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POLITICAL CORRECTNESS IN POLITICAL DISCOURSE:
THEORY OF IDEOLOGICAL ASPECT

CTaTTA Ma€e Ha Memi BUCBITAIUTU iLEONOTIYHUI acneKT GYHKLIOHYBAHHA NOAITKOPEKTHOI NEKCUKM B
Cy4acHOMY MOAITUYHOMY AMCKypcCi. Peanisayia noctaBneHoi meT BMMarasia BUpPIWWEHHA TaKMX 3aBAaHb:
1) pO3LWMPUTN HAYKOBI YABMEHHA NPO TPAKTYBAHHSA NIHIBICTUYMHOrO GpeHOMEHY MONITUYHOI KOPEKTHOCTI AK
COLiOKYNbTYPHOI Ta MOBHO-NOBEAIHKOBOI ife0n0rii B MONITMYHOMY AWCKYPCi; 2) HAa OCHOBI BBeAEHHA MNo-
HATTA «igeonorema» po3rnaHyTU Knacudikauito NONITKOPEKTHUX NEKCUYHUX OAMHULb, LLO BXKMUBAKOTHCA B
NONITUYHOMY AUCKYPCi CbOTOAEHHA.

Y pocnia)KeHHi BUKOPUCTAHO 3arasibHOHayKoBi Memoou (aHanis, ysaranbHeHHs, cucTemaTM3alin
HayKOBOI NiTepaTypu 3 Npobaemu, WO PO3rNaAaeTbca) Ta cneuiabHi NiHMBICTUYHI meToan (meTon, Anc-
TPUOYTUBHOTO aHani3y — ANA BUAINEHHA OCHOBHUX CEMAHTUYHUX PYN NONITKOPEKTHOI NEKCUKU; eneMeH-
TW KOMMOHEHTHOrO aHanisy — A1A BUABNEHHA KOMMOHEHTIB 3HAaYeHHA MONITKOPEKTHOI IEKCUKU; MEeTOL,
NHrBOCTU/IICTUYHOrO aHanisy — AN BUBYEHHA PYHKLiIOHANbHUX OCOBAMBOCTEN NONITKOPEKTHOI IEKCUKM
Ha i4eonoriyHin ocHOBI).

3a3HayeHo, Wo peHOMEH MONITKOPEKTHOCTI MOXKHA PO3rAAL4ATU K CYKYMHICTb NiHIBICTUMHUX Ta AMC-
KYPCMBHUX KOMMOHEHTIB OpraHi3aLii iAe0N0riyHoro XuTTa cydacHoro cycninbcrea. BiH 3aaTHui 3abesne-
YUTM CTBOPEHHA CUCTEMM LLiHHOCTEN, CBITOrNAALY i B LiloMy Nepenbayae KOHCTPYOBAHHA peanbHoCTI. Lle
TaKOX CNPUAE NOLUIMPEHHIO Ta HaB A3yBAHHIO CYCNINbCTBY AiyMKM 3 TOFO UM iHLLIOTO NUTAHHA, HaNpuUKaag, y
MeXKax NoNITUYHOro AUCKYpPCY.

BrnoKpemneHo ABi OCHOBHI rpynu MONITKOPEKTHOI NEKCUKM, AKI BUKOHYIKOTb AKICHO pIi3Hi poni:
1) NONITKOPEKTHA IEKCMKA, LLLO BK/IHOYAE 3arasibHONPUIAHATHI Ha3BM COLLIOKYIbTYPHUX ABULL,; 2) MONITKOPEKTHI
ineonoremu, fAKi cnyryiotb ana GopmyBaHHA NOJIITKOPEKTHOrO CBiTOrNAZy. laeonoremun AK pesynbtaT
B3aEMOZiT MOBM Ta ifeonorii cayrytoTb oNTMMasbHUMM 3acobamm yTBEPAXKEHHA NAHIBHOIO CBITOrNAAY B Til
YW iHWIM KpaTHi, BNAIMBaOTbL Ha TPAHCHOPMALLitO BXKe iCHYHYOro NoNITUYHOrO CBITOrNAAY aApecaTa, ABHO Y
NPUXOBAHO Penpe3eHTYTb OCHOBHI ieMHO-LHHICHI YCTaHOBKM cycninbcTBa. HaronoweHo, Wo noAiTM4HO
KOPEKTHI iZeonoremm BCTAaHOB/OKTb CTAaHAAPTU OLLIHKM PISHOPIAHMX COLIOKYAbTYPHUX ABUL,. CTBEpaKe-
HO, WO ifleosIorema € xapakTepHUM eNeMeHTOM r106anbHOro NONITUYHOTO KOHTEKCTY, OCKIZIbKM CTOCYETHCA
nesHOI enoxu. ALeKBaTHe PO3YMiHHA ifLe0sioremMr MOXKAMBE NiMle B KOHTEKCTI BiANOBIAHOI igeonorii Ta
KOHTEKCTi MeBHOro iCTOPUYHOrOo nepioay.

