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Abstract: This paper investigates contemporary Georgian political speeches through the
lens of gender and party affiliation, analysing linguistic strategies and rhetorical styles
used by different political actors. Despite a long-standing interest in political language in
Georgia, systematic politolinguistic research remains underdeveloped, particularly in
applying digital methods. The study highlights various aspects that are relevant for the
analysis of political speeches and presents corresponding tools.

Using quantitative and qualitative methodologies, including sentiment analysis and
argument analysis, the study identifies notable differences in speech patterns. Female
politicians like Salome Zurabishvili and Tako Charkviani, utilise more accessible
language, more frequently employ personal pronouns, and focus on emotional appeals. In
contrast, male politicians like Irakli Kobakhidze and Nika Melia exhibit more
argumentative structures and a focus on factual statements, reflecting analytical and
policy-oriented communication styles. The study’s findings highlight the importance of
considering gender and party affiliation in analysing political language, offering insights
into the interplay between linguistic choices and political strategies in Georgia’s evolving
democratic landscape.

Keywords: Georgian political speech, corpus linguistics, politolinguistics
Introduction

If we deal with politics, we inevitably also deal with language, since language is the central
instrument of politics. If we want to understand political dynamics, we have to deal with
political communication, above all with the political language of politicians or political actors
themselves. Since politics affects all areas of life, including private life, political language has
an all-encompassing influence on society. Language, as a central tool of politics, is therefore
crucial for the organisation and management of societies. The analysis of political language
helps to understand how political language can regulate the perception and behaviour of society
and thus also influence the political decisions of the people. Today, the discipline of
politolinguistics deals in particular with the semantic and pragmatic analysis of political
communication, which includes rhetorical analysis, discourse analysis, argument analysis, and
sentiment analysis.

Even more than 30 years after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, post-Soviet countries
are still in the process of transforming from a totalitarian-authoritarian system to democracy,
with varying levels of success in the respective countries. This means that the political dynamics
are still very high and are subject to a strong process of change. The linguistic analysis of
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political speech in these countries is therefore essential for comprehending these transformation
processes. It makes it possible to understand how politicians manage to steer the politics of
these countries in one direction or the other.

For a broad-based study, it is necessary not only to choose classic analysis methods, but
also to use the possibilities of digital analysis (i.e. Digital Humanities) in order to process large
amounts of data. The combination of quantitative and qualitative analyses ensures versatile
results, taking into account many, if not all, aspects and thus providing a more comprehensive
overall picture.

1. State of Research

The discipline of political linguistics examines the role of language in political contexts. It
analyses how political actors use language to construct and spread power, ideologies and
identities. Political linguistics involves the study of speeches, debates, election campaigns and
political texts in order to understand how rhetorical strategies and linguistic patterns contribute
to influencing public opinions and political actions. Compared to its “parent disciplines”, it is
arelatively new discipline that in its early stages dealt primarily with the language of totalitarian
systems, such as that of National Socialism in German-speaking countries, and later with the
differences in the political language of East and West Germany.*

With the increasing use of the Internet, especially social media, the subject matter of
political linguistics has expanded. The analysis of online discourses and the investigation of
linguistic dynamics in social networks are now central fields of research.? The extensive use of
various media has resulted in a significant increase and continuous generation of data relevant
to science, creating the need for effective methods to process this vast amount of information.
In addition, the increasing polarisation of political debates has increased interest in researching
political language and thus in politolinguistic analyses, especially in the context of hate speech
against political opponents but also against minorities.> With the advent of digital technologies
and Digital Humanities,* political linguistics has made a significant leap forward, as it has now
become possible to analyse large text corpora® or digitally available text data and to
(automatically) identify patterns and trends® in political communication. This makes it possible
to ideally combine quantitative and qualitative methods.

Thus, Digital Humanities, Politolinguistics, and Corpus Linguistics are
methodologically intertwined. Digital Humanities provides the digital infrastructure and tools,
Corpus Linguistics offers the analytical frameworks, and Politolinguistics applies these
methods to specific research questions about language and politics.

A prominent tool in digital language research is the use of Corpus Linguistics software
such as AntConc’ and Voyant Tools®, which enable researchers to systematically analyse large
amounts of text. But special corpora for individual languages are also increasingly proving to

! For an overview of politolinguistic research see Niehr (2014).

2 See, for example, Engesser, Fawzi & Larsson (2017) or Barbera et al. (2015).

3 See Meibauer (2013) and Jaki & Steiger (2023).

4 See Jannidis, Kohle & Rehbein (2017).

5 See Kupietz & Schmidt (2018) and Perkuhn, Keibel & Kupietz (2012).

6 The method of text mining is particularly important here. See Berry (2010) and Lemke (2016).

7 A corpus analysis toolkit for concordancing and text analysis,
https://www.laurenceanthony.net/software/antconc/.

8 https://voyant-tools.org/.
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be a valuable politolinguistic tool. The various tools usually offer similar functionalities such
as word frequency analysis, collocation analysis and sentiment analysis, which provide valuable
insights into the linguistic characteristics of political speeches. In addition to linguistic analysis,
the inclusion of metadata is also interesting, as it enables a deeper contextualisation of the
results and thus increases the knowledge gained. Depending on the context, various parameters
are suitable for politolinguistic analysis: age, gender, party affiliation, religious affiliation,
ethnicity, class affiliation, educational level, etc.

Research on gender-specific language examines the differences in the way men and
women communicate, especially in political contexts. With the rise of gender studies, this aspect
has also been studied in political linguistics.® Previous studies show that female politicians more
often use emotional and narrative elements in their speeches, while male politicians tend to use
amore aggressive and analytical language. A study by Karpowitz and Mendelberg (2014) shows
that women are more likely to use cooperative and community-oriented language styles in
political discussions, while men are more likely to exhibit competitive and dominant language
patterns. These differences can be attributed to social-cultural expectations and gender role
models that influence the communication behaviour of men and women. However, recent
research has shown that these gender differences are diminishing over time. An analysis of
debates in the British House of Commons from 1997 to 2019 found evidence that female MPs
are increasingly adopting agent-oriented and less community-oriented styles, indicating a shift
towards the traditionally male-dominated style of political communication.®

In addition to gender, party affiliation is also an interesting parameter for politolinguistic
analysis because it provides deeper insights into the complexity and diversity of political
communication. Party affiliation reflects different ideological positions and political goals.
These differences often manifest themselves in the language and rhetoric that politicians use.
For example, studies have shown that conservative and progressive parties use different
linguistic strategies and focuses to address and mobilise their voters.!! Analysing the language
of politicians from different parties can reveal how certain issues and narratives are framed in
a party-specific way. This helps to understand how parties reinforce and spread their ideologies
and political messages through linguistic means.

