akosgosarts’ cynebHbix npuctaBoB (Translation: A resident of
Stavropol tried to ‘enchant’ the bailiffs.) (Izvestiia);

= C 23 no 27 ceHTsbps B cronvue 6yAeT BracTBoBaTh AHTUUMKIIOH, KOTOPbLIA MpuHeceT

ynydweHue noroael (Translation: From September 23 to September 27, an anticyclone will prevail in the
capital, which will bring improved weather.) (Izvestiia).
6.4. Lexemes functioning in English language

While observing the lexemes in English the situation appears to be different. The first thing is the larger
number of texts and contexts the words are found.

Ex.

. He said: ‘it is possible to keep a second chamber subordinate by the law. What I do not believe
is sustainable is to keep the second chamber’ (Independent);

. Yorkshire's Ryan Sidebottom holds nerve to subdue Worcestershire ... (the Guardian);

. Mortgage approvals fall as Brexit vote appears to subdue housing market (the Guardian);

. The former UK foreign secretary Jeremy Hunt has said Britain would obey a court order to repay
£400m to Iran (The Guardian );

= 'If you obey you will be safe', Iranian vessel tells crew of British-flagged tanker in Gulf
(Independence);
. Newcastle’s new axis bewitch struggling Bristol to move into top six (The Guardian );

. Why these dictators bewitch us all (The Guardian ).

Secondly, the words exist in the texts in their direct meaning, except for the group of bewitch which
employ their metaphorical one. It should be noted that in many cases the words are fond in the titles of
the articles, whereas, in the texts of the articles they tend to be paraphrased.

7. Conclusion

An important aspect of lexical research is the study of how words are semantically related with one
another. Two of the classes of lexical relations important to recognize are synonymy and hyponymy.
Hyponymy being the most studied relation in the lexical semantic community (Keith, 2009) makes it
possible to construct synonymic rows and find out the main general seme for the whole group of words.
Thus, the basic synonymic rows in the microfield of subjection in Russian and English languages are
NoAYMHATL (MOAYMHSTL, MOKOPSTh, BAaCTBOBATb, NOBENEBaTb, NopabowaTh, 3akpenowaTh, 3akabansiTs),
noaYnHATLCS  (MOAYMHSTLCA, MOKOPSATbCS, MOBMHOBATLCA, CNyWaTb, CyllaTbcs, nopaboLlaThbs,
3aKpenoLLaThcsl, 3akabanaTbcsi), 3aKonAoBbIBaTb (3aK0NA0BLIBATb, 3aBOPaXMBaTb, 3aKIMHATL) in the
Russian language and 1) to subject, to subordinate, to place, to subdue, to enslave, to conquer, to
overcome; 2) to obey, to depend on, to submit, to yield, to resign oneself, to listen to, to defer to; 3) to
charm, to bewitch, to cast a spell, to enchant, to conjure, to invoke, to exorcise in the English language.

Although they have either similar general seme or similar synonymic rows defined according to their
differential semes, the functioning of the words of subjection in political context in English and Russian
languages differs. The differences take place in a quantitative characteristics of the rows and the
occurrence of the words in the texts. They can be explained not only by semantic language differences,
but also by the discourse features. It is known that the relevant features of political discourse, along with
its informativeness, include expressiveness and imagery, appeal is not to logical evidence, but to
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emotions (Gavrisheva, 2017). Moreover the meaning of the word can also depend on varieties
of communicative key-note and defining shades of emotions and stylistic modes of communication
(for example, intuitively we feel the difference between genuine or simulated excitement, but it can be
quite difficult to measure and objectify such tonality) (Karasik, 2018) .The question of revealing new
synonymic rows of subjection based on the context of political discourse, finding out and analysis of
euphemisms, as well as metaphors with this seme is the topic for a follow-up investigation.
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