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Abstract
This study applies Binding Theory to political discourse, elucidat—
ing the role of syntactic structures in achieving persuasive objec—
tives. The investigation focuses on the intentional deployment of
pronouns, anaphors, and referring expressions across seven politi—
cal transcripts featuring prominent leaders such as Thatcher, Rea—
gan, Mandela, Obama, Trump, Putin, and Zelensky. The find-
ings illustrate that binding principles are not merely adhered to for
the sake of grammatical accuracy; instead, they are strategically
manipulated to cultivate collective identities, establish ideological
contrasts, and navigate rhetorical distance. This analysis reveals
that political figures adeptly leverage coreference rules to build
coalitions and polarize, as well as to frame ideological narratives.
So, they effectively grammaticalize the political landscape, dem-
onstrating the intricate interplay between language and political
reality.
Keywords: Binding Theory, Discourse and Political.
(padsend)
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I. Introduction:
Political rhetoric serves as a crucial tool for shaping social reality,
influencing collective identity, and framing ideological conflicts.
While many analyses tend to emphasize aspects such as semantic
content, metaphorical language, or the style of delivery, it's essen—
tial to recognize that the syntactic structure of political speech is a
foundational yet often overlooked element ofits persuasive power
(Fairclough, 1989). This study posits that the formal structure of
language is deliberately utilized to fulfill political aims. To explore
this idea, it adopts the framework of Government and Binding
Theory (Chomsky, 1981), which provides a comprehensive model
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for understanding the relationships, particularly binding relation—
ships between noun phrases, including pronouns, reflexives (ana-
phors), and names (R—expressions) within a given clause. The pri—
mary objective of this research is to illustrate how political figures
strategically employ the syntactic principles of binding namely,
Principles A, B, and C —— not just for grammatical accuracy but
also as practical tools for political persuasion. The research aims
to reveal the mechanisms through which the calculated manipu-
lation of referring expressions creates in—groups and out—groups,
objectifies opposition, and grammatically conveys ideological
stances. This study tackles the existing divide between macro-lev—-
el discursive analysis and the micro-level linguistic structures that
underlie persuasion. It investigates how abstract political ideas are
constructed through syntactic processes and examines the extent
to which binding patterns may reflect particular ideologies. Addi—
tionally, it addresses methodological challenges, such as analyzing
translated texts and distinguishing between strategic intent and
unconscious linguistic behavior.

II. Literature Review

The proposed study is situated within the background of formal
syntactic theory and empirical discourse analysis, as explained in
this review. It aims to determine the theoretical basis of Binding
Theory, review its use outside canonical contexts, and define po—
litical discourse as a strategic linguistic space.

1. The Nature of Political Discourse as a Linguistic Corpus
Political discourse is a specialized, pragmatic kind of language
with distinctive features that render it a copious and challenging
corpus for formal syntactic study. Its key characteristics are the
ambiguity and vagueness of strategy, where the planned ambigui-
ty of referents makes plausible deniability possible and inclusion in
a coalition (Chomsky, 1981). This is fundamentally related to the
very purpose of persuasion and the design of audiences, in terms
of which speakers at dynamism shift deictic centers and build fluid
identities, i.e., the inclusive «<we the peopley to suit various audi-
ences. Moreover, political speech, by definition, is performative,
full of face—threatening actions (e.g., accusations, criticism), which
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are usually alleviated by the use of pronominal forms and other
syntactic means to soften the impact or establish a coalition. The
discourse ranges from highly prepared speeches, with potentially
more polished syntactic structures, to spontaneous conversations
during interviews and debates, where the pressures of real-time
processes may lead to interesting deviations from standard gram-—
matical patterns, providing a natural laboratory to study compe-
tence—performance interaction (Ibid).

2. Binding Theory in Linguistics

The Binding Theory, one of the most valuable pillars of syntac—
tic theory, is the formal framework that accounts for the referen—
tial dependencies among noun phrases in sentence construction
(Chomsky, 1981). Its primary purpose is to describe the systematic
circumstances in which expressions consisting of reflexes, pro-
nouns, and names can or cannot be co-referenced with the rest
of the sentence. This theory is constructed on three fundamentals,
A, B, and C, in which the distribution of anaphors, pronouns, and
referring expressions (R-expressions), respectively, is governed.
Such principles do not merely exist as instances of abstract gram-—
mar; they provide the very structure within which meaning is built
up in language through coreference (Chomsky, 1986). To analyze
political texts, this model provides a specific linguistic perspec—
tive on decoding through which speakers can negotiate referential
meaning to meet rhetorical purposes, whether constructing soli—
darity or developing a strategic distance.

