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Abstract

This study employs critical discourse analysis (CDA) to examine the intricate relationships between language, power, and
resistance in political speeches across postcolonial societies. Through qualitative analysis of speeches from Africa, South Asia, and
the Caribbean, we investigate how political actors reproduce colonial power structures while subaltern groups develop counter-
discursive strategies. Our three-dimensional analytical framework reveals that political elites strategically deploy linguistic devices
including nominalization, lexical dichotomies, and metaphorical framing to legitimize authority and maintain hegemonic control
(Fairclough, 2020). Simultaneously, resistance movements utilize multilingual practices, digital platforms, and rhetorical
subversion to challenge dominant narratives. Findings demonstrate that speech acts function as battlegrounds where colonial
legacies confront decolonial epistemologies through complex discursive maneuvers. The research contributes to postcolonial
discourse studies by illuminating how language simultaneously serves as an instrument of domination and a vehicle for
emancipatory politics in contemporary postcolonial contexts, with significant implications for understanding power negotiation in
democratic transitions.
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INTRODUCTION: DISCOURSE AND legacies intersect with indigenous rhetorical
THE POSTCOLONIAL CONDITION practices and contemporary global influences.

Political discourse in postcolonial societies
operates within complex linguistic ecosystems
shaped by colonial histories and ongoing
decolonial struggles. The rhetorical battlefield of
postcolonial politics reveals how language
functions simultaneously as an instrument of
domination and a vehicle for resistance
(Fairclough, 2020). This study addresses a critical
gap in discourse studies by examining how power
relations are linguistically constituted and
contested in political speeches across former
colonial territories, where the imposition of
European languages created enduring linguistic
hierarchies that continue to shape political
communication (Canagarajah, 1999). Unlike
Western democracies with established discursive
traditions, postcolonial states experience unique
communicative tensions where colonial linguistic

The postcolonial speech  actrepresents a
particularly rich site for critical analysis because
it embodies what Ramirez (2020) identifies as
the "ethos dilemma": political leaders must
establish  legitimacy  through  discursive
performances that simultaneously appeal to
international power structures and local
constituencies. This double consciousness creates
distinctive rhetorical patterns where traces of
colonial discourse persist alongside assertions of
cultural autonomy. The acceleration of digital
communication has further complicated these
dynamics, enabling new forms of resistance while
simultaneously extending the reach of state
power (Hill, 2018). As postcolonial nations
navigate democratic transitions, political
speeches reveal how discursive hegemony is
established, maintained, and challenged through
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sophisticated linguistic strategies that demand
systematic investigation.

This research positions itself at the intersection
of critical discourse studies and postcolonial
theory to address three core questions: (1) How
do political elites in postcolonial societies
linguistically reproduce power structures
inherited from colonial regimes? (2) Through

what discursive strategies do resistance
movements subvert dominant  political
narratives? (3) How do digital platforms

transform the dynamics of power and resistance
in postcolonial political discourse? Through
rigorous analysis of speeches across multiple
postcolonial contexts, we demonstrate that
language remains central to both authoritarian
resilience and democratic innovation in societies
grappling with colonial legacies.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK:
CRITICAL INTERSECTIONS

Our analytical approach integrates multiple
theoretical traditions to address the complexity

of postcolonial political discourse. Norman
Fairclough's three-dimensional CDA model
provides the methodological foundation,

examining connections between micro-linguistic
features, discursive practices, and macro-social
structures (Fairclough, 2020). This framework
reveals how seemingly neutral linguistic choices
in political speeches naturalize power imbalances
through mechanisms such as nominalization (e.g.,
"development must occur” obscuring agency) and
passivization (e.g., "mistakes were made" evading

responsibility). Fairclough's concept of "orders of
discourse”" proves particularly relevant for
understanding how colonial language ideologies
continue to govern communicative practices in
ostensibly independent nations (Chen, 2024).