Knwouosi cnosa: akcionoeiyHuli acnekm, ideosnozema, i0eosn02id, MOAIMKOPEKMHA /EKCUKA,
MoAiMmu4Ha KOMyHiKayis, noaimuyHul ouckypc.
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Today, research into the process of communication between participants in political ac-

tivity is of great linguistic interest, which is associated with the challenges of modern so-
ciety regarding the peculiarities of thinking of certain social groups and individuals, the charac-
teristics of national cultures, and unstable sociocultural events in different countries throughout
the world. And under these conditions, political discourse, oriented towards serving the sphere
of political communication, is a complex system of signs. Their semantics reflects the reality of
the political world, interpreted by a given society [Fairclough, Wodak, 1997]. Political discourse
serves simultaneously as the creator and relay of the semantic structures of society — its values,
different ideas, opinions, and concepts. It is a political discourse that essentially expresses the
entire complex of relationships between an individual and society, and thus, this phenomenon is
functionally aimed at forming in recipients a certain fragment of a worldview.

Furthermore, modern political discourse acts as an influential resource of power through
which any state and various public institutions represent, legitimize, construct and promote cer-
tain images of reality, and identify positions of social subjects in society [Newman, 2004]. In gen-
eral, political discourse is viewed as meaning and action, correlated with reality, and also as an
essential “link”, subjectively correlated with a certain group or groups of people.

The challenges of the political situation in the world have transformed political discourse
into a subject for extensive interdisciplinary research. Namely, it has been studied by P. Bayley
and D.R. Miller [1993], N. Chomsky [2004], A. Davis [1994]; N. Fairclough and R. Wodak [1997], M.
Foucault [1995; 2000], J. Gastil [1992], R.T. Lakoff [1990], F. Randour, J. Perrez and M. Reuchamps
[2020], R. Szymula [2018], T.A. Van Dijk [2004], R. Wodak [1989] and others. As S. Fedorenko
and O. Bezkletna note, “the study of political discourse in terms of linguistics makes it possible
to understand which political system is behind this discourse. Linguistic analysis also makes
it possible to increase the effectiveness of political practice, to deepen the impact of political
speeches on people’s ways of thinking. Political discourse itself is aimed at future contexts (while
literary one refers to the past, and the mass media — to the present), which are rather favorable:
they are difficult to deny, and impossible to verify at present” [Fedorenko, Bezkletna, 2022,
p. 359].

Additionally, the growing scholarly interest in political discourse can be considered a social
request, aimed at studying not only the specifics of political thought and activities, but also those
linguistic and rhetoric means that politicians exploit to affect and change public opinion [Elder,
Cobb, 1983; Graber, 1981; Hahn, 1998; Klein, 1998]. And although the vocabulary used in polit-
ical discourse, in connection with active changes in social and political life, has been the object
of attention of many researchers, a number of issues still raise doubts and are the subject of de-
bate. In particular, this relates to politically correct language and its typology, which still provides
grounds for studying.

Consequently, the topicality of the study is substantiated, on the one hand, by the growing
interest of researchers in modern political discourse, which is deeply ideological by its nature,
and, on the other hand, by the insufficient knowledge and complexity of the typology of its
politically correct language, depending on certain ideologies.

I ntroduction

Aims and objectives

The article aims to highlight the ideological aspect of functioning politically correct
vocabulary in today’s political discourse. Realization of the set goal requires solving the following
objectives: 1) to expand scholarly ideas about the interpretation of the linguistic phenomenon
of political correctness as sociocultural and linguistic-behavioral ideology in political discourse;
2) based on the introduction of the concept “ideologeme”, to consider the classification of
politically correct lexical units, used in political discourse.

