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ABSTRACT

Political discourse is one of the most interpretable aspects and is
understood as a battleground where power transitions are marked and
conflicts are held among the major players. The social sciences have
mainly looked into this aspect through power relations and ideology.
Resistance studies would then track either outright resistance or group
actions. The current paper presents the argument that political discourse,
among others, is more than a chain of direct confrontations but rather a
tangled web of very subtle and skillful use of language. By analyzing
different ways in which political actors utilize language to challenge the

prevailing power structures in public as well as in private, the author comes
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very close to the definitions given by Hollander and Einwohner. The
research is very much hands-on, with the analysis of the language involving
such devices as speech acts, implicature, presupposition, and politeness to
show the presence of resistance in the language. The researcher, in the
qualitative analysis of the chosen political materials, has pointed out a
variety of resistance tactics such as direct criticism, indirect dissent,
strategic ambiguity, and narrative reframing. These tactics empower the
speakers to oppose power while managing risks, keeping their credibility,
or attracting a broader audience depending on the context. The results point
out the role of pragmatics in exposing the resistance forms that might
otherwise be missed in structural or ideological analyses. The combination
of sociological theories of resistance and pragmatic discourse analysis not
only enriches the understanding of political resistance but also the process

through which it is expressed, contested, and accepted via language.

1. Introduction
Politicians, through their rhetoric, tell the public what is true and what is
false. The orators and interviewers are the ones who develop and propagate
the politicians' arguments. It is through this medium that they interpret the
world and create a narrative that legitimates reality. Discourse analysis is a
common method in this type of research. It clearly shows how choosing the
right words can empower some people while disempowering others. The
oppressed or less favored group uses language to express their power, even
if it’s not obvious. People don’t always respond by protesting in the streets.
Sometimes, they resist in more subtle ways, such as using phrases with
double meanings or employing irony. The people who are resisting can use
these forms of dissent to make their point without directly challenging
those in power. Political discourse is a thing, and people who are resisting

power use many different strategies, including implication and
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A Pragmatic Study of Resistance Strategies in Political Discourse

presupposition, to make their voices heard. Tools that can interpret the
meaning of words are needed for these things. We are talking about

practices that require these tools to understand the real meaning of things.

To have a deeper understanding of pragmatics, discourse analysis, and
resistance, it is important to shed light on valuable definitions provided by
well-known scholars and experts. Levinson (1983) defines pragmatics as
“the study of those relations between language and context that are
grammaticalized, or encoded in the structure of a language” (p. 9). Yule
(1996) defines pragmatics as being “concerned with the study of meaning
as communicated by a speaker and interpreted by a listener” (p. 3). Austin
(1962) states that “the issuing of the utterance is the performing of an
action” (p. 6). Fairclough (1995) defines discourse as “a form of social
practice which both constitutes the social world and is constituted by other
social practices” (p. 7). Stubbs (1983) defines discourse analysis as being
“concerned with the study of language in use, with reference to the social
and cultural contexts in which it occurs” (p. 1). Van Dijk (1997) argues that
“political discourse is not a genre but a class of genres defined by the social
domain of politics.” Hollander and Einwohner (2004) define resistance as
“action that is intended to oppose, challenge, or subvert some form of

domination” (p. 536).

Pragmatics as a theory unravels resistance to communication and describes
it as the way people talk to one another. Resistance is a phenomenon that
takes place among speakers, and pragmatics is one of the best tools to
decipher how it works. The present research adopts the theoretical
framework of resistance proposed by Hollander and Einwohner. They
categorize resistance as an action that may be performed in various forms
through an individual’s everyday life. An act of resistance may be the case

whether the actors involved recognize it or not. Hollander and Einwohner
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highlight that resistance is not only a reaction to the actions of politicians
but it also comes into play during public discussions and interpersonal
communication. Therefore, the current work is an attempt to merge two
concepts. It aspires to present a method of comprehending human
interactions along with some practical ways to analyze them. The research
Is focused on the area of resistance to authority, for example, through the
use of language in politics, and is intent on bridging the gap between these
two fields, that is, the resistance concept and linguistic studies in political
talk. This research to a large extent investigates the relationship between
language and power in politics and the different methods of resistance that

people use.