By combining gender and party affiliation, researchers can conduct more complex and
nuanced analyses. This combination makes it possible to examine how gender-specific
communication styles differ within the same party or how female politicians from different
parties use common linguistic strategies to overcome specific challenges.

Digital Humanities, Politolinguistics and Corpus Linguistics have traditionally been
strong in quantitative analysis, leveraging computational tools to analyse large datasets and
uncover patterns in language use. These fields excel at quantifying aspects such as word
frequency, collocations, and syntactic structures, making them ideal for large-scale studies of
political speeches, media coverage, and other text genres. However, there is a growing trend to
integrate these methods with qualitative analysis, particularly through argument mining*? and

® The aspect of gender in politics and political language has been extensively researched in recent years. There are
numerous publications on the subject and even special academic journals such as Politics & Gender (Cambridge
University Press, https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/politics-and-gender ) that are dedicated to this topic.

10 See Hargrave & Langengen (2021).

11 See Schoonvelde et al. (2019).

12 See Berry (2010), Lippi & Torroni (2016), Palau & Moens (2009) and Lawrence (2019).
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sentiment analysis.’®> Argument mining involves identifying and extracting argumentative
structures occurring in texts, such as claims, premises, and conclusions, adding a qualitative
dimension by exploring the logical and rhetorical strategies used in political discourse.
Similarly, sentiment analysis not only quantifies the emotional tone of texts but also
qualitatively assesses the sentiment conveyed, providing insights into public sentiment and
emotional appeals in political communication. The integration of quantitative and qualitative
approaches enhances the depth and richness of the analysis, allowing researchers to explore not
just what is being said but how and why it is being communicated. This dual capability makes
these fields particularly valuable for comprehending the complexities of language in social and
political contexts.

2. Researching Georgian Political Speech

Politolinguistic research is still in its infancy in Georgia, although the topic of political language
in Georgia has been dealt with for a long time. A very strong polarisation is mentioned again
and again'® and there are already some studies on political speeches, for example concerning
past election campaigns.!®> What has been missing so far, however, is the systematisation of
politolinguistic research and the concretisation and application of digital methods for this
purpose.

The prerequisite for such an analysis is that the political speeches are available in digital
form and, ideally, annotated (i.e. enriched with linguistic information). Annotated corpora,
including the Georgian National Corpus (GNC), help with this.

With several sub-corpora, the GNC!® documents the Georgian language in all its stages
of historical development and makes it available in digital form for scientific research. The
political sub-corpus includes texts from the period of the Democratic Republic of Georgia
(1918-1921), collected speeches of individual politicians since the second independence in
1991, and texts of debates and dialogues as well as parliamentary sessions. The texts in the
GNC are fully grammatically annotated,’ i.e. all words are determined with regard to their
morphosyntactic properties so that they can be searched for and filtered using such properties.
It is possible to select different sub-corpora in the Corpus list; the texts contained in this
selection are then listed in a Text list and can be viewed individually.

Two search modes can be selected for searching: “Basic search” and “Advanced
search”. The results can then be further filtered, by selecting individual texts, authors or time
periods. The Advanced search enables even more complex search queries (e.g., on certain
authors or on the use of certain morphological categories). In addition, the search using so-
called regular expressions is available for both search modes. The results of the search query
submitted under “Query” are listed under “Concordance” (document locations). They can be
represented as “Key word in context” (KWIC) or in a wider context.

As in most corpora, the GNC can also be searched for collocations (adjacent occurrences
of words) or co-occurrences (common occurrences of words). The “Wordlist” shows the
frequency of individual words.

13 See Wankhade/Rao/Kulkarni (2022) and Siegel/Melpomeni (2020).
14 See Melikidze, , Rao & Kulkarni (2022), Media Development Foundation (2018) and Kuprashvili (2019).
15 See, for example, Taliuri (2022).
16 http://gnc.gov.ge/.
17 Hirschmann (2019), 22-23.
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While the GNC offers a powerful resource for linguistic research by providing digitally
annotated corpora, it primarily functions as a tool for linguistic rather than interdisciplinary
analysis. This limitation means that the GNC, in its current form, does not fully support the
comprehensive needs of fields like politolinguistics, which require not only linguistic
annotation but also the integration of metadata such as speaker demographics, political context,
and discourse types.

For example, politolinguistic analysis often involves metrics that assess rhetorical
strategies, argumentation patterns, and sentiment, which are not readily extractable using
GNC'’s basic functionalities. Consequently, researchers may need to resort to other tools or
manual methods for these aspects of analysis. Tools like sentiment analysis software, argument
mining algorithms, or specific corpus linguistic software capable of deeper discourse analysis
are sometimes necessary to fill these gaps.

Thus, while the GNC provides a robust foundation for linguistic data, the lack of
integrated interdisciplinary tools necessitates additional steps or resources for comprehensive
politolinguistic research. This situation underscores the need for future developments in the
GNC or similar platforms to incorporate broader analytical capabilities that cater to the complex
needs of interdisciplinary studies.

2.1 Methodology and Approach of the Present Study

This study has the following aim: on the basis of a specific question as an example, qualitative
and quantitative methods of politolinguistics are to be tested in the context of political speeches
in Georgia. The results will then be used as a starting point to consider what exactly is needed
to carry out interdisciplinary analyses. For this purpose, two aspects were included in the study
as additional analysis parameters: gender and party affiliation. Specifically, the aim was to
examine whether linguistic differences can be identified with regard to these affiliations.
Studies from the perspective of gender and/or party affiliation are pivotal in politolinguistics,
but other starting points for the investigation could also have been of interest, such as age,
educational level, or origin (ethnic, socio-economic, etc.).

When examining political texts, especially when using a comparative approach, certain
principles must be adhered to in order to obtain meaningful results. The underlying material,
1.e. the collection of political texts, should be representative in order to avoid distortion, which
means specifically that ideally all parties should be represented. The sample must also be
balanced, for example by comparing the politicians of the governing party with the politicians
of the opposition parties. In addition, there should be a thematic balance, but here one aspect
needs to be emphasised in particular. The corpus itself should cover a wide range of political
topics, but for the comparative study one should use political speeches with the same or at least
a similar thematic focus and length. Put more simply, it makes little sense to compare a political
speech that deals with agricultural issues with a speech that is about protecting women in
society.

For this purpose, a small sample of four Georgian politicians was selected, consisting of
two women (one from the government and one from the opposition) and two men (also one
from the government and one from the opposition). The idea was to see whether they reveal
special features, which could then be used as a reason for a larger-scale study.
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The selected politicians are:

e Irakli Kobakhidze (male)
o Speaker of the party Georgian Dream
o Chairman of the Parliament of Georgia
o Representative of the government
o Resource: interview!®

e Salome Zurabishvili (female)'®

o President of Georgia
o Representative of the government
o Resource: interview??

e Nika Melia (male)
o Leader of the party National Movement
o Representative of the opposition

o Resource: talkshow?!

e Tako Charkviani (female)
o Leader of the party Law and Justice
o Representative of the opposition
o Resource: interview??