Methodology

The study employs general scientific methods (analysis, generalization, systematization of
scholarly literature on the issue under consideration), and special linguistic methods (method
of distributional analysis, used to highlight the main semantic groups of politically correct
vocabulary; elements of the component analysis, necessary to identify components of the
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meaning of politically correct vocabulary; method of linguostylistic analysis, used to study the
functional features of politically correct vocabulary based on ideology).

Literature overview

Today, there is no consensus on what definition the term “political correctness” should
have, just as it is difficult to determine the exact time of its origin. According to R. Longley, the
term “politically correct” was first used in 1793 in the U.S. Supreme Court in its decision con-
cerning the case on the rights of state citizens. In the 1920s, it was exploited in political de-
bates between the U.S. communists and socialists regarding the newly formed Soviet Union’s
Communist Party code of beliefs, which American socialists found to be “correct”. And in the late
1970s and early 1980s the U.S. moderate-to-liberal politicians employed the term “politically
correct” sarcastically to indicate the position of extreme left liberals on certain issues that mod-
erates consider frivolous or of little importance for their purposes. In the early 1990s, conserva-
tives began using the term “political correctness” in a derogatory manner, criticizing the teaching
and promotion of what they considered left-liberal ideology “out of control” in American higher
education institutions and the liberal media [Longley, 2021].

In turn, W. Safire believes that the prerequisite for the emergence of the term “political
correctness” was the expression “correct thinking”, which was used by Mao Zedong, a Chinese
statesman of the 20th century [Safire, 1993, p. 590].

The term “political correctness” itself is a phenomenon, the study of which cannot be based
only on a one-sided approach, since the factors that influenced its development were, for ex-
ample, political, social, and cultural in nature. Linguists and political scientists are attracted by
the phenomenon of political correctness due to its multifaceted and complex nature. Initially,
political correctness was introduced to ensure successful communication, which required the
selection of special linguistic means in a specific speech situation [Phumsiri, Tangkiengsirisin,
2018, p. 447]. The ideologists of political correctness argue that it is associated with the desire
to respect the feelings and dignity of people and is aimed at respecting their rights in all spheres
of life, including language. Lexical units that discriminate against people in one way or another
have to be replaced, in accordance with the requirements of political correctness [Phumsiri,
Tangkiengsirisin, 2018].

Political correctness correlates with politeness, in contrast to which it implies a change in
the optics of the view, offering a different, alternative vision of reality [Brown, Levinson, 1987].
It also correlates with tolerance, however, at the same time, its main task is to consolidate
in the human mind a tolerant attitude only towards those whom the ideologists of political
correctness consider “theirs”. Within the phenomenon of political correctness, tolerance
presupposes an attitude towards another person as an equally worthy person and expresses
the conscious suppression of feelings of rejection caused by everything that signifies something
different in another (appearance, manner of speech, tastes, lifestyle, beliefs, sexual orientation,
etc.). Tolerance presupposes a disposition towards understanding and dialogue with others,
recognition and respect for their right to be different [Allport, 1954]. Being to a certain extent
correlated with this concept, political correctness, however, is fundamentally different from
it. Political correctness, unlike tolerance, does not promote a tolerant attitude towards any
other person. Political correctness sets as its main task the consolidation in the human mind of
a tolerant attitude only towards those whom the ideologists of political correctness consider
“their own”.

The term “tolerance” is subordinate to political correctness. It is confirmed by Eco [2002],
who, pointing out the negative aspects of political correctness, has emphasized that political
correctness intends to inculcate tolerance and recognition of any otherness, religious, racial and
sexual, and in all then it becomes a new form of fundamentalism, which canonizes the language
of everyday communication to the degree of ritual.

Based on the analysis of scholarly literature, we can assert that the phenomenon of
political correctness has been viewed by many researchers (E. Andrews [1996], P. Brown and
S.C. Levinson [1987], A. Davis [1994], F. Ellis [2002], N. Fairclough [2003], R.W. Holder [2003], J.
IzavCuk [2013], E. Knowles and J. Elliott [1997], T. Lylo [2017], N. Phumsiri and S. Tangkiengsirisin
[2018], J.K. Wilson [1995]) as the “correct” version of vocabulary, which eliminates or minimizes

141



ISSN 2523-4463 (print) ALFRED NOBEL UNIVERSITY JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY
ISSN 2523-4749 (online) 2023. Ne 2 (26/2)

discrimination against social groups that are disadvantaged in this or that way. This makes
the language of political correctness a special political language, which, due to its linguistic
characteristics, stands apart from the majority of existing “political dialects” created by various
political forces.

