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KiaroueBble cj10Ba. COBPEMEHHBIM JUIJIOMATUYECKUN JUCKYpC, ITUIIOMATHYECKUE JOKYMEHTHI,
JUIJIOMAaTUYCCKUC HOTHI, JIMYHAS HOTA, CTPYKTYpa JOKYMCHTA, HAPYIICHUA; U3BMCHCHU S, YCTOSABIINCCS
HOPMBI, (HE)IOIyCTUMBIN 1 (HE)IPUEMIIEMBIN CTHITh

Traditions and common beliefs are strong, moral @tidcal norms are even stronger.
Thus, for centuries diplomacy itself, as well aplanatic discourse it uses and produces,
were justifiably associated with secrecy, rigidnesgorms, adherence to the norms, some
vagueness, ambiguity, aristocracy, sophisticatedne@, correct behavior, tastes, and, of
course, extreme politeness, which was taken fortgda Itwasbut seems no longer bz

The modern world has already got used to the iablat notion of rapid changes
occurring uninterruptedly in all spheres of humativity. The processes of globalization and
mediatization — understood as the growing influeatehe media on different spheres of
human life and activities (Mediatization) — havetibuted a great deal to such changes. The
increasing power of global mediatization to shape &ame the society in general and
different processes taking place in it, commundaratincluded, has made an impact on
political and, consequently, diplomatic discourse,particular, changing their traditional
canon. Another factor that has influenced the labipatterns in the diplomatic discourse is
the quick development of new forms of informatignesad and exchange (referring to the rise
of digital means of communication).

There are no doubts regarding the positive effettthese transformations as far as
rapidness, big audience involvement, diversity fwughts and points of view, equality,
openness, transparency, democracy, publicity, aiukty to information and similar factors
are concerned. Still, researching linguists arengryo define the limits and extent to which
openness and democracy are admissible in the malildomatic discourse. The issue is of
professional interest, too. Thus, theal of this paper is to demonstrate and testify (using
concrete examples) the changes already verifiethencontemporary diplomatic discourse
canon, and to show new limits of the admissibldiptomatic communication.

Diplomatic discourse was singled out as an indepeintype of discourse at the end of
the 20th century and definitely established as saicthe beginning of the 21st century
(Dardano — Trifone, 1985), having been previoushgsified as part of the political discourse
(Denton — Woodward, 1985; Ponomarenko, 2015; Axalke Avetyan, 2017;) or, in any
case, labelled as one of the institutional discmmréKozheteva, 2012; Larkina, 2010;
Shepitko, 2010). Mostexisting linguistic investigations dedicated to the diplomatic
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discourse — the above quoted ones and many otloenscentrated on proving its coherence to
highly protocolled patterns.

Since then, however, linguists started to treaeparately. This became a unanimous
position at the beginning of the 21st century (feB804; Volkova, 2007; Metelytsya, 2002).

A closer look at the latestlata samplesreveals a number of striking examples,
registered prevalently in modern technologicallydméed forms of diplomatic
communication, such as tweets, Facebook posts, sypea personal letters and similar
communiqués. Actually, several examples of suchn“pmtocolled” changes be traced in one
open letter by the USA President, Donald Trumphi®Turkish homologue, Recep Tayyip
Erdogan, written on Octobet'92019 and made public primarily by the New Yorki€s on
the October 18, 2019 (Trump) and consequently reprinted by ottaly press and many
more sources of printed or digital information, ugh sometimes accompanied by
guestionable translation (Ne bud’ durnem, 17.1092Qa1:30). The single letter in question
constitutes a ricldata-source of expressions and utterances non-typical and pewgd for
diplomatic discourse.

10172019 Tpawn Epncraiy webp (ES8EETE)

His Excellency

tecep Tayyip Endogan
Fresadent of the Republee of Turka
Ankarn

Year M. Presidem

| deal! You doa'twani w be responsible Tor slaughicring thoussinds of
pesple, and | don't want o be respow pr dewtmoying the Turkish economy—and | wall, ['ve
ot to Pastor Boomon,

alrcady given you a lile sample wit

have worked hard 1 selve some of your problems. Don’t let the worlc dows. You con makea
greut deal. Cemerad Muctoum i willing o pepotiste with vou. znd he = willing 1o make
hnt they would never have made in the past. §am confidemmily enclosing 9 copy
af hia letter 10 me, just receiviead

History will fook upon you feverably i you et this done the right and hamame way. T will Jook
upnn e ferever i the devil if pood things dor 't happen. [Bon 't be s tough gur. Don't be o

MesiTH: 2019 1017_BumiTpamn ERRoraHy weng "

Picture 1 Mr. Donald Trump’s letter to his Turkish homologue, Recep Tayyip Erdogan, October'§ 2019