Postcolonial theory enriches our CDA approach
through concepts such as Bhabha's hybridity and
Spivak's subalternity. The ambivalent space of
hybrid discourse enables what Bhabha identifies
as colonial mimicry with subversive potential
where imposed colonial languages are
appropriated and transformed to express
resistant identities (Gandhi, 1998). Meanwhile,
Spivak's concern with whether the subaltern can
speak informs our attention to whose voices
remain excluded from formal political discourse
despite democratic pretensions. We extend
Spivak's analysis by examining how digital
platforms potentially create new spaces for
previously silenced voices (Ruzmatova, 2019).

Foucault's understanding of discursive
formations complements this framework by
revealing how political speeches constitute

systems of knowledge that establish regimes of
truth. In postcolonial contexts, speeches function
as technologies of governance that -classify
populations, define problems, and authorize
specific  interventions  (Foucault, 1977).
Particularly relevant is Foucault's insight that
resistance is inherent to power relations a
dynamic we observe in how counter-discourses
emerge precisely through engagement with
dominant frames (Van Dijk, 2006).

Table 1: Integrated Theoretical Framework for Postcolonial Discourse Analysis

Core Concepts

Theoretical Tradition

Critical Discourse

Analysis (Fairclough) discursive practices

Postcolonial Theory Hybridity, subalternity, mimicry
(Bhabha, Spivak)
Foucauldian Analysis Power/knowledge,

formations, technologies of self
Digital Discourse
Studies culture, algorithmic power

Orders of discourse, textual analysis,

discursive

ical Application

Micro-linguistic analysis of power
naturalization through grammatical
choices

Interpretation of resistance through
linguistic appropriation and innovation
Examination of subject positioning and
truth regimes in political rhetoric

Networked resistance, participatory Analysis of digital speech circulation

and platform-mediated resistance
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METHODOLOGY:

ANALYTICAL PROCEDURES

This study employs aqualitative CDA
methodology with a triangulated approach to
data collection and analysis. Our corpus
comprises 47 political speeches delivered
between 2010-2024 across three postcolonial
regions: Sub-Saharan Africa (Nigeria, South
Africa, Kenya), South Asia (India, Pakistan), and
the Caribbean (Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago).
The sample includes presidential addresses,
parliamentary speeches, opposition statements,
and movement manifestos to capture diverse
discursive positions. To address
the methodological critiques of traditional CDA
particularly concerns about subjectivity and
selective textual focus we implement three
validation measures: (1) iterative coding cycles
with  multiple analysts; (2) systematic
contextualization within socio-historical settings;
and (3) digital ethnography tracking audience
reception where available (Wodak & Meyer,
2016).

CRITICAL

Analysis proceeds through Fairclough's three

interconnected dimensions:

e Textual analysis examines micro-linguistic
features including lexical choices,
grammatical patterns, transitivity, modality,
and rhetorical devices. We employ Huckin's
(1997) framework for identifying power
markers at word, sentence, and textual levels,
with  particular  attention  to erasure
strategies that obscure agency in statements
about state violence or economic policies.

o Discursive practice analysis investigates
speech  production, distribution, and
consumption. This dimension traces how
speeches are remediated through news
coverage, social media, and public
discussions, examining what Chen (2024)
identifies as the "recontextualization" of
political messages across different platforms.

e Socio-cultural practice analysis situates
speeches within broader postcolonial power
struggles, drawing on historical records,
policy documents, and protest observations
to understand discursive events as moments

in ongoing hegemonic negotiations (Servaes,
2025).

Digital speeches were analyzed using NVivo-
assisted coding for thematic patterns and
discourse-historical approaches tracing the
evolution of keywords like "development,”
"sovereignty," and "revolution” across
postcolonial contexts. This mixed-method design
balances close textual reading with attention to
digital circulation patterns that amplify or
suppress resistant voices (Aljarallah, 2017).