The Binding Theory, as the principle requires strictly, that ana—
phors, such as herself and reciprocals such as each other, must be
bound in their local governing category (Chomsky, 1981). This
implies that a c-commanding antecedent has to be close to an ana-
phor, which usually is in the same clause, compelling a referential
relationship meaning interdependence or reflexive action. The
semantic meaning of this type of bound relationship plays a vital
role because it requires the reader or listener to recognize the an—
tecedent unambiguously so that the sentence can be made gram-
matical (Reinhart, 1983). This concept is frequently employed
strategically in the political discourse to support in—group identity
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and collective responsibility. An example of this, such as «We must
hold ourselves accountable,y is a statement that takes advantage of
Principle A to bind the anaphorous «ourselvesy closely to the sub—
ject of action, We and thus build up a single political figure. Such
grammatical binding is reflected in the rhetorical formation of a
coherent group identity, where actions and results are distributed
to the localized realm of the political (we).

Unlike anaphors, Principle B in turn applies a prohibitory condi-
tion on the existence of pronouns in that they must be free inside
their local binding scope (Chomsky, 1981). In simple terms, a pro—
noun cannot refer to the subject of its immediate clause, which
necessitates it to search for an antecedent beyond that local area
or be referentially ambiguous. This forms an essential referential
contrast between the pronouns and anaphors occupying identi—
cal structural position, which is both fundamental to the semantic
understanding and prevents ambiguity (Reinhart, 1983). In po-
litical circles, the principle forms one of the standard strategies of
tactical demarcation. A politician can say, The senator confessed
his opponent attacked him, in which case the correct interpreta—
tion of the subordinate clause is to provide the referent of the local
subject, who is the opponent, giving the pronoun a sense of refer—
ring respectively to the senator and to his opponent. Nonetheless,
it is possible that skilled speakers can exploit the regions of po-
tential vagueness around the edges of the binding domain, where
they rely on a pronoun to purposely introduce vagueness, either
in terms of agency or criticism, thereby avoiding accountability
syntactically.

Principle C, which is the most restrictive of the three, states that
referring expressions (R-expressions) (i.e., proper names, defi—
nite descriptive noun phrases (e.g., the president, Minister Jones))
should be free throughout the syntactic structure (Chomsky,
1981). They cannot be bound to any c-commanding antecedent
since their reference has to be assumed as having been established
in the context of the discourse, and not have a grammatical basis.
This rule preserves the distinctive, definite referential position of
names and titles in the structure of the sentence (Chomsky, 1986).
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In the sphere of political oratory, it is Principle C that is done with
a sense of apparent, formal reference. Nevertheless, intentional
infractions are rhetorically strong. Such an utterance as, he, the
so—called reformer, has failed us, in which the c-commanding
pronoun He is bound by the R-expression the so—called reformer,
is a grave violation of Principle C. This is an immensely marked
structure, and frequently a vehicle of contempt, sarcasm, or dra—
matic emphasis, which altogether places the individual absolutely
in the speakens pejorative perspective.

To extend the Binding Theory to the dynamic process of political
language, it will be necessary to combine the formal implications
of the Binding Theory with pragmatic communication models.
Although the principles (A, B, C) constitute grammatical facts
and their unorthodox use in transcripts, it is necessary to exam-—
ine them and situate them within a broader framework of speech
acts, where meaning is determined by context and purpose (Sbisa,
2002). To illustrate, an act of collective pledge, made using a Prin—
ciple-A—compliant reflexive (we commit ourselves), is associated
with acts of othering performed using a Principle-B-compliant
pronoun. Political Transcript analysis thus entails consideration of
how speakers choose among the grammatical alternatives made
available by the workings of Universal Grammar (as explained by
the Binding Theory) to perform discourse acts that are specific to
the circumstances, persuasive or unifying, or attacking or avoid-
ing.

Binder theory offers a method for deconstructing the strategies
of proximization and polarization in practical application to po-
litical transcripts. The proximization theory studies how speakers
represent threats and allies, both close and far away. In this case,
Principles A and B play an instrumental part. Bound anaphors
(Principle A) internalize and bring actions in—-group (We defend
ourselves) closer together. Conversely, the use of pronouns (Prin—
ciple B) can maintain or control distance with out-group actors
(«They cannot control usy). The work on the discourse of politics
shows that such systematic referential decisions are at the core of
construing political reality, whereby binding and releasing noun
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phrases are directly linked to the ideological task of forming alli-
ances, including the selection of enemies (Bullock & Cokely, 2021).
A Binding Theory interpretation can therefore be used to see that
there is a syntactic frame of a speaker trying to polarize a political
situation to come with a bound/freed us versus an unbound/liber—
ated them.