2.2 Quantitative Analysis

In principle, it is advisable to start with a quantitative analysis. Quantitative results often allow
us to make a decision in which direction we should move with the qualitative analysis. For the
quantitative analysis we chose the following elements: token-type relations, use of functional
elements, and frequency of tokens (verbs including TAM features, nouns/substantives, personal
pronouns ‘I’ and ‘my’). In the quantitative analyses we focused on sentiment analysis and
argumentative structures. The four speeches under concern are not included in the GNC,
therefore the quantitative evaluations were carried out using the KWIC program.?® The output
is illustrated in the following tables.

18 Interview in the show Aktualuri tema on First Channel of 23.07.2022: https://1tv.ge/video/interviu-irakli-
kobakhidzestan-3/ (30.07.2024).

19 Although she was elected president as an independent candidate, she relied on the support of the party Georgian
Dream and as head of state she was counted as part of the “government” for our study.

2 Interview in the show Dgis tema on First Channel of 21.07.2022: https://1tv.ge/video/interviu-sagartvelos-
prezidenttan-dghistema-live/ (30.07.2024).

2L Talkshow Kviris Pormula on Channel Pormula of 31.07.2022:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gWWWuJPDK70 (30.07.2024).

22 Interview in the show Aktualuri shabati on First Channel of 11.06.2022:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=15a0N7NOWDK (30.07.2024).

23 http://nuchs-corpus.japanwest.cloudapp.azure.com/kwic/.
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2.2.1 Token-type Relation

A token is a single instance of a character sequence (string) in a text corpus. A token can be a
single word, a punctuation mark, or a number. For example, the sentence / eat an apple. contains
five tokens: 1, eat, an, apple and the full stop.

A type (or token type) is a unique form or stem that occurs in the corpus. It represents

all instances of that word or stem in the text. For example, if the word apple appears five times
in the corpus, it is a type that corresponds to five tokens.
The token-type relationship is the ratio between the number of tokens and the number of types
in the speech. A high token-type relationship in a person’s speech indicates a diverse and varied
vocabulary. This can mean that the person is able to use a wide range of words and expressions
in his or her communication. A low token-type relationship indicates that the person tends to
repeat certain words or phrases frequently. This indicates more limited linguistic variation in
his or her speech.

The token-type relationship can also say something about the specific language style of
a person. For example, a person who uses a lot of specific technical terms is likely to have a
higher token-type relationship, while someone who uses more general words in his or her
communication may have a lower token-type relationship. A higher token-type relationship can
also indicate a more formal or literary language, while a lower token-type relationship can point
to a more informal or colloquial sort of communication.

2.2.2 Frequency of Functional Elements

Functional elements, also known as function words or grammatical elements, are words or word
groups in a language that primarily serve to establish grammatical functions and structure in a
sentence or text, typically conveying grammatical information rather than carrying specific
lexical meaning. The quantitative analysis of functional elements can provide information about
the linguistic register and style of the speaker, the coherence and context of the text, as well as
its redundancy and clarity.

2.2.3 Frequency of Lexical Units and their Grammatical Features

a) Verb

The frequency of verbs in a person’s communication can provide various kinds of information
about his or her communication style and messages. A frequent use of verbs is characteristic for
a style of communication that tends to be active and action-oriented. People who use lots of
verbs tend to describe their actions, activities, and experiences in detail. The frequency of verbs
can also provide information about the emphasis on actions versus states or characteristics.
People who use verbs more frequently may tend to focus more on action and changing states.

b) TAM

Tense, aspect and mood (TAM) are linguistic concepts used to describe the features of verbs
that convey time, the nature of an action or state, and the speaker’s perspective or attitude
towards the action or state. These features help the listener to clarify when an event occurs,
whether it is ongoing or completed, and how the speaker relates to it.

167



Millennium, Vol. 2, 2024

1. Tense refers to the time when an action takes place, such as past, present, or future. It
answers the question of ‘when’ an event happens.

2. Aspect describes the nature of the action in terms of its flow or completeness. For example,
an action can be ongoing (imperfective aspect), completed (perfective aspect), or habitual.
This helps to understand ‘how’ an action unfolds over time.

3. Mood (or modality) reflects the speaker’s attitude towards the action, expressing
possibility, necessity, permission, or obligation. It includes the use of subjunctive moods to
express doubts, wishes, or hypothetical scenarios, and of the imperative mood to give
commands.

Taken together, these elements allow speakers to convey not just the factual details of an event
but also its temporal context, its completeness, and their subjective stance towards it. This
combination enriches communication by adding layers of meaning to verb phrases in a
sentence.?!

¢) Nouns

The frequency of certain nouns can indicate a person’s interests and priorities, and they can act
as key terms or buzzwords to emphasise certain ideas or concepts. The use of technical terms
or specialised nouns can indicate a speaker’s expertise in a particular area, and the choice of
particular nouns can indicate his or her emotional reactions or attitudes.

d) Pronouns 7 and my

The frequency of using ‘I’ and ‘my’ in communication can provide some information about the
speaker’s communication style, perspective and self-assessment.?®> A high frequency of ‘I’ and
‘my’ may indicate a kind of communication that tends to be self-centred. It may indicate a desire
to express oneself, share one’s perspectives, or emphasise personal experiences. A frequent use
of ‘I’ and ‘my’ can also indicate confidence and a strong sense of self.

2.2.4 Visualisation

In political science, the visualisation of data and results is crucial because it makes complex
information more easily accessible and understandable. Graphs, charts, and maps allow large
amounts of data to be grasped at a glance and make it easier to identify patterns and relationships
that would be difficult to see in pure text or table formats. These visual representations not only
support the analysis and interpretation of data but also enhance communication by making the
findings more engaging and easier to convey to both academic and non-academic audiences.
These principles are of great importance in political linguistics, whose analyses often
generate large and complex data, for example from political speeches, debates and social media
posts. Visualisations such as word clouds, network diagrams and time series analyses can help
to make linguistic patterns and trends in political texts comprehensible: word clouds can
highlight frequently used words in political speeches, making the key themes and rhetorical
focuses of a politician visible; network diagrams can clarify the relationships between different
political actors and topics by showing the links and interactions in discourses; and time series

24 For the use and relevance of TAM in political speech see Havas & Chapp (2016) and Boicu (2007).
% See Alavidze (2017).
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analyses can show how the use of certain terms or topics increases or decreases over time,
indicating changes in political communication.

