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Introduction

The scientific analysis of political discourse has gained more attention in the Georgian
academic space, especially in recent years, although relevant studies are rarely conducted from
the perspective of linguopolitology as a relatively new humanitarian discipline. The purpose of
the present paper is the linguopolitological analysis of Georgian political speech, based on the
example of a TV interview with a contemporary politician of Georgia, here referredtoas T. T.,
as a concrete political discourse. The research methodology applied in this work is determined
by the interdisciplinary nature of the research topic. In particular, the empirical material is
examined according to the methods of critical and content analysis as well as statistical
research. The mentioned methodology allows us to describe and analyse the presented material
considering linguopolitological aspects (i.e. from the perspective of a linguistic analysis of
political speech). It is clear that it is impossible to outline the linguistic profile of a politician
within the frame of a single interview; this will require much more numerous and diverse
materials. Nevertheless, this work pays specific attention to the statistical aspects of the
linguistic analysis, which allows qualitatively important and interesting preliminary
conclusions.

It is well known that discourse analysis, which has quite a long tradition, is topical for linguistics
as well as for other humanitarian fields, since discourse research is interdisciplinary in its nature
and requires the integration of research aspects of linguistics and other humanitarian domains
such as, e.g., literary studies, political science, psychology, history, sociology, etc. It should
further be noted that the definitions of discourse proposed so far are not consistent, as each
definition relies on the differing perspectives of various fields of research.

In a narrow sense, discourse is understood as “Any coherent succession of sentences, spoken
or (in most usage) written”, and as “speech events in which successive sentences or utterances
hang together”.! In a broader understanding of the term, Norman Fairclough identifies three
aspects of discourse: “(a) meaning-making as an element of the social process; (b) the language
associated with a particular social field or practice (e.g. ‘political discourse’); (c) a way of
construing aspects of the world associated with a particular social perspective”.2 He works with
the concept of semiosis, which is viewed as an element of the social process of which not only
language but also, for instance, images or body language are aspects.®

Considering these various views, the political discourse we are interested in is “about the text
and talk of professional politicians or political institutions, such as presidents and prime
ministers and other members of government, parliament or political parties, both at the local,
national and international levels”.* In this way, party programs, various types of debates,

L Oxford Dictionary
2 Fairclough 2012: 11.
3 Fairclough 2012: 11.
4Van Dijk 1997: 12.
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political speeches, interviews on this or that current topic, etc., are united in the content of
political discourse.

The discourse of people with different professions differs in structure, content, and purpose.
Political discourse is characterised by strongly developed argumentative structures that are
conveyed through various strategies. Discourse differences are also profoundly affected by the
electorate, i.e., the part of society for which a particular discourse is intended. Therefore, in the
study of any professional discourse and especially of political discourse, extra-linguistic factors
such as the background knowledge of speakers and listeners, the shared cultural space, the
current political situation, etc. are essential. Hence, “the study of political discourse should not
be limited to the structural properties of text or talk itself, but also include a systematic account
of the context and its relations to discursive structures” (Van Dijk 1997:15).

1. Structural and content analysis of T. T.’s interview

Georgia’s integration with the European Union was one of the important political issues in the
summer of 2022. It was therefore addressed, among other topics, in an interview with T. T,
who was invited to talk about “hot” political topics live on TV ImediLive. Based on the
journalist’s questions, T. T. discusses current news in the political and cultural sphere. The
structure of the interview can be subdivided into three parts: culture — politics — culture, with
each part consisting of two thematic blocks.

The topics of part | are:

a. A concert by the Trinity Cathedral Choir in the Vatican
b. The performance of Georgian hymns in St. Peter’s Cathedral in Rome

The topics of part Il are:

a. The EU candidate status for Georgia; the resolution of the European Parliament
b. An assessment of the briefing of the President of Georgia, Salome Zurabishvili

The topics of part 111 are:

a. The transfer of objects of the national heritage from Shalva Amiranashvili Museum to the
Simon Janashia Museum
b. The current political perspective and future of the folk ensemble Martve

The TV interview was 37.35 minutes long. The first part lasts 4 minutes, the second 26 minutes,
and the third 7 minutes.

