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Abstract  

This study pragmatically examines the conversation that employs the forceful speech in the context of the tense 

correlation between former US President Mr· Trump and Ukrainian President Mr· Zelensky, implementing a practical 

tactic to the argument· This research determines how language is utilized as a defense for power proclamation, face-

threatening acts, and diplomatic aggression for it appeals on innovative thoughts in speech act theory, politeness 

theory, and impoliteness theory· By performing a few chosen utterances and discourse techniques thorough pragmatic 

scrutiny used during the controversial conference and its aftermath, the investigation will demonstrate the rhetoric's 

hidden goals, contextual cues, and societal complications· As such, the aim of this study is to shed light on the tactics 

in which strategically pragmatic procedures are engaged to oppose, provoke, or manipulate interlocutors in high-stakes 

administrative communication· The study accomplishes by lecturing the use of language of derogatory in political 

discourse and its influence on public opinion and international diplomatic relations· 

Key terms: Pragmatics; Indirect threats and coercion; Political Discourse; Power asymmetry; Offensive Rhetoric; 

Conflict Communication; Presupposition and Implicature and Strategic Ambiguity. 

1. Introduction 

1.1 Background of the Study 

Language serves as a powerful instrument in shaping political ideologies, enforcing dominance, and challenging 

power structures· In the arena of international diplomacy, where words often substitute for weapons, political rhetoric 

becomes a critical site for examining how language functions not only to communicate but also to confront, provoke, 

and intimidate· The controversial interaction between former U·S· President Donald Trump and Ukrainian President 

Volodymyr Zelensky, particularly during their 2019 phone call and the press surrounding it, exemplifies a high-profile 

moment in which political language operated on multiple pragmatic levels· This exchange drew global attention due 

to its underlying political implications, alleged quid-pro-quo strategies, and the subsequent impeachment inquiry 

against Mr· Trump· This study explores the pragmatic dimensions of the rhetoric employed during this political 

interaction· Specifically, it delves into how offensive language, face-threatening acts (FTAs), and power-laden speech 

acts were used intentionally or strategically to achieve particular political ends· Drawing from Speech Act Theory, 

Politeness Theory, and Impoliteness Theory, this research analyzes the rhetorical tools that characterize the Trump-

Zelensky discourse and how they reflect broader socio-political dynamics· 

 
1 How to cite the article: Ibrahim E.R., Khaleel D.S. (2025); Offensive Rhetoric in the Heated Exchange between Mr. Trump & Mr. Zelensky 

Meeting: A Pragmatic Case; Multidisciplinary International Journal,; Vol 11 No. 2 (Special Issue); 29-39 



Multidisciplinary International Journal                                                                       http://www.themijournal.com 

 

 (MIJ) 2025, Vol. No. 11 No 2 (Special Issue)                                               e-ISSN: 2454-924X; p-ISSN: 2454-8103 

 

30 

MULTIDISCIPLINARY INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL 

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Political discourse has for ages been constituted by communicative strategies such as indirectness, insinuations, 

sarcasm, and threats, among other forms of manipulation. When political rhetoric becomes offensive or coercive, 

however, important questions arise about the use of language in democratic governance and international diplomacy. 

The Trump-Zelensky dialogue, given its very high stakes and wide-ranging implications, can serve as a case study to 

consider pragmatic uses of offensive language and rhetorical force in political talk: to pressure, dispute, persuade, or 

threaten.  Although there has been a mass media spotlight on this matter, very few academic studies have gone intently 

into the pragmatics of this interaction. This study fills that gap by looking at how language in the exchange may serve 

to assert power and perform acts of face aggression and thereby escalate diplomatic tension. 