Since the GNC does not provide any visualisation tools, Voyant was used to display the
evaluations. Voyant is a web-based text analytics platform used for performing text analysis and
visualisation. It offers various tools and features that enable users to gain insights into the
structure, content, and patterns of texts. Some of these features are word frequency analysis,
text visualisations, concordance analysis, etc. Voyant can also calculate some metrics such as
vocabulary density, readability indexes and average numbers of words per sentence. The
“Readability Index” is used to evaluate the readability or understandability of a text. The
purpose of this index is to measure the difficulty level of a text and determine how easily it can
be understood by a specific audience. Voyant is thus a very useful tool for quantitative analysis.

2.3 Qualitative Analysis

The qualitative analysis is more difficult, especially since some concepts of the Georgian
language have not been fully researched. Therefore, the qualitative analysis of Georgian data is
essentially theory-based and largely “hand-made”.

2.3.1 Argumentation Structures

Arguments consist of one or more premises and a conclusion. Arguments can be easily
identified by their structure using lexical markers such as ‘because’, ‘therefore’, etc. In the
simplest cases, it is sufficient to look for argument markers to locate the arguments in a text. In
more complex cases, argument mining methods must be used. The prerequisite for this is that
argument structures in the respective language have been sufficiently researched and classified.
In some languages, including Georgian, arguments can also be used without explicit
lexical markers. This is the reason why argument structures cannot be easily determined using
digital quantitative methods in Georgian. In the given cases the arguments were detected using
simple text analysis and evaluated only according to their frequency. The number of these
lexical markers was compared to the total number of sentences in order to assess the level of
argumentation in each speech. This relation was then used to evaluate how populist a speech is,
since one of the characteristics (which, however, does not always apply) is a low use of
argumentation and a greater use of emotional appeals and simplified statements.

2.3.2 Sentiment Analysis

Sentiment analysis is used to identify and evaluate the emotions, attitudes and opinions
expressed in a text. It gives us information about the speaker’s mood and feelings as well as his
or her opinion and evaluation. There are various ways to measure sentiment. When analysing
larger data sets, a sentiment dictionary is used (if one is available for the language under
concern). The respective words are assigned a weighting between -1 for negative and +1 for
positive.

In the case of the Georgian language, as with argument analysis, basic research is still pending,
so that no sentiment dictionary is currently available. Therefore, the sentiment evaluation was
also carried out “manually”. The texts were examined sentence by sentence and an attempt was
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made to categorise them semantically and pragmatically as to negative evaluations, rhetorical
questions, categorical negative assessments, facts, criticisms, and so on.

3. Main Findings

Below we present a quantitative and qualitative analysis of speeches of the four selected
politicians. In particular, we present the token-type relations and the frequency of tokens:
functional elements, verbs (both lexically and with grammatical features such as TAM), nouns
and pronouns.

3.1 Quantitative Findings

The differences in the number of types and proportions may indicate different linguistic styles
or speech strategies used by politicians. Politicians with a higher proportion of unique words
may use more diverse language to convey their messages and highlight different aspects of an
issue. A lower proportion may indicate that the speaker repeats his or her key messages and
themes more frequently, which in political speeches may be a strategy to emphasise important
points. But personal speaking style and experience can also have an influence on the token type
proportion.

The number of words in the texts varies slightly between the four politicians. As Table
5 shows, Salome Zurabishvili has the highest number of tokens (3870), while Nika Melia has
the lowest (3368). The number of unique words also varies, with Salome Zurabishvili having
the most (1444) and Irakli Kobakhidze, the fewest (1278) unique words.

The politicians of the government have a slightly lower type-token relation than the
politicians from the opposition parties. Nika Melia and Tako Charkviani both have the highest
proportion (40%), indicating that their texts have greater lexical diversity. Irakli Kobakhidze
has the lowest proportion (36%), indicating that he repeats the same words more often. It is
noticeable that the token-type relationship is significantly higher for opposition politicians.

With Zurabishvili, it is worth taking a closer look. She has the highest token and the
highest type rate, but the token-type relation is relatively low. Given her career, it would have
been reasonable to assume before-hand that she possessed a larger, if not the largest, vocabulary
but the results show the opposite. One explanation could be that she came to Georgia, i.e., into
a completely Georgian-speaking environment, only in the early 2000s and therefore at a later
age.

Politician Token Type Relation
Kobakhidze 3569 1278 36%
Melia 3368 1345 40%
Zurabishvili 3870 1444 37%
Charkviani 3414 1378 40%

Table 5: Token-type relations
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The results show very clearly how important the empirical approach is, as incorrect assumptions
can be eliminated at an early stage. It also shows the need to always put the results into context,
since the values themselves are not meaningful without contextualisation and relationing.

3.1.1 Frequency of Tokens — Functional Elements

Table 6 shows that the functional elements that were used most frequently were s da (‘and’),
o6 ar (‘not’) and ™I rom (‘if, when, that’), although at least in Kobakhidze’s case s®ob aris
(‘1s’) was also very common. @ da ‘and’ is most often used by Zurabishvili, least by
Charkviani. 56 ar (‘not’) is most often used by Zurabishvili, least by Melia. &3 rom (‘if,
when, that”) is most often used by Zurabishvili, least by Kobakhidze.

Kobakhidze uses ‘is’ permanently whereas it is not found to the same extent in the
others’ speeches. Interestingly, for Kobakhidze, ®md rom (‘if, when, that’) is not one of the
most common functional elements.

The frequent use of s da (‘and’) by Salome Zurabishvili and Nika Melia might indicate
that they use many complex sentences and lists in their speeches to connect several points and
support their statements. The high frequency of the negator o6 ar (‘not’) in Salome
Zurabishvili’s speech could indicate that she often criticises political opponents or defends her
own positions. Tako Charkviani and Salome Zurabishvili use the word ®md rom (‘if, when,
that’) frequently, which might indicate that they tend to introduce reasons or explanations in
their speeches.

Politician Kobakhidze Melia Zurabishvili Charkviani
Token 3569 3368 3870 3414
Functional o (130) ©o (162) o (176) 6™ (129)

elements
qb (99) o6 (95) »ma (173) Qs (111)
o6Mob (92) MH™/6OeMd (65) oM (165) oM (106)
o6 (82) 9L (56) o6ob (124) dg (78)
ad (75) dg (53) d9 (82) qu (53)
> 478 431 720 477

Table 6: Frequency of functional elements

All in all, Zurabishvili stands out because she uses functional elements most often,
which in turn contrasts with her token-type relation, which was lower. Kobakhidze uses the
functional elements analysed less frequently in general, suggesting that his speeches are more
concise.