2. Literature Review
It has always been research on politicians' speeches that brought to light the
fact that the power they wield is somehow dependent upon the words they
use. Experts have found that both the public and politicians use the same
language phenomenon and pattern to define and control power. Initially,
the scholars studying the political lexicon concentrated on how politicians
used words to persuade and lead the audience to support their arguments.
They demonstrated that the politicians use language to change people’s
opinions and to project a certain worldview. Political language was one of
the components in this. Politicians use this language to influence the
public’s perceptions of their personalities and the world environment in
which they live (Austin, 1962). These strategies helped to reveal that the
way people discuss issues is actually a space where power is exercised,
rather than a clear and honest representation of the political situation.
Discourse is the domain where power is exercised, and the above methods
have laid the foundation for this understanding. Discourse is the domain
where we can really see power at play. Upon examining the ways in which

individuals communicate about politics, it can be noted that the function of
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politics is primarily to manipulate or to devalue the role of some people
through the use of words. Numerous studies have proved that the choice of
words and the structure of sentences in speeches and texts can render
certain ideas more important than others (Austin, 1962). Thus, the research
has guided us in recognizing the portrayals of specific groups of people, as
well as how the powerful employ language to project their authority as a
natural and acceptable condition. The attention given to the language game
of the powerful has led to the implication that the resistance of the power
has not been initiated but rather is simply the reaction of the oppressed to
the oppressor's verbal dominance. On the contrary, their communication
strategy might be indicating that they are already in the driver's seat.
Therefore, political discourse serves as a platform for the formation of
opinions and a battle for the minds of voters. Language as a weapon in the
hands of politicians can be a powerful tool for or against the public’s

engagement with the political issues.

The shift in people's perspective is the main issue here. They are watching
how different views are expressed and how others oppose them. While
some people see resistance as something only the big ways or the gathering
of many together can offer, others think differently. Daily speaking is
among the means through which resistance occurs. When individuals
maintain a specific perspective and communicate in unique ways, they can
effectively undermine the shared understanding. Through research, it has
been discovered that one can manage to alter their perception of events by
adopting a certain viewpoint, changing self-image, and critically looking at
what is taken as common knowledge. Resistance equals people expressing
the truth in their own manner, and this can happen if one resorts to the use
of unconventional language that challenges the mainstream narrative.
These studies have played an important role in revealing the resistance area

of interaction by providing the detailed uncovering of the threads of
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resistance through people's intricate interactions. However, studies of that
type generally produce nothing more than a description of situations and
fail to introduce a powerful mechanism for explaining the evolution of
resistance in language use (Searle, 1969). One of the main advantages of
resistance studies is that they are in need of a framework to uncover the
very essence of what is being meant when people use it. Resistance studies
are important. These contributions have been advantageous; however,
resistance studies need a more systematic way of looking at language to

understand how resistance operates.

Pragmatics is a very useful tool for understanding various matters. The
main focus of pragmatics is the circumstances in which the communication
occurs, the meanings that people's utterances convey, and the hidden
meanings in the communication. Thus, the application of this method
permits the scholars to notice the people's display of disagreement without
the use of direct words. In conversation, people can indeed talk about
power without making direct reference to it through the use of insinuation.
They can, for instance, accuse someone, make a commitment to act, or just
express their opinion about a matter being morally wrong. All of these
actions represent forms of resistance that are not very conspicuous. Other
investigations have also proved that insinuation is the most common way of
expressing disagreement. Individuals can suggest things instead of stating
them explicitly, which makes it easier for them to articulate their dissent
without inviting trouble. One of the ways in which pragmatics contributes
to our understanding of political resistance is in the manner of
communication (Wodak & Meyer, 2009). The theory of politeness, too, has
played a role in the analysis of this topic, as it indicates ways in which
people inadvertently hurt others when they are disagreeing. The entire
process entails applying face-saving and face-threatening strategies to the

political context. The politeness theory allows us to see the techniques with
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which people resist or disagree without causing discomfort to others
(Brown & Levinson, 1987).