3. Evolution and Revisions of the Theory

The development of the Binding Theory may be characterized
by a shift from a less central role in the Government and Binding
(GB) structure to more restricted specifications in the Minimal-
ist Program. The theory was initially developed as part of a set of
independent grammatical modules, the principles of which acted
as clear filters over the syntactic representations in an intricately
structured grammatical mechanism (Chomsky, 1981). The Mini—
malist movement, under the influence of the desire for theoretical
lean and the effort to capture linguistic phenomena by the onset of
interface environments, attempted to remove sub—theories. It re-
sulted in the rethinking of binding conditions, no longer as primi-
tives but as possible outcomes of more basic operations, such as
Agree and feature valuation. It was a fundamental challenge to the
GB-era notion of a standalone binding module (Chomsky, 1995).
This development marks a shift from a description of constraints
by taxonomy to an explanatory question about whether corefer-
ential relationships can be determined using the structure of the
syntactic computational system itself.

A. Main Debates Surrounding the Binding Framework

Much substantive academic debating has continued to explore the
multiple complexities of the Binding Theory, the main issues be-
ing the correct fulfillment of the binding domain, the long-dis-
tance anaphorical phenomenon, and the invading discourse pa—
rameters. Cross-linguistic issues strongly challenged the classical
account of the concept of a governing category, because some
languages, such as Chinese, Japanese, and Icelandic, have reflexes
that seem to be licensed by antecedents beyond their immediate
clause, thus undermining a purely structural, locality—based theory
of Principle A (Huang, 2000). These empirical facts have spawned
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crucial concerns about whether grammar is modular and have led
to theorizing that may be logophoric, discourse—based, or syntac—
tic, either via operator-movement or head-raising. In the Mini-
malist school, some scholars have proposed that the consequences
of binding principles (especially of anaphors) can be reduced to
movement to object position, and that the concept of a special
Principle A is therefore dispensed with (Hornstein, 2001). These
arguments indicate disagreement between an entirely syntacti—
cally based account, on the one hand, and the need to consider
interpretive and discourse—pragmatic information, on the other,
to provide a complete picture of anaphoric options.

B. The Foundational Abstraction of «Ideal» Speaker-Hearer
Competence

An important epistemological basis of classical Binding Theory is
its overt, explicit assumption of a competence—performance dis—
tinction, which models the knowledge of a perfect speaker—hearer
abstracted from all performance variables. This methodological
volition centres the analytical method on decontextual, intuitively
committed judgements of grammaticality, deliberately ignoring
the effects of actual-world processing, socially activated memory,
and rhetorical goals (Chomsky, 1965). In turn, the theory formal-
izes a cognitive abstraction: a system of tacit principles that regu—
late the possible relations of coreference, rather than the actual use
of language in the communicative situation. In applied linguistic
analysis, this assumption provides a strong, formal foundation for
grammatical possibility and simultaneously introduces an impor-
tant limitation. There is no inherently non—performative nature
in data of political transcripts, or even any naturalistic discourse.
Strategic divergences of the competency model foretellances are
not errors but tend to have rhetorical reasons. Thus, to thoroughly
analyse, it is necessary to fill this gap and apply the formal theory
to identify the marked structure, and then apply the pragmatic
theory, including speech act theory, to understand how it serves
strategically in communication (Sbisa, 2002). Thus, the idealiza—
tion can only be seen as the definitive word on referential behavior
in discourse. However, it becomes a necessary point of departure
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for understanding how rhetorical strategy is moved around and
occasionally gambles with the grammatical system beneath it.

4. Applications and Extensions of Binding Theory Beyond the
Sentence

The appropriate principles of the Binding Theory, which are
bound to sentence-level syntax, have been fruitfully applied to the

analysis of the phenomena in the broader context of communica—
tion. In discourse and pragmatics, the model has been extended
to explain «discourse-bindingy or perspective-binding, in which
coreference is controlled across sentence boundaries and is point—
of-view sensitive, rather than based on c-command. Studies in
this direction consider how strict syntactic schemata can be used
in conjunction with more pragmatic coreference decision-mak-
ing, which acknowledge that real-world interpretation frequently

2

relies on inferences that go beyond the syntactic web (Reinhart &
Reuland, 1993). The play of these depends not only on discuss—
ing the extended discourse, where pronouns and other referring
expressions are held together through thematic coherence across
turns and paragraphs, but is regulated by discourse prominence
and alignment of mental models as much as grammatical prin—
ciple.

In literary and stylistic criticism, Binding Theory has been a valu-
able instrument for deconstructing narrative technique. Scholars
have used its principles to analyze how patterns of pronominal
and reflexive use construct the narrative>s point of view, form or
dissolve character, and fabricate purposeful ambiguity. As an ex-
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ample, linguistic expressions of a fragmented psyche of a charac—
ter or the unreliability of a narrator can be linguistically reflected
in a strategy failure of Principle C or making a reflexive Reflexive
in a non-standard context, and thus, grammatical as well as sty—
listic effect is based on such instances (Yoshimoto, 2008). The ap-
plications in this way reveal how the abstract rules of coreference
can be applied to artistic control over the readens interpretation
and the alignment of characters in fictional literature.