The analysis of the frequency of functional elements in the speeches of the four
Georgian politicians shows certain differences, thus indicating different linguistic styles and
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rhetorical strategies. These differences may also indicate different approaches to political
communication and different strategies towards their target groups.

3.1.2 Frequency of Tokens — Verbs

In the given research sample, the choice of verbs used is as expected. The seven most frequently
used verbs (Table 7) all play a central role in political persuasion. These are: ymgbs/sGlgdmds
(‘be’), Jmbs/gmaews (‘have’), :gds (‘say’), gobbmd09wgds (‘implement’), 3mbs (‘know’), boomads
(‘trust’), ©s3069gds> (‘promise’), 3gmgds (‘do, make’), (Lorgdo®o ‘talk’), Jowgds (‘receive’),
dmmbmgbs (‘demand’), o330 (‘protect’), 3obgdo bLoggwowro (‘die in prison’).

The use of verbs also depends on the respective position and situation, which is evident
with Kobakhidze using the verb ‘implement’ (gobbm®309egds). Since Kobakhidze is a member
of the government, it is not surprising that he often uses it and at the same time it is
understandable that the others use it less. Zurabishvili in her position as president has no
executive power and probably therefore uses this word less often.

Politician Kobakhidze Melia Zurabishvili Charkviani
Token 3569 3368 3870 3414
Frequent gmxbs (171) gmxbs (93) gmxbs (205) gmxbs (67)
verbs
Jmbs/ymens (39) 0dds (41) Jds (19) dds (27)
dgds (37) Jmbs/ymems (23) 3™bs (15) 3™bs (24)
296bmM309wgds (19) 3™bs (17) Jmbos (14) Bomds (21)
3™bos (8) bomds (15) doemqds (12) 3obgdo Loggwowo (7)
Bomds (7) 30009095, Lovgdso (8) Bomds (6) Q5306905 (5)
Q5306M9ds (5) 56LYOMdS (7) dmmbmgbs (4) 5335 (5)
) 286 204 275 156

Table 7: Frequency of verbs (seven most frequently used verbs)

What is striking is that government politicians use the verb ‘be’ significantly more often
than opposition politicians. This could have various reasons:

e As government officials, Kobakhidze and Zurabishvili may more frequently use the
verb ‘be’ to confirm and legitimise government statements and positions. This could
help strengthen their own authority and that of the government.

e (Government officials often need to emphasise facts and current conditions to justify
or explain policy decisions. The verb ‘be’ is apt for representing existing situations
or realities.

e In their role, they may more frequently need to defend and justify positions, which

includes using ‘be’ to strengthen arguments and deflect criticism.
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e Government politicians often use normative statements that describe conditions as
they should be or are. This could help to put a normative force behind their policy
statements.

3.1.3 Frequency of Tokens — TAM of Verbs

The TAM analysis (Table 8) does not provide very clear results. However, here are some
observations: The most frequently used tense it the present. Regarding aspect, durative forms
are most commonly used. Regarding mood, we see that the subjunctive is used very often.

There seem to be no gender-specific differences in TAM. The only thing that stands out
is that women use the aorist tense more often (see below). Tako Charkviani applies the present
tense most frequently (159 times), indicating that she often speaks about current events and
present conditions. Salome Zurabishvili follows with 148 times, also indicating a strong
emphasis on the present. The future is mostly used by the opposition politicians, which suggests
that they often talk about future plans and visions. This can be a sign of a strategy to gain voters
for themselves and to win them over to their political goals/plans.

Salome Zurabishvili uses the aorist most frequently (101 times), indicating that she often
refers to past events, possibly to highlight achievements or draw lessons from history. Melia
uses the aorist less frequently (45 times), indicating that his speeches are less focused on the
past, which is surprising, since it would be expected that an opposition politician would
comment more frequently on the government’s past actions.

Tako Charkviani and Salome Zurabishvili use the subjunctive more frequently (79 and
92 times, respectively), indicating that they often speak about possibilities, desires, or
hypothetical situations. Kobakhidze uses the subjunctive the least (53 times), which indicates a
more direct and less hypothetical speech strategy.

The use of the perfect tense is low overall, which suggests that the speakers place less
emphasis on reported or hearsay information (evidentiality) and instead focus more on current
topics and events.

Politicians Kobakhidze Melia Zurabishvili Charkviani
3569 3368 3870 3414
Token
524 339 418 412
Verb
Present: 80 Present: 127 Present: 148 Present: 159
Tense Aorist: 63 Aorist: 45 Aorist: 101 Aorist: 82
Future: 20 Future: 47 Future: 41 Future: 47
Perfect: 9 Perfect: 9 Perfect: 15 Perfect: 5
Durative: 46 Durative: 30 Durative: 23 Durative: 18
Aspect
Subjunctive: 53 Subjunctive: 69 Subjunctive: 79 Subjunctive: 92
Mood Modal: 23 Modal: 24 Modal: 34 Modal: 33
b 6> b 6>
(Perf. 5/Fut. 18) (Perf.0/Fut.24) (Perf.4/Fut.20) (Perf.5/Fut.28)

Table 8: Frequency of TAM categories of verbs

173



Millennium, Vol. 2, 2024

3.1.4 Frequency of Tokens — Nouns/Substantives
The most common nouns or nominal phrases for each politician are:

Kobakhidze: 369bo@9b®o ‘president’ (41), garbo ‘ambassador’ (30), 30o@o ‘visit” (28),
dmogmmds ‘government’ (26) Lodo@Momggerm ‘Georgia’ / B3gbo d39ysbs ‘our country’ (25),
3mbo@os ‘position’ (25), 3mbLEHOGME0s / 3MBLGHOGMEOWGO ‘constitution(al)’ (24),
Lobgerdfiogm ‘government’ (15), 9mbsdsGmeng ‘judge’ (15), LogoGgm 3modols /
WOMOYONMdYd0 ‘foreign policy / relations’(15), 0bgm®dsgos ‘information’(14), J399sbs
‘country’(14), bosgebm ‘embassy’(13)

Melia: dobgoen Lsozs830eo ‘Mikheil Saakashvili’ (35), 3m@o@o03s / 30eo@03m6mo
‘politics/ political”’ (26), 3sO@0s ‘party’ (22), 00dobs 035608300 ‘Bidzina Ivanishvili’(20),
B530MmbsEMGmO BdGMMds / 3s@0s ‘National Movement / Party’ (18), (oL@mMomwo,
9300LGHIBE0IWMEO) dOdmes ‘(historical, existential) struggle’ (17), 3mo@03w6M0
3536905 / 30HmEgLgdo / 35300090 / 1og00sbMds / MmOMIdGIMWs ‘political life /
processes / prisoners / activities/ combat’ (16), 30@s60Ds30s ‘polarisation’ (16),
AY39/HY3gmds  ‘prisoner/captivity’ (12), (00Lo, MEPORSOJOMWO, 93GMIMGHOME0O,
00dobs 035608300l gls) Mgsg0do ‘(his, oligarchic, autocratic, Bidzina Ivanishvilis, this)’
regime (8), (6mdgm3om3zgero (3)) s9mEebs ‘(mumber one (3)) problem’ (7), 3mEgbo
‘process’ (7), 566936900 ‘elections’ (7), s35603bgds ‘defeat’ (6), m3mBoE0s ‘opposition’
(6), gobyg ‘prison’ (6)