1.1. Linguopolitological analysis of part |

T. T. begins the conversation with two well-received announcements: the upcoming concert of
the Trinity Cathedral Choir in the Vatican and the recital of the hymn Ave Maria of the Patriarch
of Georgia in St. Peter’s Cathedral. T. T. describes this event with the lexical items “historical”
and “unique”, which express positive sentiments and indicate the speaker’s excited mood. The
4-minute oral speech consists of 13 sentences (330 words), which can be semantically defined
as follows:
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Type of sentence content Number of sentences
1. Greeting 1
2. Expression of gratitude 2
3. Fact 3
4, Fact/informing 2
5. Positive assessment 4
6. Self-assessment 1
total: 13 (330 words)

Lexical units expressing positive semantics are used in the following assessments:

B396 33b3ws 353030, 93 s BYAL 30639¢ TMOPAOL, ... 3YMBOWOYS30m 35EHM0sMJols 53
UwH300lL  sOVIWIOWGd0 S gb 96 30053, 9MOL o0 OO LosBsgols s
Lobatrgmobl bsgsbo A3960 LsdobolE®mmbmgob. — “I and my first deputy... were honoured to be the
executors of this wish of the Patriarch, and | will not hide that it is a matter of great pride and joy for
our ministry.”

bgds 05?1 bgds obEGHMMOMEOo (3, M 26 0360LL, LogbBob 3939esdo, LosE MEbMYEgdL
do05b 08305005 FYH0sm 9B 3MBEIOGH0 2oBs®m35m, Bgodmb Ksbamsdzools s
300 ©Mbsdol bgerddmgzsbgermdom, 40 dmIgMHer0, dRowMmdgero Bsdgdol bo3509EMO™
A9IMO0L  3b0Ib, Fmgero Fdsgbemds, 3MWEHMMOL LodobobEHMml bgwdgfymdom,
250500530 3mb39MEL. — “What’s happening? It is a historic event that on June 26, in the Sistine
Chapel where foreigners have very rarely sung or held a concert, 40 singers from the choir of the Trinity

Cathedral, under the leadership of Svimon Jangulashvili and Giorgi Donadze, will perform a concert
with the support of the Ministry of Culture.”

Lexical units and formulas expressing thanks are used to express gratitude:

do056 oo TBoMEsFIMd 503ma30B0bs F3960s gehds 3580395680, JowdsBHMbds Jgong3zsb
dopMoBombds. — “We received a lot of support from our ambassador to the Vatican, Mrs Ketevan
Bagrationi.”

439e05 50053056, 306 53580 0gm B0, 806@s OO F5EMds 35Esgwbam. — “I would
like to thank all the people who were involved in this.”

1.2.  Linguopolitological analysis of part 11

The second part of the interview is more extensive (27 minutes, 148 sentences, 2455 words)
and concerns political topics. The assessment of T. T. is acute and critical. When evaluating the
briefing of the President of Georgia, Salome Zurabishvili, she often uses adjectives with
negative connotations such as ‘destructive’ (gb@®mdgomero), ‘deceitful’ (ds@ymo®s),
‘debauched’ (a5%3139do), ‘hard’ (8dodg), ‘imposed’ (0ogLdmbggmero), ‘subdivided’
(oymgowo), ‘dispersed’  (@ogduogbyero),  ‘upset’  (god®obgdmero),  ‘unheard’
(39920bs®0), ‘inflexible’ (s6sxm0olidsdbolo, ¢dsdbolio), or ‘negative’ (bgyo@om®o). She
does not shy away from sarcasm when speaking.
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This part of the interview is not only extensive but also diverse in terms of the use of sentence
types:

Type of sentence content Number of sentences
1 Negative assessment 26
2. Neutral assessment 18
3. Fact 18
4. Criticism 14
5. Positive assessment 12
6. Rhetorical question 11
7. Appeal 8
8. Accusation 7
9. Self-assessment 6
10. Prediction 5
11. Assumption 5
12. Question 4
13. Fact/informing 3
14. Categorical assessment 2
15. Explanation 2
16. Categorical announcement 2
17. Categorical rejection 1
18. Promise 1
19. Expression of gratitude 1
20. Reproach 1
21. Agreement 1
total: 148 (2455 words)

As can be seen from this list, T. T. uses different linguistic methods of manipulation in her
speech: assessment, criticism, accusation, appeal, confrontation and others. As sentiment
analysis of statistical data on the sentence level shows, this part of the interview has a negative
sentiment: negative assessment has a high rate (26), followed by criticism (14), and accusations

