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ABSTRACT

The current research deals with a critical analysis of presidential rhetoric of the Baltic States
through their independence with the aim to investigate how the Presidents have constructed and
represented national identities of their states through decades, what major thematic areas and
discursive strategies have been applied, and which linguistic means have served to carry the
explicit and implicit goals of the Presidents as the leaders of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.
The study applied a corpus-assisted critical discourse analysis to not only investigate the
qualitative criteria of the speeches but also to extract and quantitatively analyse the statistical
data of lexical occurrences that point to specific thematic areas, individual linguistic features
and contextual features influencing the speeches. The results show that while keywords and
discursive strategies as well as various linguistic means vary and are dependent on the context
(period of the speech, the speaker, country, economic, political and social environment as well
as the place of the speech and its occasion), there are various criteria that are observed to be
common to the Presidents of the Baltic States across time, namely, the construction of a
common political past via the topos of history as a teacher, the construction of a common
political present and future via the strategies of perpetuation, unification and continuation and
the construction of national spirit by dwelling on national symbols, values and emotions of
patriotism (pride and nostalgia). Numerous linguistic means and rhetorical techniques have
been applied in the construction of arguments that aim to either construct, perpetuate or
dismantle elements of national identity, for instance, metaphors, euphemisms, metonymies,
rhetorical questions, and pronominal indexing. Consequently, the analysis of national and
international speeches as well as the analysis of interviews with the Presidents lead to the
conclusion that the discursive construction of national identity is a deliberate process that aims
to unite the people and secure the continuity of the state by repeating and emphasizing the
importance of significant national values such as language and history, constructing and
reconstructing new national value chains as well as dismantling the unwanted elements of
national identities. Additionally, it is concluded that multiple identities are constructed and
coexistent in the speeches, which are deliberately attributed and represented depending on the

goals of the specific speech.

Key words: presidential speeches, Baltic States, national identity, Critical Discourse Studies,

corpus linguistics



ANOTACIJA

P&tijuma téma ir Baltijas valstu prezidentu retorikas kritiska analize valstu neatkaribas laika.
P&tfjuma mérkis ir noskaidrot, ka prezidenti simts gadu gaita konstrugjusi un atspogulojusi
valstu nacionalas identitates, kadas bijusas galvenas runu t€mas un temati, kadas diskursivas
stratégijas un valodas Iidzekli lietoti identitasu diskursivajas konstrukcijas Igaunijas, Latvijas
un Lietuvas prezidentu runu eksplicéto un implicéto mérku sasniegsanai. Petijuma izmantota
korpusu pieeja kritiskajai diskursa analizei, kas veicina kvalitativo un kvantitativo datu
sinergiju leksisko tendencu, tematisko lauku, runataju individualo lingvistisko profilu analize,
ka arT objektivu statistisko datu atspogulojuma. Rezultati parada, ka, lai gan atsleégvardu un
diskursivo stratégiju, ka ari dazadu valodas lidzeklu lietojums detaliz&ta griezuma atSkiras un
ir tieSi atkarigs no runas konteksta (runas perioda, runataja, valsts, ekonomiskas, politiskas un
socialas vides, ka arT runas vietas un notikuma), ir vairaki raditaji, kas Baltijas valstu
prezidentiem laika gaita ir kopigi, proti, kopigas politiskas pagatnes konstruéSana, izmantojot
vestures ka skolotaja toposu, kopigas politiskas tagadnes un nakotnes konstrué$ana, izmantojot
iemiizinaSanas strat€gijas, nacionala gara konstru€Sanas, apvienoSanas un turpinaSanas
stratégijas, kas balstas nacionalo simbolu, vértibu un patriotisma emociju (lepnums un
nostalgija) atveidoSana. Argumentu veidosana un atspogulojuma tiek izmantoti tadi retoriskie
pan@mieni un lingvistiskie [idzekli, kuru meérkis ir vai nu konstruét, vai iemiizinat nacionalas
identitates elementus, pieméram, metaforas, eifémismi, metonimijas, retoriskie jautajumi un
vietniekvardu indeksacija. Visbeidzot runu analize, ka arT interviju ar prezidentiem analize
liecina, ka nacionalas identitates veidoSana ir apzinats process, kura mérkis ir saliedét tautu un
nodroSinat valsts nepartrauktibu, apzinati atkartojot specigu nacionalas identitates elementu
nozimi, atjaunojot vai veidojot jaunas veértibu kédes, ka arT noardot nevélamas identitates
izpausmes diskursa. Turklat tiek secinats, ka runas tiek veidotas un lidzas pastav vairakas

identitates, kuras tiek apzinati attiecinatas un att€lotas atkariba no konkrétas runas mérkiem.

Atsleégas vardi: prezidentu runas, Baltijas valstis, nacionala identitate, kritiskas diskursa

studijas, korpusa lingvistika
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GLOSSARY

The glossary list below reflects the key concepts and working definitions pivotal to the current
research.

Argumentation — one of the means of persuasion, a cognitively based and linguistically
realised discursive action pattern aimed at the justification of expressed validity claims that are
potentially questionable or problematic.

Collective memory- cognitive foundation of a set of shared or common knowledge base,
myths, and elements of national common sense.

Collocations span — a list of words surrounding a keyword or a word in query.

Conceptual metaphor — a rhetorical device, linguistic means of persuasion and a
cognitive tool that is used to make an arbitrary comparison between abstract and concrete
notions to map association between the abstraction and a concrete and comprehensible subject.

Corpus — a set of systematically collected and electronically stored linguistic data that
allows for a detailed analysis. Marked corpus is one where corpus annotation and tags are
provided. Unmarked corpus is one where raw data can be analysed.

Corpus-based approach — an approach that allows to use corpus data as a method of
query to systematize and analyse data that help to answer the research questions and validate
theories or hypotheses.

Corpus-driven approach - an approach that allows to study corpus data as a theory,
seeking the output of frequency data, data that shows the prominence and keyness of particular
lexical, syntactic, or stylistic features.

Deictic reference — pronominal or adverbial reference to a person, event, place, or time
that may be seen as index of speaker or audience identity.

Discourse — social practice, contextually grounded and motivated language use above
sentence level that is influenced by social reality and may influence it in turn.

Discursive macro strategy — strategic realisation of higher order social functions in
discourse that serve to construct, perpetuate, transform, or dismantle discursive identities.

Discursive micro strategy — strategic realisation of lower order functions that support
and are classified under the macro functions.

Euphemism — a rhetorical device, a linguistic means used to mitigate the negative
emotional effect of a particular word or expression. It may be used as a means of manipulation
when used to avoid addressing direct responsibility.

Focus corpus — the main corpus under analysis that is compared to a general reference

corpus when performing keyword analysis.



Hyperbole — linguistic exaggeration used to emphasize positive or negative aspects of
event, belief, or object to raise emotions.

Identity — one’s sense of self that is comprised of physical and psychological
characteristics, memories, and beliefs.

Ideology — political system of beliefs and philosophies.

Intertextuality — intra-textual reference to extra-textual elements.

Irony — an evasive rhetorical device that is used to express an opposite meaning of what
is being said for humorous effect. It may be used as means of manipulation.

Keyness score — a keyword feature in the Sketch Engine software that shows the count
of how many times a word or phrase in more frequent in a focus corpus when compared to a
reference corpus.

Keyword — in discourse analysis (key word) — a word or phrase carrying the meaning of
a text, in corpus linguistic analysis (keyword)- a relatively more frequent occurrence of a word
when compared to another word in a focus corpus and a reference corpus.

Manipulation — a type of persuasion, linguistic and cognitive process or leading a target
audience to respond (believe or act) in a way intended by the manipulator, typically for the
advantage of the manipulator.

Metonymy — a rhetorical device that is used to substitute the name of an entity with
another name that is associated with it (concrete or abstract).

Multiple/hybrid identities — a complex form of identity where a person or group belongs
to multiple communities that he or she identifies with and foregrounds in different situations or
contexts.

Multiword construction — the most frequently used phrase or word combination in a
corpus.

National identity — a type of collective identity or process of collective national
identification based on common values, beliefs, memories, and histories.

Personification —a type of metaphor, a rhetorical device semantically attributing human
traits to an animal, idea, or object.

Persuasion —a linguistic act of trying to convince target audience to believe in something
or to act in a particular manner; it may consist or argumentation and manipulation.

Political discourse — social action of political actors, consisting of political rhetoric,
debates, statements, and other activities such as social media posts and releases.

Query — a search item in a corpus.

Raw frequency — precise count of a token (word or phrase) in a corpus.



Reference corpus — a parallel language corpus storing linguistic data comparable to the
focus corpus, typically a general language corpus rather than specialised storing large amount
of data.

Relative frequency — normalised count of a token in a given corpus per million words, a
ratio of a data item compared to the total data set or a given experimental value of most
frequently used items per million words.

Rhetoric — art of persuasion (Aristotle), part of public discourse aimed at the persuasion
of audiences, typically by a politician.

Rhetorical question — a question or statement in a question form that is asked to create
a particular linguistic (emotional and cognitive effect) where no answer is typically expected.

Speech — a spoken stream of language, typically pre-prepared by and delivered by a
speaker to an audience.

Strategy — a more or less conscious action plan.

Sub-corpora — lower order or subordinate corpora classified according to specific
features under the focus corpus.

Synecdoche —a rhetorical device, a part of metonymy that is used to semantically denote
a part standing for a whole or a whole standing for a part. It may be used as a means of
manipulation to avoid or emphasize responsibility.

Thematic area — content-related themes used in discourse.

Topoi/Topos — parts of argumentation that connect an argument (premise) with a
conclusion (claim).

Word sketch — summary of the collocational and grammatical patterns of a word or
phrase.

Wordlist — list of most frequently occurring lexical items in a corpus.
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INTRODUCTION

Presidential speeches are an instrument of building polity and policy as dimensions of politics,
national identity being an element of these political dimensions. Since Aristotelian times much
has changed in the field of politics and political discourse; however, the notion of rhetoric has
retained its original meaning and is seen as mastery or art of using the available means of
persuasion in any situation. In the 21% century, the term rhetoric has acquired negative
connotations mainly due to its use and misappropriation in political discourse where it is seen
as empty, deceptive language with no substance and no action, and a ‘flowery, ornamental
speech laden with metaphors and other figures of speech’ (Foss, 2018: 3). Much of political
discourse in many if not most parts of the world has become manipulative, ambiguous and
deceptive because politicians seem to use all the means available to them including the
linguistic and cognitive means of manipulation, argumentation and persuasion to achieve their
own, often personal, political goals. These linguistic means of realisation of particular
discursive strategies most often involve the use or incorporation of elements that trigger
collective memories of the target audience, their value systems and stereotypes they hold, as
well as the historical and cultural beliefs they share to target both short and long-term memory,
and arouse emotions which in turn lead to the indented action the target audience may take, for
instance, vote for a specific party or goal intended by the speaker. In other words, political
discourse is saturated with domination and power abuse, whereby the person or institution that
holds the power exercises it over those who are not holders of this power.

Given the aforementioned, at the end of the 20" century and in the wake of the 21%
century, several scholars - Norman Fairclough, Gunther Kress, Teun van Dijk, Theodoor Jacob
van Leeuwen and Ruth Wodak introduced an interdisciplinary field of analysis referred to as
Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) or Critical Discourse Studies (henceforth CDS) as it is now
more widely accepted term for the interdisciplinary research movement (Wodak and Meyer,
2009: 3). One of the key features of CDS is that it targets the texts (spoken, written and
multimodal) that address masses and that are spread by the people or institutions that hold and
exercise power over their subjects and can thus have a strong influence on the people. The
methodology under CDS has been applied in numerous research across disciplines such as
linguistics, social sciences, history, and political sciences. The methodology applied in CDS
would typically be qualitative and involve a detailed analysis of all types of texts and their
cultural, historical, political, and situational contexts with the aim to explore the message being
communicated to the public its form and content, what the implied meanings are, how the
meaning is being communicated, what the goal of the text is and how the text influences readers

or listeners. Although frequently applied, CDS has received severe criticism (for instance, in
1



Stubbs, 1997; Hammersley, 1997; Widdowson, 1998; Slembrouck, 2001; Luke, 2002; Billig,
2002; Zagar, 2010; Breeze, 2011) as to the subjectivity or lack of reliability of the qualitative
analysis, researcher’s bias, focus on negativity and its aim to necessarily find power abuse and
mind manipulation in every piece of discourse. Nevertheless, the emergence of technology and
digital tools has introduced methodology that relies on computer-based analyses of large bodies
of linguistic data and given rise to the discipline of Corpus Linguistics (henceforth CL). The
methods of CL such as keyword analysis, concordance and collocation analysis allow a critical
discourse analysist to add objective evidence to the research via computer-based and statistical
evidence obtained from either online or self-created corpora, thus combining multiple
qualitative and quantitative methods under CDS, which reduces the risk of subjectivity in
response to the received criticism of the CDS paradigm and pertains to the novelty of the current
study.

Identity and national identity are terms that refer to a complex sense of selfness that helps
an individual or a group to both identify with particular aspects of their character, places, events,
histories, and values and distinguish them from others. It is believed that ‘ascribing identities
to self and others’ as a form of particularisation of the process of categorisation, ‘is a natural
function’ of human cognitive apparatus that tries to form boundaries between complex and fluid
social entities and process ‘vast amount of data’ by instinctively categorising into subjective
groups (Mole, 2007: 3). Thus, identity is about being different but at the same time being a part
of something. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the term identity similarly as the terms
discourse, ideology or society is obscure, vague, and ambiguous, yet perhaps exactly because
of the complexity of the term it has gained much scholarly attention from researchers across the
world. Although the definitions of national identity across disciplines and scholarly
publications differ, most of them seem to agree that national identity is about the history,
geography, symbolism, culture, and collective memory of a nation that is based on the strong
emotional values of similarity, sameness, selfhood, uniqueness, and autonomy of a nation as
well as the difference of between nations (Wodak et al., 2009; Guibernau, 2007; Druviete, 2010
and 2018, Zappettini, 2016). It should be likewise mentioned that the same as the idea of a
nation, national identity is not a natural phenomenon but rather an intentionally and
purposefully created discursive, social and mental construct that is based on the idea of an
imagined community that shares the aforementioned values, yet it is real and not imagined to
the extent that one believes it is real and emotionally identifies with it (Anderson, 2006; Mole,
2007; Mole, 2012, Wodak et al., 2009). National identity is, thus, conveyed and constructed in

discourse, or ‘it is a product of discourse,” but at the same time it also constructs discourse



(Wodak et al., 2009:8). Thus, it is a circular process whereby discourse constructs and is
constructed by nation-building or a national identity building practices.

The people who are capable and seem to have the most power to construct national
identity in discourse are customarily those who hold the political power in particular nation and
those who hold the symbolic power or leader position in that nation. In many countries of the
world including the Baltic States the symbolic leaders of the nation are their Presidents. The
functions of a president may be different starting from executive, judiciary to the representative
function, which is considered to be the main and the most important function of the Presidents
of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania as parliamentary republics.

The three Baltic States share a large part of their national identity or rather ‘owe it’ to the
occupying powers that had been ruling the states and their population for most part of their
existence before the 21% century. Common elements of regional Baltic identity and individual
national identities emerged after the First World War when the states were declared as
independent republics and re-emerged in the 1990s when the independence was regained, and
it also seems likely that the common Baltic identity will become stronger in the current
geopolitical situation and a common political threat to the territorial integrity of the region.
Without doubt, national identities as to the shared values, characters, and beliefs of the peoples
of the Baltic States existed before the 20" century (particularly and explicitly for Lithuania) but
the two world wars and military-political occupations of the three states created a substantial
part of what it means to be an Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian, what it means to regain one’s
own land, values, symbols, strength and identity (Mole, 2012). The national identities of the
Baltic States as known in the 21% century are, ergo, about economic development and
establishing place in Europe and the world but coming from victimhood in the Soviet Union
and the otherization of those who do not belong to the sovereign states or consider the states
not to be sovereign, the construction of the common enemy and common friend, belonging to
Europe, but at the same time differing from it. Additionally, after the first wave of emigration
during the Second World War when a large part of the Baltic population was forced to leave
the states assuming the role of refugees, the second wave of emigration caused by the global
economic crisis in the first decade of the 21% century saw thousands of nationals leave their
‘home’ for economic purposes and migrated from the states (particularly Latvia and Lithuania).
National identity construction has henceforth become not only about addressing the people who
live in the states but also those nationals who have left the states but are considered a valued
part of the nation and are expected to return. This has led to the emergence of such terms as,
for instance, ‘foreign Latvians and Latvian diaspora,” which is a separate part of the target

audience for whom national identity construction applies particularly. Moreover, the complex
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demographic (specifically minority and migration) situation in the Baltic States has led to a
rapid transformation of the fluid idea of national identity, thus gradually advancing from an
ethnically centred to a more civic and inclusive type of identity - a transformation that has been
anticipated by the actors of the process of the discursive building of the nation-states. It is
noteworthy to emphasize, though, that academic sources claim that there is no such term as
common Baltic identity because although the Baltic States share common history, location and
similar destinies, the separate Latvian, Estonian and Lithuanian identities are eminently distinct.
This is arguable, though, because empirical data points to attempts to construct and reflect this
common Baltic identity or the sisterhood of neighbouring nations near the Baltic Sea. Thus, the
complex construct of the national identities of each of these states is not only a compelling topic
for analysis and discussion but also imperative one given the context of globalisation and the
role of national identity in time of the ‘rule’ of large supra-national bodies such the European
Union.

Furthermore, although it is considered that national identities are to be ruled out or forced
out by supra-national identities (intentionally and strategically exercised via public discourses)
or global identities, it should be noted that global crises such as the pandemic caused by the
Covid-19 virus that resulted in a crisis in heath, economic and political spheres, the migration
crisis caused by the political conflict between the EU and Belarus and the war in Ukraine might
return the strong national identities to their ‘former glory’ or at least be used in the discourse
attempting to do so. As Cox (2007) notes, ‘despite much eulogizing about the death of the
nation-state and nationalism, these political forms continue to flourish amid intensified
globalization’ (2007: 3143).

Given the above stated, the present study investigates the construction of national identity
in the presidential rhetoric of the Republic of Latvia through a hundred years of existence of
the independent and democratic nation-state as well as analyses the differences in national
identity construction in the speeches of the Presidents of Estonia and Lithuania since the
regaining of their independence in 1991. The study looks at the complex histories of each of
the states as well as the cultural, social, and political contexts that penetrate the process of
identity construction and analyses the rhetoric of the ten Presidents of Latvia since 18
November 1918 (1919), five Presidents of Estonia since 20 August 1991 and six Presidents of
Lithuania since 11 March 1990.

The designed unmarked corpus of the selected presidential speeches consists of 414
speeches (500 166 words) in English, Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian acquired from the

offices of the President of Estonia and Lithuania (in English), archive materials, homepage of



the office of the President of Latvia and books published on the Presidents of Latvia since 1918
until 2021.

The study likewise combines approaches to CDS such as the Discourse-Historical
Approach (DHA) with corpus-driven (corpus as a theory) and corpus-based (corpus as a
method) approaches to the analysis of corpus data, a questionnaire-based survey and analysis
of the public opinion surveys on national identities, role of the Presidents in constructing
national identity and interviews with the Presidents and their speechwriters) of Latvia, and
Lithuania on deliberateness of choices of discursive strategies and linguistic techniques in the
process of constructing, transforming, perpetuating or dismantling national identities.

The study is an extension of and an addition to the vast national identity research in
Latvia, the Baltic States, and the world (Kopoloveca 2017, Druviete 2018 and 2021, Wodak,
De Cillia, Reisigl and Liebhart 2009, Klave 2010, Mole 2012, O’Keeffe 2006, Zepa 2005,
Tabuns 2010, Stpule 2012, McEntee-Atalianis and Zappettini 2014, Wodak and Boukala 2015,
Zappettini 2016, Daina 2018, Stamaou 2018, Qaiwer 2019, Jurkynas 2020, 2021). The novelty
of the current thesis lies not only in the applied methodology, namely, the combination of
interdisciplinary methods from qualitative and quantitative research families, but also in the
combination of a diachronic and synchronic change of discursive strategies and linguistic
techniques used specifically in the presidential rhetoric as part of political discourse in Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania through years of the existence of the Baltic States. The innovative step in
the study is the combination of techniques, strategies and approaches that deal with the detailed
collection, systematization, and analysis of large unmarked corpora of speeches representing a
period of hundred years and three states as well as the incorporation of questionnaires,
interviews and a statistical diachronic and synchronic analysis into the critical discourse study
of discursive national identity construction in presidential rhetoric of Latvia when compared to
Estonia and Lithuania.

The research aims to examine the discursive constructions of national identities of
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania during their independence in the speeches by the Presidents of
the Baltic States on nationally significant occasions and internationally, with regards to the
topics, discursive strategies and linguistic means used in the speeches, their goals and potential
effect on the target audience, and the changes in the discursive practice across time and space.

The research questions set for the current study are:

1. Which are the thematic areas, discursive strategies and linguistic techniques that have
been used in the construction of the Latvian national identity in presidential speeches
over one hundred years, what is the goal of these means and how their application
changes diachronically?



2. What is the difference between the language use for national identity construction in the
speeches of the Presidents of Latvia, Estonia, and Lithuania?

3. Which types of identity are present and how are represented in the speeches?

4. What are the implicit and explicit goals of presidential speeches and what is their
potential effect on the target audience?

In order to reach the goal, set for the study, the following enabling objectives or
methodological steps have been taken:

1. Formulation of the research problem and research questions.

2. Review of the available theoretical and methodological sources and the analysis of the
previous studies in the field.

3. Analysis and review of the historical, social, political and economic context of Estonia,
Latvia and Lithuania.

4. Collection and classification of the corpus data.

5. Critical analysis of the qualitative data — a detailed analysis of the thematic areas in the
discursive construction of national identity including the use of strategies and linguistic
means of realisation (techniques) in the selected presidential speeches.

6.Corpus-driven analysis of keyword use and word frequency in the selected corpus and a
corpus-based analysis of keyword collocations and concordance.

7. Comparative analysis of synchronic and diachronic change in the analysed qualitative
and guantitative data.

8. Collection and analysis of the interview and questionnaire data.

9. Interpretation of the results and the description of the case studies — identity construction
across states, time, and linguistic profiles of the Presidents, drawing of relevant conclusions
and the formulation of suggestions.

The current paper consists of four chapters, twelve appendices, sixty-nine tables and
twenty-one figure. Chapter 1 investigates the essence of the concepts of political discourse,
rhetoric, argumentation, persuasion, and manipulation and well as discusses the field of CDS.
Presidential functions and role in political discourse and the function of presidential speeches
are also discussed in the chapter. Thus, Chapter 1 establishes the theoretical grounds for the
further analysis of presidential speeches from the perspective of political discourse analysis
(Chilton, Charteris-Black, Wodak et.al), rhetoric and rhetorical techniques (Aristotle), and
discursive strategies and linguistic techniques (Wodak et al., 2009; Wodak and Meyer, 2016).

Chapter 2 reviews the concept of identity and national identity, discusses the historical,
social, political, and economic context of the Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian nation-building

and creation processes and the emergence and perpetuation of their national identities.
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Considering the issue of the often-subjective character of historical representation, a three-
perspective view on the accounts of how the separate and common Baltic identities have
emerged and been communicated in the political arena is offered by reviewing scholarly
literature by the scholars in the Baltic States and scholars from other countries.

Chapter 3 presents the results of the critical study of the discursive practices from a
qualitative perspective including a top-down analysis of thematic areas of identity construction
in presidential speeches, identity construction strategies and the use linguistic means of
realisation of all the aforementioned. Chapter 3 displays the results of ??individual case studies
of discursive construction of national identity in each of the states across time and the use of
linguistic means in the speeches of each of the Presidents of the Baltic States during the selected
periods of time analysing both the text and the context of the speeches based on the theoretical
review, critical analysis of speeches, corpus data analysis, interview and opinion survey
analysis. Further on, a three-dimensional analysis of thematic areas, discursive strategies and
linguistic forms of realisation is provided.

Chapter 4 displays the results of the quantitative corpus-based and corpus-driven study.
Chapter 4 demonstrates the procedure and results of the unmarked corpus data analysis using
the corpus as a theory and the corpus as a method, which pertains to the methodological novelty
of the current study. Corpus description, keyword and wordlist analysis of the sub-corpora and
corpus-based analysis of identity related lexical patterns are displayed in the chapter to provide
a statistical and computer-based data analysis for the current study.

The Appendices include the supplementary data and illustrations of the research process
and procedure, as well as the results of the current research including the corpus data results,
corpus mark-up system, interview and questionnaire data and the three-dimensional model of
critical study of national identity construction with additional examples from the corpus.

The theoretical premise of the current study is grounded in the scholarly contributions
by Aristotle, van Dijk (2006-2012), Wodak (2008-2018), Fairclough (2001-2013), Baker
(2006-2012), Wodak, de Cillia, Reisigl and Liebhart (2009), O’Keeffe (2006), Mole (2007),
Mole (2012), Guibernau (2007), Breeze (2011), Tabuns (2001), Karapetjana and Rozina
(2009), Placinska and Karapetjana (2016), Klave (2007-2010), Zepa (2006-2011), Sapule
(2012), Treimane 2014, Ardava (2015), Znotina (2017), Kopoloveca (2017), Druviete (2017-
2021), Daina (2018) and Jurkynas (2020-2021) on Critical Discourse Studies, Corpus
Linguistics, rhetoric, political discourse and manipulation, presidential speeches, national
identity and nation-building as well as the presidential rhetoric of the Baltic States and

contributes to the field of corpus-based critical discourse analysis.



1. POLITICAL DISCOURSE AND LANGUAGE IN PRESIDENTIAL
SPEECHES

Chapter 1 introduces a discussion of the concept of politics and its synergy with language that
create the social practice referred to as political discourse. The role of language in political
discourse is discussed from a top-down perceptive reviewing first the global perspective and
narrowing down to the political discourse in the Baltic States and in Latvia. Furthermore, the
concept of rhetoric is also reviewed, followed by a discussion on the place of presidential

speeches within the arena of political discourse.
1.1. Political Discourse and Ideology

The discussion on the concept of politics seems to be improbable without the mention of
Greek philosophy. Politics originates from the Greek word polis, the simple definition of which
IS a city-state, yet it is a distinct term referring to ‘an independent state organised around an
urban centre and governed typically by formal laws and republican political institutions” (Lord,
2013: vii). Thus, the Greek polis may be considered as a prototype of the contemporary Western
democracies as representatives of liberal ideology and will of the people as the central tenet of
politics, as noted by Aristotle in ‘Politics’ namely that ‘man is by nature a political animal’ and
that ‘city belongs among the things that exist by nature’ (Aristotle 12533, in Lord, 2013: 9). It
follows that what makes humans distinctively political as compared to other animals of ‘herd’
is their ability for speech that ‘serves to reveal the advantageous and the harmful, and hence
also the just and the unjust’ (ibid.). Thus, politics is about community (as implied by herd and
city) and about language (as implied by speech), the ability to communicate, discuss and
negotiate. Chilton (2004) refers to Aristotle’s idea of men as ‘political animals as articulate
mammals’ implying again the speech capacity of humans (2004: 3).

Contemporary definitions of politics see the term as referring to ‘an action in pursuit of
the highest good, based upon decisions, which arise out of deliberation’ and implying
governance and power (Rozina and Karapetjana, 2009:1). In other words, politics deals with
imposition of authority and power management. Thus ‘politics is inherently connected with
argumentation and deliberation because it is oriented to decision-making, but also because the
political is an institutional order whose very fabric gives people reasons for acting in particular
ways’ (Fairclough in Flowerdew and Richardson, 2017: 243). In other words, political
discourse is generally seen as the language used by politicians. Politicians, however, are
political actors who ‘believe in the power of language to affect people’s thoughts and

behaviour’ (ibid.). Accordingly, ‘political discourse relies on the premise that the mechanisms
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of power are inherent in language and that peoples’ behaviour, or perception of certain events
can be affected by language; thus, manipulation is possible with word meaning and
connotations, especially when people are not aware of being manipulated’ (Placinska and
Karapetjana, 2016: 5). Nevertheless, political discourse it is not language per se, but rather the
language used by politicians in a particular political context, for example before parliamentary
elections, during a political debate, when giving a ceremonial speech to the citizens of a state.

Language as one of the most powerful devices of revealing power relations has been
discussed by various scholars (Fairclough, 1989; Chilton, 2004; Rozina and Karapetjana, 2009;
van Dijk, 2010; David, 2014.). Language and specifically spoken language is the oldest tool of
persuasion and without doubt also one of the most effective when it comes to political discourse
(David, 2014: 164). Nevertheless, it can be said that language ‘only gains power in hands of the
powerful” and ‘it is not powerful per se’ (Wodak, 1989: 1). As such political discourse can also
be seen as ‘moral discourse, and hence we may expect opinions on what is right and what is
wrong’ (van Dijk, 2010: 34). Thus, the most effective way for politicians (as those holding the
power) to ‘achieve the consent’ of a wider public, and thus the required [...] conditions to
implement their policies is to ‘create an ideology and have the public to willingly accept it as
their own’ (David, 2014: 164).

Furthermore, political discourse is seen as a type of institutional discourse that has direct
relationship with ideologies, because ‘social institutions contain diverse ideological discursive
formations,” and these ideological discursive formations in turn can ‘naturalise ideologies or
win acceptance for them as non-ideological or common sense’ (Fairclough 2013: 10). Ideology,
originally referring to a discipline that studies ideas, particularly ‘political belief systems,’ has,
like several other terms, acquired negative associations and contemporary understanding of ‘the
rigid, misguided or partisan ideas of others and opposite of truth or objective knowledge (van
Dijk, 2006a: 728). The neutral definition of ideology would be that ‘an ideology is the
foundation of the social representations shared by a social group’ (ibid.: 729). In other words,
ideologies are belief systems of social groups that are stored in the collective long-term memory
these ‘ideological communities’ and are directly connected with both language and identity
(ibid.). Nevertheless, although there exist personal interpretations and appropriations of
ideologies in particular contexts, ideologies themselves are neither personal nor individual.
Thus, despite the negative connotations of the concept, ideologies as beliefs, knowledge and
opinions held by groups or collectives that are rooted in their cognition are not by definition
negative, neither are all cognitively grounded and socially shared beliefs of a group necessarily
ideological. Van Dijk (2006a) even notes that there may exist positive ideologies or utopias

‘depending on the perspective, values, or group membership of the one who evaluates them’
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and that ‘beliefs that are taken for granted, commons sense [...] and undisputed within a
community are non-ideological within that community’ (2006a: 729).

Finally, there seems to be no discussion about the close relation between politics,
ideology, and discourse and identity, because ideologies represent ‘one of the dimensions of
[...] the self-image of groups’ (ibid). In fact, ‘more than any other kind of discourse, political
discourse is eminently ideological,” because ideology is both ‘involved in the production or
understanding of political discourse” and reproduced by political discourse as the social practice
of politicians (van Dijk, 2006: 732). Ideologies are powerful as they ‘embody the general
principles that control the overall coherence of the social representations’ shared by groups,
thus ideologies that are stored in mental models that in turn help individuals and groups
understand and relate to social practices and representation about particular events (ibid.: 730).
Moreover, since mental models and not only connected to human understanding and
interpretation but also to memory, ‘it is through mental models that discourses are able to
influence social representations and ideologies and reproduce them’ (ibid.). Thus, it follows
that ideologies are static or stable, meaning that once acquired (during one’s life), they tend to
‘remain active for a lifetime of group members,” for instance, feminism, socialism, pacifism,
also nationalism (ibid.). Ideologies like discourses are classified according to the ‘social field
in which they function,” for instance, political, religious, legal and others (ibid.: 731). Within
these fields, ideologies have the power to influence ‘actions, goals, norms and values’ of groups
and they are present in the ‘intragroup cooperation’ practices and struggle between distinct
groups (in-group and out-group or us/them differentiation (ibid.).

The ideologies that are associated with the field and function of politics are liberalism,
conservatism,  socialism, anarchism, nationalism, fascism, feminism, Islamism,
multiculturalism and nowadays also ecologism or green ideology (Heywood, 2017). Heywood
(2017) notes that political ideologies are distributed along the poles of left (change and progress
welcoming) and right (change resistant and the status quo defending) ideologies (2017: 15). In
linear spectrum political ideologies seem to move from left to right in the following order:
communism, socialism, liberalism, conservatism, nationalism, fascism, however, it is not to say
that articular ideology contains only elements of either left spectrum or right spectrum.
Moreover, ‘the ideologies that are traditionally placed at the extreme wings of the linear
spectrum may have more in common with one another than they do with their centrist
neighbours,” for instance, the shared totalitarian ideas of communist and fascist movements
(Heywood, 2017: 16). It should be noted, though, that the expression and representation of these
ideologies in particular political discourse in contextual, meaning that, for instance, nationalism

in Latvia would not be expressed in the same way as it would be in the USA and would not be
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situated at the same place in the linear spectrum. The list, definitions and diagram displaying
the linear spectrum of political ideologies is displayed in Appendix 8.

Consequently, it is believed that political discourse is always ideologically based, and
since these ideologies are often implicit, political discourse involves manipulation.
Manipulation in politics is ‘always ideological’ and undoubtedly involves ‘power domination’
that may in some instances appear comparable to mind control or control over the recipients’
beliefs and to some extent also actions that are directed more often at groups rather than
individuals (van Dijk, 2008: 213). Moreover, the discourse of politicians is often associated
with manipulation - ‘a type of language use, which is produced with an intention to achieve
specific goals by retaining some relevant information in a disguised way’ (Placinska and
Karapetjana, 2016: 5). Thus, political discourse is about the ability of politicians to use language
among other means to exercise, achieve, and retain power via political discourse as social

practice.
1.2. Rhetoric and Rhetorical Devices

Rhetoric as ‘the faculty of observing in any given case the available means of persuasion’
has been defined by Aristotle and adapted widely across numerous disciplines, primarily those
that aim to study the social practice namely politics, linguistics, and social sciences (Barlett,
2019: 10). It is significant to point out here that Aristotle, who has acquired the metaphorical
reference as the father of rhetoric, has not specifically defined or provided a detailed description
of the linguistic form or linguistic techniques the rhetoric may use, yet this aspect is what
numerous scholars across the world have attempted to deduce from his works, and as Chilton
and Schéffner (2002) note that ‘implications have fundamental importance’ for Aristotle’s
interpreting his ideas about the ‘linguistic and political make-up of humans’ (2002: 2).

A speech is a type of rhetorical expression and there are three kinds of speeches according
to Aristotle, namely, deliberative (political), judicial (legal) and epideictic (ceremonial).
Deliberative speeches are focused on the future, on the worthy and unworthy, persuasion or
dissuasion, and focus on themes such as money, war and peace, security and is considered
generally an ‘advisory rhetoric’ that uses examples of the past to foresee the future (Chilton and
Schéffner, 2002 :19). Judicial speeches are focused on the past and talk about the just and unjust,
accusation and defence and discuss themes such as the cause and consequences of an unjust
behaviour, victims and aim of the doer using analysis of cause and evidence. Epideictic
speeches are focused on the present and focus on praise or blame, ‘noble and the base’ and are
given on ceremonial occasions (ibid.). The three types of speeches (oratory) may thus be

categorised in three ways:
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Table 1. Types of speeches according to Aristotle (Charteris-Black, 2018: 7)

Type of Type of response Social purpose Time of

speech/categorisation required from the orientation
audience

Deliberative/political Voting Influencing Future

Judicial/legal Passing judgement Ensuring justice Past

Epideictic/ceremonial Applauding Celebrating someone’s life | Present

Furthermore, it is generally considered that rhetoric is ‘to do with persuading people, it is
not just a matter of accommodating to or playing upon what they already feel, believe and take
for granted’ (Fairclough in Flowerdew and Richardson, 2017: 23). Similarly, as with political
discourse, the scholarly ‘interest in rhetoric is strongly developed, particularly with respect to
tropes, genre theory (e.g., regarding political speeches), and persuasion (including
argumentation)’ (Reisigl in Flowerdew and Richardson, 2017: 48). Aristotle distinguished
between three types of rhetorical evidence or proof namely, 16gos, éthos and pathos. Logos is
seen as ‘proof by the arguments presented in the speech,” éthos is seen as ‘proof through the
credibility of the character of the speaker’ and pathos is seen as ‘proof by the emotional
disposition of the audience’ (Kienpointer in Flowerdew and Richardson, 2017: 228).

Furthermore, while the primary concern of 16gos is to build a rational and logical appeal
to an audience via an inductive (giving series of examples to draw conclusions from) or
deductive (drawing on widely accepted truths or stereotypes to deduce the conclusion from)
reasoning, éthos deals with the character of the speaker and the credibility that is established
along the ‘moral character and integrity’ of the speaker who addresses the ideas considered
virtuous, constructs an image of an intellectual speaker with common sense and logic as well
as mastery of the topic at hand, and the ‘good will’ of the speaker who aims to identify with the
target audience (Foss, 2018: 34). The element of rhetoric that is of most interest to linguistic
analysis, however, is pathos that addresses the emotional appeal to the target audience, namely
the various emotions such as fear, pride, pity, happiness, or shame that are addressed to frame
the cognitive response of the listener according to the speaker’s purpose (ibid.).

Moreover, Charteris-Black (2018) has rightly noted that there are several uniting
elements that characterize the speeches of successful political speakers such as Barack Obama,
Winston Churchill, Margaret Thatcher, Tony Blair, John F. Kennedy, Martin Luther King and
also George W. Bush, Ronald Raegan and Donald Trump, namely, ‘an appeal to underlying
mythic thinking about good and evil, the ability to establish political legitimacy by creating
social and moral purpose, to inspire through creative power of language’ (2018: xv). The former
is, in fact, what combines all the aforementioned elements of rhetoric — the primary tool to
achieve public consent via political rhetoric within this type of discourse is language. Although
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the use of rhetorical devices and powerful language has been discussed and favoured by the
Greek philosophers, the term rhetoric has gained negative association over the past centuries
being seen as ‘almost synonym for spin, manipulation or even coercion’ and being collocated
with adjectives such as ‘political, public, mere, radical, empty, official, populist, nationalist,
revolutionary’’ (Charteris-Black, 2018: 3). This tendency, however, seems to be caused by the
loss of trust in the ruling elites across the world, their inability to match deed with words and
fulfil promises (ibid). It is significant to note, that rhetoric is only successful if the audiences
are persuaded and ‘audiences are only persuaded if the rhetoric is successful’ (ibid.). This
depends, however, on many factors, the most important of which are those introduced by
Aristotle, namely, the character of the speaker (his or her likeability and presumed knowledge
of the subject), the theme and occasion of the speech (whether it is close to the listeners
knowledge and interest) and the linguistic form the speech takes (whether and how it addresses
emotions).

As has been established above, rhetoric may and typically does make use of numerous
rhetorical devices that are embedded in wider argumentation schemes. van Dijk claims that
‘rhetorical devices are geared towards the emphasis or de-emphasis of underlying meanings’
(van Dijk in Chilton and Schaffner, 2002: 231). While classically referred to as figures of
speech, rhetorical devices are in fact linguistic means that go far beyond the ‘colourful effect’
of a text or talk as they address not only the emotions of the listener, but also their mental
models and help to address and form understanding with additional emphasis or de-emphasis
on the ideas being ‘guised’ in the linguistic expression (ibid.).

The first natural rhetorical device is labelled rhetorical questions (henceforth RQs).
These are questions that do not require an answer or are answered within the question itself are
directed ‘to express or confirm political identity and relationships’ (Chilton and Schaftner,
2002: 231). RQs are type of questions that are asked for the sake of asking or rather for the
‘persuasive effect of asking” and they ‘solicit assent to a proposition to a subtle shift of the
burden of proof” namely the listener’s social obligation to answer the question (Black, 1992:
2). Depending on the type of audience, rhetorical questions may be followed by an answer that
can be seen as a double emphasis of the message intended by the speaker. First, the question is
asked within the specific context and using specific linguistic means that are incorporated in
the message to target the cognition of the listener and invite a specific response. After that, the
answer is voiced by the speaker as if a confirmation of what the listener had been thinking thus
imposing the speaker’s view on the audience. As Black (1992) has noted, a question is
‘rhetorical if it is either so profound that answering it is obviously impossible, or so superficial

that answering it is impossibly obvious’ (1992: 2). One of the aims of rhetorical questions is
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seen as directed ‘to express or confirm political identity and relationships’ (Chilton and
Schaffner, 2002: 232). Thus, rhetorical questions along with devices such as metaphors,
metonymies, hyperboles should be analysed in more detail to find the underlying meanings and
their connection with the construction or as the authors put it ‘confirmation’ of identities (ibid.).
Wodak et al. (2009) note that suggestive rhetorical questions within the topos of history as
teacher may be used to disseminate or transform an established national identity via
emphasizing the difference between the past and the present and the present and the future
(2009: 40).

Furthermore, rhetorical devices such as euphemisms, litotes and hyperboles are used to
emphasize or hide particular aspects of an argument. Euphemism is a ‘semantic move of
mitigation’ or avoidance of negative references and negative representations in order to avoid
or lessen the potential emotional effect (van Dijk, 2006a: 737). Thus, euphemism is means of
not expressing too much information in an argument, where the hidden, obscured, or mitigated
information would typically be the negative information about the speaker or his defendants in
the argument being constructed. Placinska and Karapetjana (2016) refer to euphemisms as an
element of semantic manipulation that is ‘a creative way of linguistic manipulation’ (2016: 6).
It is claimed that politicians feel attracted to the use of euphemisms in their rhetoric as this
device helps to make the listener accept a typically negative idea that is guised in positive or
less negative representation. Euphemisms are deemed manipulative, because they have double
meaning, namely, the obscured negative meaning and the connoted positive interpretation or
linguistic expression. Nevertheless, whether euphemism reaches the goal depends largely on
the context and factual knowledge of the audience. The opposite of euphemism is exaggeration
or hyperbole.

Hyperbole is ‘a semantic rhetorical device for the enhancement of meaning’ (van Dijk,
2006a: 737). In other words, hyperbole is a linguistic exaggeration of an event, belief or other,
that may be seen as opposite of euphemism in its function, namely, to arise and emphasize
emotions and linguistic effect. Hyperbole may be listed among the rhetorical devices that help
to construct identity via strategically emphasizing the uniqueness or national character of a state
and it would be used within the topos of comparison (Wodak et al., 2009: 38)

Another type of linguistic technique listed among the rhetorical devices in irony. Like
metaphor, metonymy, irony is an evasive rhetorical device, because it ‘contains a literal
evaluation of something that is contrary of what an individual aims to get across’ meaning that
the intention of the speaker is the opposite of the expressed (Burgers, Konjin and Steen, 2016:
7). Moreover, while hyperbole as an extreme exaggeration of either positive or negative stays

in one of these domains and only exaggerates what is implied, irony is used to explicitly express
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one evaluation (positive or negative), but means the exact opposite, thus intruding in the
cognitive processes of the target audience (ibid.). Irony may assist the speaker to gain positive
attitudes from the audience both about the argument being constructed and about the speaker
him/herself, thus attending to all the tree elements of rhetoric — logos, pathos, and ethos. Thus,
irony would typically be used by politicians to attack their opponents, because it would typically
be seen as constituting and ‘attack on stablished expectancies or norms’ (ibid.).

Another type of linguistic means that is suggested to be used by politicians is metonymy
or ‘rhetorical device that is based on some kind of association connecting two concepts, which
these meanings represent’ (Rozina and Karapetjana, 2009: 113). The term originates from
Greek meaning name change and is considered to be a referential technique as it ‘replaces a
name of a referent by the name of an entity which it is closely associated with in either concrete
or abstract terms’ (Wodak et al., 2009: 43). The aim of metonymy in discourse is not only to
allow the listener to visualise the associations between words and their associative meanings,
but also to potentially conceal ‘the responsible agents or move them to background’ (ibid.).
Thus, it is concluded that discursively metonymy may function like the passive voice, use of
the plural pronoun instead of singular (we instead of 1) or euphemisms that aim at drawing
attention away from the factual meaning. Wodak et al. (2009) note that metonymy is often used
within the strategies of justification and legitimation in order to avoid or euphemize the
responsibility of social actors and also to represent negative actions or events (2009: 36).
Metonymy in political s is often used for the purpose of the discursive and linguistic
construction of group or larger political body and referential assimilation or dissimilation, for
example, Brussels implying the European parliament, or, for example, the whole Europe
celebrates, Latvia believes. Nevertheless, it must be noted that there are several types of
metonymic representations, for instance, object for its user, place for person, building for
person, place for event, product for cause, country for persons and persons for country, time for
persons living during that time, institution for responsible representatives of that institution,
institution for events (Wodak et al., 2009: 43). Thus, metonymy is in the group of rhetoric
devices that deal with abstraction, pervasion of meaning and may display manipulation.

A rhetorical device often associated with metonymy is synecdoche (from Greek ‘to take
up with something else’), because it ‘replaces the name of a referent by the name of another
referent which belong to the same field of meaning and which is either semantically wider or
semantically narrower’ (ibid.). Thus, it may function as a form of substitution, generalisation
or particularisation relating either to the idea of the whole for a part/part for a whole, species
for genus/genus for species or singular for plural/plural for singular (ibid.: 44). In political

discourse another type of synecdoche may be used, namely, the controller (the one who holds
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the power) for the controlled (the one who is the subject of that power), where ‘rulers [...]
replace the person who is actually carrying out an action, for example, Hitler started the war’
(ibid.). In fact, cognitive linguists (for instance Lakoff and Johnson, 2003) see synecdoche as a
type of metonymy.

Furthermore, metaphor is one the tools of figurative linguistic expression that seems to
be familiar to everyone as its use varies from day-to-day communication to more
institutionalised contexts such as economics, politics, education and even law. It is, however,
in its essence a complex tool of operation with one’s cognition as is therefore considered to be
operating not only at the basic linguistic levels but rather ‘at conceptual level to influence basic
operations such as perception, problem solving, and memory’ (Landau, 2017: 56). Although
metaphor has traditionally been considered as belonging to literary or poetic language and more
recently as a figure of speech in social language, it should be reconsidered as a more complex
phenomenon used in influential discourse such as political discourse (Way Ng in Flowerdew
and Richardson, 2017: 215).Metaphors according to Boukala (2016) are ‘are based on the value
system of a society and play a significant role in the development of specific ideological frames
in a text’ (2016: 260). Metaphors are ‘effective in public communication because they [...]
draw on the unconscious emotional associations of words and assumed values that are rooted
in cultural and historical knowledge’ and thus have high possibility to influence the emotional
response of the recipient (ibid.: 261). Traditionally people view metaphors as ‘extraordinary’
pieces of language that are rather meant for poetic use than for everyday communication, and
that metaphors are the ‘characteristic of language alone’, while in fact this is not true (Lakoff
and Johnson, 2004: 3). Cognitive Linguistics sees metaphor as an inborn way of thinking in
human cognition that influences the way of thinking and sometimes also actions of others.
Because metaphors are a way of understanding complex abstractions more easily, they are
frequent means of everyday discourses. Several examples of frequently used metaphors may be
given to illustrate the aforementioned theory. First, the conceptual metaphor ARGUMENT IS
WAR implies that arguing is like fighting and that there must be either winner or loser. Another
frequent metaphor is TIME IS MONEY that portrays time as a limited resource that can be
spent either usefully or uselessly. Furthermore, human mind as a complex abstract is often
portrayed via the conceptual metaphor MIND IS A MACHINE that allows the message
recipient to associate the abstract compete with a concrete tangible and imaginable machine
that works in a particular way and may be damaged if not taken care of.

Furthermore, metaphor is often discussed when referring to institutionalised discourses
and ‘political discourse is saturated with metaphorical framings’ and ‘they use words to

compare dissimilar concepts’ (Landau, 2017: 172). Thus, metaphor is by no means a simple
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figurative device of language as it has typically been taught at school but rather ‘metaphor
operates at conceptual level to influence basic operations such as perception, problem solving,
and memory’ (ibid.: 56). Landau (2017) sees metaphor as ‘a cognitive tool that routinely use to
understand and experience abstractions in terms of different types of concepts that are relatively
more concrete and comprehensible’ (ibid). The author refers to the associations between one
concept with the other as mapping. Like other cognitive linguists (Lakoff and Johnson, 2003),
Landau (2017) holds that metaphor is ‘a universal feature of human cognition’, claiming that
people think in metaphors (ibid.). Thus, it follows that the mapping between one concept onto
another may be both conscious and sub-conscious. Furthermore, metaphor has the power to
both ‘facilitate and hinder social action’ (ibid.). Metaphors are especially favoured in politics
that typically use personification as a type of metaphor to refer to concepts such as ‘inflation,
unemployment, migration’ (ibid.). Thus, although metaphor use is to some extent natural to
human thinking, the proper understanding of their use in different settings may require a
detailed analysis and critical awareness of their power.

Neagu (2013) analyses the role of metaphor in argumentative discourse and provides a
theoretical and methodological procedure for the analysis of conceptual metaphors. Political
discourse according to Neagu (2013) is ‘deliberative and argumentative in nature’ and its
analysis must be anchored in cognitive linguistic theory of metaphor, because it is one of the
most widely used means in political discourse (2013: 2). The goal of political discourse is thus
to ‘activate a certain value system and to engage the people into reconsidering their attitudes,
interests and beliefs with a view to changing their perspective over the future’ (ibid.). In this
theory, metaphor is seen as a linguistic tool that ‘succeeds rhetorically once it draws on pre-
existing frames and shared values and it licenses a shift in thinking and in behaviour via the
arguments reservoir’ (Neagu, 2013: 2). Conceptual metaphors are seen as ‘persuasive
definitions that should be treated as defensible arguments by definition or by analogy inasmuch
as they steer the argument towards a particular conclusion and proposal for action once
embedded in the premises of a practical argument’ (ibid.: 5). In other words, conceptual
metaphors are powerful linguistic means when used in arguments that are to convince the
listener to think or act in one or another way. Thus, ‘metaphors focus on their ability to activate
certain mental frames in the cognitive unconscious that would result into cognitive and
behavioural change in society development’ (Neagu 2013: 7). One of the metaphors mentioned
by Neagu (2013) is POLITICS IS WAR that creates the association between at least two
fighting parties be those political oppositions or politicians against the society (ibid.).

Further on, it is interesting to see how metaphor not only has ‘causal influence on social

cognition and behaviour’ but also in specific cases comes or originates from ‘social and cultural
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context’ (Landau, 2017: 11). Although, it is argued that ‘metaphor use is a universal feature of
human cognition,” it may not necessarily be used in similar fashion across different societies
and different contexts (ibid.). In separate contexts or cultures metaphor may, in fact, be non-
existent or not used, in some contexts it is seen as not appropriate to use metaphors as they are
considered to be markers of informality. Such contexts are, for instance, legal discourse and
medical discourse where straight-forward language (though complex as it is) is preferred.
Nevertheless, neither discourse nor language (much like identity) is a static product, but rather
a fluid process that is a subject of change. Metaphor seems to be an effective tool in constructing
identities as it ‘succeeds rhetorically when it draws on pre-existing frames and shared values
[...] by retrieving elements stocked in collective memory and reconstruction arguments when
necessary’ (Neagu, 2013: 35).

Traditionally metaphor and personification are seen as separate figures of speech used in
different situation and with different purposes. It seems reasonable to argue here that the basic
functions of these linguistic means can be combined under the description of conceptual or
cognitive metaphor which can be seen as the umbrella figure. Here Landau’s (2017) definition
of the term can be used as it sees metaphor as ‘a cognitive tool that people routinely use to
understand and experience abstractions in terms of concepts that are relatively more concrete
and comprehensible’ (2017: 10). Thus, metaphor itself being an abstraction is seen as a machine
with the ‘key mechanism’ being ‘mapping-a set of associations between elements of one
concept and analogous elements of another’ that is used to ‘transfer knowledge across
superficially dissimilar concepts’ (Landau, 2017: 10). Although the use of metaphor is common
in many areas, one of its main operational institutions is that of politics, because ‘political
discourse is saturated with metaphorical framings’ and ‘they use words to compare dissimilar
concepts’ (Landau, 2017:172). Neagu (2013) sees conceptual metaphors as ‘argument by
definition’ and ‘persuasive efforts’ to manipulate with the world perception of the message
recipient or audience (Neagu, 2013: 35). Like other devices discussed above, metaphor is seen
as a means of manipulation. According to van Dijk (2010), conceptual metaphors are one of the
‘semantic means to understand, represent and experience the world, and hence both our
knowledge and opinions’ (2010: 32). Metaphor which is no longer seen as simply a linguistic
device or figure of speech but rather a cognitively base tool that ‘can be strategically deployed
to construct and perpetuate particular worldviews and versions of reality for addressees’ (van
Dijk in Flowerdew and Richardson, 2017: 215). The contemporary value of metaphor in
discourse is that ‘conventional metaphors shape our view of reality, and creative metaphors can
even change our view of reality, they can no longer be seen as mere ornaments of speech but

have a clear argumentative value’ (ibid.: 236). Similar is the situation with such figures of
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speech as metonymy, hyperbole, irony, and rhetorical questions that can no longer be seen as
traditional means of language but rather as techniques of argumentation, ‘strategic
manoeuvring’ and even manipulation depending on the context of their use (ibid.).

Personification can be considered a type of metaphor (as seen by Landau, 2017; Lakoff
and Johnson, 2003; Wodak et al., 2009). Landau (2017) refers to a ‘personification metaphor’
describing it as ‘the process of ascribing human-like mental states and traits to some nonhuman
thing’ (Landau, 2017: 146). Personification thus is found to refer to the structure of conceptual
metaphor ABSTRACT IS CONCRETE and among other things ‘reveals people’s need to
impose some comprehensible form of order onto an abstraction’ (ibid.). Another reason for
using personification metaphor is ‘the drive for social contact, connection, and approval’ (ibid.).
Since personification of a non-human object ‘poses a high suggestive force,” they may often be
used in referencing ‘the mental construct of a nation’ thereby constructing the ’intranational
sameness and equality’ (Wodak et al., 2009: 44). Wodak et al. (2009) claim that ‘the very
vividness of [...] metaphors favour identification of the addresses with that of the personified
collective subjects’ thus serving as a technique of animation (ibid.).

