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ABSTRACT

This research aims to study the matter of language
hierarchy and language attitude through examining
code-switching used by Georgians in Georgia, in the
context of current political situation depicted in media
discourse. Code in this research may refer to a language, a
register and style. The study investigates 1. how language
hierarchy is constructed and reconstructed by examining
CS in political discourse; 2. how a change in audience/
addressee influences CS; 3. how CS as a naturalistic
and interactive phenomenon in spoken discourse is
used to project speakers’ identity and their affiliation
to their community. The three aims, being mutually
inclusive, are explored in connection to intraspeaker CS
in the interactional construction of identity. In particular,
emphasis is placed on how speakers perform, project
and negotiate their different personae at the individual
or collective level. Data presented in this research was
collected over a period of 12 months (July, 2023-July,
2024). 3210 videos were found from various internet
media sources: TVFormula; MtavariTV; BM.GE; Rustavi2TV;

The Scientific Novelty of the Research is using a
mixed method (quantitative and qualitative) and mod-
ifying the existing research methods (matched-guise ex-
periment). Although there are some studies done on CS
and CM spoken behaviours in the Georgian higher and
general educational settings (Buskivadze, 2021, 2023),
not much has been done in terms of studying language
behaviours in spoken political discourse. However, there
are some studies on pragmatic, functional and structur-

ImediTV; and RadioTavisupleba. Out of which we
randomly picked 400 videos. Out of which we grouped
55 example of style-shifting, 46 examples of register-
switching and 14 examples of code-mixing; 5 examples
of code-switching. These are the primary results; We
are in the process of conducting matched-guise test
(questionnaire) by using the collected examples. The
final results will be introduced at the conference. As for
the language hierarchy, the speakers’ attitudes towards
the above-mentioned languages are vivid, namely,
although English is mostly used positively (9 examples),
it sometimes has a function of expressing ridicule (4
examples). Russian is used sarcastically (5). Surprisingly,
German is also used (1 example) sarcastically. The
Georgian language has a dominancy, primarily because
it is @ mother tongue, but most logically, the speakers’
messages should be immensely comprehensible for
different social classes in Georgia. It is often used to
persuade and manipulate the voters, express sarcasm
and insult the opponents.

al peculiarities of political discourse (Amaglobeli, 2017,
Matchavariani, 2020).

RESEARCH METHODS

Quantitative data presented in this research was col-
lected over a period of 12 months (July, 2023-July, 2024).
3210 videos were found from various internet media
sources: TVFormula; MtavariTV; BM.GE; Rustavi2TV; Imed-
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iTV; and RadioTavisupleba. Out of which we randomly
picked 400 videos. Out of which we grouped 55 example
of style-shifting, 46 examples of register-switching and
14 examples of code-mixing; 5 examples of code-switch-
ing. These examples were transcribed and then record-
ed by the native speakers of unknown Georgian speak-
ers. Our aim of using matched-guise experiment was to
hide the identity of the real speaker and detect people’s
attitude toward “what was said” instead of “who said".
So, six transcribed examples were voice-recorded by
5 unknown Georgian speakers. By using Google forms
(qualitative data) and these recordings together with
the questions 103 responses were collected. The online
questionnaire was spread through university platforms,
LMS and ARGUS, by university administrations plus social
media platforms. The research ethical principles were
considered and fulfilled.

RESEARCH RESULTS
Qualitative research

Out of 3210 from different media sources TVFor-
mula; MtavariTV; BM.GE; Rustavi2TV; ImediTV; and Ra-
dioTavisupleba, we randomly picked 400 videos. There
were 55 example of style-shifting, 46 examples of regis-
ter-switching and 14 examples of code-mixing; 5 exam-
ples of code-switching.

Let's examine a couple of the examples with the help
of interactional sociolinguistic approach, namely, one of
the politician’s (I.Z. - politician’s initials) speeches, tran-
scribed and analysed.

Example 1

An example of code-mixing, style-shifting and
register-switching.

Politician 1.Z.: 90 §394060b 0930 33emg00, o0330L
0v30b0 06¢hgMgbLgdN.

MtavariTV Journalist: bm, 83gMsd dMmMa3eMa3xdgon
39M [3039bLbBgOSM d3HMBM 0.]

Politician 1.Z.: [A396 obg 33990690MEB6] gbgbng,
0bobog, yzgmasbo, MM3 oy Losgsdznmb oM godmy-
039000 gsdmMoibymo sMabm, s 3gedmzndznm, moM-
0960,dm303M390 336EIHNL bHadLo./ghirsebiT,
movipoveT kandidatis statusi. (With honor, we were
granted the candidate status) = A396 335930 LSBo-
Momnobo dnamdnb//08g@a. 0d sM0ob sadnsb900,
93Mm3sdnE, 3063 badsmmmnobs bygmmdgb, mdn-
99HMo© ©o 88 J39ysbsb oM bynob ndobmznb, MmMA
0330 ©o0(3300.