1.3 Objectives of the Study 

The objectives of this study are: 

1. To analyze the pragmatic strategies employed in the Trump-Zelensky exchange, particularly those involving 

offensive or coercive language· 

2. To identify how face-threatening and impolite speech acts are utilized in political discourse· 

3. To explore the role of rhetorical force in manipulating power dynamics and diplomatic relations· 

4. To examine the broader implications of offensive political rhetoric on international communication and 

public perception· 

1.4 Research Questions 

This study seeks to answer the following research questions: 

1. How are speech acts employed to assert dominance and control in the Trump-Zelensky exchange? 

2. What forms of face-threatening or impolite language are observable in the discourse? 

3. How do pragmatic strategies reflect the power imbalance between the interlocutors? 

4. In what ways does offensive rhetoric affect international diplomatic relations and public opinion? 

1.5 Significance of the Study 

This study contributes to both linguistic pragmatics and political discourse analysis by offering a detailed examination 

of how language can function aggressively yet strategically within the sphere of international politics· By focusing on 

a real-world political event with substantial geopolitical repercussions, the study helps to better understand how speech 

acts serve as tools of coercion, persuasion, and manipulation· Furthermore, it sheds light on the ethical dimensions of 

political language, helping policymakers, diplomats, and scholars recognize the risks and responsibilities tied to 

rhetorical choices in global affairs· 

1.6 Scope and Limitations 

This study focuses on the linguistic and pragmatic elements of a specific political interaction: the Trump-Zelensky 

conversation and related discourse, including press conferences and official statements· The analysis is limited to 

selected utterances that represent offensive or forceful language· The study does not seek to investigate the legal or 

political outcomes of the exchange, such as the impeachment inquiry, except when directly relevant to the discourse· 

Additionally, while the study applies theoretical frameworks from pragmatics, it does not attempt to provide 

psychological profiles or intent analysis beyond what is linguistically inferable· 
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2: Theoretical Background and Literature Review 

2.1 Pragmatics and Political Language 

Pragmatics, as a subfield of linguistics, investigates how language users achieve communicative goals through 

context-sensitive meaning· Austin’s (1962) and Searle’s (1975) Speech Act Theory posits that language performs 

actions, asserting, requesting, threatening rather than simply describing the world· In political settings, these acts can 

have wide-reaching implications· Trump's interaction with Zelensky is marked by indirect threats and coercive hints 

embedded in otherwise diplomatic speech· Brown and Levinson’s (1987) Politeness Theory further expands this 

understanding by highlighting the concept of “face” the individual’s self-image in social interaction· Political 

communication often places leaders in situations where their public image is constantly at stake· Violations of face, 

known as face-threatening acts (FTAs), are often used strategically to assert power, discredit others, or extract 

compliance· Trump's language appears to deliberately flout politeness conventions, opting instead for bald-on-record 

speech or off-record strategies loaded with implicature· Culpeper’s (1996) Impoliteness Theory builds on these ideas 

by focusing on communication that causes offense· Impoliteness can be strategic rather than accidental· It can involve 

overt rudeness or more subtle forms of aggression designed to embarrass, pressure, or provoke a reaction· This 

framework is particularly relevant when analyzing Trump’s statements that are confrontational, disrespectful, or 

coercive, often delivered under the guise of informal diplomacy· 

2.2 Power, Rhetoric, and Strategic Communication 

Political rhetoric is intrinsically tied to power· Leaders use language to maintain authority, promote agendas, and 

dominate discourse· Fairclough (1989, 2001) explains how discourse structures power relations in society, while Van 

Dijk (1997) stresses how elite groups, including politicians, control discourse to reinforce dominance· Trump’s speech 

reflects such tactics, where the unequal power dynamic between the U·S· and Ukraine is manifested linguistically· 

Trump’s rhetorical style is notable for its directness, populist appeal, and disregard for traditional decorum· As Lakoff 

(2001) and Chilton (2004) observe, such rhetoric often blurs the lines between formality and confrontation· Through 

repetition, hyperbole, and metaphor, Trump constructs an image of control and strength while undermining political 

adversaries· In the exchange with Zelensky, this includes pressuring language cloaked in expressions of interest or 

concern· In contexts of international diplomacy, such rhetoric challenges conventional norms· Wodak (2001) and 