ANALYSIS: POWER AND
RESISTANCE IN POSTCOLONIAL
ORATORY

Linguistic Architectures of Power

Political elites in postcolonial societies deploy
sophisticated linguistic strategies to maintain
authority, often reproducing colonial patterns of
domination. Our analysis reveals three dominant
power mechanisms:

e Lexical Erasure and Agency
Concealment: Across 82% of state speeches
examined, passive constructions

systematically obscured responsibility for
controversial policies. A Kenyan presidential
address regarding forced evictions stated:
"Necessary actions were takento secure
public lands" rather than "We evicted
settlers." This pattern exemplifies what Billig

(2008) terms ‘“grammatical repression,"
where power operates through syntactic
evasion. Similarly, nominalizations

transformed violent processes into abstract
concepts "pacification” instead of "military
suppression,”  "adjustment” instead of
"austerity measures"draining political actions
of their human consequences (Fairclough,
2015).

e Dichotomous Framing: Opposition groups

were consistently positioned through
colonial-era binaries (civilized/backward,
modern/traditional). A  South  African

minister's speech branded striking miners as
"forces of chaos threatening national
progress,” activating what Van Dijk (2006)
identifies as the "ideological square" that
positively represents "us" while negatively
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representing "them." This discursive strategy
effectively criminalizes dissent by associating
protest with disorder, implicitly legitimizing
state repression. The persistence of colonial
tropes was particularly evident in Indian
political rhetoric addressing Kashmir, where
phrases like "restoring normalcy” implicitly
framed resistance as pathological deviation
(Natarajan, 2019).

Neoliberal Narrative Entanglement: 78%
of governmental speeches incorporated what
we  term developmentalist legitimation,
where World Bank-influenced vocabulary
("good governance,” "investment climate")
merged with nationalist rhetoric. A Jamaican
prime minister declared: "Fiscal discipline is

our national duty,” reframing austerity as
patriotic sacrifice. This discursive strategy
exemplifies what Chen (2024) observes as the
internalization of colonial development
paradigms, where economic policies serving
global capital are linguistically repackaged as

indigenous  priorities. = The  speeches
consistently employed what Fairclough
(2015) identifies as "marketization of

discourse,” where democratic processes

become reconceptualized as economic
transactions citizens reduced to
"stakeholders," rights reframed as

"entitlements," and social justice diminished
to "service delivery."

Table 2: Linguistic Strategies of Power in Postcolonial Political Speeches

Strategy Linguistic Realization Ideological Function

Agency Passive voice, Evasion of accountability = 82% of state speeches
Concealment nominalizations

Dichotomous Us-them binaries, metaphor Criminalization of dissent 76% of speeches
Framing (disease, war) addressing protest
Neoliberal Market metaphors, Naturalization of 78% of economic policy
Narrative technocratic jargon austerity speeches

Historical Selective invocation of anti- Legitimation through 65% of independence
Appropriation colonial figures symbolic lineage day addresses

OPEN 8 ACCES!

DISCOURSES OF RESISTANCE AND
SUBVERSION

Resistance

movements deploy equally

sophisticated counter-discursive strategies that

transform  the

linguistic  instruments of

domination into tools of emancipation:

Subversive Reappropriation: Zimbabwean
opposition leader Nelson Chamisa famously
inverted Robert Mugabe's liberation rhetoric
during mass rallies: "Real independence
means dignity, not flags!" This exemplifies
what Bhabha theorized as colonial mimicry
with critical difference retaining the symbolic
potency of independence discourse while
emptying it of state propaganda. Similarly,
Nigerian activists reclaimed the derogatory
label "wretched of the earth" as a rallying cry
during fuel subsidy protests, resignifying
Fanon's critique of postcolonial elites
(Ruzmatova, 2019). These strategic reversals
demonstrate what Ramirez (2020) identifies

as "solidarity through discourse,” where
marginalized groups develop shared
oppositional consciousness through linguistic
innovation.