Moreover, Binding Theory has been helpful in the research of
non-standard language performance as a diagnostic model. It has v
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been exploited to study aphasic speech and slips of the tongue, as
well as children learning language, demonstrating a relationship
between the acquisition of grammatical competence and disso-
ciations. In the case of Broca aphasia, for example, good perfor—
mance on applying Principle A with impairment on Principle B
helps us understand that syntactic knowledge modularity can be
neural (Grodzinsky et al., 1993). Equally, the child>s developmen-
tal progression in learning to bind constraints provides a frame
through which the maturation of syntactic cognition can be
viewed. Another available area of application of this framework to
performance data is noted to be quite wide, namely, strategic ora—
tory. Although political speech is highly performative, designed
and full of referential strategies, it has received little attention in
specific studies under the Binding Theory, and there is a clear op-
portunity for research. The application, so construed, would help
bridge the gap between theoretical syntax and the study of politi—
cal discourse by further examining how adherence to, or linguistic
disobedience from, the principles of grammatical binding can be
calculated and serve rhetorical purposes of persuasion, coalition—
building, and ideological framing.

III. Analysis and Discussion

1. Methodology

In this study, the formal syntactic structure of Government and
Binding Theory (Chomsky, 1981) is used to analyze the political
persuasion. The study’s sample includes seven political transcripts.
The analysis will be further undertaken by first determining the
governing category (the minimal clause) of each utterance. The
anaphors (e.g., of ourselves) are subject to principle A in a study
of how obligatory local binding of anaphor constructs the collec—
tive identity and likeness. Principle B applies to the study of pro-
nominals (e.g., we>, hey), which involves the strategic binding
and/or non-binding of pronominals analyzed as part of the larger
discourse to create in—-groups, out—groups, and ideological an-
tagonists. Principle C regulates the analysis of R-expressions and
how the necessity of such to be free performed determines fixed,
shared, or externalized concepts that the speaker is appealing to in
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their rhetoric.

2. Data Analysis:
In order to derive the conceptual basis of our theory in the realms
of discourse, the seven examples of political speeches are subjected
to a restraining analysis of arrangement wherein every pronoun,
anaphor, and R-expression is examined in the context of the three
binding principles by Chomsky (1981).

Sample (1):

«You turn if you want to. The lady>s not for turning. We are con-
trolling borrowing, not letting it control us. We have steadied
ourselves on our course. Let us not waste our time.» (Margaret
Thatcher (1980): Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, https://
www.margaretthatcher.org/document/104431).

Margaret Thatcher uses the Binding Theory in this statement
of political determination to create an uncompromising group
identity based on control and self-sufficiency. She instantly cre-
ates a syntactic partition between the generic, permissive you and
the iconic R-expression lady, applying Principle C to establish her
persona as a separate, third—person figure beyond the audiencess
decisions. This has a strong association with the flexible person
(you) and the rigid head. Her argument is centrally determined
at this point by her gifted reflexive infolding: We are not allow-
ing borrowing to rule us; we are controlling it. In these two sen—
tences, the use of the pronoun it appropriately satisfies Principle
B by binding the pronoun it to the antecedent borrowing, objec-
tifying an economic force into an approachable opponent. The
opposition between active we controls and passive it controls us
is followed by the opposition between the two: active rule over
and passive be ruled by, which is a form of domination but also a
committed decision reflected in her ideological attitude. It is fur—
ther supported by the reflexivity of ourselves steadying ourselves,
which, on Principle A, needs to be tied to the subject we, stress—
ing an internally derived, self-correcting stabilization. This strictly
circumscribed, agentic we is stretched up to the nation, but on the
proviso that it acquiesces in her specified course. In such a way,
with reflexives of self-reliance, object pronouns of domination,
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and possessive pronouns of ownership of policy, the syntax of
Thatcher develops a grammatical structure of undeterred power,
where the collective becomes tied to a direction in which its leader
will never deviate.

Sample (2):

«While they preach the supremacy of the state, declare its omnip—
otence over individual man, and predict its eventual domination
of all peoples on the earth, they are the focus of evil. I urge you to
beware the temptation [...] to remove yourself from the struggle.»
(Ronald Reagan (1983): President of the United States, https://
www .reaganlibrary.gov/archives/speech/march-8-1983-re-
marks-national-association-evangelicals).