The European Union has declared its values to be respect for human dignity, freedom,
democracy, equality, the rule of law and respect for human rights, including the rights of persons
belonging to minorities. These values, according to the adopted treaty, are common to the
totality of member states, which recognize as basic values such as pluralism, non-discrimination,
tolerance, justice, solidarity and equality between women and men [European Union, 2010].
It should be emphasized that one of such values is political correctness, which emphasizes
intolerance of discrimination against minorities.

Holder characterizes political correctness, inherent in modern Western political culture, as
a relative phenomenon and “behavioral or linguistic submission to views that are considered an
immutable truth” [Holder, 2003, p. 306]. The author points out that political correctness can turn
into fascism if it goes beyond the bounds of reason. He points out the difficulty of determining
what is correct and notes that it all depends on the rule makers [Holder, 2003]. A similar idea can
be traced in the Oxford Dictionary of New Wordsand [Knowles, Elliott, 1997] and the Random
House Webster’s Dictionary [Flexner, Hauck, 1993]. Its authors of the former emphasize that the
goal of political correctness is to avoid discriminatory, offensive language or behavior [Knowles,
Elliott, 1997]. This phenomenon is defined in the Oxford Dictionary of New Words as submission
to liberal or radical beliefs regarding social issues, characterized by the promotion of accepted
ideas and the rejection of language and behavior that is considered discriminatory or offensive
[Knowles, Elliott, 1997].

However, the phenomenon of political correctness cannot be narrowed only to the concept
of a ban oninfringing on the dignity of representatives of certain minorities. It seems that political
correctness in political discourse concerns all those areas where the interests of different groups
of society collide on the issue of what is considered true or false, and who is considered “friend”
or “stranger”. In other words, political correctness is the binary oppositions “friend/foe”, “true/
false”.

Admittedly, the areas of application of political correctness are rather diverse. And the
problem of classification of the linguistic phenomenon under study lies mainly in distinguishing
groups of politically correct lexis according to these areas, depending on semantic fields (races
and ethnic groups, religious denominations, issues on gender, sexual orientation, age, class
segregation, etc.) [Izavcuk, 2013; Phumsiri, Tangkiengsirisin, 2018].

The trend towards political correctness is obviously becoming pervasive, drawing into this
new “politically correct” space a variety of social categories that require the use of more accept-
able and non-oppressive language. All this, of course, has a great influence both on the culture
and behavioral models in society, and on the development of the political language as a cer-
tain ideological tool, which always serves as a “mirror” of those social events that take place in
the society at a certain historic stage, while acting as a certain ideological tool [Zinken, 2003].
In this regard, the findings of Polish philosopher A. Kolakowska are of certain academic inter-
est. She highlights the main characteristics of political correctness as an ideology. She comes to
the conclusion that political correctness is: an ideology hostile to culture; dogmatic, although
proclaiming tolerance; totalitarian, because it strives to subordinate thinking in all areas of life
to its demands; based on abstract principles that override common sense; dividing society into
groups with their own, separate interests [Kolakowska, 2012]. Political correctness deals with a
situation in society where implicit rules of decency direct the ways of behavior in intercultural
interactions, that is, interactions between people of different races, genders, religions, and oth-
er potentially charged groups of social identity [Ely, Meyerson, Davidson, 2006, p. 1], based on
certain ideologies.

Given the aforementioned, it can be observed that today, politically correct language as
one of the requirements in political discourse serves as a tool of social manipulation and ideolo-
gization in society. And from the above-mentioned literature review we can draw the conclusion
that, although there are many studies on linguistic aspects of politically correct lexis, the ideolog-
ical manifestation of this type of lexis is still little researched.
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Results and discussions

According to the most popular classification of politically correct lexical units based on se-
mantic fields, all these words are subdivided into racial, gender, social and commercial political
correctness [lzav€uk, 2013; Phumsiri, Tangkiengsirisin, 2018]. Racial political correctness aims
to eliminate racial discrimination and discrimination based on nationality. Gender-neutral and
gender-marked lexical units belong to gender political correctness. Social political correctness
euphemizes social and everyday phenomena, as well as the physical and mental qualities of a
person. Commercial politically correct lexical units mostly fulfil an elevative function, i.e., they
illuminate everything from a positive point of view and hyperbolize low or average standards.

