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Abstract
Persuasion techniques are powerful rhetorical devices used to sway public opinion in a wide range of media. We
present a new corpus of persuasion techniques, focusing on Slavic languages. The corpus contains documents in
Bulgarian, Polish, and Russian, annotated with persuasion techniques at the coarse-grained text-span level and
fine-grained sentence level. The techniques are drawn from a taxonomy of 25 fine-grained persuasion techniques,
grouped under six broad categories of rhetorical persuasion strategies. The corpus contains approximately 7500 text
spans from 222 documents that cover topics hotly debated at the national and international levels. We describe
the corpus creation process, provide detailed statistics, and examine correlations between topics and persuasion
techniques. We use classic ML-based and generative Al-based models to provide baselines and benchmark results

for the detection and classification of persuasion techniques at the text-span level and sentence level.
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1. Introduction

Persuasion is central to political debates, affect-
ing policy outcomes, and is heavily used in a wide
range of contexts, including by social media influ-
encers, to sway public opinion. Persuasion tech-
niques function as psychological mechanisms de-
signed to steer the reader’s beliefs and actions,
such as voting. Many are based on flawed or un-
sound reasoning in constructing arguments, while
others deliberately trigger emotional responses—
such as appeal to patriotism—to secure agreement
when factual support is missing or weak.

In this paper, we present a new corpus of texts
annotated with persuasion techniques in Slavic lan-
guages. It contains documents from parliamentary
debates in Bulgarian and Polish, and social media
in Russian, annotated with persuasion techniques,
using a taxonomy of 25 fine-grained persuasion
techniques. The corpus consists of approximately
7,500 text fragments annotated with persuasion
techniques, in 222 documents. The corpus cov-
ers highly debated topics at the international—e.g.,
the Ukraine-Russia war—and national level—e.g.,
abortion legislation.

The main impetus behind the creation of the pre-
sented corpus is to foster and stimulate research
on the detection of persuasion techniques and the
classification of texts in Slavic languages. We aim
to cover the domains of parliamentary debates

and social media, for which there are few or no
resources on persuasion techniques in Slavic lan-
guages. Our contributions can be summarized as
follows:

* we release a new corpus of persuasion
techniques, annotated at the text-span and
sentence level in three Slavic languages—
Bulgarian, Polish, and Russian—for two text
genres: parliamentary debates and social me-
dia posts,

» we provide the characteristics of this corpus,
including statistics, topics, and correlations
among the labels,

* we release and evaluate classical ML- and
generative-Al-based baseline models for de-
tection and classification of persuasion tech-
niques at the text-span and sentence levels.

It is important to emphasize that text-span anno-
tations of persuasion techniques may cover single
words, sub-parts of a sentence, entire sentences
or even bigger chunks of text that span more than
one sentence. The sentence-level annotations are
obtained by mapping the text-span annotations to
sentences.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2
covers related work. Section 3 describes the cre-
ation of the corpus. Section 4 presents insights into
correlations between topics and persuasion tech-
niques. Section 5 introduces baseline models for
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persuasion technique detection and classification.
Section 6 concludes and outlines future work.

2. Related Work

Research on automated detection of five types of
logical fallacies was reported by Habernal et al.
(2017, 2018). Da San Martino et al. (2019b) pre-
sented a corpus of English news articles labeled
using a more fine-grained taxonomy of 18 persua-
sion techniques at span and sentence level, and
reported on experiments of automated solutions
to detect them. This corpus was used in NLP4/F-
2019 Shared Task on Fine-Grained Propaganda
Detection (Da San Martino et al., 2019a) and
SemEval-2020 Task 11 on Detection of Persua-
sion Techniques in News Articles (Da San Martino
et al., 2020), focused on the detection of persua-
sion techniques in text fragments and document-
level classification, with an initial taxonomy of 18
techniques, in English news articles.

Piskorski et al. (2023c) introduced an extended
taxonomy of 23 persuasion techniques, grouped
in 6 different categories, and a corpus of 1.7K
news articles in 6 languages (including two Slavic
languages, Polish and Russian) annotated at the
text-span level using this taxonomy. The use-
fulness and applicability of this taxonomy was
demonstrated by Modzelewski et al. (2025), who
employed it to enhance disinformation detec-
tion through the Persuasion-Augmented Chain-
of-Thought method. The corpus was used in
SemEval-2023 Task 3 on Detecting Category,
Framing, and Persuasion Techniques in Online
News in a Multi-lingual Setup (Piskorski et al.,
2023b). The CLEF 2024 Task 3 on Persuasion
Techniques (Piskorski et al., 2024) followed up on
Semeval-2023 Task 3, by including new articles
in five languages, namely, Arabic, Bulgarian, En-
glish, Portuguese, and Slovene, (with two addi-
tional Slavic languages), and evaluation of persua-
sion detection and classification at text-span level.