Another common technique of manipulation that is discussed is the ‘positive self-
representation and negative representation of others in political discourse’ via pronominal and
deictic reference (van Dijk, 2008: 236). Pronouns are seen as ‘belonging to a closed class of
deictic expressions [...] whose meaning is not encoded intrinsically, but instead depends on the
context of the utterance in order to anchor the meaning’ (Mulderrig, 2012: 708). Pronouns are
also ‘indices of audience identity,” because they ‘have wise variety of stances and social roles,
therefore interpersonal pronouns are rarely neutral in their reference’ (O’Keeffe, 2006: 130).
The use of interpersonal pronouns is seen as deictic mapping that may use either centring
(inclusion, solidarity, insiding) or othering (exclusion, rejection, outsiding) or both in their
reference (O’Keeffe, 2006; Cramer, 2010; Mulderrig, 2012). O’Keeffe (2006) states that ‘the
inclusive pronouns you (generic) and we are used to be inclusive but the pronouns they, them,
their reinforce the reality of otherness, as does the choice of that, as opposed to this as a deictic’
(ibid.: 135). Pronouns such as this/that; here/there may be seen as indices that display how the
speaker positions him/herself within the group, or how her/she position the group. Fairclough’s
(2013) theory likewise provides an insight into how identity is created via ‘personal deictic
centres’ or deictic mapping, in other words via personal pronouns of inclusion and exclusion -
we (inclusive and exclusive) and them (Fairclough, 2013). The scholar gives an example of the
use of ‘we’ in political speeches, where the speaker can use we to refer to him/her and the
government or to refer to him/her and the people, in the former case pointing to the social

hierarchy and levelling and in the latter pointing to the unity and similarity (ibid: 113).
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Although, pronominal referencing as linguistic means is not by definition considered to be a
rhetorical device, several scholars (Wodak, Fairclough, van Dijk, and O’Keeffe) are seen to
include discussion of the role of inclusive and exclusive pronominal referencing in the analysis
of political discourse. Wodak et al. (2009) in fact states that like metaphor, metonymy, and
synecdoche, the deictic we ‘also indicates sameness’ (2009: 45). The complexity of the pronoun
‘we’ is underestimated, as it does not only denote the first-person plural, but in fact may
‘encompass all other personal pronouns’ (ibid.). The categories of ‘we’ are ‘an addressee-
inclusive, addressee-exclusive, speaker-inclusive and speaker-exclusive we’ (ibid.). Wodak et
al. (2009) even note that ‘we’ may be used synecdochally, where ‘generalising forms such as
the author’s plural [...] the modest we or the royal we seem to include a second person into the
we group’ while in fact these are instances of the addressee-exclusive we (ibid.). For example,
when the leader of a state addresses the citizens with the inclusive reference ‘we’, inviting for
certain considerations or actions, the speaker in fact addresses the audience and does not imply
him/herself. Another type of we is the metonymic form of ‘person for country’, where the
pronoun stands for the country the speaker represents (ibid.). These instances thus indicate to
pervasiveness and potentially manipulative nature of the use of the pronoun in political
discourse. Furthermore, the use of the pronoun ‘we’ may often indicate the presence of the
corporate identity, especially in the case of presidential or political leader speeches, where the
author of the speech is not necessarily the same as the speaker, but rather a team of advisors
that together with the speaker create the speech and thus use we to represent the individual
identity (in this institutional) instead of using the first-person singular pronoun ‘I’ (Reisigl,
2008: 261).

Consequently, it is concluded that the analysis of rhetorical means especially in political
discourse requires a critical perspective; thus, CDS has been chosen as the paradigm in the
current research under which the analysis carried out using the Discourse-Historical Approach
(DHA).

1.2.1.Persuasion

Persuasion is a term which may be often perceived as analogous to argumentation or
manipulation due to the simple reason that it also deals with influencing people to think or act
in a certain manner intended by the speaker. Nevertheless, even though these concepts may
overlap in political discourse, they are not synonyms as their functions and the techniques used
to fulfil these functions differ. Traditionally, neither manipulation nor argumentation have been
considered the main functions of political rhetoric but rather ‘political rhetoric has been

considered one of the typical areas of persuasion,” and in recent times it has been even ‘joined
20



with the language of advertising’ (Halmari and Virtanen, 2005: 105). Aristotle’s definition of
persuasion claims that it ‘tries to make people accept a proposition they have not held before;’
moreover,

Persuasion occurs through the arguments (logoi) when we show the truth or the transparent
truth from whatever is persuasive in each case. Since persuasions come about through these
three means [...] (ethos, logos and pathos), it is clear that to grasp an understanding of them
is the function of one who can draw conclusions [...] and be observant about characters
and virtues and, third, about emotions (what each of the emotions is and what its qualities
are and from what it comes to be how). The result it that rhetoric is a certain kind of offshoot
of dialectic and the study of character (Aristotle, 1959).

In other words, persuasion deals both with factuality of the argument and the emotions
that it aims to rise. Before going into more detail about the strategies and techniques used
in political discourse and rhetoric, the definitions of these terms should be provided. Thus,
a strategy that originates from the Greek ‘strategia’ carrying the military meaning of ‘the
art of a commander-in-chief [...] — directing the larger military movements and
operations’ is contemporarily and specifically in political discourse seen as ‘a plan
adopted to achieve a certain political, psychological or other kind of objective’ (Wodak
et at. 2009: 32). The elements retained from its original meaning involve the anticipation
and analysis of the potential elements that may have an impact on the implementation and
results of particular strategy. It should be noted that, although, the use of strategies is goal
oriented, it does not mean that the use and results of the strategy are planned in very detail,
it may depend on the context and strategies may be applied automatically (ibid.).
Techniques are the smaller units applied within particular strategies that help to realise
the action plans and can also be both planned and automatically used depending on the
discourse agents and the context. Techniques may thus include rhetorical devices and
specific linguistic means that help to create an emotional or cognitive impact on the target
audience.

Following the aforementioned, it can be stated that persuasion may be expressed among
other means via emotive vocabulary items such as adjectives of degree, rhetorical questions,
appeal to logic and authority, use of superlatives, alliterations, vocatives, inclusive first-person
pronoun, and evocation of history (Halmari and Virtanen, 2005: 105). Other persuasion
techniques that may be interpreted as manipulation in certain contexts are, for instance,
‘frequent repetition,” which can be seen as a ‘salient strategy for pushing one’s agenda’ (Wodak
et al., 2009: 137). Notwithstanding the aforementioned, it can be said that ‘persuasion per se
rarely leads to the desired result’ or effect on the audience that has been intended by an active
persuader; therefore, argumentation and manipulation strategies are often applied as well
(Halmari and Virtanen, 2005: 17). Moreover, as Charteris-Black (2018) points out,
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argumentation is in fact one of the means of persuasion. The scholar notes that political
persuasion is about ‘being right’ via ‘having the right intentions (establishing integrity —ethos),
thinking right (expressing political arguments —logos), sounding right (heightening emotional
impact — pathos), telling the right story (mental representations, myths, frames, and schemata)
and looking right (dress, hair, and gestures)’ (Charteris-Black, 2018: 94).

Persuasion is seen as the main goal of political rhetoric, and it incorporates argumentation
strategies and, in some instances, linguistic means of manipulation. Although some of the
linguistic means are common for all the discussed functions of political rhetoric, their goals or
intentions differ; therefore, it is only possible to provide an objective analysis of argumentation
and manipulation in political speeches by looking critically at the type of discourse and
considering the immediate and also historical context of the specific political event.

1.2.2. Argumentation

Argumentation is a ‘linguistic and cognitive action pattern which follows the aim of
justifying or questioning validity claims that have become problematic or have been questioned’
(Hartand Cap, 2014: 73). Another definition of the term has been provided by Habermas (1984)
whereby argumentation is seen as ‘the type of speech in which participants thematise contested
validity claims and attempt to vindicate or criticise them thought arguments’ (quoted in
Fairclough and Fairclough, 2012: 33). The aforementioned definition also refers to the term
argument from which argumentation derives. Thus, if argumentation is a process within
particular piece of rhetoric containing a number of arguments in it, then an argument is
structured by and contains ‘reason or grounds that are connected in a systematic way with the
validity claim of a problematic expression’ (ibid.). Consequently, and as stated above,
argumentation can carry the function or can serve ‘the pragmatic purpose of persuasion’ (Hart
and Cap, 2014: 33). Argumentation strategies as defined by Aristotle and later acquired by
many political discourse analysts including Wodak et al. (2009) are discussed below.

From the aforementioned theory of rhetoric and argumentation arises the notion of topos
(singular)- a term also originated in Greek (Aristotle’s) philosophy and has since given rise to
many interpretations and many arguments on the definition of topoi (plural) and how to analyse
them. Topos literally means location or place and is used in Aristotle’s writings (Topics and
Rhetoric) to refer to a ‘common feature of arguments in order to indicate a set of argumentative
rules, in accordance with which one can find a pertinent premise for a given conclusion’
(Vogiatzi, 2019: 63). Aristotle has referred to enthymemes as arguments and claimed that ‘topos
is therefore an element under which many enthymemes fall’ meaning that it is ‘a means of

classifying many arguments together’ (ibid.). In other words, topoi could be seen as rules that
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help the listener to deduct a conclusion in a given argument or argument schemes. Wodak and
Meyer (2009) define topoi as ‘parts of argumentation which belong the required premises’ and
as ‘formal or content-related warrants or conclusion rules which connect arguments with the
conclusion, the claim’ (2009:110). Many scholars admit that both in Aristotle’s Rhetoric and
Topics the definitions and description of topoi are vague (Vogiatzi, 2019:63; Rubinelli, 20009:
147; Slomkowski, 1997: 43). It may thus be consented, that topoi as parts of argumentation
schemes may not always be explicit, but ‘can always be made explicit as conditional or causal
paraphrase’s’ (Wodak and Meyer, 2009: 110). The linguistic formulae for topoi are accordingly
‘if x, then y or y, because x’ (ibid.). An example of how topos is constructed can be found in
Aristotle’s Rhetoric (B23), namely, ‘self-control is good, for lack of self-control is harmful’
(Slomkowski, 1997: 44).

Nevertheless, as Zagar (2010 and 2011) argues ‘topos/topoi is one of the most
controversial, even unclear, concepts in the history of rhetoric and argumentation’ (Zagar, 2010:
5). Zagar (2010) criticises Wodak’s (1999, 2000, 2005, 2006 and 2009) treatment of topoi
claiming that CDS and specifically the DHA approach has a ‘simplified and unreflected use of
topoi as found in everyday use’ (2010: 3). The scholar further criticizes the pioneers of CDS
(Ruth Wodak, Michal Krzyzanowski, Martin Reisigl, John Richardson, Manfred Kienpointer)
for not referring to the origins of topoi (Aristotle’s and Cicero’s works) as well as for failing to
provide a detailed analysis of how topoi are found, how argument schemes are analysed and
lead from argument to conclusion. Zagar (2010) identifies how Aristotle has classified topoi
(also identified in scholarly literature by Vogiatzi, 2019; Rubinelli, 2009 and Slomkowski,
1997), namely, ‘general or common topoi, appropriate for use everywhere and anywhere,
regardless of situation, and specific topoi, in their applicability, limited mostly to the three
genres of oratory (judicial, deliberative, and epideictic)’ (Zagar, 2010: 13). It is noted that with
Aristotle topoi are meant to be ‘argumentative schemes’ or ‘general instructions allowing a
conclusion or certain form’ rather than content ‘to be derived from premises of a certain form’
again rather that content (ibid.). In other words, if looking at premise as an idea, hypothesis or
theory expressed in a particular form (linguistically), then topoi as argument schemes allow one
to derive or put forward particular conclusions. The list of common versus special topoi is as
follows:

Common topoi: Definition, Genus/Species, Division, Whole/Parts, Subject/Adjuncts,
Comparison, Similarity/Difference, Degree, Relationship, Cause / Effect, Antecedent /
Consequence, Contraries Contradictions, Circumstances, Possible / Impossible, Past Fact
/ Future Fact, Testimony, Authorities, Witnesses, Maxims or Proverbs, Rumours, Oaths,
Documents, Law, Precedent, The supernatural, Notation and Conjugates;

Special topoi: Judicial, justice (right), injustice (wrong), Deliberative, the good, the
unworthy, the advantageous, the disadvantageous, Ceremonial, virtue (the noble), vice (the
base) (Zagar, 2010:14).
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The formulae and examples that Zagar (2010) provides for recognising what topos is are:

a) If action Y is desirable in relation to object X, the contrary action Y’ should be
disapproved of in relation to the same object X; - If it is desirable to act in favour of one’s
friends, it should be disapproved of to act against one’s friends;

b) If a predicate can be ascribed to an object X more likely than to an object Y, and the
predicate is truly ascribed to Y, then the predicate can even more likely be ascribed to X.
- Whoever beats his father, even more likely beats his neighbour (ibid.: 18).

As the formulae above and the following examples indicate, topoi consist of instruction or
‘precept’ (the premise as defined in CDS) and rule/ law formulation (conclusion), for instance,
‘Check whether C is D. If C is D, then B will be A’ (Zagar, 2010: 18). Thus Zagar’s (2010 and
2011) criticism proposes that while in the DHA topoi are used as an instrument for finding
arguments (specifically in political discourse), they may likewise be used for testing given
arguments via two additional steps, namely, explicit identification of a given argument and its
conclusion in a given discourse followed by an identification and analysis of specific topoi that
relate to that argument.

Furthermore, Zagar severely criticizes Wodak et al’s treatment of topoi as discussed in
the Discursive Construction of National Identity, claiming that such topoi such as the ‘locus
amoenus (the topos of an idyllic place) and locus terribilis (the topos of a terrible place)’ are
not in fact topoi in the Aristotelian tradition (connecting arguments to conclusions) but rather
these topoi can be seen as leitmotifs or literary topoi that have been defined by Curtius (1990)
as ‘intellectual themes, suitable for development and modification at the orator’s pleasure’
(Zagar, 2010: 21). However, it is important to emphasize that as Zagar (2010) has admitted, the
treatment of topoi in the DHA does not claim to be based on Aristotle’s topoi and thus one must
agree that ‘there is nothing wrong with literary topoi, their purpose just is not connecting
possible arguments to possible conclusions’ (ibid.). Further on, it is recommended to expand
the three-step guide of the DHA to argument analysis to six steps as proposed by Toulmin (1958
and 1995), namely:

Srounds
Reasons
or Evidaemca

| Sualifier ‘ Clairm

WWarrant | Raburtal ‘

Figure 1. Argumentation Scheme by Toulmin (2003)
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Thus, it could be concluded that the critique received by the DHA in relation to the treatment
and interpretation of topoi is justified and research on argument schemes should indeed be
grounded in Aristotle’s theory; however, this does not exclude the analysis of topoi as themes
for constructing national identity. Additionally, one should emphasize that interpretation and
the subsequent of treatment in discourse studies, argumentation studies and specific studies of
discursive construction of national identities may differ depending on the goal of the specific
research. Aristotle has discussed more than three hundred types of topoi (plural) as
argumentative schemes, where topos (singular) can be defined ‘as a combination of a device to
find arguments and a guarantee which grants the plausibility of the step from arguments to
conclusion. In the latter function, the topos functions as a general, law-like statement, which is
a (usually implicit) premise of the enthymeme and can be compared to Toulmin’s inference
warrant’ (Zagar, 2010: 21).

Furthermore, it should be noted that even though there are scholars who have critically
reviewed the treatment of topoi in the contemporary critical analysis of discourse (Zagar 2009,
letcu-Fairclough, 2010 and Fairclough and Fairclough, 2012), it can be argued that ‘the notion
of topos has an interdisciplinary character and is not restricted to modern argumentation
scholarship’ (Boukala, 2016: 250.). Argumentation is part of social activities and
communication (discourse) as it uses ‘verbal means’ or linguistic techniques with the aim to
persuade audiences, thus ‘the DHA cannot ignore argumentation strategies, which are
manifested via the use of topoi’ (ibid.). This at least partially establishes grounds for the analysis
of topoi in the DHA approach from the linguistic perspective. In this analysis topoi are seen as
‘search formulas that examine endoxon, or common knowledge, and comprise fallacious
reasoning (topoi of fallacious enthymemes)’ (Boukala, 2016: 252). Endoxa according to many
scholars after Aristotle (Braet 2005; Kienpointer 1997, van Eemeren 2010, Boukala 2016) are
seen as common (established) knowledge or common (established) beliefs accepted by a large
part of the public and seen to be representing ‘traditional knowledge’ but are not necessarily
true or ‘universally valid’ (Boukala, 2016: 253). In research on discourse of national identity,
these could be seen as common national memories that are based either on interpretation or
retelling of common history or elements of collective national memory. Further, Boukala notes
that whence the argument is presented, syllogism leads the speaker to formulate a conclusion,
which in turn can either be rejected or defended and this is what topos is according to Aristotle—
‘rhetorical and dialectical scheme, a universal persuasion device’ (ibid.:255). Thus, if rhetoric
is the art of persuasion or one’s ability to use any means available to persuade the target

audience, then topoi is one of these available means. Boukala (2016) argues that
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‘The usage of topoi highlights the manifold context and practices of the DHA that are
linked to the systematic analysis of biased discourses and the discursive construction of in-
groups and out-groups. Moreover, the reintroduction of Aristotle’s rhetorical topoi
surpasses misunderstandings and misreading regarding the links between DHA and
argumentation strategies and can provide new insights into the analysis of the discursive
distinction between ‘us’ and ‘them’’ (Boukala, 2016: 265).

Thus, it is concluded that argumentation is a part of persuasion, where argument schemes can
be analysed via the study of different topoi that may be identified in given arguments.

1.2.3. Manipulation

Although rhetoric as art of persuasion does not always involve manipulation, it is still a
feature that is typical of political rhetoric to reach certain goals and exercise power via such
means as metaphor, metonymy, and rhetorical questions that ‘structure the way we think about
politics and might affect our perception of the world’ thus allowing the listener to visualise the
associations between words and their associative meanings (Rozina and Karapetjana 20009,
119). Van Dijk (2008) claims that ‘manipulation is a social phenomenon [...] because it
involves interaction and power abuse between groups and social actors- a cognitive
phenomenon because manipulation always implies the manipulation of the minds of
participants, and discursive-semiotic phenomenon because manipulation is being exercised
through text, talk and visual messages’ (van Dijk, 2008: 213). It is likewise said that
manipulation ‘takes place as text and talk’ and ‘is always ideological’ (van Dijk, 2006: 360;
van Dijk, 2008:213). However, the scholar admits that ‘the boundary between illegitimate
manipulation and legitimate persuasion is fuzzy and context-dependent’ and that ‘some
recipients may be manipulated by a message that is unable to manipulate others’ van Dijk, 2008:
213). It is to be noted, though, that manipulation in its broader sense could be seen as the action
or language that is aimed to of influence or control someone to one’s own advantage, most
frequently it is done without the manipulated being aware of it; thus, it may take the form of
other media rather than just text and talk, for instance, images, signs and symbols and music
aiming at projecting (often counterfeit) emotions to achieve one’s desired goal. Manipulation,
thus, is characterised by two elements, namely, implied, or hidden meanings that aim to
influence the thoughts and feelings of the manipulated and the motivation or goal of the
manipulators which is to gain something for personal advantage. It seems, though, that the latter
element may be changed when the ‘manipulator’ uses implicature and deceit for the advantage
of the manipulated.

Nevertheless, the process is still seen as an illegitimate force because it ‘violates the
human or the social rights of those who are manipulated but it is not easy to formulate the exact

norms or values that are violated’ (van Dijk, 2008: 215). Thus, when it comes to public
26



discourse which political discourse is a type of, ‘manipulation is illegitimate in a democratic
society, because it (re)produces, or may reproduce, inequality: it is in the best interests of
powerful groups and speakers and hurts the interests of less powerful groups and speakers’
(ibid.: 364). Linguistic manipulation is thus seen as ‘a type of language use, which is produced
with an intention to achieve specific goals by retaining some relevant information in a disguised
way’ (Placinska and Karapetjana, 2016: 5). It is associated with power discourse, typically
either political or media discourse and indispensable element of which is language. Political
language is seen as ‘a generic term used to refer to all types of public, institutional, and private
talks on political issues, all types of texts typical of politics as well as the use of lexical and
stylistic linguistic instruments characterizing talks about political contexts’ (ibid.: 6).

An interesting case of linguistic manipulation that is discussed by the scholars is semantic
manipulation (referred to as a creative way of linguistic manipulation) that is explained as
follows: ‘since some words or phrases have a negative meaning, those in power will rephrase
them in order to change their meaning with an aim to influence people’s beliefs and behaviour,
thus manipulating them into accepting some ideas which they otherwise would not support’
(ibid.: 6). One of the linguistic means used in such manipulation is euphemism or ‘words or
phrases that seem positive and likeable, less straightforward and are milder and less harmful
than the words and phrases they substitute or the ideas they express’ (ibid.). It is claimed that
euphemisms have double meaning that has a positive connotation and a hidden negative
denotation (Placinska and Karapetjana, 2016: 6). Similarly, metaphor is one of the most
frequently used means of linguistic manipulation; however, see it as more culture specific and
subjected to histories and cultures of specific nations. The authors conclude that manipulation
‘takes place when the addressee is unable to recover a clear informative meaning or intention
of the message concealed with the help of euphemistic and metaphoric expressions’ (ibid.: 11).

Additionally, manipulation is the use various linguistic means in political rhetoric with
the aim to manipulate the message recipients, defining linguistic manipulation as ‘the conscious
use of language in a devious way to control the others’ or language use ‘based on the use of
indirect speech acts, which are focused on perlocutionary effects of what is said’ (Rozina and
Karapetjana, 2009: 113). Linguistic manipulation specifically is ‘an influential instrument of
political rhetoric because political discourse is primarily focused on persuading people to take
specified political actions or to make crucial political decisions’ (ibid.). Moreover, linguistic
manipulation is a feature that is typical to political rhetoric to reach certain goals and exercise
power, one of the means mentioned among those typical to linguistic manipulation is metaphor.
Metaphors ‘structure the way we think about politics, and they might affect our perception of

the world” (ibid.: 119). Although the term manipulation generally refers to negative or
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illegitimate type of persuasion, as discussed above, James (2018) claims that there is
positive/ethical manipulation (persuasion as the author sees it) that is defined as ‘the use of
personal influence to gain a response or outcome’ that is in interests of the recipients (James,
2018). It should be noted though that manipulation and persuasion are different terms, and
persuasion too can be against the interests of the target audience, and persuasion is not always
using implicature or ambiguous language, while manipulation always involves hidden
meanings and purposes. The element that makes manipulation different from persuasion,
according to van Dijk (2006 and 2008), is the involvement of ‘power and domination’ (van
Dijk, 2008: 214). Power and domination are compared to social mind control or control over
the recipients’ beliefs and to some extent also action that is directed more often at groups rather
than individuals (van Dijk, 2010: 34.).

Furthermore, the production and consumption of discourse takes place in mental models
that people (based on their knowledge about specific discourse) construct in order to understand
this particular discourse and the other way around — to create a particular discourse, people need
to start with constructing a mental model for it, that is based on one’s knowledge about the
event or situation (van Dijk, 2010: 4). Nevertheless, it is not enough to create a mental model
for a particular discourse, because one likewise needs to select the appropriate language means,
thus a context model is to be created as well to suit the needs of the particular context and
audience (ibid.).

It is this context model that controls what knowledge in our mental model of an event will
be selected as relevant for the current communicative situation or genre. At the same time
this context model controls all levels of discourse that variably manifest such knowledge.
That is, context models control how we speak or write, so that our text or talk are
appropriate in the present communicative situation (van Dijk, 2010: 6).

This means that in order to produce an effective manipulative discourse, the speaker needs to
know what the hearer knows and mirror his/her feelings and thoughts in order to give them the
knowledge they might want to have, ‘hence context models have a device that for each word,
clause and sentence and their meanings need to strategically decide whether the recipient
understands them but also whether the recipients know or do not know about the people,
objects, actions, events or situations talked about’ (ibid.: 7). The aforementioned mind-reading
abilities that people are able to use from time to time are an effect of so called ‘mirror neurones’
in the brain (van Dijk, 2010: 7). However, ‘if language users belong to the same language and
knowledge community, they may simply assume that their general, socioculturally shared
knowledge is also known to those recipients who are members of the same community’ (ibid.).
van Dijk refers to this shared knowledge base as ‘common ground,” and knowledge is a central

dimension of culture’ and ‘the discursive reproduction of knowledge is at the same time the
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reproduction of cultures as epistemic and linguistic communities’ (ibid.: 9). The relation
between human cognition and discourse processing is seen as ‘cognitive processes, such as
thinking, perceiving, knowing, believing, understanding, interpreting, planning, hoping,
feeling, etc., take place in the mind or memory of individual social actors as members of social
groups and communities’, further forming beliefs, ideologies, plans as mental representations
of cognitive processes that further lead to actions (van Dijk in Flowerdew and Richardson,
2017: 30). Moreover, cognition is believed to be involved not only in creating mental
representation models, but also in encoding and decoding/analysing discourse structures
underlying them, for instance, word order, coherence, opinion and emotion words, deictic and
indexical expressions, speech acts, metaphors, and ideological polarisation (we/they).

It is concluded, thus, that there are various rhetorical devices that depending on the
wider context may be seen as belonging to persuasive speeches and are either argumentative
or manipulative, or both argumentation and manipulation are types or elements of persuasion.
Nevertheless, it depends on numerous contextual factors such as the knowledge of the
audience, the aim of the speaker, the speech situation on whether particular rhetorical device
would be interpreted as being argumentative or manipulative. Moreover, argumentation and
manipulation may be used simultaneously, as either strategic argumentation being

manipulative (fallacious) or manipulation integrating arguments.
1.3. Presidential Speeches

Speeches are seen as ‘structured verbal chains of coherent speech acts uttered on special
social occasions for a specific purpose by a single purpose and addressed to a more or less
specific audience’ (Reisigl, 2008: 243). There are many features that differentiate speeches
from one another, for instance, length of the text, purpose of the speech, audience, occasion,
speaker identity, the ‘form of presentation, degree of preparedness with respect to style and
structure’ (ibid.). It is important to emphasize that speeches are most often pre-prepared in
writing and therefore are considered to be texts. Although the oral presentation of speeches may
vary from its original written version, depending on the speech situation and the level of speaker
improvisation, ‘even the sporadic ex tempore speeches are never improvisation out of nothing,
but compositions based on speech patterns and set pieces that have entered the linguistic and
episodic memory of the speaker’ (ibid.). Speech classification according to classical rhetorical
theory has already been introduced above, therefore the sub-chapter follows with description
of presidential speeches. Moreover, as Reisigl (2008) argues, while contemporary political
speeches may still be classified according to Aristotle’s theory of rhetoric on a basic level, the

political rhetoric of the 21% century has changed remarkably and become ‘increasingly
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complex’, therefore, the classical rhetorical analysis of contemporary political speeches must
be ‘complemented by a transdisciplinary politolinguistic approach’ that synthesizes political
aspects, rhetoric as well as the linguistic analysis of discourse (ibid.: 244).

It seems reasonable to argue that although presidential speeches generally seem to fall
into the type of epideictic or deliberative speeches (discussed above), namely, ceremonial
speeches when addressing people on state celebrations, commemorative days and deliberative
when aiming to persuade (for instance to participate in elections), they may also display features
of judicial rhetoric depending on the speech situation. Reisigl (2008) also classifies presidential
speeches under the three-fold approach of politolinguistics as speeches that belong to the
dimension of polity, namely, the ‘normative, legal procedural and institutional manifestations’
that aim to help political actors establish political order (2008: 246). The aforementioned
approach also includes the dimension of politics and policy that also deal with political action,
yet policy dimension relates to ‘the formulation of political tasks, aims and programmes in
different fields of policy’ while the dimension of politics refers to the political process of
‘formulation of political interests, the dissenual positioning against others, the conflict between
political actors [...], fighting for followers and gaining of power’ (Reisigl, 2008: 246). While
presidential speeches may in theory fall in all three aforementioned categories, it is most often
that these speeches display the polity or policy dimension of politics rather than the political
dimension per se, especially in political systems that are parliamentary of even semi-
presidential. Moreover, presidential speeches also belong to the categories of commemorative
speeches and TV addresses that according to Reisigl (2008) are consent-oriented types of
speeches that belong to the political field of action aiming at the ‘formation of public attitudes,
opinions and will’ (2008: 253). The discourse topics of these subgenes of speeches in the
particular field of action are accordingly ‘the Homo Nationalis,’ national consent, national
body, national identity, State Treaty, national history, national culture and national present and
future” (Reisigl, 2008: 248). Commemorative speeches also belong to other fields of action such
as ‘inter-party formation of attitudes, opinions and will, organisation of international and inter-
state relations, political advertising and political control” where the discourse topics are again
national unity and consent, State Treaty, multiculturalism, and national history (ibid.). The
discourse topics concerned with the construction of national identity and formation of public
opinion, attitude and will be discussed in more detail in the following chapters.

Furthermore, while presidential speeches are considered to belong to political discourse
and are considered rhetorical in the expression and functions (including argumentation,
persuasion and in some instances also manipulation), they are ‘more than merely a forum for

the pronunciation of allegedly transcendent national values [...] but rather providers of
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opportunity for the ritual re-enactment of peoplehood’ (Beasley, 2004: 10). These speeches may
be perceived as rituals that are repeatedly targeting the national conscience of the people,
specifically when delivered at occasions such as inauguration or Independence Day (ibid.).
Moreover, presidential speeches are also typically available not only at the given situation (live
speeches) but also available both online for listening/watching and in printed versions, which
is a crucial factor for public accessibility. Reisigl (2008) offers are simple classification of types
of speeches that bases the typology on ten questions: who? (the speaker as political
representative), on what occasion?, where? (the place of place name), when (the time of the
speech), to whom? (implicit and explicit addressees), via what media? (the media of
transmission), for what purpose?, in what form? (form of preparation, form of presentation),
about what? (content, topic), belonging to which deliberative genre? (Rhetorical genre
according to Aristotle) (Reisigl, 208: 250). This classification may be complemented with
emphasizing the features of the speaker personality and other features of the speeches, such as
the gender of the speaker, the profession of the speaker as it may influence the word choice and
general form of the speech as well as the language of the speech as it may influence the
perception and reception of the audience.

As noted above, presidential language is seen as something different from political
discourse or rhetoric because it does not always deal with persuasion or argumentation, but
rather with having ‘a dialogue with the people’ (Wilson, 2015: 1). However, when the aim of
rhetoric is identity construction, some instances of linguistic persuasion (argumentation and
manipulation) may be traced. If fact, it is argued that in the changing political landscapes and
‘times of strong democracy’ where political participation of large masses of people is required,
argumentation in political speeches ‘plays a much more important role’ (Reisigl, 2008: 152).
Moreover, it should be noted that the words speech and address do not always denote the same
degree and quality, because the latter is usually more formal and ‘can be easily recognised as
deed done in words,” while speeches are a more general term (Reisigl, 2008: 251). Most of the
presidential speeches are entitled address that signifies not only the level of formation of the
speech as an action, but also the status of the speaker, the size and status of the audience (for
instance state of the nation address) and the form of the speech (most often carefully prepared
speech by the whole team of advisors to particular president). One of such deeds or actions that
political (presidential) speeches perform is construction or formation of identities (identity
politics) the purpose of which is inclusion and exclusion (Reisigl, 2008: 251). It is proposed
that people belonging to a nation share a specific way of thinking, a belief system, a sense of a
mission (puritan value keeping and dreams) and national psyche (moral values) that is rooted

deep into the history of the nation and its culture (Beasley, 2004: 10). Several problems or
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challenges to national identity as a system of shared beliefs are diversity of races and
immigration, economic factors and modernity that have a significant impact on the reasoning
and beliefs of the people (ibid.: 41)

Although a President of a democratic republic is considered to belong generally to
political discourse community, the President in fact is ‘in an intermediate position: political and
personal, but somewhat elevated from politicking, whether he or she is directly elected or not’
(Duvold, Berglund and Ekman, 2019: 109). In general, presidential speech as any other political
speech is seen as ‘a coherent stream of spoken language that is usually prepared for delivery by
a speaker to an audience for a specific purpose on a political occasion’ and there are ‘two classes
of political speech’: the speeches that are aimed at making a political decision and the speeches
aiming to establish shared values (Charteris-Black-2018: 26). It should be noted, though, that
the aforementioned classes of speech are rather broad. If looking at presidential speeches from
Reisigl’s (2008) perspective, they most often would belong to the sub-gene of commemorative
speeches, that in turn may integrate the functions of both deliberative, epideictic, and judicial
speeches and thus may be considered a complex phenomenon rather than a ‘monological
linguistic events’ (Reisigl, 2008 254). The multiple functions of a single presidential speech
may include establishing consent and solidarity, commemorating historical events, thanking,
congratulating (epideictic functions), teaching, promising (epideictic functions) and accusing
or justifying (judicial functions) (ibid.: 255).

Furthermore, it seems reasonable to note that among the aforementioned categorisation
of speeches, presidential addresses most often would be focused on multiple rather than single
dimensions, such as time (present, future and past), linguistic context (intertextuality and
interdiscursivity rather than monotextuality or duotextuality), speaker would not always be the
same as the author of the speech (typically a team of advisors), audience and medium (all types
— primary or face-to-face, secondary audience listening to transmission of the speech and
tertiary audience reading or listening to the interpretation of the speech by the media), type of
speech and functions (variety of speech genres and multiplicity of functions and aims in a single
speech) (Reisigl, 2008: 257-258).

As it has been already established above, in order to influence the audience (which is the
function of a political leader), the role of the credibility of the character and charisma of the
orator (ethos by Aristotle) is as pivotal as the topic or argument to be introduced (logos) in the
speech and the emotionally appealing used (pathos). Thus, it is accepted that the success of a
President who adopts the role of a leader and is given the task of publicly addressing the nation
and represent it internationally, may be determined by certain aspects of his or her traits as a

leader and orator. As noted above, one of such traits is charisma. According to Shamir, Arthur
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and House state that ‘for most people a charismatic leader is spellbinding or at least a highly
effective orator’ (Shamir et.al., 1994: 25). Thus, the charisma of a political leader is judged by
people based on their public speaking skills. Shamir et al. (1994) note that there seems to be no
objective explanation on ‘what makes speech charismatic, in the sense of producing strong
emotional and motivational effects on the followers’ (ibid.: 26). Shamir et.al (1994) propose
five processes by means of which leaders may establish a charismatic effect on the audience,
namely, emphasizing the role of effort put into something to reach a goal, empowerment of the
listeners by emphasizing the ‘self-efficiency and collective-efficiency’ of the listeners,
emphasizing the value of goal accomplishment for the people, ‘instilling faith in better future’,
‘increasing moral and personal commitment’ of the listeners to the common goal (ibid.: 29).
Finally, several elements typically used in a speech by a charismatic leader in comparison with
a non-charismatic one could be noted:

e More references to collective history and to the continuity between the past and the
present.

o More references to the collective and to collective identity, and fewer references to
individual self-interest.

e More positive references to followers’ worth and efficacy as individuals and as a
collective.

e More references to the leader’s similarity to followers and identification with them.

e More references to values and moral justifications, and fewer references to tangible
outcomes and instrumental justifications.

e More references to distal goals and the distant future, and fewer references to
proximal goal and the near future.

e More references to faith and hope (Shamir et.al, 1994: 30).

Furthermore, the aforementioned elements seem to reflect the idea of the thematic areas of
constructing national identities in political discourse discussed by Wodak et al. (2009) and
can thus be considered in the further analysis of identity construction by political leaders,
namely, the effectivity of constructing national identity depending on the type of political
leader (charismatic or not).

To conclude, Chapter 1 introduced and discussed various concepts that deal with
politics and political discourse. Specifically, rhetoric and rhetorical techniques have been
discussed in more detail, followed by an investigation of the function of persuasion,
manipulation, and argumentation in political discourse. Finally, the notions and character
of speech and presidential speeches have been reviewed. The following chapter offers a
look on the concepts of identity (individual, group, national, supra-national and global) and
looks in more detail at the methodological perspectives on discursive construction of

multiple identities, specifically national identities of the Baltic States.
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2. DISCURSIVE CONSTRUCTION OF NATIONAL IDENTITY

Chapter 2 presents the concept of identity and national identity. Likewise, the national identities
of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania as well as the common Baltic identity and European identity
as a supra-national identity are reviewed and described in this chapter. Finally, the chapter also

reviews the methodological framework for the current study.
2.1. The Notion of Identity

Identity can be considered to be one of the most heavily researched and exploited terms
in the 21% century political and social sciences. It seems reasonable to concur to the conclusion
that ‘since the late 1980s, rarely has an academic book or article been published in social
sciences or cultural studies [...] without some reference to them’ (Mole, 2012: 2). Undeniably,
the notion and essence of identity has been and continues to be analysed from multiple
perspectives, by numerous scholars, in various scholarly disciplines and across various
countries; therefore, no argument seems to exist as to whether there is lack of definition and
model for analysis of the idea. Nonetheless, as an everchanging element of social practice,
identity invites continuous research.

Wodak et.al. (2009) see identity as ‘relationship between two or more related entities in
a manner that asserts a sameness or equality’, however, adding that this definition may not be
applied to people, groups, or objects due to their tendency to change as the time passes (Wodak
et.al., 2009: 11). It seems reasonable to argue here that as soon as the concept of identity is
attached to individuals or groups of people, difference from others rather than sameness or
equality is to be seen as keyword. Guibernau (2007) rightly notes that ‘the key questions with
regard to identity are who am I1? and who are we?’ (2007: 7). By referring to identity, the author
means individual or collective identities. Identity co-operates with language in that these two
are both social phenomena that have been much researched in the last decades. Thus, identity
is a sense of selfness and distinctiveness within as specific social context and psychological
frame of the mind that is expressed among other means through language.

As a significant element targeted by the studies of critical discourse and described in
simple terms, identity is seen as referring to ‘the way individuals and groups see themselves in
relation to others’ (Flowerdew and Richardson, 2017: 4). In fact, identity itself ‘is a definition,
an interpretation of the self that establishes what and where the person is in both social and
psychological terms. All identities emerge within a system of social relations and
representations’ (Guibernau, 2007: 3). Nevertheless, the notion of an overarching identity must

be seen as ‘a fluid construct’ and an ongoing process rather than a product as identity be it
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individual or group identity, ‘is a subject to change over time and space’ (ibid.). Furthermore,
‘identity is manifested through one’s social practice’ which is to say that identity is formed,
constructed, and reconstructed in particular discursive practices and ‘projected onto others
through discourse' (ibid.). Among the various attempts to define identity (Guibernau 2007,
Dolon and Todoli 2008, Mole 2012 and 2007, Wodak et al. 2009, Flowerdew and Richardson
2017) a generally accepted analytical truth is that it is a social construct above everything else
and that ‘identity is about the creation of meaning whilst participating as a social actor in all
spheres of social activity’ (Dolon and Todoli, 2008: 4). Thus, it follows that an individual may
have multiple identities, the elements of which emerge depending on particular context and may
influence individual’s beliefs and actions. Moreover, identity as the process of constructing a
perception of ourselves as ‘held by oneself or others [...] will affect ones interpretation of their

actions and motivations’ (Flowerdew and Richardson, 2017: 166).
2.2. National Identity

It is not a secret that people belonging to a nation share a specific way of thinking, belief
system, a sense of a mission and national psyche (moral values) that is rooted deep into the
history of the nation and its culture (Beasley, 2004: 10). It is likewise a part of one’s individual
identity that unites him or her with others who share the same language, values, attitudes,
culture, symbols, and social/historical memories, and has become especially significant in the
last decade of the 21st century (Druviete, 2018: 8). Although in recent years the term ‘national
identity’ has been heavily exploited (Druviete, 2018: 9), in a ‘rapidly globalizing world it
remains a critical factor in both national development and international relations’ (Hoffman and
Buhr, 2013: 7).

A specific group of people, a collective can be addressed by dwelling on three points that
their share, namely, ‘common knowledge, shared space and common identity’ and these
features are marked through specific language use or specific linguistic choices (O’Keeffe,
2006: 127). Identity be it individual or group identity such as national or supranational is one
of the most frequently applied terms in the past century therefore it is challenging to find a
single most suitable definition for the term. The origins of the term date back to the 20th century
and its definitions have gained a special attention from researcher in social sciences, phycology
and also linguistics (Hoffman and Buhr, 2013: 8).

National identity is then to be seen as the sense of geographically, culturally,
linguistically, socially, and historically pre-defined group. Guibernau (2007) sees national
identity as ‘collective sentiment based upon the belief of belonging’ to the aforementioned

criteria (Guibernau, 2007: 10). Mole (2012) argues that national identity is to be ‘seen not as
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something fixed but as something that is continually negotiated and renegotiated’” (Mole, 2012:
3). This means that something that is currently considered to be a part of national identity, may
not necessarily be one in future.

Nevertheless, before looking at the concept of national identity, it is significant to
understand what a nation is. Nation is seen as a mental construct that is based on the idea of an
imagined community that is based in turn on ‘a system of cultural representations’ and ‘an
imaginary complex of ideas containing at least the defining elements of collective unity and
equality, of boundaries and autonomy’ (Wodak, et.al, 2009: 22). Thus, nation and identity are
only combinable in discourse. Moreover, ‘the question of how this imaginary community
reaches the minds of those who are convinced of it is easy to answer: it is constructed and
conveyed in discourse, pre-dominantly in narratives of national culture’ (ibid.). Thus, national
identity is constructed in discourse of those who have the opportunity to address and possibly
influence the minds of the members of a specific imaginary community. Furthermore, the idea
of national identity and some of its contemporary forms such as banal nationalism (Billig, 1995)
are seen as ‘everyday representations of the nation which build an imagined sense or
“imaginary” of national solidarity and belonging’ (Wodak in Flowerdew and Richardson, 2017:
408). Examples of this type of nationalism in public expression include ‘the use of flags in
everyday contexts, sporting events, national songs/anthems, symbols on money, popular
expressions and turns of phrase, patriotic clubs, and the use of implied togetherness in the
national press’ (ibid.). Here the use of the aforementioned linguistic means together with
inclusive pronouns we/us/our ‘offer constant, but barely conscious, reminders of the homeland,
making ‘our’ national identity unforgettable’ (ibid.). Thus, these strategies are exercises of
mental representations that draw both on the emotions and memories of the addressee and may
potentially cause actions previously intended by the sender of the message.

Furthermore, ‘identity is a definition, an interpretation of the self that establishes what
and where the person is in both social and psychological terms. All identities emerge within a
system of social relations and representations’ (Guibernau, 2007: 3). Identity is seen as being
connected with action, ‘actors must have a perception of belonging, a sense of temporal
continuity and a capacity of self-reflection informing a process of constant reaffirmation of
one’s self-identity and differentiation from others’ (ibid.). Continuity and differentiation from
other are seen as key aspects of national identity. Guibernau (2007) notes that:

‘Continuity springs from the conception of the nation as a historically rooted entity that
projects into the future. Differentiation stems from the consciousness of forming a distinct
community with a shared culture, past, symbols and traditions attached to the limited
territory. Continuity and differentiation from others lead to the distinction between
members (those who belong) and strangers, the rest, the different, and sometimes the
enemy.’ (Guibernau, 2007: 3)
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Furthermore, ‘national identity is seen as a form of ‘collective sentiment based upon the
belief of belonging to the same nation and of sharing most of the attributes that make it distinct
from other nations’ (ibid.:5). As discussed above, national identity is a non-static but rather
‘fluid and dynamic phenomenon’ that can be considered to be a relatively recent or modern
concept (ibid.). It seems to be based on several established factors such as the ‘belief in a
common culture, history, kinship, language, religion, territory, and destiny’ (ibid.: 5) Thus,
several dimension of national identity may be noted, for instance, historical, cultural,
phycological, and territorial.

Hoffman and Buhr (2013) claim that ‘in a rapidly globalizing world national identity
remains a critical factor in both national development and international relations’ (2013: 7).
The ambiguous term identity essentially refers to the capacity of individuals and social groups
to ‘retain their specificities and qualitative characters, despite historic, territorial and political
changes and transformations’ (ibid.). Nevertheless, it was not until the 20th century that the
term became widely used in academic language. Moreover, in the last decades of the 20th
century, the concept became one of the most important categories within the social sciences
and in the 21% century the ‘phenomenon of identity is the main factor that describes and
differentiates contemporary societies’ (ibid.). This explains the increased attention paid by
researchers to the problems of identity formation and meaning (Hoffman and Buhr, 2013: 8).

Furthermore, Guibernau (2007) claims that identity itself ‘is a definition, an interpretation
of the self that establishes what and where the person is in both social and psychological terms’
(2007: 3). Identification is seen as a specific action within particular discourse and ‘actors must
have a perception of belonging, a sense of temporal continuity and a capacity of self-reflection
informing a process of constant reaffirmation of one’s self-identity and differentiation from
others’ (ibid.). National identity is ‘a modern phenomenon of a fluid and dynamic nature’ that
is based on a ‘belief in a common culture, history, Kinship, language, religion, territory,
founding movement and destiny have been invoked, with varying intensity, by peoples claiming
to share a particular national identity’ (ibid.). Furthermore, the concept of identity is one that
operates not only at a cognitive, but also at emotional level and is conveyed through discourse
(Wodak et al., 2009: 30).

Other scholars such as Helbling, Resskens and Wright (2016) note that there are two types
of national identities, namely, ethnic identity, which is based on ‘the principle of descent, [...]
the nation being a marriage of soil and blood’ and civic identity that is based on ‘devotion to
basic liberal values’ (2016: 746). While the former is generally considered to be a more
inclusive model of national identity, the latter is exclusive and often considered ethnocentric. It

is claimed that ‘an identity superordinate to existing social and cultural cleavages and opposed
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to ethnic orientation towards identity that rather divides is able to foster cross-group trust and
social solidarity’ (Helbling, Resskens and Wright, 2016: 745). It thus follows that should
political elites wish to foster solidarity to achieve specific national goals, a more inclusive and
civic identity-oriented rhetoric would need to be exercised, nevertheless, the argument has ‘little
empirical support’ even though the European political elites seem to rely on this proposition
(ibid.: 745).

Furthermore, major changes related to the ‘issue of national and ethnic identities’ have
been notable after the 1980s and that ‘in the countries of the EU, the propagation of a new
European identity has been accompanied by the emergence or re-emergence of seemingly old,
fragmented and unstable national and ethnic identities’ (De Cillia, Reisigl and Wodak, 1999:
150). A term ‘discursive nationalization’ has been introduced by De Cillia et al. (1999) to refer
to the various ‘prominent linguistic strategies’ and ‘widespread patterns’ that are ‘employed to
construct national identities” (1999: 151). The group of scholars discuss the ‘discursive
strategies of dissimilation (aiming at the construction of national differences) and discursive
strategies of assimilation (aiming at the construction of intranational sameness) and which
describes a number of context-determined ‘national-identity narratives’ (De Cillia et al.,
1999:152). Further on, the scholars define nation as a ‘mental construct and [...] imagined
political community, that [...] is represented in the minds and memories of the nationalized
subjects as sovereign and limited political units and can become very influential guiding ideas
with sometimes tremendously serious and destructive consequences’ (ibid.: 153). The
respective brief definition and description provided by the scholars of national identities and
their discursive construction seems to be worth emphasizing:

National identities — conceived as specific forms of social identities — are discursively, by
means of language and other semiotic systems, produced, reproduced, transformed and
destructed. The idea of a specific national community becomes reality in the realm of
convictions and beliefs through reifying, figurative discourses continually launched by
politicians, intellectuals and media people and disseminated through the systems of
education, schooling, mass communication, militarization as well as through sports
meeting. [...] national identity can be regarded as a sort of habitus, that is to say as a
complex of common ideas, concepts or perception schemes, (a) of related emotional
attitudes intersubjectively shared within a specific group of persons; (b) as well as of
similar behavioural dispositions; (c) all of which are internalized through ‘national’
socialization (De Cillia et al., 1999:153).

The term ‘habitus’ as noted above, has been proposed by Bourdieu (1994b), who claims that
habituses are ‘foundations of a consensus over a set of shared evidences constitutive of
(national) common sense’ (1994b: 13). The claim relates to what is called collective memory
and particular narratives that are being constructed to create a sense of ‘social and national
affinity’ (Gavriely-Nuri in Flowerdew and Richardson, 2017:124). A collective narrative is a

narrative that ‘forms a part of a group’s identity’ and is seen as ‘a story in a social and cultural
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context” and a ‘story motivated by political interests’ (ibid.). In the construction of social
identities, two ‘mega’ narratives are identified, namely, ‘one that normalizes social objects’
including the use of such linguistic techniques (within the strategy of normalization) as
euphemization, naturalization and justification, and ‘one that estranges’ social objects that
include the discursive strategies of abstraction and estrangement as well as distancing and
impersonalization (ibid.: 126). Linguistically, this can be done via deictic referencing and
pronominal indexing, passive voice, and personifying metaphors in the case of
impersonalization strategy.

In relation to supra-national identity, Wodak (2018) discusses and analyses the role of
what she calls ‘European project’ or Europeanness (2018: 10). The scholar claims that the
‘European project is capable of promoting new civic ideals’ and a ‘civic patriotism’ that would
‘bring Europeans together in a post nationalistic spirit’ (ibid.). A newly emerging term
‘European identity’ is also introduced stating that it is ‘a concept which replaces the
universalistic idea of European culture in a shift from an essentialist to a constructivist
conceptualization of Europe’ (ibid.). It is notable that the European identity is introduced in the
national-political discourses of other countries since 1990s and is used in the ‘interplay between
bottom-up and top-down imposed identities using the ‘Russian Doll” metaphor’ (ibid.: 11). This
is particularly topical in the case of the identities of the former Soviet republics. In the case of
the Baltic States, though, ‘Estonians, Latvians and Lithuanians perceive their large and mainly
Russian-speaking minority populations as a greater challenge to their Baltic nation-building
projects than EU’ (Duvold, Berglund, Ekman, 2019: 12). Moreover, in political discourse of
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania EU and other supranational bodies such as NATO are often
represented as protectors of small countries such as the Baltic States. The cause of the
aforementioned fact seems to be embedded not only in the history of the Baltic States, but also
in their size , geographical location and economics, because ‘typical challenges of small states
[...] include feeling territorial and political threats, a greater dependence on foreign resources,
and perceived dangers to the cohesion and identity of society [...] where the EU represents and
almost ideal security organisation’ for the Baltic States after the Cold War (Austers and
Bukovskis, 2017: 222). However, the aforementioned observation seems to result in the
‘weakness of Euroscepticism’ in the Baltic States compared to larger European nation-states
(ibid.). Nevertheless, it is also notable that the public discourse in the Baltic States, specifically
in Latvia, ‘do not necessarily reflect the agenda of the EU institutions’ that is, the elite
discourses seem to focus more on national affairs than EU integration and values, which leads
to a ‘gap between the expectation of the electorate and the actual priorities of the European

policy-making process’ (Austers and Bukovskis, 2017:224).
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Furthermore, Zappettini (2016) claims that the ‘imagined component of we-ness in
national identities is constantly (re)produced, negotiated, and instantiated in tangible symbols,
practices and discourses that rely on narratives of collective belonging and otherness, and on
spatial and social homogeneity of the in-group and its differentiation from out-groups’
(Zappettini, 2016: 85). Zappettini’s view complies with Wodak et al.’s (2009) on the idea that
‘national categorisation’ is productively achieved in discourse thought rhetoric and linguistic
means that ‘functionally aimed at indexing, naturalising and entrenching representations of us
and them’ (ibid.). The scholar likewise proposes that in recent years the boundaries between
national and transnational or supranational identities tend to disappear or blur, and such terms
as ‘inbetweeness, territorial unboudedness and post-national politics’ are emerging and humans
are seen as ‘citizens of the world [...] that have global identities reaching beyond national ties’
(Zappettini 2016, 85). Similar view is held by Anderson (2006), who claims that ‘nation-ness
is the most universally legitimate value of the political life of our time’ yet given the expansion
of supranational bodies such as the United Nations, ‘the reality is quite plain: the end of the era
of nationalism’ (2006: 3). Though it may be conceptually agreed with the expressed view, one
has to keep in mind the ‘non-static’ and ever changing and artificially (through language use)
changed nature of identity (Druviete, Baltin$ 2017; Wodak et al 2009, Cramer 2010); therefore,
global and political events such as the recent Covid-19 crisis will heavily influence the politics
of identity and specifically the national identity construction and communication within social
and territorial space might have a new role.

Consequently, it can be stated that ‘identities are seen as nested inside each other in a
pecking order of belonging and loyalties so that Europe forms the outer boundary, while one’s
region or nation-state constitutes the core’ (Wodak, 2018: 12). Additionally, a ‘significant
proportion of EU citizens have been able to integrate Europeanness as a component of
individual self-understanding in a variety of ‘reflexive’ combinations alongside local, regional,
and national identities’ (ibid.:13).

As a concluding note, it can be stated that there are two types of identity research, one
being a psychological one and the other a sociological and there seem to be two types of views
among scientists on identity construction, namely, ‘essentialists view language as a primary and
natural basis for national identity; constructivists consider identity to be created or “imagined”
by groups, mutable and subject to the influence of intellectuals and power dynamics in a given
society’ (Hoffman and Buhr, 2013: 21.). It is claimed that most of the researchers who study
national identity tend to agree with the constructivist views, namely, that national identities are

deliberately constructed (ibid.).
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2.3. Construction of National Identity in Discourse

In nation-building construction of a common, unifying identity is crucial and the role of
various national symbols is also important as ‘everyday representations of a nation build an
imagined sense of [...] national solidarity and belonging’ (Wodak in Flowerdew and
Richardson, 2017: 408). Examples of this type of language are the frequent reference of popular
expressions, anthems, flags, and others. Wodak argues that ‘pronouns such as we and our rather
than grand memorable narratives that ‘offer constant, but barely conscious reminders of the
homeland, making our national identity unforgettable’ become relevant’ (ibid.). It seems
reasonable to note that national identity construction seems to take place discursively both at
narrative or story-telling level with integration of elements of the so-called ‘banal nationalism’
and linguistically at the micro level of pronouns and other deixis that indicate belonging or
distancing in terms of person, time and space. Moreover, narratives may integrate various
discursive strategies and in them a diverse number of linguistic techniques that aid in
production, transformation, maintenance or dismantling of particular identities, be they
national, sub-national (smaller group identities within the national identity level, such as
regional identities, institutionalised identities and other) , supra-national (above national level
identities, such as European identity) or transnational (group identity above the national, but
not imposed via the top-down strategies by the elites).

As mentioned above, one of the main symbols of a nation (or any official community for
that matter) and thus also the element of constructing the identity of the nation is its flag. In
relation to national identity and nation as such, flags are seen as totems and signify ‘the
metaphoric kin group of the nation’ (Hylland and Jenkins, 2007: 10). Flags ‘compress broad
range of meanings and are rich in aesthetic and emotional connotations’ and can be considered
key symbols of national identity (ibid.). The very existence of the national flags that is often
mentioned and remined on the ‘every day’ basis is referred to as banal nationalism (discussed
in Billig, 1995; Hylland and Jenkins, 2007; Wodak et al. 2009, Wodak in Flowerdew and
Richardson, 2017). It is argued that ‘a country which doesn’t have to remind itself all the time
that it is a country, because it knows that it is one, is usually better integrated, and its state
enjoys a higher degree of legitimacy, than one where the state propaganda and ostentatious
displays of patriotism are the order of the day’ (Hylland and Jenkins.: 12). Hylland and Jenkins
(2007) refer to the national flags in the countries of Europe as ‘flags of independence’ listing
the Baltic States among those having these flags of independence as symbols ‘of independence,
liberation and freedom’ which may be used as instrument for political actions (ibid.: 35).