MtavariTV Journalist: 300

Politician 1.Z.: @& gfmo 3ombgs 35930, 01y 9dgMa-
300 993b 383mgds 0130 ©o0E33L, 07 LoxyMabagmdo
d000m gbms yJxMmm 9333M0,/Tu amerikas aqvs ufleba
Tavi daitsvas, Tu safrangeTma miiRo ekhla ufro mkatsri

(If America has the right to defend itself, if France has
adopted a stricter) = 89 8038sMms3 ggMBsBYMSE oM
3030, 9b 3030 gMoman Verstehen? (Do you understand?)
= 99L 3030 9Mm0, 3onga? - 93 sMab myds MMI 0dsb
03 9930 38mMyds MMI o0E3dL, BM639xdL, vdgMo-
390M90L, 306009mgoL, LogoMmm3zgmmb MOBHMI oM
339J3L 3I8mgds?/imas Tu aqvs ufleba rom daitsvas,
frangebs, amerikelebs, kanadelebs, sagarTvelos ratom
ar gvaqus ufleba? (If they have the right to protect,
I mean, French, Americans, Canadians, why don’t we
(Georgia and Georgians) have the right?)on, gb 806@s
Mma 3300bm d3HMB gmAL (0gnmabbBgds ggMdsbnab
gmhfn - gndgmn.)

The given example illustrates 1. Speakers’ identity
(bold text); it is the identical message of each and every
politician belonging to Georgian Dream. Style-shifting,
in this case, has a communicative function. It is aimed
to spoon-feed not the real addressee (in this case,
German Delegate - Fischer), but the supporters of the
speaker’s political party. Thus, change in the addressee
determines the style-shifting behaviour. 2. A register-
switching example; the verb, “Verstehen? /gsngg? (Do
you understand?)”, used in second person singular
show an informal and impolite attitude towards the real
addressee. However, this message was also intended
to the supporters of Georgian Dream. There are some
pauses between sentences, which depicts the conscious
switches between register and style.

Example 2

An example of code-switching.

Politician: gb@ms bodg of dmLBEMbM, bodgd My oMo
0EMEs Mm 063mabyMm?! bodgd 8839603Ms nEob //
body, do you speak English, bro?!. 030l 30M3o, 3og3Mod
bodg of obymdm, ndohmd MmAI bodge M, o body
905350 M3MdENYMH MOEIMI® 3M godmaagdso. //
bo0g Mo dysdng, Y396 boMmm 3339 gobxMxdmM0, Mo-
©033MYM0 M3MBENY, NdodmMa MMA gogdoaMmom bo-
BMgomg0s9./Tkven kharT ukve ganulebuli, radikaluri
opozitsia, imitom rom gagshifraT sazogadoebam. (You
are already annulled, the radical opposition, because
society has deciphered you.)

The given example illustrates 1. Speakers’ identity
(bold text); it is the identical message of each and
every politician belonging to Georgian Dream. Register-
switching (‘Khabe’ a nickname instead of Khabeishvili;
‘bro’ - addressing another politician) within a code-
switching behaviour, in this case, has a communicative
function. It expresses ironic attitude towards the
addressee and towards the matter (knowing The English
language). Moreover, this message was also intended
to the supporters of Georgian Dream. There are some
pauses between sentences, which depicts the conscious
switches between register and style.
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As for the language hierarchy, the speakers’ atti-
tudes towards the above-mentioned languages are viv-
id, namely, althought English is mostly used positively
(9 examples), it sometimes has a function of expressing
ridicule (4 examples). Russian is used sarcastically (5).
Surprisingly, German is also used (1 example) sarcasti-
cally. The Georgian language has a dominancy, primari-
ly because it is a mother tongue, but most logically, the
speakers’ messages should be immensely comprehensi-
ble for different social classes in Georgia. It is often used
to persuade and manipulate the voters, express sarcasm
and insult the opponents.

However, qualitative researches using interactional so-
ciolinguistic (Gumperz, 2015). and conversational analytic
(Auer, 1998) approaches are considered subjective. Thus,
to substantiate our hypothesis over language attitudes,
with the help of matched guise test (Loureiro-Rodriguez,

Table 1. A comparison of mean between speakers.