(7).

a) Examples of negative assessment:

9153306390005, Qb MYHBMEIME0S 5O SMOL Q50)Y39BH0WGds, og™sd dg sbg Tambos, ™I ol
LHMO9g 080Lm30L F93Tszws s 259MJ39Y6s, 08 POML MHMES 259MJ39Ybs, MM Imgboobs
m9GHYMR0MO Bgs3egbs. — “Of course, this resolution is not a decision, but | think that it was drafted
and published, at the time when it was published, to have a negative impact.”

dg %965, OHMI gl 2539MPOMWO 0gM 3903390 EIBEHONI30MEo Fobseo ©s ... 336
doengdols Joge 0dolimzol, Hmd EsB0sbgdmoym Bz960 J399bols dmdsgswro 39ML3gdE03s, G™A
309390™ ol MbyE... ®obo doe{igzoLmzobyg B3960 J3994bols Fmeg®mmds d/Fomdl. — “I am sure
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that this was done by some destructive domestic and ... external forces to damage the future prospects
of our country to achieve what ... the government of our country is working to achieve.”

56 dmy3ghmbs ob, HMI doeosb ¥93M0 MBsTsMMEM EIMAGYTS AoBsbMME0gMs FIsgz3MMdIDY,
35306, Hm35 89235bLgbs BHGMooiogdog. — “We did not like the fact that she made too many unfair
attacks on the government in reminding us of traditions.”

b) Example of criticism:

5M3 30 3030 Lo0o@sb Tgoegds ©oofiym 58 06MH0xgobaol Jggi3eligds, 0dgbs  ¥9360
Mb5585600¢MdS, 89300 BgBHMIMOZ0 Bg3EMIs, 3360 Bg3EMTs, 09360, Sig 3MJ30... s0... — “I
don’t even know where to begin to evaluate this briefing, there are so many injustices, many factual
errors, many errors, many, we’d say... Look...”

c) Examples of accusation:
5Edsm, Sig B90dgds 0009350, T Fob JuOMES BsgMHMBL s Lobsdzowgdo Fyzos Imbgzs
9399565b. — “Perhaps it can be said that she shot at the government but actually, the bullet hit the
country.”

65 3030, 353059 dolo dMOGobYo 9d3bgdMEs Bs3MMBOL s3606gdL, 0Tl dobogrls, M™I
000030Mds 5MOL oByno®s. — “I don’t know but her briefing was devoted to belittling the
government, shouting that the government is a liar.”

9L 8mbgs 00 bogdgl, MHMIWOLMZ0LE OB FEOWMdES B3GBL 499M06gdL 5649 356OEsEHOL
UAGHLOL IN3MZ9dsL O 5G00 30MPI30M RS M3MDoEool IBEHBGMIGoME bsMs@EHozby,
B0 LsdfMbo™M@, 0doEmd, M dsb 439ws 09300 BOGY3ZS .... OMD FMOZMMDS, §399sbs 53
39900b393590, 56 0gmb Fomds@gdmo 53 Bsbyg. — “It hit the subject that she was trying to unite us
for, namely, getting a candidate status, and in doing so she settled down directly on the opposition’s
destructive narrative, unfortunately for me, because she used all her words to prevent the government,
in this case the country, from being successful in this way.

The tone of T. T. is harsh during negative evaluation and criticism. However, sometimes she
tries to soften her tone by including functional elements like “I believe”, “involuntarily,
perhaps”, or “l want to believe”.

1.3.  Linguopolitological analysis of part 111

Part Ill of the conversation concerns the transfer of national heritage items from the main
building of the Shalva-Amiranashvili Museum to the Simon-Janashia Museum. In addition, it
is about the ensemble Martve the status of an independent legal entity under public law. The
first issue was acute and resonant. The process in question received mixed reactions from the
society of Georgia. The speaker’s comment is a kind of explanation of the current process.

This part of the interview is relatively short and therefore not characterised by a variety of
sentence types:
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Type of sentence content Number of sentences
1. Fact/information 12
2. Neutral assessment 6
4. Negative assessment 3
5. Expression of gratitude 2
6. Positive assessment 2
total: 25 (624 words)

2. Linguistic means of manipulation in T. T.’s interview

T. T.’s interview is distinguished by a high frequency of using linguistic means of manipulation.
In general, her speech is characterised by a high degree of persuasion, which is indicated by the
frequency of an explicit use of the pronoun dg ‘I’, as well as the presence of persuasion
indicators and rhetorical questions.