Neumann (2008) argue that diplomacy traditionally relies on indirectness, politeness, and negotiated language· When 

political leaders abandon these norms, the results can be disruptive· Trump's discourse, in this case, turns diplomatic 

language into a tool for political gain, employing coercive tactics in a context that demands mutual respect and 

sovereign equality· 

2.3 Offensive Discourse and International Implications 

The implications of offensive political rhetoric extend beyond interpersonal interaction· They can shape public 

opinion, influence international relations, and impact global diplomacy· According to Nye (2011), language in foreign 

policy is not merely symbolic it actively constructs political reality· Trump's controversial request for Zelensky to 

investigate political opponents, whether explicit or implicit, is not just a personal or party issue but one that has serious 

diplomatic consequences· 
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Media framing further amplifies these implications· Entman (2008) and Hallin (2014) show how media outlets 

interpret and disseminate political speech, often reframing the rhetoric to suit specific agendas· Trump’s remarks to 

Zelensky were quickly circulated, analyzed, and politicized, contributing to domestic and international controversy, 

culminating in the impeachment inquiry· This demonstrates how the pragmatics of political discourse do not exist in 

isolation but ripple through institutions, public narratives, and international relations· 

2.4 Literature Synthesis 

Existing studies confirm that offensive language in politics is far from spontaneous or incidental; rather, it is often 

strategically calculated, highly context-driven, and deeply embedded within structures of power and dominance· 

Holmes and Schnurr (2005) argue that rudeness or seemingly impolite expressions in political and professional 

discourse can serve distinct functional purposes, such as asserting authority, signaling group membership, or 

reinforcing hierarchical relationships within leadership communication· Similarly, Watts (2003) proposes that 

politeness and impoliteness should not be viewed as fixed categories but as fluid points along a pragmatic continuum 

shaped by social norms, cultural expectations, and the speaker's intention· This perspective helps to understand how 

speakers navigate between civility and offense depending on situational demands and audience reception· Further 

contributions to the field by Ilie (2010) and Bou-Franch & Garcés-Conejos Blitvich (2014) highlight that impoliteness, 

conflict, and aggressive rhetorical strategies are not only prevalent but central to political discourse, especially in 

environments marked by competition, ideological polarization, and media spectacle· These studies show how 

confrontational and provocative language is often rewarded in political performances, both offline in institutional 

settings and online through digital platforms that amplify visibility and impact·  

However, what remains notably under-explored in the existing literature is the focused application of pragmatic 

theories such as speech act theory, (im)politeness theory, and relevance theory to specific, high-stakes political 

exchanges, particularly those that carry substantial diplomatic and geopolitical implications· A prime example of such 

a case is the controversial phone call between former U·S· President Donald Trump and Ukrainian President 

Volodymyr Zelensky· This study seeks to address that scholarly gap by applying a rigorous pragmatic analysis to this 

real-world political interaction· In doing so, it aims to uncover how language operates not simply as a vehicle for 

neutral information exchange, but as a tool strategically used to exercise control, assert dominance, issue veiled threats, 

and enact offense all under the guise of diplomacy· Through this lens, political language is revealed as a potent 

instrument of coercion and power negotiation, with profound implications for international relations and public trust· 

3: Methodology and Data Analysis 

3.1 Research Design 

This study adopts a qualitative-descriptive research design enriched with elements of quantitative support, in order to 

offer a comprehensive and multi-layered analysis of the offensive rhetorical strategies and pragmatic functions 

embedded in the political exchange between former U·S· President Donald Trump and Ukrainian President 

Volodymyr Zelensky· The qualitative component of the study allows for an in-depth, context-sensitive exploration of 

linguistic behavior, focusing on how language is purposefully employed to perform specific functions such as 

commanding, accusing, intimidating, or manipulating within a high-stakes political context· At the same time, the 

integration of quantitative elements such as frequency counts of speech acts, face-threatening acts (FTAs), and 

impoliteness markers serves to provide empirical grounding and reinforce the reliability of the interpretive findings· 