Zurabishvili: 936350 s996E0 / 930™3s / 930™m3Mwo ‘European Parliament / Europe /
European’ (39), bydo®mggarm / 4399sbs Georgia / the country’ (21), gewbo ‘ambassador’
(16), m3mPBoios ‘opposition’ (15), 12 3mbdEo ‘12 points’ (13), 309Bogb®o ‘president’
(12), 900obbdgds ‘agreement’ (11), 300@H03s ‘criticism’ (11), 06r15300qLmds ‘majority” (11),
bodmBom xR0 ‘working group’(10)

Charkviani: LogoOmnggem / Jo@mgzgwo bowbo ‘Georgia / Georgian people’ (39),
©oLO3EgM0o / sz o ‘West / western’ (23), m3mboEos /' m3mbogombgmo
‘opposition/ oppositionist’ (18), 43994965 (= Logs@mnggwom) ‘the country (= Georgia)’(17), 12
39964&0 12 ‘points’ (17), 3Gemsgbo ‘process’ (13), gxnm®mdqdo ‘reforms’ (11), s6:B936900
‘elections’ (8), 3mo@3s¢0d®mgdo ‘political prisoners’(8), 8903930 ‘lever’ (8)

Kobakhidze most often addresses or refers to the President. Melia mentions Saakashvili
and Ivanishvili very often, and his list also suggests that his focus is on the “rivalry” between
the two parties.

It is noticeable that the name of Georgia is not among the most frequently used nouns.
It is also noticeable that women refer to Europe much more often than men. It should be
particularly emphasised that Charkviani, interestingly, chooses a different term for Europe — the
West or the Occident.
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3.1.5 Frequency of Tokens — Pronouns (‘I’ and ‘my’)

Examples for usage of ‘I’ and ‘my’:
Kobakhidze:
o ‘I:
dg ®53 3030 ‘what I know’
dg GO 3 3030 ‘as far as I know’
dg 53 3bobg ‘what I saw’
99 53 oo359m(jdg ‘what I checked’
dg dymboo ‘I think so’
d90d9ds dg 56 dmd)mbgl ‘I may not like it’

o O O O O O

o 893030 ‘1know’

o 36M9H0gbEol HyHbowabigosdo Bgdo dobgars ‘my visit to the president’s residence’
o Bgdo 3meo@03nmo ybogbowo ‘my political message’
o Bgdo 3mEo@o3mnemo 3mbool (g3to ‘member of my political team’

Melia:
° 619:

o 09 30Lwm39d ‘I would like to’

O

dogqLogndgdo ‘I greet you’

dg d9LdoL ‘I understand’

dg 998060y ‘I'm afraid’

d9 379D0s69d ‘I share’

dg damboo ‘I think so’

dg 3MLdgboo ‘I was listening’

39 9330 96 893569ds ‘I have no doubt’

o O O O O O

Bgdo bgogs, Bgdo 3mbBoEos ‘vision, my position’
Bgdo Lovdseo ‘my conversation’
Bgdo ©s3069ds ‘my promise’

o O O O

B0 50m3sbs ‘my task’

Zurabishvili:
o ‘I
dg 56 3030 ‘I don’t know’
dg 56 dobsbogls ‘I haven’t seen it’
dg 53 doblimgl ‘as I remember’
dg dambos ‘I think so’
d9 dmgzmhm9d ‘I call’
39 o(HdmbgdEo 356 ‘I am sure’

o O O O O O O

39 9030098 35005(Y393H0wgdsl ‘I will make a decision’
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dg 39sbbdgdo ‘I agree’

dg 95bbmgL ‘I remember’

dg 95943L Bgdo 3sbvmbo ‘I have my answer’

d9 900sBbos ‘I consider’

dg bmd foggwo ‘I went’

dg bmd bgaro dmgzsfigeyg ‘I signed it’

dg 50sb 396 9935939L9d ‘I can’t rate it’

99 80bgs 300 dogdstom ‘I want to address them’

o O o O O O O o o

99 99300359 ‘I suggested’

o Bgdo 30650 3mBoos ‘my personal position’

o bgdo sdoboliBmsios ‘my administration’

o Bgdo Lomddgero ‘my point’

o Bgdo ghmsgmo dobsbo ‘my only goal’

o Bgdo qosbofiyzg@o ‘it’s up to me’

o bBgdo Igbogsligdgero ‘my assessable’

o Bgdo 3sbbolidygdermds ‘my responsibility’

o Bgdo (yzgws) 3®oG03s ‘my (all) criticism’

o bBgdo MOmm0gHmMdGOOL 2odmygbgds ‘using my relationships’

o Bgdo 3ombgs ‘my question’

O

Bgdo oligmgaos ‘my discretion’

Bgdo 30M0@gmowydo ‘my criterion’

Bgdo Loddg ‘my business’

Bgdo bLMzowo ‘my wish’

Bgdo Bsligewols Jobsbo ‘the purpose of my arrival’
B9do 3sbvyb(9d)o ‘my answer(s)’

Bgdo B5JBH9d0 ‘my facts’

Bgdo dGoeo ‘my fault’

Bgdo Hmero ‘my role’

B900 99L5dEgdEMds ‘my opportunity’

o O O O O O O O o O

B0 Boligems 3560Bdo ‘my arrival in Paris’

Charkviani:
o ‘I
d9 33046 ™d ‘I think’
dg 309900™3690 ‘I hope so’
d9 303woo I considered’
dg 3gdbémdo T favour it’
d9 53dem3qL ‘T was blocked’
dg gbgosg T see’
dg 56 80yzsmL ‘T don’t love’

O O O O O O O
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dg 56 8mIGmbL Gomobggarmds T don’t like hypocrisy’
39 BYowgdo 56 doygzsmL ‘I don’t like woods’

39 2t xgme© 39¢Y300 Tl tell you honestly’

dg o6 9930605 ‘T'm not afraid’

dg 99 @og0boMmy ‘this is how I grew up’

dg d3mbos T think so’

o O O O O O O

dg 396 gbggdo ‘Ii can’t understand’

B990 ©3Mm30Ydgds ‘my attitude’
Bgdo 09amdMgd0o ‘my friends’

o O O

B9gdo d353d3md0obL 30300 ‘the pain of my childhood’