2.1. Explicit use of the pronoun 39 ‘I’

The Georgian language belongs to the so-called pro-drop languages; the use of personal
pronouns here has a pragmatic function. The explicit use of the pronoun ‘I’ in T. T.’s interview

mostly serves to strengthen the epistemic modality. For example, she uses ‘I think’ (99
303046Omd, 2x), ‘I think so’ (g sbg 330JO™d), ‘I believe that’ (dg Ixgeo ™I, 3x), ‘I believe
S0’ (39 oLy Ix9Ms), ‘I believe’ (g Axgms), I would say so’ (39 sbg 30GHYmo), I know’ (99
3030), ‘I would expect’ (39 dmggwmeo), ‘I want to believe that’ (99 sdol dobgs
dx9OmeqL), ‘I have faith in this’ (99 530l @fdgbs dodgl), or ‘I do not imagine’ (39 o6
fomdmdoggbos). Cf. the following example:

39 Ox9Ms, O™ gl 2539mOMWO 0Ym FM339I0 JLEHOMJ30wo FobsmEo s ... 356
doengdols 8og® 0d8obm3z0L, MM sB0sbYdMEoym B3960 J399bols dmdsgswo 39ML3gd@ogs. — “I
believe this was done by some destructive domestic and ... external forces in order to damage the future
prospects of our country.”

2.2. Repetition
In order to add more credibility to her opinions, T. T. often uses repetitions:

5 B396 235438 M30LMBdMOZ5, MZ0LMBdMOZ5®, boBL 3MU3sT, s M5 300sE0L 5©ddgdol
©™b7bg, 1M30LMdMOZ5®, LHVI05E b3S LETsONEYGOMOZ30 Lobgudfoxm, 30MY 3dmbos 10

ficoobs fiob s 3399600 8edeggber 10 ficrob 053%9 30093 1390790 30RO ERIL 33>d3L- — “And
we have qualitatively, | emphasise qualitatively, and not at the level of someone’s perceptions,

qualitatively a completely different legal state than we had 10 years ago, and we will have it over the
next 10 years even better than we have it today.”

The method of repetition increases the degree of persuasiveness: the word ogolbmd®ogsw
‘qualitatively’ is repeated three times combined with the nominal phrase \GM@wos© Lbgs
BsBsOMEYdGog0 Labgmdfomm ‘a completely different legal state’. To strengthen the
persuasion, the method of repeating the verb 4mbgds ‘to have’ in different tenses is also applied:
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33Jmbgs 10 Ferob Fob s 33996905 0936 10 fierol msegzby... — “We had it 10 years ago and
we will have it over the next 10 years...”.

2.3. Indicators of persuasion

T. T. abundantly uses indicators of persuasion in the interview:

Part I: ‘1 will not hide’ (56 o30sqs3), ‘you Know’ (3magbligbgdom)

Part 11: ‘1 would say so’ (39 sbg 3o@ymo), ‘| emphasize’ (bsblL 3L3sd), ‘in my opinion’ (Bgdo
sBMom), ‘perhaps inadvertently’ (seodso dolisbgdwYMo© / BobEswybgdMMmSE sedsm, 2x), ‘and
that’s partly true’ (s Bsfogrmd®og sbga o@ob), ‘unfortunately for me” (Bgdgs Lsdfmbs®me, 2x),
‘I want to believe it” ( 39 sdob dobos dxgMmqL), ‘perhaps you have also noticed, and | should not be
wrong, | think” (s5¢odsm 093963 99986090, s o0 Mbs 9dargdmql, dymbos), ‘I declare it
intentionally’ (356%®Maob gogbogd), ‘which is very sad’ (Mo 5600 doe0sb Ladfmbo®m), ‘I have faith
in it” (89 s8oL Gfdgbs dog3L), ‘We know’ (bggb gozom), ‘of course’ (Momgdswbs, 19x), ‘if I don’t
mind’ (0799 56 398c09ds).

Part 3: ‘I say to myself’ (39 Bgdog0L 353d™d).