There are gradual improvements being made. The resistance in politics is
still not thought of in a way that combines knowledge from sociology with
actual language use. A lot of research is done on the language people use,
while the language is not even considered as a part of the resistance picture.
The main topic here is resistance, which is still not thoroughly understood.
People, for instance, have a hard time recognizing the distinction between
resistance and secret resistance, plus they do not realize how the powerful
and the receivers of the message, the people who are listening, and they
even have a big problem in the study of political discourse and resistance,
are the factors that the people and the researchers usually get to see and
think about (van Dijk, 1997). We have a hard time considering resistance as
what it is: something that changes and is connected to the people around us.
Resistance is not just a collection of separate words or phrases, but it is
something that happens in our daily lives and is molded by the people we
interact with (Grice, 1975).

Hollander and Einwohner's model of resistance contributes significantly to
the solution of such questions. They describe visibility, intention, and
recognition as factors leading to success in resistance. This framework is
versatile and designed to cover a wide range of opposition, such as when
people openly contradict something or when they do it in a more discreet
manner. To a large extent, the work of Hollander and Einwohner has found
its way into sociology, whereas language studies and people's
communication have not benefited from it as much (Hollander &
Einwohner, 2004). This research is attempting to close that gap by fusing
their resistance ideas with tools, from language analysis to pragmatic tools

of analysis, to obtain a better understanding of resistance. Consequently, it
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aims to provide a richer account of how resistance is constructed,

communicated, and interpreted in political discourse.
3. Theoretical Framework
3.1 Resistance as a Discursive and Social Practice

Sociology, political theory, and cultural studies often bring up the concept
of resistance in their discussions. However, despite all that has been said,
there is still no consensus among people about the exact meaning of the
term resistance. Generally, people picture resistance as a united group of
people or a large movement or openly confronting the authority. They give
priority to events like demonstrations and revolutions. Resistance is not
limited to these events; it also includes the small, silent ways people refuse
to conform, like their words and actions. This perspective is overly
simplistic, and it limits our comprehension of the reality, especially when
resistance is expressed through non-violent means due to laws, ideologies,
or politics that prevent open confrontation. To put it differently, resistance
is not only about large-scale protests and movements; it also includes the

trivial actions of individuals in their daily lives that oppose the powers.

Hollander and Einwohner were the ones who first proposed a new
perspective on resistance in 2004. They argue that resistance is nothing but
the activities performed by people to have a say in power or the unfair
treatment of certain people to be stopped. The most significant point about
resistance, according to Hollander and Einwohner, is that it is not the same
all the time. Resistance varies according to the situation and the individuals
concerned. The nature of people's interaction is the main factor that affects
the way they resist each other. Accordingly, this way of considering
resistance is extremely helpful in determining what people talk about

regarding politics. Usually, resistance is manifested more through words
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than through physical acts. Thus, resistance is about the use of language as
a weapon to fight against the ruling powers. In this regard, Hollander and
Einwohner's concept of resistance is a gift, as it acknowledges the
interactions' complexities and the variety of resistance forms (Hollander &
Einwohner, 2004). Hollander and Einwohner's model essentially argues
that the very perception and recognition of people are the primary focus of
the model. They maintain that one cannot simply apply the resistance label
based on the actor's intentions or events that took place. Rather, one has to
consider the perspectives and comprehension of the other stakeholders
involved. Resistance might be perceived by the challenged party,
bystanders, or only the challengers. In some cases, it might be completely
unnoticed, as no one, including the resisters, perceives it; it is deliberately
hidden so that the resisters do not face any repercussions. Hollander and
Einwohner's model is a breakthrough because it examines the process of
people's perception and recognition of resistance. This understanding is of
utmost importance to discourse-based approaches, as linguistic resistance
sometimes implicitly operates and requires shared background knowledge