Studie a ¢ldanky  0.V. Ponomarenko: Ethically or diplomatically? Broadening the boundaries... 117



Jazyk a kultiira | éislo 41-42/2020

The investigation was carried out applying the @eta of discourse and using
cognitive, structural, comparative and descriptimethods of analysis The investigated
sample of the diplomatic was analysed, primarikgnaince by utterance in order to compare
with template documents of the kind, as well adirtd coincidences and discrepancies with
what is believed to be a typical personal lettepl@inatic note), in terms of its logical and
structural organization, choice of appropriate dekiunits, collocations and set phrases.
Further, the text was broken down into separat@etts and groups of elements. Thus, each
case of lexico-grammatical, stylistically or notabninadequacy was documented and
described. Finally, the material under scrutiny wastigated from the point of view of the
communicative strategies and tactics applied.

After the conclusions were made, the potentialatioe of the diplomatic discourse
evolution was suggested, and the prospect of igab changing was stated. Here below the
obtained results are presented followed by a careful description of traditionall
inadmissible issues for diplomatic discourse.

In terms of the established diplomatic correspondedassification (Ponomarenko,
2012, p. 82-85) the analysed sample represeniplar(ditic) note. Actually, the President of
any country — by the mere fact of occupying suchitpmn — is considered to be the chief
diplomat, without belonging to career diplomats.eTRresident enjoys some diplomatic
powers, which are those powers that allow the perfsaiding the office to form and/or
maintain relationships with foreign states (Johngor81). These circumstances allow us to
qualify and classify the letter of Mr. Trump as ipldmatic document and example of a
personal note. This enables us to analyse the dmdum question within our linguistic
research dedicated to the contemporary diplomauaodrse.

This direction in philologicalnvestigation is particularly up-to-date and demanded
because there are no academic papers containidgpii- analysis of beyond-the-norms and
out-of-rules usage of the diplomatic intercourse rfest diplomats, servants of the Protocol
or linguists concentrate mainly on elaboratingalekshing and introducing sophisticated,
polite, respectful, even somewhat artificial pattefor diplomatic correspondence).

So, being part of diplomatic discourse, the writtearm of communication in
diplomacy, which leave some analysable, arguablgé provable material “testimony”,
includes many types of documents (Ponomarenko,,401%38-40). However, no more than a
couple of them occur frequently. It is worth menti@ that within some classifications and in
certain books on diplomatic writing only four typesthe most commonly used diplomatic
documents are distinguished: (diplomatic) note, wramdum, official letter, and aide-
mémoire (Satow, 2011, p. 58-65).

Still, in the current diplomatic practice, therendze observed a clear tendency to add a
fifth (Johnson, p. 81) basic but important type diuiling diplomatic one-man/individual
notes into two groups: personal and verbal. WHike latter is an impersonal document, the
former — gaining a particular importance nowadaysarthan ever — is written in the first
person singular on the letterhead of the persomirgigit. Such a note is drawn following a
fixed pattern in terms of its composition. It cangano number, and only its original is sent to
the addressee (Ponomarenko, 2015, p. 38-40).

The most important issues in the diplomatic disseware announced and discussed in
personal notes. They are also used for sensititeeraaf great or general concern. Thus, it is
expected that this kind of correspondence shouldflibee utmost correctness and politeness,
in all senses, and that the protocol norms shoellddbefully observed.

The personal note is one of the traditional andhligiggeculiar genres and types of the
diplomatic documents; it constitutes the core dical letters in the professional diplomatic
communication style. It has developed its commaslyognized pattern, which is, however,
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attained, observed and kept in the analysed leftdfr. Trump’s. In particular, the message
on the letterhead drawn up in the first persondargon behalf of its signatory consists of
and bears the following essential components:

1) centred and placed in the middle of the page, srvéry upper part the National
Coat of Arms (the symbolic emblem in the middle)aiso states the sendérhgé White
Housg, the place\(vashingtoiy the date@ctober 9, 201punder the Coat of Arms;

2) on the left-hand side in the upper part of the pagee address to the addressee; a
salutation written according to the protocol regmients and, thus, including appropriate
honorable titles, all the necessary capitalizadiod the correct order of presentation, as it is
exactly shown here below:

His Excellency

Recep Tayyip Erdogan

President of the Republic of Turkey

Ankara,

Finally, always on the left-hand side in the uppart of the page, the greeting comes,
formulated in one of several ethically and diploicaty admissible ways Oear Mr.
Presiden}. It is worth mentioning that the wordiéar’ theoretically and formally stresses the
friendly and respectful attitude of the sender phhis immediately disproved by what is
contained in the next couple of lines];

3) then -in between- goes the letter itself and,

4) at the bottom of the page, in the middle pthie due and, again, quite admissible and
absolutely acceptable complimentary phrase as lb&ng formula of the personal note
(sincerely, followed by Mr. Trump’s personal signature, whiis a standard expression of
polite respect, courtesy and habitual formalitiethe diplomatic discourse.