The central objective of this research is to systematically identify and interpret the deployment of various speech acts, 

including directives, threats, and indirect requests, alongside face-threatening acts, which challenge the interlocutor’s 

positive and negative face needs as conceptualized by Brown and Levinson (1987)· In addition, the study seeks to 
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classify the types and intensities of impoliteness strategies, drawing on frameworks developed by Culpeper (1996, 

2011), to examine how offense is linguistically constructed and pragmatically justified in a diplomatic setting· 

3.2 Data Collection 

The primary data consists of: 

• The official White House Memorandum of the Telephone Conversation (TELCON) between President 

Donald Trump and President Volodymyr Zelensky on July 25, 2019· 

• Transcripts from press briefings, media interviews, and tweets by both leaders· 

• Secondary data from news reports, official statements, and fact-checking organizations (e·g·, CNN, BBC, 

NPR, The Guardian, and Politifact)· 

A total of 28 utterances were selected based on their rhetorical force, impoliteness, and political implications· Each 

utterance was examined for its pragmatic function using a coding scheme grounded in Speech Act Theory, Politeness 

Theory, and Impoliteness Theory· 

3.3 Analytical Framework 

The analytical schema used in this study is based on three primary schools of thought, each one casting a distinct yet 

complementary view on language being a strategic tool of political discourse: Speech Act Theory, Politeness Theory, 

and Impoliteness Theory; these three theories were applied in the coding, categorization, and interpretation of 

linguistic choice during the Trump-Zelensky interaction.Firstly, Speech Act Theory, which Austin created in 1962 

and Searle expanded in 1975, was used as a means to classify every utterance according to its primary objective of 

communication.This theory makes a further distinction between types of speech acts"Assertives," "Directives," 

"Commissive," "Expressives," and "Declarations." Assertives perform the language function of stating beliefs or 

truths; elements under Directives give commands, requests, or suggestions; Commissives include giving promises or 

making commitments; Expressives portray emotions or attitudes, while Declarations entail any utterances that convert 

an external state of reality. In the context of political discourse, speech acts carry weight beyond mere language they 

perform actions such as making demands, exerting authority, or expressing disapproval with potential diplomatic 

consequences· Second, Politeness Theory, as formulated by Brown and Levinson (1987), was utilized to identify and 

interpret face-threatening acts (FTAs) and the use of politeness strategies designed to mitigate such threats· This theory 

is rooted in the notion that individuals maintain two types of “face” in communication: positive face (the desire to be 

liked, appreciated, or approved) and negative face (the desire for autonomy and freedom from imposition)· By 

applying this framework, the study analyzed how speakers in the Trump-Zelensky exchange either preserved or 

violated each other’s face needs· It also examined the use of politeness strategies, such as positive politeness (e·g·, 

expressions of solidarity), negative politeness (e·g·, hedging or indirectness), off-record strategies (e·g·, hints or 

implications), or outright bald-on-record acts with no attempt to soften the imposition. 

Third, Impoliteness Theory, particularly as developed by Culpeper (1996) and later elaborated by Bousfield (2008), 

provided the tools necessary for examining language that intentionally threatens face, causes offense, or asserts social 

dominance· Impoliteness strategies were carefully coded and analyzed to determine how rudeness, aggression, or 

coercion was linguistically constructed and deployed· Examples include bald-on-record impoliteness (blunt, 

unmitigated attacks), sarcasm, mock politeness, ridicule, and threats· This lens was particularly useful in identifying 

moments where language was used to provoke, manipulate, or assert control in the interaction, often under the guise 

of diplomatic negotiation· Each utterance within the analyzed transcript was systematically labeled according to three 
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key dimensions: the speech act category, the type of face-threatening act it involved (if any), and the impoliteness 

strategy it embodied· By integrating these three theoretical models, the study was able to move beyond surface-level 

interpretation to reveal the underlying pragmatic and rhetorical mechanisms driving the discourse· This layered 