O

Bgdo (3bmzmgdolL bo@gzcos ‘the dream of my life’

o Bgdo Imegsfigmds ‘my work’

o bBgdo gggysbs ‘my country’

o Bgdo 39mLmbsgo@o (3060Hm3bq0s) ‘my personality’
o bBgdo sLsEsgo ‘my protector’

Table 9 shows a significant difference between the genders because as we can see,
female politicians either have a stronger personality or they are more inclined to share their
personal view of things. Salome Zurabishvili and Tako Charkviani both use the pronoun 9 me
(‘I’) most frequently, which could indicate that they highly personalise their speeches and
perhaps emphasise their own role and perspective. This could be aimed at establishing a
personal connection with the audience and reinforcing their positions and beliefs. Salome
Zurabishvili also uses the pronoun Bgdo chemi (‘my’) relatively frequently (24 times), which
could indicate a stronger emphasis on personal ownership or responsibilities. Irakli Kobakhidze
uses both pronouns the least, which may indicate that his speeches are less self-centred and
perhaps more focused on collective or objective statements. Nika Melia uses the pronoun 9y
me (‘I’) more often than Kobakhidze, but less than Zurabishvili and Charkviani, which may

indicate a balanced mix of personal and objective language.

Politicians Kobakhidze Melia Zurabishvili Charkviani
Token 3569 3368 3870 3414

dg/1 19 53 82 78
Bgdo/my 3 9 24 8

Table 9: Frequency of pronouns

The frequent use of ‘I’ and ‘my’ could be part of a strategy to make speeches more
personal and authentic. This can help build trust and closeness with the audience. A lesser use
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of the pronouns ‘I’ and ‘my’ could indicate that the speaker prefers a more distant, factual or
institutional perspective, possibly to emphasise neutrality and objectivity.

3.1.6 Voyant Visualisation and Evaluation

Interestingly, using Voyant leads to a distortion of the data. As the respective evaluations show
in figures 1-4, Voyant comes to a slightly different result for the number of tokens than KWIC.
This is due to the fact that not all tools treat punctuation marks equally. This is the reason why
in the following evaluations the number of tokens for the respective speeches differs from those
above. The fact that punctuation marks are not always treated in the same way highlights the
problems that arise when using different tools to analyse speeches. This is a strong argument
for trying to use only one tool if possible to avoid distorting the data.
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Figure 4: Voyant evaluation for Charkviani

3.1.7 Overview - Differences in Gender and Party Affiliation

As shown in Table 10, Salome Zurabishvili uses the most unique word forms (3882), which
suggests a rich and diverse way of expressing herself.

Salome Zurabishvili has the lowest readability index?® (17.035), which indicates that
her texts are the easiest to read and understand. With the highest number of unique word forms
and the lowest readability index, Salome Zurabishvili shows a rich and accessible language that
likely aims to appeal to a wide audience. Irakli Kobakhidze has the highest index (20.785),
indicating more complex and potentially harder to understand texts. Irakli Kobakhidze has the
lowest density (0.359), which suggests a more frequent repetition of the same words. He uses
the most words per sentence on average (29.4), indicating a more complex sentence structure.
His more complex and longer sentences, as well as the lower vocabulary density and the higher

26 The “Readability Index” is used to evaluate the readability or understandability of a text. The purpose of this
index is to measure the difficulty level of a text and determine how easily it can be understood by a specific
audience.
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readability index, indicate more formal and potentially harder to understand language. This
could reflect his target audience and his position as a government official. In contrast, Tako
Charkviani uses the shortest sentences (10.7 words per sentence), indicating a simpler and more
direct sentence structure; her short sentences and high vocabulary density indicate direct and
concise language that may aim for quick comprehensibility and effectiveness. Nika Melia and
Tako Charkviani both have a higher vocabulary density (0.402), which means that they use a
higher number of unique words relative to the total number of words. But in absolute numbers
Nika Melia has the least count (3409), which could indicate a rather limited lexical diversity.
He exhibits a moderate number of unique word forms and a higher vocabulary density,
indicating a balanced and well-structured style of speech that emphasises both detail and clarity.

Government politicians like Kobakhidze and Zurabishvili could use more complex
structures to underline their authority and competence, while also being careful to keep their
messages understandable. Opposition politicians like Melia and Charkviani could use simpler
and more direct language to mobilise broader support and convey their messages more clearly
and succinctly.

Overall, the following conclusions can be drawn from the findings in Table 10:

The analysis of the readability index and average of words per sentence shows clear differences
between the male and female politicians. Salome Zurabishvili and Tako Charkviani, the two
female politicians, have lower readability indexes and shorter average sentence lengths than
their male counterparts Irakli Kobakhidze and Nika Melia.

The analysis of unique word forms and vocabulary density shows differences between
government politicians and opposition politicians. Government politicians such as Salome
Zurabishvili and Irakli Kobakhidze use a greater variety of words, while opposition politicians
such as Nika Melia and Tako Charkviani have a higher vocabulary density.

The differences in the readability index and average sentence length between male and
female politicians show that female politicians tend to give clearer and more easily understood
speeches. Government politicians use a greater variety of words, while opposition politicians
have a higher vocabulary density, indicating different communication strategies: government
politicians tend to use more detailed and formal expressions, while opposition politicians speak
more concisely and focused.

Politicians Kobakhidze Melia Zurabishvili Charkviani
Unique word 3585 3409 3882 3448

forms

Vocabulary 0,359 0,402 0,374 0,402
density

Readability index 20,785 19,791 17,035 17,187
Average of words 29,4 21,4 14,4 10,7

per sentence
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Most common s (130) s (162) > (176) ®™J (129)
words
oM (82) o6 (95) 6™a (173) o (111)
6™a (75) “™J (65) o6 (165) o6 (106)

Table 10: Frequency overview
3.2 Qualitative Findings
3.2.1 Semantical-Pragmatical Comparison of Sentences

As Table 11 shows, Nika Melia uses the most negative ratings (63), which suggests that he often
criticises or highlights negative aspects in his speeches, probably in relation to political
opponents or grievances. Tako Charkviani and Irakli Kobakhidze use the least negative ratings
(38 and 37, respectively), which could indicate a less confrontational or negatively oriented
rhetoric.

Nika Melia uses rhetorical questions most frequently (25), suggesting that he applies
this technique to provoke the audience to think or imply a particular response. The others use
this technique less frequently (17,18 and 19), which may indicate a less interactive or suggestive
style of speech.

Nika Melia also uses the most categorical negative evaluations (20), which indicates a
strong and definitive criticism in his statements. Salome Zurabishvili and Tako Charkviani
hardly use this form of evaluation at all (1 and 2), which could indicate that they prefer positive
or neutral formulations.