Moreover, it is argued that ‘European flags may be categorised in accordance with their
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immediate origins, as symbols of warfare, revolution, independence and state reconstitution’
(ibid.). Thus, it is assumed that the representation and reference to the national flag is aimed at
constructing and enforcing national identity.

Identification is seen as a specific action within particular discourse and ‘actors must have
a perception of belonging, a sense of temporal continuity and a capacity of self-reflection
informing a process of constant reaffirmation of one’s self-identity and differentiation from
others’ (Guibernau, 2007: 3). The strategies that are used in creating a single unifying national
identity among citizens are as follows:

» The construction and dissemination of a certain image of the nation often based upon the
dominant nation or ethnic group living within the states boundaries and comprising a
common history, a shared culture and a demarcated territory.

» The creation and spread of a set of symbols and rituals charged with the mission of
reinforcing a sense of community among citizens.

 The advancement of citizenship, involving a well-defined set of civil and legal rights,
political rights and duties, and socio-economic rights. By conferring rights upon its
members, the state facilitates the rise of sentiments of loyalty towards itself. It also
establishes a crucial distinction between those included and those excluded from the
community of citizens, that is, between those entitled to certain rights and those deprived
of them within the boundaries of the state.

» The creation of common enemies. The prosecution of war has proven crucial to the
emergence and consolidation of a sense of community among citizens united against an
external threat, be it imminent, potential of invented.

» The progressive consolidation of national education and media systems as key
instruments in the dissemination of a particular image of the nation, with its symbols and
rituals, values, principles, traditions and ways of life, and common enemies, and, even more
crucially, a clear-cut definition of good citizens (Guibernau, 2007: 35).

Furthermore, identity, according to Ehin and Berg (2009) rests on the following premises:
identities are not natural or essential, they are constructed by people/nations; identities are
relational and involve ‘references to various significant others’ (thus inclusion and exclusion);
identities have discursive/narrative structure (the same by Wodak et al., 2009) (Ehin and Berg,
2009: 2). As regards discourse and identity, ‘the ability of identity discourse to shape political
action derives from the fact that such a discourse constitutes and organises social relations
around particular structure of meanings which grants certain meanings a dominant position and
excludes others so as to create legitimate moral leadership and social hierarchy’ (ibid.: 11).

Many strategies may be used by politicians in the process of constructing and ascribing
identities in discourse. However, Wodak et al. (2009) note that when looking at the discursive
construction of national identity, an analyst should have a top-down approach looking first at
the broader thematic areas, followed by the strategies and the linguistic means of realisation of
these strategies. Thus, it is concluded that the most commonly applied thematic areas that
incorporate multiple discursive strategies and linguistic techniques of national identity

construction are as follows:
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1. The linguistic construction of the Homo Nationalis (construction of national
spirit);

The narration and confabulation of a common political past;

The linguistic construction of a common culture;

The linguistics construction of a common political present and future;

The linguistic construction of a ‘national body’ (Wodak et al., 2009: 30).

aprwd

The strategies that may be applied in the thematic areas may be classified into two levels,
namely:

1. Macro-strategies: constructive strategies, strategies of perpetuation, strategies
of justification, strategies of transformation and strategies of demontage (dismantling
and destruction) of particular identity;

2. Micro-strategies: assimilation and dissimilation, inclusion and exclusion,
continuation and discontinuation, shift of blame and responsibility, downplaying and
trivialisation, legitimation and delegitimation, singularisation, autonomization,
unification and cohesivation, avoidance and vitalisation, positive self and negative
other representation, defence, heteronomization, devaluation and negative connotation
(Wodak et al., 2009: 37-43).

In general, strategies as more or less accurate action plans may often include topoi (a highly
conventionalised parts of argumentation) as discussed in Chapter 1 to connect particular
arguments with the conclusion intended by the speaker (ibid.: 34). Finally, discursive strategies
and topoi may use various linguistic means of realisation. These linguistic realisations of
national identity construction strategies in political discourse include numerous linguistic
techniques such as metaphors, metonymy, neologisms, hedging, rhetorical questions and
among them also the use of pronouns (the historical we), ‘spatial adverbs to indicate cultural
proximity and affinity, and temporal deictics’ (Zappettini 2016, 92). Botha (2001) claims that
deictics as ‘spatio-temporal cognizance implies identity’ where ‘the proximity image schema
acts as a preconceptual base’ that portrays a ‘closer relationship to comforting entities and
situations and a more distant relation to discomforting entities and situations’ (Botha, 2001:
55). The scholar proposes a model of deictic mapping that helps to analyse how identities
emerge in discourse via pronouns and adverbs, where the present situation, the speaker and the
location of the speaker are seen as the deictic centre, namely, ‘the pronoun I reveals the identity
of the speaker; the adverb now indicates the moment of speaking, and the adverb here reveals
the time of speaking’ (ibid.). Although the pronouns we and you are placed outside the deictic
centre, they are closely related and refer to the same category of closeness, while ‘on secondary
level pronouns like he, she, it, they refer to entities in relation to I” (ibid.). Further on, ‘pronouns
shift and change depending on the way in which they are textually employed’ therefore in
politics they can also be used for linguistic manipulation to achieve desired affect (for instance
the use of inclusive or exclusive we) (Cramer, 2010: 624).

Furthermore, it is interesting to note that while scholarly literature and research has

mostly focused on the theoretical role of political leaders in constructing national identities,
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such as Wodak’s (2018) study on the identities constructed by elites, there is also research
aiming at testing whether or not the rhetoric of elites aimed at the construction of national
identity inclusively and exclusively achieves the intended goal in persuading the public.
Helbling, Resskens and Wright (2016) note that ‘an overlap exists between politicians’
articulation of exclusive notions about the contours of national-identity and heightened
expressions of civic and ethnic national-identity within public opinion’ while elite rhetoric
aiming at communication inclusive notions of identity seems to be ineffective (2016: 1). In
other words, the research suggests that in light of immigration and national identity construction
the rhetoric of political leaders seems to be more effective when focusing on ‘us versus them’
arguments rather than inclusive arguments. Nevertheless, it should be noted that several
limitations must be considered in regard to these conclusions, for instance, the popularity of the
political elite and the historical and political context of the nation. Moreover, the effect of the
rhetoric further depends on the personality (likability) and ideology of the speaker and the
ideology and sociolinguistic profile of the target audience. Thus, in order to investigate the
effectiveness of political rhetoric concerning the construction and representation of national
identity be it inclusive or exclusive, various extra-linguistic factors must be considered.
Consequently, it is agreed that a nation as a specific group of people and as a collective
or community can be addressed by dwelling on three points that their share, namely, common
knowledge and collective memory, shared territory (space) and common identity as the sense
of self that is marked through specific use of language, which is, in turn, itself an element of
national identity. The role of pronouns as ‘indices of audience identity’ is often emphasized in
the research on constructing national identities, because ‘pronouns have wise variety of stances
and social roles, therefore interpersonal pronouns are rarely neutral in their reference’
(O’Keeffe, 2006: 130). The use of interpersonal pronouns as seen as form of deictic mapping
that may use either centring (inclusion) or othering (exclusion) or both in their reference (ibid.).
It is likewise claimed that the use of personal pronoun we that is by nature a centring pronoun,
is never only centring, but also othering, because whenever there is a certain group (we) there
is also an opposition (them) (ibid.). Furthermore, ‘the inclusive pronouns you (generic) and we
are used to be inclusive but the pronouns they, them, their reinforce the reality of otherness, as
does the choice of that, as opposed to this as a deictic’ (O’Keeffe, 2006: 135). Deictic mapping
in relation to the spatial and temporal reference is also an important aspect of constructing
national identity, because the analysis of pronouns such as this/that; here/there display how the
speaker position him/herself within the group, or how her/she position the group (ibid.). Finally,
it is noted that self-reference pertains to creating identities, in this case references to a country,

city, or region are seen as a ‘marker of self-definition’ that ‘reflexively position participants
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within participation framework’ (ibid.: 140). Thus, in order to analyse the construction of
national identity via pronominal reference, frequency analysis of word frequency lists as one of
the tools used by corpus linguistics to locate the most frequently used lexical items in a specific

set of texts may be used.
2.4. The Case of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania

As to the depiction and analysis of national identity construction in the Baltic States, for
the purposes of this study and for the purpose of triangulation of theoretical sources apart from
the empirical triangulation, the three-dimensional approach to scholarly literature has been
applied, namely, the literature provided from within (the scholarly literature on the construction
of national identity by researchers from the Baltic States, particularly Latvia), the research done
by the scholars representing ‘the East’ and the scholarly literature produced by the “West’. This
strategy is chosen due to the often-clashing opinions on the political situation (national identity
being at the heart of it) in the Baltic States between the majority population in the state and the
nationalistic parties and the minority population that is often associated with the influence from
Russia as signified by ‘the East.” Thus, it is noteworthy to consider the arguments on both sides
or the situation as seen from both sides, additionally considering the arguments from a third
side in order to have a balanced basis for further empirical study.

The Baltic States are connected not only due to their geographical location near the Baltic
Sea, but also due to their common history that has shaped their similar but individual national
identities. Chulos and Piirainen (2017) note that one should not be misled by the term ‘Baltic
identity’, because in fact there is no such thing as common national identity of the Baltics as
each of these nations has separate socially, politically, and historically based identity (Chulos
and Piirainen, 2017). Jurkynas (2021), however, notes that there is a ‘Baltic regional identity’,
and it is ‘trilateral’ and can be termed Baltic ‘togetherness’ (2021: 89). Moreover, the Baltic
national identities are ‘most tangible and embedded in geopolitical security and Soviet legacies’
(ibid.). Thus, it may be concluded that while there seems to have not been a common identity
of the Baltics in the past, it is in fact being arbitrarily constructed in political contexts since the
restoration of independence of the Baltic States, when ‘the formation of cooperation structures’
such as the Baltic Council of Ministers, the Baltic Assembly and the Council of Baltic Sea
States started (Austers and Bukovskis, 2017: 16). According to Castells (2010), the Soviet
Union and the Bolshevik ideology (similarly to that of Marxists) denied the existence of
national identities, but rather imposed what was referred to as ‘the Soviet pluri-national
federalism’ (Castells, 2010: 57). It can be also stated that the end of the Soviet Union was the

end of these ideologies as least the part that concerned national identities, as the re-emergence
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of the Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian national identities along with many other post-Soviet
identities saw the end of Marxism and Bolshevik anti-nationalism ideas (Anderson, 2006:85).

Myhill (2006) notes that even though Latvia became independent nation only after the
World War I ‘it was beginning to develop a distinctive national identity that would ultimately
lead to independence’ even before the WWI (2006: 91). The scholar further claims that the
linguistically based national identity developed as ‘a response to reformation’ long before the
declaration of independence of the state (ibid.). Consequently, it must be noted that Latvian
national identity (same as that of Estonian and Lithuanian) is rooted deeply in history.

It can be claimed that there exists a distinction between intra-national self and extra-
national others that dates back to the official formation of the independent nations after World
War | and unofficial formation of national identities during the times of different rulers of the
regions. Chulos and Piirainen (2017) rightly note that ‘the other, in the eyes of Estonians,
Latvians and Lithuanians’ referred ‘to the alien rulers in their territory: Germans and Russians
in Estonia and Latvia and Poles and Russians in Lithuania’ (Chulos and Piirainen, 2017). This
alienation or otherization of the foreign ‘powers’ is kept in the collective memory and thus
reflects national identities of the states and may be used as an emotional trigger by the leaders
of these nations. Nevertheless, in the case of the Baltic States, particularly Estonia and Latvia,
the national identity discourse is seen as a two-way process, namely, it is being influenced and
influences in turn the identity discourse in Russia, a former, and potential threat to several
elements of national identities of the Baltic States, namely, sovereignty, border, language,
culture, history (ibid.). Morozov claims that, ‘contemporary Russian political discourse tends
to securitize the identity of Russian society: identity becomes a referential object of a security
discourse, which inevitably leads to a defensive position vis-a-vis the ‘outside” world and to a
never-ending process of constructing a boundary between ‘us’ and ‘them’, good and evil, and
an acute fear that if this boundary is damaged the identity of the community will be destroyed
— ‘we” will no longer be ‘us’’ (2004: 318). The scholar introduces the idea of securitizing and
desecuritizing Russian identity discourse, where ‘state sovereignty and borders have ceased to
be principal markers of identity’ (ibid.). This idea goes together with the fact that national
identities (an identities in general) are not static but rather ever-changing entities that depend
on the situational context and the discourse that constructs them. It is interesting to note that
Morozov (2004) affirms the identity clash between the newly re-established Baltic States and
their re-emerging national and European identities that were seen in Russia as a threat to their
own historically imperial and also European identity. The scholar notes that the collapse of the
Soviet Union and the independence (bordering) of the former Soviet states, particularly, the

Baltic Rim, left a question of Russia’s identity as topical as ever, and was the cause for the
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hostile discourse of ‘true Europe versus false Europe’, where the former is represented by the
inclusive Soviet values and the latter by the emerging capitalist nations and the expansion of
the EU and NATO, that in part was seen as a threat to Russia’s national and supranational
identity (Morozov, 2004: 321). In other words, what was happening in the Baltic States after
the restoration of their independence and re-establishment of their nationhood was seen in
Russia as an attempt to marginalize Russia from the ‘new Europe”’ (ibid.). Morozov notes that
‘the fact that they [the Baltic States] were far ahead of Russia in integrating into European
structures, despite the alleged violations of the rights of the Russian-speakers, raised the fear
that Russia was being deliberately isolated and ostracized, and thus its European identity, often
challenged from within, received insufficient affirmation from the outside world.” (Morozov,
2004: 321). The statement above is worth noting as it seems to explain the discourse on the part
of Russia that in turn seems to be one of the causes of the hostile political discourse on the part
of the Baltic States at the time (see the analysis of presidential discourse between the years of
re-independence and joining the EU and NATO in Chapter 3 below). Morozov, concludes,
however, that the discourse on the part of Russia changed as the Baltic States were gradually
being affirmed as members of NATO and ‘today [in 2004], Estonia, and perhaps on its heels
also Lithuania and Latvia, is increasingly perceived in Russia as part of the ‘true’ Europe, from
which Russia can learn without any damage to its own prestige’ (ibid.: 322). Thus, it is argued
that the advance of the Baltic States (specifically Estonia) and the development of the ‘values
and technologies of the West’ (specifically in Estonia) as symbolised by the ‘evroremont’ and
‘Estonian technology’ was encouraging Russia to accept the ‘new Europe’ and ‘Baltic republics
as the closest part of Europe to Russia’ (Morozov, 2004: 322). Morozov (2004) introduces
another peculiar term, which seems to suit not only the identity discourse of Russia before 2002-
2004, but also, occasionally, the identity discourse in the Baltic States namely ‘the mindset of
the besieged fortress’ or the discourse of securitization of national identity as represented
mainly by borders and sovereignty (ibid.: 325). It is argued, however, that one of the reasons
for the desecuritization discourse is the emergence of ‘other enemy’ in the form of terrorism,
which , in fact, was present also before 1999, but was seen as only one of the two threats to
Russia (the other being the expansion of the West and NATO), and after the 9/11 and the
aforementioned acceptance of the ‘new Europe’ , the threat of terrorism became ‘shared with
‘the West’, and this has finally created conditions suitable for refocusing security discourse on
referential objects other than national identity — now, it is the ‘civilized world’ which is
threatened by the terrorists, and this broader ‘we’ includes the old Other and the West’
(Morozov, 2004: 325). Furthermore, via the personification metaphor and metonymy (state

name standing for its politicians and citizens), Morozov seems to portray Russia as an insecure
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personality that is looking for itself (its identity) after having lost what it considered to be a
major part of its ‘self.” The metaphor may be extended by noting that the Baltic States have
emerged as ‘brothers’ with the same kind of fragile and insecure identity, sharing the common
past of victimhood at the ‘hands’ of the former Soviet Union and potentially the newly emerged
democratic Russia, thus, penetrating the hostile, securitized, victimhood discourse or the
discourse of fear as coined by R. Wodak. Furthermore, Morozov (2004) also introduces a
notable idea:

First of all, it has to be kept in mind that security as a discourse, which has become even
more powerful after September 11 and the ensuing wars, tends to structure political space
in a certain way. Instead of making borders less exclusive and turning them into interfaces
for interaction, ‘we’ are increasingly concerned with building barriers to protect ‘us’ from
‘them’. National identity in all three Baltic states is constructed around the idea of
independence, central to which is a strong historical narrative of dependence and
oppression by a named powerful neighbour — Russia. Russia, in turn, cannot accept any
outside criticism of its imperial history, since it serves, now more than ever, as the basis of
national identity (Morozov 2004: 326).

Different idea of the identity discourse clash between Russia and the Baltic States is proposed
by Duvold and Berglund (2014), who emphasize the tensions in ethnic situation in the Baltic
States, specifically Estonia and Latvia, where a significant part of the minority population
‘regret the passing of the Soviet Union’ shared by Russia:

an eyeball inspection of the ethnic scene of Estonia, together with that of Latvia, may seem
like a recipe for disaster. Both countries are marked by several factors that easily could lead
to severe tensions: between 30 and 40 per cent of the Estonian and Latvian populations,
respectively, count themselves as Russians, Ukrainians, Belarusians, etc; nearly all of them
arrived as internal migrants of the Soviet Union between the 1940s and 1980s—or are
descendants of these immigrants; they overwhelmingly reside in compact, urban areas; in
Soviet times they enjoyed certain privileges—notably in linguistic terms; many of them
continue to identify with an imposing neighbouring country, namely, Russia; and,
significantly, some of them are citizens of the Russian Federation, while far larger numbers
are not citizens of any country (Duvold and Berglund, 2014: 342).

The shared part of features that influence the national identities in the Baltic States are border
(the Baltic Sea), relatively similar geographical size, relatively similar economic development,
‘common past and common historical narrative’, but different languages and ‘minority
problems of different magnitude and different integration strategies’ (Duvold and Berglund,
2014: 343). It is argued that strong national ties and national unity (i.e., national identity) is a
way to build ‘legitimate political regimes’ and ‘avoid disunity and distrust’ (Duvold and
Berglund, 2014: 343). Duvold and Berglund (2014) emphasize that

the importance of a strong and cohesive political community certainly is not restricted to
democratic regimes. To an even greater extent than in democracies, authoritarian regimes
try to boost their legitimacy by appealing to patriotic or outright chauvinistic sentiments
among its citizens, often by driving a wedge between apparent “insiders” and “outsiders”
of the community. For that reason, many liberals have an uneasy relationship to the entire
notion of political community—since a community “excludes” and “includes” in equal
measures. (Duvold and Berglund, 2014: 344)
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Although the term nationalism and the respective political ideology in recent years have gained
negative connotations across the world and on separate occasion to a certain extent is compared
to racism, discrimination, xenophobia and chauvinism, democracy without the idea of
nationalism is still arguably disputable in the Baltic States as it creates powerful sense of unity.
However, it should be noted again, that there can be no inclusion without simultaneously
excluding someone.

Furthermore, The Baltic Way (protest of almost two million Baltic people on 23 August
1989) ‘which culminated in the successful re acquisition of independence, signified a rebirth of
Baltic National identities, freedom from Soviet occupation, and a long-awaited ‘return to
Europe’ (Cheskin, 2016: 2). Thus, memories and specifically the collective memory ‘can be
seen as an essential element in the formation of group identities’ in the Baltic States (ibid.: 10).
Moreover, it is argued that there ‘has been much discussion of [...] memory war’ between
ethnic nationals and the Russian-speaking inhabitants of the states in Estonia and Latvia (ibid.).
The aforementioned statement coincides with the considerations expressed by Jurkynas (2020)
and Andrejevs (2020), who have analysed collective memories of the Baltic States. The scholars
agree on the fact that two radically different historical narratives are existent in the divided
collective memory of the population of the Baltic States (and specifically Latvia). These
narratives are the ‘heroic liberation of Europe from the grip of Nazism’ in the Russian-speaking
discourse and collective memory and the ‘brutal Soviet era, where emphasis is placed on the
Soviet Union’s illegal occupation of a previously independent nation state,” where ‘Stalinism
[...] is cast in the same evil light as Nazism’ (ibid.).

One of the inevitable keywords in presidential speeches of the Baltic States both from the
perspective of corpus-linguistics (a word used relatively more frequently in the focus corpus
than in the reference corpus) and the perspective of discourse analysis (a words that carries
significance or emphasis of particular stretch of utterance) is democracy (discussed in detail in
Chapters 3 and 4). An interesting aspect of democracy, in turn, is what has been concluded by
Duvold and Berglund (2014), namely, that ‘a cohesive political community is advantageous, if
not a precondition, for a stable democracy’ (2014: 342). The scholars argue that a political
community ‘does not require shared properties like language or religion,” yet ‘there is little
doubt that such features facilitate community ties’ (ibid.). Thus, a successful political
community unlike national identity may exist without having a common language as the main
element; however, as Duvold and Berglund (20141) claim, ‘the Baltic countries [...] to various
extents, struggle to balance pluralism, nation building and democracy’ (ibid.). Moreover,
Duvold and Berglund (2014) point to the specific issues with political communities and

democracy in Estonia and Latvia that ‘have been described as diminished democracies for
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consistently refusing to grant citizenship to large portions of their numerically strong Russian-
speaking minorities’ (2014: 343). It seems that one of the unifying and dividing aspects that is
noted and notable in the political community construction in Estonia and Latvia is the
citizenship issue as ‘citizenship [...] is not just a set of duties and rights attached to membership
of a given state, but [...] it should ideally also produce a sense of belonging among fellow
members’ (ibid: 345). Notably, citizenship goes hand in hand with mastering the national
language in Latvia and Estonia, which, as argued by several scholars both in Latvia and abroad,
creates a problem. Duvold and Berglund (2014) even note that ‘minority groups that are not
part of the political community are likely to be seen as aliens, even a potential threat to the
community—an “enemy within,” as it were’ (2014: 345). Nevertheless, ‘democracy is
significantly less frequent in countries with marked sub-cultural pluralism’ (Duvold and
Berglund, 2014: 344).

Thus, it seems that the conditions for democracy as the term itself, the same as the
conditions for stable national identity as the term itself have been much argued on and still have
place for arguments. Moreover, if the non-static and ever-changing nature of a national identity
presupposes it [the specific national identity] being arbitrarily constructed and deconstructed,
there is much place for arguments as to what exactly is meant by the term itself. Given the
pressure on language policies in the states and international (also scholarly) attention on the
linguistic and political situation in the states, it seems reasonable to note, that both direct and
indirect inclusion strategies and invitation to learn and use the national language by several of
the Presidents of Estonia (L. Meri, A. Rudtel, T.H. llves) and Latvia (G. Ulmanis, V. Vike-
Freiberga, E. Levits) is influenced by the overall political situation. Nevertheless, the other
influencing (motivating) factor for linguistic integration seems to be the fear from the common
enemy, thus the more people speak the national language, the more they share the national
identity, the lesser the possibility of Russia’s interference in the national matters. Moreover,
presidential rhetoric as part of political discourse seems to be the result or a consequence of the
decisions made by the parliament of these parliamentary republics. Additionally, the rules for
being accepted into the EU, which included the integration of minorities in the states, may have
had a heavy influence on the discourse of the politicians (including the presidents) in late 1990s
and early 2000s. In fact, this may be one of the reasons, as argued by Duvold and Berglund
(2014) that the integration discourse in the second decade of the 21 century has been
‘backsliding’, particularly in Latvia (2014: 348).

It is likewise argued that democracy in the Baltic States has been and remains slightly
different from the European perspective. This is due to the reason that European democracy is

considered liberal and all inclusive, based on civic identity rather than culture-identity (the
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terms discussed by Wodak, 2015; Wodak et al., 2019; and Fabrykant, 2018), while democracy
in the Baltic States is seen as a type of ethnic-democracy that is first and foremost based on the
idea of birthplace and nationality. Arguably, the reason behind this is the number of minorities
specifically in Estonia and Latvia. Fabrykant (2018) notes that the Baltic States are one of the
nations that can be referred to as Kulturnation or nations whose culture ties and collective unity
has existed before its official establishment as opposed to Staatsnation, where the state has been
established first (these concepts have also been discussed in Wodak et al., 2009). There has
been much discussion about the defensive Baltic identities, however, as Fabrykant (2018) notes,
‘the perceived importance of national identity criteria and the level of national pride may
depend to the same if not greater extent not on the past history of nation-building, but on the
more recent experiences of the fully established nation-states’ (2018:309). Having in mind the
fluid and everchanging nature of identity in general, as well as the attempts of the political elite
in Europe and subsequently in Latvia to integrate ethnic minorities into the civic engagement,
it seems reasonable to agree, that the understanding of national identity has undergone
considerable change since and the constructed as well as perceived national identity in 2021 is
no longer the same as in 1991 and not the same as in 1918. Thus, these periods are comparable
only taking into account the full context, because while the national identity in the pre-
occupation period is considered to have been based solely on ethnic criteria, where the tendency
continued and was continued by the official institution in early 1990s, joining the European
Union changed the direction towards a more inclusive type of civic identity, meaning that
national identity and national pride now depends more on the inhabitants’ engagement in the
national affairs, their willingness to participate, to a very large extent the willingness to learn
the language and the level of pride for the state accomplishments in different areas of cultural
and socio-economic life in the nations (see Fabrykant, 2018 for more detailed analysis of ethnic
Versus civic engagement).

Another aspect notable and noted in the strategies of constructing national identity (see
chapters 3 and 4), specifically in the speeches by the Presidents of Estonia and Latvia, is the
expression ‘to be masters of our land” which has been described by Duvold and Berglund
(2014):

Estonian and Latvian authorities have embarked on an attempt to create an all-
encompassing national identity in a plural setting—without the benefit of a unified
demos. They may be seen as unrealised and perhaps even unrealisable nation-states.

Such states characteristically contain large proportions of ethnic minorities, but

many members of the majority population maintain that they are, or ought to be,

“masters in their own house.” (Duvold and Berglund, 2014: 346).

This was in fact a political strategy of the leading political parties deciding to deny automatic
citizenship to the post-Soviet immigrants in the states (Latvia and Estonia) (Mole, 2007).
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Moreover, this expression draws a clear parallel with the notions of ethnic nationality, where
one of the criteria for ethnic national identity is having been born and lived most of one’s life
in particular are (Fabrykant, 2018: 309). Subsequently the expression seems to have become a
legitimizing slogan used also by the respective Presidents within the functions of their work to
communicate the conditions for gaining the citizenship and becoming a part of ‘us’ as opposed
to staying in the inside outsiders group. Thus, although the direct messages expressed by the
President seem to point to an attempt to include the part of the population, who had arrived in
Latvia after the Soviet occupation and opted to stay and establish families and home, the
language indicates to the implicit differentiation of groups ‘us’ — ethnic Latvians and Estonians
and minorities, who lived in Latvia before 1940 and ‘them’- minorities having arrived in in the
states during the time of the Soviet Union as a result of the political power of the time attempting
to exercise the strategy often referred to as russification (Mole, 2012). This seems to explain
the focus on communicating the idea of a single national state language, the necessity to master
the language and share a common culture (Latvian or Estonian). Thus, minority language and
culture are seen as an internal threat not only to the ethnic languages and culture, but to national
identity per se.

A slightly different situation as noted before, is seen in Lithuania, where a more inclusive
strategy for granting citizenship has been chosen by the political leaders, however, again, this
comes on the basis of context that has been already introduced, namely, the population of
immigrants that was considerably smaller in Lithuania than in the respective Baltic States, thus
making them opt for an ‘excluding nation-building strategy [...] to avoid the risk’ of a possible
threat on the part of minority groups exceeding the ‘core nation’ in population and power
(Duvold and Berglund, 2014: 346). Another possible reason for the different path chosen by
Lithuania is the timing of the decision to include the minorities in the citizenship law after the
declaration of the state, as argued by Duvold and Berglund, namely, that the politicians of
Lithuania had decided on the ‘citizenship factor’ before not after the declaration of
independence, thus this decision might have been influence by a fear to ‘pick a fight with
Moscow over the issue at the time’ (2014: 347). This hypothesis is also supported by Mole
(2012), who notes that although similar ethnocentric and nationalistic parties and ideas existed
(the Sajudis movement in particular) some years before and during the restoration of
independence of Lithuania, the leading politicians (specifically Algirdas Brazauskas, the first
President of Lithuania after restoration of Independence) aimed to retain good relationship with
both the national movement and with Russia as a close neighbour, thus communicating the idea

of inclusion (Mole, 2012). Furthermore, having analysed minority ‘issues’ in several states
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(Germany, Austria, Switzerland, South Africa, Israel) apart from the Baltic States, Duvold and
Berglund (2014) claim that

‘one-sided nation building might also be seen as a fitting “compensation” for past
oppression and a punishment of “disloyal” minorities. This sense of insecurity is likely to
be a product of several factors, such as a hostile geopolitical location, years of foreign

domination, or a minority population with strong ties to a neighbouring kin state” (Duvold
and Berglund, 2014: 347).

It thus been concluded by international scholars that the Baltic States are indeed democracies,
yet they are also ‘incomplete or flawed nation-states with a poorly developed sense of political
community’ (Duvold and Berglund, 2014: 362). This argument is supported claiming that
although two decades have passed after the states have restored their independence in 1991,
‘being Estonian, Latvian, and even Lithuanian remains a question of ethnic belonging—of
ethnos rather than demos’ (Duvold and Berglund ,2014: 362). Similar conclusion is made by
Fabrykant (2018) who notes that although Baltic identities have experienced considerable
change towards civic identities, the perceived importance of ethnic criteria remain strong
(2018:310). The conclusion also integrates a correlation between the strength of ethnically
based identity beliefs and the population of minorities in the Baltic States, where Lithuania has
the higher civic engagement score having a lower and more diverse minority population,
followed by Estonia and Latvia has higher ethnic engagement and distancing/defensive score
(especially among majority population) having also a considerably higher and less diverse
minority population (ibid.). The aforementioned statement is significant as both the presidential
rhetoric and its effectiveness depend to a considerable extent on the general mood of the target
audience, in this case the populations of the Baltic States.

As to the description of the situation by the scholars in Latvia and Estonia, Druviete
(2010) claims that ‘Latvian and Estonian culture and language have developed against the
background of the coexistence and rivalry of German and Russian elements, and Lithuanian
culture and language against the background of the coexistence and rivalry of Polish and
Russian elements’ (2010: 403). The emphasis here is on the linguistic classification of the
languages with a political note, namely, ‘the Latvian and Lithuanian languages belong to the
Baltic branch of the Indo-European family of languages. The Estonian language represents the
Balto-Finnic branch of the Finno-Ugric family of languages. Latvian, Lithuanian or Estonian is
the only official State language in the respective countries’ (Druviete, 2010: 402). Although,
the idea of national identity is not explicitly addressed, the role of national languages in the
national life of the Baltic States is discussed in detail, which in turn leads to the conclusion that
the history of language and language situation in the country is likewise the history of national

spirit and identity, because language can be seen as the main element of self-identity. This
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seems to be true not only in the arbitrarily constructed or ascribed national identity (the
ethnolinguistic identity), but also in case of the achieved (also civic) national identity, because
according to the engagement surveys (Fabrykant, 2018), language is the most important aspect
for people to distinguish themselves as having a specific national identity and belonging to a
specific collective. Moreover, given the comparatively small geographical size and overall
influence of the Baltic States and their languages on the world scale, the choice of minorities to
learn the national language strongly points to their willingness to belong to the established
community and their civic engagement in the processes of state and national building
(Fabrykant, 2018: 316).

Furthermore, Veisbergs (2015) claims that ‘Latvian national identity even today is very
unclear and vague’, which ‘to a large extent can be explained by the history of the nation: it has
mostly been determined by representatives of other nations with their aims, aspirations and
methods’ (2015:4). According to Veisbergs (2015), the formulation of elements of Latvian
national identity by Latvians themselves is ‘contradictory and broad: low self-esteem, pride in
being Latvian, spite, egotism and individualism, envy, diligence, treachery, peacefulness,
serenity, introvertedness, reserve, quarrelsomeness, stinginess, sturdiness, singing, closeness to
nature, as well as some particular activities and phenomena, like the burning of the last year’s
grass, Midsummer night celebrations, song festivals, birch sap tapping, mushroom picking,
storks, “white roads” (unpaved roads), theatre worship, and cemetery culture’ (2015: 4). It
should be noted though, that deliberate discourse may be able to emphasize and represent these
elements thus confirming them as part of national identity in Latvia, but it may also deconstruct
them and construct a different kind of national identity depending on the perception of the
discourse participants. Veisbergs (2015) has analysed how the early Latvian national identity
is seen from the perspective of anglophone society and has noted both stereotypes, facts, and
fiction elements that he refers to as ‘faction’ (ibid.). Some of the observations do correspond to
the established national identity of Latvia (as noted also in the Preamble of the constitution of
Latvia, the official document defining Latvian national identity, see Appendix 1). These include
the love for music and singing, work and rich, beautiful, and fertile land that is observed by, for
instance, John Mottley as early as 1744, who claims that ‘at their work in the field, at their play,
the girls are always singing’ (Veisbergs, 2015: 10). A similar observation of the love for music
and songs as well as the love for poetry in Latvians and also Estonians is observed by Georg
Kohl (1942) (ibid.). Consequently, Veisbergs (2015) makes two interesting conclusions on the
stereotypes of Latvian national identity perception from aside, namely, that ‘continuous thread
characterising Latvians is the musicality, the role of women, oppression, insensitivity, phlegm

and indifference, hatred against the Germans, interethnic and interclass conflicts’ and more
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significantly that ‘in the formation of the stereotype of Latvians it seems that the important
elements have been statements coming from important people, startling events and information
(even fictional and false) that has had broad dissemination’ (ibid.: 23). Thus, it is concluded
that the construction of national identity does take place in the discourse of the authorities and
the discourse of the media.

Furthermore, Zepa, Klave and Stipule (2015) have analysed the language attitudes of the
population of Latvia and note that while the attitude towards the Latvian language among the
Russian-speaking community is ‘mostly instrumental’, namely that Latvian language by the
group is seen as ‘a resource for communication or pre-requisite for certain advantages’, ‘the
attitudes toward the Latvian language among ethnic Latvians is very sensitive and emotional’
(2015: 51). It is concluded that ‘in the battles over national independence and even now, the
Latvian language is a symbol of national identity’ (ibid.: 51). Another view on the elements of
national identity in the Baltic States and the purposeful construction of this identity is discussed
by Andrejevs (2020), who has analysed the social organisation of national memory as presented
by the national calendars of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. It is noted that ‘a pattern of three
mnemonic clusters is observed in all three calendars: periods of independence (=1918-early
1920s), occupations (=1939/1940-early 1950s) and re-gained independence (= late 1980s-early
1990s)’ (Andrejevs, 2020: 1314). Moreover, the ‘mnemonic focus’ of the Baltic calendars
‘relying on the myth of victimhood and cult of authenticity [...] provides the base on which
newly independent Baltic States [...] can anchor their identity’ (2020: 1313). Andrejevs (2020)
further claims that the Soviet period in the Baltic States in 1940s is emphasized or ‘inflated’,
while the period from 1980s and early 1990s ‘is cast into irrelevance’, which ‘can be interpreted
through the prism of a strategic silence — a tool of political persuasion’ (ibid.: 1313). Moreover,
the scholar argues that this strategy is specifically used in the presidential speeches of the Baltic
States and claims that ‘while memory of the late-Soviet period is silenced within national
memory, it nevertheless finds a ‘voice’ within other formats of memory and through mediums
such as ‘life writing,” theatre and newspapers’ (Andrejevs, 2020: 1314). Thus, the scholar
concludes that while national memory ‘remains an established normative scheme and [...]
retains its characteristic homogenous and self-contained contours,” ‘the dynamics on the social
level have the potential to loosen the grip of national memory’ (ibid.: 1314). In other words, the
scholar asserts that what is being done via the aforementioned silencing strategy is not effective
on deeper social and individual levels and the social memory of the ‘silenced time’ surfaces
and exists in individuals” memories (ibid.). This seems to be partially confirmed by research of
other scholars on national identity (discussed above), who claim that there is a certain extent of

sentiment towards the Soviet times among the populations of the Baltic States, but it coexists
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in a hybrid form in combination with future democratic and civic aspirations as well as ethnic
values. It seems significant to mention the work of Kaprans (2016) who notes that while ‘the
memory of communism remains a defining attribute of post-communist societies’ (2016: 1),
‘the memory of Soviet occupation in Latvia, Estonia, and Lithuania has frequently enabled
security concerns in terms of the current geopolitical reality’ specifically after Russia annexed
Crimea in 2014 (ibid.: 2016). Thus, it seems reasonable to agree that ‘recovered memories have
been central to the post-Soviet transformations in the Baltic States’ (Andrejevs, 2020: 1305).
Moreover, national memories of the Baltic States date back as far as the 13" century and the
historical ‘Grand Dukes Mindaugas and Vytautas® in Lithuania, and to 19" century national
heroes as mythical ‘Lacplésis’ in Latvia and Kalevipoeg in Estonia. These national heroes have
a vital role not only in the collective memory of the nations but also in their calendars (11
November in Latvia and 6 July in Lithuania) that are both celebrated as national and heroic
days in these Baltic States (ibid: 1311). As for Estonia, Kalevipoeg or the Son of Kalev as a
national epic hero written by Friedrich Reinhold Kreutzwald and inspired by the Finnish epic
Kalevala has been mentioned among important cultural signs of ethnic awakening in the 19"
century (Smith, 2013: 11). As suggested by Smith, Pabriks, Lane and Purs (2002), Kalevipoeg
draws together traditional folk poetry and peasantry thus constructing the sort of mythical past
that is ‘a necessary fundament for the imagined community of the Estonian nation’ (2002: 7).
These literary and historic heroes have gradually become ethnic and national ones, and their
sculptures have become part of the national body of the country, thus reminding the people of
the collective memories and the bravery of the nation (Andrejevs, 2020: 1311).

Further on, while the statehood for Latvia and Estonia was indeed ‘new’ and their
identities having ‘survived through the long Second World War’ (Smith, 2013: 1), Lithuania,
through the wording of the public holiday, appeals to the earlier recorded instances of medieval
and early modern statehood (ibid.). As a result, three main commemorative anchors, instead of
the equivalent two in the case of Latvia and Estonia, bracket the Lithuanian nation-state(hood):
6 July (1253), 16 February (1918) and 11 March (1990) (Andrejevs, 2020: 1311). It is stated
that ‘Lithuanian national identity is a mix of ‘Eastern’ and ‘Western’ elements’ (ibid.). A
Lithuanian nation is seen as ‘the one who was Catholic, who spoke the Lithuanian language,
and was of the common Lithuanian descent and culture’ (ibid.). Accordingly, Wars of
Independence are specifically emphasized in Latvia and Estonia, but not that much in Lithuania
‘where the mnemonic focus seems to have been shifted to the medieval and post-Second World
War independence struggles’ (ibid.: 19). Furthermore, the Soviet-occupation time, singing
revolution and post-Soviet time are marked as one of the most notable events in the common

regional and separate national memories of the collective of the Baltic States. Andrejevs (2020)
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emphasizes that ‘within the social organisation of national memory — and within twentieth-
century memory specifically — occupation(s) and independence become two main organising
principles’, continuing his idea that the ‘myth of victimhood and cult of authenticity, provided
the base on which newly independent Baltic states could anchor their identity’ (2020: 1320).
Thus, it follows that the historic events and most specifically the occupation time and the time
of suppression and genocide, as well as the struggle to gain and regain freedom are one of the
most important pillars that hold the idea of the national identity of these states.

Another scholarly account of what can now be seen as an established ‘uneasy’ situation
in the Baltic States has been provided by Ehin and Berg (2009), who discuss the relationship
between the Russia and Baltic States and claim that they are ‘problematic’ at least in three
different ways (2009: 3). Firstly, these relations ‘reflect underlying conflict at the level of
identities: Baltic and Russian post-Soviet national identity constructions, together with
historical narratives they are based on, are incompatible and [...] antagonistic’ (ibid.3).
Secondly, ‘this antagonism has increased over time [...] rather than decreased, reflecting certain
content shifts in national identity construction, as well as consolidation and institutionalisation
of these constructions as the ideational basis of statehood and nationhood’ (ibid.). Finally,
‘European institutions have become an important arena on which [...] this identity conflict is
played out as the states strive for the international recognition of their historical narratives and
concepts of self, while denying the Europeanness of each other’ (ibid.: 4). The scholars
recognise the conflict between the identities of the Baltic States and contemporary Russia or
what is seen as former Soviet Union. They likewise claim that to analyse the conflict, the
identity constructions are to be seen together rather than separately. Identity, according to Ehin
and Berg (2009), rests on the following premises: identities are not natural or essential, they are
constructed by people/nations; identities are relational and involve ‘references to various
significant others’ (thus inclusion and exclusion); identities have discursive/narrative structure
(the same by Wodak, 2009) (Ehin and Berg, 2009: 2). Collective memory as a dependent
variable (that determines remembering) and independent variable (that is the consequence of
remembering) is the key factor for analysing identity construction (ibid.). Moreover, much of
the contemporary political discourse in the Baltic States is identity discourse (that also sets
Russia and the Baltics against each other) and is therefore a topical issue for further research
(ibid.). Ehin and Berg (2009) thus provide a useful overview of how and why events such as
celebrating the 9" of May and joining the EU potentially influence the identity relationship
between the Russia and the Baltic States.

Furthermore, it should be emphasized that ‘only by recognising why individuals cherish

their national identities and fight so hard to retain them can we gain a proper appreciation of
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the history of Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian peoples’ (Mole, 2012: 1). The national identity
of the Baltic States in general is as much analysed, theorised, described and argued about
concept as the concept of identity itself. Moreover, it is agreed that like other identities of
nations, those of the Baltic States are also not only about us, but also about them or the others.
Though Mole (2012) describes the Baltic identity formation from historico-political
perspective, he also agrees with the view held by cognitive linguists (for instance van Dijk) and
notes that ‘ascribing identities to self and the other is natural process in the brain’ (ibid.). As
regards discourse and identity, ‘the ability of identity discourse to shape political action derives
from the fact that such a discourse constitutes and organises social relations around particular
structure of meanings which grants certain meanings a dominant position and excludes others
so as to create legitimate moral leadership and social hierarchy’ (ibid.: 11). In this aspect the
Baltic identities cannot be seen without the differentiation between self and the other — ‘the
alien rulers in the territory’ who have left traces that are not erasable (Mole 2012: 121). As an
example, Mole (2012) mentions the Soviet Union and the Soviet identity that was pressed upon
the people of the Baltic States and even after removal of the Soviet troops from the territories
of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, traces of the Soviet identity and oppression of national
identities were left (Mole 2012: 121). It seems to be commonly agreed in the scholarly literature
about the Baltic identities, that these national identities were further influenced by the ‘mass
immigration [...] from Soviet Russia by the 80s of the last century led to great alarm of the
ethnic Estonians (61% of the population at that time) and Latvians (52% of the population at
the time) about the prospect of their national culture, language and values’ (Tabuns, 2001; Zepa,
2007; Castells, 2020; Mole, 2012). It is also stated that the situation in Lithuania was not as
subjected to immigration from the Soviet Union during the 90s (80% ethnic population at that
time), thus the differentiation between self and other (in this case Russians) does not seem to
be as severe in Lithuania (though somewhat influenced by the Polish and Russian presence)
(ibid.).

An extensive and detailed research on Latvian national identity have been carried out by
numerous social researchers such as Kaprans and Zel¢e (2010), and Druviete (2018 and 2021)
in Latvia, specifically under the state program ‘National Identity’. Nevertheless, one of the best-
known identity researchers in Latvia is Aivars Tabuns. Tabuns (1999) classifies the factor of
migration into Latvia from the Soviet Union in second part of the 20" century as an essential
element of historical heritage of Latvia (1999:4). The scholar has described the statistical
differences of the population of Latvia in early decades of the 20" century versus the second
part of the century when the population of Latvians in the country was 52% (in 1989) and in

Riga 36%, claiming that ‘Latvians [...] had become an ethnic minority in their own capital’
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(Tabuns, 1999: 5). Furthermore, the growing tension between Latvians and immigrants as the
latter could enjoy ‘a system of informal privileges [...] the distribution of apartments being the
most glaring manifestation of such privileges’ whereby ‘Latvians and Latvian citizens
justifiably felt discriminated’ is mentioned among the factors that pertained to the ‘we and
them’ discourse in Latvia (ibid.). Tabuns (1999) further describes the differences in values,
traditions, and culture and even more, so the language choices made by the migrants that
resulted in a formation of a ‘dual society marked not by living together, but rather side-by-side’
(ibid.). It is noted that during the time of the Soviet rule ‘Latvians were viewed as a minority in
their own country, and ethnic minorities in the Soviet era were treated in the worst possible
way. The historical and cultural development of Latvia was suspended, and the national self-
understanding of the population was crippled’ (Tabuns, 1999: 5). Moreover, notwithstanding
the fact of the restoration of independence and sovereignty of Latvia in 1991, in 1999 Latvia
had not yet lost and forgotten ‘the burdens of the past’ (ibid.: 6). The social surveys carried out
in 1995 on the effects and consequences of the immigration in Latvia and show that a
considerable number of both Latvians and Russians seem to consider that immigration into the
country should not continue and that number of migrants should be reduced (Tabuns, 1999:6).
Moreover, ‘74% of Latvians and 36% of Russians agree[d] with the statement that immigrants
increase the crime level in Latvia’ (ibid.). As to the state language, Tabuns notes that

During the era of Soviet rule, Russian was the unofficial state language and enjoyed special
privileges compared to Latvian. In most places of employment, it was not considered a
drawback if a worker knew only Russian. At the same time, it was practically impossible
for a Latvian not to know Russian. The goal of the policy of Russification was to create a
linguistic segregation and asymmetrical bilinguality in the country. In practice this meant
one-sided bilingualism: everyone was expected to master Russian, but Russian speakers
did not have to learn the language of the people among whom they were living (Tabuns,
1999: 7).

Consequently, a crucial conclusion made by Tabuns (1999) seems to be relevant for the current
research on constructing national identity in presidential speeches, namely, that ‘historical
background divides but images of future link different ethnic groups in Latvia’ (Tabuns,
1999:3). It is noteworthy to state that the aforementioned historical events and facts seem to
have had a considerable influence on the rhetoric of the Presidents of the Baltic States, as one
of the functions of a state leader is to address the mood of the nation.

The issue of crime in the Baltic States has been addressed once in the speeches by the
Presidents of Latvia (G. Ulmanis after the restoration of Independence), while in contrast it has
been addressed in five speeches by L. Meri, the President of Estonia in 1990s and two speeches
by the Presidents of Lithuania A. Brazauskas and V. Adamkus at the time (the Presidents of
Lithuania address global threats of organised crime in Europe and the World more frequently).

The reference to crime in the international speeches by the Presidents of the Baltic States, as
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concluded by the author of the dissertation, however, refers only to the international and global
crime (collocations in the speeches are against, humanity, war, genocide, organised, where the
word has been used 33 times by the President of Estonia, 27 (462,58 per million) times by the
Presidents of Latvia (331,28 per million) and 32 (536,59 per million) times by the Presidents
of Lithuania (see Chapters 3 and 4 as well as Appendix 3 for detailed analysis). The term
minority has been used 7 times (79.97 pmw) by the Presidents of Estonia in local speeches and
16 times (224.28 pmw) in the international speeches. The term minority has been used 13 times
(159.51 pmw) in the international speeches by the Presidents of Latvia and once (11.48 pmw)
in the local speech by G. Ulmanis. The term minority has been used 8 times (135.15 pmw) by
the Presidents of Lithuania in the international speeches (A. Brazauskas) and 3 times (52.3
pmw) in the local speeches. The collocations that are found to be used in combination with the
word minority in both national and international speeches are rights and integration.

Additionally, a particularly interesting research with noteworthy results has been carried
out by Dimitrova-Grajzl, Eastwood and Grajzl (2016) who have analysed the longevity of
national identity in European countries and calculated a National Identity Longevity Index that
is associated with the extent (magnitude) of national pride in the countries. The scholars claim
that ‘contemporary national pride inter alia reflects deep, historically rooted societal
conventions which take time to emerge’ (Dimitrova-Grajzl et al., 2016:1). It is argued that after
years and numbers of studies into national identity (included national pride) and its influence
on numerous state-building factors such as ‘government effectiveness, preferences for and
extent of redistribution, tax compliance, support for protectionism, sentiment toward the Euro,
and attitudes toward immigrants and foreign populations’ remain unclear (ibid.). Nevertheless,
‘one fundamental but thus far unexplored factor impacting national pride is the longevity of
national identity’ and that ‘a well-defined and entrenched sense of a common national identity,
through the process of ongoing diffusion, fosters national pride’ (ibid.). Thus, it is concluded
that national pride ‘should be greater in countries with longer histories of national identity’
(ibid.). Nevertheless, according to the results of the aforementioned research, the normalised
longevity index of Estonia is 0,38, Latvia 0,41 and Lithuania 0,38, which seems to indicate a
slightly higher level of national pride in Latvia when compared to the other Baltic States
(Dimitrova-Grajzl et al., 2016:4). Although worth noting, the aforementioned research seems
to be expandable to a more detailed socio-political analysis, which is not the main goal of the
current study.

Nevertheless, it is argued that the guilt factor on part of the Western states for the
consequences of the Second World War in the Baltic States was both recognised and used by

the Baltic political leaders, especially after the 1993 Russian parliamentary elections, where a
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nationalist and anti-Baltic party lead by Vladimir Zhirinovsky gained majority of voices thus
potentially threatening the security of the Baltic States and the withdrawal of the Soviet troops
in their territory, to ‘leverage their unique historical and geopolitical position in order to
accelerate their integration westward’ (Lasas, 2008: 368). As Lasas (2008) concludes ‘the
willingness of the EC [the European Commission] to open up the possibility of economic and
political convergence was driven by collective guilt and responsibility for the consequences of
the Munich pact, the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact, and the Yalta agreement’ (2008: 367).

Furthermore, patriotism ‘refers to positive attitudes by individuals to their own nation,
culture and interests and it is derived from Latin term patria which means fatherland’
(Flowerdew and Leong, 2007: 274). As Flowerdew and Leong (2007) note, nationalism as an
ideology is distinct from patriotism as nationalism advocates ‘the formation of a separate
nation-state for each distinct ethnic group’ (2007: 274). It seems notable here that nationalism
when exaggerated and driven to extremity may and has showed the aforementioned tendencies,
but like national identity, when existing in synergy with other ideologies and other identities
(global, supra-national, sub-national, regional, individual) can be seen, as Druviete (2018)
admits, as a generally positive force. It is true that nations are a ‘socially constructed,” arbitrarily
invented, artificial communities, yet they do create a positive sense of unity and belonging
which by nature is necessary to humans as ‘social animals’ (ibid.). Moreover, patriotism is
distinct from nationalism in that it does not seek power or enforce the beliefs of one’s devotion
to a particular place on others while the aim of nationalism is to ‘secure more power and more
prestige [...] for the nation’ thus noting that patriotism is defensive in character while
nationalism is aggressive (Flowerdew and Leong, 2007: 274). Conclusively, it seems that
nationalism and patriotism are in fact ‘fundamentally ambiguous’ terms and are often used ‘as
euphemisms for chauvinism, jingoism and racism’ (ibid.: 275). Moreover, as it has already been
established, discourse is the medium through which patriotism and nationalism are promoted
and language is the ‘key discursive element to achieve this aim’ (ibid.). Even more, metaphors
are seen as ‘discursive device that not only construct but also relate national identities under
different sociocultural contexts and ideological preferences’ (ibid.). It is notable that ‘metaphor
can be considered a necessary cognitive mechanism through which discourses, and, by
extension, social realities are formulated’ and ‘to achieve its purposes, metaphor has to be
interpreted through shared cultural knowledge, and there is variation in the extent to which
people from different cultural backgrounds share cultural knowledge and ideologies’
(Flowerdew and Leong, 2007: 274).

As to the identity of Lithuania, Savicka (2007) discusses the development and difficulties

of Lithuanian national identity and values during the time of Polish and Russian rule in the
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territory as well as during Lithuania entering the European Union. The scholar claims that ‘the
experience of the post-Soviet Lithuania’s independence confirms the insight that traditional
cultural elements, folk customs, traditions and the like are, as a rule, are much more important
during the periods of dependence when they become the source of national pride, mythology
and continuation of tradition, sustaining a core national identity (threatened by erasure by
foreign power structures)’ (Savicka, 2007: 11). It is argued that ‘there are much more profound
ways for national embodiment, such as historical territory or homeland, common myths and
historical memories, common mass culture, common legal rights and obligations, common
economy with territorial mobility of its members’ (ibid.). However, Savicka (2007) has claimed
that the elements of national identity seem to no longer be as important to the population of
Lithuania as during the time of their oppression (ibid.). It is argued that Lithuanian national
identity should be re-created taking into account its new circumpstances and the EU as an
influencign factor for the identity communication, because ‘national identity has the power to
open new vistas for placing oneself in rapidly changing social and cultural surroundings and
escaping the prison of homogenised world-vision enforced by mindless globalisation and
likewise stiff nationalism’ (Savicka, 2007: 14). Further the scholar provides a very interesting
discussion about the role of identity in the development of consumerism as the advertising
industries try to sell goods by represebeting them as elements of one’s identity. This idea is not
particularly topical to the area of political discourse, yet there are some points which can be
noted as in the second decade of the 21st century, consumer goods featuring elements of nation
and nationalism (in Latvia in particular) such as the flag and cultural mythical symbols have
become increasingly popular, which means that people are ready to buy these consumer goods
to display that they belong to one or another nation and share their identity. This is also the idea
discussed further in Savicka (2007), namely, the fact that consumerism and identity
commuication has a deeper and more complex meaning than it might appear. This, however,
should be studied separately for a more detailed analysis, which is not specifically the subject
and goal of the current research.