Ronald Reagan, in this continued speech about the Cold War,
used the Binding Theory to create a highly charged moral di-
chotomy between a despot-ridden «them)y and a moral watch-
dog, «us.» The passage begins with an unbroken anaphoric chain
in which the pronoun they is consistently attached to an unnamed
but definitely present antecedent: the Soviet leadership or the evil
empire itself. It is this they on which a trilogy of activities, preach,
declare, predict, forms a grammatically united menacing agen—
cy. More importantly, the possessive pronoun its in declaring its
omnipotence is bound to the state, which is once again semanti-
cally possessed by they. This complex attachment (they own the
state, which confers omnipotence) is syntactically reflective of the
totalitarian form of government that Reagan describes, in which
he has concentrated power in a centralized, absolute form. After
creating such a grammatically coherent enemy, Reagan can now
switch to first-level address, in which he refers to the audience us—
ing the terms «youy and «yourself;, more directly. The application
of yourself is a correct application of Principle A——the reflexive
of his mode is in an accurate form of his imperative clause indi—
rectly by the understood subject you. This syntactic action makes
the fight more personal, turning such a battle from a geopolitical
struggle into a moral mission. Bonding the audience to the act
through reflexive grammar creates a connection between Rea-
gan and the audience, highlighting that the decision to become
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involved or withdraw is a defining and personal exercise. In this
way, with a rhetorical use of pronouns, the speech makes a re—
mote, impersonal «they» part of the image of evil, and every lis—
tener, through a first—person address and reflexivity, is drawn into
the irrevocable task of resistance.

Sample (3):

«We, ourselves twice daily, remind ourselves of the wounds. We
must act together as a united people. We commit ourselves to the
construction of a complete, just and lasting peace. We enter into
a covenant that we shall build a society in which all South Afri—
cans [...] will be able to walk tall, without any fear in their hearts.»
(Nelson Mandela (1994): President of South Africa, <https://www.
nelsonmandela.org/news/entry/inauguration—-speech-1994).

The first speech given by Nelson Mandela is a genius in the ap—
plication of Binding Theory because it constructed a new national
identity based on shared responsibility and embraced potential.
The speech begins with a syntactically sound reflexive sentence—
—We, ourselves twice a day, remind ourselves of the wounds——in
which an anaphor, ourself, is properly bound under Principle A
by a subject, we, and under which a collective, self-imposed re—
sponsibility of remembering the pain of the past is accentuated. It
is through this reflexive binding that a we, both agent and object
of itself; is formed, which makes the national unity a process and
active and inward-looking. This broadens its scope as the passage
continues, promising future peace, but the tie remains very nar—
row and focused. More importantly, in the last phrase, Mandela
avers the reflexive attitude we take toward the object pronoun
their in their hearts. Under Principle B, there is local freedom of
theirs; however, its antecedent is in the R—expression of the higher
clause, all South Africans. It is a syntactic operation that is rhetori—
cally deep. Through it, the inclusive «<wey (the new government
and its advocates) can make the promise to construct a society on
behalf of a particular but inclusive «they» (every citizen). Mande—
la therefore applies binding not to confuse the government and
the people, but to put us as a committed constructer of the they,
grammaticalizing the covenant of service and present at the very
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centre of the new South Africa.

Sample (4):

«This is where we are right now. Its a racial stalemate we>ve been
stuck in for years. The profound mistake of Reverend Wrights
sermons is not that he spoke about racism in our society. It's that
he spoke as if our society was static. But what we know—what we
have seen-is that America can change.» (Barack Obama: Presi-
dent of the United States (2008), https://www .npr.org/templates/
story/story . php?storyld=8847846)

Barack Obama applies the Binding Theory in his contractual 2008
speech on race, navigating a complex rhetorical environment: on
the one hand, he recognizes that we are divided; on the other hand,
he syntactically constructs a narrative of mutual progress. He be—
gins by using an inclusive we, uniting the speaker and the audience
to a challenging moment of the present (where we are right now),
and by using an anaphoric pronoun it, he captures the problem
in a commercial phrase (a racial stalemate). This is a grammati—
cal vessel of some collective national burden. His mastery of the
Reverend Wright scandal demonstrates an accurate application
of the Principle of Pronominal distance: the personal pronoun he
correctly applies Principle B by classifying him as free in his local
clause to be able to have a grammatical distance between himself
and the agent, and at the same time agree with the contents of
the sermons given by Wright. The possessive «our society» is the
strategic pivot repeated twice. It is this owning of a social con—
struct that unites all the people listening, irrespective of their ra—
cial disparities. Obama employs the same pronoun to say that it is
changing when he contends that Wright was wrongly passionate
about assuming that we live in a static society when the subject
that we, as a united community, hold isn’t incapable of change.
The last change to the R—expression America serves: Principle C
removes the idea of direct pronominal reference, defining it as a
detached and stable sign. Therefore, Obamass syntax is a gesture
of reconciliation, as the inclusive adjectives («we,» «oury) indicate
a sense of imperfect past. In contrast, the careful application of
grammatical space increases the distance between a problematic



iy Sl AglusYlg dyadall Slulyllly Egmedly o8 B2 il
AY YN 3T2 Y € €Y Oliasy dmsldl il (VA ) il

person and the community process (he, it).
Sample (5):

«For too long, a small group in our natiomws capital has reaped the
rewards while the people have borne the cost. Washington flour-
ished—but the people did not share in its wealth. Their victories
have not been your victories; their triumphs have not been your
triumphs.» (Donald Trump (2017): President of the United States,
https://trumpwhitehouse.archives.gov/briefings—statements/the—
inaugural-address)).