The modal phrase Bgdgs Ladfmbstme ‘unfortunately for me’, which is used to convey
epistemic modality, appears twice in the interview of T. T. , and both times in the second part
of the interview where she assesses the briefing of the President of Georgia, Salome
Zurabishvili:

9L 8mbgs 00 bogdgl, MHMIWOLMZ0LE3 OB FEOWMdES B3GBL 499M06gdL 5649 356OEsEHOL
UEASGHMLOL FM33905L S 5300 30MPHZ0M PIXS M3MBOE0OL LGOI BsEH03DY,
Bg0gs Ladfmbsdme... — “It hit the subject she was trying to unite us for, namely, getting candidate

status, and in doing so settled down directly on the opposition’s destructive narrative, unfortunately
for me...”

9900930 5oL do0sb 3dodg 59 dGHOGO0bY0W, BgAs Lsdfimbaotme. — “The result of this briefing
is very hard, unfortunately for me.”

T. T.’s interview also confirms the use of complex methods of persuasion: she involves the
listener as an accomplice in the statement with the address formula o>dgg6g 89986090 “you also
noticed” and with emphasised conviction in the correctness of her own opinion: s& v¢bgo
898cmadmeogl ‘I shouldn’t be wrong’. It is significant that when applying complex methods of
persuasion, the politician abandons the categorical tone and uses modal elements like s¢odso»
‘probably’ and dgmbos ‘I think’ to soften the expression. It should further be noted that when
she applies these complex methods of persuasion, the indicators of persuasion are included in
the main sentence, thus increasing the grade of persuasion:

©O9L LEBMYPSEMYGOS S 30E0GH03MTs B39JBHEMDs, SEdIM MI39b3 995Pbogm, s 56 Mbs
990 gdmgl, mbods, 2o0m30ds 53 dM0RObaOL F9d®IY, 30WI3 VRBOM EIYMBOWTS ©S
5gbogbmends. — “Today, the society and the political spectrum, [as you may have noticed/ perhaps

you have also noticed], and [I believe] | am correct, has woken up even more divided and cloven after
this briefing.”
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T. T. often uses the assumption indicator ‘probably’ during the interview (10x):

Q@5 5¢d3®, J0HBO ol 0y, ... J0BBO 0l 0ym, HMA ) LEBSGHNMLL 56 Im339996, 309HBoIBETS
399l 0g3sl, MM gl BYdo dEIEIO 56 SMOL, 53500 {50539 FIL bogdy, seEmdsom. — “And probably

the goal was, ... the goal was that if they don’t give us the status, the president can say it’s not my fault,
they messed it up, probably.”

The modal element 5¢gdson ‘probably’ is used twice in this sentence, softening the politician’s
categorical tone of accusation. To soften the accusation, she packs her point into a formula of
assumption: she encloses the sentence on both sides with the assumption indicator 5¢godso
‘probably’.

2.4. Rhetorical questions

Rhetorical questions are often used as one of the methods of persuasion in political speech. It
is significant that T. T. uses rhetorical questions eleven times, all cases occurring in the second
part of the interview.

9L bmd 56 6oL MMIgEr0dg moz3MMdOL sMBY35607? — “Isn’t this the choice of any government?”

MmO 990dwgds MO0 Mblighgdgwro 33560 sblghm dodobs 03560830mMsb dodsOrNgdom?! —
“How can two unmentioned surnames be used in referring to Bidzina Ivanishvili?!”

505, 30L0 4mbOL Fg3zM0s?! — “Well, whose team is he a member of?!”

The methods of persuasion can be statistically summarised as follows:

Pronoun g ‘1’ Indicators of persuasion Rhetorical questions
Part | 1 2 —
Part I 24 34 11
Part 111 5 1 _
Total 30 37 11

3. Frequency analysis of the interview

As a method of analysis in the examination of T. T.’s statements, we decided to use the
frequency analysis. The idea behind frequency analysis and the procedure chosen are presented
at the beginning of this section before the results of the analysis are evaluated and finally
discussed.

First of all, the term ‘frequency analysis’ provokes two questions: What is the subject of the
analysis and what does frequency mean in this context? Regarding the first question, we decided
that the basic unit of analysis should be words on the graphemic level. Here it is important to
focus on lexemes and not on specific inflected forms (e.g., for the lexeme 39965 (country),
it is necessary to include both inflected forms such as ggggbol or forms with bound
postpositions such as 4gqygsbsdo). In addition to lexemes, in certain cases we decided to also
investigate semantic word fields in order to include related derivatives (e.g. ‘‘Georgian(sb.)/
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georgian(sth.)/Georgia/Georgianness’ (5609 0/Jos®m39wo/JoOmggemds/
Lodommggerm)). In this way, the transcript of the interview serves as a reference corpus.