Furthermore, Subrenat (2004) has used Johan Gottfried Herder’s (1744-1803), who has
been one of the linguists and philosophers to study the identity and cultural differences of the
Baltic States, words to define identity and national identity: ‘identity arises from the need and
desire to differentiate oneself from others’ (in Subrenat, 2004: 3). ldentity is about the fact that
‘each culture is unique, in the sense that the individual who has been immersed therein
participates in [...] the spirit of the people which in turn forms the foundation of the collective
soul of the people’ (ibid.). It is noteworthy to agree that Herder’s views on language, culture,

and literature ‘played an important role in the awakening of each of the Baltic countries to its
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national identities’ (ibid.: 5). The scholar emphasizes that for Estonia (similarly as for Latvia)
the state language (Estonian) is the main element that constitutes the Estonian national identity
(Subrenat, 2004: 7). The distinction and similarity between the terms national identity and
genetic identity is further discussed, where the former relates to the sense of belonging,
uniqueness, and nationhood, while the latter referring to questions such as who we are? and
where do we come from? relating to the genetic code of original Estonians (ibid.: 15). It is
admitted that the combination of these two terms is close to ideology. Further on, the state name
not only for Estonia, but also Latvia and Lithuania after the first world war (although their
identities are rooted deeper into history), have become the driving force of their national
identities, because before that people used to refer to themselves using the village name or
larger territorial name (such as Livonia), but after that Estonians, Latvians and Lithuanians
‘were born’ (Subrenat, 2004: 85). Consequently, it is noted that the land and the people are the
elements of national identity and that keep it existent.

When referring to the Estonian national identity, the importance of the idea of ‘being the
smallest’ in Europe is an important aspect of their national identity together with Estonia being
‘a bridge between western and eastern Europe’ (Taagepera, 2018: 14). Further on, Taagepera
(2018) discusses in great detail the main events in the history of Estonia and Estonian people
that have led to its present state and its national identity as it is. The history of Estonia according
to Taagepera (2018) starts in the 13" century, when the state is an independent nation, later
owned by German rule (14"-15" century), Swedish rule (16"-18" century) and the ‘early
Russian rule’ (18-19™ century) that the scholar refers to as ‘the peak of serfdom’ (ibid.). Then
the scholar discusses in more detail how the idea of an independent nation was born and how
the people were long ready for it, which leads to the fighting and gaining independence, how
independence was lost again and what the years of the Soviet occupation did to the national
spirit in the country. However, it is emphasized that ‘as a nation with a definite linguistic-
cultural self-identity, Estonia always continued to exist, despite the long period of political
submergence’ (ibid.).

As to the history, only the period since the declaration of independence of the sovereign
Baltic Republics is of interest to the present study, however, it should be kept in mind that the
national identity of each of the states started to be constructed and developed long before the
state was declared to be independent. Thus, in the period between the declaration of
Independence of the states in 1918 (February 23 in Estonia, February 16 in Lithuania and
November 18 in Latvia) and regaining the independence in 1991 (March 11 Lithuania, May 4
Latvia and August 20 Estonia) two ‘periods of Soviet occupation (1940-1 and 1944-91)

unleashed a wave of mass killings and deportations the nationalisation of all property and
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overall violence’ as well as restrictions of free speech (Mole, 2012: 50). These years may be
considered as one of the most influencing in the formation of national identity of the states its
strong relation to fear and the feeling of cognitive inclusion and exclusion. This alienation or
otherization of the foreign ‘powers’ is kept in the memories and thus reflect on the respective
national identities which may be used for an emotional effect by the ‘leaders’ of these nations.

According to Jurkynas (2020), the Presidents of the Baltic States in the period from 2014
through 2018 have represented ‘Baltic togetherness’ in their speeches, specifically referring to
‘the repeated images of the Baltic Way, the fight for freedom, return to Europe and occupation’
(2020:95). The scholar analyses how regional identities are represented in the speeches of the
Presidents and claims that ‘destiny of illegal Soviet annexation and the wish for a place in
Europe run deep in the Latvian narrative’ (ibid.). While the Presidents of Lithuania in the period
from 2014 to 2018 have also emphasized the Baltic military cooperation and security issues in
the Baltic States, the Presidents of all three of the states ‘developed a practically identical
discourses based on common regional security, sighting for freedom, integrating into the EU
and NATO and getting rid of the Soviet legacies’ (ibid.: 96). Jurkynas (2020) likewise mentions
Russia as ‘the other’ or the common enemy to the Baltic States with regard to their security and
their identity. Consequently, what Jurkynas (2020) has concluded is that the Presidents of the
Baltic States in the second decade of the 21% century position themselves firmly as the
‘Northern Europe’ rather than ‘Eastern Europe’ (ibid.:102.). This conclusion is also supported
by the results of the current research (see Chapters 3 and 4), yet there is much more to the
individual national identities of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania and the common Baltic (regional)
identity as the analysis below will show. Conclusively, it should be noted that national identity
is likewise defined in the constitutions of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania (see Appendix 1).

2.5. Synergy of Critical Discourse Studies and Corpus Linguistics

Although criticism of political speeches is “as old as the process of production of speeches
itself,” the types of criticism and methodologies differ significantly, because due to the changing
and developing character of politics in the 21 century, the methodological perspectives of
criticism also need to be adapted (Reisigl, 2008: 261). Thus, contemporary critique of
discourses needs to integrate not only the criticism of speech and discourse theories, but also
the criticism of language choices, speech functions and contextual features of the discourses
the speeches belong to as well as the norms and values expressed in and addressed by the
speeches. One of the well-established and widely referenced methodological movements using
this multidisciplinary approach to discourse criticism is Critical Discourse Studies (henceforth

CDS). The term has become one of the most trending paradigms in discourse studies across the
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world and across various disciplines. Since the original emergence of CDS and one of its most
widely used approaches — the Discourse-Historical Approach (DHA) in the 1950s (Wodak et
al, 2009: 3) and the subsequent critique of both the CDS direction and the DHA as one of its
approaches, additional interpretations and attempts to combine DHA with other methodologies
have been published in Latvia, the Baltics and across the world (Skudra 2006, Rindzeviciute
2007, Baker 2006 and 2012, Mole 2007 and 2012, Klave 2010, Sapule 2012, Mulderrig 2012,
Hart and Cap 2014, Wodak and Boukala 2015, Boukala 2016, Zappettini 2016, Flowerdew and
Richardson 2017, Kopoloveca 2017). It has been both praised and severely criticised by
numerous scholars (see criticism received by CDS described below). As a paradigm or
movement, it began at the end of the 20™ century and was pioneered mainly by Ruth Wodak,
Teun Adrianus van Dijk and Norman Fairclough; however, many other scholars have
contributed to the development of the field of Critical Discourse Studies as a subfield of
linguistics. Several parallel approaches have been developed by scholars across the word, for
instance, the linguistic approach closely related to both Halliday’s systemic linguistics and
social semiotics and Foucault’s theories of discourse (pioneers — Gunther Kress, Robert Hodge,
Roger Fowler, Norman Fairclough and Theo van Leeuwen), the cognitive linguistic approach
looking at the mediation of human cognition and social and discourse structures, that is also
grounded in Foucault’s theory on discourse (Teun van Dijk, Utz Maas, Siegfried Jager and
Jurgen Link); the socio-linguistic approach that considers both philosophical and social as well
as historical aspects of particular discursive acts, here the Discourse-Historical approach is the
most prominent research type due to its incorporation of multiple perspectives to the analysis
of data and its allowance for the triangulation of theories and methods. Moreover, the DHA
allows to analyse the diachronic change of theories by analysing the historical context of
particular discourses from original sources. The current study thus uses the DHA as the primary
approach to the analysis of presidential speeches yet consults the theories and perspectives from
the other aforementioned methods for a more detailed analysis.

Furthermore, CDS is defined as ‘a movement which seeks to raise critical consciousness
about the discursive dimensions of social problems involving discrimination, disadvantage, and
dominance with the aim of contributing to broader emancipatory projects’ (Lazar in Flowerdew
and Richardson, 2017: 372). Thus, all types of CDS are ‘explicitly or implicitly conducted
against a vision of ideal human relations with other humans’ (Stibbe in Flowerdew and
Richardson, 2017: 503). Additionally, like discourse analysis, the focus of CDS is the analysis
of authentic material gained from everyday communication in institutional discourses such as
media and politics ‘rather than on sample sentences or sample texts constructed in linguists’

minds’ (Wodak et al., 2009: 9). Moreover, the object of analysis for all types of CDS is both
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written and spoken as well as multimodal elements of discourse as social practice that ‘assume
a dialectical relationship between particular discursive acts and the situations, institutions and
social structures in which they are embedded’ (ibid.) This may be seen as a reciprocal process,
because the particular social, historical and psychological contexts shape and affect particular
discourses, while discourse shape social reality and social thought in turn. The aforementioned
idea has been thoroughly expressed by Fairclough (2014) who notes that a radical view of CDS

emphasises the power behind discourse rather than just the power in discourse (how
people with power shape the ‘order of discourse’ as well as the social order in general,
versus how people with power control what happens in specific interactions such as
interviews). It correspondingly emphasises ideology rather than (just) persuasion and
manipulation. It views discourse as a stake in social struggle as well as a site of social
struggle, and views social struggle as including class struggle. It sets as an objective for
CDA raising people’s consciousness of how language contributes to the domination of
some people by others, as a step towards social emancipation (in Flowerdew and
Richardson, 2017: 345).

Consequently, although CDS has often been perceived to be a method to the linguistic study of
texts due to its original title CDA, it is in fact a way of thinking and interpreting discourses
wherein the social exercise of power and discrimination takes place. Even more, van Dijk
(2013) argues that CDA is no longer a term applied to the critical studies of discourses, but
rather a paradigm that implies ‘everything that is studied from critical perspective’ (cited in
Wodak and Meyer, 2016: 3). At the beginning of the 21% century as a reaction towards the
severe criticism received by CDA, van Dijk proposed the term Critical Discourse Studies as a
field of study to be referred to instead of the original term CDA. The confusion between these
two terms is still present in many papers as most of the scholars still refer to CDA and do not
use the term CDS. It could be stated that CDS is a movement of critical scholars or a critical
scholarly movement, while CDA is paradigm under which methodology for critical study of
discourse can be used.

Furthermore, Barlett (2012) and several other scholars (Joseph 2006, Zagar, 2010 and
2011) have at least partially criticised the goals and methods of CDA claiming that it focuses
on ‘the ways in which discourse is either manipulated by dominant groups or conceals a
hegemonic or socially damaging ideology that has been naturalised, taken for granted, as a
result of this process’ (2012: 215). Several critical remarks directed towards CDS claim that it
is a type of ‘cherry-picking or selecting isolated instances of discourse that confirm the existing
ideological biases of the researcher’ (ibid.: 5). It is also noted by critics that there has been a
tendency of the CDS researchers to focus more on the negative side of the specific discourse,
thus making the critical analysis more biased than genuinely critical (more often implying

political discourse) (ibid.). Furthermore, the aforementioned reliance on mainly systemic-
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functional linguistic approaches (focus on grammatical aspects of discourse rather than other
linguistic approaches), the focus on the available texts without considering alternatives and the
lack of consideration of the cause and effect of discourses have been the elements of severe
critique received by the paradigm (Bloommeart, 2005 in Barlett, 2012: 5).Taking into
consideration the aforementioned critique, one should note that in the recent years the use and
development of CDS as a movement rather than simply methodology has undergone numerous
improvements, in spite of or as a result of these critiques, including the incorporation of social
methods such as questionnaires and case studies into the research to be able to analyse the
context in more detail, combination of CDS with corpus linguistics to be able to account for
statistical data and objectivity of the results and incorporation of multimodal analysis into CDS
to be able to overview the multiple dimensions of specific discourses in society. Barlett (2012)
discusses the relationship between discourse and its producer stating that these two should be
looked upon separately rather than in combination, because the relationship between the text
and its producers is ‘potentially unstable’ (ibid.: 216). This aspect has also been discussed by
Chouliaraki and Fairclough (1999), who note that:

in an analysis of a specific discursive practice [...] we should separate the question of what
orders of discourse are brought together from the question of what voices are brought
together. Such a procedure allows CDA to explore relations and tension between discursive
practices in place within a particular conjuncture and the specific discursive endowments
of agents operative within them - a potentially powerful and explosive mix (in Barlett,
2012: 217).

The quotation may be interpreted as referring to the power of, for instance, ideological or
manipulative discourse when produced and voiced by even more powerful people, typically
well-known people, claiming that in order to analyse the potential effects of such discourse, one
needs to carefully examine the two elements separately. Thus, context situation (including the
political profile of the speaker) is to be examined with due attention before coming to any
conclusions about the text produced or voiced by a specific agent. This conclusion, however,
also arises in the aforementioned discussion on the analysis of rhetoric stemming from
Aristotle’s philosophy, namely, that the analysis should consist of a thorough investigation of
the role of the speaker (ethos), the role of the argument or the product (logos) and the role of

the linguistic form that triggers emotions and cognition of the hearer (pathos).
2.5.1. The Discourse-Historical Approach

As mentioned above, the DHA is one of the most prominent approaches to CDS. Apart
from its focus on the historical perspective on the context of particular discourses, it also
primarily takes into account ‘the immediate language or text-internal co-text of an utterance’

that includes the analysis of elements such as ‘lexical solidarities, collocational peculiarities
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and connotations, implications, presuppositions, thematic and syntactic coherence, as well as
mitigation, hesitation, perspectivisation’ (Blackledge, 2005: 19). The extralinguistic or
contextual (social variables and institutional frames) factors of discourse under analysis are
typically the ‘formality of the situation, place, time, occasion of the communicative event, the
recipients, the political and interactive role of the participants, their ideological orientation, their
sex or gender, age, profession, level of education, their ethnic, religious, regional and national
affiliation’ (ibid.). All of these factors must be considered when compiling and analysing the
corpus of speeches and are to be used as variables when looking at the historic change or
synchronic variation of the linguistic means found in the specific discursive events.
Furthermore, ‘the broader socio-political and historical context which the discursive practices
are embedded in include the history of the discursive event itself as well as the history to which
the discourse is related’ (Blackledge, 2005: 19). Thus, the history and context of the selected
presidential speeches and their socio-political context accordingly is a crucial variable in the
analysis of national identity discourse. The analysis conducted with the DHA operates on three
textual levels or dimensions, namely, the content or thematic level, the discursive strategies
used, and the linguistic means incorporated. These are mandatory levels that are to be looked
at in a detailed analysis and criticism of a discourse as well as forming conclusions and
suggestions for the potential/possible improvement of discourse practices in future. Table 2
below displays the guidelines on how to approach the analysis of discursive strategies via
answering articular questions on the features of discourses under analysis:

Table 2. Discursive strategies of the DHA (Reisigl in Flowerdew and Richardson, 2017: 52)

Questions to approach Discursive Purpose
discursive features strategies
How are persons, objects, nomination discursive construction of
phenomena, events, social
processes, and actions actors, discursive
named and referred to construction of objects,
linguistically in the phenomena, events
discourse in question? discursive construction of
processes and actions
What characteristics or predication discursive characterization of
qualities are attributed to social actors, objects,
social actors, objects, phenomena, events
phenomena, events, processes, and actions (e.g.,
processes, and actions positively or negatively)
mentioned in the discourse?
What arguments are argumentation persuading addressees of the
employed in discourse? validity of specific claims of
truth
and normative rightness
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From what perspective are perspectivisation positioning the speaker’s or
these nominations, writer’s point of view and
attributions, arguments expressing involvement or
expressed? distance

Are the respective mitigation and modifying the illocutionary
utterances articulated? intensification force of utterances in respect
are they intensified or to their epistemic or deontic
mitigated? status

The list of the basic discursive strategies displayed in Table 2 above may be used to analyse
any type of discourse, when doing a general discourse analysis; however, in CDS it must be
combined with a detailed analysis of the thematic areas of the discourse (the particular thematic
areas of identity discourse are discussed above) and analysis of the linguistic techniques
incorporated in the discursive strategies (discussed in Chapter 1). In the context of national
identity construction in presidential rhetoric, the current research looks at how the nomination
strategies are used to construct the image of the nation and nationals, how predication strategies
aid in characterising the nature of the country and people, how argumentation strategies are
used to construct a common truth or beliefs and to persuade and manipulate with the audience,
how perspectivisation strategies display the individual identity of the particular President and
how mitigation and intensification strategies are used for the effect of emphasizing or obscuring

specific aspects of national identities.
2.5.2. Corpus Linguistic Critical Discourse Studies

In the 21% century, corpus data may be seen as mandatory constituent in the methodology
of a reliable, replicable, and representative research. However, it seems reasonable to state that
for DA and more specifically CDA the corpus-based approach or corpus-linguistics-as-a-
method is more suitable, because it allows for a corpus analysis that is based on pre-existing
theories that need evidence or proof, which is in turn sought in the selected corpus or corpora.

Furthermore, although DA and especially CDA are relatively new disciplines of research
(the same as Corpus Linguistics), there are already several scholars who discuss its relation to
Corpus Linguistics. Baker (2006) acknowledges the differing views of linguists about the
researchers’ bias and subjectivity, but also notes that corpus-based approach should be seen as
a direction towards ‘self-awareness and agency’ in linguistic research and especially DA (2006:
11). Baker further looks at the term ‘triangulation” which is also discussed by critical discourse
analysts especially when using the DHA approach (ibid.: 16). Triangulation as combination of
multiple approaches or methods to the analysis of corpora is nowadays approached by
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numerous researchers as a more advanced and more reliable means of analysis due to several
reasons. First, triangulation is seen as ‘facilitating validity checks of hypotheses’ (ibid.).
Second, ‘it anchors findings in more robust interpretations and explanations’ (ibid.). Third, ‘it
allows researchers to respond flexibly to unforeseen problems and aspects in their research’
(ibid.). Although Baker (2006) also claims that ‘discourse analysists typically do not want to
build a corpus from scratch’ but rather base their analysis on single texts, it seems reasonable
to argue that to achieve more reliable and interpretable results it is mandatory to base
assumptions, hypotheses and theses on a large body of evidence otherwise one cannot claim
that the research represents one or another discourse (Baker, 2006: 16). Thus, it follows that in
order to have a good basis for research in the arena of CDS, creating a structured corpus for
systematic analysis or even several corpora if studying discourse both diachronically and
synchronically is a prerequisite. In the later works of Baker (2012) emerges a different, more
ironical, or humorous descriptions of how CL cooperate with CDS. The scholar humorously
notes that CDA and CL are sometimes seen as ‘uneasy bedfellows’ due to their shared belief in
the idea that only naturally occurring language is worth analysing and ends in reliable and
representative conclusions but differing views on the importance of social context and in-depth
analysis of the ‘extra linguistic factors’ (Baker, 2012: 33). The metaphoric idea of relationship
between CDA and CL is further extended with ironical touch claiming that these two sciences
have so far only ‘having occasional dates in intimate relationships’ and not yet ‘exchanged
wedding vows’ exactly because corpus researchers do not see point in paying close attention to
socio-political context when one has to analyse massive bodies of data in a large corpus (ibid.:
34).

Further on, corpus-based approaches to linguistic analysis of texts are typically based
on the following features or principles of CL: machine-readability, authenticity, and sampling
representative of some particular language genre or discourse. Wodak and Meyer (2009)
address the issue of combining machine-readability with authenticity factors in CDS, because
CL require a machine-readable text to be in plain text format without any additional formatting
features, while for CDA this is impossible, because removing the original text formatting the
text loses its context which is of significance for studying social relations and aims of the text
(Wodak and Meyer, 2009: 130). This issue is, however, solvable and both concordance and
context can be kept for CDA by saving the text original of speech audio original for later
reference (ibid.). Moreover, the recent development of online corpus tools such as the Sketch
Engine or Voyant Tools allow to create online corpora in a Microsoft Word format which allows

to retain the data important for the critical discourse analysis of the texts.
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Additionally, Wodak and Meyer (2009) offer a several step guide of how to combine
CDA with Corpus Linguistics and to ‘cope with large amounts of data, reduce researcher’s bias
and enhance the credibility of the analysis’:

1. compiling an electronically held corpus that allows for investigation of research
questions to arise from social issues.

2. Running the corpus through concordancing software that compiles frequency lists,
identifies keywords and reveals statistically significant collocations.

3. Analysing concordances qualitatively in order to establish the dominant semantic
preferences and prosodies of lexical items relevant to the social issues under analysis.

4. Putting the results from the purpose-built corpus into perspective by comparing them
with evidence gleaned from large reference corpora. (Wodak and Meyer, 2009: 130).

The main conclusion here is, therefore, that CL can aid CDA in numerous ways and is welcome
as CDA allows for triangulation of methods.

Consequently, it can be stated that CL has gained the attention of linguists and
researchers who represent many different disciplines starting from lexicography to grammar
and even discourse analysis. Although there are contradicting views on how CL should be
defined and what are the differences between corpus-based and corpus-driven or corpus-
linguistics-as-a-method and corpus-linguistics-as-a-theory, no questions about the fact that CL
is an indispensable constituent of a reliable, replicable, and up-to-date qualitative and
quantitative research seem to exist. This is also confirmed by Johnstone (2018) who notes that
‘corpus analysis can reconfirm qualitative work, making it harder for people who feel that the
truth is in numbers to ignore, but quantitative corpus analysis can uncover things that qualitative
analysis cannot’ (2018: 18). In other words, corpus-as-a-method can be used to support the
qualitative data or reconfirm theoretical assumptions, while corpus-as-a-theory is a valuable
approach in the studies of unmarked corpora that have not yet been analysed and provide rich
empirical grounds for data extraction and detailed linguistic investigation and ‘the corpus itself
embodies a theory of language’ (Tognini-Bonelli, 2001: 84). Thus, the use of corpora in
interdisciplinary research develops through time and spreads across disciplines in a rather
speedy manner and new theories and views emerge accordingly.

Moreover, O’Keeffe and McCarthy (2014) note that there are four techniques in corpus
linguistics that may be and are advised to be used in discourse analysis and particularly critical
analysis of political discourse: ‘(1) analysing ‘how X is talked about’, (2) making corpus
comparisons, (3) analysing sets of linguistic features marking a particular style, and (4)
analysing keywords’ (O’Keeffe and McCarthy, 2014:595). Accordingly, these are the ways
how quantitative corpus study comes together with the qualitative discourse study. First the
frequency lists are created and examined quantitatively. Then collocations and concordance
lines are analysed qualitatively to see the semantic environment or context of the lexical item.

Collocation search is useful for discourse analysis because it can reveal ‘the semantic definition
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of a word’ and it is ‘closely bound with discourse prosody’ (Haider, 2017: 19). Similarly,
concordance can help discourse analysis to uncover ‘hidden traces’ of specific discourse as it
shows ‘the co-textual information’ (ibid: 20). Another feature of CL that is also likeable for
CDA is making comparisons, for example comparing the use and frequency of two different
lexical items or phrases in a corpus or comparing the use of a particular item in different
corpora. Although frequency is typically a corpus linguistic tool, Haider (2017) argues that it
may aid CDA in that word frequency analysis may help to uncover some bias or hidden attitudes
of the discourse producer (Haider, 2017: 18). In this way a researcher may uncover for instance
traces of sexist discourse, traces of ideologies like populism, racism etc. (ibid.). Additionally,
corpus linguistic tools can also aid CDA when it comes to analysing particular style ‘especially
in diachronic study’ where the use of numerous lexical items can be analysed in several time
periods thus identifying the change of style (O’Keeffe and McCarthy, 2014: 596). This can be
easily done analysing the existing corpora of, for instance, British Parliament hearings, which
are structured by years, thus enabling the researcher to observe language change diachronically.
It is also possible to create a specific specialised corpus or corpora, and having collected
material that represents at least several decades, it is possible to create structure for observing
diachronic change of language use, which is one of the goals the author of this study has set for
further research. Nevertheless, if a discourse analyst makes too much connection to corpus
linguistic principles, he or she may ‘loose contact’ with the text (McEnery, Xiao and Tono,
2006: 111). This is due to the reason that CL is generally considered to be dealing with large
corpora that mainly include examples, while DA deals with whole texts but in processable
numbers. Likewise, CL would typically make use of general language corpora while DA is
more interested in specialised corpora. It seems reasonable to disagree with McEnery et al. in
that DA is interested mainly in spoken language, as discourse by definition is social language
use within context by particular person or group no matter spoken, written or multimodal.

Finally, as discussed above, keyword analysis may have two meanings when it comes to
combining CL with DA. However, in large corpora keywords as analysed by discourse analysts
may prove to be quite difficult item for analysis. In corpus linguistic study, however, to analyse
keywords at least two corpora should be necessary for comparison. These can be a specialised
corpus and a general corpus, or two different specialised corpora compared to show the use of
keywords in the base corpus a unique or different from other genres, for example, comparison
of keywords in political discourse and academic discourse.

Moreover, it should be emphasized that a ‘corpus of political speeches makes it possible
to analyse the idiolect of specific politicians (although note that many politicians use speech

writers), for example in terms of rhetorical style or the typical connotations of specific
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keywords’ (O’Keeffe and McCarthy, 2014: 593). Thus, the corpus approach to CDA allows the
researcher to ‘reveal patterns of textual prominence in the data (such as collocations of certain
words or especially frequent ‘keywords’ that are amenable to qualitative analysis’ (Mulderrig,
2008: 151). Additionally, due to the fact that ‘corpus analysis permits critical textual analysis
of large bodies of data, historical analyses of the variation, selection, and retention of keywords
in political discourses over extended periods can be made’ (which is also the case of the present
study (ibid). Given the aforementioned theories, the current research follows several
methodological steps:
1. The formulation and research topic and research questions;
2. Corpus design: the compilation and classification of unmarked corpus data;
3. The review of methodologies and relevant theoretical literature on the theme of the
discursive construction of national identity in political discourse;
4. Selection of corpus tools for detailed corpus-based and corpus-driven analysis (see
Appendix 11);
5. Corpus-driven and corpus-based analysis — extracting keywords, word frequency lists
and collocations, looking at word sketches and making corpus comparisons;
6. Qualitative and comparative speech analysis of thematic areas in the speeches, the
applied discursive strategies, and linguistic techniques;
7. Collection and analysis of survey and interview data to evaluate the conclusions of
the critical discourse analysis;
8. Formulation of results and drawing conclusions.
Although the research procedure consists of eight steps, it should be noted that all steps,
particularly the consultation of relevant scholarly literature and comparison against the
empirical data (both qualitative and quantitative) is re-assessed throughout the research process.
To conclude, Chapter 2 has introduced discussion on the concepts of identity, national
identity and global or supranational identities as well as the means by which these identities are
constructed and deconstructed in discourse. The national identities, their elements and the
process of constructing collective identities and representing collective values of the Baltic
States as well as the common history that influence the current state of national identities of
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania have likewise been discussed in this chapter. Finally, the research
direction and methodology of the current study have been reviewed. The following chapter

displays the results of the qualitative part of the critical study of presidential speeches.
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3. CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS: NATIONAL IDENTITY IN
PRESIDENTIAL SPEECHES OF THE BALTIC STATES

Chapter 3 introduces and discusses in detail the results of the empirical part of the current
research. Although the studies of discursive identity construction generally follow the
procedure where analysis of thematic areas in discourses is followed by the analysis of
discursive strategies and subsequently a detailed analysis of linguistic means of realisation of
these strategies within the specific thematic areas, the current research adjusts the procedure
slightly due to the fact that the analysis focuses on one type of discourse rather than all elements
of elite discourses that are considered active participants in national identity construction. Thus,
as the present study deals specifically with presidential rhetoric as a form of political discourse,
the chapter provides an outlook on the corpus of presidential speeches and descriptions of the
linguistic and contextual profiles of the Presidents of the Baltic States first. After that, a detailed
critical analysis of the discursive construction of national identities is provided. The analysis is
structured around the major thematic areas of national identity construction that have been
discussed in the chapters above and follows a top-down approach where the identified
discursive strategies and therein used linguistic means of strategy realisation are discussed,
respectively. The analysis is complemented with examples from the corpus that illustrate the
results of the inquiry (see Table 68 in Appendix 6). Moreover, additional illustrations of the
research results are displayed in figures and tables in Appendix 3 through Appendix 11.

3.1. Corpus of Presidential Speeches

The whole corpus of presidential speeches consists of 414 speeches (500 166 words);
however, it is divided into several sub-corpora specifically for qualitative analysis and
comparisons in quantitative analysis. The sub-corpus for qualitative analysis consists of 204
speeches (244 185 words), 40 of which (79 155 words) are given by the Presidents of Estonia
(English versions provided by the office of the President of Estonia), 113 (112 259 words) are
given by the Presidents of Latvia (English and Latvian collected from national archives), and
51 speeches (52 771) are given by the Presidents of Lithuania (English versions provided by
the office of the President). The corpus is extended by incorporating 100 speeches by the
Presidents of Estonia and Lithuania in Estonian (50 speeches, 48012 words) and Lithuanian (50
speeches, 18867 words), respectively, including the speeches that have been given after
declaration of independence in 1918 (retrieved from national archives online). Moreover, an

additional 140 (191 502 words) speeches have been collected from international speech

74



archives. Thus, the corpus of speeches by the Presidents of Latvia is 137 speeches, Estonia 130
speeches and Lithuania 147 speeches.

The speeches have been selected according to their availability in printed, audio, or online
versions and the ability of the offices of the Presidents of the Baltic States to provide the original
transcriptions or official translations of the speeches. The working languages of the corpus are
Latvian and English. The English variants of the speeches have been obtained from the home
pages of the Presidents of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania and provided by the offices of the
Presidents of Estonia and Lithuania. The sample corpus data has been created so that there
would be speeches by each of the Presidents of the Baltic States in the selected period of time
and so that the time periods from the Declaration of Independence until occupation (Latvia),
restoration of independence until entering the European Union (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania) and
from entering the European Union until the year 2021 including (Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania).
Due to the fact that the language use and contents of the speeches are directly dependent on the
historical time and wider context, speech corpus is analysed both synchronically and
diachronically within selected time periods (1918-19140; 1990-2004; 2005-2021). An
additional aim of the corpus study is to see how the corpus data can provide comparable data
as regards the differences in language use across the Baltic States. Moreover, the corpus data is
used to analyse the differences and similarities in male and female president speeches as well
as across the speeches of presidents belonging to different political parties or having different
political affiliations.

It should be noted that the speeches of the Presidents of Estonia and Lithuania for the
qualitative analysis are provided in English; thus, they are the official translated versions of the
speeches by the office of the presidents of the states. Another notable aspect of the selected
corpus data is the fact that the size and number of the files in the sub corpora for each of the
selected criteria (time frame, state, presidents, political affiliation, gender of the president,
language and speech occasion) is not equal for all the comparable criteria; thus, normalised or
relative sizes and frequencies are calculated in order to create a representative sample (this,
however, is an automatic computerised process available in the Sketch Engine online corpus
analysis tool). Due to the fact that the current research paper is written in English, but a
considerable number of the corpus data is in Latvian, Estonian and Lithuanian, examples of
linguistic means under analysis are provided both as original and in an English translation of
the examples provided by the author of this dissertation. Where available, original, and official

English versions provided by the offices of the presidents of the Baltic States are used.

3.2. The Linguistic Profiles of the Presidents
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The chapter provides the overall characteristics of the linguistic profiles of the
presidential speeches in relation to national identity construction as analysed from the
qualitative and quantitative perspective. The linguistic profiles of the speeches by each of the
presidents are introduced below. The chapter proceeds further with the qualitative analysis of
the identified thematic areas and strategies of constructing national identity in the speeches,
where the analysis is structured according to the thematic areas introduced by Wodak et al.
(2009). Simultaneously, the specific linguistic techniques that have been identified in the
speeches are analysed, before proceeding to the quantitative data analysis. The mark-up of the
speech codes for referencing examples in displayed in Appendix 4. The codes are constructed
by combining the initial letters of the name and surname of the President and the ordinal number
of speeches by the particular President, for example, first speech by Lennart Meri in the corpus
would be marked LM1 and ninth LM9, similarly second speech by Vaira Vike-Freiberga would
be marked VVF2.

The head of the state in Estonia is President, who is elected by the parliament if has ‘at
least 68 votes out of 101°, the President is elected for five years (East and Thomas, 2003: 47).
The head of the state in Latvia is President, who is ‘indirectly elected by the parliament, the
term of service of a President is four years’ (ibid.: 75). The head of state in Lithuania is
President, who is ‘directly allected by universal adult suffrage” and serves the term of five years
(ibid.: 87). When looking at the presidential power, it should be noted that as a semi presidential
system, Lithuania presupposes more power to its President as leader of the state than Estonia
and Latvia, which is also notable in their presidential power scores (Appendix 2). The
methodology of calculating presidential power scores presupposes that the prespow1 scores are
‘mean normalized scores for a particular country time period based on the existing scores for
that country time period’, while prespow?2 scores ‘a linear construct of all existing presidential
power variables, which are weighted by their rotated component scores’ (ibid). Likewise, it
should be noted that only the scores for the period after the restoration of independent of the
Baltic States has been calculated and scores change when the constitution of the state is
amended (as in the case of Latvia between 1997 and 1998). Presidential powers before the
Soviet occupation of the Baltic States in 1940 differ slightly, see the description of presidential
functions for each of the President of each of the Baltic States below. Consequently, the
Presidents of the Baltic States represent different professional, political and social backgrounds
and have been perceived by society differently due to many reasons.

Jurkynas (2020) claims that ‘presidents are the highest political authorities in the Baltic
States’ but notes that although ‘constitutional arrangements [...] in the states differ, Estonia and

Latvia are parliamentary democracies with relatively weaker Presidents in domestic policy,
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whereas Lithuania exhibits some traits of semi-presidentialism’ (2020: 91). While one could
conceptually agree with the fact that the Presidents of Estonia and Latvia have less executive
power that the President of Lithuania (as the Presidents of Lithuania are also elected by the
people), it should be pointed out that the differences in presidential functions do not point to
the weakness or strength of the presidents’ personality or role in domestic affairs. As the current
study deals only with the execution of the representative function of the Presidents in these
states, it should be emphasized that the ‘strength’ of presidential profiles depends more on the
context and personality of the President than on the level of presidential powers as set in the

constitutions of the Baltic States.
3.2.1. The Case of Estonia

Estonia is ‘a typical parliamentary system in which the President of the Republic is
indirectly elected’ (Dumbrovik, 2009). The President of Estonia, a parliamentary republic,
fulfils mainly representative functions, however, the President also performs tasks in the foreign
and domestic policy of the state, namely, nominating the candidate for the position of the Prime
Minister and appoints ministers proposed by the Prime Minister (president.ee). As to the foreign
policy, the President of Estonia along with the Prime Minister and the minister of foreign affairs
represent the state internationally, receive diplomats and sign international agreements (ibid.).
Likewise, the President has the legislative power to approve laws passed by the government,
proclaim parliamentary elections, and pardon prisoners (ibid). The President of Estonia is ‘the
supreme commander of the national defence’ (ibid).

The first President of Estonia was Konstantin Pats, elected in 1938 and served his duties
until the Soviet occupation in 1940, after which was imprisoned by the Soviet State Secret
Police and deported to Russia, where he died in 1956 (president.ee). K. Pats was a lawyer by
education and a journalist, politician, and statesman by profession.

Lennart Meri is the first President of the re-established and independent Estonian
Republic, and he has also been ‘famously termed the birth certificate of the Estonian Republic’
(Smith, 2013: 1). L. Meri was a historian and translator by education, and his ‘literary works,
films and translations significantly contributed to the preservation of the Estonian national
identity’ (president.ee). Has been deported to Siberia during the Soviet occupation.

Arnold Rultel (president from 2001-2006) is known for his ‘opposing of Estonian
membership in NATO’ and ‘became a medium for advancing the nationalist agenda’ (Smith,
2013: 47, 71). A. Riutel was one of the authors of the Constitution of Estonia and initiator to

the Council of the Baltic States (president.ee). A. Rittel held a doctoral degree in agriculture.
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Toomas Hendrik Ilves was elected President of the Republic of Estonia in 2006 and re-
elected for a second term in office in 2011 (president.ee). The President is known for his support
of the EU and Estonia belonging to it, by noting that ‘EU integration is a natural part of our
[Estonian] development rather than a process forced upon us from outside’ (Smith, 2013: 179).
T.H. llves holds a degree in psychology and has worked as a lecturer and politician.

Kersti Kaljulaid is the first female President (from 2016 until 2021) of Estonia and fourth
head of state since its independence from the Soviet Union in 1991. K. Kaljulaid holds a
master’s degree in economics and a bachelor’s degree in genetics and has worked in academia,
economics, and politics (president.ee). Table 3 displays the list of the Presidents of Estonia,
their years of service, political affiliations, and number of speeches in the sub-corpus of
speeches in English selected for this analysis below:

Table 3. Presidents of Estonia, speeches in the corpus

President Years of Political affiliation | Number of | Words Average

service speeches in words
the corpus

Konstantin Pats 1937-1940 | conservative 10 8714 871.40

Lennart Meri 1992-2001 | National Coalition | 31 46867.00 1511.83

Arnold Ruutel 2001-2006 | People’s Union - | 32 40873.00 1277.28

conservative
Toomas Hendrik Ilves 2006-2016 | Social Democrats 32 58562.00 1830.06
Kersti Kaljulaid 2016-2021 | independent 25 35103 1404.12

The speeches by the Presidents of Estonia seem to be longer in general than the speeches
by the Presidents of Latvia and Lithuania. However, as noted in the corpus description, the
speeches in the English language are the translated and original versions of the speeches
provided by the office of the President of Estonia, thus the length of the speeches depends on
the language it is translated in. It is concluded that while the English speeches seem to be longer
(1978 words per speech on average), the speeches in Estonian (965 words per speech) are
relatively similar in length to those given by the Presidents of Latvia (993 words per speech on
average) but longer that the speeches by the Presidents of Lithuania (the average length in
English is 1055 words per speech and in Lithuanian - 379 words per speech). The speeches in
Estonian have also been analysed in the corpus tool Voyant Tools online, and the results indicate
that the longest speeches are given by T. H. llves and A. Ruiutel, while the shortest speeches
belong to K. Kaljulaid and L. Meri. Vocabulary density analysis shows that the highest density
is identified in the speeches by L. Meri and K. Kaljulaid, while lowest density is found in the
speeches by K. Péts and T. H. llves. K. Péts and L. Meri likewise seem to use longer sentences
than T. H. llves and K. Kaljulaid, who have the shortest sentences in their speeches. Finally,
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the list below displays distinctive words in the speeches of each of the Presidents of Estonia as
compared to the whole corpus of the presidential speeches in Estonia:

Konstantin Pats: p6llumeeste — farmers (20), kéest - hand (11), rahwas — people
(10), rahwa — people (10), wélja (8);

Lennart Meri: vene — Russian (17), manifesti - manisfesto (8), joulurahu —
Christmas peace (8), komisjoni — commission (7), leedu - Lithuanian (22);

Arnold Ruutel: assamblee - assemblee (13), euroopa — Europe (50), solidaarsus -
solidarity (6), lepe — agreement (6), koostéd — cooperation (17);

Toomas Henrik llves: euroopa - Europe (53), mitu - multiple (6), hakka — begin
(6), tervise - health (9), tegu - act (5);

Kersti Kaljulaid: 30 (11), 100 (12), vale —false (5), ketis - chain (5), jatta -act (5).

As can be seen in the excerpt from Voyant Tools, the thematic areas of the speeches by K. Péts
are characterised by four words, namely, farmers, hands, people, and out, which symbolise the
focus of his communication at the time of his presidency, namely, people and work. The
speeches by L. Meri are characterised by the use of words Russian, manifesto, Christmas peace
and Lithuania, which again display the situational context at the time of Estonia regaining
independence. The speeches of A. Riilitel and T.H. llves focus on the benefits and supranational
identity of the European Union and united Europe and such values as solidarity and cooperation,
which seems be belong to a wider semantic field of international cooperation in the presidential
speeches of the Baltic States. The speeches of K. Kaljulaid illustrate the emphasis on the
representative function and ceremonial type of speeches of the President as the formal head of
Estonia as a representative of a parliamentary democratic republic because the keywords focus
on the important centenary and anniversary celebrations as well as on topical political issues.
A more detailed analysis of the linguistic profile and linguistic tendencies in the speeches is
displayed below.

As to the characterisation of the linguistic profile of the speeches, the Presidents of
Estonia seem to use linguistic techniques such as metaphors, intertextuality, parallelisms and
rhetorical questions with relatively high frequency. Moreover, when constructing a common
political past, the Presidents of Estonia refer explicitly and directly to the common enemy of
the past (the Soviet Union, Russia) and do not avoid referring to the military relationship
between Estonia and Russia in the speeches given to the citizens of Estonia and international
speeches. This aspect has also been identified by Petersoo (2007), who claims that ‘the history
of each nation is marked by the presence of significant others that have influenced the
development of its identity by means of their threatening presence’ (2007: 120). Moreover, the
Presidents often refer to national symbols and values to construct national spirit.

The speeches of the first President of Estonia Konstantin Pats (years of service 1937-

1940) have been selected from the archives of Estonian newspapers in the Estonian language;
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thus, only a corpus-based analysis of these speeches has been performed as the English versions
of the speeches are not available. The keywords and multiword list (see Appendix 3) suggest
that the speeches are centred around the thematic area of a common political present (at the
time) such as building the farming industry and securing people’s work, because words such as
farmers, work, people, cabbage, and industry are emphasized. Likewise, the speeches focus on
building the idea of a newly created state of Estonia, as words such as state creation, the will
of people and state power are used. The most frequently used nouns (country, people, time,
work, year, land, life, farmer) are displayed in Tables 18 and 19 in Appendix 3.

The frequency of nouns displays a similar tendency to that of the keywords; namely, the
speeches are focused on the construction of a common national body (land) and a common
political present (work for the newly established state). This tendency seems to correspond to
the thematic areas in the speeches by the Presidents of Latvia after the declaration of
independence of the nation until its occupation, specifically in the speeches by the President K.
Ulmanis. The most frequently used adjectives are uus (new), suur (big), kindel (certain), raske
(hard), rahulik (calm), kogu (whole), majanduslik (economic), vaike (small), ilus (beautiful),
lugupeetud (esteemed), noor (young). The most frequently used verbs are olema (be), ei (not),
pidama (keep), saama (get), tulema (come), tegema (do), minema (go), vBima (modal — can,
may). Finally, the most frequently used pronouns are mina (me), see (this), oma (your), mis
(what), sina (you), tema (her), kdik (all), kes (who), ise (yourself), teine (another). The
frequency of the words in the corpus shows the following most often used words: ja (and), meie
(our), et (that), on (is), ei (not), kui (if), ome (this), see (then), siis (what), mis (this), seda (this),
ka (too), oleme (are). The use of the keywords and most frequently applied nouns, adjectives,
verbs, and pronouns shows that the focus of the speeches seems to be addressing the people
directly and constructing the national spirit, thus inviting people to act - work for the country,
rather than representing individual identity.

The first President of Estonia after the restoration of independence and the second
President since the declaration of independence Lennart Meri frequently uses the topos of
history as a teacher in the construction of a common political past, but also in the construction
of a common political present and future, where history is portrayed as teacher on the one hand
as a horrible place on the other hand, specifically when comparing the past with present and
future. For example,

We are standing on the threshold, with our hand on the doorknob and with anxiety in our
heart: progression has been slow, painful and difficult. It has involved distress and
poverty for our countryfolk, want and cold for their toil and moil; it has dealt blows on
our intellectuals, our scientists, universities, writers, artists and composers, who had
carried the glistening star of Estonian identity through the decades of darkness (LM1).
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The speeches of L. Meri are characterised by frequent use of rhetorical questions to introduce
an argument or idea via which national spirit, a common political future or past are constructed,
for instance, where do we come from? Where are we going? (LM1). Likewise, as seen in the
previous examples, metaphor DEVELOPMENT IS ROAD is used to illustrate the goals of
Estonia in future. National symbols that are frequently referred to in the speeches are:
constitution, Estonian currency kroon, Mu Isamaa anthem, reference to folk sayings (more
power to your elbow! - joudu td6le!) and history as symbol of national identity. Metaphors such
as COUNTRY IS PERSON, ITS IDENTITY IS ITS FACE, TIME IS BOOK are also used to
construct a common political past, future, and national spirit. The topos of threat is used to
construct common enemy - Russia in relation to the Soviet troops still in Estonia in 1992 as
well as political discourse in Russia in the early days of the Baltic re-independence (see
extended extract as example No.15 in Appendix 6). This strategy seems to be used more
explicitly than in the speeches of the other Presidents of the Baltic States at the time; however,
the reason could be the fact that during the presidency of L. Meri, Estonia (like Latvia and
Lithuania) and Russia were negotiating the withdrawal of the Soviet troops from these newly
re-established nations, and as L. Meri characterises, Estonians were impatient (a characteristic
feature attributed to Estonian national identity) to be free of the past. Moreover, the explicit
reference to the common political past could be contextually situated in the personal history of
the President and his family who along with many other Estonians, Latvians and Lithuanians
was deported to Siberia during the Soviet occupation and after returning to Estonia was not
allowed to work in the profession he was educated in (historian) (president.ee). The document
Manisfesto of Peoples Freedom signed before the declaration of independence in 1918 is
metaphorically referred to as the birth certificate of the nation, and values such as work, hope
and patience are referred to when constructing the Homo Nationalis, while memories of the
Soviet occupation are portrayed as a rope that holds Estonians back. Additionally, metaphorical
expressions are used to refer to the existent problems in the state, for instance, crime is
compared to Pandoras box and characterised as a leftover from the Soviet Union. Exclusive we
is used to refer to the citizens of Estonia and the President as the leader but excluding people
who do not see themselves as belonging to Estonia, as well as to illustrate the internal conflict
between Estonia and Russia, for instance, We forgive, but we do not forget. Furthermore, the
topos of usefulness is used in arguments that relate to keeping borders with Russia (A controlled
border should be understood here as a feature of the state, and not as some kind of Asiatic iron
curtain, the task of which is to separate the Russian Federation from Europe. LM3),
intertextuality is used to refer to common people or ordinary citizens of Estonia as an example

of Estonian values, references to US Presidents via the topos of authority (Here it is suitable to
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use the words of John Kennedy: don't ask what your country can do for you, but what you can
do for your country. LM3), references to Alice in Wonderland when characterising a common
political present (Like Alice in Wonderland, we have to run fast to stay in the one place, in order
that we may survive, LM3). Children are metaphorically portrayed as the future of Estonia while
older generation is portrayed as the past, emphasizing that children are more beautiful, in this
way constructing a hopeful political future. The topos of comparison is used to compare
achievements and history of Estonia with other states (particularly the Baltic States when
referring to history and Northern states when referring to development). Metonymy Estonia for
its people and metaphor ESTONIA IS PERSON are also frequently used (Estonia is among the
first to sit at the table, and we are glad that the United Kingdom has the Presidency at this time,
LMS6).

In summary, it seems that the speeches by L. Meri are not only one of the longest when
compared to other presidents, but also linguistically richest, a feature that is shared with the
Presidents of Latvia and Lithuania at the time of restoring independence; however, it should be
noted that the speeches by L. Meri are more direct in relation to constructing a common political
past and common enemy as no euphemisms or litotes seem to be used, but rather the topos of
history as a horrible place is applied to display the past. The context of the political situation of
the time of the speeches as well as the personal history and personal identity (writer, historian,
dramatist, linguist) of the President seem to have influenced the linguistic and rhetorical choices
made by the President in relation to constructing the national identity of Estonia. The
guantitative data from the sub-corpus of speeches is displayed in Chapter 4 and in Appendix 3.

The most frequently used nouns in the English speeches are Estonia, state, people, year,
time, Republic, country, world, today, power, Europe, citizen, nation, economy, right, defence
The most frequently used nouns in the speeches in English are Estonia, state, people, year, time,
Republic, country, world, today, power and in the Estonian speeches riik (country), aasta
(years), rahvas (people), vabariik (Republic), aeg (time), maailm (world), inimene (human),
pdlvkond (generation), kohustus (liabilities), kaasmaalane (compatriots), t66 (work), ajalugu
(history), 6igus (right), lootus (hope). The most frequently used adjectives are Estonian, other,
national, political, great, new, foreign, young, own and in the Estonian speeches those are uuis
(new), rahvusvaheline (international), Ghine (common), raske (heavy), kallis (expensive),
demokraatlik (democratic), balti (Baltic), essti (Estonian), noorem (younger). The most
frequently used verbs in the speeches are be, have, do, let, take, see, mean, make, say, need,
while in the Estonian speeches those are olema (be), pidama (hold), véima (would, could),
saama (get), jdama  (remain), votma (take) and tahtma (want). The frequencies of the word

use indicate the mood of the speeches and their main thematic areas that are focused on national
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identity, history, and future (thus time and hope), economy and well-being of the people of
Estonia as well as international cooperation.

The speeches of the second President of Estonia after the restoration of Independence,
and the third President of Estonia after the Declaration of Independence Arnold Ruutel can be
characterised by frequent use rhetorical questions to address the feelings of national spirit in
the people of Estonia as well as to argue for topical questions such as joining the European
Union, intertextuality and references to what can be seen as common people rather than
authority to create the sense of unity and belonging as well as to address larger part of the
population. The topos of history, similarly as with other Presidents, is used to construct a
common political past and history of war and occupation from which Estonia has emerged, for
instance, The leaders of the attempted coup in the Soviet Union, the then great power, could
have capitalized on our hesitations and eventual inaction, and given, due to their superiority in
strength, the wheel of history quite another direction (AR2). Gardening metaphor (delivering
fruits of work) is also used by A. Ridtel to illustrate the results work as a symbol of Estonian
identity, this is a similar tendency to the linguistic profile of the speeches of the President of
Latvia K. Ulmanis and in both cases seems to be linked with the professional background of
the Presidents, namely, agricultural education. The topos of advantage and the topos of
comparison are used to compare Estonia to other democratic nations of Europe as well as with
the Nordic countries (which is a rather frequent comparison in the speeches by the President of
Estonia), for instance, In this respect we still have a lot to learn for example from the Nordic
Countries which owing to the well-balanced, centred-on- man economy and efficient regional
policy have been turned into affluent societies with well-established national self-esteem (AR1).

The topos of definition and name interpretation is used to define such values as
sovereignty and democracy which are frequently referred to along with freedom and
independence, for instance, With this expression of gratitude | wanted to stress that state
sovereignty is not just a legal or political notion. The state sovereignty grows from us
ourselves and includes also ethical and cultural dimension (AR7). This seems to be a
characteristic of all presidential speeches of the Baltic States, but more explicitly, Estonia. As
to the symbols and values constructed in the speeches by A. Riditel, the President refers to the
Estonian language as a national symbol, family at the centre of values, Estonians as masters of
their land (construction of a common national body, see detailed analysis in Chapter 3.3.4.).

Similarly, as L. Meri, A. Riutel refers to the Manifesto of People’s Freedom as a symbol
of independence and identity. Additionally, the singing revolution is mentioned among the
symbols of Estonian celebrations that display Estonian national identity along with the flag,

followed by the importance of the example of Nordic countries, being a small country, family
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as value, education, and self-esteem as goals. Moreover, pride is portrayed as one of the
characteristics of Estonians, for instance, ‘eestlane olla on uhke ja h&ad' (it is great to be an
Estonian) (AR11). As to the corpus data that support the profiling of the speeches by A. Ruutel
(see Appendix 3) the President focuses on such themes as international cooperation and
relationship with neighbouring countries that share common history as part of their common
identities, as well as on national values such as language, culture, independence, peace, and
democracy.

The list of most frequently used words in Estonian and English speeches by A. Rultel is
in fact similar to the list of words in the speeches by L. Meri, namely, the focus is centred
around the idea of independence and sovereignty, as well as construction of a common political
present and future. However, when looking specifically at types of words, the situation is
slightly different. The most frequently used nouns in the English speeches are Estonia, people,
state, year, society, life, independence, development, time, today, future and in the Estonian
speeches the words are riik (country), rahvas (people), aasta (years), tulevik (future), tihiskond
(society), inimene (human), maailm (world), koostd6 (cooperation), aeg (time). As regards
adjectives, the most frequently used adjectives in the English speeches are Estonian, social,
new, national, good, many, political, more, same, other, independent, democratic, different,
common, while in the Estonian speeches those are hea (good), uus (new), suur (large), rahvuslik
(national), demokraatlik, Ghiskondlik (social), erinev (different), oluline (important), tdnane
(today). The most frequently used verbs are be, have, do, make, take, become, restore, like,
need, work, wish, see, support, live, and in the Estonian speeches those are olema (be), pidama
(hold), saama (get), vGima (would, could), tahtma (want), tegema (to do), andma (give), tulema
(come) jadma (remain). As the wordlist indicates, the thematic areas in the speech are similar
to those in the speeches by L. Meri; however, more emphasis is put in the notions of democracy
and independence as symbols and values of the renewed Estonian nation.

The speeches of Toomas Henrik Ilves, the third President of Estonia after the
restoration of Independence are characterised by frequent use of metaphorical expressions and
metaphors that are both common in political discourse and in the presidential speeches of
Estonia specifically, for instance, CRISIS IS STORM, NATION IS BUILDING, HISTORY IS
BOOK and DEVELOPMENT IS ROAD, for example, The tornado shaking global finance
and economy has risen fierce against us and drawn also Estonia into its whirl (THI2).
Nevertheless, T.H. llves also uses several unique metaphors such as ESTONIA IS A
BOOKSHELF, HISTORY IS A PICTIRE ALBUM, RESTORATION OF INDEPENDENCE
IS LEASE IN THE BANK, and these metaphors are typically combined with other linguistic
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techniques of manipulation such as rhetorical questions or parallel sentence structures that seem
to be a characteristic feature of the linguistic profile of T.H. llves, for instance,

Likewise, the Estonian picture album contains records of our War of Independence, the
histories of the birth of our country and our national colours, the restoration of our public
authorities, as well as the events that led to the loss and the recovery of our freedom. This
album has a celebrated place on the bookshelf of our nation. Yet let us ask straight out —
what are the latest issues on the bookshelf beside the old picture aloum? (THI3).

The example also illustrates the thematic area or identity construction strategy wherein the
linguistic techniques are applied, namely, the construction of the Homo Estonicus via the topos
of history as a teacher. Another example of linguistic creativity in the speeches is the use of
similes such as Estonians are like a wild strawberry that are followed by the topos of name
interpretation of explanation what it means to be a wild strawberry (being small and pristine,
reference to the character of the country, construction of acommon national body and the Homo
Estonicus) followed by metaphor ESTONIA IS A WILD STRAWBERRY FIELD. These
figurative expressions do not only attract attention to the speech, make it seem more beautiful,
but also target the cognition of the people, address their emotions and target the memory
processes, namely, these expressions stay into the long -term memory, and may be used as
associations with a particular President and more specifically associations with the nation as a
whole. The construction of national spirit as well as the construction of a common political past,
present and future is a common thematic area in the speeches by T.H. llves and are often
complemented with such linguistic strategies as intertextuality (quoting poems), reference to
common people as example (a technique used by all the Presidents of Estonia), metaphors and
parallel sentence constructions. The topoi that are used in the construction of arguments are
topoi of comparison (for instance comparing the Syria refugees to Estonian refugees during the
war in order to argue for accepting the war refugees, or comparing Estonia to northern
countries), responsibility (mainly referring to the responsibility of the people), numbers and
finance (referring to statistics in the development of Estonia), name interpretation (defining
terms such as democracy, which is often referred to in the speeches by the Presidents of
Estonia), threat (mainly referring to future with conditional if people do not work for the state),
usefulness and advantage (to refer to the EU and NATO). The topos of history and the topos of
comparison are applied to construct a common political present — the refugee crisis and to invite
people to be open and not aggressive to the refugees who do not necessarily come to destroy
the state. An invitation to think how Estonians were looked upon during World War 11, how
they are looked upon as economic migrants in Europe now and how Estonians look at Syrian

refugees is combined with an address and repetition ‘Good people of Estonia’ to address the
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emotion of compassion. Moreover, this argument also incorporates the topos of threat (removal
of EU funding and removal of NATO security if Estonians do not help refugees), for example,

the Italian prime minister recently warned publicly that the East European countries that
do not help solve the refugee crisis risk having their grants from the EU Structural Funds
reduced. This not an empty threat, because the same topic has been brought up by other
countries in conversations in the corridors of power. These are the countries whose
contributions make up the Structural Funds (THI13).