for its interpretation.
3.2 Forms of Resistance

Hollander and Einwohner discuss the various ways of resisting. Their
primary concern is with two categories: visible and invisible resistance.
The former is the latter's complete antithesis and has many similarities with
it. It might even be said that the latter does not exist without the former.
Before going into details about the methods of resistance, it is useful to
briefly define the terms. Overt resistance is very visible. It is done on
purpose; it is directed against the ones in power. For instance, people in
politics may openly criticize what they dislike. They can declare

themselves against something or go as far as saying something about it in
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public. It is generally obvious where the person stands when they do so.
Both supporters and opponents of the person can easily discern his or her
opinion. "They" say that the "overt resistance™ of this kind does not leave

any doubt regarding the person's message (Hollander & Einwohner, 2004).

Covert resistance, on the other hand, is still resistance but in a very subtle
form. Nevertheless, some people using it prefer to conceal their true
feelings from those in power. For instance, the words spoken might convey
a different meaning than what the speaker actually intends. One could
resort to either irony or metaphor as a way of expressing oneself. At times,
the speaker will say things that are open to interpretation in more than one
way. This style of resistance is particularly beneficial when people fear that

speaking up might cause them trouble.

Covert resistance is a practice applied in contexts where it is not safe to
express oneself freely. For instance, in several nations, those who hold
opposing views toward the government can face punishments. Hence, they
resort to the method of resistance to convey their true opinions without
making it overt. The authors, Hollander and Einwohner, contend that covert
resistance is equally significant as resistance. They argue that people who
resist are not weak; on the contrary, they are simply wise in their choice of
dealing with the more powerful. Covert resistance is a method for the

people to oppose without being too clear (Hollander & Einwohner, 2004).

Hollander and Einwohner also emphasize the necessity of unrecognized
resistance, a situation that arises when the dominant group does not
recognize actions as resistance, even when those actions contest power.
This might happen in discourse when only certain audiences that have the

cultural, ideological, or contextual knowledge can grasp the resistant
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meanings. Such resistance modes highlight the interpretive aspect of
resistance as well as the role of pragmatics in revealing the meanings that

have been kept implicit.

3.3 Resistance, Power, and Language

Resistance, power, and language are fundamental notions for exploring
social relations and communication. Resistance is the act of opposing or
guestioning the power relations embedded in the social structure, thereby
contesting the existing rules and authority (Lawlor & Nale, 2014). Power is
the ability to manipulate, steer, or dominate the actions, manners, or ideas
of other people within different social settings and institutions (Russell,
1938). Language is a collection of unique signs and conventions that is
socially developed to facilitate communication and the linking of meaning
with sound or image, which is the subject of linguistic study (Saussure,
1959).

The study conducted by Hollander and Einwohner is sociological in nature.
It relates to language study, as it deals with how people interact, recognize,
and understand one another. Political discourse is a domain where language
signifies power. Furthermore, language serves as a tool to conduct
negotiations between parties.
There is no resistance outside of discourse; rather, it is within. The people
who speak out resist in subtle ways by questioning the very matters that are
usually accepted without dispute, by altering the narration of the incidents,
by questioning if anyone has the right to rule, or by changing the perception
of a group of people about their identity. Resistance is often closely
associated with political discourse. Through the use of language, people
refrain in varied manners, which is the same for the framework of
Hollander and Einwohner (Hollander & Einwohner, 2004).
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With this viewpoint, resistance can be interpreted as an act of
communication that draws upon the resources of pragmatics. The meaning
Is not limited to what is explicitly said, but it is inferred through
implication, presupposition, and context. Political actors very often take
advantage of these resources to balance the opposition's strategic caution.
The model of Hollander and Einwohner provides a conceptual lens through
which the identification and categorization of these practices occur, while
the field of pragmatics offers the necessary tools for examining how they

function linguistically.