Admittedly, the structure of the language of political correctness is not as homogeneous
as it is commonly believed. Taking into account previous studies on political correctness (e.g.,
[Ellis, 2002; 1zav€uk, 2013; Lukhanina, 2020; Phumsiri, Tangkiengsirisin, 2018]), we distinguish
two broad layers of politically correct vocabulary that perform qualitatively different functions.
They are as follows:

1) politically correct vocabulary, which includes the “acceptable” names of sociocultural
phenomena. This layer of politically correct vocabulary has been studied according to semantic
fields (races and ethnic groups, religious denominations, issues on gender, sexual orientation,
age, class segregation, etc.) in great detail;

2) politically correct ideologemes that are used to directly form a politically correct
worldview. This lexical group captures the basic values of political correctness, as well as the
“evil” that is opposed to these values because it does not correspond to them. In this case, “the
ideologeme is described as the key and communicative unit of social and political discourse,
as a means of ideological and political influence on sociocultural activities of the public and as
a uniting factor of society around the category of the public good. ... “Ideologemes also play
the role of a substitute for historical facts that are disadvantageous from the point of view of
ideological interpretations of a reality” [Lylo, 2017, p. 18].

The difference between the latter layer of politically correct vocabulary and the former one
is that the latter one sets and reinforces attitudes and principles, and the former layer presup-
poses the semantic principle of breaking politically correct vocabulary down into corresponding
groups. Let us consider the latter of the above-mentioned groups of politically correct vocabulary.

Ideologemes, being a reflection of linguistic and communication factors, are studied from
the position of influence on society and its life activity. They are responsible for the formation and
reshaping of meanings, and also act as “representatives”, “carriers” of meaning. Ideologemes are
considered as tools for identifying social processes and expressing ideology in language. Accord-
ingto T. Lylo, the key functions of ideologemes as “the smallest intelligible units of the essentially
antagonistic collective discourse of the social classes” [Jameson, 2002, p. 61] are as follows:

1) “the language presentation of ideology or ideological concepts and, consequently,
ideologization of public consciousness”;

2) “stabilisation and consolidation of the ideological priorities of society”;

3) serving as “a mediator between ideology and the attitude towards ideology” [Lylo,
2017, p. 18].

Political correctness as a discursive cultural and behavioral category contains an ideological
and behavioral attitude to overcome social conflicts and contradictions, which is implemented
through language. The definition states that political correctness includes a set of normative
attitudes. Therefore, political correctness assumes the same mechanisms of action for the
implementation of these attitudes, which are also characteristic of ideology [Nekhaienko,
2018, p. 86].

J.D. Margulies [2018], referring to the findings of Louis Althusser, considers ideology as
a representation of the imaginary attitude of people to their real conditions of existence. In
other words, it is an imaginary worldview, a system of illusions about this world. Ideology exists
materially, it is always embodied in specific sociocultural practices and corresponding language
as well.

Regarding the concept of idiologeme in terms of politically correct language, its main
function is not so much to categorize reality (i.e., to identify a special group of phenomena), but
to express evaluation and, more broadly, to affirm values.
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In the most general ontological sense, value is a universal multidisciplinary concept that
has sociocultural significance in defining objects and phenomena. And this general concept of
value has a close connection with the ideologeme, which, due to its nature, is characterized by
increased axiology. As values are interpreted as culturally generated invariants of social life in
all its diversity; they systematize the environment of human life in the temporal aspect (from
past to present and future) and in the axiological aspect, allowing a person to navigate through
accepted evaluation criteria, through a system of norms and methods of social recognition.
social space, justify meanings. In addition, both ideologeme and value are socially mediated
and perform an important function in different spheres of society. In addition to the social and
axiological aspects, the concepts of value and ideologeme are similar in that both of them can
be attributed to the mental sphere. It is a well-known fact that values allow people to construct
their own reality, to build a system of value relations in society. Likewise, ideologemes, being
mental constructs, contribute to modeling the way of life in general, and most importantly, the
way of people’s thinking.