Another very similar tendency to all the Presidents of Estonia is the reference to the small size
of the country (construction of a common national body) to both construct national spirit (pride)
by mentioning the smallness as a national feature of Estonia, and to remind of the possible
threat due to the small size of the country, for instance, Our small size is felt especially when
someone threatens to wipe us off the Earth — which indeed is what we read about us only a
week ago (THI11). Additionally, similarly as in the speeches of the Presidents of Latvia (G.
Ulmanis, V. Vike-Freiberga) the use of binary (antitheses) oppositions is noticeable in the
speeches by T.H. llves, where oppositions such as small/large, great, light/dark, good/bad,
courage/fear, past/future are used. Moreover, similarly as done in the speeches by the Presidents
of Latvia (G. Ulmanis in particular), T. H. llves attempts to deconstruct or disseminate a
common political past, more specifically the image of victimhood of Estonia, hatred and fear
towards the (former) common enemy, which is blamed (similarly as in Latvia) for many
economic, legal and civic issues in the country as well as the way of thinking and beliefs of
Estonians (referred to as the Soviet legacy, thinking that the occupation that has kept Estonia
from being as economically advanced as its northern neighbour states), for instance, Because
for how long can we remain depressed about the past? It is easier to lead our lives when the
past has gradually freed us from its oppressive shackles. Even so, the rapid onset of amnesia
is somewhat frightening (THI8). Furthermore, parallel sentence constructions that are used to
invite people to act with introductory words ‘let us’ is used frequently, however, this is quite
common technique to all Presidents of the Baltic States, especially after the restoration of
Independence. Finally, T.H. llves also uses references to the achievements of Estonian people
that have popularised the name of the state, for instance, the invention of the SKYPE program
(this is also done by A. Rultel), to cultivate national pride and self-esteem. The analysis of
corpus data indicates the tendency of the speeches to focus on the thematic area of a common
national spirit via frequent reference to the state name and values such as independence,
democracy, freedom, and language, see tables displaying the keywords in the speeches by TH.
llves in Appendix 3.

Furthermore, the speeches by T.H. llves in the corpus seem to be focused on the topics of

a common political present (refugee crisis in 2015, and economic stability and well-being of
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Estonia) as well as international cooperation (see Appendix 3 for keyword lists). As regards the
word frequency in the sub-corpus of the speeches by T.H. llves, the most frequently used words
in the corpus of speeches in English are the, of, and, to, we, in, a, that, is, our, not, while in the
speeches in Estonian those are ja (and), on (is), et (that), ei (not), kui (if), eesti (Estonian), me
(we), ka (also), see (this), meie (our), oma (own). The list of most frequently used words point
to the technique of inclusion via pronouns and adverbs we, our, own as well as adjective
Estonian, while in both English and Estonian speeches the negative particle not points to
negation, denial, refusal or prohibition on the one hand and integration of comparison, which
is a frequent strategy used by Presidents (the topos of comparison), on the other hand. The use
of conjunction if points to a conditional clause of supposition being constructed, also if is
typically used to construct an argument via, for instance, topoi of threat, usefulness and
advantage, disadvantage, history. The most frequently used nouns in the English speeches are
Estonia, people, state, year, country, today, freedom, time, life, independence, decision, thing,
Europe, government, future, world, while in the Estonian speeches those are Eesti, Europa, riik
(country), aasta (year), inimene (person), aeg (time), elu (life), maailm (world), rahvas
(nation), véimalus (opportunity), vabadus (freedom), kord (order), laps (child), tulevik (future).
The use nouns in both English and Estonian speeches seem to be similar with slight differences
as to the use of such nouns as decision and government in the English speeches, which points
to the thematic area of construction a common political present (and the topos of reality), and
the use of words nation, opportunity, order and child in the Estonian speeches, which points to
the construction of a common political future (also the use of word future in both languages and
reference to Europe in both languages as Europe is typically associated with future in the
speeches of the Presidents of the Baltic States). The most frequently used verbs are be, have,
do, let, make, become, take, know, come, see, and corresponding verbs in Estonian speeches are
olema (be), ei (not), saama (receive), pidama (keep), tegema (do), tulema (come), véima (could,
would), jadma (stay), nagema (see), hakkama (do). Finally, the most frequently used adjectives
are Estonian, good, own, many, free, other, new, more, last, dear, European, and uus (new),
hea (good), suur (big, great), vaba (free), kogu (all), viimane (last), voimalik (possible), tdnane
(today), oluline (important), praegune (current). The frequency of the use of pronouns in the
speeches indicate the following pronouns the most frequently applied references, mine (me),
see (this), mis (what), oma (own), ise (self), kes (who),tema (her) kdik (everything), teine )ther),
uks (one), and in the English speeches those are we, our, it, us, I, they, their, you, ourselves, its,
them. It should be noted that T.H. Ilves along with the President L. Meri seem to use the
personal pronoun | more frequently that the other Presidents of Estonia, while the use of the

inclusive pronoun we and its forms seems to relatively similar to the use of the pronouns in the
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speeches by L. Meri and K. Kaljulaid, while the use of we (meie) is relatively most frequent in
the speeches by the first President of Estonia K. Pats. It seems that the speeches of T.H. llves
in terms of word frequencies introduces a slight lexical change along with the change of
thematic areas in the speeches, namely, the thematic area of a common political future (in
Europe and the world) is referred to more frequently, while independence and freedom are still
referred to as most important values.

The speeches by Kersti Kaljulaid, the first female President of Estonia and the fifth
President since the declaration of the independence nation seem to be similar in the use of the
linguistic techniques and national identity construction strategies (thematic areas) to those by
other Presidents of Estonia, however, slight differences have also been identified in the detailed
qualitative and corpus analysis of the speeches. While the English speeches by K. Kaljulaid
(1624.17 words per speech on average) seem to be shorter than the other Presidents of Estonia
(1978,88 words on average), but longer than the other Presidents of the Baltic States, the
speeches in Estonian (1062,556 words on average) are slightly longer than other Presidents of
Estonia (965.18 words on average). The speeches are likewise characterised by frequent use of
rhetorical questions, which is a common characteristic of the speeches by the Presidents of
Estonia and in several instances also the Presidents of Latvia and Lithuania; however, the use
of this technique seems to differ among the female presidents, because K. Kaljulaid uses
rhetorical questions more frequently than the other female Presidents of the Baltic States. As to
the use of metaphors and metaphorical expressions, the most frequently applied metaphors are
DEVELOPMENT IS PATH, RESULTS ARE FRUIT, and COUNTRY IS PERSON,
ARGUMENT IS FIGHT, EU IS FAMILY and typically metaphorical expressions seem to be
used in synergy with other linguistic means of persuasion/manipulation, for instance,

But can we do this, if before the elections, verbal fists are being held under one’s
opponents’ noses? Tomorrow our new century will begin. We will have a compass in
hand, the Estonian language on our tongue and we will be supported by the foundation
laid by the Estonian culture and education, gathering strength from the clean nature of
Estonia, we will follow our path (KK3).

Another typical characteristic of the speeches by K. Kaljulaid is the emphasis of the rights and
roles of women and children on various occasions, which also appears in her addresses, for
instance, My dear fellow countrymen and countrywomen. Moreover, K. Kaljulaid emphasizes
such Estonian values as children and family more frequently that other Presidents of Estonia
and also other Presidents of the Baltic States apart from R. V&jonis, thus pointing to the frequent
construction of the Homo Estonicus or Estonian national values. Likewise, the use of binary
oppositions such as small/large, young/old, poor/wealthy are also used in the speeches by the

President K. Kaljulaid, as well as references to common people and portraying Estonia as a
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small but successful country, which is common to all the Presidents of Estonia. Additionally,
via means of intertextuality the President also refers to the words of other Presidents of Estonia
and other countries. Moreover, K. Kaljulaid uses the topos of comparison not only together
with the topos of history to portray the difference between the past, present and future, but also
to compare Estonia’s success with other countries of the world, for instance, Let us rejoice
because we are prosperous - out of the 192 countries in the world, only one fifth is wealthier
than us (KK3). The topos of numbers are used to portray the successful statistics of the state
and create a successful state image, likewise the topos of name interpretation is used to illustrate
the understanding of the President as representative of Estonia and to impose her understanding
of such terms as multilateralism, democracy, technologies, and cyber space on the listeners, for
instance, Multilateralism is nothing but showing compassion for the fate of others (KK2019,
UNGA). The President likewise emphasizes the importance of Estonian language as a crucial
constituent of national identity and attempts to integrate the non-Estonian speakers in the
society, thus deconstructing the ‘we-they’ dichotomy, for instance,

Those who speak Estonian at home, and those who converse in another language yet
carry Estonia in their hearts. Our Estonia needs all of these people, “they” are actually
“us.” We have to remember this, and if necessary, remind each other (KK®6).

Additionally, the construction of a common culture (of which language is part of) is common
in the speeches by K. Kaljulaid. Finally, the construction of common enemy in the speeches by
K. Kaljulaid has likewise been identified on few occasions, where the President rather than
using the topos of threat regarding a particular enemy (in this case Russia), instead attempts to
construct national spirit and values (the Homo Estonicus) and portray lack of values as an
enemy, for instance,

It is our responsibility to remain true to the principles especially when, at the spur of the
moment, it might seem more beneficial to bypass these values while being held hostage
by a big ally. The moment we do that, the giant becomes a dwarf again because it is only
brute force that counts when you have a world order without values (KK3).

Moreover, as the aforementioned examples indicate, the President uses frequent reference to
the group identity via the inclusive pronoun we that refers to all the inhabitants of Estonia.
Likewise, rather than using metonymy where the word Estonia stands for the Estonian people
and the government, K. Kaljulaid also uses the inclusive and exclusive pronoun in the
international speeches. Tables in Appendix 3 display the keyword and multiword use in the
speeches (Estonian and English) by K. Kaljulaid. Thus, the most frequently used keywords in
the speeches by K. Kaljulaid represent thematic areas of a common political past and present,
a common culture and national spirit. Moreover, it seems that in the speeches in the Estonian
language the keywords with the highest keyness score (in comparison to a general Estonian
language corpus) belong to the sematic field of politics, thus indicating that the speeches deal
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with direct address of political topicalities and issues. The speeches in English seem to
emphasize the use of keywords that are more focused on the construction of national Estonian
identity in particular, as the state name is the most frequently used keyword across the speeches
(this is common to all Presidents of the Baltic States). Nevertheless, the President also refers to
national values (dignity, independence) and political matters in her speeches in English.

As regards the word frequency in the sub-corpus of the speeches by K. Kaljulaid, the most
frequently used words in the Estonian corpus are ja (and), on (is), ei (no), et (that), meie (we),
eesti (Estonian), kui (if), ka (also), see (that), oma (own), me (we), aga (but), mis (what), oli
(was), seda (this), kes (who), while in the English corpus those are the, of, to, and, we, a, in, is,
that, our, not, are, be. The use of words seems to be similar in tendency to the other word
frequencies of the President of Estonia, with the slight difference that K. Kaljulaid seems use
inclusive personal pronouns (we) and refer to the past more frequently that other Presidents (the
use of the past form of the verb to be). As regards the use of pronouns, the most frequently used
pronouns in the Estonian speeches by K. Kaljulaid are mine (me), see (this), mis (what), oma
(own), tema (her), kdik (everything), kes (who), sina (you), ise (self), tks (one), while in the
English speeches those are we, our, it, us, |, they, their, you, he, them, your, ourselves. Although
it seems that the President refers to herself more frequently and constructs individual identity,
the relatively frequent use of the first person singular pronoun and possessive pronoun (I, my),
though less frequent than in the speeches by other Presidents of Estonia (personal pronoun I)
points to the frequent direct address of the citizens of Estonia (my dear fellow countrymen and
women) and the expression of personal gratitude (in the name of the state), for instance, | would
also like to thank the Estonian scientists!; 1 would like to thank all the creative people as also
here | have peace in my heart (KK3). As regards the use of nouns, the most frequently used
nouns in the English speeches by K. Kaljulaid are Estonia, people, year, time, state, country,
culture, world, child, society, language, future, education, way, while in the Estonian speeches
those are riik (country), aasta (year), inimene (person), rahvas (nation), aeg (time), tulevik
(future), maailm (world), hiskond (society), vabadus (freedom), laps (child). The most
frequently used words in both English and Estonian are similar and display what has been
written above, namely, that the main thematic areas of K. Kaljulaid’s speeches are the
construction of a common culture and national spirit (references to freedom, language, culture,
children) and construction of a common political past, present and future. Nevertheless, while
the construction of a common political past present and future is common to all Presidents of
Estonia and also Latvia and Lithuania, the construction of a common culture is more frequent
in the speeches of K. Kaljulaid that other Presidents of Estonia. The most frequently used verbs

are olema (be), ei (not), tegema (do), saama (get), pidama (keep), tulema (come), andma (give),
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tahtma (want), seisma (stand), aitama (help), minema (go), véima (can), while in the English
speeches those are be, have, do, need, make, think, take, like, come, help. The explicit difference
between the use of verbs in the speeches by K. Kaljulaid is marked by the use of the verb help,
which is used both in the English and Estonian speeches. The most frequently used adjectives
are Estonian, good, other, own, more, same, free, great, small, new, important, local and hea
(good), kohalik (local), kogu (whole), rahvusvaheline (international), suur (big), kallis
(expensive), vaike (small), tdnane (today), uus (new), keeruline (complex), vaba (free). The lists
of most frequently used words and types of words supports the above characterisation of the
linguistic profile of the speeches of the President K. Kaljulaid, namely, the focus on
construction of the Homo Estonicus in relation to freedom, smallness of the state, unity and care
as well as children as the future of Estonia, and national culture, and a common political past,
present and future. The keyword lists, however, display a unique perspective on the speeches,
namely, the focus on political matters and use of political terminology.

Overall, the speeches by the Presidents of Estonia are characterised by frequent reference
to the state name and name of the citizens of Estonia (Estonia, Estonians), as well as an abundant
use of various linguistic techniques of persuasion, manipulation, and argumentation. It is
interesting to note that while the use of figurative means of language that are often seen as
linguistic techniques of manipulation and persuasion is common to all Presidents of Estonia, it
seems to be decreasing in frequency in the speeches of the Presidents of Latvia (most frequent
in the speeches by A. Kviesis, K. Ulmanis, G. Ulmanis, V. Vike-Freibergaand V. Zatlers 1930.-
2011.) and Lithuania (most frequent in the speeches by A. Brazauskas and V. Adamkus). The
analysis of the linguistic profiles of the Presidents of Latvia and Lithuania is provided in the
subchapters below.

3.2.2. The Case of Latvia

Janis Cakste was the first President of the Republic of Latvia in the period from 1922 to
1927, but he has been the head of state (Chairman of the People's Council) since the
proclamation of independence on November 18, 1918. He was a member of the Farmers' Union
until 1919, however, ‘he soon left the party, unable to accept the dominant leadership style of
Karlis Ulmanis (president.lv). Having obtained the qualification of a lawyer, he is considered
to be one of the most patriotic Presidents of the independent Latvian state, described as a
President who performed his main function of ‘representing the state’ by finding a ‘golden path
between exaggerated ceremonialism or theatricalism and a low head or lack of self-confidence’
(ibid.). It is also pointed out that the President has paid special attention to Latvia's foreign

policy and diplomatic relations with European countries, has had two international visits to
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Estonia and Finland during his presidency and received the Presidents of these countries in
Latvia. He was one of the most quoted Presidents of the country and is considered an ideal
image of a political leader (Kopoloveca, 2017).

Gustavs Zemgals was the President of Latvia after J. Cakste from 1927 to 1930. G.
Zemgals is compared to being less active than J. Cakste; however, he has dealt with the issues
of representation well and considered the involvement of all strata of society in the state's
democratic institutes and the enhancement of the state's prestige as the most important duties
of the President (president.lv). During his presidency, he met the King of Sweden, which is
considered to be the most important foreign event of his time.

Alberts Kviesis, a lawyer by profession, was the President of the Republic of Latvia from
1930 to 1936. He did not belong to any political party, so he was considered to be an objective
and balanced personality who interfered relatively little with the work of the government and
focused on building the image of the country internally (as a song festival curator) and
externally by visiting neighbouring countries. Along with neutrality and balance, A. Kviesis is
considered to be a passive president, because during the coup d’état of K. Ulmanis on May 15,
1934, he did not interfere with the violation of the state constitution and suspension of the work
of Saeima and continued to perform his duties as the state leader until 1936 (ibid.).

Karlis Ulmanis was the first President of Latvia to differ greatly from his predecessors
both by personality (profession agronomist) and by the style of state leadership and political
affiliation (a representative of the Farmers' Union). He held the position as the acting President
in 1936 on the basis of the Law of March 12, 1936, on the performance of the office of the
President. Before then he initiated the functions of the state executive in an authoritarian regime
during the 1934 coup d'état. Although K. Ulmanis is described as a domineering and arrogant
head of state, he remains in the collective memory as a remarkably patriotic and President who
‘did not hesitate for long, was a gifted politician modesty in personal life, deep and true
patriotism’ (president.lv). The first President whose way of speaking is rooted in the collective
memory, emphasizing his slogan ‘unity, leadership, Latvianness’ (ibid.). According to
Kopoloveca (2017), K. Ulmanis is considered to be an ideal image of a political leader after J.
Cakste and has been often quoted among parliament members too. Also, the results of the public
opinion survey (see Appendix 9) indicate that K. Ulmanis is considered to be one of the best
and most successful leaders of the country. During his presidency from 1936 to 1940 (an
authoritarian regime), he did not make any foreign visits, but focused on building the country's
internal image and developing the country's economy raising the Latvian economy, which is
also emphasized in the opinion polls. Abens (2015) notes that ‘Ulmanis took on the role of

father or protector of the nation’ and that this role was not the primary goal of the president, but
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rather ‘raising of self-awareness of the Latvian people and the creation of a Latvian sense of
identity’ (2015: 171).

Guntis Ulmanis was the President of the restored independent Latvia from 1993 to 1999.
G. Ulmanis was an economist by profession and a member of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union as well as a member of the Farmers' Union before his election to the presidency but was
considered a non-partisan leader during his presidency (president.lv). During his presidency, he
paid the greatest attention to creating the country's external image and cooperating with other
countries, concluding an agreement with Russia on the withdrawal of the Soviet troops from
the territory of Latvia and adopting a citizenship law, as well as preparing for Latvia's accession
to the European Union (ibid.). He was actively involved in the research of Latvian history and
has contributed to the creation of the Latvian collective memory. In the public opinion polls G.
Ulmanis appears relatively rarely, and he is considered to be a neutral head of state, although
he has given relatively many ceremonial speeches both in Latvia and representing the country
on international visits, calling on the international community to condemn the totalitarian
regime in the former USSR.

Vaira Vike-Freiberga is the first female President of Latvia and the Baltic States and the
first President of Latvia to represent the Latvian diaspora and was the President of the state for
two sequential terms from 1999 to 2007 (ibid.). She has obtained higher education and a
qualification as a scientist in psychology and linguistics. As a political party neutral president,
V. Vike-Freiberga actively participated in the process of democratization of the country and
strengthening of the legal basis, advocated for Latvia's foreign policy interests, helping Latvia
to accepted in the European Union and NATO (ibid.). V. Vike-Freiberga is described as an
ideal political leader and is the most quoted President of the country both among politicians and
in society (Kopoloveca 2017). She has actively represented the country both in the field of
foreign affairs and at nationally momentous events, creating a strong national self-confidence
and a sense of belonging. In the public opinion surveys V. Vike-Freiberga is described as a
President with excellent oratory skills.

Valdis Zatlers is an orthopaedic traumatologist by profession. He was the President of
Latvia from 2007 to 2011. During his presidency V. Zatlers actively advocated for the
promotion of Latvia's political and economic competitiveness, strengthening the rule of law and
modernization of the political system (president.lv). Taking into account the economic crisis in
Latvia during this period, his main tasks were ensuring political stability, promoting the
country's international reputation, dialogue with the public, and regular support for the
government in critical moments (president.lv). V. Zatlers’ foreign policy activities have

strengthened Latvia's external security, confidence in Latvia's economic sustainability,
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developed Latvia's export markets and improved relations between Latvia and Russia
(president.lv). V. Zatlers has advocated the formation of national self-confidence, emphasized
the role of the Latvian language in uniting society, as well as promoted dialogue with minorities
in Latvia (ibid.). In public opinion survey he is described as a brave President and memorised
mainly due to his 2011 decision to dismiss the Saeima of the Republic of Latvia. He has given
many speeches both at nationally momentous events and internationally.

Andris Berzins is the second President with an education in economics and the profession
of a banker. A. Bérzin§ was the President of Latvia from 2011 to 2015. Promoting the welfare
of the society has been considered the main task of his presidency, but he has also aimed at
promoting Latvia's recognition at the global level (ibid). Public opinion polls describe him as a
passive President with no oratory or language skills.

Raimonds V&jonis is a biologist and politician, who served as the President of Latvia from
2015 to 2019. Prior to that, he was Minister of Defence of Latvia, Minister of Environmental
Protection and Regional Development, as well as a deputy of the Saeima (president.lv). He did
not stand out with excellent oratory skills and use of complex linguistic constructions in his
relatively short speeches to the people and in international speeches, but he can be described as
a non-dramatic and simple politician (see Appendix 9).

Eqils Levits is the second president, who is a representative of the Latvian diaspora, and
the third President with a law degree. E. Levits is judge by profession and has gained wider
recognition due to his contribution to the preamble of the Latvian Constitution. E. Levits was
elected President of Latvia in 2019. He has also actively participated in the reconstruction of
the Latvian state in 1989-1991 and was a member of the Latvian People's Front Council and
the Citizens' Congress (president.lv). He is likewise the author of the concept of the Latvian
Declaration of Independence of May 4, 1990 (ibid.). E. Levits is recognised by the integration
of old and novel words in his speeches, for which he has earned both recognition and public
criticism claiming that the speeches are artificial and unnatural (see Appendix 9). Table 4
displays the list of the Presidents of Latvia, their years of service, political affiliations, and
number of speeches in the corpus selected for this analysis below:

Table 4. Presidents of Latvia, speeches in the corpus

President Years of | Political affiliation | Number of | Words Average

service speeches in words
the corpus

Janis Cakste 1922  (1918)- | Democratic Centre - | 8 4108 513.50
1927 agrarianism

Gustavs Zemgals | 1927-1930 Democratic Centre 3 608 202.67

Alberts Kviesis 1930-1936 Farmer’s Union - |5 2973 594.60

Euroscepticism
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Karlis Ulmanis 1936-1940 independent 10 10478 1047.80

Guntis Ulmanis 1993-1999 Farmer’s Union 18 30934 1718.55

Vaira Vike- | 1999-2007 independent 24 29026 1209.41

Freiberga

Valdis Zatlers 2007-2011 independent 18 30324 1684.66

Andris Bérzins 2011-2015 Union of Greens and | 18 14579 809.94
Farmers

Raimonds Vgjonis | 2015-2019 Union of Greens and | 13 9137 702.85
Farmers

Egils Levits 2019-present independent 20 14222 711.1

The total number of speeches in the sub-corpus for the period from declaration of Independence
of the Republic of Latvia in 1918 until the Soviet Occupation in 1940 is 26 (8 speeches by J.
Cakste, 3 by G. Zemgals, 5 by A. Kviesis and 10 by K. Ulmanis), it consists of 19973 words.
As can be seen, the longest speeches are given by G. Ulmanis and V. Zatlers, while the shortest
are given by G. Zemgals. Notwithstanding the average speech length analysis, it should be
pointed out that very few speeches have been identified in the archives and available sources
by G. Zemgals, therefore it is difficult to measure the factual length of his speeches. As to the
analysis, it seems that the period of time between the Declaration of Independence of Latvia
and the loss of independence (Soviet occupation in 1940) where the state has been led by four
male Presidents can be characterised in terms of rhetoric and national identity construction as
the statements of Latvian national values, symbols, and common national memories. The
speeches display a voluminous use of the topoi of history, often referring back to the time of
war and fight for independence, paying tribute to national heroes and emphasizing important
national remembrance dates. Likewise, the use of language displays common types of
metaphors - COUNTRY IS BUILDING, DEVELOPMENT IS ROAD, DEVELOPMENT IS
BUILDING PROCESS, CITIZENS ARE FAMILY, and LATVIAN JOUTH IS FLOWER. The
speeches also integrate topoi of usefulness and advantage when it comes to describing
international relations with neighbouring states and the states that have recognised Latvia as a
nation de iure. The main symbols of national identity in the speeches that have been identified
are Lacplesis (Latvian national hero), red-white-red flag, national anthem (almost every speech
is ended with its title words God, bless Latvia), work (noun and verb), faith, unity and love as
national values. The rhetoric in this period is likewise characterised by emphasis on
governmental work, unity between parties in the government, explicit criticism, and analysis of
what has been done wrong or right by the government that is referred to as landlord of the state
and people’s deputy. Words such as sovereignty, freedom, work, and democracy are used as the
key words that carry the main meaning of the speeches (depending on the type of speech).
National identity is constructed to a considerable extent based on the difficult history of nation

building and the role of victimhood.
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The speeches by the first President of the Republic of Latvia Janis Cakste are
characterised by frequent reference to work as a symbol of Latvia national identity emerging
and being constructed from values that have characterised native Latvians in the past. Thus,
also the topos of history is frequently used in the speeches. The tree metaphors have been used
throughout his speeches, namely, COUNTRY IS PERSON, COUNTRY IS BUILDING, and
DEVELOPMENT IS ROAD portraying the building process of the nation after the First World
War as well as illustrating the idea a gradual development of the nation that would be similar
to making the road towards better future. Moreover, the Declaration of Independence is
portrayed as birth of the country and its development is metaphorically compared to the child
starting to stand on its feet (JC2). Another metaphor appearing in the speeches is nature
metaphor PEOPLE ARE FLOWERS to refer to the flowering youth that lost their lives in war,
and family metaphor to refer to the soldiers in the army of Latvia as brothers who are still being
oppressed by other armies. Speeches by J. Cakste are also characterised by use of Latin
terminology (vivat, crescat, floreat, de iure, de facto) to refer to the international recognition of
Latvia as an independent state and opening of the first university in Latvia. The key word red-
white-red flag as national symbol and the line from the national anthem ‘God, bless Latvia’ also
appear in the speeches, which points to the use of ‘banal nationalism’ (described in Chapter 2).
Additionally, the President has seldom used rhetorical questions to refer to history or national
conscience of the people. The topos of usefulness and advantage is used to portray international
partners (such as the USA) who have helped Latvia during the war. On separate instances, the
President has used euphemisms to refer to war as ‘external difficulties that threatened Latvia's
security, perhaps even independence.’ Finally, another characteristic that seems to be frequent
in the speeches by the first President of Latvia is reference to the work of the government and
government as owners of the state. This illustrates the previous role of the President as the
leader of the constitutional assembly of Latvia during the years of preparation for independence
as well as the cooperation and shared responsibility between the government and the nation in
developing the country. As to the information that corpus analysis has provided about the
linguistic profile of the speeches of J. Cakste, it seems that the speeches are focused on the
construction of a common political past (war, victim role, suffering) and a common political
present (Latvia being recognised as independent state de jure by the ally countries) as well as
the government of Latvia working for the development of the state. Tables in Appendix 3
displays the keywords that have been used most frequently in the sub-corpus of speeches by J.
Cakste in comparison to a general reference corpus of Latvian language. The most frequently
used words in the speeches by J. Cakste are conjunctions, inclusive pronouns, and the state

name Latvia. As regards the use of word forms in the speeches, the most frequently used nouns
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are valsts (state), tauta (folk), Latvija, darbs (work), gads (year), sapulce (assembly, specifically
constitutional assembly), latvietis (a latvian), padome (council), satversme (constitution), spéks
(strength), kars (war), while adjectives that are used most frequently are jauna (new, young,
about Latvia), laba (good), liels (big), sabiedrota (ally), briva (free), vajadzigs (necessary),
kopéjs (common), aréjs (external), and verbs are indicating oppositions or comparison between
biit (to be) and nebiit (not to be), varét (can) and nevareét (cannot), stradat (work), zinat (know),
veikt (do), nolikt (put down), atzit (recognise), stavét (stand), palikt (stay), pieradit (prove). The
lists of words in the corpus of J. Cakste’s speeches shows the polarisation of past and present,
victimhood and freedom, war, and peace, internal and external is being constructed in the
speeches. Moreover, the President emphasizes the recognition of Latvia as independent de jure
by other states of the world, and the responsibility of Latvians and the government to do their
work in taking care of the newly established state. The references to work and strength as well
as bravery as characteristic features of the Homo Latviensis are later referred to in the speeches
of other Presidents of Latvia as well. Thus, the elements of national consciousness pronounced
by the first President of Latvia seem to be extended into the future and into the further
representation and construction of national identity.

The speeches by the second President of Latvia Gustavs Zemgals are characterised by
the use of metonymy to refer to the governments of the states and people of the states via state
name. This is often done in combination with personification metaphor that illustrates that
Latvia wants to be friends with its European neighbours, meaning that the government wants
to ensure successful international relationship. As to the construction of national identity, by
using the metaphor COUNTRY IS BUILDING the President refers to the constitution and
democracy as well as the army of the state as ‘bricks that support the building of the nation’
(GZ2). The President continues the tradition started by J. Cakste by emphasizing the word work
(noun and verb, in Latvian darbs, stradar) to construct national spirit or the Homo Latviensis —
a citizen of Latvia as a person that is devoted to work. Similarly, the topos of history is used to
refer to the sufferings of the nation and the victims of war, which constructs a common political
past and image of both victimhood and heroism. The keywords extracted from the speeches
display the thematic area of a common political present and past, referring to both Latvia’s
relations with neighbouring countries and to the history of occupation and war in Latvia, see
tables in Appendix 3. The most frequently used nouns in the speeches are valsts (state), Latvija,
tauta (folk), spéks (strength), armija (army), darbs (work), flote (navy), majestate (majesty),
varonis (hero), latvju (Latvian), which like keywords indicate to the thematic areas of the
speeches, namely, construction of national spirit (Latvians are working people), a common

political past and present. The verbs that are used most frequently are biit (to be), stavét (stand),
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likt (out), apsveikt (congratulate), stradat (work), prasit (ask, demand), pieradit (prove),
pieminet (remember), brunot (to arm), aizstavét (to protect). These verbs similarly as nouns are
connected to history and present related to war as well as to the development of the new nation
with what is characteristic feature of Latvians, namely, working. The adjectives also display
peculiarities of the contextual-historical time wherein the speech is given, and those are laba
(good), drossirdigs (bravehearted), grits (difficult), briva (free), demokratiska (democratic),
dzila (deep), arkartigs (grand), kareiviska (aggressive in terms of military actions). The use of
pronouns in the speeches indicate to the direct address via the pronoun Jas (you) and
descriptions of situation via pronouns this, that, which, him, who. Thus, it seems that the
speeches by G. Zemgals are more focused on the references to war and military situation,
however, it should be noted that due to lack of availability of speeches of this president, only
tree speeches have been included in the corpus, which is a limiting factor that does not allow to
make generalisations about the specific linguistic profile of the president.

The speeches by the third President of Latvia Alberts Kviesis are characterised by more
‘creative’ metaphor use, such as, for instance, NATION IS AN ORGANISM to refer to the
economic sectors of the state as being dead and being autopsied, when recovery process should
be implemented (AK1). Another medical metaphor that has been used by the President is
CRISIS IS AN ILNESS to refer to signs of crisis as medical symptoms. These metaphors are
used to construct a common political past and illustrate the difference between past, present and
future. Topoi of history as terrible place and history as a teacher have also been used to refer to
the war of independence similarly as in the speeches by J. Cakste. The speeches are
characterised by the frequent use of rhetorical questions to introduce the thematic area of
constructing a common political present and future. The President also uses the owner of the
state metaphor, however, refers to the people of Latvia and not the government as owners of
the state. Moreover, the speeches of the President are characterised by the use of the topos of
responsibility and criticism towards the government, and references to party politics as a
machine that has no patriotism, no sense of belonging and lack of ability to work for the interests
of the state, which is compared to an orphan, forgotten by the politicians and waiting to be
brough back into the sun. Additionally, the metaphor ARGUMENT IS WAR is used to refer to
the disagreements of the governmental parties, illustrating the strong negative emotions people
associate with war in the context of the recent history. Additionally, metaphors such as
KNOWLEDGE IS LIGHT, UNKNOWN IS DARK are used to refer to the uncertainty of the
future of the nation as fog and criticize the responsibility of the government. The belief in the
work of the government and success of its work is characterised as intoxication, inability to see

the truth. These strong emotional metaphors, however, are used to construct and argument that
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supports the coup d 'état or revolution in the state started by the prime minister of the state K.
Ulmanis on 15 May 1934, which is later characterised as an era that is similar in spirit to the
spirit of Latvia being declared independent and characterised by work and bread as symbol of
Latvianness. The speeches are ended with referring to the anthem ‘God, bless Latvia.” When
constructing a common political past, present and future, the President has referred to Latvia as
fatherland.

The keyword list displays the use of language within the context of Latvia being
developed after the first world war and declaration of Independence, but at the same time the
emphasis seems to be on critique of the work of the government, which is directly connected to
the passive role of the President A. Kviesis after the revolution initiated by K. Ulmanis. The
most frequently used words are mainly conjunctions and verbs as well as words such as valsts
(state) and possessive first-person plural pronoun miisu (our). The most frequently used nouns
in the speeches are valsts (state), tauta (folk), dzive (life), gads (vear), Latvija, darbs (work),
diena (day), pasaule (world), partija (party), latvju (Latvian) zeme (land). These words point
to the political character of the speeches as well as focus on construction a common political
present and national body (land and borders) after war and gaining independent statehood.
Adjectives that are used most frequently are jauns (new, young), saimnieciska (economic,
agricultural), politisks (political), veca (old), liela (bid), atseviska (separate), laimigs (happy),
sabiedrota (ally), varoniga (brave), while verbs are biit (to be), varét (can), nebiit (not to be),
sakt (start), valdit (rule), staties (enter, become), atjaunot (renew). Thus, the speeches by the
President A. Kviesis seem to be focused on the political present and ability of Latvians to ‘rule
their own land” which indicates to the opposition between the past and the present and
government and the people.

The speeches by the President Karlis Ulmanis, the fourth President of Latvia, seem to be
slightly different in terms of identity construction, as the President constructs both national
identity as group identity and his individual identity as the leader of the state in an explicit
manner. The President has referred to the citizens of Latvia as ‘my people.” Moreover, the I-
you-we dichotomy displays the roles and responsibilities that the President had attached or
administered to himself, his government, and the citizens of Latvia. This approach is slightly
different from the pronominal use in the speeches of the first Presidents of the Republic of
Latvia. The use of other linguistic techniques in the speeches by K. Ulmanis seem to be similar
to the approaches taken by the previous presidents, namely, emphasis of national values such
as work and bread that stand for the well-being of the state, combination, focus on discussing
agriculture as Latvia’s strength (constructing national body) similarly as it has been done in the

speeches by A. Kviesis, metaphor DEVELOPMENT IS ROAD, the use of reference
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‘fatherland’ when addressing the army of Latvia and describing their duty to protect Latvia as
well as constructing a common political past and referring to the bravery of the army, and the
use of rhetorical questions . In addition to the aforementioned linguistic techniques, K. Ulmanis
has also used parallelisms and inverted word orders to emphasize the emotional effect of his
statements, for instance, Soreiz tauta ieguva pati sevi. Pati sevi tauta ieguva. — This time the
people gained themselves. Themselves the people gained (KU1). Moreover, the metaphor
COUNTRY IS MOTHER is used relatively frequently, when comparing the speeches of the
previous presidents, to construct the sense of unity and compare the community to family of
shared values, shared goals, and shared history (the Homo Latviensis). The address for ‘united
people’ is also typical to the addresses of K. Ulmanis. The President also uses agriculture and
nature metaphors referring to the ‘fruits of our hard work’ and comparing values that Latvians
have and love for the country to the ‘values that a farmer takes from his land every year’ (KU2).
The expressions that metaphorically compare state development as flourishing and filling with
green life are a characteristic of the individual discourse, or in other words, they indicate the
context, that the President has education and formal background in agriculture. The President
frequently has referred to bread as a symbol of hard work and has used both inclusive we to
refer to the government, the President and the people and exclusive we to refer to the President
and the government when describing the achievements and future goals of the government.
This, similarly, as the situation with J. Cakste’s speeches, is because the function of K. Ulmanis
has been to lead the government. Additionally, the President incorporates the use of imperative
mood to order the people to act and claim that people must act for the well-being of the state,
refers frequently to the cities, regions Latgale, Kurzeme, Zemgale, Vidzeme (as sisters) and
rivers (Daugava as a symbol) and the Baltic Sea as value in this way constructing a common
national body. The topos of name interpretation is also used to construct comm on political
present, national body, and national spirit, for instance, the President defines the word ‘Latvia’
noting that content of this word relates to the right of using the Latvian language (KU5). The
topos of comparison is used to compare past and present, to compare the generosity and national
spirit of Latvians to other nations when building the monument of victory (victory square was
originally intended to be a symbol of Latvian nationhood and victory over oppression, and a
place to hold national songs festivals, but during the time of Latvia belonging to the Soviet
Union its symbolism changed to represent the Soviet victory over the German army and
simultaneously the occupation of Latvia), thus the monument of freedom is the official symbol
of freedom and victory, while the monument if victory is a very controversial symbol that
denotes opposing emotions and values to the people of Latvia, thus symbolically representing

the division between us (Latvians) and them (immigrants from the Soviet Union, Russians)
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(Klave, 2010) as well as to compare the achievements of Lithuania and Estonia, who share
common history with Latvia as well as the common Baltic Sea region. The topos of comparison
is also used to construct national pride and patriotism, but at the same time displays the
differentiation between us (Latvians) and them (not Latvians), for instance,

Show me another city that has changed its face in such a short time, its character, which
has acquired so much new beauty - and will gain even more than ours in Riga; old Riga
is becoming more Latvian! Latvian Riga with its new, wide views, with new squares, with
new buildings, new gardens, new streets - like a pearl emerging from the dust and rubble
of old times. She is followed by her sisters - Latvian cities. (KU10, see the original as
example No.51 in Appendix 6).

Moreover, patriotism as one of the main characteristics (along with work and independence) of
Latvian people is frequently referenced. When addressing the nation on song festivals, the
President uses intertextuality and refers to well-known authors (A. Pumpurs the author of
Latvian national folk tale Lacplésis) and folk songs. The President has also used the form of
open dialogue and explicit dialogue with the nation that is later seen as a characteristic of V.
Vike-Freiberga, namely, asking the people a question and ordering them to answer ‘yes’ for
instance, vai ir Sis laiks atndcis, vai piepilditi Pumpura pravietigie vardi? Ja ir, tad Jiis Visi
sakiet — ja! (Has this time come, or have the prophetic words of Pumpurs been fulfilled? If so,
you all say yes!) (KU9). Similarly, as with other presidents, K. Ulmanis also has ended his
speeches with the expression from the anthem ‘God, bless Latvia’ and referred to the red-white-
red flag. As regards the keyword use in the speeches by K. Ulmanis, tables in Appendix 3
display the keywords that are used most frequently when compared to reference corpus. The
keyword list indicates the construction of national symbols, national spirit as well as the
construction of a common political past and future. Some of the words are century-specific,
meaning that they are no longer used or are used less frequently in the 21% century, for instance
Se (here) or ziméties (relate to), which has a different meaning nowadays. The most frequently
used nouns are darbs (work), valsts (state), tauta (folk), Latvija, gads (vear), valdiba
(government), laiks (time), spéks (strength), uzdevums (task), while the verbs are biit (to be),
varét (can), nebiit (not to be), teikt (say), palikt (stay), stradat (work), iet (go), gribét (want),
nakt( come), zinat (know), domat (think), and adjectives jauns/a (new, young), saimniecisks
(economical, agricultural), svarigs (important), laba/s (good), stipra (strong). The pronouns
used by K. Ulmanis indicate to his individual identity as the leader of the state and common
group identity (Latvian identity) being constructed via the inclusive pronoun we. Consequently,
it is concluded that the speeches of the President K. Ulmanis focus on work and working as one
of the main characteristics of Latvianness, and being a Latvian, as well as strength and unity.

Moreover, the speeches focus on the agrarian and economic topics and discuss the work of the
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government, which seems to be one of the most characteristic features of the time from the
declaration of independence until the occupation of Latvia.

Total number of speeches in the years between restoration of independence and entering
the EU (1991-2004 (7)) is 111 and the sub-corpus consists of 128222 words. The most
frequently found national identity construction strategies are the strategy of construction a
common political future, the strategy of construction the Homo Latviensis, the strategy of
constructing a common political past and the strategy of constructing a common culture,
however, the strategy of constructing a common national body is also identified on a few
occasions. The most frequently identified argument schemes are the topos of responsibility of
both the people and the government, the topos of usefulness and advantage in relation to
entering NATO and the EU, the topos of history in remembering how Latvia gained and
regained its independence and for G. Ulmanis also the topos of numbers, mentioning some
important dates and some statistics. The most frequently used linguistic means are rhetorical
questions for G. Ulmanis, parallelisms for V. Vike-Freiberga, inclusive we, references to state
symbols — language, flag, national values — work, courage, independence, freedom.

Guntis Ulmanis, the first President of Latvia after restoration of Independence and the
fifth President after declaration of Independence of the Republic of Latvia, uses numerous
discursive strategies and linguistic techniques as well as all the thematic areas (discussed in
Chapter 2) to construct and represent the national identity of Latvia. The speeches of the
President G. Ulmanis are generally the longest speeches (average 1718.55 words per speech)
when comparing to the other Presidents of Latvia (followed by V. Zatlers) and Lithuania
(followed by A. Brazauskas) and which, if comparing the speeches by the criteria of their
length, is very similar to the speeches by the former Presidents of Estonia who have the longest
speeches on average. As to the discursive and stylistic characterisation of the speeches by G.
Ulmanis, it is interesting to note that the President has used terminology and metaphors from
different areas or semantic fields such as physics, chemistry, mathematics, agriculture, to
emphasize the importance and pay attention to specific arguments being constructed for
instance, ‘we must break the inertia of negativity’ (GU3), ‘I see how hard or soft your crust is’
(GU4), ‘on-military aspects of security are playing an increasingly important role in the
regional and continental security equation’ (GU5, see example 62 in Appendix 6). It seems,
that the President G. Ulmanis continues the tradition of constructing individual identity in the
speeches together with the group identity, as the President frequently refers to his beliefs and
convictions about particular topics (such as integration of Russian speakers into the Latvia
society) and uses topoi of usefulness and advantage (in relation to EU and NATO), history

(when remembering how Latvia gained and regained its independence), numbers (when
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referring to a common political past and mentioning important dates and referring to the
statistics in the economic and demographic fields), responsibility (referring to the government
and their duty, also criticising the government, referring to the duty of the citizens to work for
the state), reality (in attempts to deconstruct stereotypes of the past such as the common enemy,
and promote integration politics). When addressing the government, the President uses little of
figurative language means, apart from rhetorical questions, uses formal style and suggestion
and invitation form, as well as emphasizes his own opinion (I believe, | consider). When
addressing the people, the President similarly to A. Kviesis, K. Ulmanis and later also V. Vike-
Freiberga and V. Zatlers, use colourful or creative language with the aim to construct national
spirit, emphasize values, history, and future as well as to create unity. It should be noted that
while V. Vike-Freiberga’s speeches are seen as a carnival of resources meaning that they are
rich in figurative means, linguistic manipulation, argumentation and persuasion techniques, the
speeches of G. Ulmanis seem to be even richer (given the length of the speeches). To name just
a few linguistic techniques, the President uses an oak metaphor (LATVIA IS AN OAK) and
metaphor LATVIA IS MOTHER to construct both national spirit (oak symbolises strength) and
national body (oak is a national tree), references and intertextuality via the topos of authority
(referring to K. Ulmanis, Latvian poets and writers such as Rainis and K. Barons, J. Kennedy,
the former President of the USA), financial metaphors, inclusive-exclusive we, frequent
rhetorical questions, references to symbols (flag, anthem, folk tales), reference to Latvian
characteristics such as strength, stubbornness, introvert, loner, and references to Latvian cities
and rivers. When addressing the international audience, President G. Ulmanis has applied
metonymy of the state name standing for the people of the nation, use of the metaphor
HISTORY IS BOOK, binary oppositions (small states versus large states, metaphor SMALL
STATES ARE HOSTAGES OF LARGE STATES), topoi of history and reality, implicit
construction of common enemy (Russia) and fear, explicit construction of common interests
and integration of Russia in the international conversations on peace in order to avoid future
conflict, rhetorical questions to illustrate Latvia’s role as a victim (Are there many countries in
Europe in which the native population constitutes barely half the inhabitants? Would it be very
surprising in such a situation if the native population were to seek only its own identity and to
reject all that is alien?) comparisons and terminology from physics and mathematics (Latvia is
a catalyser between conflicting states), metaphors DEVELOPMENT IS ROAD, STATE IS A
BUILDING, EUROPE IS BUILDING, LATVIA IS PLANT. Consequently, it is concluded that
metaphors and metaphorical expressions, intertextuality and rhetorical questions, parallelisms,
the topos of name interpretation (defining the word alien, other, foreign, defining the role of the

president), strategies of integration and unification are the characteristic features of the
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discourse of G. Ulmanis. Moreover, it should be noted that G. Ulmanis has done much work on
the communication and goal of Latvia joining the EU and NATO, thus his speeches are
characterised with the construction of common supranational identity (Europeanness), thus also
integration, frequent reference to EU and NATO (also noted in the interview with the speech
writer to the president, see Appendix 5.3.). Nevertheless, at the same time, the President is
explicit about the issues of discrimination and fear (the Soviet legacy) that have been considered
problematic in Latvia at the time of his presidency. Thus, the speeches of the President G.
Ulmanis are similar in terms of the use linguistic techniques not only to the speeches by V.
Vike-Freiberga, but also to the speeches of the Presidents of Lithuania (A. Brazauskas and V.
Adamkus) and Estonia (L. Meri and A. Rditel), leading to the conclusion that the context (re-
emergence of the independent states and entering the EU and NATO) influences not only the
content, but also the form of the speeches. Moreover, it is concluded that the speeches by G.
Ulmanis display a clear focus on both the construction of an inclusive national identity that is
based on such values as history, language and culture and the construction of common
supranational (European) identity that is based on such values as democracy, human rights, and
security. It is likewise concluded that among the international speeches of all the Presidents of
the Baltic States, the speeches by G. Ulmanis seem to emphasize the elements of national
identity of Latvia most frequently and using more explicit linguistic means.

As regards the corpus data, the most frequently used keywords in G. Ulmanis speeches
(Latvian and English) are displayed in Appendix 3. The keywords in the corpus characterise
the linguistic profile of the speeches, which focuses on construction of international relationship
and development (reformation) of Latvia after leaving the Soviet Union and before entering the
European Union. The international speeches emphasize Latvian values of independence (from
the Soviet Union) and democracy as well as the construction of common Baltic identity. The
multiword constructions such as nation state, native population, social integration, Latvian
language, cultural region, Indian nation, soviet occupation, multicultural society, and mutual
understanding point to the construction of a common political past and deconstruction of the
‘Soviet legacy’, namely, attempt to portray the state as a multicultural society, however,
emphasizing Latvian identity, important aspect of which is the Latvian language. In fact, this
tendency to emphasize the importance of Latvian language in the construction of national
identity locally and internationally seems to be most frequent in G. Ulmanis speeches, where
the thematic area of integration of migrants from the former Soviet States is emphasized
together with the emphasis on the responsibility of those migrants to learn Latvian if they are
to become part of Latvian national identity. The most frequently used nouns in the corpus of

Latvian speeches (local) are Latvija, valsts (state), tauta (folk, people), Eiropa, gads (year),
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drosiba (security), savieniba (union), laiks (time), politika (politics), latvietis (a latvian), while
in the international speeches those are Latvia, Europe, nation, country, people, state, future,
region, time, world, value. The most frequently used verbs are biit (to be), nebiit (not to be),
vareét (can), tikt (passive) radit (create), kliut (become), domdt (think), gribét (want), veidot
(create), teikt (say), while in the international speeches those are be, have, do, see, develop,
believe, want, give, come, find. As regards the use of adjectives, in the local speeches G.
Ulmanis emphasizes such adjectives as jauna (new, young), liels (big), nacionala (national),
svarigs (important), politiska (political), sociala (social), augsta (high), starptautiska
(international), while in the English speeches the most frequently applied adjectives are
European, Latvian, new, human, important, National, Soviet, political, great, Baltic, cultural
and modern. As regards the use of pronouns, in the international speeches a clear distinction
between us and them is displayed together with the use of first-person singular pronoun I, while
in the local speeches the use of I, we and you are most frequent. Consequently, it seems that the
speeches by G. Ulmanis are focused on the integration of Latvia into the European Union and
integration of Russian speaking citizens into Latvian society. However, the distinction between
us (Latvians) and them (those who are not native and do not speak Latvian) is rather explicit in
these speeches.

Vaira Vike-Freiberga seems to have adjusted the choice of linguistic means and even
the use of strategies of construction and representing national and supra-national identity to the
target audience, for instance, many Latinisms and terminology are used in her international
speeches, she has addressed the international audience in French or English, similarly as G.
Ulmanis, V. Vike-Freiberga has emphasized the pluralistic language policy in Latvia, naming
the languages that are supported by the state (education in these languages is funded by the
state). A feature that seems to be very characteristic to the speeches of V. Vike-Freiberga is the
use of binary oppositions or antitheses, for instance, - strength and not a weakness., old and
new, successes and the mistakes, Europe cannot be divided into large and small, old and new,
or rich and poor member countries. Intertextuality is used not only for the purpose of the
listener to feel belonging but also for the purpose of emphasis, quoting people who did not
believe in Latvia’s independence, showing that they were wrong, showing contrast and double
emphasis. Construction of a common political past, present and future, construction of the
Homo Latviensis are the most frequently identities thematic areas. As to the linguistic means
used, metaphors such as HISTORY IS BOOK, FUTURE IS DOOR are relatively frequent. The
speeches are also characterised by frequent use of personal pronoun we (inclusive), expressions
such as we are lords in our land, direct address of the people by second person singular (a

unique technique) and plural pronoun (similarly as done by K. Ulmanis), invitations to act
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(similarly as done by G. Ulmanis), use of the topos of comparison, the topos of history, the
topos of usefulness and the topos of responsibility to construct arguments and use of
parallelisms to emphasize the expressed ideas (which is also very typical to the speeches by V.
Zatlers). The metaphor COUNTRYS IS MOTHER is also typical to the speeches by V. Vike-
Freiberga and seems to be extended since the time of A. Kviesis until the time of V. Zatlers. As
to the construction of the Homo Latviensis, the President often refers to praying God for Latvia,
offers analysis of people’s values and weaknesses as well as strong sides, uses metaphor OUR
WEAKNESS IS OUR ENEMY, and exclusion — they who are egoists and think only of
themselves and not of the state and other people, they who are not citizens, and invitation to
work for Latvia and become ‘us’. The President has also used the techniques of repetition and
comparison to target the long-term memory of the people, for instance, the repetition of pronoun
we and state name Latvia, or God and other words depending on the contextual situation and
occasion of the speech, for instance, We are Latvia, Aglona, the red-white-red flag, Latvian
language, culture, references to folk songs and national expressions (Riga is not yet ready).
Construction of a common political future is achieved via the use of the topos of responsibility,
the topos of usefulness and advantage, the topos of history and the topos of comparison. The
President emphasizes that there is a lot of work to do and uses national proverbs (gulét aizkrasné
un kaisit pelnus uz galvas - sleep behind the oven and scatter the ashes on your head), our Riga
IS not ready (Latvian expression in combination with extended metaphor to show identity
expansion), for instance, Our Latvia is not ready. Our Europe is not ready. Key word darit /to
do is used in an invitation form or a form of a polite imperative to ask people to work for the
good of the nation. References to folk songs and quotations from folk songs are also a typical
characteristic of V. Vike-Freiberga’s speeches, most frequently appearing in the speeches at the
song and dance festivals. Additionally, the President uses address form | as a President to
emphasize her stance and opinion as well as her authority (the strategy of perspectivisation).
Intertextuality and the topos of authority via references to politicians, authors or poets have
been used comparatively less frequently, but praising Latvians and comparing them to people
from other countries (we are as good as others) as a strategy of constructing national spirit and
The Homo Latviensis is used frequently. The President has also used word combinations such
as svetsviniga (sacred-ceremonious) in her speeches, which is a similar characteristic to the
speeches of E. Levits. As to the international speeches, V. Vike-Freiberga has used the
languages she commands and for instance, addresses French audience in French, yet also
addresses the member states of the EU in the Latvian language to emphasize the language as a
symbol of national identity. The President has also used the inclusive we to construct common

European identity, but also the exclusive we to refer to the national identity of Latvia. The topos
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of history is used to show history as a teacher in combination with the metaphor
DEVELOPMENT IS ROAD to illustrate the goals and potential of Latvia and Europe. Family
metaphor is used to create the image of family of European countries with shared values and
goals (democracy and security). Moreover, intertextuality is used in the international speeches,
where the President quotes Greek philosophers, for instance “Yet in other aspects of our daily
lives, it seems that Heraclitus' dictum: "Panta rhei" or "Nothing endures but change," remains
as appropriate a motto for our post-modern age as it was in pre-Socratic Greece.” This
technique is used to create an image of shared culture (European identity) or construct a
common culture.