4. Model of Analysis

The present research is about the language used by people in the political
field to refer to resistance. It employs a linguistic analysis to exhibit the
manners in which resistance emerges and is communicated in political
discussions. It is suggested to apply the ideas of Hollander and Einwohner
in outlining the concept of resistance and, furthermore, making use of the
methods that provide a more profound comprehension of the language. In
this way, it becomes possible to visualize the forms and the functions of
resistance in the context of human communication through language.
Resistance is not a permanent condition; rather, it is present in people's
utterances when the parties involved interact through language and adopt a
specific approach to it.

There are two interrelated but distinct levels of operation in the model. The
first level identifies which variety of resistance is present in the talk and
employs the framework of Hollander and Einwohner for making these
distinctions.

The second level of the framework examines the various forms of
resistance that are expressed through language. This two-dimensional

approach facilitates analyzing even the most complex issues of the case. It
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associates the sociological concepts and the language quotes. The
conceptual framework is mainly about the comprehension of resistance and

its discourse manifestation. The resistance is finally analyzed linguistically.

In this level, the researcher scrutinizes examples of resistance. The main
concern is how easily they are to detect and if people do recognize them.
Every example of resistance is assessed on the basis of its being either
overt or covert. Additionally, the researcher seeks to know whether the
opposing person or group will take notice of it. The targeted people may
see it. Possibly only a very small group of people who are aware of the
situation will be able to recognize it. Thus, this step requires an
understanding of the situation and the people involved, including who is
speaking, who is listening, and how power is being exercised. When
analyzing resistance in its specific situation, it is not viewed as isolated or
merely about words. The analysis considers resistance in its context. This
makes resistance analysis more about the context than just the words or
what people say. Resistance is not something that is only written about, but

it is something that people perform in a certain context.

The second level of analysis focuses on the actual methods of resistance
employed by people. It is at this point that the important role that language
plays in people's expressing disagreement can be recognized. The
researcher examines the people's utterances as well as their manner of
uttering, for instance, when speaking, insinuating others, making promises,
or stating opinions. Besides, the researcher is alert to the occasions when
the people do not speak outright, but one can still sense their resistance.
This situation often occurs when political figures have to be cautious with
their words because of some restrictions. Resistance appears in these
manifestations, and it is indeed one way to express one's thoughts and

feelings to others. People rely on analysis to identify speakers' indirect
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means of communication. One such method is through hints and allowing
the listeners to guess the meaning. At times, the speakers consciously
violate the conversational maxims to convey their points. That is how
politicians can manifest dissent without direct verbalization. Implicature
analysis also serves to reveal the hidden assumptions that people rely on.
Such presumptions can either be employed to question and redefine the
political landscape or to shift people's perceptions about politics. Generally,
people's unstated beliefs are very influential, for they can alter people's
comprehension of matters even if they are not verbally expressed.
Implicature analysis as well as presupposition analysis are methods for
determining the true communicative intentions of people, particularly when

they are discussing politics and resistance (Grice, 1975).

Politeness and face management play a crucial role in the model being
discussed. Words uttered during political conversations are most of the
time the ones that are the hardest hit in terms of critics and might even
offend people, particularly institutions or opponents. The analysis presented
here is to provide ways how people can use these words without getting too
harsh or too soft at the same time. They could either use not-so-strong
words or even be more courteous by titles or phrases. The manners of
expression in such cases are indeed a manifestation of the interlocutors'
efforts to resist and yet to be liked by the public at the same time.
Resistance is an inherent part of political discourse, and thus people resort
to different strategies to express such resistance (Brown & Levinson,
1987). Resistance is always scrutinized whenever it appears, and
that is done using tools and also through the grouping of Hollander and
Einwohner. Such a perspective guarantees that the words and language
used are not solely viewed in terms of their dictionary meanings. Rather,
they are recognized for the meanings they carry for people and their impact

on politics. The model aids us in comprehending the manner in which
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resistance ranges from outright disagreement to minute changes in the
meaning of the words. Resistance imitates in levels from direct and loud to
subtle and hidden, and the model helps us in making that distinction.
Resistance is the problem that we are going to deal with. The model is a

very good tool for getting a grasp on resistance.