approach allowed for a nuanced understanding of how offensive language is tactically employed in political settings 

not only to communicate but to influence, dominate, and destabilize 

3.4 Statistical Summary 

A statistical analysis of speech act distribution was conducted upon the selection of utterances in the Trump-Zelensky 

exchange to validate the qualitative findings with empirical evidence· By sorting each utterance into speech act 

categories per Searle's (1975) taxonomy, the thrust of the study lies in the quantification of communicicative intentions 

that dominate the interaction· This method does bring strength to interpretive insights and, in doing so, exposes the 

power relations embedded in language choices· Table 1 provides a summary of the frequency and percentage of the 

various speech act types used in this discourse· 

Table 1: Distribution of Speech Act Types 

Speech Act Type Frequency Percentage 

Assertives 10 35.7% 

Directives 8 28.6% 

Commissives 5 17.9% 

Expressives 3 10.7% 

Declarations 2 7.1% 

Total 28 100% 

 

The results in Table 1 reveal that assertives and directives were the most frequently used speech acts, accounting for 

35·7% and 28·6% of the total utterances, respectively· The high frequency of assertives suggests a strong focus on 

stating beliefs, reinforcing positions, and asserting facts often in a manner designed to legitimize one’s stance or 

control the narrative· Directives, on the other hand, indicate repeated attempts to influence the actions or decisions of 

the interlocutor, often through implicit or explicit pressure· Commissives (17·9%) were present to a lesser extent, 

reflecting moments where commitments or expectations were subtly negotiated· Expressives (10·7%) and declarations 

(7·1%) were least used, indicating that emotional displays and performative statements were not central to the 

interaction· Overall, the dominance of assertives and directives reinforces the inherently strategic and persuasive 

nature of the political exchange, where language serves less to communicate neutrally and more to assert control and 

influence outcomes·  

To further examine the pragmatics of coercive and offensive rhetoric, the study analyzed the types of face-threatening 

acts (FTAs) present in the Trump-Zelensky exchange, drawing on the framework developed by Brown and Levinson 

(1987)· FTAs occur when a speaker’s utterance threatens either the hearer’s positive face the desire to be liked and 

respected or their negative face the desire for autonomy and freedom from imposition· In addition to classic FTAs, 

the analysis also included indirect threats to face, such as sarcasm, ridicule, or scorn, which often serve to challenge 
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the interlocutor’s credibility or character· Table 2 outlines the frequency and examples of each FTA category identified 

in the discourse· 

Table 2: Types of FTAs Observed 

FTA Category Frequency Examples 

Threats to positive face 12 “I would like you to do us a favor, though.” 

Threats to negative face 10 “You’re not dealing with the United States properly.” 

Sarcastic remarks 4 “A lot of people are talking about it.” 

Ridicule or scorn 2 “They’re not good people.” 

Total 28 
 

The data presented in Table 2 indicate that threats to positive face were the most frequently observed type of FTA, 

occurring 12 times across the transcript· These threats typically undermined the hearer’s need for approval and 

alignment, as seen in statements such as “I would like you to do us a favor, though,” which disguises coercion as 

politeness while implying an expected obligation· Threats to negative face followed closely with 10 occurrences, 

reflecting moments where the speaker imposed demands or criticized the hearer’s behavior, as in “You’re not dealing 

with the United States properly·” These utterances clearly encroach on the hearer’s independence and authority· 

Additionally, sarcastic remarks (4 instances) and ridicule or scorn (2 instances) were employed to subtly or overtly 

belittle the interlocutor, further intensifying the power imbalance in the interaction· Overall, the prevalence of FTAs 

especially those targeting the hearer's autonomy and public image underscores the coercive, pressuring nature of the 

rhetoric, in which politeness is selectively employed or abandoned to assert dominance and secure compliance· 

3.5 Sample Utterance Analysis 

Example 1: Trump’s Utterance 

“I would like you to do us a favor, though…” 

• Speech Act: Directive (indirect request) 

• FTA: Threat to negative face (implicates an obligation) 

• Impoliteness Strategy: Off-record; coercive implication 

• Pragmatic Implication: The request is embedded in a power imbalance and linked to political aid, creating 

indirect pressure. 

