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What is the difference between a noble fight and an open conflict? Pre-election debates are definitely not a sword fight and not a ghetto shooting, but a verbal duel, and we can sense their tension on a case-by-case basis. There is no difference between debates in the USA and the UK from a formal point of view: candidates answer questions asked either by the moderator or by the audience gradually disclosing their political programs. But despite the similarities the nature of the debates in the USA and in the UK is different. This paper seeks to analyze discursive features of the last American and British televised debates in order to spot a few essential differences. 

To this end, emphasis was laid on communicative strategies and tactics. Any debate is built around the discrediting tactic as it is an easy-to-get weapon for overthrowing the enemy, but American contenders use it with more vigour than British. Republican Donald Trump in his discrediting tactic usually uses so-called invectives - a contemptuous, sarcastic vocabulary, or dysfemisms, used for calling a competitor names with the intent to humiliate, and, finally, crash him or her. [Мухортов, 2017]: “You know, it’s amazing. I’m watching Hillary go over facts. And she’s going after fact after fact, and she’s lying again…” “You're the puppet!”
Hillary Clinton, the Democratic party leader, also uses invectives as part of her tactic (“He has really started his political activity based on this racist lie that our first black president was not an American citizen”), but she does it rarely. Usually she starts with the positive information which is supposed to show the merits of the opponent, but it actually turns into a total discrediting: “You know, Donald was very fortunate in his life, and that's all to his benefit. He started his business with $14 million, borrowed from his father, and he really believes that the more you help wealthy people, the better off we'll be and that everything will work out from there.”
Trump repeatedly refers to Clinton as ‘she’ which shows his negative attitude toward the rival: “But she’s been there for 30 years she’s been doing this stuff. She never changed. And she never will change.” Clinton, in turn, hardly ever refers to him with a pronoun. She prefers his first name: “And the kind of plan that Donald has put forth would be trickle-down economics all over again.” “Well, Donald, I know you live in your own reality, but that is not the facts.”

The British competitors, three of them, show a completely different attitude towards the discrediting tactic. David Cameron never discredits Nick Clegg, he will attack Gordon Brown as the actual power is still in his hands and he is understandably more experienced. In his way of discrediting he follows the pattern of revealing a rival’s secrets: “What Gordon Brown is not telling you about the situation with cancer…” 
Nick Clegg does not tend to rush in a fight, so he is discrediting both of his rivals at the same time in a noticeably shy manner: “I have to say to both David Cameron and Gordon Brown, what bothers me is that I hear the words, they sound great. But, you know, it's not just what you say, it's what you do.” 
Gordon Brown shockingly praises Clegg and doesn’t fight much his main rival represented by Cameron: “I don't think David will support us on that, but I hope Nick will, we've got to reform the House of Commons and the House of Lords.”

Interruptions deserve special mention. During the American debates the competitors would interrupt each other raising their voices so that it was hard to understand what they said, while in the British debates quiet interruptions constantly seemed to be part of the plan.
Since laughter has always been the best way out of any situation, it is no surprise that we can hear it in both analyzed debates. But what kind of laughter is it? In American debates the leitmotif is an evil laughter. It is more of a mockery of the opponents’ ideas and proposals, sarcasm. For example, when a moderator asks Hillary Clinton whether Trump has a discipline to be a good leader and we hear her negative answer, Trump says sarcastically: “I’m shocked to hear that”. In the British debates we hear nice humour and gentle irony: “I would love to take everyone out of their first £10,000 of income tax, Nick. It's a beautiful idea, a lovely idea. We cannot afford it.” [Cameron, 2010]. Cameron uses the words with positive meaning (beautiful, lovely) and Trump reveals his idea with a negative-connotation word (shocking).
In conclusion, we can say that having analyzed the rhetoric it becomes clear that the British debates seem to be a gentleman fight with a kind of an honest ‘war’ strategies and tactics while the American debates looked more like an open conflict with highly emotional and sometimes rude words and lots of interruptions, where Donald Trump with his continuous attacks managed to destroy his rival and succeed in the end.
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