All of the above-mentioned aspects (social, axiological, cognitive) make it possible to build a
symbolic triad: value —ideologeme —ideology — in which the last one can act as a generic concept
in relation to the first two. T.A. Van Dijk emphasizes evaluativeness as an essential feature of
ideology. According to the scholar: “ideologies are systems of social cognition that are essentially
evaluative: they provide the basis for judgements about what is good or bad, right or wrong, and
thus also provide basic guidelines for social perception and interaction” [van Dijk, 1995, p. 248].
It indicates that the values constituting the ideology of a particular social group may be universal,
but in each specific ideology, members of the social group will make their own choice in favor
of certain values that will be built into a hierarchical system, meeting the goals and demands of
the social group. At its core, for example, the ideologeme “democratic values” in modern me-
dia belongs to the category of basic ontological ideologemes that have their own specific ethno-
specific content. The use of the ideologeme “democratic values”, which is mainly distinguished
by its positive connotation, emphasizes its axiological status. Therefore, it can be argued that
today, Americans, as pioneers and bearers of the ideas of democratic ideology, are ready to
defend, defend and promote their values. However, despite its universal nature, the ideologeme
“democratic values” is bipolar, that is, the perception of the democratic values of civilization by
different social and ethnic groups is located at opposite poles on the assessment scale. Thus,
representatives of other countries (not the United States) often demonstrate a negative attitude
towards American democratic intervention, which is expressed in different ways, from sound
scepticism to hostile and belligerent sentiments.

Categorization in this context also takes place, but it is pushed to the periphery. In general,
politically correct language is characterized by a predominance of evaluation over information
content [Lylo, 2017]. This is due to the fact that ideologeme is primarily a means of influence and
manipulation. Since political discourse is characterized by the intention to persuade people and
direct their actions in the desired direction, the predominance of evaluativeness contributes to
achieving this goal.

The function of an ideologeme is not only to categorize reality, but also to express
an assessment of a certain phenomenon. For example, the term political correctness is an
ideologeme in itself, being part of the lexical field “political correctness”, while correctness
prevails over information content. The ideologemes themselves not only form the lexical field,
but also serve as a theoretical basis for the ideas of political correctness. Today, the substantive
principles of political correctness include the ideas of tolerance and multiculturalism. These
phenomena are aimed at preventing discrimination and manifestations of intolerance (zero
tolerance policy) [Lukhanina, 2020].

An interesting example of an ideologeme, thanks to the U.S. media, is the phrase “deep
state”. On February 16, 2017, an analytical article entitled “As Leaks Multiply, Fears of a “Deep
State” in America” [Taub, Fisher, 2017] appeared on the pages of the leading U.S. newspaper
“The New York Times”. Almost for the first time, the term “deep state” appeared in the headline
of a central newspaper in relation to the specifics of government in the United States. Previously,
leading publications had not written so openly about parallel secret structures that actually
govern the state without any control from society. Then supporters of Donald Trump began to
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use the term “deep state” to refer to intelligence and executive branch officials and officials who
make policy through leaks to various media outlets. Suspicions of attempts at manipulation es-
pecially intensified after information was leaked from government officials to the Washington
Post and the New York Times.And today this trend can be widely seen in the American media [Ja-
cobsen, 2021].

Given the above, it can be noted that ideologemes have a “mass character”, that is, they are
perceived by an equally large group of people, representatives of the same nationality, residents
of the same country, people sharing the same political views. An ideologeme is “limited” in time
since the understanding and perception of a particular ideologeme can change dramatically over
time.

Political correctness as an ideology offers a polar view on social life, highlighting in it “good”
(“right”) and “evil” (“bad”). Consequently, at the most abstract level, we have concepts that
define the basic values of political correctness, as well as their “antipodes,” i.e., undesirable,
unacceptable phenomena and attitudes that must be eradicated from social life (e.g., tolerant /
intolerant, inclusive / exclusive). In general, it can be presented as a “good — evil” model of social
life, which works and effectively serves the ideology of political correctness.

As an example, let us turn to the notion “inclusive”. Its essence suggests that, firstly, “an
inclusive group or organization tries to include many different types of people and treat them
all fairly and equally” [Woodford, 2013]; and secondly, an individual should not exclude various
social and cultural phenomena as “alien”, but, on the contrary, strive to accept them as “one’s
own”. In particular, the idea of inclusive educational curricula is that, firstly, they present the
achievements of other cultures (this avoids asserting the dominance of one culture), and second-
ly, the student is ideally provided with diverse information that is devoid of e evaluation.