As regards the corpus data that characterise the linguistic profile of V. Vike-Freiberga,
the keyword, specifically multiword constructions in the international speeches of the President
point to the thematic area of a common political present, namely, the accession of Latvia into
the European Union and NATO, namely, new member, reform process, European integration,
political will, market economy and global scale. The use of keywords in both Latvian language
speech corpus (local speeches) and the English language speeches corpus (international
speeches) is displayed in Appendix 3. Thus, the most frequently used keywords in the local
speeches point to two thematic areas, namely, the construction of national spirit, national pride,
or the Homo Latviensis and the construction of the supranational identity, while the
international speeches focus on the integration of Baltic States (and beyond) in the international
organisations. Moreover, it should be noted that some of the very specific keywords in V. Vike-
Freiberga’s speeches point to peculiarities of her individual linguistic profile, such as the use
of diminutives for nouns uguntina (fire), audeklins (cloth), padomins (advice), pupina (bean),
ledutins (ice) as well as word combinations such as sirdsdegsme (burning of the heart),
sarkanbaltsarkans (red-white-red, about the flag) and valstssvetki (state celebration), which
are all used for constructing national spirit, addressing the emotions of the listeners, via for
instance, references to folk songs, folk tales, and common political history. As regards the list
of most frequently used words (in general), tables in Appendix 3 display the tendency, which
is generally similar to that of the other Presidents to use articles, particle, and connectors more
frequently, however, in V. Vike-Freiberga’s speeches the use of inclusive pronouns seems to
be more frequent than in the speeches by other Presidents (a common feature of the female
presidents). As regards the use of specific word forms, the most frequently used nouns in the
Latvian speeches are Latvija, valsts (state), tauta (folk), gads (year), zeme (land), spéks
(strength), briviba (freedom), Eiropa, pasaule (world), diena (day), nakotne (future), darbs
(work), verbs are biit (be), nebiit (not to be), varét (can), darit (do), sansiegt (achieve), veidot

(create), stradat (work), redzét (see), tikt (passive), stavét (stand), gribét (want), dzivot (live),
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and adjectives are briva (free), mils (dear), iespéjams (possible), gatava (ready), laba (good),
liela (big), neatkariga (independent), maza (small), vajadzigs (necessary), kopejs (common),
svesa (foreign), which are in most cases in the feminine form, indicating that the President
speaks about the state in a descriptive way, and pronouns that mainly focus on the construction
of in-group, direct address and closeness. As regards the international speeches, the most
frequently used nouns are Latvia, country, EU, Europe, UN, member, European, Union, state,
year and united, while the most frequently used verbs are be, have, need, do, make, become,
take, work, see, provide and achieve, followed by adjectives European, new, other, Latvian,
political, common, great, international, economic, important, future, good, past, and pronouns
that indicate both the construction of in-groups (we) and outgroups (they) referring to both
Latvians and members of the EU and to those not belonging to the EU as well as people from
the past. Thus, it seems that V. Vike-Freiberga’s speeches in comparison to other Presidents of
Latvia seem to be more emotionally loaded and more focused on construction a common
national spirit, pride, and patriotism, while international speeches are focused on constructing
unity and cooperation.

Furthermore, the speeches by the Presidents of Latvia in the period of global economic
crisis (2007-2015), 69 speeches (68262 words) in total, are characterised by both construction
of national spirit and responsibility for the state as well as the construction of national body (via
border politics), and construction of a common political present (related to economic crisis) and
future within international organisations.

Valdis Zatlers, the seventh President of Latvia, similarly as V. Vike-Freiberga uses a
variety of linguistic techniques to construct national identity of the state. For instance, the
personification metaphor LATVIA IS PERSON, the topos of history to construct a common
political past, symbols — freedom monument, LATVIA IS MOTHER, references to national
folk tales and heroes, values — family, work, faith, sleeping and waking metaphors to refer to
lack of action for the benefit of the state is sleeping and acting means waking up, topoi of
responsibility and reality to construct a common political present with reference to the work of
the government. Another common technique is the use of rhetorical questions and
intertextuality. While the speeches by V. Zatlers to the citizens of Latvia are on average longer
that those of the other presidents, his longest speeches are given to the parliament. These
speeches can be characterised as formal and lack figurative language techniques. As regards
the international speeches, linguistic techniques such as metonymy, DEVELOPMENT IS
ROAD metaphor, inclusive and exclusive we (we EU countries vs we Latvia) are used relatively
frequently. Moreover, the topoi of reality, numbers, responsibility, and history are used to

construct a common political past and illustrate the achievements both of Latvia and of the
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President personally. Additionally, V. Zatlers uses strategies of transformation and demontage
of the former elements of Latvian identity (the Soviet legacy) to address the people and
encourage them to take individual responsibility rather than wait for the ‘state’ to solve their
problems. Moreover, having in mind the context of the presidency of V. Zatlers, it is concluded
that one of the functions of his speeches is also to encourage and inspired individual action of
people and united action of people to handle the economic crisis individually and together,
noting that the state is not able to help anyone. The references to strong national symbols
(Lacplesis, freedom monument, national history) and the use of the topos of authority are thus
elements of realisation of the strategies of transformation. This has also been noted by the
advisor to the President (see interview data in Appendix 5.3.), who claims that one of the
difficult tasks of V. Zatlers was to help the nation understand that no one is able to help them
solve their problems and they have to find the strength to do it themselves, in the same time
keeping the belief in the state, nation and unity, for instance, Today we must find Lacplésis in
ourselves and in our closest people — it is the only way we will be able to deal with the
challenges. Love for the fatherland, work, will, sense of purpose and unity is our Lacplésis
today. (VZ1, see original as example No.52 in Appendix 6).

Furthermore, when referring to the migration from Latvia to other European states, the
President has used the metaphor MIGRATION IS FLOOD to describe the situation with
Latvians flooding away. The topos of threat is used to construct the arguments for tackling
climate change and improving economic and demographic situation. Similarly, as V. Vike-
Freiberga, G. Ulmanis and the Presidents of the other Baltic States, V. Zatlers emphasizes the
role of small countries and the Baltic Sea region in the EU. Rhetorical questions and medical
metaphors (conflict zones are recovering from war) are used to refer to military conflict
situations and peacekeeping in the world. As to the corpus data that characterises the linguistic
profile of the president, the most frequently used multiword constructions in the speeches
(English) are international community, energy market, energy policy, energy security, Baltic
way, universal forum, global level, security situation and Russian army, which point to the
global issues being discussed (being the concern of Latvia) by the president, namely,
international cooperation, security of borders and constructing the history of the Baltic states as
well as global economic matters such as the energy market. The list of keywords in both Latvian
and English speeches by V. Zatlers are displayed in Appendix 3. The results of the keyword
and word frequency analysis show that the thematic areas in the local speeches centre around
two areas, namely, international cooperation and national development, specifically the
problem of birth rate in Latvia, while the international speeches focus un cooperation and border

security questions. As regards the most frequently used nouns, | the speeches to the local
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population, the most frequently used nouns are Latvija, valsts (state), gads (year), darbs (work),
laiks (time), attistiba (development), tauta (folk), Presidents (president), Saeima (parliament),
while in the international speeches those are Latvia, country, European, year, Europe, union,
president, state, region, security, development. As regards verbs, the most frequently used verbs
in the international speeches are be, have, do, make, achieve, become, work, take, continue,
support, promote, while in the Latvian speeches those are biit (be), varét (can), nebiit (not to
be), tikt (passive voice indicator), spét (be able to), radit (create), pandkt (achieve), nodrosinat
(provide), godat (honour) and stradat (work). As regards adjectives, the most frequently used
adjectives in the local speeches by V. Zatlers are politiska (politic), ekonomiska (economic),
jauna (new, young), bitisks (crucial), laba (good), liels (big), iespéjams (possible),
starptautiska (international), nepieciesams (necessary), While in the international speeches
those are international, European, global, economic, important, political, new, common,
human, great. The use of pronouns is rather similar to that of the Presidents that follow V.
Zatlers, namely, the emphasis of group identity and group responsibility (we, us our), in synergy
with personal responsibility and personal identity (more frequently in the local speeches, where
the President often emphasizes his achievements as president). Consequently, the linguistic
profile of V. Zatlers can be characterised as being influenced by the situational context of his
presidency to a very considerable extent (economic crisis, military conflicts in the world,
demographic problems in Latvia, international cooperation, and the decreasing popularity of
the parliament of Latvia based on their mishandling of economic crisis which led to V. Zatlers
exercising one of his functions as the President of Latvia, namely, to dismiss the Parliament in
2011).

The eight President of Latvia, Andris Bérzin§ has emphasized work, nation,
independence, and family as symbols of Latvianness, portrayed Latvia as common home of
those who migrated away and those who stayed during the time of global economic crisis. The
President similarly as V. Zatlers has addressed Latgalians in Latgalian dialect, used rhetorical
questions, metonymy, inclusive we, and CRISIS IS ILLNESS metaphor to emphasize his
arguments. Moreover, metaphorical expressions such as flooding of brain (smadzenu aizplude)
are used to refer to migration, to illustrate the issue of educated Latvians leaving the nation. In
general, the President has used metaphors, intertextuality and other linguistic techniques of
manipulation and persuasion less frequently than his predecessors, however, metaphors such as
DEVELOPMENT IS ROAD, ACTIONS ARE STEPS, CRISIS IS DEEP CONTAINER, have
been used to describe the global economic crisis and its effect on the economy and life in Latvia.
Similarly, as the previous presidents, A. Bérzins uses the topos of history to construct acommon

political past when talking to the army, likewise topoi of responsibility is used to refer to the
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duty of the army to protect the state from potential enemies. As to the international speeches,
A. Berzins uses metonymies, for instance, Latvia standing for its people and Brussels standing
for the EU parliament, and imperative mood to refer to the common goals of the EU and United
Nations. The list of keywords in the corpus of English and Latvian speeches by A. Bérzins is
displayed in Appendix 3. The multiword constructions with the highest keyness score in the
corpus of English speeches are joint action, vocational education, consistent adherence,
regional security, occupied European country. The use of keywords in both local and
international speeches points to two slightly different tendencies of constructing national
identity, the local speeches being centred around the construction of national values, national
spirit and inclusion as well as a common political future, while the international speeches seem
to be focusing on the questions of international cooperation (which is generally a common for
the international speeches of all the presidents) and development.

The noun frequency in Latvian speeches emphasizes the use of the words Latvija, valsts
(state), gads (year), Eiropa (Europe), pasaule (world), cilveks (human), darbs (work), attistiba
(development), laiks (time), nakotne (future), while the English speeches focus on words
country, Latvia, UN, education, council, president, year, world and security as well as people,
right and responsibility. The use of verbs in the Latvian speeches emphasizes the frequency of
verbs bit (be), varét (can), nebiit (not to be), godat (honour), kliut (become), notikt (happen),
tikt (indicates to the use of passive voice), dzivot (live), apvienot (combine), domat (think),
stradat (work) and in the English sub-corpus those are be, have, take, support, live, develop,
work, become, believe, face. As to the use of adjectives, in the international corpus the
adjectives with the higher frequency are international, new, human, democratic, global,
sustainable, regional, important, Latvian and young, while in the corpus of Latvian speeches
those are labs (good), starptautiska (international), ekonomiska (economic), tuvs (close), liela
(big), jauns (new, young), nozimigs (important), naciondla (national), nepieciecams
(necessary), stiprs (strong). Finally, the use of pronouns indicates to the construction of inner
group and centre or closeness (see the deictic mapping analysis further in the chapter) as the
use of such pronouns as més (we), sis (this) as well as pronoun es (1) is used frequently. In the
international speeches, however, the opposition between us (we) and them (their) as well as
pronoun | is frequent. Thus, it is concluded that the speeches of the President A. Bérzin$ focus
on the themes of economic (present) situation and future within the international organisations
(EU, UN, NATO) as well as the construction of a common political present and responsibility
to work and develop the country, while the international speeches are constructed within the
thematic area of a common political present, past and common threat as well as the security and

well-being of people. The choice of linguistic means in the speeches seems to be influenced
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both by the individual background of the President in the economic sector and by the global
economic crisis and military conflict in the world at the time of the presidency. Thus, it seems
that the speeches are more focused on discussing the problems and responsibilities rather than
constructing national identity.

The ninth President of Latvia Raimonds V&jonis can be characterised as a President that
has tried to have an implicit dialogue with the national rather than persuading them, using
manipulation or argumentation techniques. The speeches by R. Vg&jonis are the shortest (370
words per speech on average) when comparing the lengths of the speeches of all the Presidents
of Latvia as well as Estonia and Lithuania, although D. Grybauskaité’s speeches are also similar
in terms of their lengths (379 word per speech on average). The national values and symbols
that are emphasized in the speeches by R. V&jonis are most frequently family, children, God,
and national unity. Thus, it seems that the main thematic are of the speeches is the construction
of the Homo Latviensis or national spirit. As to the international speeches, the topos of history
as teacher is used to refer to the implicit fear of history repeating itself if not taking seriously
the conflicts between Russia and other nations of the world, this is also done via the use of the
topos of threat. The President has also used Latin terminology (de iure, de facto) to refer to the
history of Latvia being declared and recognised and independent nation. Additionally, when
constructing common supranational identity and constructing common enemy, R. V&jonis uses
such linguistic means as rhetorical questions, parallel sentence constructions via metaphorical
shift from broader to narrower group identity and complementary anaphora to emphasize his
arguments (the strategy of inclusion and construction of a hybrid complementary collective
identity), for instance, These are American values; these are European values; these are
Latvian values; these are our values. The keyword tendencies in R. V&jonis speeches are
displayed in the table in Appendix 3. The keywords indicate clear difference between the
thematic areas in the local speeches and those in the international speeches, namely, the
construction of the Homo Latviensis and Latvian values and a common national body as well
as the celebration of centenary of Latvia’s independence versus the construction of a common
political present and common enemy. The multiword combinations that have the highest
keyness score in the (English) speeches by R. V&jonis are rules-based global order, territorial
integrity, decent life, dangerous place, Russian action, continued aggression, democratic
alliance, non-military assistance, basis of preserving peace, serious breach of international
security, huge military build-up. The key words explicitly display the main thematic are of the
speeches, which the construction of a common political present (and past) and common enemy
(Russia). However, as the presidency of R. V¢g&jonis takes place during the global and

international conflicts between Russia and the EU and UN caused by the military actions of
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Russian troops in their neighbouring countries, the keyword use can be connected with the
situational context rather than to the individual characterisation of the president. Nevertheless,
the use of keywords does indicate to the implicit construction of the Homo Latviensis and
history of Latvians as victims of the Soviet Union and as well as the construction of national
body and border politics, namely, the fact that Latvia is also the neighbouring state of Russia,
which indicates to fear from history repeating itself and fear that Russia’s actions in other
neighbour states might also influence Latvia’s security.

The most frequently used nouns in the sub-corpus of Latvian speeches by R. V&jonis are
Latvija, valsts (state), gads (year), tauta (folk), zeme (land), ticiba (belief), pasaule (world),
briviba (freedom), cilvéks (human), while in the English speeches those are Latvia, peace,
NATO, conflict, security, UN, Europe, value, people. The most frequently used verbs in the
Latvian sub-corpus are biit (be), varét (can), redzét (see), nebiit (not to be), darit (do), teikt
(say), aicindt (invite), veidot (create), izmantot (use), svétit (bless), while in the English sub-
corpus the verbs are be, have, see, become, do, include, support, let, increase, maintain, prevent.
The most frequently used adjectives in Latvian speeches are jauns (new, young), liels/a (big),
stipra/s (strong), briva (free), tuvs (close), patiess (true), mila (dear), svets (sacred), while in
the English speeches those are global, international, many, Baltic, serious, human, new,
military, strong, first, regional, dangerous. Lastly, the use of pronouns in the regional speeches
show the emphasis of sharing responsibility and inclusion via the pronoun més (we) which is
used most frequently, being followed by the pronouns tas (it), es (I) which points to both
construction of individual identity and taking responsibility, viss (all) and Jiis (you), which
points to the direct address of the audience. The tendency is in fact similar in the international
speeches by R. Vgjonis, with the difference that the exclusive or othering pronoun they, their
appears more frequently than the pronoun you.

Finally, the analysis of the speeches of President Egils Levits has revealed that the President
frequently refers to national values of Latvia that have been mentioned in the Preamble of the
Constitution of Latvia (see Appendix 1), namely, freedom, liberty, fatherland, family, Christian
values, history and future, freedom, and independence. The register and style of the speeches,
however, when comparing these with the speeches of the ex-president V. Vike-Freiberga, is
rather formal as the speeches include legal, linguistic and political terminology and definitions
of the terms mentioned in the speeches, for example, ‘Abi lietvardi — Tévzemei un Brivibai - ir
dativa locijuma. Dativs atbildu uz jautajumu kam?’ (Both nouns — Fatherland and Freedom -
are in the dative form and dative answers the question to whom, for whom?), the use of terms
‘de facto, sovereignty (suverenitate), mobility (mobilitate), manifestation (manifestdcija),

global players (globali spelétaji), identity (identitate)’. Moreover, the speeches of the President
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are clearly structured, and the parts of the speeches are linked with discourse markers such as
‘first (pirmkart), second (otrkart)’, anaphoric references ‘these (Sos), this (51), that (tas), ta’ and
paragraphs that are separated by pauses in the oral speeches and marks (1, I, 111, 1V) in the
transcripts that are available online in the homepage of the President of Latvia. Thus, it seems
that the speeches by President E. Levits are similar in register to those given by the first
President of Latvia Janis Cakste and Alberts Kviesis who were lawyers by profession and have
represented legal discourse too. Nevertheless, it seems that until the pandemic caused by the
Covid-19 virus, the current President of the state used less emotional adjectives and linguistic
techniques such as metaphors, rhetorical questions, hyperboles and similes, yet focused on the
repetition of the inclusive pronoun “we (m&s)”, which has likewise been done by Presidents J.
Cakste and V. Vike-Freiberga (see analysis of pronominal indexing below). A very distinctive
difference between the language use in Levits’ speeches and those of other President of Latvia
is the frequent use of neologisms, borrowings, and old Latvian words in his speeches, which in
some instances has also been observed in V. Vike-Freiberga’s speeches, but with relatively
lower frequency, for instance, ‘sirdsgudrs, turpindtiba, vienvertiba, liktenkopiba,
nepartrauktiba, valstsgriba, raksturlielums, neizterésanas, sakotne, ietiekties, jabitiba, katrs
viens’. This can be evaluated as a positive tendency and peculiar aspect of presidential speeches
and can be defined as an attempt to construct common national values and the Homo Latviensis,
namely, a Latvian, who respects and uses the national language with all its resources. The most
often identified topoi in the speeches are the topos of history (both local and international
speeches), the topos of name interpretation (referring to terms from different field, such as
linguistics and providing his own definition). Some metaphor such as human chain metaphor
or HISTORY IS TREE metaphor are used in the speeches, yet figurative language examples
are identified comparatively less frequently, as the presidential language displays use of legal
and professional terminology and speech style that seems to be corresponding to the function
of informing and educating rather than persuading, while manipulative function is also found
on separate occasions. Nevertheless, while the speeches of the President are interesting
linguistically and content-wise, the public opinion surveys show a slightly different opinion,
namely, that the President seems arrogant, and the speeches are “too smart” (see public opinion
survey results father in the chapter). It should be noted also, that after the Covid-19 pandemic
and the medical and economic crisis in Latvia and the world, the language of the President has
changed significantly and numerous metaphorical expressions (country is ship and parliament
is the captain, virus is an enemy) and language of group categorisation (those who take the

vaccine and those who don’t) is very explicit, which has also gained negative recognition on
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the part of the target audience. As to the keyword use in the speeches, the most frequently used
keywords (according to their relative frequency) are displayed in Appendix 3.

Other keywords that should be mentioned among keywords with highest keyness score
in E. Levits’ speeches are Latvian, multilateralism, Estonia, totalitarian, cyberspace, Lithuania
and agenda, and in the speeches in Latvian those are liktenkopiba (common destiny), dizgimene
(family with more than 3 children), dativs (dative form), saiklis (connector), turpinatiba
(continuousness), which point to the thematic area of international cooperation, implicit fear as
will be described in the analysis of topoi in President speeches below. The multiword keywords
in the speeches (English speeches) are Baltic way, totalitarian regime, historical memory,
sustainable forest, rules-based international order, Soviet totalitarian regime, historical
justice, climate neutrality, common home and international law, which again indicate what has
been concluded above, namely, the use legal discourse, construction of the common history,
which indicates to implicit fear of history repeating itself, and the thematic area of climate
protection which has been a topical theme in the second decade of the 21% century. Moreover,
the keywords in the speeches of E. Levits point to the thematic area of constructing a common
political past and the Homo Nationalis or national spirit, as the emphasize values such as
independence and freedom as well as bravery, that stem from the time of the occupation and
freedom fights. Another feature of E. Levits speeches, which the keywords explicitly display is
the use of word combinations and neologisms as described above. As revealed by the President
in the interview, the choice of these specific novel words or old words is deliberate (see
interview data in Chapter 5.1.). The most frequently used words (wordlist) are displayed in
Table No0.48 in Appendix 3.

As to the frequency of particular forms of words, the most frequently used nouns in the
speeches to the citizens of Latvia are Latvija, valsts (state), briviba (freedom), tauta (people),
cilveks (human), gads (year), pasaule (world), latvietis (Latvian), neatkariba (independence),
robeza (border), while in the international speeches those are Latvia, country, Europe, year,
state, UN, European, people, Union, EU, president, world and security. The most frequently
used verbs in the international speeches are to be, have, do, become, make, take, se, achieve,
and work, while in the speeches to the citizens of Latvia those are biit (to be), varét (can), izcinit
(fight), nebiit (not to be), dot (give), sargat (protect), atgadindt (remind), redzét (see), godinat
(honour). As to the use of adjectives, in the local speeches the adjectives that are preferred by
the President are jauns (new, young), briva (free), liels (big), neatkariga (independent), mils
(dear), demokratiska (democratic), laba (good), nacionala (national), kopigs (common), while
in the international speeches those are European, international, new, important, global,

economic, Latvian, political, human, Baltic and common. Thus, a slight difference between the
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word use in the local and international speeches can be observed in E. Levits’ speeches. As to
the use of pronouns, it could be said that the tendencies are rather similar in local and
international speeches, namely, the emphasis on the inclusive pronouns més (we), and pronoun
tas/ta (it), first person singular (induvial) pronoun I in both types of speeches, the difference is,
however, that the pronoun they is more frequent in the international speeches than in the local
speeches, which points in its turn to the construction of the other, or use of othering strategy
ion the international speeches rather than the strategy of inclusion that is used in the local
speeches. This tendency of emphasizing the other or a common enemy (Russia), however, is
also discussed further in the analysis as it seems to be common in the second decade of the 21
century and is directly connected to the context of conflicts between Russia and the geopolitical
West (the countries of the EU and NATO) due to Russia’s military aggression in Georgia and
Ukraine and intervention in the political processes of Belarus. The keyword use according to
the relative frequency of keywords as well as their keyness points to the growing fear of the
common political enemy (Russia) that partially being constructed based on the political history
of the Baltic States and the former Soviet Union and also based on the military conflict between
Russia and its border state Ukraine (specifically Crimea), this is illustrated by the use of
keywords such as annexation (of Crimea), peacekeeping, neighbour and the keywords in the
international speeches (see Appendix 3.4.). Consequently, it seems that the language of the
Presidents of Latvia with regards to national identity construction is gradually changing, which
is primarily influenced by the historical and sociolinguistic context (including the general
processes of the development of language); therefore, it is difficult to compare language used
by presidents in early 20'" and early 21% century. Nevertheless, while some presidents seem to
acquire the linguistic techniques used by his or her predecessors (G. Ulmanis, V. Zatlers), other
presidents such as V. Vike-Freiberga and E. Levits introduce lexical changes into the Latvian
language. Moreover, it seems that more emotional language and use of intertextuality,
metaphors and other cognitive-linguistic tools is both favoured and effective when aiming to
construct national identity in speeches given to the citizens of particular state (see the answers
of questionnaire-based survey with the citizens of Latvia in Appendix 9). Yet again, it must be
noted the linguistic choices of the Presidents are influenced by both the context and the

individual character of the presidents.
3.2.3. The Case of Lithuania

Lithuania is a unitary semi-presidential republic, which means that the functions of the
President of Lithuania exceed those of Presidents of parliamentary republics (such as Estonia

and Latvia). According to Raunio and Sedelius (2019) ‘the Lithuanian constitution, adopted in
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1992, provides for a directly elected President with limited but more than marginal formal
powers’ (2019: 645). Similar to Latvia, the President of Lithuania can be elected for two periods
(8 years) of presidency. The functions of the President of Lithuania include holding ‘primary
powers in foreign policy matters,” performing such functions of domestic policy as
commanding the armed forces of the state, heading the state defence council, holding the right
to legislative initiative, appointing Prime Minister, dissolving Seimas (the parliament), applying
to constitutional court (Irp.It). Additionally, the President of Lithuania holds judicial power to
appoint judges and submit candidatures of the Supreme Court justices (ibid.). Moreover, the
President of Lithuania can grant citizenships of the Republic of Lithuania and grant pardons to
the convicted persons

Lithuanian political system including the election of the President has been characterised
as ‘centred around personality,” and according to Raunio and Sedelius (2019) ‘the presidency
is the big prize for ambitious political leaders, which certainly strengthens the importance of
personalities in Lithuanian politics’ (ibid.: 648). Jastramskis, 2020 claims that ‘since the
transition to democracy, only two Presidents had a party attachment: Algirdas M. Brazauskas
(1993-1998) and Rolandas Paksas (2003-2004). Lithuania stands out among the post-
communist countries with similar government systems, such as Poland, Romania, or Bulgaria,
where the majority of Presidents had party affiliations. Presidency is not very weak or
ceremonial: the Lithuanian President enjoys average powers when compared to the similar post-
communist democracies’ (Jastramskis, 2020). ‘Lithuanian Presidents Valdas Adamkus (1998-
2003; 2004-2009), Dalia Grybauskaité (2009-2019) and Gitanas Nauséda (2019-present) were
all elected to office as non-partisans’ (Jastramskis, 2020)

Algirdas Brazauskas is described as a ‘a constructive leader [...] who upheld the position
as head of state carefully without open conflicts with the PM or the Seimas’ (Raunio and
Sedelius, 2019: 639). Brazauskas has also been described or referred to as ‘housekeeper,’
because of his wish to ‘ensure the country was functioning properly’ and because of his ‘open
style of leadership’ and frequent contacts with the citizens of Lithuania (Raunio and Sedelius,
2019: 649).

Valdas Adamkus ‘came from a quite different background, having served in the
Environmental Protection Agency of the United States for nearly two decades’ (ibid: 650).
Adamkus is known for his imposition of the strong President authority on Saeimas as after the
conflict with the former prime minister of Lithuania VVagnorius, the PM stepped down from his
position, the presidential leadership was strengthened. (ibid). V. Adamkus also took and active
role in the foreign affairs of Lithuania, especially supporting the accession of the state in the

European Union.
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Rolandas Paksas was appointed to the presidency by his predecessor V. Adamkus (ibid:
653). According to Raunio and Sedelius (2019) ‘the picture of relative harmony [...] in
Lithuanian presidency was somewhat blurred by the so- called ‘Paksasgate’, the short and
turbulent presidency of Rolandas Paksas which ended with his impeachment from office in
2003.” (ibid.). It is likewise mentioned that ‘prior to EU membership in 2003 President Paksas
demanded a key role for the President in European affairs. As the impeachment of Paksas
coincided with joining the EU and the design of the national EU coordination system, the role
of the President ended up being quite limited’ (Raunio and Sedelius, 2019: 660).

Arturas Paulauskas performed the formal duties of the President of Lithuania after the
impeachment of Rolandas Paksas until the election of Dalia Grybauskaité.

Dalia Grybauskaité apart from being the first female President of Lithuania is also
described as the most powerful President of Lithuania, because of her active leadership style of
participation in all the important political and decision-making matters in the state (Raunio and
Sedelius (2019: 652). She has been described as active in foreign matters as well, as ‘her
influence appeared strong in EU and economic affairs, partly because she had served previously
as the finance minister and as the Commissioner for Financial Programming and the Budget’
(ibid.: 645). See table 5 displaying the list of the Presidents of Lithuania, their years of service,
political affiliations, and number of speeches in the corpus selected for this analysis below:

Table 5. Presidents of Lithuania, speeches in the corpus

President Years of service | Political Number of | Words Average
affiliation speeches in
the corpus
Algirdas Brazauskas | 1993-1998 Social 17 30157 1773.94
Democrats
Valdas Adamkus 1998-2001 and | independent 45 41006 911.24
2004-2009
Rolandas Paksas 2003-2004 Order and | 15 6790 452.67
Justice National
Party
Arturas Paulauskas | 2004 Labour Party 3 6425 2141.67
Dalia Grybauskaité | 2009-2019 independent 55 20214 367.52
Gitanas Nauséda 2019- Present independent 12 11205 933.75

The speeches given by the Presidents of Lithuania seem to be shorter both in English (average
1055.42 words per speech) and Lithuanian (average 492.4 words per speech) languages when
compared to the speeches by the Presidents of Estonia and Latvia in English and respective
national languages, however, it should be noted that the length of the speeches as well as the
linguistic profile of the speeches (in terms of richness) seems to change (decrease) gradually,
while in the case of Estonia is only varies slightly and in the case of Latvia the tendency varies

rather across presidents. However, as indicated in the chapter above, the Presidents of Lithuania
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have the highest score of presidential power and comparatively more functions or tasks than
the Presidents of Estonia and Latvia, thus the speeches are given more frequently, but are
generally shorter. Likewise, it has been observed that while the speeches of the Presidents of
Estonia and Latvia seem to be focused on construction a common political past, the roles of the
state as a victim and common enemy, the speeches of the Presidents of Lithuania, particularly
after the second restoration of independence in 1991 seem to be aimed at deconstruing the
image of the enemy via such linguistic means as understatement, euphemisms and passive
voice, thus avoiding to name directly the events, agents and actions. This difference is partially
explicable by several contextual factors such as the number immigrants in the states from the
Soviet Union before restoration of independence and even in the second decade of the 21%
century which is considerably higher in the case of Latvia and Estonia than in Lithuania
(discussed in the previous chapter), and the common history and political relationship between
Lithuania and Russia, the history of statehood of Lithuania that is considerably longer that the
independence and the statehood of Latvia and Estonia as well as by several personal
characteristics of the profiles of the presidents. The longest speeches belong to Algirdas
Brazauskas, Rolandas Paksas and Valdas Adamkus, while the shortest are given by Gitanas
Nauséda and Dalia Grybauskaité. As to vocabulary density, the highest density is identified in
the speeches by Algirdas Brazauskas and Gitanas Nauséda, while the lowest density is found
in the speeches by Valdas Adamkus and Dalia Grybauskaité. The longest sentences are
constructed by Rolandas Paksas and Gitanas Nauséda, while the shortest sentences are found
in the speeches by Dalia Grybauskaité and Algirdas Brazauskas. The most frequently used
words in the whole corpus of speeches in Lithuanian are Lietuvos (229); valstybés (97), Lietuva
(91); ne (91), siandien (85), and the most frequently used or distinctive words in the speeches
by each of the Presidents are as follows:

1. Algirdas Brazauskas (1): remsiu — | will support (3), prezidento - President (5), santarve —
development (2), reikalus - affairs (2), plétoti - develop (2);

2. Valdas Adamkus (14): pirmininke — President (12), seimo — government (18), moralés -
morality (7), jungtinés - joint (7), grésmés - threats (7);

3. Rolandas Paksas (5): daina — song (7), brangieji — dear ones (9), jubiliejy — anniversary (5),
karaliaus - king (4), geguzés - may (7);

4. Dalia Grybauskaité (20): divdesimt — twenty (16), vasario — February (22), karty — times (6),
vienybés — unity (9), sSvente — celebration (9);

5. Gitanas Nauseéda (5): klimato - climate (20), kaitos — change (13), aplinkosaugos - environment
(5), taikos - peace (6), Zmoniskumui — humanity (3).

The list of distinctive words displays the general tendencies and topics of the speeches of each
of the president. Algirdas Brazauskas seems to focus on supporting the nation and constructing
unity, Valdas Adamkus focuses on the responsibilities of the President and politicians,

Rolandas Paksas seems to focus on specifically constructing the national spirit and values
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similarly as Dalia Grybauskaité, while Gitanas Nauséda focuses on global challenges of the
time of his presidency such as environmental crisis, peace, and humanity. A more detailed
analysis of the linguistic profiles of the presidential speeches is displayed below.

The speeches of the first President of Lithuania after Restoration of Independence in 1991
Algirdas Brazauskas are characterised, like the first Presidents of Estonia and Latvia after
restoration of nationality of the state, by rather frequent use of various linguistic means that are
aimed not only at re-construction of national identity, but also at argumentation, persuasion and
manipulation (linguistically). The speeches are characterised by frequent use of metaphorical
expressions that seem to euphemize (in comparison to the speeches of the Presidents of the
other Baltic States) references to the common political past, for instance, the use of metaphor
WAR IS SYMPHOYNY (The final chords of World War Il has been played in the Baltics), and
simile (Baltic States as bridge between East and the West). The metaphors HISTORY 1S BOOK
and DEVELOPMENT IS ROAD are also used in the speeches, which is a typical characteristic
for all the presidents. Additionally, traffic light metaphor is used to refer to the EU accepting
Lithuania as is member state and giving ‘the green light to the free movement of people.” A.
Brazauskas uses the topos of usefulness to refer to the advantages of joining the EU, however,
notes that ‘national seclusion and ethnic centralism’ would have to be overcome. Similarly in
the international speeches, the Presidents constructs arguments (via the topos of threat and
figurative language) to overcome features of ‘racism and fanatical nationalism’ and via the
conditional if statement, conversational implicature (inclusive we), metaphor, exaggeration and
modal marker expressing possibility of threat constructs the argument that leads the listener to
conclusion that actions must be carried out to avoid the threat, for instance, ‘If we do not, these
demons, once having manifested themselves in men, communities or entire nations, could
destroy the entire world’ (AlB2). If statements, however, are used not only to portray threat,
but also portray the necessary conditions for a better political future. It should be noted that the
topos of usefulness is also used to deconstruct the common enemy (Russia) and deconstruct the
fear of the past, where the keyword is bilateral rather than multilateral relationship, meaning
that direct Lithuania and Russia relationship would have to be maintained in order to secure
peace. Several linguistic expressions have been used to support the strategy of deconstructing
the common enemy, for instance, the wave of reconciliation is rolling on to the East
(metonymically — Russia), the pipe of peace was smoked between Russia and Germany (AIB1).
The topos of threat along with intertextuality (reference to expressions by other politicians) is
used to portray an unwanted scenario if the newly established countries (the Baltic States and
Poland) would not establish friendly relationship with Russia. And if formula is embedded in

the argument, if people would follow the requests by other politicians and isolate Russia, then
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Lithuanian would ‘become a border-state. ’ It seems that the common fear that is observed in
the speeches by the Presidents of the Baltic States after Restoration of Independence, but Soviet
troops still present in the states is somewhat purposefully obscured in the speeches by A.
Brazauskas or rather that he aims to construct arguments for actions that would prevent Russia’s
potential aggressive reaction. This statement is partially supported by the fact that the raw
frequency of reference to Russia in the sub-corpus of ten speeches by A. Brazauskas is 43
(relative frequency 2296.36), which is relatively more frequent than in the speeches of V.
Adamkus (9 raw, 590.4 relative), Paksas (0), Paulauskas (2/390.93), Grybauskaité (1/159.9)
and Nauséda (7/1534.75). It should be noted though that this tendency may be directly
connected to the contextual situation at the time (collapse of the Soviet Union, Soviet troops in
the Baltics and peace talks between the former countries at war). Nevertheless, it is also notable
that having the comparable situation to the other Baltic States, the direct references to Russia
are in fact less frequent — the corpus of speeches of the Presidents of Estonia in Estonian
(19/336.43) and English (18/205.65), and the corpus of speeches by the Presidents of Latvia in
Latvian (46/527.95) and English (48/1044.46).

Furthermore, A. Brazauskas also uses the thematic areas of construction a common
political past, present and future via the topos of comparison and figurative language means,
for instance, Fifty five years ago, on the eve of World War 11, the law of the jungle was in force
in Europe (AIB1). Likewise, nature metaphors are used to refer to problems (avalanche of
problems), which is also a typical feature in the speeches by the Presidents of Latvia and
Estonia. Rhetorical questions seem to be less frequent that in the speeches of the other
Presidents of the Baltic States, however parallelisms and intertextuality are used rather
frequently to construct national spirit and a common culture. Moreover, the metaphor
LITHUANIA IS MOTHER that is also used by the Presidents of Latvia is also present in the
speeches by A. Brazauskas. Finally, references to Lithuanian language as arising from Sanskrit,
metonymy Lithuania is people and birth metaphor (Lithuania was reborn) are also used to
construct national spirit.

As to the corpus analysis of speeches by A. Brazauskas, the keywords analysis shows in
part what has been noted above, namely, a frequent reference to Russia as well as international
cooperation with neighbour and other states in the speeches. Likewise, as with the speeches of
the Presidents of other Baltic States, the state name and independence are among the most
frequently used keywords in the speeches (according to the relative frequency). It should also
be noted that A. Brazauskas focuses on constructing a common political present and future
more often that referring to the past, as he focuses on ideas of national identity, cooperation,

integration and bilateralism (relationship with Russia), as well as the work of the Seimas of
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Lithuania, which is explicable due to the duties of the President of Lithuania when compared
to the Presidents of other Baltic States (see presidential power index in Appendix 2). The list
of key words and multiword with highest relative frequency (as compared to a general corpus)
in Appendix 3. As to the most frequently used words in the sub-corpus (wordlist), the most
frequently used (general list) words in the English speeches by A. Brazauskas are functional
such as the, of, and, to, in, a, Lithuania, that, is and we. The most frequently used nouns are
Lithuania, state, country, year, world, nation, people, Europe, Russia, time, union, security.
The most frequently used adjectives are Lithuanian, other, new, European, international,
political, first, economic, military, democratic, important, Russian, such, foreign and national.
The most frequently used verbs in the speeches are be, have, do, take, become, make, remain,
establish, like, mark, provide, sign. Finally, the most frequently used pronouns in the speeches
are we, our, it, I, its, theirs, us, he, they, his, them. The wordlist of the most frequently used
words in the speeches by A. Brazauskas indicates to the construction of the Homo Lietuvensis
of Lithuanian national spirit simultaneously constructing supranational identity, as the President
refers to the state name, European Union as well as uses inclusive pronouns to create the image
of the in-group (Lithuanians and members of the EU) as well as out-group (other states, also
EU states as opposed to Lithuania, people in the past, Russian politicians). The President also
refers to male figures in the history of Lithuanian independence (often former Presidents
Antanas Smetona and Aleksandras Stulginskis) to pay tribute to their bravery and achievements
that has contributed to free Lithuania as well as to construct a common political past via the
topos of history and intertextuality as a linguistic technique.

The speeches by the President VValdas Adamkus are characterised by frequent reference
to history construction of a common political past via the topos of history and metaphors
HISTORY IS BOOK and HISTORY IS LESSON/TEACHER. The President also uses frequent
reference to authorities and symbolical people (such as the author of Lithuanian national anthem
Vincas Kudirka) and rhetorical questions to show the contrast between past, present and future
as well as a technique of linguistic manipulation to arise patriotic emotions within listeners, for
instance,

Did we forget that the driving force behind our awareness of national identity and
statehood is nurtured in the hearts and minds of the people and surely not in the
corridors of power? Will Lithuanians stand together in statehood after 120 years
of subjugation and national humiliation under Tsarist Russia? (VA13).

It seems that while the President A. Brazauskas was obscuring the negative memories of a
common political past concerning occupation and oppression of Lithuania and Lithuanians by
the Soviet authorities via euphemisms, passive voice and understatements, the President V.

Adamkus has employed a more direct language to portray common enemy of the past to arise
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patriotic feelings and represent the national identity via the strategy of constructing the common
enemy and positioning Lithuania as a former and potential victim (strategy commonly used by
other Presidents of the Baltic States especially after restoration of Independence and in the
second decade of the 21% century in light of military conflicts between Ukraine, Georgia and
Russia). While the speeches for the local population of Lithuania seem to portray Russia and
the Soviet Union as common enemy and NATO and EU as family and friends that protect
Lithuania, the international speeches seem to attempt to deconstruct the image of Russia as an
enemy and stating that Lithuania (metonymy) wants friendly relationship with all neighbours
including Russia. The President refers directly to the term national identity, which is indirectly
defined in his speeches via the topos of name interpretation, building metaphor and rhetorical
questions, for instance,

Even today, the Declaration of February 16 — born of our native language, history,
remembrance and cultural heritage — remains a unique historical event inspiring our
hearts to build up Lithuania. Lithuania learned from its difficult lessons of history to
resist, quite successfully, denationalization, russification and the denial of national identity
and cultural awareness. Let us each ask ourselves: was Lithuania of 1918 a safer, wealthier
or happier place? No, it was not, yet commitment to freedom and truth united and bonded
the nation. Was it not a miracle that in 1918, after more than a century of oppression, the
Lithuanian nation rose again from the ashes of the World War | to restore its state? Was it
not a miracle that in 1990, our nation restored independence, which had been so much
hoped for during the decades of soviet occupation? (VA13)

As the examples above indicate, rhetorical questions are often used in parallel sentence
constructions, often incorporate metaphorical expressions and references to state symbols that
are seen as elements of national identity of Lithuania, for instance, important dates in history
16 February, year 1918 and year 1990 — the dates of declaration and restoration of independence
de facto, Lithuanian language and culture, history as important part of national identity, Sajtdis
movement (the people who signed the act for restoring the freedom of Lithuania), national
anthem and flag (tricolor, often referred to in the speeches by the Presidents of Lithuania since
Brazauskas). It should be noted though, that unlike for Estonia and Latvia, the Presidents of
Lithuania do not portray the year 1918 as the date of birth of Lithuania and 1990 (1991) as
rebirth, as Lithuania is seen as being independent statehood with its own national identity since
the time of Mindaugas (often referred to in the speeches by the Presidents of Lithuania) and the
time of Kingdom of Lithuania in the 13" century. Thus, it is concluded that the Presidents of
Lithuania represent identity that has emerged long before the World War | and I, however,
these ‘lessons of history’ much like for Latvia and Estonia did influence the representation and
construction of national identity. The construction of a common political past via the topos of
history is performed not only via metaphorical expressions and rhetorical questions, but also

via references to authorities (the topos of authority), intertextuality (quoting poets, politicians),
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similes (We even fail to notice how bitterly we speak about our motherland and freedom, and
this bitterness reminds of dissatisfaction at bad weather that is beyond our control. Sometimes
we behave like school children who have not learned a history lesson) (VA7). As the example
above indicates, the construction of in-group or the use of inclusive we is also a typical
characteristic of the speeches by V. Adamkus. The example above displays how the use of we
that explicitly seems to include the President and the citizens of Lithuania and creates the effect
of sharing responsibility for negative attitude towards ‘motherland’, while in fact this strategy
together with emotional language is implicitly an attempt to condemn unwanted attitudes on
the side of the people rather the president.

Furthermore, V. Adamkus uses family metaphors to refer to Estonia and Latvia as sisters
who share the same fate, while Poland, who has experienced similar events in history is referred
to as close neighbour and strategic partner via direct language rather than metaphorical
expressions. Family metaphor is also used to refer to the European Union as family of Western
countries and Lithuania as a member of this family. One of the key words in the speeches by
V. Adamkus that is seen as symbol of Lithuanian identity is the word unity, as it is repeated
throughout the speeches. President V. Adamkus also uses Latin political/legal terminology (de
facto, de iure) to describe declaration and independence of Lithuania in 1918. Moreover, the
topos of name interpretation is also used to define the role of the President of Lithuania via a
negative sentence construction and stating that the President is not a ‘symbolic head of state
who only passively observes the developments of his own country.” This technique has also
been used by the President of Latvia V. Vike-Freiberga, who constructed the national spirit via
the topos of name interpretation and negative statements by referring to what Latvia and
Latvians are not, to eliminate popular, but false beliefs before offering her personal definition
or interpretation of particular terms. It seems that this technique functions in comparable way
to the use of rhetorical questions, namely, addressing the beliefs, knowledge and collective
memory of particular event or stereotype and attempting to reshape or deconstruct it via
particular linguistic devices and argumentative strategies (topoi). Likewise, V. Adamkus
(similar to V. Vike-Freiberga) uses direct address of the people to invite them to act in particular
manner, for instance, return to Lithuania from abroad. As to the corpus analysis of the speeches
by V. Adamkus, the list of keywords and multiword constructions as compared to a general
corpus of English and Lithuanian is displayed in the tables available in Appendix 3.

The keywords display the thematic areas in the speeches by V. Adamkus in English and
in Lithuanian. The symbols of national identity of Lithuania are the identity itself that is directly
referred to in the speeches as well as such elements as freedom, independence, democracy,

declaration of independence, culture, and national revival (symbolising restoration of
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independence). V. Adamkus also focuses on the work of the parliament of the Republic of
Lithuania and addresses it both directly and in speeches to the population of Lithuanian, where
criticisms towards parliamentary work appears, for instance,

The Seimas is engaged in debates over the laws on the martial law, alcohol control, non-
propellant transport vehicles. Are they the priorities of the Seimas? It sometimes seems
that the ruling majority is no longer an able and rational manager of domestic affairs and
tries to cover its inability by provoking tension in foreign policy (VA4).
The example illustrates the reference to Seimas at the beginning of an argument that via the

topos of uselessness and disadvantage as well as rhetorical questions and hedges (it seems)
indirectly invites the listeners to think on whether they support the parliament. The topos of
usefulness and advantage, however, is used to refer to the European Union (much like in the
speeches by the Presidents of Latvia and Estonia); however, V. Adamkus emphasizes the
European quality of life, which is considered a unique word combination in the corpus as
compared to reference corpora, but also when comparing to the corpora of speeches by the other
presidents. As regards the most frequently used words (wordlist) in the sub-corpora of speeches
by V. Adamkus, the most frequently used words in the English speeches are the, of, and, to, in,
a, our, we, Lithuania, that, not, while in the Lithuanian speeches those are ir (and), kad (that),
Lietuvos (Lithuanian), miisy (our), savo (own), tai (this), i (to), su (with), Lietuva (Lithuania),
ne (not). The most frequently used nouns in the sub-corpus of English speeches (the corpus tool
Sketch Engine does not filter parts of speech in the Lithuanian speeches) are Lithuania, state,
people, today, nation, freedom, world, life, day, independence, February, time, while the most
frequently used verbs are be, have, do, let, make, become, live, take, need, build, celebrate,
ensure, restore. The most frequently used adjectives in the speeches by V. Adamkus are
national, Lithuanian, many, strong, human, new, good, political, historical, other, foreign, first,
European, international and the most frequently used pronouns are our, we, |, it, us, their, its,
you, my, they, them. Thus, it seems that the speeches of V. Adamkus are focused on history as
national symbol and crucial element of national identity dating back to the time of Kingdom of
Lithuania, however, most emphasis if found to be concentrated on the restoration (declaration)
of independence in February 1918. Likewise, the President argues for Lithuania’s membership
in the European Union and international cooperation as well as actively speaks about the role
of the parliament in ensuring the quality of life for Lithuanians. The linguistic inclusion strategy
is found to be one of the most frequently applied, however, such linguistic techniques as
rhetorical questions, metaphorical expressions, metonymy, parallelisms, and similes are also
identified in the speeches, particularly in the arguments for or against particular type of beliefs
or actions. The topos of history, the topos of threat, the topos of name interpretation, the topos
of usefulness and advantage and uselessness and disadvantage as well as the topos of authority
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are used to construct a common political past present and future and national spirit. Likewise,
the Presidents emphasize the role and origins of the Lithuanian language and culture in this way
constructing a common culture in his speeches.

The speeches by Arturas Paulauskas are also characterised by the use of metaphorical
expressions such as HISTORY IS BOOK and HISTORY IS LABYRINTH, DEVELOPMENT
IS PATH, HOPE IS LIGHT, for instance,

Today we have finally liberated from the labyrinth so intricately designed that at times it
had seemed impossible to escape from. After fifty years of wandering in this dark
labyrinth, Lithuania finally saw the light and chose a clear path, along which it has been
progressing steadily after regaining independence, guided by clear goals and overcoming
seemingly insurmountable obstacles on its way (AP1).

As the example indicates, the President also uses metonymy to refer to the people of Lithuania
by state name. The speeches by A. Paulauskas are characterised by the use of the topos of
usefulness and reference to national symbols of unity to construct arguments for joining the EU
and NATO, for instance, Unity in diversity is a spring from which the European Union takes
strength. And today this spring will be enriched with new vigorous streams (AP1). The
president, like V. Adamkus, also uses rhetorical questions frequently, specifically when
constructing the common supra-national identity and arguing for joining the EU and NATO,
for instance, What are the advantages of Lithuania as a member of the European Union and
NATO? (AP2). The focus and thematic areas of the speeches by A. Paulauskas are likewise
highlighted in the results of the corpus data analysis both in the keyword analysis and the list
of most frequently used words.

The most frequently used words in the corpus are the, and, of, to, a, in, our, we, European,
Lithuania, is, union, should, policy. The most frequently used nouns are Lithuania, union,
European, policy, state, NATO, Europe, member, today, goal, nation, membership, security,
development, interest. Thus, as the examples indicate, the speeches focus on arguments for
Lithuania’s membership in the EU and NATO and in comparison with the speeches by other
residents of Lithuania and the Baltic States, these keywords seem to be most frequent in the
speeches by A. Paulauskas, however, it should be noted that the presidency of A. Paulauskas
was relatively short and occurred during the time of Lithuanian joining the EUR and NATO,
thus this tendency in words choice is explicable by the situational and historical context. The
most frequently used verbs in the speeches are be, have, take, make, strengthen, develop, need,
become, build, do, help, work, defend, while the most frequently used adjectives are new,
foreign, European, economic, social, national, political, active, other, strong. Finally, the most
frequently used pronouns in the speeches by A. Paulauskas are our, we, it, its, us, I, their, them,

they, my. It is noteworthy that the President does not refer to the Soviet Union and only refers
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to Russia in regard to the cooperation of the EU and Russia in energy supply matters and
economic cooperation, thus it is concluded that while the common enemy is neither constructed
nor represented in the speeches explicitly, the references to security (as a benefit when joining
the EU and NATO) still point to the construction of a common political past and common
‘victimhood’ of the Baltic States before the EU and NATO.

The speeches of Rolandas Paksas, the fourth President of Lithuania after restoration of
independence, see slightly different than the speeches by the other Presidents of Lithuania in
the aspect that the President seems to refer to deity and Christian values more than the other
Presidents of Lithuania. It is peculiar to note that while the statistics show that Lithuania has
the greatest population of Christians by religion (93%) in comparison to Latvia (80%) and
Estonia (34%), the Presidents of Lithuania refer to God and Christian values less frequently
than the Presidents of Latvia, while the Presidents of Estonia do not refer to God. Nevertheless,
the speeches R. Paksas display a rather uncharacteristic references to God and Christian values,
for instance,

Love. Faith. Hope. Goodness. Beauty. Concord. Wisdom. Tolerance. Diligence. Justice.
Honesty. Respect. Having recited the values, the number of which equals the number of
apostles, | would like to invite you to share them generously. May the spirit of Daukantas
light your way, dear compatriots, and mine. May God bless our deeds (RP4).

Likewise the topos of history is used in the construction of a common political past that dates
further back than the declaration of independence in the 20" century, namely, the history of
independence statehood of Lithuania as emphasizes in the speeches by R. Paksas dates back to
1251, for instance, The connecting strands between Lithuania and the Holy See extend as far
back as 1251, when Lithuania’s ruler Mindaugas, by means of baptism linked the fate of our
state with the tradition of Latin Europe (RP2). As the example indicates, the speeches aim to
construct Lithuanian national identity that dates further back into history simultaneously with
constructing the supra-national European identity, claiming that Lithuanian values are shared
European values that far back into history. This seems to be used as an argument of supporting
the joining to the EU, where the formula ‘if Lithuania has been part of and shared values with
Europe in history, it should return to it and share the same values’. The President also uses the
metaphor HISTORY IS BOOK, however, emphasizes that the book is the history of Europe
and not particularly the history of Lithuanian, which is slightly different approach from the use
of this metaphor in the speeches of other presidents. Likewise, R. Paksas similar to A.
Brazauskas seems to avoid naming or directly referring to the common enemy when talking
about history, as he notes via the passive voice (avoiding the doer of the action) that ‘Since
then, the history of Lithuania has been inseparable from the history of Europe, though there
had been attempts to erase Lithuania from the map of Europe’ (RP3). Nevertheless, the
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President also emphasizes the importance of Lithuanian languages as the language of
motherland (motherland is frequently used to refer to Lithuania by its Presidents in comparison
to Estonia and Latvia, whose leaders refer to the state as homeland and fatherland respectively).
Like V. Adamkus, R. Paksas also emphasizes the ancient roots of Lithuanian languages thus
constructing a common culture (but common European culture), for instance, We have a live
ancient Indo-European language. Language is a source of our culture. We shall never
subscribe to the belief of sceptics who claim that language is merely a means of communication
(RP4). The example illustrates the use of linguistic terminology and the topos of name
interpretation, where language is positioned as crucial aspect of national identity and
specifically the constituent of a common culture. Furthermore, the President often uses
rhetorical questions (both in the local and international speeches) to refer to and emphasize
important aspects of his arguments, for example, the preserving Lithuanian values (language) -
Will we be able to live by the values fostered by old democracies? Are we prepared to accept
the support of Europe? Will we have sufficient intellectual and administrative capacities and,
finally, transparency and simple decency? (RP1). As to the use of metaphors, the metaphor
COUNTRY IS MOTHER is used to emphasize family values as an element of national identity,
nature metaphors, GLOBALISATION IS WAVE is used to illustrate a potential threat of
flushing away national values (again language) if they are not cared for, and COUNTRY IS
TREE metaphor is used to portray Lithuania as tree the roots of which belong to Europe,
DEVELOPMENT IS ROAD and COUNTRY IS BUILDING metaphors are used to emphasize
the necessity to continue working on the development of the nation, COUNTRY IS PERSON
metaphor is used together with metonymy where a state name stands for its people to emphasize
that collaborative relationship between states is friendship, thus arising the interpretations of
the friendship as signifier. Furthermore, the President uses intertextuality to refer to well-known
people both in the local speeches and international speeches where code switching or mixing
of languages is used to create a more emphatic effect, for instance, quoting Goethe in German.
The use of this technique is incorporated in the argumentative strategy that uses the topos of
authority (if an authority has argued for particular action, then it must be performed/is good),
for instance, quoting a well-known expression by the former President of the USA John F.
Kennedy to emphasize the work that people should do for the nation “Ask not what your country
can do for you — ask what you can do for your country”. I have just quoted the United States
President John F. Kennedy, who addressed in these words the nation during his inauguration
more than 40 years ago’ (RP1). Finally, the President also refers to the Baltic Sea region and

particular geographical places in Lithuania (Daukantas square, Vilnius) in an attempt to
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construct a common national and supranational body, which creates the effect of link between
people and the land they belong to.