In this very first text, Donald Trump has used the Binding Theory
to strategically create a populist dichotomy between the elite and
the American people as being corrupt, image guidance. The start
of the speech is vague, bound to the capital of our nation, where
the possessive our establishes the beginning and an inclusive con-
nection with the audience. But the trick is in putting what makes
it a vague R—expression: a small group. The phrase is also specially
underspecified, meeting Principle C, which ensures that itis a free,
nameless entity, making listeners able to transfer their own griev—-
ances onto it. This few is then spliced syntactically together with
the personified object, Washington, by the possessive pronoun its
in its riches, and the two become one, corrupted and collectively
agent, which had bloomed with the corruption of the people. The
rhetorical climax is a shutting out, rigid, contrasting binding of
pronouns: The triumphs of theirs have not been the triumphs of
yours. In this instance, there is grammatically attached to the al-
ready built small group /Washington, and you are directly con-
nected to the listeners. It is such a parallel construction that makes
a binary, zero—sum world based on syntax itself. Trump employs
Principle B not to his advantage to clarify reference, but by im-
posing an irreconstructible divide, one that endangers the severing
of politics into winners and losers, so that the fortunes of one rig—
idly defined group, principally the winners, require the downfall
of the others.

Sample (6):

“For centuries, Russia has been and remains a guarantor of the
sovereignty of our native land, the stability and security of society,
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the unity and true solidarity of our peoples. Today we are fighting
for the freedom and safe future of our people, for the indepen-—
dence and sovereignty of Russia. We will defend this with all the
forces and means at our disposal.” (Vladimir Putin (September 30,
2022): President of Russia, http://en kremlin.ru/events/president/
transcripts/69465)

When the Binding Theory of Sample (1) is applied, strategic lin—
guistic construction can be noted. The only type of rule that one
will have is the single extended sense. In the scanning of Principle
A it is revealed that the anaphor our of the sentence our native
land, our people is localized on the antecedent attribute of Rus—
sia, creating a fixed and collective self (we = Russia). Principle B
analyses the pronominal we. It is disengaged in its clause but co-
referential with «Russiay of the preceding sentence, a tie which
the speaker and state into an inseparable agent. This supports in—
group cohesiveness and responsibility. This is the R-expression
Principle C «Russia.» It is willfully emancipated, echoed to locate
the discourse, to construct the notion of sovereignty, of indepen-
dence, as unchangeable, as a common idea. The binding patterns
are designed to create a separation between the leader, the people,
and the state, strategically wiped out, resulting in an image of a
monolithic entity that protects itself against an external threat.
Sample (7):

«I speak to you in Russian because you have been deceived. You
are being told that we are a threat to you, that we are Nazis. But
we are on our land, we are defending our country. We are fighting
for our freedom. And we are not going to give it up.» (Volody-
myr Zelenskyy (February 24,2023): President of Ukraine, https://
www president.gov.ua/en/news/zvernennya—prezidenta—ukray-
ini-volodimira-zelenskogo-73073)

Volodymyr Zelenskyy uses Binding Theory in this speech when
the full-scale war was declared, thus performing a critical rhetori-
cal move: confronting an enemy audience and establishing na—
tional resolve at the same time. He starts by encasing the Rus-
sian people as you in another sphere of discourse— «I am talking to
you... you have been lied to» where Principle B is taken advantage
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of to create them as a separate addressable group apart from the
Ukrainian we. This gives a two—audience setup, as the person is
always the one being deceived, while the group is always the one
being slandered (that we are a threat... that we are Nazis). Then
he strengthens the in—group binding with Principle A-type cohe-
sion, but not with reflexes, but with the possessive pronoun «our»
in a chain-like succession- «our land, our country, our freedomy
in which sentences grammatically bind the speaker and his com-
patriots inseparably to the cause and the land. The last pronoun
avoidance, it, in give it up, is therefore tactically ambiguous, be—
ing an anaphor; it might be freedom, country, land, or struggle
itself, in which case the pronoun takes on the meaning of all of the
other preceding R-expressions and becomes a single, indefensible
entity. In this way, Zelenskyys syntax creates a clear—cut and op-
positional world: a misled you, a protective we, and an integrated
our, which needs to safeguard an encompassing it.