2022), we conducted quantitative research. The data (103
responses) analysed with SPSS statistics program is pre-
sented below. Out of 103 there were 52 Female and 51 Male
respondents. Most of the respondents (37.9%) were 31-40
years old. There was only one respondent 51-60 years old.
Majority of the respondents (52.4%) have Master’s degree
completed. Then comes Bachelor degree (37.9%); People
with PhD (8.8%); and 1 person with only General Education
certificate. They were all Georgians with their nationality
and citizenship. Majority of the respondents (44.7%) have
spent their lifetime in Thilisi. Then comes people from
urban areas (39.8%) and the least amount goes to people
from rural areas (15.5%) From the data given above, we
can assume that most of the respondents have higher ed-
ucation degree and have lived in either in Thilisi or urban
areas. Considering their age, majority of them are mature
enough to have long established views about current po-
litical atmosphere in the country.

Means comparison Speaker 1 Speaker 2 Speaker 3 Speaker 4 Speaker 5 Speaker 6
Friendly 1.26 1.32 1.35 2.35 1.29 1.31
Honest 1.59 1.60 1.64 2.44 159 1.50
Enthusiastic 3.48 3.57 3.50 3.52 3.68 3.55
Polite 1.47 1.53 1.47 2.70 1.41 1.43
Trustworthy 1.39 1.47 1.44 2.37 1.44 1.39
Educated 1.44 1.49 1.54 2.45 1.47 1.43
Respectable 1.37 1.42 1.42 2.36 1.39 1.37
Ridiculous 2.81 2.93 2.98 3.55 3.36 3.06
Ironic 4.35 4.38 4.31 1.84 4.68 4.63

The table shows the measurement of attitudes to-
wards what the unknown speakers said in the record-
ings. The research question was the following: ‘based on
what was said, do you think the speaker is.... Laker’s scale
(from 1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree) was used

Table 2. The Georgian language is used by the speak-
er to express... (recording 2)

to measure the Georgians' attitudes towards the speech-
es. Based on the analysis, Georgian politicians’ speeches
are rather Ironic (mean more than 4) and ridiculous, but
enthusiastic than friendly, polite, educated, respectable
and trustworthy (less than 2).

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

Friendly attitude towards the addressee 103 1.38 716 .071
Honesty towards the addressee 103 1.54 .926 .091
Enthusiasm towards the matter 103 3.61 1.345 133
Politeness towards the addressee 103 1.44 .763 .075
Trustworthiness 103 1.56 .859 .085
His or her competence 103 1.50 .850 .084
Respect towards the addressee 103 1.42 .748 .074
His or her humour 103 2.09 1.307 129
Irony towards the addressee 103 427 1.214 120



18 TSU-TI — THE INTERNATIONAL SCIENTIFIC JOURNAL OF HUMANITIES

Table 3 The Russian Language is used by the speaker
to express... (recording 4)

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Friendly attitude towards the addressee 103 2.16 .988 .097
Honesty towards the addressee 103 2.64 .948 .093
Enthusiasm towards the matter 103 3.63 1.421 .140
Politeness towards the addressee 103 241 .994 .098
Trustworthiness 103 2.83 919 .091
His or her competence 103 2.75 1.017 .100
Respect towards the addressee 103 2.31 1.010 .100
His or her humour 103 424 1.302 .128
Irony towards the addressee 103 4.68 .831 .082
Table 4 The English language is used by the speaker
to express... (Recording 6) N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Friendly attitude towards the addressee 103 1.33 .648 .064
Honesty towards the addressee 103 1.47 .826 .081
Enthusiasm towards the matter 103 3.41 1.498 .148
Politeness towards the addressee 103 1.32 .630 .062
Trustworthiness 103 1.41 .720 .071
His or her competence 103 1.49 .839 .083
Respect towards the addressee 103 1.31 .657 .065
His or her humour 103 3.23 1.585 156
Irony towards the addressee 103 4.61 921 .091
Table 5 The German Language is used by the speaker
to express.... (Recording 2) N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Friendly attitude towards the addressee 103 1.33 .706 .070
Honesty towards the addressee 103 1.50 .884 .087
Enthusiasm towards the matter 103 3.59 1.389 137
Politeness towards the addressee 103 1.40 .758 .075
Trustworthiness 103 1.56 .859 .085
His or her competence 103 1.59 912 .090
Respect towards the addressee 103 1.38 742 .073
His or her humour 103 2.34 1.280 126
Irony towards the addressee 103 443 1.053 .104

As we can see from the above given tables (2, 3, 4,
5) the speakers, in our case, from the given examples,
politicians use Georgian mostly for showing enthusiasm
towards the subject and irony towards the addressee.
English is used by politicians to show their humour (3.23)
and enthusiasm (3.41) towards the subject and irony to-
wards the addressee. German is associated with illus-
trating irony (4.43) towards the addressee and enthusi-
asm towards the matter. As for the Russian language, it
is mostly used to show irony (4.68) and humour (4.24),
but trustworthiness and competence are also more or
less expressed by the Russian language in contrast to
the European languages: German and English. In prob-
ability theory and mathematical statistics, the standard

deviation is a measure of the amount of variation of the
values of a variable about its mean. A low standard de-
viation indicates that the values tend to be close to the
mean (also called the expected value) of the set, while
a high standard deviation indicates that the values are
spread out over a wider range. The standard error of the
mean, or simply standard error, indicates how different
the population mean is likely to be from a sample mean.
It tells you how much the sample mean would vary if you
were to repeat a study using new samples from within a
single population.