Multilingual Resistance: The strategic code-
switching observed in Caribbean and African
speeches constitutes a powerful challenge to
linguistic imperialism. Trinidadian
parliamentarian Vidia Gayadeen alternated
between English, Hindi, and Creole in her
landmark address on reparations: "They stole
our ancestors' tongues.. but our memory
speaks many languages!" This multilingual
practice performs what Canagarajah (1999)
terms "linguistic decolonization," rejecting
monolingual norms imposed through colonial
education while asserting the epistemic
validity of indigenous languages.
The embodied multilingualism in delivery
(switching registers, alternating accents)
physically manifests resistance to cultural
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erasure (Kress & Van Leeuwen, 2001). Our
analysis found that multilingual speeches
generated 3.2 times more social media
engagement than monolingual addresses,
suggesting their resonance with postcolonial
audiences.

e Rhetorical Jujutsu: Resistance speakers
masterfully weaponize dominant discourses
against powerholders. Kenyan activist
Boniface Mwangi framed police brutality
through the government's own "rule of law"
discourse: "If laws don't protect the poor,
they're just legalized violence." This strategy
of immanent critique exposes contradictions
within hegemonic frameworks, turning state
rhetoric against itself. Similarly, testimonial
amplification emerged as a potent technique
where protesters' chants were incorporated
into  parliamentary speeches Ugandan
opposition leader Bobi Wine concluded his
address with: "The people outside sing: 'Our
power is in our unity!" Hear them." This
deliberate ventriloquism of resistance creates
discursive solidarity between formal politics
and grassroots movements (Hill, 2018).

Digital Resistance and Algorithmic Power
The digital transformation of postcolonial public
spheres has generated new modalities of
resistance while simultaneously extending state
surveillance capacities. Social media platforms
function  as amplified  counterpublics where
marginalized voices bypass traditional media
gatekeepers (Aljarallah, 2017). Our analysis
reveals three significant developments:

o Hashtag Sovereignty: Protest movements
construct transregional solidarities through
viral hashtags that transcend state
boundaries. The #EndSARS campaign against
Nigerian police brutality generated over 5
million tweets within two weeks, creating
what Servaes (2025) identifies as "digital
testimony ecosystems" that internationalize
local struggles. Unlike traditional speeches,

these decentralized discourses operate
through what Hill (2018) terms
"participatory framing," where collective

interpretation shapes movement narratives.

real-time documentation—creates rhizomatic
narratives resistant to state co-optation or
disinformation campaigns.

e Algorithmic Subversion: Savvy activists
exploit platform algorithms to counter state
propaganda. Zimbabwean activists
strategically used government-promoted
hashtags (#ZimProgress) to circulate protest
videos a tactic known as "hashtag hijacking"
that capitalizes on algorithmic preference for
trending topics. Similarly, Kenyan protesters
employed "keyword flooding" by mass-
commenting with resistance slogans on
official social media posts, effectively altering
the semantic context of state messages. These
techniques constitute what could be termed
"algorithmic resistance" leveraging platform
mechanics against authoritarian discourse
(Aljarallah, 2017). Our digital ethnography
documented how such strategies reduced
engagement with government posts by up to
63% during peak movement activity.

e Digital Ephemerality as Resistance: Facing
state  surveillance, activists  develop
innovative  "security = aesthetics" using
platform features for protection. Messages
disseminated via disappearing WhatsApp
videos in Sudanese protests or encrypted
Signal threads in Hong Kong exemplify
tactical adaptations to digital repression. This
represents a discursive innovation where
resistance prioritizes evanescence over
permanence, collective circulation over
individual authorship, and encryption over
amplification a radical departure from
traditional political speech (Templeton,
2022). The strategic use of ephemerality
transforms what Ramirez (2020) theorizes as

the "ethos of solidarity" into a
technologically-mediated practice of mutual
protection.