3. Findings and Discussion:

The occurrence of Binding Theory in seven samples of political
speech demonstrates that pronouns, anaphors, and R-expressions
are consistently patterned strategically. Leaders predictively cre—
ate political reality by syntactically manipulating cognitive refer—
ence points to construct collective identities, delimit adversaries,
and frame conflicts. The essential results in each sample have been
contained in the following table:

Table (1): Strategic Use of Binding Principles in Political Tran-
script

Speech Main Binding Primary Rhetorical Function Essential
Samples Pronoun/R- Principle Mechanism
Expression
I Collective Agency & Iron ,l,a eflexive "
Thatcher - ourselves
we" / . Resolve: Constructs an .
(1980) N " Principle A . L (Principle A)
ourselves" / . agentic, self-correcting in- .
e (Reflexives) o binds the
it" / "you" / & Principle B | £70UP ("we") bound to a fixed, collective to
"the lady" (Pronomli)nals) iconic leader ("the lady"). Uses acts of self-
(R-exp) reflexives to emphasize stabilization
internal control and objectifies W B
It" (Principle

TRETA

o

ekl sty llg el

£

R

1y

&

YN
D
[



ry

g_.e"'f’.

| Slalyldlg g2y

e

o

g

&

o
s
(/)

iy Sallg Aty dvakall Slalylllg Eigoedl aof LaSE dload
BY Y I5T2 ) £ £V Olizsy fmsld-l Accdl (YA ) 301

challenges ("it") to be
dominated.

B) is bound to
"borrowing,"
objectifying
the economic
threat. The R-
expression
"the lady"
(Principle C)
is free,
elevating the
leader to a
symbolic,
unturning
figure.

2. Reagan
(1983)

lltheyll / "itS"
/ llyoull /
"yourself"

Principle B
(Pronominals)
& Principle A
(Reflexive)

Moral Dichotomy &
Personal Summons: Creates a
grammatically coherent, evil
out-group ("they"/"its") and
personally binds the listener
("you") to the struggle via a
reflexive, making resistance a
moral imperative.

Anaphoric
chain binds
"they" to an
implicit "evil
empire." "Its"
is bound to
"the state,"
owned by
"they,"
mimicking
centralized
power. The
reflexive
"yourself"
(Principle A)
personalizes
the choice to
engage,
binding the
audience to
the action of
the struggle.

3.
Mandela
(1994)

"WC" /
"ourselves" /
"their"

Principle A
(Reflexives)
& Principle B
(Pronominals)

Covenantal Unity & Servant
Leadership: Uses reflexives
to bind the new government
("we") to acts of self-imposed
memory and commitment,
then extends this "we" as a
builder for a future "they" (all
citizens).

Reflexive
"ourselves"
(Principle A)
emphasizes
collective,
inward-
looking
responsibility.
The shift to
"their" hearts
(Principle B,
free in its
clause)
grammatically
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positions the
acting "we" as
servants
building a
society for an
inclusive
"they."

4. Obama
(2008)

"we" / "our"
/ "i" / vlhen

Principle B
(Pronominals)
& Principle C
(R-
expressions)

Navigated

Reconciliation: Employs an
inclusive "we"/"our" to claim
shared societal ownership,
while using pronominal
distance ("he," "it") to manage
divisive figures and abstract
problems, facilitating a
narrative of collective
progress.

"We"/"our"
binds speaker
and audience
to a shared
society. "He"
(Principle B)
is correctly
free from
Obama,
creating
critical
distance from
Reverend
Wright. "It"
encapsulates
"racial
stalemate" as
a shared
burden.
"America" (R-
exp, Principle
C) stands as a
stable,
external ideal.

5. Trump
(2017)

HOurH / Ha
small group"
(R-exp) /
"its" / "their"
/"your"

Principle C
(R-
expressions)
& Principle B
(Pronominals)

Populist Dichotomy: Creates
a projectable enemy via a
vague R-expression ("a small
group"), binds it to
"Washington," and rigidly
contrasts elite gains ("their")
with public loss ("your") to
forge a zero-sum world.

Vague R-
expression "a
small group"
(Principle C)
is a free,
projectable
enemy.
Possessive
chain ("its,"
"their") binds
it to
Washington.
The contrast
"their
victories...
your
victories"
(Principle B)
syntactically
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enacts a rigid,
antagonistic
divide.

6. Putin
(2022)

||0urll / "WC"
/ "Russia"
(R-exp)

Principle A
(Anaphoric
'our') &
Principle B/C

Monolithic

Unification: Merges leader,
people, and state into a single,
defensible entity. Possessive
"our" binds everything to the
state, while "Russia" is
externalized as a sacred,
immutable concept.

"Our" in "our
native land,"
"our people"
is
anaphorically
bound to
"Russia,"
creating an
inseparable
collective.
"We" is co-
referential
with the state.
"Russia"
(Principle C)
is a free, fixed
R-expression
representing
an eternal,
sovereign
ideal.

7.
Zelenskyy
(2023)

||y0u|| / ”We“
/ "Oul'” / Hit”

Principle B
(Pronominals)
& Ambiguous
"it"

Solidarity &

Legitimization: Creates a
clear dichotomy between a
deceived "you" (Russian
people) and a defending "we."
Chains possessive "our" to
land, country, and freedom,
then uses a vague "it" to
amalgamate them into a single,
indefensible entity.