Political texts have been the main area of research where this model has
been applied, and in such cases, pragmatic analysis reveals the forms of
resistance that would not be seen if one were to apply purely structural or
ideological approaches. The model provides a replicable and theoretically
based framework that is appropriate for various political situations and

discourse genres.

5. Data and Methodology
5.1 Data Selection

The research delves into the communication of politicians through a
meticulously selected collection of texts that show various types of
resistance among people. The selected texts are comprised of speeches,
debates, interviews, and public statements of politicians in the present day.
The criteria for selection of the texts were their involvement with political
controversies that cause disagreement among people, their capacity to
illustrate both overt and covert resistance, and their easy access by the
public through public records or official archives. Thus, the research is
mainly concerned with the discourse, and it is through the texts that it is
analyzed. The texts that are chosen come from politicians who are already
playing in the political field. This means that the study, while taking the
politically significant moments as its focus, is also ensuring that the
resistance is observable in its sociopolitical context, thus capturing the

interaction between language and power.
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5.2 Analytical Procedure

The investigation has been aimed at analyzing people's interpretations and
the weaving of society. Each document is so rigorously scrutinized that the
spots where opposition to the authorities, regulations, and dominant
opinions is found are also revealed. Dissent in its most open form is looked
for, and also the use of slight word hints as a sign of disagreement is
noticed. The word-meaning situation is opened up, and politics and how
people communicate are incorporated when they know the meanings of the
words. The moment the researcher spots cases of defiance, sorts them
according to the model of Hollander and Einwohner. the researcher makes
the difference between overt and covert resistance, but take into account the
viewpoint of the different groups concerning this issue. The resistance here
could be very open. It could be hidden, and this is a very important point
for one to keep in mind when analyzing resistance and the resulting
reactions of people. The researcher, therefore, is going to dig deep into the
resistance cases thoroughly. The researcher analyzes the discourse through
which the people are expressing their resistance. They do it, for instance,
by saying, "I think this is bad" and "you are wrong." On top of that, the
researcher also searches for the depths of their meanings. The practice

helps us to realize that the resistance of people might be nonverbal.

Moreover, the researcher keeps track of the way in which people express
their differences of opinion in a courteous manner. This is an extremely
significant feature, as individuals do not only want to appear good and
honest but also do not want to be the cause of someone else's bad mood.

They are aware that they have to be very careful with their choice of words
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so no one gets offended. Resistance may be manifested through the
presentation of facts or the speakers making accusations or asserting
commitments or giving evaluative statements. The researcher analyzes
these and other elements in order to derive a resistance theory. The final
step of the method is an interpretive synthesis in which linguistic findings
are linked to their social and political implications, thereby allowing the
recognition of the repetitive patterns of resistance strategies across the data
and situating them within the broader context of power and discourse

dynamics.
5.3 Validity and Reliability

The validity of the research is ensured through the perspective of the
triangulation method, which consists of multiple readings of each text and
the inclusion of contextual factors such as history, audience, and politics.
The categorization of resistance modes and pragmatic strategies is defined
through the theoretical notions of Hollander and Einwohner and well-
known models of pragmatics. Reliability is augmented by strict observance
of coding rules and cross-validation of interpretations with contextual
understanding. Although qualitative, this method is nonetheless very
transparent and repeatable, which means that other scholars can use the

same approach on different datasets or politicized situations.
5.4 Ethical Considerations

The texts analyzed in this research are publicly accessible and contain no
confidential information. Alongside the texts, this study is conducted by
considering their meanings rather than judging their authors. The study's
outcomes are reported by giving a description and analysis of the texts with
the purpose of understanding the communication and the reasons for the

resistance to concepts rather than diagnosing the situation as right or
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wrong. The analysis of those texts is a key factor in the understanding of
discourse and resistance. The research has thus formulated its main

objective as the uncovering of discourse and resistance.