Nika Melia mentions the highest number of facts (19) while Tako Charkviani only
mentions four. Melia’s frequent mention of facts could indicate that he prefers a more fact-based
argument. This may serve to support his positions and criticisms with concrete information and
numbers, which can reinforce credibility and authority. Charkviani’s infrequent mention of facts
could mean that she focuses more on emotional appeals, general statements or narrative
elements rather than using specific facts. This could be aimed at reaching the audience
emotionally or addressing a broad, unspecified topic. The number of facts (or fake facts)
mentioned is particularly interesting if we want to judge how populist a speech is.

Interestingly, the number of criticisms is almost equal to the number of facts for the
respective politicians. Here too, Melia stands out, as he is by far the most critical. From this it
can be assumed that his political strategy is based on attacking his opponents.

Regarding the remaining semantic-pragmatic patterns, it is noticeable that female
politicians use explanations and requests much more frequently than their male colleagues.
Here Melia stands out with high scores in all areas.

Regarding the gender differences, it is noticeable that the male politicians outrange the
female politicians when it comes to categorical negative assessments and the number of facts.
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Politicians Kobakhidze Melia Zurabishvili Charkviani
Negative 38 63 44 37
evaluation
Rhetorical 17 25 19 18
question
Categorical 13 20 1 2
negative
assessment
Fact 11 19 7 4
Criticism 9 17 7 5
Other assumption (7) positive assessment  explanation (38) explanation (27)

(16)
self-assessment (7) call (17) call (18)

call (7)

explanation (15)

assumption (11)

assumption (9)

self-assessment (9)

intention (6) Prediction (6) prediction (6)
desire (9)
positive evaluation thanks (4) positive evaluation
%) call (9) %)
intent (2)

question (5)
request (5)
welcome (2)
prediction (2)
hope (2)
explanation (1)
reprimand (1)
desire (1)

thanks (1)

pathetic (8)
accusation (3)

greetings (1)

positive evaluation

2

rebuke (1)

assumption (5)
desire (4)
thanks (3)
accusation (2)
greeting (2)

irony (1)

Table 11: Comparison of Sentences
3.2.2 Comparison of Argumentative Structures

Table 12 shows that Irakli Kobakhidze has the highest proportion of sentences with
argumentative structures (56%). This suggests that his speeches are heavily argumentative,
possibly with the aim to explain and defend complex issues. Tako Charkviani has the lowest
proportion (24%), indicating that her speeches rely less heavily on formal argumentation. This
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could indicate that she follows a more narrative or emotional communication strategy. Nika
Melia and Salome Zurabishvili have moderate proportions of argumentative structures (40%
and 31%, respectively), which could indicate a balanced mix of argumentative and other
rhetoric.

Politicians Kobakhidze Melia Zurabishvili Charkviani
Number of 111 130 250 308
sentences
Number of 62 52 78 74
argumentative
structures
Percentage ratio 56% 40% 31% 24%

Table 12: Comparison of argumentative structures

In absolute terms, female politicians appear to use more argument structures, but this
turns around when we look at this in relation to the number of sentences. This shows again how
important it is to always put the absolute values in relation, as only the relative values deliver
meaningful results. Applying this, it turns out that male politicians use significantly more
argument structures than female ones.

As we mentioned earlier, Charkviani only mentions a few facts. In combination with her
low value of argumentative structures, one could conclude that her speeches are more
“populist” in nature. Such values help to examine political speeches with regard to their
“populism” content, since they allow to measure how much “factual” and how much
“emotional” content is comprised in the political speech of the respective politician.

4. Conclusion

The analysis of contemporary Georgian political speech from a gender and party perspective
provides valuable insights into the linguistic strategies and rhetorical styles employed by
different political actors. The study highlights several key findings:

a) Gender Differences in Political Speech

Female politicians, here Salome Zurabishvili and Tako Charkviani, tend to use clearer and
more accessible language compared to their male counterparts, Irakli Kobakhidze and Nika
Melia. This is evident from their lower readability indexes and shorter average sentence lengths,
suggesting a communication style that prioritises clarity and comprehensibility.

The frequent use of the pronoun dg me (‘I’) and Bgdo chemi (‘my’) by female politicians
indicates a more personalised approach, which may help in building up a personal connection
with the audience. This contrasts with the more collective and less self-centred language
observed in male politicians.

b) Party Affiliation and Rhetorical Strategies

Government politicians, such as Zurabishvili and Kobakhidze, show a greater lexical

diversity, reflected in their use of a wider variety of unique word forms. This might be part of a
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strategy to address a broader array of issues and demonstrate comprehensive knowledge and
authority.

Opposition politicians, here represented by Melia and Charkviani, exhibit a higher
vocabulary density, suggesting a more concise and focused speech style. This could be a tactical
approach to effectively communicate clear and strong messages, essential for rallying support
and highlighting opposition viewpoints.

¢) Use of Argumentative Structures

The study reveals that male politicians tend to use more argumentative structures than
female politicians, both in absolute and relative terms. Irakli Kobakhidze, in particular, uses the
highest proportion of argumentative sentences, indicating a preference for detailed reasoning
and justification. This might reflect a more analytical and policy-oriented communication style.

Tako Charkviani’s less frequent use of argumentative structures, coupled with fewer factual
statements, suggests a communication style that might rely more on emotional appeal and
narrative rather than structured argumentation. This pattern can be indicative of a more populist
style of speech, which often prioritises emotional resonance over detailed logical
argumentation.

d) Implications for Political Communication

The differences observed between male and female politicians, as well as between
government and opposition members, underscore the importance of considering both gender
and party affiliation in politolinguistic analysis. These factors influence not only the choice of
language and rhetorical strategies but also the overall approach to public engagement and
persuasion.

The data suggest that while government officials may use more formal and complex
language to assert authority and competence, opposition leaders seem to prefer a more direct
and relatable style to mobilise public opinion and challenge the status quo.

In conclusion, the study provides a comprehensive overview of the linguistic characteristics
of Georgian political speech, highlighting the interplay between gender, party affiliation, and
rhetorical style. These insights are crucial for understanding how political actors construct their
public personas, communicate their messages, and influence public opinion in Georgia’s
dynamic political landscape.

5. Outlook

This study sets a foundation for more extensive research into the nuances of political speech in
Georgia. Future studies could expand the scope to include more politicians, a broader range of
political parties, and a wider variety of speech contexts, such as debates, campaign speeches,
and media appearances.

Additionally, the integration of advanced digital tools and methods, such as automated
sentiment and argument analysis, could enhance the precision and depth of the linguistic
analysis. As the field of political linguistics continues to grow, such tools will be invaluable in
systematically analysing large corpora of political texts and uncovering deeper patterns in
political communication.
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