"You" is
bound to the
deceived
audience.
"We" is bound
to defenders.
The triplet
"our land, our
country, our
freedom"
(anaphoric
possession)
forges
absolute in-
group
legitimacy.
Ambiguous
"it" subsumes
all preceding
concepts into
a singular
cause.
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This analysis proves that political leaders are systematic in their use
of syntactic binding rules, not only to achieve grammatical cor-
rectness but also as active persuasive tools. The patterns of strategy
indicate that there are a few rhetorical fundamental functions:
Developing a Constructive Identity with Reflexives and Posses—
sives: The most common way of creating narrative identity is the
use of inclusive first-person plurals (we, our). But its effect is en—
hanced by bonding mechanisms. Thatcher and Mandela apply
Principle A to use reflexes to define the group in relation to itself
to make a decisive rhetorical move. This establishes an identity
founded on internal agency, self-correcting, and sharing respon-
sibility, not just being an opponent. The possessive our, in turn,
ties the group to consequential notions (land, country, freedom,
movement) and, in a very striking way, rhetorically proves that the
group owns it and justifies its cause, in the case of Zelenskyy and
Putin.

Forging Dichotomies depends on Pronominal Chains: Pronomi-
nal leaders establish so—called in- and out-groups by regulating
the binding of pronouns (Principle B). Reagan instills a consistent
fear that their destiny is bound up in a trio of repressive measures.
Trumpss syntax is constructed in contrast. Proposed grammar
binds them to a constructed elite and you to the audience in order
to grammaticalize a zero—sum conflict. Zelenskyy also creates a
clear binary between you and us, yet his main emphasis is to re—
inforce in—group affiliations rather than dwell on the out-group.
Learning to Distance and Ambiguity: It is essential to have mas-
tery over R-expressions (Principle C) and vague pronouns. Free
R-expressions may iconize aleader (the lady, imposed by Thatch—
er), externalize an ideal (America, projected by Obama; Russia,
by Putin), or develop an enemy one would like to project (a small
group, as Trump projects). Unclear pronouns act as a conceptu-
al container: the it in the speech by Obama is a 10—, 1-, 3—, and
4-second-long vessel holding a 10—, 1-, 3—, and 4-second-long 1,
the 10—, 1-, 3—, and 4-second-long 2, and the 10—, 1-, 3—, 4-sec-
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ond-long 3, thatis, the 10—, 1-, 3— and 4-second-long 1, and This
flourishes in ambiguity and audience projection and semantic ex—
pansion.

Syntactic Modeling of Ideology: The binding patterns usually re—
flect ideological content. Centralized totalitarianism is the model
of government that Reagan refers to, a state that owns (it has om-
nipotence). Servant leadership is grammatically enacted through
the syntax of Mandela, in which the acting «<we» pledges to create
a society on behalf of their hearts, which does not see them as its
creators. The binding created by Putin unites all these in a mono-
lithic our, which shows an ideology of unity with the state.

The Binding Theory offers a more stringent analysis of the sen—
tence construction of the political rhetoric. It shows that the ma-
nipulation of syntactic relationships, connecting a reflexive locally,
freeing an R—expression, or forming a pronominal chain, is one of
the basic instruments for forming the we, the they, and the nature
of the clash between them. The syntax is not value—neutral: it is
the construction of political reality. Nevertheless, such a micro-
linguistic approach needs to be supplemented with a dissection of
other discursive characteristics (metaphor, narrative, delivery) and
consciousness of these limitations, especially through examina—
tion of translated text, so as to avoid attributing conscious design
to unconscious rhetorical expertise.

Conclusion:

This study illustrates how Binding Theory serves as a compelling
analytical lens for unpacking the intricate syntax found in politi—
cal discourse. By examining seven political transcripts, it becomes
evident that political leaders intentionally manipulate binding
principles, specifically those governing anaphors, pronouns, and
referring expressions, not just for the sake of grammatical cor-
rectness, but as active tools of persuasion. Consider Principle A,
for instance, where reflexive constructions foster a sense of col-
lective agency and internal accountability, as demonstrated by
figures like Thatcher and Mandela. On the other hand, Principle
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B is strategically employed to establish pronominal contrasts that
clearly separate in—groups from out-groups, thus polarizing their
audiences, as seen in the rhetoric of leaders such as Reagan and
Trump. Furthermore, Principle C facilitates the externalization of
ideals or the crafting of identifiable adversaries through free R-
expressions, exemplified by Obamas reference to «Americay and
Trumps mention of «a small group.» Ultimately, this study af-
firms that the syntactic choices made in political discourse encode
ideological constructs, thereby shaping political realities. These
choices play a crucial role in constructing identities, framing con-
flicts, and managing rhetorical distances. So, the study effectively
integrates formal syntactic analysis with pragmatic discourse ex—
amination, creating a valuable intersection between theoretical
linguistics and the strategic analysis of political communication.
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