Example 2: Zelensky’s Response 

“We are almost ready to buy more Javelins from the United States for defense purposes.” 

• Speech Act: Commissive 

• FTA: Avoidance of direct confrontation 

• Politeness Strategy: Positive politeness; alignment with Trump’s interest 

• Pragmatic Implication: Shows deference and attempts to maintain face, indicating power asymmetry. 

3.6 Interpretation and Discussion 

The analysis reveals that President Trump’s rhetorical strategy heavily relied on the use of indirect directives, which 

were carefully framed as polite requests or diplomatic favors but carried implicit expectations and coercive 

undertones· Phrases such as “I would like you to do us a favor, though” illustrate how seemingly courteous language 
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functioned as a veiled demand, leveraging the institutional and geopolitical power of the United States· These 

utterances frequently violated politeness maxims particularly those related to relevance, manner, and quantity as 

outlined in Grice’s (1975) Cooperative Principle· By embedding commands within polite forms, Trump minimized 

the appearance of imposition while simultaneously exerting pressure on his interlocutor·  

This strategic ambiguity allowed him to present requests as mutually beneficial while subtly threatening Ukraine’s 

access to political or economic support if compliance was not ensured· Moreover, Trump’s language repeatedly 

exhibited elements of bald-on-record impoliteness, sarcasm, and face-threatening acts (FTAs), aimed at asserting 

dominance and challenging Zelensky’s autonomy. His use of assertives framed as “facts” or popular opinion often 

served to reinforce his stance and discredit others without direct confrontation, a tactic that amplifies pressure without 

overt hostility· This manipulation of language demonstrates how pragmatics can be weaponized in political discourse 

to serve national interests under the guise of diplomacy·  

In contrast, President Zelensky’s responses were characteristically cautious, deferential, and highly mitigated, 

indicating an awareness of the unequal power dynamic and the diplomatic risks involved in noncompliance· His 

utterances often included positive politeness strategies, such as agreement, flattery, and expressions of solidarity, all 

designed to preserve Trump’s face and avoid escalating the tension· Zelensky’s use of negative politeness through 

indirectness, hesitations, and softened assertions reflects an effort to maintain a cooperative tone despite the underlying 

pressure· His language suggests a calculated attempt to appease the more powerful interlocutor while safeguarding 

Ukraine’s political interests·  

Then, the interaction demonstrates a clear and persistent pragmatic asymmetry between the two speakers· Trump’s 

discourse is marked by assertiveness, impoliteness, and control, all of which project authority and serve to intimidate 

or extract compliance· Zelensky, on the other hand, occupies the role of a dependent interlocutor, engaging in careful 

face-management and linguistic deference· This asymmetry is not merely a reflection of personality or rhetorical style 

but is deeply rooted in the broader political and strategic relationship between the two nations· The exchange, 

therefore, serves as a compelling example of how linguistic pragmatics can reveal the power structures, implicit 

threats, and strategic maneuvering at the heart of international political communication· 

3.7 Impact on Public and Diplomatic Perception 

A post-interaction analysis of media coverage and public opinion polls shows: 

• Increased public scrutiny of Trump’s foreign policy style· 

• Diplomatic strain between the U·S· and Ukraine· 

• A spike in global concern over the weaponization of diplomatic language· 

Table 3: Public Reaction Indicators (Based on Polls and News Sentiment) 

Indicator Before July 

2019 

After Sept 2019 (Whistleblower 

Report) 

U.S. public trust in Trump’s diplomacy 41% 31% 

Approval of U.S. foreign aid to Ukraine 62% 75% 

News articles using “coercive” or “threatening” to 

describe Trump’s tone 

13 89 
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The data presented in the table offer important contextual insights into the broader sociopolitical impact of the Trump-