6. Analysis and Discussion

The main intention of this research is to show how important and
influential language in politics has been for politicians, especially on the
part of politicians. The main aim of the research is to apply the model put
forward by Hollander and Einwohner to classify the different forms of
resistance and analyze their impact on the political sphere. The study
investigates the interaction of resistance and political communication in
terms of what people say and their manner of speaking, which is very

interesting given the deliberate use of resistance by politicians in discourse.
6.1 Overt Resistance

Overt resistance is characterized by individuals disagreeing openly with
those in authority or with the dominant narrative. This type of resistance is
the most visible form of dissent. Those who resist see it. In our chosen
texts, overt resistance is the most common when a critic attacks a policy, a
whole institution, or a political philosopher. A parliamentarian, for
instance, during a debate concluded his statements by saying that the new
law was "making people less accountable and giving no rights to the
citizens." Thus, the speaker used the most forceful words and directly
blamed the lawmakers for the wrongdoing. Resistance through public
debate is an invitational challenge to the social order. The existing texts
reveal that the resistance, as is the case with the very situations prevailing
in the societies thus far, has more often than not been about one's "fighting"

for a "just" cause or "right" cause like a policy or institution; hence, the use
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of power to speak was preferred by the dissenters (Searle, 1969). Speaking
out and naming the issue are the main characters in such opposition actions.
People want everybody to know their position, and they want to be heard
when they say that they are against something. The resistance is obvious
when people take such a strong stand against the issue or case they are
talking about (Austin, 1962).

The findings indicate that individuals who confront a certain issue with an
open resistance usually resort to such ways of communication that portray
them as the ones with a stronger case and morality. They will argue that
what they oppose is unfair, so they will have public support and be able to
criticize the authorities. Such behavior indicates that people are aware of
the others' need to perceive them in a certain light, and this is precisely
what is discussed by Hollander and Einwohner in their model of

resistance—the resistance model that Hollander and Einwohner formulated.
6.2 Covert Resistance

Resistance can take many forms, and one of them is indirect
communication. Hints and joking may be the ways to express
disagreement. For instance, a politician could mention the policy indirectly,
saying that it is like an experiment to discover how much the public can
take. By this, they acknowledge the badness of the policy without naming
anyone responsible for it. The speaker is being careful with their words and
Is thus able to show their dissent without getting into trouble. Such
resistance means making insinuations rather than speaking directly; thus,
the person avoids conflicts.

Pragmatic analysis suggests that presupposition is the most important
reason people choose this kind of resistance. For instance, by using the

phrase "tests the patience of the public,” we are indeed assuming that the
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policy is harmful. Thus, such a way of talking is a form of resistance to the
policy, although the statement seems neutral. Such tactics show that
language can still be used to oppose something when we are unable to do
so openly because of societal pressures. Language is a battlefield, and
pragmatic analysis is a major player in this regard. Pragmatic analysis of
presupposition in language is a powerful tool for comprehension of
resistance (Wodak & Meyer, 2009).

6.3 Unrecognized Resistance

The research also points out instances where one party fails to see that the
other is opposing. Such a situation arises when dissent is understandable
only to a limited number of people. To illustrate, a politician makes a
public speech on TV. He/She employs the term "we" to refer to the group
that opposes the official policy but at the same time seems to be in favor of
the institution. This way of talking allows a few to understand that the
politician is opposed to the mainstream view. The authorities are not aware
of the opposition from that politician and those who resist along with
him/her. The opposition is real. The authorities do not give credit to the
opposition. This type of dissent illustrates that the people's opposition to
something is determined by their comprehension and the social context
they belong to. It also indicates what Hollander and Einwohner have
claimed, that recognition is a key factor in resistance. The whole issue of
resistance is really a matter of perception and interaction within a
community, and Hollander and Einwohner's viewpoint is vital in

deciphering the issue of resistance (Hollander & Einwohner, 2004).
6.4 Interaction of Resistance Strategies