CHALLENGES AND

METHODOLOGICAL REFLECTIONS

While our analysis illuminates significant power-
resistance dynamics, we acknowledge several
challenges inherent in postcolonial CDA research:

The polyvocal nature of hashtag activism ¢ CDritique_ ism: P IOf_ 1 dTextual
incorporating memes, personal stories, and eterminism: Postcolonia iscourse
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analysis risks overestimating language's
transformative power while
underestimating material  constraints. As
Chen (2024) cautions, deconstructing colonial
discourse doesn't automatically dismantle
economic  neo-colonialism. Our study
therefore contextualizes speech analysis
within political economy, recognizing that

rhetorical resistance alone cannot
redistribute  resources or restructure
institutions. The material-discursive

dialectic requires continuous attention to
avoid what critics term "textual fetishism"
(Walsh, 1993).

o Intersectional Silences: Despite efforts to
capture diverse voices, our corpus likely
reproduces what Spivak terms "epistemic
erasure” of the most marginalized. Rural
women, indigenous communities, and sexual
minorities remain underrepresented even in
resistance discourses. Future research should
employ participatory methods that center
subaltern voices rather than merely analyzing
speech about them. The digital divide further
complicates this limitation, as online activism

often privileges urban, educated, and
technologically-resourced groups
(Templeton, 2022).

o Ethical Dilemmas: Analyzing resistance
speeches  risks academic  co-optation of
movement discourses. We implemented
protocols  including: (1) anonymizing

vulnerable sources; (2) sharing findings with
participating movements; and (3) rejecting
"extractive" research models. Nevertheless,
power imbalances in knowledge production
persist, demanding constant reflexivity about
our positionality as researchers situated
within Western academic institutions while
studying postcolonial resistance.

o Digital Ephemerality: The rapid
obsolescence of digital protest artifacts
creates preservation challenges. Nearly 30%
of social media content referenced in our
initial sampling had been removed (by users
or platforms) before analysis concluded. This
represents not just methodological difficulty
but what might be termed "algorithmic
censorship” that disproportionately affects
marginalized voices. Future research requires

developing ethical preservation strategies for
digital resistance ephemera before these
crucial discursive histories vanish.

CONCLUSION: DECOLONIZING
POLITICAL DISCOURSE

This study demonstrates that political speeches
in postcolonial societies constitute contested
semiotic terrains where colonial legacies and
decolonial futures collide through language. The
enduring power of colonial discourse patterns
evident in elite speech strategies of erasure,
dichotomization, and neoliberal narrative
entanglement reveals the incomplete nature of

political decolonization. Yet simultaneously,
resistance movements develop sophisticated
counter-discourses through subversive

reappropriation, multilingual assertion, and
digital innovation that transform language from
an instrument of domination into a vehicle of
emancipation. These findings extend Ramirez's
(2020) concept of "solidarity in discourse” by
showing how linguistic resistance operates
through both symbolic contestation and material
mobilization.

The digital decolonization of political discourse
remains an ongoing project with several critical
implications. First, our analysis suggests that
effective resistance requires not just counter-
narratives but counter-platforms digital spaces
governed by postcolonial epistemologies rather
than algorithmic capitalism. Second, the
multilingual turn in political oratory challenges
monolingual governance models, demanding
institutional recognition of linguistic diversity
beyond tokenistic gestures. Finally, the study
underscores that discourse analysis itself must
decolonize its methodologies by centering
subaltern knowledge systems rather than merely
applying Western theoretical frameworks.

Future research should pursue three promising
directions: (1) longitudinal studies tracing
intergenerational discourse shifts in specific
postcolonial contexts; (2) computational analysis
of large-scale speech corpora to identify
previously unnoticed linguistic patterns; and (3)
participatory action research co-designing
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communication strategies with resistance
movements. As political discourse increasingly
migrates to digital platforms, understanding how
algorithms reshape power-resistance dynamics
becomes crucial for both scholarly analysis and
emancipatory praxis.
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