As to the corpus analysis of the speeches by R. Paksas, the tendencies of keyword use in
the speeches, but R. Paksas as compared to a reference corpus confirm that the main thematic
area of his speeches Europe and he seems to construct common supranational spirit (also
national spirit) and common past, present and political future of Lithuania with Europe and
European Union. As to the multiword constructions and keywords in the speeches in
Lithuanian, the situation is slightly different, namely, the President seems to emphasize topical
political issues and emphasizes Lithuanian identity explicitly. The most frequently used words
in the speeches are the, of, and, to, a, our, Lithuania, we, that and in Lithuanian speeches those
are ir (and), kad (that), misy (our), Lietuvos (Lithuanian), |, mety (vear), valstybés (state), su
(with), kaip (as), Europos (European). The most frequently used nouns are Lithuania, Europe,
state, people, nation, union, today, life, value, future, while the most frequently used verbs are
be, have, do, bring, build, become, take, live, believe, find. The most frequently used adjectives
in the speeches are new, European, Lithuania, political, great, old, dear, foreign, strong,
national and the most frequently used pronouns in the speeches are our, we, I, it, us, its, my,
you, their, your. Thus, it seems that the speeches by R. Paksas are slightly more focused on the
construction of supra-national identity via constructing a common political past, present and
future as well as supra-national spirit, however, simultaneously referring to and constructing
Lithuanian national identity specifically via construction of a common political past before the
20" century.

Furthermore, the speeches by Dalia Grybauskaité, the first female President of
Lithuania, seem to be the shortest in both Lithuanian (221.95 words on average) and English
(379.25 words per speech on average). The president, nevertheless, applies a frequent use of
metaphors COUNTRY IS BUILDING, DEVELOPMENT IS PATH, container metaphors,
rhetorical questions, intertextuality, and parallel sentence constructions, for instance,

It was ninety-two years ago today that twenty honest and enlightened representatives of the
people signed a document of outstanding importance - the Declaration of Independence
of February 16 - proclaiming the restoration of an independent, democratically organized
Lithuanian State, with Vilnius as capital, and the abolition of all political ties which have
existed with other nations. These precisely integrated words defined, clearly and
accurately, the path chosen by the people of Lithuania - a path of great perseverance,
heroism and sacrifice. We are still walking this path of statehood and nation building
(DG2).

As the example indicates the metaphor emphasizes the symbolic values characteristic to
national identity of Lithuania that stem from history thus constructing via the topos of history
both a common political past and the Homo Lietuvensis. Additionally, parallelisms are used in

the constructions of a common political past, present and future with starting the sentences
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either with the word today or let us (which is typical to the speeches by several presidents, for
instance, V. Vike-Freiberga). These parallel sentence constructions typically emphasize the
values that are considered as belonging to either Lithuanian national identity or broader
supranational identity of the Baltic States or the European Union, for example,

Today we are celebrating the day of Lithuania's historic opportunity - the unique
opportunity to live in freedom and to choose our future path.

Today is the day of the generations - those generations who are no longer with us, but who
have made this day possible, setting it down in golden letters in the Lithuanian annals.
Today is the day of our generation - those who are here to celebrate and to move forward
spreading the historical meaning of independence.

Today is the day of the future generations - those who will create Lithuania after us and
who will raise the three Baltic flags in the centuries to come. Finally, today is the day of
the three Baltic States and of solidarity among the generations (DG3).

The word today in presidential speeches symbolises both the specific day of the speech
(typically the day of the declaration or the restoration of independence) and the common
political present, while tomorrow would typically refer to a common political future in
general rather than the next day. History, however, is referenced either by the use of
specific dates (years, months) or the past forms of verbs in sentences (also present
continuous) and constructed via the topos of history, and various linguistic techniques of
persuasion and manipulation thus displaying the synergy of various aforementioned
linguistic techniques incorporated in a comparatively short speeches (370 words on
average), see examples 63 to 65 in Appendix 6. The abundance of linguistic techniques
in short speeches, which means that every sentence contains a particular linguistic means
that in turn has specific function and creates a particular effect or emphasis and which
seems to be characteristic only to D. Grybauskaité, as her speeches are among the shortest
of all the Presidents of the Baltic States (also those by. R. V&jonis are similar in length),
but more abundant in metaphors, metonymies, parallelisms, intertextuality, rhetorical
questions, similes, means of inclusion and exclusion, repetition, binary opposites, and
references to the state symbols. Furthermore, the President has referred not only to the
date of Declaration of Independence (February 16), but also to specific people (the
Sajudis movement) and national symbols (tricolor), cities (the construction of national
body), state name and symbolic names for the state (home, motherland) and symbolic
characteristics of Lithuanians, solidarity (brotherhood), pride, and courage, for instance,
From Vilnius to Klaipéda. From TelSiai to Sal¢ininkai. We are one Lithuania. Singing
together and raising the national tricolor. Protecting the most precious we have —
Lithuania, our home. Lithuania — our duty and ultimate purpose (DG14). Moreover, the

has President likewise emphasized the duty of the citizens of Lithuania (via the inclusive
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we) to cherish and protect what has been given to them by the annals in history, namely,
freedom, independence, and national identity (symbols, language, culture, history, land).

Furthermore, the speeches are also interesting from the perspective of corpus analysis not
only in reference to other Presidents of Lithuania (male presidents), but also in comparison to
female Presidents of other Baltic States. The keyword analysis indicates that the main emphasis
in the speeches in on national values such as freedom and independence as well as the state
name and important dates of national celebrations. Moreover, the President also often refers to
national flag as a symbol of Lithuanian identity (see Appendix 3). As to the keywords in the
Lithuanian speeches, the tendencies show that the President emphasizes aspects of the particular
situation (a common political present) of the speech, for instance, the sixteenth jubilee of
independence of Lithuania, but also refer to the past in her references to the signatories of the
declaration of independence. Likewise, the speeches use the form of invitation of people to act
in particular way to benefit the country (this is typical to the speeches of several presidents,
particularly the President of Latvia V. Vike-Freiberga).

Furthermore, the most frequently used words in her speeches are the, of, and, to, we,
Lithuania, a, our, us, in and in the speeches in Lithuanian those are ir (and), miisy (our),
Lietuvos (Lithuanian), savo (own), kad (that), tai (this), I, laisvés (freedom), Lietuva, tik (only).
The most frequently used nouns are Lithuania, people, freedom, nation, independence, day,
year, today, state, dear, February, world, while the most frequently used adjectives are
Lithuanian, great, many, national, strong, free, proud, ultimate, independent, happy, dear,
good. The most frequently used verbs are be, let, have, stand, make, live, create, build, do,
bring, while the most frequently used pronouns are we, our, us, it, their, you, they, I, its, my,
them. Thus, it seems that the choice of words in the speeches by D. Grybauskaité is rather
general in the sense that it seems to be very typical to the choice of wards in any speech by any
President of the Baltic States (our any post-Soviet states) as it seems to emphasize freedom and
independence, present, past and future as well as people that are the value of any democratic
nation. Nevertheless, a noteworthy difference is observed in the use of pronouns, namely, that
inclusive pronoun we and reference to group identity versus the other (exclusion) is more
frequent that the reference to personal identity.

The speeches of the current President of Lithuania (2019-present) Gitanas Nauséda are
characterised by what seems to be typical to the current Presidents of the Baltic States (E.
Levits, K. Kaljulaid and G. Nauséda), namely, the construction of common enemy and via the
topos of threat and the topos of history as a teacher (more in the international speeches),
emphasis on multilateralism as a supranational value, specifically when referring to the global

political and military situation, climate change, and use of cyber technology as well as the
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information flow and spread of fake news, especially during the Covid-19 crisis. Like other
Presidents of the Baltic States and Lithuania specifically, G. Nauséda’s speeches are
characterised by the use of the topos of history to construct both a common political past, the
Homo Nationalis (the national spirit of Lithuanians) and also a common political future (via the
topos of history as a teacher that emphasizes what lessons should be leaner and actions to be
avoided in order to avoid to past repeating itself in the future), metaphors (DEVELOPMENT
IS ROAD, COUNTRY IS BUILDING, HISTORY IS TEACHER), metonymies, rhetorical
questions, for instance,

Some political leaders are raising an idea to create a new geopolitical space from the
Atlantic Ocean to Vladivostok, drawing Russia in. It may sound interesting, but do we
have common ground for it? Do we have shared values? The answer is no! We have to
remember the hard lessons of history. There was a time when left-leaning intellectuals
congratulated Vladimir Lenin’s ascent to power during the Russian Revolution. There was
a time when the independence-seeking Baltic States were being instructed not to rush so as
not to harm Mikhail Gorbachev’s Perestroika. Both times it all ended in a bloodshed of
innocent people (GN1).

Unlike the speeches by the Presidents of Lithuania after the restoration of Independence 1990-
2004, the President G. Nauséda does not use euphemisms or understatements to refer to the
time of the occupations and wars that influenced both the history and national identity of
Lithuania, but rather emphasizes the sufferings and ‘hard lessons of history’ via rhetorical
questions and parallel sentence constructions. When addressing the community of the UN, the
President emphasizes the importance to see history (of the Baltic States) as represented by the
common history of Europe as a teacher not to underestimate Russia (see example No0.66 in
Appendix 6). The speeches incorporate various discourse markers and pragmatic implicatures
that emphasize the construction of a common political threat, but also point to the presence of
fear that the described situation may occur in Lithuania as a Russia Neighbour state and former
state of the Soviet Union (as Georgia and Ukraine). The President uses anaphora (a permanent
member of the UN, the aggressor) to refer to Russia and we to refer to Lithuanian. These
discourse markers function not only as linking words that link paragraph together but, as the
choice of words indicate, it emphasizes emotionally the attitude of the President of Lithuania
towards what has been happening in Georgia and Ukraine as well as displays how metonymy
Lithuania that stands for the people of Lithuania is extended to the inclusive pronoun we. Like
D. Grybauskaité, G. Nauséda also uses references to place names in Lithuania in order to
construct a common national (and supra-national) body and national spirit in his speeches, for
instance, But Lithuania today is much more than a beautiful piece of land by the Baltic Sea.
Lithuania is its people first and foremost. Here in Vilnius, in my native Klaipéda, in Skuodas
and Peterborough, in Kaunas and Bergen, in Rietavas and Alikante (GN3). The example

illustrates the construction of a common national spirit and deconstruction of the we-they
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dichotomy, in this case we referring to the native Lithuanians and Lithuanians living in
Lithuania and they referring to the non-native Lithuanians and the citizens of Lithuania who
live in other European cities (as symbolised by the city names of countries such as Norway,
UK, Spain), for instance, There are no mainland Lithuanians and foreign Lithuanians. We
are one nation, all of us. (GN3) The strategy of inclusion in the examples above works in
synergy with the topos of name interpretation, where the President defines what Lithuania is
and what is it not. Similarly, the topos of name interpretation has been applied to define the role
of the President (this has been done in other speeches by the Presidents of the Baltic States, for
instance, G. Ulmanis, T.H. llves). This strategy is typically applied either to introduce an
argument or an agenda for what the President is attempting to do discursively (for instance, to
invite people to vote for particular political parties or for joining the EU) or to evade
responsibility for particular actions, that the population of the state expects the President to do.
Additionally, G. Nauséda emphasizes the elements of the supranational identity of the EU and
the Baltic States and refers to neighbourly relationship with Poland, Estonia, and Lithuania in
the common work ‘towards energy independence and protect our interests in the European
Union and NATO.” (GN3). Finally, while the other Presidents have referred to Lithuania as
motherland, G. Nauséda refers to the state as homeland (similarly as the Presidents of Estonia),
but still uses the metaphors LITHUANIA IS MOTHER and CITIZENS ARE SONS AND
DAUGHTERS (similarly as the Presidents of Latvia before E. Levits have done), for instance,
To be faithful to the Republic of Lithuania, to protect it, to strengthen independence, to serve
the Homeland, democracy and the well-being of the people — it is a solemn pledge that every
son and daughter of Lithuania makes (GN2). This strategy is used to construct an image of
the state as home (construction of a common national body) and nation as a family (construction
of the Homo Lietuvensis) which presupposes not only taking care of and protecting the land,
but also the people who are considered as belonging to this land.

The current President of Lithuania G. Nauséda focuses more on topical issues during the
time of his presidency, such as the climate change and global political disagreements in
Lithuania and the world (indirectly Russia’s aggression towards former states of the Soviet
Union). Nevertheless, the speeches also emphasize freedom and independence as the main
values of Lithuanian national identity. Tables in Appendix 3.3 display the use of keywords and
multiword constructions in the speeches by G. Nauséda as compared to a general reference
corpus. Furthermore, the keyword list in the Lithuanian speeches display specific focus on
climate change and its importance, but it should be noted that the climate crisis became one of
the most important topics in the world when G. Nauséda became President of Lithuania (in

2019), thus the emphasis on topical issues is explained by the contextual situation. The most
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frequently used words in the speeches by G. Nauséda are the, and, to, of, a, we, in, is, that, for
and in the Lithuanian speeches those are ir (and), kad (that), mes (we), I, Lietuvos (Lithuanian),
miisy (our), bei (and), klimato (climate), yra (are), prie (to), kaitos (change). The most
frequently used nouns in the speeches are Lithuania, nation, people, today, time, freedom,
president, country, uprising, year, security, world, and the most frequently used adjectives are
new, international, national, Lithuanian, social, other, military, political strong, personal,
many. The most frequently used pronouns are we, it, our, I, us, its, their, they, my, them, me and
the most frequently used verbs are be, have, create, continue, do, make, take, protect, stand,
build. The list of most the frequently used words in the speeches by G. Nauséda displays that
the speeches are focused on the issues and matters that are topical during his presidency,
namely, political matters, climate change and also national identity, as this aspect of speeches
is one of the functions of presidential rhetoric.

Consequently, the speeches by the Presidents of Lithuania seem to be shorter than the
speeches by the other Presidents of the Baltic States, nevertheless, numerous strategies of
constructing national identity are common, for instance, the construction of a common political
past, present and future and the construction of a national spirit (the Homo Nationalis).
Likewise, the construction of a common national body and a common culture seem to be rather
frequent in the speeches by the Presidents of Lithuania. A slight difference that is noticeable in
the speeches when compared the speeches by the other Baltic Presidents is the technique of
avoiding reference to the former common enemy of the Baltic States and euphemising the
events in the history of the occupation or avoiding explicit references to the Soviet Union (often
also the Russian Federation) by the use of understatements and passive voice. Nevertheless,
this peculiarity seems to be more characteristic to the Presidents of Lithuania after the
restoration of independence, while it is no more observed in the speeches by G. Nauséda, who
seems to do the opposite, namely, emphasize and address directly the common threat and the
possibility of history repeating itself (this is also done by the current Presidents of Estonia and
Latvia specifically in the international speeches as a warning to the West). It seems, however,
that the fact that the Presidents of Latvia and Estonia have practiced a more direct or explicit
communication when constructing the common enemy may be influenced by the political and
historical situation in the states, namely, the proportion of immigrants from the Soviet Union
that was and is residing in these states when compared to Lithuania. This is not the only factor;
however, it seems to be notable as one of the influencing factors, especially do to the fact that
military conflicts in the former states of the Soviet Union (such as Ukraine and Georgia) are
caused by military aggression by Russia attempting to protect native Russians residing in the

states from the nationalist oppression. The aforementioned argument is described in the
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research by Hoagland (2018), who has analysed the ‘causal factors of Russian aggression
against former Soviet Republics’, noting that ‘the ensuing tacit approval of authoritarianism
under the conditions of a perceived war, domestic opposition vilification as the agent of the
enemy, the outward aggression in an attempt to save Russians and allies are the consequences
of the nationalistic narrative born of Russia’s failure to enforce its status on the world stage
after the collapse of the Soviet Union’ (2018:1). The scholar claims that while the leading
politicians in Russia have been more interested in ‘protecting’ their cultural heritage in the states
that are culturally and geographically closer (Ukraine, Belarus, Georgia), the Baltic States that
have been a part of the Russian Empire before the World Wars | and 1l and became a part of
the Soviet Union after WWII are ‘of strategic and cultural importance to Russia’ (Hoagland,
2018: 7). Moreover, while the ethnic Russians who moved to Lithuania after the collapse of the
Soviet Union were ‘automatically granted citizenship [...] since they formed a much smaller
minority and would be politically powerless’ the ethnic Russians and other migrants from the
Soviet Union in Estonia and Latvia were not granted citizenship (ibid.). Similar conclusion is
made by Ambrosio (2009), who claims that the political rhetoric by Russian politicians
condemns the situation of ethnic Russians ‘and their descendants’ not being granted citizenship
and refers to it as ‘violating the rights of antifascist veterans’ (Ambrosio, 2009:91). Smith, Law,
Wilson, Bohr and Allworth (1998) refer to one of the central issues of post coloniality (of Latvia
and Estonia), namely, the so-called ‘colonial other’ should have the same citizenship rights as
‘those of the nation who claim a privileged relationship with the sovereign homeland’ (1998:
93). Two terms arise from these arguments on the citizenship of inhabitants of the Baltic States
after the restoration of their independence in 1990(1), namely, the ‘core nation’ and the ‘settler
communities’, where the former refers to the people who resided in the states before or during
the inter-war period, while the latter refers to those who came (were sent to) the states during
and after the Second World War and the time of the ‘Soviet rule’ (ibid: 94). Smith et al. (1998)
also emphasize that while Lithuania granted automatic citizenship to everyone who resided in
the state after the restoration of independence in 1990, Estonia and Latvia did not follow the
same path and adopted rules that ‘others, primarily Russian-speakers who settled in Estonia and
Latvia during the period of Soviet rule, can be admitted to citizenship only upon meeting certain
preconditions’ including the mastery of national languages (Estonian and Latvian respectively)
(ibid.). Thus, it can be concluded that citizenship is at least in part associated with national
identity as the national language is an indispensable part of national identity and is, in fact, ‘the
main element of group identification’ (Schopflin, 2000, cited in Klave, 2020: 39) and this aspect
is one of the major issues of ‘we-they’ dichotomy in Estonia and Latvia as many of the non-

citizens who claim the right to automatic citizenship do not have the knowledge and mastery of
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the national languages (Smith et al., 1998: 93). This ‘cthnic conflict’ or language conflict has
been analysed in numerous scholarly research articles, dissertations, and books by such Latvian
and Estonian scholars as Apine (2001 and 2007), Klave (2010), Zepa (2006 and 2007), Druviete
(2010), Kalmus (2003), Sapule (2012). Sapule (2012) emphasizes that the feeling of threat
among the native Latvian speakers (and Estonian as discussed by Kalmus, 2003) as well as
scholars working in the field of national identity is increased due to the demographic and
migration problems resulting in the decrease of the native Latvian (and Estonian) speakers in
the states, that, in turn, leads to the emergence of such terms such as ‘the threatened majority’
and normalisation of ethnonationalist ideologies as well as the counter-reaction of the ‘other’
that, in turn, has led to the discursive conflict of Latvian-Russian communities and the
emergence of the image of Russians as the ‘discriminated group’ (2012: 14). This conflict is
admittedly discussed by the international scholars who study the rhetoric and policy of leaders
in Russia in relation to the former Soviet States and claim to be protecting the minority groups
in these states (Smith et al., 1998; Ambrosio, 2009). The language situation in the Baltic States
and its interpretation by the political leaders in Russia as well as the respective aforementioned
research strain on the so-called ethnic conflict are noteworthy as this conflict in part explains
the linguistic choices made by the Presidents of the Baltic States (particularly Estonia and
Latvia) when constructing their respective national identities in reference to the common
political past, constructing, deconstructing or euphemising the ‘common enemy’, ‘the other’
and the ‘victim role’ of the states. It seems that the use of the argumentation strategy of possible
threat (the topos of threat) in relation to Russia that is identified in the speeches by the Presidents
of Latvia and Estonia and recently by the Presidents of Lithuania stems from both the ethnic
and the language conflict situation in these states (Estonia and Latvia) and the comparison (the
topos of comparison used in the speeches by the Presidents of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania)
to states with (arguably) similar situation (Belarus, Georgia, Ukraine) where the military and
political interference of Russia (in an attempt to protect the minority rights) has already been
noted. Thus, it seems that the implicit fear that has been identified in several arguments and
statements (incorporating powerful linguistic means such as RQs, metaphors, parallelisms, and
repetitions) may be the influencing contextual factor for the construction of the national

identities of the Baltic States in the speeches by their Presidents locally and internationally.

3.3. Thematic Areas, Discursive Strategies and Forms of Realisation in the

Construction of National Identity Speeches

The sub-chapter provides a detailed analysis of the identified thematic areas for discursive
construction of national identities as introduced by Wodak et al. (2009) and Guibernau (2007),
136



that have been identified in the speeches by the Presidents of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania.
The sequence of the thematic areas in the paper is changed due to the fact that, as introduced in
the theoretical considerations above, the main element of national identity in the Baltic States
is their common history and as such is frequently addressed by the Presidents (more often in
remembrance day speeches and national celebrations as well as in international speeches),
followed by the construction of national spirit (the Homo Nationalis), construction of a common
political present (strategies of perpetuation) and future (strategies of positive state
continuation), construction of a common national body (land, monuments, borders) and a
common culture (most frequently addressed in cultural celebrations such as song festivals, also

New Year addresses and Independence Day celebrations).
3.3.1. The Narration and Confabulation of a Common Political Past

The thematic area of constructing a common political past is identified in most of the
presidential speeches and specifically those that are delivered on national celebration or
remembrance dates. The Presidents of the Baltic States use the topos of history to construct a
common national memory and symbolism of victimhood that operates in the thematic area of
construction and confabulation a common political past. The common political past of the Baltic
States (the German and Soviet occupations) is reflected in the political rhetoric as ‘years of
suffering, suppression, and deportations’. The original or national inhabitants of the states,
specifically, native Estonians, Latvians, and Lithuanians as well as their respective identities
are depicted as victims supressed by the common enemy (most frequently the Soviet Union).
Many remembrance days as well as national holidays in the Baltic States are symbols of their
national identity and are reflected on the thematic are of constructing a common political past
and on some occasions also common enemy. These dates vary across the states; however, the

most important ones are:

e Estonia: The Declaration of Independence on 24 February 1918 (also known and referred to in
speeches as the Manisfesto of the people of Estonia), restoration of independence 20 August

1991,

e Latvia: The Declaration of Independence 18 November, restoration of independence 4 May
1991,

¢ Lithuania: declaration of Independence as a nation 16 February, restoration of Independence 11
March.

Examples (see example 72 in Appendix 2) of constructing a common political past via the topos
of history and the topos of terrible place reveal how history is represented as a negative lesson
from which the people and the political leaders of the Baltic States (as encompassed by the use
of the inclusive pronoun we) are to learn, and by constructing and reconstructing the common

history, the Presidents keep the national memory alive and remind the people of why they
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should act in specific ways in order not to repeat the history (protect independence of the state).
The topos of history (as identified by the mention of historical facts and the use of the past
forms of verbs) in the example follow the formula if events and actions in history have led to
negative consequences, they should be avoided in future. In other words, the topos of history
as teacher is applied in the speeches that indicates to the use of the strategy of discontinuation
and emphasizing the difference between the horrible past and improved present. Moreover,
one of the most frequently applied metaphors HISTORY IS BOOK is also attributed in the
example to make parallels between end of a ‘terrible’ era and closing of a book. The use of the
metaphor in this context may also be interpreted as giving a lesson, namely, if one has read a
book that has not been good, one can choose not to read it again and read or write other ‘better’
books instead. In the case of the Presidents of the Baltic States though, the Presidents use the
metaphor of book in the sense that the people of the states are writing the book, and the choices
they make influence the quality of the book in future. Nevertheless, despite the construction
of a common political past as a terrible place in the presidential speeches of Lithuania, the
Presidents of Lithuania do not seem to be constructing a common political enemy (in this case
Russia). Though Russia is a frequent proper noun used in the speeches (specifically in the first
period after the Restoration of Independence), the Presidents of Lithuania (specifically A.
Brazauskas) emphasize the opposite of constructing common enemy in their speeches, namely,
invite the people of Lithuania and other Western states to be friendly and open to Russia in

order not to isolate Lithuania as its bordering country, for instance,

Bilateral relations with the Russian Federation are very important to
Lithuania's security. Therefore, are closely watched by political figures and the
general public. The unfortunate historic experience of our country still has a
certain hold over us, but it would be unwise to be guided by these sad historical
lessons. The Russia of today - differently from the imperial Soviet Union - does
not seek isolation and affiliates with various international organizations. Together with
other states, it has joined NATQO's Partnership for Peace programme; it has also
applied to join GATT. During the recent 0-7 summit, Russia took part in discussing
the most urgent political problems. (AlIB1)

The example above illustrates the use of the topos of usefulness and advantage (formula: if
something is beneficial, it should be performed or accepted) in order to state that the current
successful cooperation with the politicians from Russia with those from the Western states
should be continued for mutual benefit (speciality for Lithuania). The example illustrates both
the implicit construction (via euphemised language - sad lessons, unfortunate experience) of
the political past (war and occupation implied) and perpetuation of a common political present
that is constructed as being the opposite of the past via the use of the strategy of perpetuation

and linguistic means such as adjectives (very important, closely watched, urgent problems),
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metonymy (Russia stands for its politicians), and the use of the verb forms in the present,
present continuous and modality expressing suggestion (would be). Moreover, the President
uses understatement and euphemism to implicitly decrease the negativity stemming from
collective memory of occupation, oppressions, war (referred to as unfortunate historic
experience, sad historical lessons). Placinska and Karapetjana (2009) refer to the use of
euphemism in political speeches as ‘sematic manipulation [...] aimed at a positive
representation of political decisions’ (2009: 4). This strategy can be used when political
decisions potentially protested by people are to be introduced, however, manipulation in other
forms is also aimed at the opposite, namely, avoiding something. Thus, the construction of a
common political past is applied for the purpose of showing the contrast between history and
current (at the time) events. President continues the argument via the use of the topos of
uselessness and disadvantage, for instance,
There is a group of politicians and political forces in Lithuania who speak out for new
division lines in Europe. They view Russia as an eternal enemy and want the West to
pursue a policy of Russia's isolation. This means that Lithuania would become a border
state - just as it was in pre-war years. This kind of policy is not safe, and it does not
have a promising future. (AlIB1)
The example illustrates the conditional that presupposes the following: ‘if Russia would be
isolated (as has been proposed by unnamed politicians — an indirect reference with no factual
support), then Lithuania would become a border-state, which would be disadvantageous
(comparison to history), thus this should be avoided.” The argument also aims to deconstruct
the image of Russia as common enemy (a reference of a common political past) and construct
a common political present and future via the strategy of perpetuation and linguistic techniques
of manipulation (avoidance to name the agent, passive voice). Though implicit, the argument
also includes the topos of threat that is expressed via modal verb (would) expressing possibility,
comparison (just as it was) and reference to the political past (the use of the word combination
pre-war years implying the threat of Lithuania being annexed). Thus, though again implicit, the
argument shows fear, which may be considered a part of historical legacy on the one hand and
a result of political rhetoric (by nationalistic politicians in Lithuania and the counterparts in
Russia) on the other (the rhetoric and attitudes towards the Baltic States and Russia’s isolation
from Europe has been described in Chapter 2). Furthermore, the argument is extended via use
of different linguistic techniques that emphasize the goal of the argument and the topos of
usefulness and advantage in order to lead the prom the premise (Russia is not an enemy) to the

conclusion (Lithuania should cooperate with Russia).
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It should be noted that, though implicitly, the Presidents of Lithuania in the period from
1991-2004 display the fear of the common enemy, is it not so explicitly felt as in the speeches
by the Presidents of Latvia and more explicitly in the speeches by the President of Estonia.
One of the reasons for these considerations could be the difference in numbers of the citizens
of the other post-Soviet Union states having stayed in Estonia and Latvia as opposed to
Lithuania, or specifically, the number of ‘native’ Estonians and Latvians in the states in the
second half of the twentieth century versus those in Lithuania (See statistics in Chapter 1).
Nevertheless, altogether, the Presidents of Lithuania in post-war period invite not only
Lithuanian society, but also members of international organisations via the use of strong
modality markers, to leave behind the stereotypes of fears of the past and become more open
and integrative. Thus, other part of threat is being constructed via the topos of threat, for
instance, Together we must overcome racism, hatred of foreigners, fanatical nationalism
and intolerance. If we do not, these demons, once having manifested themselves in men,
communities or entire nations, could destroy the entire world (AIB2). The formula in
the topos of threat in the example above is very explicit, it integrates the conditional if
formula, noting, that if the nations would not act together to eliminate discrimination and
exclusion, referred metaphorically to as demons, it could lead to destruction of all
countries. Thus, the premises for this argument is ‘discrimination, exclusion and racism
are dangerous, threatening’ and the corresponding conclusions is that ‘united nations
should implement actions and plans to eliminate these dangerous beliefs.

It is likewise interesting that in addition to the euphemisms and understatements,
the President uses omission of the subject (the doer) from the thematic areas of
construction a common political past and via the topos of history illustrates the will of
the people of Lithuania and their accomplishments rather than emphasizes a common
political enemy. In other words, the Presidents of Lithuania seem to be directing the focus
of a common political past in a positive interpretation rather than focusing on the image
of Lithuania as a victim but emphasizing the state as a hero, for instance, ‘History can
be called our aide and ally’ (AIB5, see extended example No0.53 in Appendix 6). The
excerpt from the speech illustrates the construction of a common political past and
construction of the Homo Nationalis via the topos of history as a teacher and as an ally,
meaning that history has taught a positive rather than negative lesson of how to uphold
one’s national identity and spirit. Moreover, several numbers and dates are mentioned to
create or support the construction of national symbols (such as the dates of restoration of
independence) or the number of years Lithuanian language as a symbol national identity

has existed. The excerpt also exemplifies what seems to be rather typical to the speeches
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by A. Brazauskas, namely, euphemisms and understatements with the aim to avoid
naming the doer of the actions (agency) in several statements that refer to the history of
occupation, oppression, limitations of freedom or word, and restriction of materials that
use the Lithuanian language. The agent in these statements (the Soviet political leaders)
is never named. Moreover, euphemism ‘attempts were made to dose the truth’ is used to
refer to the arrests and deportation of the ‘intelligentsia’ who have been seen as threat to
the Soviet regime. It seems that the President has used a strategy of what could be referred
to as deconstruction of a common political past or also what Wodak et al. (2009) refer to
as the discursive strategy of mitigation, with the aim to direct the attention of the target
audience away from the negative aspects of the past towards positive aspects or positive
lessons of the past.

In most examples where a common political past is being constructed, passive voice
is used, meaning that the agent of the action or the doer is omitted or avoided, left in the
context of the speech, or referred to with obscure or vague expressions, though there are
examples, where the agent is implied or indirectly referred to in the co-text, for instance,

All of us remember the time when the day of February 16 was passed over in silence.
Being afraid of even vague reminiscences of statehood, strangers prohibited the
celebrations on that day. They attempted to belittle the importance of the
Declaration of Independence and to convince us of the invalidity of decisions made
by the Lithuanian Council. Very few, however, believed such propaganda even in
Soviet years (AIB7).

The example illustrates how the Soviet politicians and military troops are referred to as
‘strangers’ and others via the use of the third person plural pronoun ‘they’ pointing to
the construction of out-groups. The mention of the ‘Soviet years’ at the end of the
excerpt, however, points to the implied ‘enemy’ at the time being described in the speech.
The example is followed by the thematic area of construction the Homo Lietuvensis or
national spirit via reference to national symbols that are elements of Lithuanian identity,
namely,

The idea of a free State of Lithuania was alive in families and was spread by the
Church and the majority of intellectuals. February 16, which was attempted to be
erased from our memory, became a symbol of freedom. A try-coloured national
flags hoisted by courageous resistance fighters reminded everybody that the spirit
of freedom is alive and that the struggle for liberty continued. A number of political
prisoners and dissidents joined the ranks of freedom fighters on February 16 with
the national flag in their hands. We should be grateful to the fighters who by
concrete deeds were awakening the nation to rebirth (AIB8).

The example illustrates one of the many uses of the birth metaphor that is present in the
speeches of the Presidents of the Baltic States, who refer to the declaration of
independence of the states as birth of the nation, papers being issued and signed by

patriots of the nations at the time as the birth certificate and the restoration of the nation
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as re-birth, which seems to be a biblical reference to a person re-born from sufferings.
Moreover, the example illustrates how national symbols and values (16 February, tricolor
flag, spirit of freedom) are repeated to emphasize their importance and aim at the
construction of national spirit in the collective memory of people.

Furthermore, the Presidents of Lithuania similar to the Presidents of Estonia, use
references to common people in the history of regaining independent statehood have
acted bravely, in order to address all the citizens of Lithuania and illustrate that every
citizen of the state can act to protect the state (see example No.73 in Appendix 6). Apart
from mentioning the name and profession of the person the President refers to (Jonas
Basanavidius, a doctor), the example also illustrates how metaphorical expression of
psychological problems caused by physical sufferings and oppressions are referred to as
wounds that are being cured with national values such as pride. Moreover, via the
references to recognisable national object (newspapers, declaration) and dates in history,
the President is construction a common political past with the person honoured in the
example, being a part of the common past.

An example of the thematic areas of constructing a common political past, present and
future via the topos of history is also found in the speeches by the first President of Latvia
Janis Cakste, who has stated that We are entering the new national year with better prospects
than last year. Last year, when we were sitting here, guns were clanking; now they are not
clanking, and we can turn all our attention straight to the peace work that is needed to build
the country (JC5, see original as example No.31 in Appendix 6). The example illustrates the
use of the building metaphor STATE IS A BUILDING and shows the binary opposition in the
form of antithesis between peace and war via the use of the word combination ‘clinging guns’
that via onomatopoeic word attached to the noun from the semantic area of military illustrates
and reminds the people of the recent history. Similarly, the topos of history illustrates not only
the application of the conditional (if history has been negative, it should not be repeated) but
also the construction of national symbols and values that are embedded in the common national
memory, for instance,

11 years ago, when the new Latvian state was torn apart from the east and west by enemies
who tried to suppress the freedom and independence of the people, our best and bravest sons
gathered to free the Latvian state from foreign rule and the centuries-old shackles. This great
work required extraordinary sacrifices and the united strength of the people. Only because
of these sacrifices has the Latvian nation freed itself from hundreds of years of dependence
and proved that it can rule on its own. Many brave fighters have laid their heads for Latvia
and are now resting in the free sands of Latvia: in the Latvian People's Shrine - the Brothers’
Cemetery, as well as in other grave hills. Let us commemorate these heroes in the first place
today. (GZ3, see original as example N0.32 in Appendix 6).
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The example incorporates the use of metonymy that is often used across political speeches ‘east’
standing for Russia and the ‘west’ standing for Germany. Moreover, the metonymy is mixed
with personification metaphor indicating that these states are people who are tearing Latvia in
two different directions, leading to it being torn. The example likewise makes use of synonyms
indicating freedom and independence as well as contextual antonyms (independence-
dependence, our-foreign, freedom — shackles). As regards the construction of national symbols
and identity, the example illustrates the key words that characterise the Homo Latviensis,
namely, bravery, sacrifice, and work. Moreover, the use of the family metaphor ‘sons of Latvia
—our sons’ as well as reference to tone of the symbols of the common national past ‘Brother
cemetery’ aid in the construction of the symbol of the nation as a mother, who has been
protected by her sons in the past. Another example (see example 33 in Appendix 6) of the
construction of a common political past and present via the use of the topos of history and
several linguistic means of manipulation, illustrates the reference to a common national
memory as part of national identity and emphasizes that this memory must not be avoided,
otherwise the people would not be deserving the state that has been gained by the sacrifices of
its people. The example likewise emphasizes the role of Latvia as a victim (of the Soviet Union),
but this victimhood is implicit, as it only can be deduced by analysing the metaphorical
expression of ‘foreign and hostile powers’ stamping (stepping on with feet) Latvia’s pride and
honour (Latvian national values emphasized). Latvia has been positioned as a victim of the
Soviet Union and Germany and as a spectacle to other nations that observed both Latvian
identities being stamped by feet and its ‘flaring with glory.” Moreover, the example indicates
another typicality to the speeches of the Presidents of Latvia, specifically in the first
Independence time (from 1918-1940), namely, that Latvians are masters of their own land,
implying both the victory over the previous masters and the possibility to be masters of the
destiny of the state as well. Moreover, the metaphor of state as home that has been and is still
used by the Presidents of Latvia (also Estonia and Lithuania) appears in the speeches through
the 100-year independence of the nations. Additionally, rhetorical question referring to the day
of Independence of Latvia is used to emphasize the symbolism of the date and address the
listeners inviting them to think about the importance of the date for themselves yet having been
given the specific ‘food for thought’. The President Alberts Kviesis, specifically when
addressing the nation on national holidays, has applied multiple linguistic techniques
specifically when constructing a common political past via the topos of history and the topos
of numbers and subsequently the topos of comparison to emphasize the horrors of the past and

the sacrifices made to achieve a common political present, for instance,
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20 years ago, at the beginning of the world war we were a captive nation whom the
administration of the ruling nation did not always want to allow to sing our prayer because it
contained the name of Latvia. When the enemies invaded Kurzeme, the same administration
forced Latvians to leave their homeland. Long queues of refugees meandered along the plains
of Zemgale in a distant stranger, towards an unknown future. The Russian Revolution, the fall
of Riga, the German military occupation, the plans to divide Latvia between the two great
neighbours - all these events and intentions wrap the future of the Latvian people in such a
thick veil of fog that a ray of hope was seldom seen. but then the fog dissipated, and the sun
of freedom rose for the Latvian nation. In a hectic hurry, without hearts full of joy and
excitement, they embarked on the work of building the state, while at the same time waging
fierce and bloody struggles for their independence. the battles ended with the brilliant victory
of our weapons, and the work of nation-building began to move even faster. (AK2, see
original as example N0.1 in Appendix 6)

The example illustrates not only the construction of a common political past (via the topos of
history — occupation, distant, strange, unknown, foggy future, the topos of numbers — 20 years
before the speech, and the topos of threat) — enemies, Russian Revolution, German occupation,
great neighbours), but also the construction of a common national body, by illustrating the
connection of Latvian lands and cities (Kurzeme, Zemgale, Riga) with the destinies of Latvian
people. Moreover, the example likewise illustrates the national symbols such as the anthem of
the state (referred to as prayer, because it integrates the words God, bless Latvia), sun and light
as symbols of hope and freedom, as well as fog as symbols of uncertainty and unknown. The
topos of threat is, in fact, a quite common argumentative strategy used in presidential speeches
to argue for certain actions that must be taken in order to prevent history from repeating itself
(explicitly) and in order to justify certain political actions and/or plans, such as, for instance,
joining NATO and the EU (implicitly). The topos of threat formula presupposes that if certain
people, objects, actions (for instance the aggressive military politics lead by the politicians of
Russia) threaten the well-being or freedom of the nation, the people of the nation should unite
and act in order to prevent the possible threat, whether it be entering the political organisation
that protect its members or allowing more funding to go to the military areas or allowing the
military personnel from other countries reside in the states to protect them from possible threat
in future. The use of the topos of threat in combination with the topos of history illustrates the
role of the Baltic States as victims of the past and possible victims of the future.

The thematic area of constructing a common political past also appears in the pre-
occupation speeches by the Presidents of Latvia, where the common enemy is referred to as
‘stranger’ or ‘alien powers’ in an attempt to avoid direct naming of the common enemy, which
is instead being implicitly constructed, for instance,

When alien forces destroyed the freedom and independence of the people, when warriors and
conquerors ruled our land, for centuries work, love and faith held our people together,
protected them from destruction, preserved the character and soul of the people and finally
helped the people regain their freedom, build a nation and to take over the power and
determination in their native land temporarily. We went through difficult times, we suffered
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heavy losses, often heavy burdens threatened to bend us, but work, love, and faith overcame
everything. The greatest danger threatened us when one of these three virtues perished, when
an easy-led life began to rise in the workplace, when love for the homeland was overshadowed
by foreign teachings that denied the holy name of the homeland, when faith in the nation's
future was overwhelmed by doubt. Even when the independent state was dependent, we were
not yet fully aware of the only right path that the ancient virtues showed us — love, work, and
faith. (KU10, see original as example N0.34 in Appendix 6)

The example above illustrates the use of repetition ‘work, love, faith’ in the speech to construct
the Homo Latviensis or national spirit via reminding the listeners the Latvian values they should
keep in their memory. Building metaphor and metaphor DEVELOPMENT IS PATH are one
of the most frequently used metaphors in the presidential speeches of the Baltic States and these
metaphors are also used in the speech by K. Ulmanis, where he refers to the building process
of a free (from foreign powers) nation that belongs to those born in the land. The use of the
metaphor together with the repetition of reference to native land and synonym homeland target
the emotions of belonging, and the metaphor displaying development (meaning hard work as
also implied by the ‘bending under burdens’ metaphor) invites the listeners to contribute to the
‘common goal of building the nation’ by doing their work. Moreover, synonymy and antonymy
is present in the excerpt for the purpose of emphasis of past versus future (dependent-
independent, free, foreign-native, warriors, conquerors- people). The lack of direct naming of
the enemy being implicitly constructed seems to indicate that existent fear about the unstable
status of the nation is present. Thus, the topos of threat is present, but implicit in the argument
and follows the formula that if ‘easy-led life’ has resulted in negative consequences in the past,
it should be avoided and substituted by work instead (easy life-hard work as binary
oppositions). Additionally, the metaphor implying oppositions TRUTH IS LIGHT versus LIE
IS DARKNESS is implied in the metaphorical statement ‘love for the homeland was
overshadowed by foreign teachings’, where homeland (native land, a land one has been born
in) is positioned as contextual antonym that is in opposition with foreign teachings, which cast
a shadow over love (associated with light and truth). Furthermore, loss of a virtue is associated
with drowning (virtues perished — tikumi pagrima), implying that it is still possible to ‘save’
those virtues by exercising them.

Repetition seems to a characteristic feature of the speeches by the President of Latvia
Karlis Ulmanis. Repetition in the speeches doe not only pertain to the lexical cohesion (Halliday
and Hasan, 1987) of the speech, but also, and more significantly to the current research,
repetition targets the understanding and memory of the listeners (or readers) of the speech, as
it emphasizes the key words that carry the main idea of particular speech or block of particular
speech. Another interesting example of repetition in K. Ulmanis speech is found in the speech

at the morning of the Soviet troops entering Riga where the phrase ‘stay in your places’ is
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repeated throughout the brief speech with the purpose to invite people not to protest or show
any type of resistance to the occupation of the nation, for instance,

Soviet troops have been entering our land since this morning. This is done with the news
and consent of the government, which in turn stems from the existing friendly relations
between Latvia and the Soviet Union. | therefore want the people of our country to see
the incoming troops with friendship as well. At the same time, you need to know that the
movement of troops must go smoothly, and you can promote this by curbing over-curiosity
and refraining from disturbing order. This morning, you also heard the news that the full
government has announced their resignation and that | have instructed the ministers to
remain in their places until a new government is formed. The first task for all of us is to
remain in our place and continue to serve the cause that is high and sacred to the interests
of Latvia and our people. It is inevitable that the events to be experienced will bring some
anxiety and disturbance to the course of our peaceful life so far. But these are temporary
phenomena that we will be overcoming in a few days. At this moment, | invite you to prove
in thoughts, deeds and positions the strength of the soul of the people caused by the flower
years of the Renewed Latvia. Then | will be sure that everything that happens how and will
continue to benefit our country and people our friendly relations with our great eastern
neighbour, the Soviet Union. /...] My heart is with you, and I feel that your hearts also
beat me in a friendly echo. So, let's go ahead and do our job. I will stay in my place; you
will stay in your own. (KU4, see original as example N0.35 in Appendix 6).

The examples above seems to indicate (implicitly) the existent fear of the common enemy
(portrayed explicitly as friend), which illustrates the use of autonomation as the strategy of
calming down realised through implicit the topos of threat (Wodak et al., 2009: 40). The
premise in the topos of threat is that the Soviet army has entered the state and could attack
(portrayed as being friendly), that leads the listeners to the conclusion that people should avoid
aggression in order to prevent possible attack. The use of imperative moods (modal verb ‘must’
— imperative verb form ‘janorit,” ‘palieciet’, ‘pieradiet’) supports the argument and orders the
people to obey. Moreover, the use of personal pronouns displays the roles assigned in the
speech, namely, the I-you dichotomy shows that the President assumes responsibility as a leader
and addresses the people directly; however, the inclusive pronoun ‘we’ is used in the statement
that target the emotions of the people and are aimed at emotional manipulation to achieve the
effect of ‘calming down’ and creating the illusion of unity. The first-person plural pronoun ‘we’
in the possessive form refers to the President and the citizens of the state when positioned in
phrases such as ‘our land, our neighbour, our good and friendly relationship, our country, our
task, our place, our people, our country’s interests, our job.” The list of word combinations with
the inclusive (explicitly) pronoun we, illustrates the how the attempt is made to create the
illusion of calm and positive attitude towards the situation, nevertheless, it should be noted that
the fully inclusive use of the pronoun is found only in one instance, namely, ‘our relationship’
that refers both to Latvia and the Soviet Union (common relationship), while the other cases
refer only to the government of Latvia (led by the President at that time) and the citizens of the

state.
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President K. Ulmanis uses both inclusive and inclusive references to himself, the people
of Latvia and the government to illustrate the roles allocated to each of the aforementioned,
however, when referring to the common enemy, the President uses the term ‘foreign forces,
other forces’ and avoids naming the specific enemy that is being discursively portrayed by
constructing a common political past, for instance, ‘Other forces said: "We will occupy Riga,
we will liberate it." We were promised that we would all be in Riga together. But the big
question was, what will we be there for? And the Provisional Government of Latvia replied:
"Yes, gentlemen, but who will Riga belong to when we take it?" There was no answer’ (KU5,
see original as example No.36 in Appendix 6). The example above illustrates the use of
intertextuality or referring to quotation from history that display a dialogue between political
power of Latvia and foreign powers. The excerpt also illustrates use of rhetorical question that
aims to illustrate the difference between inclusive and exclusive society, namely, inclusive use
(we all together, who are the we) referring to the citizens of Latvia and the people brought in
by the foreign politics (including the military and politicians) and exclusive referring to in one
instance to the foreign forces (we will occupy Riga) and in the other to the citizens of Latvia
(we could only be satisfied). Hus the example above illustrates the ambiguity of use of the
pronoun we, which though seems to be inclusive in general, is exclusive at the same time.

Finally, another case of constructing a common political history with the use of pronoun
we is found in the song festival speech by K. Ulmanis, where simultaneously with constructing
political past, the President is also aiming at constructing the Homo Latviensis or national spirit
and national body, for instance,

Once a single Midsummer flag, red and white ribbons on a young man's chest, now the red
and white flag of independent Latvia. But still - it did not come by itself, it came, firstly,
because we wanted it with the will of the iron, secondly, because we believed in it with
unwavering faith, and thirdly, because nothing was too expensive for us, no sacrifice too
hard to make our will and faith win and praise. We believed and wanted our homeland,
our freedom, and we are now reading these words carved in stone on the Freedom
Monument. We sang faithfully and sincerely: bend, the ends of the woods - and they bent,
bent down before our songs, we won because we were and have grown together with this
land like no other. Only we, with our heads on her breast, hear her voice, understand
her language - and she has blessed us, just as Heavenly Father has blessed and guarded
Latvia. (KU9, see original as example N0.37 in Appendix 6)

First, the construction of a common political past involves references to the war of
independence and bravery and will of the Latvian people to gain the status of an independence
and free nation. The construction of the Homo Latviensis involves references to state symbols
(red-white-red flag, will, that is metaphorically compared to iron that denotes the intensity,
freedom monument, intertextuality reference to a folk song about forests, language and faith in
God). The constriction of national body is achieved through the intertextuality, namely, the

quotation of the folk song ‘bend the apicals of forests” which refers to the character of Latvia
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as a land with forests, through the reference to the land itself, that is portrayed as a person via
personification metaphor. The use of inclusive we creates the sense of unity and belonging and
together with the use of the aforementioned national symbols constructs Latvian national
identity.

Further on, after the restoration of independence of Latvia in 1991, the speeches seem to
have become more explicit in terms of constructing a common political past and the common
enemies of the past, however, metonymy ‘east and west’ is used to refer to Russia and Germany
instead of a direct reference, for instance,

Already in the late 1930s, the great powers in eastern and western Europe tried to
outsmart each other and together to gain one-sided advantage and superiority. This
superiority was then called racial supremacy in one country for several years, and it was
called supremacy in ideology in another country for several decades. In both countries,
only a categorical imperative that demanded "overcoming history" survived this era, as
the end of the twentieth century allowed for a completely different philosophy in security
policy. (GU5, see original as example N0.38 in Appendix 6)

The example above illustrates the construction of a common political past with an attempt to
deconstruct the consequences of the past, namely, to deconstruct fear of the common enemy,
which is identified later in the speech, namely, ‘Latvia fully supports NATO and the EU’s offer
to establish special relations with Russia. Russia also has self-isolation as an alternative.
Accepting the hand given does not indicate any contempt for the partner, as it is only a
gesture to a strong partner (GU5, see original as example N0.39 in Appendix 6). The example
illustrates use of the idiom — to give a hand — as a gesture of making peace and offering help to
the former enemy, which has been offered to Latvia by the international global organisations
that Latvia wanted to a member of at the time of the speech.

It should be noted, that after the restoration of independence the Presidents of Latvia
similarly as the Presidents of Estonia and Lithuania have employed a combination of various
linguistic techniques that are aimed at the construction of national spirit that is rooted in national
history, thus the construction of a common political history is also very present in the speeches.
Example 40 in Appendix 6 illustrates the use of an extended metaphor LATVIA IS AN OAK
TREE that both constructs a common political past of difficult times , compared to eclipse of
sun that causes the tree to dry out, and constructs the Homo Latviensis via reference to the oak
tree that is one of the national symbols of Latvia, as well as reference to national celebration
dates and years and via a rhetorical question, the reference to Latvian values that stem from
history — namely work and bread that have been voiced most frequently by the President Karlis
Ulmanis before the second world war. The example also illustrates the attempt to deconstruct
the common enemy, as the reference to the enemy or the direct cause of the difficult history is

omitted and instead referred to metaphorically as eclipse of history.
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In fact, what is implicitly being constructed on several occasions is the image of
victimhood that is being created with naming the victim, but omitting the offender, thus creating
an image of the victim being unbale to influence the past on the one hand, and having influenced
it on the other, as well as the belief in the ability to influence the future, thus inviting the people
to act in accordance to their values and their common identity. For example,

It was you who did not stop reminding and teaching us this real history during all the long
years of occupation when we were abducted. Strangers tried to erase it from our
consciousness even on November 18th. They were also afraid of your letters and lowered
the iron curtain, lest the truth should break through and awaken us. However, this
happened because the White Father put it down and Antins went up the hill of glass and
Saulcerite - Freedom has been awakened and given back to the people. But as after a
long and unhealthy sleep, it is weak and protected. We could have rejoiced brighter and
richer if, for all three quarters of the century, we had been allowed to build and build our
own country on our own ethnic territory. But there was an evil, unjust conspiracy. Should
we now live, looking back forever, and pretending that these 50 years have not been in
the history of our country at all? But they were, and in them is left our lifetime. How
fulfilled and how happy - yes, it is a question for everyone. (GU7, see original as example
No0.41 in Appendix 6)

The extract is again a very colourful example of the construction of a common political past
and national spirit and victimhood without naming the agent or the offender yet emphasizing
via passive voice (the state was stolen, abducted) and ambiguity (strategies, they) the threat
having existed and possibly still existing in form of fear. Moreover, the example illustrates the
use of reference to national folk tales as symbol of culture (4ntins, Baltais tévs, Saulcerite) and
hope, as well as building metaphor, REVOLUION IS AVAKENING metaphor and rhetorical
question referring to the role of the past in constructing national identity of the present and
future.

President G. Ulmanis, further has attempted to deconstruct the role of the victim and
deconstruct the belief in the common enemy and others that have been left and live in Latvia
after the restoration of independence. At the same time, the President attempts to address the
people who have chosen to stay in Latvia and invited them to integration. This is done via a
more direct and explicit language referring to the problems and solution to the identified issues
(see example No0.42 in Appendix 6). The speech illustrates the use of we-they dichotomy, and
the use of personification metaphor that refers the victimhood of Latvia as the younger brother
of the Soviet Union that has been abused and commanded. Additionally, the President employs
the use of the topos of definition, but a reversed form, where he states what Latvia is not (a
hotel, a province) and what those choosing to stay in Latvia should act like (not consumers, but
creators), inviting them to work for Latia together with the citizens of the state, at the same time

being patriots of their own states.
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A slightly different approach to constructing the national and supra-national identity is
taken in the international speeches, for instance,

In November 1918 Latvia and Poland declared themselves active participants in the
building of the future of Europe. That was the time when our peoples by joint efforts had
to react to a challenge by forces hostile to the essence of a human being. In gratitude |
bow my head to the sons of Poland who led by Marshal J6sef Pilsudski did not spare their
lives to free Latgale region from the Soviet tyranny. The similar understanding of Latvians
and Poles on the highest values of humankind - freedom, national independence and self-
determination as well as geographical proximity of both states drew parallels in the
destinies of our peoples both in 1939 and in early nineties. (GU1998, Poland)

The example shows use of the building metaphor; however, the metaphor refers to Europe as
common home rather than a specific nation. Moreover, the President also uses the metaphor
COUNTRY IS MOTHER to refer to the citizens of Poland who helped in the wars of
independence of Latvia. The President refers to the former enemy — the Soviet Union, directly
and explicitly in the international speeches. Another example illustrates the use of the topos of
history including the construction of common enemy and the topos of comparison to compare
how the Baltic States fought for freedom from the Soviet Union comparing with American
soldiers fighting in Kuwait, for instance,

In January of 1991 the Baltic States demonstrated their determination to fight for
restoration of their independence which was threatened by the Soviet militaries. There
were also human victims. At the same time American soldiers put their lives at risk for
freedom of Kuwait (GU1998).

Nevertheless, it should be stated that the topos of history is only used in the international
speeches to illustrate the contrast between what Latvia was (a victim) at the beginning of its
independence, and how it has and will improve (according to the president) in future within
international organisation such as the EU and NATO. The topos of comparison is used to
emphasize the similarity between Latvian (and people from the Baltic States) with other
European countries and countries in NATO cooperation. Moreover, the Presidents use
references to well-known personalities via the topos of history to illustrate common values,
common elements of identity (see example No.75 in Appendix 6). The excerpt incorporates the
topos of history via reference to the recognised German philosopher Herder (if Herder admitted
that small nations have potential for Europe, then these nations should be integrated), and the
topos of comparison (Baltic states shared European values then and they have common identity
now). The use of commonly used binary opposition (small-large) is also used to refer to the
Baltic States versus larger states in the EU.