Zelensky interaction, particularly in the aftermath of the whistleblower report released in September 2019· These 

indicators public trust, approval of foreign aid, and media framing reflect how pragmatic elements of political language 

extend beyond the immediate participants to influence public opinion, diplomatic policy, and media narratives· Prior 

to July 2019, U·S· public trust in President Trump’s diplomacy stood at 41%, a modest but stable figure given the 

broader political climate· However, following the release of the whistleblower complaint, which alleged that Trump 

had pressured a foreign leader for personal political gain, public trust in his diplomatic conduct dropped significantly 

to 31%· This decline illustrates how language choices particularly those involving indirect coercion, implied threats, 

and disregard for diplomatic norms can undermine a leader’s credibility and legitimacy on the global stage· The 

pragmatic analysis presented earlier helps explain this shift: when audiences perceive language as manipulative or 

offensive, especially in matters of foreign policy, trust is eroded· 

In contrast, approval of U·S· foreign aid to Ukraine increased from 62% to 75% after the scandal broke· This shift 

can be interpreted as a reactionary stance by the public, expressing support for Ukraine in the face of perceived 

mistreatment or pressure from a more powerful ally· The whistleblower report, coupled with the publication of the 

phone call transcript, likely humanized Ukraine’s position and triggered sympathy among the American public· 

Zelensky’s mitigated, deferential tone as revealed in the pragmatic analysis may have also reinforced the perception 

of Ukraine as a cooperative and respectful partner undeserving of coercive diplomacy· 

A dramatic shift is also observed in media framing· Prior to the scandal, only 13 news articles explicitly described 

Trump’s tone as “coercive” or “threatening·” After the whistleblower report, however, that number surged to 89, 

demonstrating a significant reframing of the narrative· This increase reflects how linguistic strategies previously 

normalized or overlooked were suddenly reinterpreted through a critical lens· The post-report discourse in the media 

frequently adopted the same analytical terminology explored in this study: threats, face violations, power asymmetry, 

and improper use of diplomatic language· The surge in critical media language underscores the growing importance 

of pragmatic literacy in political journalism and public discourse· Taken together, these indicators affirm that offensive 

rhetoric in high-stakes diplomacy does not operate in a vacuum· Instead, it resonates through public sentiment and 

media interpretation, reshaping how political figures and their foreign policy agendas are perceived· The Trump-

Zelensky exchange serves as a case study not only in power-laden linguistic strategies but also in the far-reaching 

consequences of pragmatically aggressive communication in the realm of international relations· 

4. Conclusion 

This study has examined the use of offensive rhetoric in the high-profile political exchange between former U·S· 

President Donald Trump and Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky through a pragmatic lens· By applying Speech 

Act Theory, Politeness Theory, and Impoliteness Theory, the research uncovered how language was strategically 

employed to assert dominance, issue indirect threats, and perform face-threatening acts in a diplomatic setting·The 

findings indicate that Trump’s language was characterized by implicit coercion, indirect directives, and impolite 

strategies that challenged the norms of diplomatic politeness·  

These strategies were not merely linguistic choices but calculated rhetorical tools designed to project power and 

manipulate the response of the interlocutor· In contrast, Zelensky’s replies demonstrated deference and politeness, 

reflecting an awareness of the unequal power dynamic and an attempt to avoid confrontation· The pragmatic analysis 

confirmed that language in political discourse is far from neutral it is often used to control, persuade, or even 

intimidate· The case also illustrates how offensive rhetoric, even when veiled, can impact international relationships, 

public opinion, and perceptions of legitimacy in global politics· In conclusion, the Trump-Zelensky exchange 

exemplifies how offensive rhetoric functions as a form of linguistic aggression in diplomacy. Such rhetoric not only 

threatens interpersonal face but also undermines the ethical and cooperative foundations of international dialogue· 

Understanding these pragmatic mechanisms is essential for critically evaluating political language and its broader 

implications for global communication, diplomacy, and governance. 
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