The ideologemes form the core of the linguistic representation of the ideology of political
correctness. The worldview will remain incomplete if we do not take into account the lexical
units that name the varieties of “evil”. This layer includes, for example, names of types of
discrimination formed using the suffix -ism:

- ableism (policies, behaviours, rules, etc. That results in unfair or harmful treatment of
disabled people (= people who have an illness, injury, or condition that makes it difficult for them
to do things that most other people can do) and in a continued unfair advantage to people who
are not disabled);

- sexism (actions based on) the belief that the members of one sex are less intelligent,
able, skilful, etc. than the members of the other sex, especially that women are less able than
men);

- ageism (unfair treatment of people because of their age);

- lookism (prejudice or discrimination based on physical appearance and especially
physical appearance believed to fall short of societal notions of beauty);

- cakeism (the wish to have or do two good things at the same time when this isimpossible);

- elitism (the belief that some things are only for a few people who have special qualities
or abilities);

- classism (unfair treatment of or negative opinions about someone based on their social
class (= economic and social position), especially because they are thought to be from a low
social class) [Woodford, 2013].

It is also worth pointing out that the aforementioned word-formation model in itself does
not impose evaluations. In particular, in the English language, there is the term multiculturalism,
which, from the point of view of the ideology of political correctness, affirms positive values. In
the same manner, compound nouns with the -phobia part should be mentioned, e.g.:

- xenophobia (extreme dislike or fear of foreigners, their customs, their religions, etc.);

- homophobia (harmful or unfair things a person does based on fear or dislike of gay
people or queer people (= people who do not fit a society’s traditional ideas about gender or
sexuality);

- glossophobia (fear of public speaking (= speaking to a group of people) [Woodford,
2013].

In addition, the ideologeme “bias’ is used to denote bias and discrimination (gender bias,
biased judgment, biased opinion). Along with this ideologeme, the term “sensitivity” is exploited
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(cultural sensitivity — understanding the characteristics of other cultures, sensitivity rules — rules
for combating discrimination) [Lukhanina, 2020].

Finally, a similar function is performed by compound words with the -free component,
which indicate freedom from certain prejudices, e.g.:

- guilt-free (allowing you to enjoy something without feeling unhappy that you are doing
something bad);

- penalty-free (used in financial arrangements to describe something that has no cost or
other disadvantage);

- gluten-free (containing no gluten (= a protein contained in wheat and some other
grains) [Woodford, 2013]. The semantic model underlying these complex words presupposes a
statement “from the opposite”: they indicate the type of “evil” from which a particular subject
is free. The negative component in this case is denied, although it is contained in the semantics
of the word.

Conclusions

The study concludes that the phenomenon of political correctness can be considered as a
set of linguistic and discursive components of the organization of the ideological life of modern
society. It is able to ensure the creation of a system of values, the worldview, and in general, it
involves the construction of reality. It also contributes to the dissemination and imposition of an
opinion on one or another issue in society, mostly within the framework of political discourse.
Political correctness deals with a situation in society where implicit rules of decency direct the
ways of behavior in interactions between people of different races, genders, religions, and oth-
er potentially charged groups. It seems that political correctness in political discourse concerns
all those areas where the interests of different groups of society collide on the issue of what is
considered true or false, and who is considered “friend” or “stranger”.

Political correctness as an ideology offers a polar view on social life, highlighting in it “good”
(“right”) and “evil” (“bad”). Consequently, at the most abstract level, there are concepts that
define the basic values of political correctness, as well as their “antipodes,” i.e., undesirable,
unacceptable phenomena and attitudes that must be eradicated from social life (e.g., tolerant /
intolerant, inclusive / exclusive). In general, it can be presented as a “good — evil” model of social
life, which works and effectively serves the ideology of political correctness.

Admittedly, the structure of the language of political correctness is not as homogeneous as
it is commonly believed. Two broad layers of politically correct lexis that perform qualitatively
different roles are considered: politically correct vocabulary, which includes the “acceptable”
names of sociocultural phenomena, and politically correct ideologemes that are used to directly
form a politically correct worldview. Ideologemes, as a result of the interaction of language and
ideology, represent the optimal means for establishing the dominant worldview in the country,
influence the transformation of the addressee’s already existing political worldview, explicitly
or implicitly represent the basic ideological and value attitudes of a society. If politically correct
vocabulary itself is an example of the “acceptable” language concerning different matters of
life, then the ideologemes of political correctness set standards for assessing heterogeneous so-
ciocultural phenomena. In turn, the attitudes and principles embedded in the ideologemes are
implemented in the creation of politically correct vocabulary.