The answer to the second question is more complex. In a first step, a quantitative counting of
occurrences of utterances was conducted. Here, the goal was to record the number of
occurrences of all utterances and to extract the most frequent words in T. T.’s statements. In the
second step, an analysis of relative frequency was performed, which means that the occurrences
of the utterances were assessed according to their occurrence in the text in relation to the
chronology of the text. The goal of this procedure was thus not only the counting of words and
the determination of the most frequent but also the evaluation of the frequency in relation to the
progress of the text. In this way, certain trends and frequency clusters were revealed at certain
places in the statements.

The basis for the analysis was the edited version of the transcript of the interview; this means
that only T. T.’s statements were the basis of the data. The statements of the journalists were
not considered. A Keyword-in-Context (KWIC) concordance software was used to determine
the quantitative frequency. For further analysis of the evaluated data, we decided not to include
stop words (with the exception of possessive and personal pronouns) in further analyses and to
focus on autosemantics in order to focus on words that are important for the semantic core.
The evaluation of the quantitative frequency of the use of personal/possessive pronouns shows
that the most frequently used personal/possessive pronoun is the 1st person plural (B396 &
Bggbo) with 60 occurrences, closely followed by those of the 1st person singular (99 & Bgdo)
with 59 occurrences. In contrast, the 2nd person plural personal/possessive pronoun has much
fewer occurrences (10).

The three most frequent lexemes are ‘country’(43gygsbs) with 28 occurrences, ‘government’
(Boog™mds) with 14 occurrences, and ‘museum’ (d+9%gw=do) with also 14 occurrences. The
three most frequent word fields are ‘Georgian(sb.)/georgian(sth.)/Georgia/Georgianness’
(J56039w0/JoH D 0/l5g5MM39M/JsMr00390MdY) with 22 occurrences,
‘destructive/destruction’  (cgb&Mwdsomeolgb@emdsgos) with 14 occurrences, and
‘Europe/European/Union/European(sb.)/Council ~ of  Europe’  (936®35/936m3538060/
936m39@0/930mbsd Fm) with 13 occurrences.

Other high-frequency and noteworthy words are ‘briefing’ (dGogobao) with 12, ‘President’
(3M9%oabE0) with 11, ‘matter’ (bogddg) with 11, ‘thanks’ (dooermds) with 9, ‘I believe’
(Oxg6os) with 7, “Patriarch/Ilia’ (3s@®ostgoloeros) with 7, and ‘opposition’ (m3mboEos)
with 6 occurrences.

Thus, it can be observed that especially the personal/possessive pronouns of the 1st person in
the singular and in the plural have a high frequency. The most frequent lexeme is
‘country’(Jggysbs); it is even more frequent than the word fields
‘Georgian(sb.)/georgian(sth.)/Georgia/Georgianness’(§o6mg9wo/Jommwemo/lsdstromggerm
I4s®ngz9mds) which, however, have a high frequency, too. Itis also interesting in this context
to compare the frequency of ‘president’ (369%ogb@0) and ‘government’ (domogHmds) with
a total of 25 and the frequency of ‘opposition’ (m3mbogos) with significantly fewer

occurrences, 6 in total.
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In the second part of the analysis, the analysis of the relative frequency of the words used in the
interview (excluding the stop words), two approaches were chosen: firstly, an analysis
following the three content segments of the text in order to examine the frequency of the words
in the individual segments, and secondly, an analysis of the relative frequency in relation to the
length of the entire text.

The first approach reveals trends and clusters within the segments and in comparative terms,
while the second approach reveals the overall trends. For the presentation of the overall trends,
Voyant tools®, for example, is suitable for determination and visualisation of the use of certain
words, while for an analysis based on the content segments, the application of a KWIC
concordance software is feasible.