Recently, work has been reported on detection
and classification of persuasion techniques in other
text genres, e.g., the shared task DIPROMATS
2023: automatic detection and characterization of
propaganda techniques in messages from diplo-
mats and authorities of world powers (Moral et al.,
2023) and DIPROMATS 2024: Detection, char-
acterization and tracking of propaganda in mes-
sages from diplomats and authorities of world pow-
ers (Moral et al., 2024), which resulted in a release
of a dataset of approximately 21K tweets in English
and Spanish, posted by authorities of China, Rus-
sia, the United States, and the European Union.

Detection and classification of persuasion tech-
niques in parliamentary debates and social media
was the subject of the SlavicNLP 2025 Shared

Task (Piskorski et al., 2025). In particular, the task
focused on the classification of persuasion tech-
niques at the paragraph level, covered 5 Slavic lan-
guages (Bulgarian, Croatian, Polish, Russian, and
Slovene), and adapted and extended the persua-
sion technique taxonomy presented in Piskorski
et al. (2023c) to 25 techniques. Our new dataset,
presented in this paper, has been annotated using
the same taxonomy.

Kyslyi et al. (2025) reports on a shared
task on manipulation detection and classifica-
tion in Ukrainian social media, for which a new
dataset containing approximately 9.5K posts from
Ukrainian Telegram in both Russian and Ukrainian
were introduced, and labeled with a subset variant
of the persuasion taxonomies used in the SemEval
tasks mentioned earlier. Moreover, Modzelewski
et al. (2024) proposed a taxonomy comprising 11
manipulation techniques and released a Polish dis-
information dataset annotated based on this tax-
onomy. Finally, Alzahrani et al. (2024) presented a
study on the detection and classification of persua-
sion techniques in Arabic social media.

Another line of research focused on detect-
ing persuasion techniques in multimodal content.
For instance, detection of persuasion techniques
in memes was the subject of the shared tasks:
SemkEval-2021 Task 6 on Detection of Persua-
sion Techniques in Texts and Images (Dimitrov
et al., 2021) and SemEval-2024 Task 4 on Mul-
tilingual Detection of Persuasion Techniques in
Memes (Dimitrov et al., 2024). These tasks ex-
tended the Semeval-2020 taxonomy to detect per-
suasion in visual content as well, totaling 22 tech-
niques (20 multimodal and 2 vision-only). Apart
from English, the second task covered two Slavic
languages: Bulgarian and Macedonian.

Accurate analysis of persuasion techniques is
critical for text-understanding tasks; for example,
in information extraction (Piskorski and Yangar-
ber, 2013; Huttunen et al., 2002), persuasion tech-
niques introduce the complex interplay between
the factual and the rhetorical dimensions of the
content: does the content convey objective report-
ing of events or attempt to influence the reader’s
perception of events. Relying on event detection
methods alone is insufficient to assure reliability
and trust (Atkinson et al., 2011; Yangarber, 2006).
As persuasive content becomes ever more perva-
sive online, our ability to accurately detect it and
analyze all of its aspects becomes more important.

To the best of our knowledge, the corpus we
present is the first for Bulgarian and Polish that
covers text-span and sentence-level annotations
in the domain of parliamentary debates, and the
first for Russian social media, annotated with fine-
grained persuasion techniques. This constitutes
part of the corpus used for the shared task de-

3600



scribed in (Piskorski et al., 2025), which focused
on paragraph-level detection and classification of
persuasion techniques in Slavic languages.

3. Corpus Creation

3.1.

To label the texts in our corpus, we use the 2-
tier taxonomy from the SlavicNLP 2025 shared
task on persuasion techniques (Piskorski et al.,
2023c). At the top level are 6 coarse-grained per-
suasion strategies: Attack on Reputation, Justifica-
tion, Simplification, Distraction, Call, and Manipu-
lative Wording—described in detail below.
Attack on reputation: The argument shifts the
focus—from addressing the topic, toward target-
ing the participants—their personality, experience,
deeds, etc.—in order to question or undermine
their credibility. The target of the argument can be
a group of individuals, organization, or activity.
Justification: The argument has two parts: a
statement and an explanation or appeal, where the
latter is used to justify or support the statement.
Simplification: The argument excessively simpli-
fies a problem, usually regarding the cause, the
consequence, or the existence of choices.
Distraction: The argument takes focus away from
the main topic to distract the reader.
Call: The text is not an argument, but an encour-
agement to act or to think in a particular way.
Manipulative wording: the text is not an argument
per se, but uses specific language, which contains
words or phrases that are either non-neutral, con-
fusing, exaggerating, loaded, etc., to impact the
reader emotionally.