People usually do not resist in one way alone; rather, very often they

mingle various open and hidden types of resistance. Occasionally, they may
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utter a phrase that appears to be positive but really has a different meaning,
or they may choose their words in such a way that the audience is misled in
a particular direction. Such behavior can lead to a lot of confusion about
what the resistance really means. A politician, for instance, might express
his dislike of a certain policy, but at the same time he will tactfully employ
synonyms and analogies to mitigate the impact of his criticism. Thus, the
politician is able to condemn the policy while also trying to be credible and
liked by the public, minimizing risk. Power is resisted by employing such
strategies. Such strategies are often very sophisticated. Resistance strategies

are essential, as they show people how to resist power (van Dijk, 1997).
6.5 Summary of Findings

The study carried out suggests a disagreement among dissenters in the
expression of their views. Political dissent can come in a wide variety of
forms, such as openly or secretly. Sometimes, people even openly voice
their opinions against the government and criticize it without any
reservations at all. They will use words as signals to show their disapproval

of the authority or the main policies that are being carried out in that area.

On the contrary, political resistance is often visible. People sometimes say
one thing, but their real intent is the opposite of what the words literally
mean. They can still utilize allusions, insinuations, and even metaphors to
express their frustration without actually mentioning any discontent.
Political resistance can also be dynamic in nature as well as subtle and hard
to find. The resistance might take multifarious forms, and recognition is not
always straightforward. The study's outcome demonstrates that some forms
of resistance are still ignored by the ruling groups and thus are only
revealed to circumscribed audiences equipped with the requisite contextual
or ideological understanding. The resistance, as portrayed in the data, is

often found to overlap rather than be isolated, with the speakers adopting a
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mixed approach of explicit and implicit methods to sustain the equilibrium
of opposition, credibility, and audience alignment. Thus, the study claims
that the application of pragmatic analysis is a requirement for revealing the
intricate manners in which resistance is expressed and dealt with over the
political discourse, thus stressing language as the main arena of power

conflict.

7. Conclusion
This research focuses on how people demonstrate their disagreement with
the statements made by politicians. It interprets the phenomenon using the
ideas of Hollander and Einwohner. It also uses a technique that helps
uncover the actual state of things. The resistance was revealed to be a
complex issue not only characterized by openly stating the opposite or
participating in the opposite activities. It can be of several kinds. There
might be total unawareness of the existence of resistance among the people.
Their use of certain types of speech may serve as resistance, which is not

evident.

The politicians' voices reveal the way they gain power and maintain their
positions. They want to project a positive image and have the public on
their side. Occasionally, they directly oppose the contrary opinion but still
manage to communicate their disagreement in a very polite way. The
declarations made by politicians are usually so vague that almost no one
will grasp the actual meaning behind them. Consequently, when individuals
engage in discussions about political matters, they are not just exchanging
ideas but are actually confronting and trying to demonstrate their
superiority. Political discussions are the venues where people either state or

defend their views. In addition, these interactions are places for conflicts.

We emphasized that even the most minor statements made by politicians or

by others who do not openly declare their positions could be regarded as
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resistance. The resistance study was a reminder that context, audience,
speaker's background, and words must be taken into account when trying to
interpret meaning. We should regard the situation and the speakers, and not
just the words. Resistance is the major factor in communication, and it is

that which helps us to do it.

The communication study and the way people argue concerning politics are
of immense importance. This is true for those researchers who investigate
how people converse and the vocabulary that they use. Watching people's
resistance or disagreement with spoken words increases our understanding
of the flow and the hurdles of power. This research presents us with the
opportunity not only to analyze and comprehend the situation but also to
perceive both the explicit and implicit ways that people oppose each other.
The prime concern of the research is political communication and

discussions about politics.

Political discourse is not just about winning or convincing; it is, in fact, a
battlefield where the various forms of resistance are shown, understood,
and recognized. The discovery of the different types of resistance
contributes to the comprehension of political communication and uncovers
the complex relationship that exists between language, power, and social

action.
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