The most frequent words/word fields that were identified in the first step were analysed in terms
of their relative frequency according to the segments in the second step. The results are shown
below:

Segmentl | Segment2 | Segment 3
‘1 & my’ (99 & Bgdo) 3 49 7
‘we & our’ (Bggb & Bggbo) 13 40 7
‘you & your (2PL)’ (0396 & od3960) 1 7 2
‘country’ (4399496s) 1 25 2
‘government’ (8075362d5) 0 14 0
‘museum’ (8%9B0) 0 0 14
‘Georgian(sb.)/georgian(sth.)/Georgia/Georgianness’ 2 16 4
(Jo0r0039000/JsH w0/l MN3gM/JoMMNZGMDS)
‘destructive/destruction’ 0 14 0
(©abEHOI300w0/EIbAHOYI30d)
‘Europe/European/Union/European(sb.)/Council of 0 13 0
Europe’ (936:m35/936:m3538060/930:03ge00/
9360mbsdFm)
‘briefing’ (3G050620) 0 11 0
‘President” (3690w@9b¢#)0) 0 11 0
‘matter’ (bogdg) 0 11 0
‘thanks’ (850mds) 3 3 3
‘I believe’ (Axg6o) 0 7 0
‘Patriach/Ilia’ (35&G050Jolowoy) 7 0 0
‘opposition’ (m3mboEos) 0 5 0

This analysis reveals clear trends in the frequency of the examined words. It is interesting to
note that some words appear exclusively or for the most part only in one specific segment,
which provides more information about the content core of these segments and supports the
division of the interview into three thematic segments.

5 Voyant tools. https://voyant-tools.org/, retrieved 06.02.2023.
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With the second method of analysis, the course of the relative frequency can be traced even
better. As an example, the frequency of the personal/possessive pronouns of the 1st person
singular (Fig. 1) and the 1st person plural (Fig. 2) are compared. In addition, the frequency of
the most frequent lexeme (Fig. 3) and the most frequent word field (Fig. 4) are examined.

‘I & my’ (39 & Bgdo)
0.006-
0.0054
0044
003+

002+

Relative Frequencies

v.001+

0.000 T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Chronology of the text

Fig. 1: Relative frequency of 99 & Bgdo

‘we & our’ (Bggb & Bggbo)

0.0040-
0.0035-
0.0030- *\

0.0025+ .-"f l\-.
0.0020 \
0.0015- / \ Ve

Relative Frequencies

0.00104 / \

0.0005- ff \/ !

0.0000 T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

=
=

Chronology of the text

Fig. 2: Relative frequency of 396 & B39bo
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‘country’ (§3g99obs)
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0.00104
0.0008

0.00064

Relative Frequencies

0.0004+

00002 T L L I 1 T I 1 ) 1
4 2 2 4 5 6 7 ] 9 10
Chronology of the text

Fig. 4: Relative frequency of d399sbo

‘Georgian(sb.)/georgian(sth.)/Georgia/Georgianness’
(Jo®org9e0/Js0r00meno/lssgs®omggum/Js®omggamds)

0.0016+
0.0014
0.00124
0.00104
0.00084

0.00064

Relative Frequencies

0.0004

0.0002- /\
0.0000

T T T T T T o T m T
* - - 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Chronology of the text

Fig. 5: Relative frequency of Jo®m39w0/dsH0reo/lods®mzgem/de®mggemds

When comparing the personal/possessive pronouns, different trends and peaks emerge. This is
particularly interesting in relation to the content of the utterances and the development of the
interview.

Comparing ‘country (Jgggsbs) and ‘Georgian(sb.)/georgian(sth.)/Georgia/Georgianness’
(Jo6039w0/JoHDo/lbogs@mzgem/Jstmggarmds) also reveals quite interesting trends
in frequency. In this context, it is noteworthy that the major peaks are different for the two
concepts, although one might think that they would show peaks at similar times because of their
semantic proximity.

Finally, there remains the question about how to proceed with the results of this analysis and
how to interpret them. Basically, the analysis of the quantitative frequency of the words used in
the interview shows the most frequently occurring words/word fields in T. T.’s statements.
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Furthermore, it can be assumed that the most frequent words imply the core of her statements,
given their high frequency (e.g., the high number of occurrences of the lexeme 43ggs6s implies
that it is a central concept of her statements). Moreover, these results also suggest assumptions
about the reasons for the high frequencies and what intention and intentional effects on the
audience they might exert: Are they rhetorical devices, used for a deliberate manipulation of
the audience and the journalists, or are there other reasons? The frequent use of certain terms
implies that they convey key concepts. Current research suggests that, on a cognitive level,
frequent utterances or, rather, imprinted experiences have an effect on recognition and
remembering of something said.®
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