Similarly, the topos of history and intertextuality in international speeches has been
applied by President Vaira Vike-Freiberga, who also refers to the Soviet Union former enemy
of the Baltic States, and also speaks for all three of the states, not just for Latvia as the state she
represents. Via the topos of history, the President aims at constructing not only the common

150



political past of the Baltic States, but also their national and supra-national spirit and their
common political future, namely,

I had a conversation just two days ago at the International Forum on Genocide in Stockholm
with a congressman from the United States who told me an anecdote of how many years ago
when he had first got elected, he received a visit from three persons, each one of them
representing one of the Baltic states, claiming to speak in their name and asking for continued
support from the United States Congress to the idea of non-recognition - the incorporation,
the annexation, the occupation of Baltic states into the Soviet Union. He said that he did not
know much about it, that it was all news to him, and while he sat there patiently listening to
these persons make their case, he thought to himself: "What an incredible trio of dreamers,
and how donquixotic can you get in your dreams and aspirations?" And he said: "I tried not
to show it but I thought to myself what a hopeless cause here was represented, where do they
get a courage and a strength to continue working hard on such an idea that is so visibly utopic
as the idea of restituting the sovereignty, the independence of three Baltic nations" (VVF,
1999 UN GA).
The reference is anonymous, meaning that there is no specific author of the quotation named

by the president, thus, no evident proof that the expression is factual, however, the incorporation
if intertextuality into the speech creates an emotionally appealing effect as it also uses synonyms
illustrating the negative history (incorporation, annexation, occupation) in comparison with
contextual synonyms (dreams, aspirations, courage, strength, sovereignty, independence).

Similarly, the reference to the common enemy of the past in not voided in other
international speeches by V. Vike-Freiberga, for instance,

The UK was among the first countries to recognise Latvia's statehood de facto in 1918, when
Latvia declared its independence. After Latvia lost its independence in 1940, the UK refused
to recognise de iure the occupation and annexation of the Baltic States by the former USSR.
Thanks to this policy of non-recognition, Latvia's diplomatic mission continued to operate in
London throughout the long years of Soviet occupation. (VVF, 2000, UK)

The example uses reference to the Soviet Union twice, once by the referring to it as the Soviet
occupying power and the second time by referring to it by the acronym of the Soviet Union
(USSR). Moreover, the President illustrates important dates in the history of Latvia in relation
to its occupation, namely, the declaration of independence in 1918 with the use of legal term,
or Latinism internationally recognised (de facto) and the loss of independence by directly
addressing the agent (the USSR), the patient (Latvia), the date (1940) and the action —
occupation, annexation.

As regards the construction of a common political past in the speeches to the nation by
V. Vike-Freiberga, it seems that the main focus of the President has been to construct a common
political future, a common culture and national (a supra-national spirit) rather than reconstruct
history or refer to the victimhood of Latvia in history, for instance,

Latvia is returning to Europe. Historically, this is our real home. Geographically, we have
never disappeared from Europe. But now we are returning to Europe as an independent,
sovereign nation that has become a credible political and respectable economic partner. The
Europe we are returning to is a unique formation that has never been seen before in human
history. Countries that have been enemies for hundreds of years decided to launch a new model
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of cooperation and coexistence after the Second World War. Everyone sat at the same table
and continued to debate each issue until a solution was reached where everyone could see the
benefits for themselves. (VVF6, see translation as example N0.43 in Appendix 6)

The example illustrates the tendency to avoid naming explicitly the direct causes of Latvia
having to ‘return’ to Europe (the occupation and loss of independence), but rather focuses on
metaphorically constructing Europe as home and constructing Europe as common supra-
national body of nations geographically belonging to it. The verb ‘returning’ has been repeated
in the example which implicitly points to the history of Latvia as a victim of the larger states
that divided Europe in history. Moreover, the President refers to these states but indirectly via
the word ‘enemies’ that implies that they were enemies with one another.

It should be pointed out, however, that there are specific types of speeches that do require
references to history and reconstruction of the common political past that pertains to
representation of Latvia national identity of which history is a large part. These speeches are
held on remembrance days of the soldiers who fought for independence and restoration of
independence as well as those citizens who were deported during the occupation (see example
No.11 in Table 68 in Appendix 6). The excerpt constructs a common political past and
illustrates how Latvia had been in the middle of division of lands by two major ‘foreign’ forces
which are referred to explicitly and specifically, not only naming the nations, but also specific
leaders set form government in Latvia (Niedra and Stucka). The example illustrates contrast
between the level of difficulty to gain independence and the ‘strength, courage and faith’ of the
Latvian people. Thus, the excerpt illustrates the construction of the Homo Latviensis via the
reference to values characterising the people of Latvia. Similar attempt to construct the national
spirit via constructing a common political past is made in remembrance speech of the barricades
in 1991 before the restoration of independence (see example No.44 in Appendix 6). The
common enemy in the speech is anonymous, namely, it is not explicitly referred to by name,
but rather implied in the context as the target audience is supposed to well-aware of who the
‘foreign power’ was at the time of regaining independence. The example rather emphasizes the
national spirit, namely, the construction of the Homo Latviensis via the repetition of key words
— unity, gathering, willingness to sacrifice.

Similarly, the construction of a common political past is less frequent or less present in
the speeches of the Presidents of Latvia after joining the EU and NATO, when the focus of the
speeches is to construct national and supra-national spirit (which started already in G. Ulmanis
speeches after restoration of Independence), construction of a common political present and
future. Moreover, the speeches of the Presidents of Latvia V. Zatlers and A. B&rzins seem to be
focused on the construction of a common political present and the Homo Nationalis, and, as the

context shows, it seems that the economic crisis influences the choice of strategies used in the
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speeches. Nevertheless, the speeches that are delivered on national remembrance days and on
some occasions also Independence Day of the Republic of Latvia and the Day of Restoration
of Independence also illustrate the construction of a common political past, for instance,

Latvia began with the bold idea of a national, independent state. It seasoned in the heroic War of
Independence; with bitten teeth it only carried out through the years of occupation; reborn through
the Singing Revolution; gained strength in barricade bonfires; then found its way to the European
Union and NATO and through years of rapid upswing it came to the tough reality of today. From
where, in difficult times, has our nation gained strength, endurance and faith in the future? These
are the values of our people. Carved in the Freedom Monument, they tell the history of our nation,
describe today and allow us to be sure of tomorrow. (VZ1, see original as example N0.45 in Appendix
6)

The excerpt illustrates how construction of a common political past is used in the introduction
of an Independence Day speech at the beginning of global economic crisis that influence Latvia
significantly. However, through series of parallel constructions and extended personification
metaphor (LATVIA IS PERSON) and metaphor NATION IS BOOK (Latvia began with the
bold idea), the President aims to illustrate the opposition between hard times in history (War of
Independence, occupation) of the nation that were overcome with keeping Latvian values
(strength of an iron as symbolised by the word ‘nortdijas’ that comes from the idiom ‘ka rudijas
terauds’, patience and will as symbolised by the metaphorical expression ‘sakostiem zobiem’
that symbolises pain, rebirth as a biblical symbol for the restoration of independence caused by
the bravery, faith and self-sacrifice as Latvia values) and believing Latvia symbols (Freedom
Monument). Moreover, the metaphor DEVELOPMENT IS ROAD is used to illustrate the
joining of Latvia to the EU and NATO, which is characterised as the road of ‘rapid upswing.’
It 1s worth mentioning, that the deconstruction of what can be and is referred to as ‘the Soviet
legacy’ that was present in the speeches of the first President of the newly restored Latvia, is
also found in the speeches by V. Zatlers who invites people to leave the belief in the Soviet
values in the past (see example 46 in Appendix 6). The example illustrates an attempt by the
President to disseminate or deconstruct the historical legacy left by the Soviet Union, namely,
the belief of the people that the government or political leaders (as represented by the metonymy
‘state’) is obliged to take care of all citizens providing them with work (symbolised by bread in
the speeches of the first Presidents of Latvia, specifically A. Kviesis and K. Ulmanis). Via the
strategy of dissemination and discontinuation and the topos of a favourable time, V. Zatlers
aims to illustrate the difference between the Soviet past and political present and invite people
to act independently rather than wait for a ‘leader’ to do it for them thus also emphasizing the
possibility of difference between the present and hopeful future. Moreover, for an additional
effect, the President incorporates the technique of intertextuality or reference to a well-known
national figure Garlibs Merkelis, who is the author of a book about Latvian identity. Thus,

instead of suggestive rhetorical questions that would typically be applied in this strategy and
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seem to be very typical to the speeches of V. Zatlers in general, the President has chosen
intertextuality and the topos of appeal to authority (if an authority has done or said something,
then we must repeat and listen to it). Thus, the function of the speeches of the Presidents of
Latvia in the post-war period seem to be focusing not so much constructing the common enemy
and a common political past of victimhood, but rather constructing a common political present
and future and national spirit. International speeches and speeches to the politicians; however,
do dwell on historical lessons and use the topos of history as a teacher to illustrate the formula
— if actions in history have led to negative consequences, they should be avoided in future (see
example No0.76 in Appendix 6)

The construction of a common political past via the topos of history is used to construct
an argument of supporting good political relations with Russia in order to avoid ‘the mistakes
of the past.” The President also uses euphemisms (wrongs done to the people of Latvia), and
the metaphor HISTORY IS BOOK (to turn over a new page) to illustrate that relations can be
improved. Moreover, the President vaguely mentions the ‘forces’ on both sides that are
described as ‘pushing the countries in opposite directions’ and does not make a direct reference
to these forces. The argument is being constructed to show contrast between what was in the
past and what has been achieved (by the President personally as emphasized by the use of first-
person singular pronoun), for instance,

In the course of these years, | have tried to work on these issues. | have several times met the
President of the Russian Federation Vladimir Putin. On my initiative and with my continuous
support the Historians' Commission of Latvia has worked actively and fruitfully for many years
(VZ2007).

The example illustrates the emphasis of achievements made by the President for the sake of the
state and via the statements ‘I tried, I have met, my initiative, my support’ the President
emphasizes the idea that without him the ‘fruitful relationship’ might not have been constructed
between Latvia and Russia. It should be noted that this personal reference is rather frequent in
the speeches of the President of Latvia starting from the second decade of the 21% century,
especially in the international speeches and speeches to the parliament by the President V.
Zatlers and President E. Levits. This could be interpreted as taking on the responsibility and not
sharing or avoiding it (which is typically achieved via the use of pronoun we) and as
construction of individual identity and accomplishments, depending on the context (the use
pronominal references by the Presidents in analysed in further chapters).

The construction of a common political past with the aim to influence the present and
future and address the national spirit of the listeners has also been identified in the Independence

Day speeches by A. Berzins, for instance,
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Therefore, on this holiday | want to wish us to regain at least a part of the strength and faith
that the people of Latvia had in 1918 and during the Awakening. At that time, all the peoples
living in Latvia stood next to Latvians, because the goal was one - to win and protect the
independence of their country, and we succeeded! We were not looking for enemies at that
time, because the enemy was one - a foreign, imposed power, from which a free and self-
confident nation wanted to get rid! (AB6, see original as example N0.47 in Appendix 6)

In addition to the topos of history (if we could stand together in the past, then we can do it now),
the President uses the inclusive ‘we’ to refer to Latvians and the citizens of Latvia (who are not
Latvians) who fought to gain and regain the independence, noting that these people share the
values and characteristics of common national identity, namely, strength and faith. Moreover,
the President emphasizes the common enemy to the aforementioned group, however, does not
specify the enemy as it has been done in the speeches by the other Presidents after the restored
independence of the state. A different approach in constructing a common political past without
avoiding naming the former enemy is applied in the speeches that are addressed to the army of
Latvia (see example No.48 in Appendix 6). As the situation requires, the address of the military
of Latvia of which the President is leader on a national Remembrance Day of freedom fights
incorporates the construction of a common political past, including the direct and explicit
refence to the common enemies of the past (Russia and Germany metonymically standing for
the leaders of these states). Repetition of the date (11 November, Lacplésis day in Latvia),
reference to Russian and German army, as well as the metaphorical expressions (scars of war)
referring to personification metaphor (scars referring to the negative historical memory) display
the contrast between now and then, and binary oppositions between war and peace, occupation,
and independence. Similarly, construction of a common political past appears in international
speeches, where the topos of history as a teacher is applied to lead the listeners to conclusion
that Latvia has learned the lessons of history (see example No.74 in Appendix 6). The speech
by R. Vgjonis at the Baltic Independence conference celebrating the centenary in 2018 centres
around the construction of a common political past and via the topos of history as a teacher
portrays the difference between Latvia at the time of war and occupations and Latvia after
having joined the EU and NATO. The aim of the speech is to illustrate that Latvia
(metonymically) has learned the lessons of the past and is not going to make the same mistakes
(neutrality towards military conflicts in the world). Moreover, as the example illustrates, the
President does not hesitate top explicitly name the former enemies and does not euphemize the
history. Moreover, personification metaphor (our friends) is used to refer to and emphasize the
nations that supported Latvia’s independence in history in opposition to those that occupied the
state. Metonymy is used to refer to the politicians and leaders of the nations via the name of the
nations (America was unwilling to become engaged in war). The emphasis of the former

(common enemy) and direct and explicit reference in the international speeches of the
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Presidents in the second decade of the 21% century may be caused by the contextual situation
in the world, namely, the aggression of the Russian political leaders and thus Russian military
towards former Soviet states such as Ukraine. The Presidents seem to not be hiding or obscuring
fear from history repeating itself and via the topos of threat (if Russia acts aggressively to some
of the former Soviet states, NATO should act to prevent it from happening to other states), for
instance,

Russia has undertaken a huge military build-up over recent years, and it has recently turned
to nuclear sabre-rattling. Combat operations are exercised next to NATO’s borders. \We have
already seen in Georgia and Ukraine how such exercises can turn into aggression, occupation
and annexation. Russia may have no immediate intention to use military force against NATO
member states, but the regional capability is undeniable (RV2016).

The use of the topos of threat is very explicit in the example as the President refers to the
military actions taken by Russian troops in Georgia and Ukraine as well as the military force
displayed by the Russian army near the border of the states that are members of NATO (Baltic
States and specifically Latvia implied) to address the potential treat and construct a common
enemy. The use of the inclusive ‘we’ that refers to all of the members of NATO illustrates
common responsibility to deal with the treat being constructed in the argument. The topos of
comparison (if Russia has exercised military force towards Ukraine and Georgia, it might do so
to other states) only emphasizes the construction of common enemy and fear.

A similar strategy is applied in the international speeches by the President E. Levits, the
successor of R. Vgjonis, who in the context of Russia’s continuing ‘aggression’ also constructs
the common enemy via the topos of history and the topos of threat. Nevertheless, the presence
of legal discourse and contextually grounded in the professional background of E. Levits is very
explicit in his speeches. Moreover, the use of personal reference of individual identity together
with group reference is also frequently used in the speeches by E. Levits, for instance,

30 years ago, as a young politician and lawyer | had the opportunity to fight for the restoration
of my country’s independence. Latvia, like Estonia and Lithuania, was occupied by the Soviet
Union at the beginning of World War I1. Unlike the Western part of Europe, where the war
ended in 1945, the Baltic states only regained their independence in 1991. We will forever be
grateful to those states that never recognized the occupation of our countries as legitimate
(de iure). Our independence was regained through strong mass movements, whose demands
were rooted in international law. This was the result of a non-violent freedom fight — a rare
occurrence in history. [...] Here | must point to Russia’s open disrespect for the principles of
international law, as violation of Ukraine’s and Georgia’s territorial integrity continues. Such
brazen disregard for international law must not be accepted as the “new normal ”. (EL2019,
UN meeting)

The argument constructed is very similar to that of the aforementioned example, namely, the
use of the topos of history, the topos of threat and the topos of comparison displays not only
implicit fear of Russia occupying Latvia (and the other two Baltic States), but also portrays the

common enemy to all of the national of NATO alliance, thus simultaneously construction a
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Western identity as an opposition to the Eastern identity. By repetition of the words
‘international law, Russia, disrespect/disregards as contextual synonyms,’ the President creates
grounds or premise for the argument that is aimed at leading the target recipient to the
conclusion that actions must be taken to prevent history and actions in neighbour states from
occurring in other NATO member states. The topos of comparison is used not only to compare
the potential threat to the Baltic States (similar to Ukraine and Georgia) but also to emphasize
that other Western and NATO states did not have a history as difficult as the Baltic States,
which shows fear. It seems interesting to note, that the construction of the common enemy is
most frequently found in the speeches addressed to the international audience rather than to the
citizens of the Baltic States, where the function of construction a common political past is
instead to portray national values and to encourage people not to be afraid, but rather to act to
protect the nation and work for the nation, for instance,

The most severe pain is melted down into eternal life, which carries the power of the spirit of
our people through the roots of the nation's tree. Through generations, through the ages, up.
Itis a never-ending sequel. In the Baltic Way, we melted an iron curtain in our palms. Instead,
three free countries flourished, and a united Europe could once again breathe freely. (EL5,
see original as example N0.49 in Appendix 6)

The example illustrates the use of metaphorical expressions which are generally not
characteristic to the language of E. Levits, however, when construction a common political past
in synergy with constructing the Homo Nationalis or the national spirit, the President has used
the nature metaphors NATION IS A TREE, NATION IS FLOWER and personification
metaphor EUROPE IS PERSON (breathes) to illustrate the unity and faith as characteristics of
the Baltic identity. At the same time, the construction of a common political past in the speeches
of the Presidents of Estonia after the restoration of independence is carried out via slightly
different argumentative strategies and linguistic means. The topos of threat specifically
characterising the politics lead by specific Russian politicians has been emphasized by the
Presidents of Estonia, for instance, courage and willpower.

That is why | am perturbed by ""Komsomolskaya Pravda'*, a Moscow newspaper which a week
ago expressed its amazement at the anniversary of the Republic of Estonia, particularly at a
jubilee anniversary, more particularly at the "unexpected", as the paper put it, 75th jubilee
anniversary. We are used to considering that paper democratic. We are, just like other law-
abiding European and American states, used to supporting the young Russian democracy.
But more keenly than other European and American states do we sense how the economic
chaos in our neighbor state has retarded its transition to a free market economy, strengthened
the leadership of its military-industrial complex, and weakened the positions of the young
Russian democracy. Has all that really reached such lengths already that pages should be
torn off from the annals? This, my friends, is not a rhetorical question. This, dear heads of
state who grace the Republic of Estonia and its seventy-fifth anniversary either personally or
through the presence of your ministers or ambassadors tonight, is a troublesome question
addressed to you (LM2).
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The example incorporates not only the topos of threat, Estonia as a potential victim and Russia
as a potential enemy, should its former political powers overthrow the ‘young Russian
democracy,” but also the topos of comparison (Estonia and other law-abiding states) and the
topos of responsibility directed at the parliament of Estonia to avoid possible threat. The topos
of comparison illustrates how the President of Estonia Lennart Meri compares Estonia and
European and American states in terms of believing in democracy and being-law abiding states,
but emphasizes how based on history, Estonia ‘senses more keenly’ thank the other states that
what is happening in Russia is not what is supposed to happen in a democratic and law-abiding
state. The proof for this supposition as given in the example is the information gained from an
article in a Russian newspaper and used to build up the further argument. Another implicit
comparison ‘hidden’ in the example is the comparison between the law-abiding states and the
opposite (young Russian democracy, chaotic neighbour state). Moreover, metonymy ‘paper put
it’ refers to the paper instead of journalists having written specific piece of information, Estonia
standing for its people and politicians as well as European and American states standing for
their people. Metaphor HISTORY IS BOOK is used to illustrate how the potential enemy aims
to destroy the national memory of Estonia portrayed as the action of tearing pages from a book.
Rhetorical question, which is positioned not to be of rhetorical nature, is used for additional
emphasis on both the potential enemy, and significant task directed at the parliament of Estonia.
However, the fact that the President uses the question in his speech to the public, but addresses
it explicitly to the politicians, denotes the implicit use of the topos of responsibility. The
President continues by using the topos of threat to illustrate the politics of the past and the
potential future as well as common enemy not only for Estonia, but also for Latvia. The example
(see example 15 in Appendix 6) extracted from the Independence Day speech given by the
former President of Estonia Lennart Meri on 26 February 1993, illustrates the situation in not
only Estonia, but also other Baltic States two years after re-gaining their independence from the
Soviet Union, namely, the fresh memory of the occupation and oppressions, the Soviet military
troops still being present at the Baltic States, and the victimhood of the states being stringer
than their renewed independence. The example is abundant in numerous linguistic techniques
that have been classified under the strategy of manipulation, persuasion and argumentation as
powerful linguistic tools that appeal not only to the logical thinking, but also to the cognition,
human perception, and emotion. The topos of history appeals to the common national memory,
by illustrating the images of an aggressive enemy versos a small state. The topos of comparison
via linguistic means of simile and historical reference (to Hitler and plaque in the Middle Ages)
appeal to the emotions, specifically, fear of people from both war and devastating illness, which

are deemed as similar in terms of their destructiveness. Moreover, metaphor that portrays
158



Russia as ‘large and heavily armed and aggressive continental body’ in comparison to the
‘small, but brave and tired of tyranny - Baltic States’ intensify the emotional effect of the
argument being constructed in the example. The use of parallel sentence construction (I appeal
to you), repetitions (Regrettably, Russia, cynical, Karaganov, Estonia and Latvia) as well as
rhetorical questions, appeal implicitly to the cognition of the listeners inviting them to consider
what they know and remember about history and their common enemy against what is put
forward in the speech, the conclusion to which the use of the argumentative strategies or the
aforementioned topoi lead is that if the politicians (specifically Karaganov, whose name has
been mentioned several times across the speech) acts to carry out the threats described in the
speech, the parliament of Estonia, Latvia and other democratic states, must act in order to
prevent history from repeating itself on a larger scale (possible threat that Russia would colonize
other states). The speech continues with the topoi of threat, comparison and history being
complemented by the use of strategy and inclusion and exclusion and the strategy and creating
the ‘we’ and ‘them’ groups, as illustrated in example No.69 in Appendix 6. The President
portrays Estonia (and Estonians) as generous and helpful nation that has accepted people from
Russia (positioned as out-group) into Estonia (home for Estonians, the in-group) and accepted
them as citizens of the state providing them with security and confidence. While explicitly the
example shows how citizens of the country across the border have been included in the newly
independent, democratic and integrative state of Estonia, the language means used (we-they
dichotomy, border politics repetition, references to well-known personalities, similes and
comparisons as well as oppositions — monasteries versus concentration camps, and clergymen
dragged to the scaffold like cattle, Sahharov/Hitler, Stalin, metaphor spreading of crime is like
a wave that does not know borders and can spread everywhere from Russia to America and
Europe) function implicitly as means of constructing common enemy, and a common political
future of Estonia being united with the states that stand for democracy and European values. As
the example illustrates, the most frequently used words which serve as key words in the excerpt
are European values, Estonia, we, they, Russia, border. These words contain the main idea of
one of the building blocks of the speeches, namely, that Estonia is a European country, thus
integrates anyone who wants to share European values and European borders but fears of the
potential threat (Russia) that must be secured and controlled with border politics.

Another key word appearing across the speech (and most of the speeches by the
Presidents of Estonia) is ‘small,” referring to small nations (a symbol of Estonia’s identity),
who reach large goals, small steps on the metaphorical road to freedom and well-being.
Likewise, the Presidents of Estonia often refer to Manifesto of people declaring Estonia an

independence state and the state anthem ‘Mu Isamaa’ (my country) and use intertextuality by
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referring to the citizens of Estonia who are not well-known, but rather representatives of
common people, in order to construct the Homo Nationalis or national spirit and illustrate how
every Estonian no matter the social status, may pertain to the well-being, security, and
independence of the country, for instance,

The concluding words of my address have been borrowed from August Ots, parish elder
of Valjala and an Estonian farmer, who with his dignity might provide an example for
many politicians: "*A man must work so hard that he does not need to cut his fingernails*".
Please, write these words down, and the ice will begin to move, the ice has already begun
to move. (LM2).

Thus, it is concluded that the thematic area of narrating the common political past is the most
frequently identified narrative in the presidential speeches. Nevertheless, it is also concluded
that the thematic areas overlap on various occasions, for instance, the confabulation of a
common political past may simultaneously be constructing the national spirit or the Homo
Nationalis, or it can be used as a warrant in an argumentation scheme using the topos of history

as a teacher, where the past, the present and the future are constructed simultaneously.
3.3.2. Construction of the Homo Nationalis

The construction of the Homo Nationalis has been referred to by Wodak et al. (2009) in
the case of Austrian identity as the construction of the Homo Austriacus, thus in the case of the
Baltic States the terms the Homo Latviensis, the Homo Estonicus and the Homo Lietuvensis
have been proposed for the purpose of this study.

One of the typical features observed in the speeches of all Presidents of Estonia is
reference to common people to address the national spirit of Estonians, to an example and in
this way to address the emotions of the listeners. For example,

In Osterby village in Swedish north-western Estonia, Adeele Paavelt sat on the edge of
her bed and knitted a pair of socks as an Independence Day present for an unknown
soldier in the defense forces of the Republic of Estonia. Many decades ago, she also
knitted socks for her husband, who lies buried in Siberian earth. Now Adeele Paavelt asks
you, my dear compatriots, have you knitted socks for the soldier boys. She has not run
out of longing and will. Adeele Paavelt is 94 years old. We remain in her debt, and she
remains our example. | hope that in ninety-four years’ time, someone will say the same
words about our generations (LM3).

The example above displays how President L. Meri has concluded his Independence Day
speech in 1994 that addressed multiple aspects of the life of the nation in the past, present and
future (such as security, patriotism, defence, international relations) with a powerful thematic
area of constructing the Homo Estonicus via the topos of comparison and reference not to a
perceived authority (as it is typically done in political and also presidential discourse across the
world and also in the Baltic States), but rather to a layperson, the name of whom would typically

not be known to most, yet the destiny and patriotism of whom is assumed to be known to all
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and also proposed to all via the argument being constructed. Thus, the President refers to a
specific geographical location via toponym Osterby and location village in Swedish north-
western Estonia (in this way also constructing a common national body) and pronounces the
full name of a person, which is then repeated and referenced via anaphora (she, her) through
the passage of the speech for additional emphasis. Likewise, the age of the person in reference
(94 years) is repeated through the passage together with referencing the action of knitting socks
for soldiers as a symbol of caring for the state and patriotism as an example of a life-long
commitment. The aforementioned linguistic discourse markers not only connect the text in a
logical sequence, but from the rhetorical perspective also address the memory of listener
(repetition helps a phrase of a word to settle in the memory) and emotions of the listener (respect
and compassion for older generation, collective memory of WWII and deportations, thus also
patriotism and love for one’s country and citizens as a family). Furthermore, having established
an example of an ideal citizen, the President uses a form of an indirect rhetorical question Now
Adeele Paavelt asks you, my dear compatriots, have you knitted socks for the soldier boys
(LMB3) to directly (via second person plural pronoun you) address the people of Estonia yet
indirectly addressing the question from the perspective of the referenced person, which is aimed
at a more thorough emotion arousal. Furthermore, the use of the topos of comparison displays
how Adeele Paavelt’s patriotism and devotion is set as an example and conclusion (that people
of Estonia remain in her dept for the patriotism and should act accordingly) is offered.
Consequently, the President incorporates emotional address forms (my dear compatriots)
creating a proximity between the speaker and the listener and uses inclusive pronoun our
generation, which refers to the listeners and the people of Estonia who share a common political
present at the time (in 1990s). It seems that the combination of the thematic area, argumentation
strategies and the incorporated linguistic techniques is a skilful attempt to construct national
identity and invite patriotic reaction at the time when the state is newly established and needs
all the effort to secure and develop it.

Likewise, the constructive strategy of transposition of subnational uniqueness onto a
national character is used to create an emotional effect of pride (compliment to the audience)
by mentioning the honourable deeds of a part of the population as an achievement of the whole
nation, for instance,

I would instead like to recall some of the good things that Estonia's people have done this
year. There is much to mention. Sixty Estonians are currently doing their part to keep
the peace in Lebanon, Mali, Irag, Kosovo and Afghanistan. A young girl invented an app
that reminds parents of the right moment to wave encouragingly to their kid doing the same
at the window of the kindergarten. Tens of thousands of times, grandmothers got help
when their computers crashed. Millions of hugs were given to children and parents.
Hundreds of thousands of examinations and tests were taken and graded. People learned
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songs and folk dances for various festivals next summer. The amount of volunteer work
done was equal to 10,000 people working full-time (KK1).

The strategy also incorporates the topos of numbers that exemplifies the statistics of the ‘good
work’ done by Estonians in a year, while the linguistic forms of realisation are numerals,
toponyms and similar sentence construction that create an impression of a list.

Furthermore, the Homo Estonicus, like the Homo Latviensis are also constructed via the
topos of comparison within the strategy of balancing one thing against another (downplaying,
trivialisation) in order not only to construct an idea of an ideal citizen, but also to deconstruct
the ‘Soviet legacy,” for instance,

The Estonian people, who have been liberated from a colonial yoke, have more idealism,
more willingness to sacrifice in the name of freedom, than the peoples of welfare states,
who lack our tragic historical experience. Despite this, there is an increase in a sceptical
attitude towards the Riigikogu and the Government. Demeaning law and order, the police
in particular, has become almost a competition. The mentality of the Soviet-era serf-
worker, who we have thrown out via the door, is now creeping in through the window -
the attitude of: it's the master's rope, let it run loose (LM3).

The example illustrates an argumentation scheme wherein the President L. Meri uses the topos
of comparison of Estonians as superior that other states by additional emphasis on the
characterisation of the states are ‘wealthier’, because one of the main goals of the post-Soviet
Baltic States has been to achieve the level wealthiness that is in the western part of Europe, thus
the President emphasizes the elements of the Homo Estonicus that are idealism, wish for
freedom and common (tragic) history, noting that other states lack these. In the same time, the
President addresses the unwanted part of Estonian identity, that is the Soviet way of thinking
via a personification metaphor that is depicting the mentality of a former Soviet worker as an
unwanted person that has been thrown out of the house (as an important symbol addressing
basic emotions and feeling of security), but tries to sneak in through the window (arising
negative emotions wherein the Soviet identity is compared to an intruder in one’s home).
Similarly, the Presidents of Latvia also aim to dismantle the Soviet way of thinking by noting
that the Soviet Union is in the past and people should look work for the future, for instance,

Sen aiz muguras ir padomju laiki, kad tika garantéts darbs un algas. Mes nedrikstam gaidit
un palauties uz to, ka valsts sakartosies pati no sevis - bez miisu katra lidzdalibas (VZ2). -
Soviet times are long gone when jobs and wages were guaranteed. We must not wait and
rely on the state to take care of itself - without our participation.

The example illustrates reference to the work policy in the Soviet Union wherein all citizens
were given work by the state and addresses the nostalgic sentiment of the Latvian people that
has also been discussed in Chapter 2, which needs to be deconstructed. Other examples of
deconstructing the Soviet legacy have been identified in the speeches by the Presidents of

Lithuania, who use the topos of comparison within the strategy of balancing one thing against
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another seem to emphasize the positive traits of the European Union and European identity
against the negative traits of the Soviet legacy, for instance,

European quality of life includes man’s safety at home, at work and on the street. /.../.
However, the most powerful tool in the fight against crime, offences and corruption is
society itself. | believe that during the next five years Lithuania will be able to take pride
in its active citizens’ society, which is finally free of a depressing legacy of soviet moral
standards. (VAS8)

The example illustrates how European quality of life and safety is compared to the crimes and
corruption in the Soviet Union. It seems that the main function the argument is in fact trying to
construct common European identity that excludes elements of the Soviet legacy. It should be
noted also that the Presidents of Lithuania seem to refer to the soviet legacy less frequently that
the Presidents of Estonia and Latvia, but they seem to construct European identity as a
supranational and civic identity more frequently and more explicitly. This has also been
confirmed in the interview with the advisor to the President of Lithuania G. Nauséda (see
Appendix 5.2.), namely, that there is no such sentiment for the Soviet Union and no explicit
division of the society, therefore the Presidents of Lithuania do not address the Soviet legacy
or minority issues in their speeches.

Furthermore, national character is also constructed via the strategies of transformation
that often use the topos of authority, the topos of consequence and the topos of definition to
introduce a way of action or way of thinking that is required from particular group of listeners.
An example of such strategies used in the construction of the Homo Estonicus is as follows:

How to define a dignified country? What impacts that dignity? What does a dignified
country do? What does it never do? And what does it even mean when we say that a country
does something? It is what we all do — Estonia is the sum of all our deeds. Head of State
Jaan ToOnisson once said, in 1928: "The State that is us. If we demand something from
the State, we demand it of ourselves.” (KK3).

The example illustrates the application of multiple linguistic means of realisation of the
aforementioned strategies, for instance parallel construction of rhetorical questions addressing
the national model character, metonymy (state is its people), inclusive pronominal referencing
that transfers responsibility to the wider population, and consequently intertextuality is used to
quote an authority whose words are to be accepted as truthful, yet the selection of specific
quotation of purposeful as it also introduces a consequence via conditional if clause.

It is concluded that the type of speeches where the construction of the Homo Nationalis
occurs with higher frequency and intensity in terms of the use of various linguistic means of
persuasion and manipulation are the Independence Day speeches and speeches on such national
celebrations as the song and dance festivals (taking place in all three of the states every five
years and is considered to be representative part of the separate national identities). It is likewise
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concluded that the construction of national spirit is often based on historical narratives (heroic

character of the peoples, strong will and endurance, bravery).
3.3.3. Construction of a Common Political Present and Future

The construction of a common political present and future first of all is based on the time
period within which the speech takes place and well as the context of that time period and
speech. For example, the speeches that are held in the period from 1918-1940 focus on the idea
of a new independent nation, state building and development as well as building the national
character and national identity of the people (the Homo Nationalis) based on the achievement
of a newly independent state, whereas speeches held at the time period from 1991-2004 focus
more on the common political past during the war, loss and regaining of independence as well
as the time of the Soviet Occupation. However, the uniting element is the direction towards
better future and work to be done in order to achieve that common future. This has also been
emphasized in the presidential interviews (Appendix 5), namely, that national identity is
deliberately constructed (by the state representatives) in order to achieve the continuation and
positive future (existence) of the state, which is only achieved with the common participation
of its citizens. In fact, the word future appears 179 times (2054.47 pmw) in the corpus of the
speeches by the Presidents of Latvia, 152 times (1735.59 pmw) in the corpus by the Presidents
of Estonia, 107 times (1865.31 pmw) in the corpus of speeches by the Presidents of Lithuania
and 331 times in total (1558.29 pmw) in the corpus of international speeches. One of the
keywords in the collocations for the word future in the corpora is secure, which also implies the
common political past. Other words are generation, build, word, and Europe, which implies the
common vision of the citizens of the states in building a better state and the goal to join and
remain in the EU in order to achieve security and prosperity. In case of the speeches by the
Presidents of Latvia, a common political present and future is often based on the common past,
for instance,

Kronvalds Atis once uttered three words in one sentence - idea, work, truth. We have these
ideas, we are ready to invest in them, we will have a secure and independent future - that
is my truth. Let's create a new and contemporary myth about Latvia! It will be a modern
and Latvian Latvia. It will be eternal Latvia. God bless Latvia! (GU3, see original as
example N0.69 in Appendix 6)

The example illustrates reference to a well-known figure in Latvian history via the topos of
authority and reference to a common culture and common past as the basis for constructing a
common political present and future. The example likewise displays the use of parallel sentence
construction and repetition of the state name in combination with the repetition of the pronoun

we to arise emotions and the feeling of group unity and common goals.

164



In other instances, a common political future is constructed against the negative image
of the common political past and present via the topos of threat and the topos of history as a
teacher, for instance,

Let us, therefore, look around in this very context and evaluate the current economic crisis,
and the relativity and weakness of our values. Let us admit that seeking to answer the
hackneyed question — is this the Estonia we wanted? — we seem to be looking into the
future, and yet all we can see are the diminishing and blurring features of the past in a
back view mirror. A citizen who has never experienced foreign occupation looks straight
ahead and asks — in the present tense, which in Estonian also encompasses the future: is
this the Estonia we want? (THI3).
The example illustrates an example of invitation to forget about the past and do not hold to it

but look straight into the future and compare the state (in this case Estonia) with other
prosperous states | the present in order to achieve the same in future, rather than compare itself
to what it was in the past. In order to create a strong emotional effect, rhetorical questions and
repetitions are used in the argument. As regards references to future generations, it is noted that
cooperation is one of the values that is emphasized in the construction of common future, for
instance, Responsibility for the future of our children places the obligation on us to make
necessary steps at the right time and to work hand in hand (VAD5).

Furthermore, it is observed that the construction of acommon political future is frequently
realised through deliberate use of rhetorical questions in the speeches by the Presidents from
all three Baltic States and both male and female Presidents across the whole period of time of
the speeches. It is also noted that rhetorical questions are asked to introduce a political argument
and invite a specific action (for instance attending elections), for instance,

Our constitution calls for the protection of our culture and language. How will we do
that when our nation and our entire society is multinational? When will we provide
Estonian children living abroad a boarding school so they can acquire an Estonian
education? How will we provide social guarantees for our people when Estonia is no
longer seen to be located on these 45 thousand square kilometres, but is a state that
provides security that must reach out to its citizens and taxpayers in a global space? The
local elections are approaching (KK2).

The example displays the use of the strategy of assimilation and the strategy of ‘we are all in
the same boat’ that is realised via such linguistic means as inclusive pronominal references,
metonymy, and spatial references.

It is also observed that K. Kaljulaid often uses positive strategies of construction of
national character and such as singularization and emphasis on positive national uniqueness
that is achieved via the topos of comparison and the topos of numbers and realised through
linguistic means of lexemes with semantic components that are constructing uniqueness and
singularity, inclusive pronoun we and contrasting adjectives (small/big) for example, Let us

rejoice because we are prosperous - out of the 192 countries in the world, only one fifth is
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wealthier than us. But Estonia requires more. Small countries need big ideas, and they need
to aim big, we cannot just tag along in the wake of history (KK3).

Consequently, one of the main conclusions about the thematic area of a common political
present and future in the speeches of the Presidents of the Baltic States (specifically Latvia and
Lithuania) is that it is constructed on the basis of the European and Western dimension that
incorporates such elements as security, prosperity, democracy, and human rights. In other
words, the future of the nations is most frequently constructed discursively as part of Europe
and the political organisation of the world, for example,

Assessing Latvia's possible development models, we clearly see only two alternatives:
Latvia either becomes a member of NATO, the European Union and the Western
European Union and thus a part of the European and transatlantic security zone or
becomes a source of threat to regional and continental stability. (GU5, see original as
example N0.50 in Appendix 6)

The example illustrates the use of the constructive strategy of unificatory warning against the
loss of national autonomy via the topos of threat and the topos of comparison that displays two
options, one of which is the one intended by the speaker, the other being a threatening scenario.
The Argument incorporates the use and repetition of key words displaying the dimension of
international cooperation and security as the main condition for political continuity as well as
the use of inclusive pronoun to share and demonstrate common responsibility. Similarly,
constructive strategy is also used in the speeches by the President of Lithuania, for instance,

Today, the project of building a Europe based on shared values and co-operation, which
took long decades if not centuries to implement, has become a reality. Since now on, the
future of Europe is our common concern. Having joined the European Union, Lithuania
enters a new stage of historical, economic and social development. | firmly believe that
membership of the European Union will guarantee a better and more secure life for us
and our children (AP1).

The strategy of continuation and the linguistic means emphasizing present and positive
continuity towards future in addition to repetition of the keyword Europe as well as emphasis
on security and family values aids in constructing a new dimension of the national identity of
Lithuania that is part of a broader-supranational identity. Furthermore, while the construction
of a common political present and future in Europe is more frequent in the speeches by the
Presidents of Latvia and Lithuania, the speeches of the Presidents of Estonia also represent the
nation in future as being part of Europe, for instance,

Tonight, you will experience my country through our fine children’s choir, Ellerhein. Look
at their faces: what you see is the future of Europe. And then, look at my face. My life
story, as well as the life story of the 80-year-old Republic of Estonia, is the past of Europe.
Nothing gives me greater pleasure than seeing that the young faces are more beautiful
than old ones. (LM6)

The example illustrates the use of the strategy of continuation and unification, that via the topos

of comparison metaphorical (personification metaphor) attribution of faces to represent past
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and future create a positive humorous effect stating that the future of Estonia (within EU) is
more beautiful than the past. Another example illustrates the strategy of emphasis on extra-
national heteronomy and sharing common responsibility that via the topos of the force of facts
aims to construct the argument of the future being common responsibility of the people of
Europe: Dear friends, let us start with Europe. The future of the European Union is the common
concern of 500 million people. (THI7).

Thus, the construction of a common political present and future is often simultaneous
with the construction of a common political past as well as the construction of The Homo
Nationalis. The construction of a common political future is relatively frequently and displays

the co-construction of national and supranational identities (European and global).
3.3.4. Construction of a Common National Body

The construction of a common national body refers to the references to the geographical
locations, monuments, places, and references to the country rather than the state or the national,
because, because the country is the geographical location within certain borders on the common
map of the word. It should be noted, however, that the references to this thematic content area
are often intertwined with other content areas, such as national spirit or acommon political past,
for instance,

in 1920s for the first time in the history the Estonians became masters not only of their
state but also of their land. Small farms have been and will be one of the guarantees for
the maintenance of the Estonian spirit. Our cultivated landscapes, a symbol of Estonian
beauty, go back to these years. Many a fundamental value developed and became rooted
in the then Estonian villages. (AR5)

The example illustrates the emphasis on keywords that are elements of Estonian identity,
namely, villages, land, spirit, landscapes and the expression ‘masters of the land” which is a
common expression used by the Presidents of the Baltic States and Baltic politicians in general
that signify the years of occupation and living under foreign powers (see discussion in Chapter
2). The example also illustrates the application of the topos of a lovely and idyllic place within
the strategy of singularisation and emphasis of national uniqueness. This is also common
expression in the speeches by the Presidents of Latvia since the very beginning of independence
statehood. Moreover, it should be noted that when comparing references to land in the corpora,
it is notable that the most frequently (considerably more frequent) reference to the native land
is found in the speeches by the Presidents of Latvia (169 times, 1939,7 per million words when
compared to 19 times, 2017,17 pmw in the Estonian corpus and 25 times, 435,82 in the
Lithuanian corpus). Examples of the phrase to become masters in own land (Mes esam kungi
sava dzimtaja zemé — we are masters in our own land) are found in the speeches by A. Kviesis
(AK5), K. Ulmanis (KU10), G. Ulmanis (GU7) and V. Vike-Freiberga (VVF1 and VVF3,
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VVF8). The native land is also constructed with references to rivers and place names, for
instance, ‘when on the same bank of the Daugava they had to fight for a long time to conquer
our Riga, our Latvia, from the enemy. We are now in our own free land - that land is ours,
that country is ours, its future is ours’ (VVF8, see original as example No.70 in Appendix 6).
Similarly, the Presidents of Lithuania also combine several thematic areas together with the
content area of a common national body, to create unity and sense of common land, for example,

Next to me there stand wonderful people from Marcinkoniai village of Dz kija. Their is the
land of conifer trees, sands, clear-water rivers Skroblas, Merkys and the land of the
biggest epkeliai swamp. Their land is not fertile; it is generous only in forest blessings
such as mushrooms and wild berries. This land, however, is rich in marvelous people. It
is not for nothing that by tradition, which was started by Vincas krovo, the classics writer
of the Lithuanian literature, it is called the land of Dainava, land of Songs, and the source
of legends and traditions. (AB4)
The example illustrates how the thematic areas of a common national body, and a common

culture are used to construct national identity via the topos of lovely and idyllic place and the
topos of authority. As regards the linguistic forms of realisation of these strategies, repetition,
toponyms, and different emotional adjectives are used to describe and personify the land.

The construction of a common national body seems to be less frequent, nevertheless, it
is identified in the speeches on Independence Days and in the speeches that are given on
particular occasions in different cities of the states. The capital cities of the states (Tallin, Riga,

and Vilnius) are refenced most frequently.
3.3.5. Construction of a Common Culture

As regards the thematic area of a common political culture, it seems to be constructed and
represented comparatively less frequently than the thematic content areas discussed above,
however, it is always addressed and constructed in speeches that are held on occasions such as
Song Festivals and in speeches held on celebration of independence and restored impendence.
When addressing a common culture, the Presidents of the Baltic states often also address
national language as the pillar of national identity and an element that unites all the other
elements of the common identity, for instance,

The world is interested only in a Lithuania that has a distinctive character. Therefore, we
should foster our distinctiveness as there is no other alternative to preserve our culture
and hence our national identity. Europe and the rest of the world take interest in our
distinctiveness, our ancient language, customs and traditions and our historical and
natural heritage (VAS8).

The example again addresses the elements of Lithuanian national identity but against the
background of common supranational and global identities in order to invite people to show
their cultural and national difference from other nations. Similarly, language is also referenced
as an important aspect of national identity and national culture in the speeches by the Presidents

of Latvia, for instance,
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The Latvian language is what unites all people living in Latvia. With the help of the state
language, we exercise state power and state public life. At the same time, all minorities
have the right to preserve their culture and language. In this respect, Latvia has always
been a shining example for other countries - the Latvian state finances basic education in
seven minority languages living in our country. We have reason to be proud of active and
diverse minority communities. (VZ5, see original as example N0.54 in Appendix 6).

Another example of state language being positioned as the main element of Latvian identity
and invites all people of Latvia to respect the elements of its identity in order to be included,
for instance, Latvia is a land with an ancient culture, with an ancient language, it is a land
with unique and rich traditions. Latvia is ready to welcome everyone who is able to respect
and join these traditions. (VVF1, see original as example No.55 in Appendix 6). The example
also illustrates like in the speeches by the President Lithuania the historical reference to the
ancient roots of language and culture of the Baltic States. Thus, these can be considered
references to the culturally based conception of nationhood, as also displayed in the interview
with E. Levits who noted that the common language and culture of Latvian people existed long
before 19 century, but it was unconscious, whereas the national consciousness that was based
on the language and culture in the 20" century, started the idea of an independent statehood and
nationhood (see Appendix 5.1.). Similarly, the Presidents of Estonia also frequently list
language (Estonian national language) together with culture noting that they are inseparable
elements of Estonian national identity, for instance,

Equally essential were song festivals in the homeland and Estonian World Festivals.
Steps taken and trade-offs achieved to preserve the education and culture in the Estonian
language in the occupied homeland and the Estonians' efforts to provide education and
culture in their language abroad are both of similar significance (AR5).

When looking at the international speeches, it can be stated that the national language is most
frequently referenced by the Presidents of Latvia and Estonia and it is especially visible in the
speeches that are given in the period from 1991-2004, where the political importance and
historical value of these languages are emphasized against the potential threat to their national
identities (minority languages and cultures). The argumentation schemes that are used in
reference to Latvian and Estonian display seem to address the requirements by the EU political
bodies on the language policies adopted in Latvia and Estonia at the time. Examples of such
arguments display the use of the strategy of singularisation (emphasis and presupposition of
national uniqueness), for instance,

The discovery of German linguists in the middle of the 19th century that Latvian and
Lithuanian languages were closest to the Sanskrit among all living European languages,
found a deep resonance in the hearts of Latvians (G. Ulmanis 1997); We have understood
that only independent statehood is a guarantee to preserve the Estonian language, culture
and nation (A. Rudtel 2001).

Furthermore, it is noted that the construction of a common culture that is realised via more

emotional linguistic techniques is often applied in the speeches at song festivals and other
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nationally significant cultural events that are aimed at the unification of the people and the
celebration of nationhood, for instance,

And may we all in joy and delight remember that 65 years ago, in another Midsummer
week, for the first time Riga was flooded with our songs, flowing from a thousand breasts,
accompanied by ten thousand hot heartbeats. At that time, these strong sounds of songs
thrilled not only the singers and listeners, but all Latvians, and their echoes, hopes and
longings expressed in the songs did not subside for decades and have not subsided in their
thoughts and memories. The links with which the songs and singers, as translators of the
people’s longing, then connected Latvians at the beginning of the national awakening,
have not ripped out to this day, on the contrary - they became and are still growing stronger
and closer. (KU9, see original as example No.56 in Appendix 6).

Via the topos of history and the topos of lovely and idyllic place, President K. Ulmanis
simultaneously constructs a common national culture the main element of which is song and
singing, that is described with metaphorical expressions, emotional adjectives, and repetitions
of the keywords for additional emotional emphasis. The use of the aforementioned techniques
together with the state name and toponym that emphasizes the location, the President implicitly
uses the strategy of singularisation and emphasis on national uniqueness. This strategy is
commonly used when constructing national spirit, national body, or national culture as well as
in some instances also a common political present and future.

Consequently, it can be stated that the construction of a common culture and construction
of a common national body seems to be comparatively less frequent in the speeches, they are
often used horizontally across the speeches because on many occasions a common culture is
emphasized when constructing national spirit or the Homo Nationalis or a common political
past, while a common national body (geographical elements) are emphasized when constructing
the past, present and future as well as the Homo Nationalis. Moreover, it seems that the most
frequently constructed and referenced thematic area is a common political past, which has been
observed in all types of speeches by all the Presidents of the Baltic States. The common political
past of Estonia and Latvia more frequently refers to the hundred years of de facto and de iure
existence of the Republics, while in Lithuania it also includes the ancient Lithuanian history
that refers to the Grand Dutchy of Lithuania. A common political present and future are most
frequently constructed together with the construction of supra-national identity, namely, in
reference to Europe, and the Baltic States as being part of Europe and the world (and not part
of the Soviet Union or Russia), and sharing elements of common identity such as democracy,
human rights, diversity, security, environment and prosperity as well as religion in some cases.
The construction of national spirit includes references to all the other thematic areas as well,
because it is concluded that the Baltic nations are culturally-based and the main elements are
language and culture as well as common history or national memory, however, they also share
common civic elements such as orientation towards the future and common political goals (EU
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and NATO) and geographical elements (Baltic Sea, the importance of being the smallest in
Europe and the word- specifically Estonia, border with the ‘East” which is mostly a metonymic
reference to Russia). These elements are also identified in the corpus-driven and corpus-based
study of the presidential speeches and are discussed in the next chapter as well as in the
interviews with the Presidents and presidential advisors that are displayed in Appendix 5.

To conclude, Chapter 3 has reviewed the main results of the critical analysis of the
discursive construction of national identity in the presidential speeches of the Baltic States
synchronically and diachronically. The results of the critical analysis point to the conclusion
that the construction of national identities depends on the period of time, namely, the period
from 1918 until 1940 is very much focused on building an overarching national identity and
defining the state, its goals, its allies and values such as people and work, while the period from
1991 until 2004 is more complex in that the Presidents aim to re-construct, transform and
dismantle the hybrid identities that have been built and have emerged during the period of the
Soviet occupation, as well as to introduce and strengthen a new supra-national identity (the
European Union identity). The period from 2005 until 2021, however, if marked by an emphasis
on the state continuation and development as well as the co-existence of multiple (hybrid)
identities, the centre of which (the strongest identity) is the overarching national identity. It is
also concluded that while the various discursive strategies of national and multiple identity
construction and destruction in terms of their intensity seem to decrease over time in the
speeches by the President of Latvia (most intensive from 1991-2011) and Lithuania (most
intensive from 1991-2007), the Presidents of Estonia seem to retain a similar rhetorical
tendency in terms of both the intensity and frequency of linguistic means aimed at the
construction and representation of the Estonian identity. Furthermore, the use of the thematic
(content) areas, discursive strategies and linguistic means also varies depending on the occasion
of the speech. While the speeches given to the parliaments of the states as well as other formal
speeches are less focused on the explicit construction of national identities, the speeches given
on such occasions as the Independence Day, Restoration of Independence, remembrance days
and song festivals are marked with high intensity and emphasis on national values, most
frequently the national history and collective memory as well as such values as democracy,
national language, and various national symbols. A more visual review of the differences in the
speeches depending on various criteria can be seen further in the paper and in the appendices,
and the following chapter displays the results of the corpus-driven approach and corpus-based
approach to the analysis of the selected unmarked corpus of presidential speeches in the period
from 1918 to 2021.
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4. CORPUS DATA ANALYSIS : QUANTITATIVE APPROACH TO ANALYSIS OF
IDENTITY REPRESENTATION

Chapter 4 provides a detailed review of the quantitative data analysis uaing the corpus-driven
and the corpus-based approach to the analysis of presidential speeches. First, the results of the
corpus-driven study are displayed and analysed. After that, the results of the further corpus-
based study are introduced.

4.1. Corpus-Driven Approach

As discussed in the chapter above, the corpus of presidential speeches consists of 414
speeches (500 166 words). It is divided into several sub-corpora that have been categorised
according to criteria such as the state the Presidents are representing, language and type of the
speech (international or national), occasion of the speech, time of the speech, speaker, gender
of the speaker, and the political affiliation of the speaker. The sub-corpus comparisons are made
only for the speeches that have been provided by the offices of the Presidents in English, while
the speeches in Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian are analysed on a descriptive basis (keywords,
word lists, collocations) and are not compared with each other due the intra-linguistic
differences.

The keyword analysis and word list analysis (corpus-driven approach) as well as the
KWIC analysis (corpus-based approach) have been used to analyse the multilingual corpus that
has been compiled for the purpose of the quantitative data analysis of the present study. The
international speeches in English have been collected from the homepages of the Presidents of
the Baltic States (see the list in references) as well as from the international archives of NATO
database and include the official addresses of the Presidents of the Baltic States in NATO
General Assembly meetings, European Commission meetings, EU summits, international
conferences, cooperation summits and assemblies in the period from 1991 until 2021. In order
to be able to properly reference the source of data (the specific corpus) the sub-corpora have
been coded, see table below:

Table 6. Corpus codes

Type of corpus Code
Speeches by the Presidents of Estonia in Estonian EstCorp
Speeches by the Presidents of Estonia in English EstCorp
International speeches by the Presidents of Estonia EstCorplint
Speeches by the Presidents of Latvia in Latvian LatCorp
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International speeches by the Presidents of Latvia LatCorplnt
Speeches by the Presidents of Lithuania in Lithuanian LtCorpLt
Speeches by the Presidents of Lithuania in English LtCorp
International speeches by the Presidents of Lithuania LtCorplint
Corpus of international speeches IntCorp

As to the contextual profile of the speeches, it is noted that although on international level the
Presidents of the Baltic States are considered and position themselves as representatives of one
region with single identity (Kasekamp, 2021), the country is an important criterion for the
context analysis in the current study. Kasekamp (2021) notes that

Prior to the end of the First World War, Lithuania had been closely connected with Poland,
while Esto