Nevertheless, there are expressions in Mr. Trurgtter under linguistic analysis that
are completely at odds with and run contrary togbeerally accepted image or assumption of
what the diplomatic discourse should be (Ponomare@K15,c. 39-44). Thus, what can
hardly be seen as ethically and diplomatically a$ibie is what comes between the opening
and closing polite formulas, i.e., where the esseoicthe letter is. Its form and style of
presentation obviously denies and violates theb&sked tradition, both, written and
unwritten mandatory rules of observing tact anditpoéss, avoiding rude and harsh
expressions which can be wounding to the dignitythef person or the country (state) to
which the diplomatic document is addressed. Evememine wording of the letter under
analysis goes far beyond that and runs absolutelgter to stylistic conventions.

In fact, the style of writing and the letter’'s geslemood aroused the attention not only
of linguists, who are chronically attentive to wsrdvagueness, ambiguity or hidden
meanings, but also of professional career diploraatgvell. It proves our supposition about
the remarkably unusual, unexpected “out-of-placetding for the diplomatic environment.
We can also refer here to a tweet of the ex-Ministd-oreign Affairs (ex-State Secretary) of
Ukraine, Mr. Pavlo Klimkin. His on-line reaction pgared immediately on his Twitter
account no sooner than Mr. Trump’s letter had bpeblished. The Ukrainian diplomat
literally wrote (@KIlimkinPavlo):“...cmunbs poszbusac wabnon. Cmuns coyianbhux mepesrc,

Wo niocumoe emoyii, a e cenc ma 3micm. 3aempa ye cmane HOpMOIO ), Habazamo weuoue,

nixie eci oymaroms. Fomyumecs ). Here we decided to reproduce the quote faitiafull
preserving the on-line signs of “smiles”, which addotions to the message. In our
translation y O.R), Mr. Klimkin's tweet would sound like this: “...he style breaks the
template. The style of the social networks, the ta¢ emphasizes and boosts the emotions,
but neither meaning, nor content. Tomorrow thid slcome the norm ;), and much quicker
than all might think. Get ready)”.
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The most striking and controversial examples of dbeve mentioned discrepancies,
violations of ethical and diplomatic norms, discagein course of the linguistic analysis of
the letter in question, are the following:

Prevalentlyon the level of lexis, grammar and stylist{egords, word combinations, set
phrases or expressions, rhetorical and stylisjiarés):

- applying high-sounding word®6n’t let the world down. History will look upon yo
favorably..);

- choosing expressions typical to other, not alwagigcent types of discourse, e.g.,
borrowed from economic, business or gaming dis@(¥su can make a great deal.

- usage of expressions typical for the colloquigdleswith a shadow of disrespect
contained “between” or “under” the lines of whatlitsrally written Let’'s work out a good
deal! Don't be a tough guy.

- inserting derogatory and humiliating lexical @n{t will look upon you forever as a
devil...Don’t be a foo)!

Prevalently on the level of pragmatics (communieastrategies and tactics):

- resorting to promises (and | will) bordering with threats and menaces, both, direct
and indirect You don’t want to be responsible for slaughterihgusands of people, and |
don’t want to be responsible for destroying theKishr economy — and | wijj.

- hinting at and alluding to important, often awkd;aundesirable or crucial events and
circumstances for the addressééhdve already given you a little sample with regpm®
Pastor Brunson.);

- self-boosting on the part of the sender with $iameous hintingl(have worked hard
to solve some of your probleys.

- bargaining and imposing conditiondigtory will look upon you favorably if you get
this done the right and humane way. It will loolonpyou forever as a devil if good things
don’t happen).

All the issues analysed above — but in particultrbse revealed on the pragmatic level
— indicate that all the essential requirementdriatful communication (Ponomarenko, 2004)
are violated, too, and, thus forbidden rhetoricathnds are applied (Gamova et al., 2002).
The conventions which are broken include Levinsomsversal principles of politeness
(Brown — Levinson, 1987) and Gricean maxims togethgh his Cooperative Principle
(Grice, 1957; 1975) and so on.

It results from the analysis provided above thategally recognized and traditionally
accepted standards of what diplomatic discourseelgeved to be (Stanko), are too often
violated in such a [relatively] short message. Aswhown with the examples taken from the
letter under investigation, this phenomenon, abtuabccurs on all language levels
introducing ambiguity, vagueness and, thus multiptessibilities for the addressee to
understand and interpret what is expressed in @mpt to guess what was meant, either
judging from separate words and expressiomske a great deal, make concessions, the right
and human way, good thingar the whole sentencelswill call you later).