Therefore, we created the hierarchy of languages in
terms of Georgians' attitudes towards them based on
mean (from completely disagree - 1to completely agree 5)
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Table 6. Hierarchy of languages used in Georgian
political media discourse

Languages/functions Georgian English Russian German
mean

Friendly attitude towards the addressee 1.38 1.33 2.16 1.33
Honesty towards the addressee 1.54 1.47 2.64 1.50
Enthusiasm towards the matter 3.61 3.41 3.63 3.59
Politeness towards the addressee 1.44 1.32 241 1.40
Trustworthiness 1.56 1.41 2.83 1.56
His or her competence 1.50 1.49 275 1.59
Respect towards the addressee 1.42 1.31 2.31 1.38
His or her humour 2.09 3.23 4.24 2.34
Irony towards the addressee 4.27 4.61 4.68 4.43

As for the language hierarchy, the speakers’ attitudes
towards the above-mentioned languages are vivid, name-
ly, although English is mostly used positively (9 exam-
ples), it sometimes has a function of expressing ridicule
(4 examples). Russian is used sarcastically (5). Surpris-
ingly, German is also used (1 example) sarcastically. The
Georgian language has a dominancy (considering fre-
quency of using), primarily because it is a mother tongue,
but most logically, the speakers’ messages should be im-
mensely comprehensible for different social classes in
Georgia. It is often used to persuade and manipulate the
voters, express sarcasm and insult the opponents.

Here is the transcript of the example (CS behaviour
from Georgian into Russian).

Example 3

Journalist: 39 obhymMonb babgddmzsbgmmb og-
0099 LobLOYOMME 30MBAbHNL I3YDHOHLS © Bo-
Booxangdnb 3mdndgdHob mez3dzomdsmab dma@anmgb
0. ().-LOE 3035300BY.

Politician: 39006b8900 [0y oMs]

Journalist: [MM3 sMnbL] §398mmgdgoon, 893965h0

Politician: [30 d0othymbm]

Journalist: [Lagomm3gmm] ©ooygbs g3MmM3Y
Mgmby00g, 0bbdgonm My oM gmobdgdom? s dm-
36mbm oy oMy MMI 83 @mMInm sMob dndnbs 030-
B6ndzn0mon abHmmoob LobymMAbmzabgmmdn v8 gmM-
000 6oMImMEagbnan.

Politician: ab 3 3Mab RzgymgdMmogzo 3g3969¢n, gL
890dm9yds 00300 LagmmadmMobm dobIHod0m, M-
396 36030tmyMo BgMbaMmymo howmmgdm, MmAmy-
003 90939 O0MY6S d3HMEDs d0dnbs 03560330MD
LogdoMmmzgmmadn, sbY3g Mogdnb oy Lb3zs L3mMmaab
09000MYmM9x0500L gob30maMgdL.

Journalist: gmo MM 9300396mo s 39Mg 3o3s-
3Mdgammo oy 3bgdo301.//

Politician: 3080060, MMAgmMadE 10 dogmosMmen
™Mo LO3YNIMO 300006, boggmomo dgdmbogzmaby,
9mobdamy, [Ma30b0 J39y60b 33mM@ML]

Journalist: [m3000mb6 gb mg3960 (Hggdbhng] bmd oM
Aog3983(h90065 nbhmMnob babgmaddmzebganmadn?

Politician: 39 399069000 3Mb3Mghym isghgobl.

Journalist: doe0sb NN oMoy

Politician: doamds.

Journalist: ghymos Jomoshmb 0.-b oM bAgbns d0-
dnbs 03360830m0b 36mdnma boaghysgdn, (0BMBBYOL
00d06s  03560330mb) LagMOME  FoogdsMmogdmn
0Ma®@gMn of 30M3s My gobbmzgm dzgamo 09MdbydabL
LNOMJBY, HUUero yepesmepHoro. (Too much of a good
thing is a bad thing).

The example of the code switching (switching from
Georgian into Russian) given as a recording illustrates
how attitude towards the speaker determines the
attitude towards the language. As the journalist quoting
Georgian politicians’ words, and what was said are
estimated to be neither positive nor negative since the
means are closer to 3 — neither agree nor disagree.
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