Thus, ideologemes form the core of the linguistic representation of the ideology of political
correctness. Their most common word-formation models involve exploiting the suffix -ism, the
-free and -phobia components, the words “bias” and “sensitivity”.

It can be argued that the ideologeme is a characteristic element of the global political
context, since it is a kind of reference to a particular era, its meaning is detached from the direct
meanings of the lexical units that make it up. An adequate understanding of the ideologeme is
possible only in the context of the corresponding ideology and the context of a certain period of
history.

This article provides the scope for further study within the framework of the corpus-based
analysis of politically correct ideologemes in political discourse. As corpus research is of partic-
ular importance in linguistics, since corpus data often allows resolving issues of the validity of a
theory, and also makes it possible to obtain new scientific data.
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The article aims to highlight the ideological aspect of functioning politically correct vocabulary in
today’s political discourse. Realization of the set goal requires solving the following objectives: 1) to expand
scholarly ideas about the interpretation of the linguistic phenomenon of political correctness as sociocul-
tural and linguistic-behavioral ideology in political discourse; 2) based on the introduction of the concept
“ideologeme”, to consider the classification of politically correct lexical units, used in political discourse.

The study employs general scientific methods (analysis, generalization, systematization of scholar-
ly literature on the issue under consideration), and special linguistic methods (method of distributional
analysis, used to highlight the main semantic groups of politically correct vocabulary; elements of the
component analysis, necessary to identify components of the meaning of politically correct vocabulary;
method of linguostylistic analysis, used to study the functional features of politically correct vocabulary
based on ideology).

The study emphesizes that the phenomenon of political correctness can be considered as a set of lin-
guistic and discursive components of the organization of the ideological life of modern society. It is able to
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ensure the creation of a system of values, the worldview, and in general, it involves the construction of re-
ality. It also contributes to the dissemination and imposition of an opinion on one or another issue in so-
ciety, mostly within the framework of political discourse. Political correctness deals with a situation in so-
ciety where implicit rules of decency direct the ways of behavior in interactions between people of differ-
ent races, genders, religions, and other potentially charged groups. It seems that political correctness in
political discourse concerns all those areas where the interests of different groups of society collide on the
issue of what is considered true or false, and who is considered “friend” or “stranger”.

Political correctness as an ideology offers a polar view on social life, highlighting in it “good” (“right”)
and “evil” (“bad”). Consequently, at the most abstract level, there are concepts that define the basic
values of political correctness, as well as their “antipodes,” i.e., undesirable, unacceptable phenomena
and attitudes that must be eradicated from social life (e.g., tolerant / intolerant, inclusive / exclusive). In
general, it can be presented as a “good — evil” model of social life, which works and effectively serves the
ideology of political correctness.

Admittedly, the structure of the language of political correctness is not as homogeneous as it is
commonly believed. Two broad layers of politically correct lexis that perform qualitatively different roles
are considered: politically correct vocabulary, which includes the “acceptable” names of sociocultural
phenomena, and politically correct ideologemes that are used to directly form a politically correct
worldview. Ideologemes, as a result of the interaction of language and ideology, represent the optimal
means for establishing the dominant worldview in the country, influence the transformation of the
addressee’s already existing political worldview, explicitly or implicitly represent the basic ideological
and value attitudes of a society. If politically correct vocabulary itself is an example of the “acceptable”
language concerning different matters of life, then the ideologemes of political correctness set standards
for assessing heterogeneous sociocultural phenomena. In turn, the attitudes and principles embedded in
the ideologemes are implemented in the creation of politically correct vocabulary.

Thus, ideologemes form the core of the linguistic representation of the ideology of political correct-
ness. Their most common word-formation models involve exploiting the suffix -ism, the -free and -phobia
components, the words “bias” and “sensitivity”.

It can be argued that the ideologeme is a characteristic element of the global political context, since
it is a kind of reference to a particular era, its meaning is detached from the direct meanings of the lexical
units that make it up. An adequate understanding of the ideologeme is possible only in the context of the
corresponding ideology and the context of a certain period of history.
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