The researchers have at their disposal the vergdsdence only in its written (“silent”)
presentation. Thus, the intonation pattern of tlessage — if the latter had been pronounced
by the President himself as a “live” speech — caly be imagined or guessed. Sometimes it
is good and to the general benefit that much ottttramunication in diplomacy is conducted
in written form. At the same time such method lesamaich space for further interpretation
and little possibility to blame the author of th#ewance. Any attempt to interpret any
message is always a highly personal affair: it ddpeon various knowledge, skills and
abilities of the interlocutors, be they concretespas or impersonal huge audiences of all
kinds, like electronic or printed matters’ readecsnferences’ participants, talk show
attendees and so on.
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We consider it necessary to provide the informati@amanaged to recover from the
Internet regarding what Mr. Erdogan did with thiégde though we have to add that there is no
material proof of that in open public sources dbimation. Still, the already mentioned
newspapers (Erdogan vy’ky’nuv ly’st Trampa, 17.00.2, 14:01), redirecting the readers to
the BBC'’s sources close to Mr. Erdogan (Tramp ti Baklykav Erdogana), sustain that the
Turkish President threw it away, into the garbaige b

Finally, before concluding, one more remark sholdd made. The quotation of the
Ukrainian diplomat, inserted at the beginning a$ trery article, was important for the author
as a specialist in Linguistics, not in Internatibm®elations or Politics. Actually, it was
obvious that the architectonics of the diplomaigcdurse is varied. There exist many types
of it, including coercive diplomacy as one of theaf stages of diplomatic discourse in action,
before war is declared. Coercive diplomacy is nattm®n-diplomatic” in its expressions,
though is aimed at solving international confli@bminating threats and sorting out any other
extremely dangerous situation. Anyway, there anétdi regarding what can be said and done,
and what cannot. Thus, for the sake of scientificusacy, the words of the Ukrainian
Minister helped us to clarified how the linguistsoald qualify and classify such unusual
wording of the President Trump.

Now we are sure to argue the following conclusiowm. matter how liberal and
permissive the discourse of coercive diplomacy migghand whatever might be allowed in it,
the newly-coined template of the diplomatic dissayrachieved by changing drastically the
long established pattern of its main document 4odwatic (personal, what is more!) note to
that extent was neither expected, nor welcomes. litardly acceptable and much disagreed
for the moment, both, in diplomatic and linguisticcles.

No doubt, that Washington is one of — if not THRverld’'s greatest power in politics
and diplomacy. So, taking into account the quote@ lmbove predictions, and provided this is
considered to be politically, ethically, diplomatily acceptable and admissible by the USA,
then the linguists will have grounds to reconsitheir classic studies and prevailing theories.
Further they will need to make the appropriate rications in the lists of main
characteristics of what they long ago defined agrring to or describing the diplomatic
discourse.

The obtainedesults are striking, if regarded within the traditionalage of diplomacy
and the language it used to use. But Wiadue of these resultsis in documenting and
describing the real contemporary diplomatic disseuiin all its realizations, without
concealing or decorating anything. Tfieal conclusion is clear: languages are constantly
evolving, and the diplomatic discourse being pdramatural language, is evolving along
with it. Its evolution is coherent to the developthef the society in which the particular
discourse is functioning. The increased use ofatauedia and the significant broadening of
the auditorium interacting with diplomats influedce¢heir speech. Diplomatic discourse
adjusted its previously high level to that of thajamnity of its recipients. Diplomats let into
their speeches words and expressions from lowésteeg, pretending implying that they are
ethically and diplomatically admissible. So theamsideration of protocolled norms and the
elaboration of new patterns for the diplomatic digse of the contemporary technologically
mediated globalized world seem to be inevitable.

The researchers of the field of linguistics, inithtirn, are also to evaluate the
relevance, draw conclusions and insist on diploradtsering to the old-patterned protocol or,
if required, to introduce respectful changes broaugthe boundaries of the admissible in the
diplomatic communication.
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Summary

Ethically or diplomatically? Broadening the boundaries of the acceptable in the modern
diplomatic discourse

The paper contains reflections of what is, might ainould be considered ethically and diplomatically
admissible with regard to the changes due to giodtsgdn and mediatization, which has lately
reshaped the world society. The philological redeas carried out on the material of the recently
published and not yet linguistically analysed peesdetter (considered as an example of the first
person diplomatic note, one of the five most fredlyeused types of diplomatic writings) of the USA
President. The written matter in question violates established norms and breaks the style in the
diplomatic interactions. And, as the proofs aretipl@ and easily traced on all the language levhks,
threat of broadening the boundaries of the accéptabthe diplomatic discourse is obvious. Such
circumstances urge diplomats and linguists to reseand conclude on the justifiability of
modifications in the traditional patterns of orabawritten forms of communication in diplomacy.
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