These six strategies, subdivided into 25 fine-
grained persuasion techniques (see Figure 1), are
defined in detail with examples in Annex A.

Taxonomy

3.2. Document Acquisition

To create the corpus, we collected documents in
three languages—Bulgarian, Polish, and Russian—
covering various controversial topics. For Bulgar-
ian and Polish, we use transcripts of the respective
parliamentary sessions. For Russian, we use so-
cial media posts, particularly from the Telegram
platform, focusing on community-based channels.

Topics covered in Bulgarian parliamentary de-
bates include: foreign policy (with a focus on mili-
tary aid to Ukraine), acceptance into the Eurozone
and Schengen, and national sovereignty concerns.
Domestic political discourse (priorities, integrity,
identity) is intertwined with international matters
(e.g., ongoing conflicts).

Topics covered in the Polish debates cover the
highly-disputed abortion legislation, national secu-
rity and defense policy, Poland’s role within the

ATTACK ON REPUTATION

— Name Calling or Labelling
- Guilt by Association

— Casting Doubt

- Appeal to Hypocrisy

- Questioning the Reputation

JUSTIFICATION

- Flag-Waiving, appeal to patriotism
- Appeal to Authority

- Appeal to Popularity

- Appeal to Fear, Prejudice

- Appeal to Values

DISTRACTION

- Strawman

- Whataboutism

- Red Herring

- Appeal to Pity

SIMPLIFICATION

— Causal Oversimplification

- False Dilemma or No Choice

— Consequential Oversimplification
- False Equivalence

CALL

- Slogans

- Conversation Killer
- Appeal to Time

MANIPULATIVE WORDING

- Loaded Language

— Obfuscation, Intentional Vagueness,
Confusion

- Exaggeration or Minimisation

— Repetition

Figure 1: Two-tier Persuasion Technique taxonomy.

European Union, legislation against hate speech
and discrimination, socio-economic matters—
vaccination, forest management, mass layoffs,
mental health awareness, etc.

The Russian documents focus predominantly on
the Ukraine-Russia war, e.g., Putin-Trump negotia-
tions, Russia’s opposition with the West, disinfor-
mation, demographic challenges (such as migra-
tion, integration), criticism of state policies in this
context, and civilian resistance in conflict zones.

Overall, the documents in the three languages
are multiply labeled with the following broader
topics / categories: Ukraine-Russia war (URW),
Defense, Israel-Hamas conflict, Migration, Demo-
graphics, Abortion, EU, Schengen, External affairs,
Climate change, Hate speech, History, Other.

3.3. Annotation Process

The annotation process included five steps:
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1. For each language, a team of at least two an-
notators, one curator, and one language coor-
dinator was set up, where all team members
were native speakers and had prior experience
in linguistic annotations, including annotation in
disinformation and manipulative content,

2. We provided all teams with detailed annotation
guidelines (Piskorski et al., 2023a), and orga-
nized live sessions with annotation trainings,

3. Each document was annotated by two annota-
tors; ad-hoc meetings were organized to dis-
cuss difficult and unclear cases,

4. The curator for each language verified the ad-
herence of the annotations to the guidelines,
and corrected them as needed,

5. Regular meetings were held and an informa-
tion exchange platform was set up to safeguard
and maintain consistency in annotations across
languages, given the complexity of the task at
hand (Stefanovitch and Piskorski, 2023).

We adapted INCEpTION (Klie et al., 2018)—a
web-based framework for collaborative annotation.

In the remainder of this section, we outline the
types of persuasion techniques that proved most
challenging for the annotators to detect reliably.
Their subtlety lies not in overt manipulation but in
how they blend into everyday reasoning, requiring
the reader to track context, nuance, and argument
structure to recognize them.

Whataboutism and red herrings are particularly
tricky in complex debates, where topic-switching
feels relevant. They rely on the reader losing track
of the original issue as the discussion expands.
Spotting these techniques requires considering the
broad context and noticing when the focus has
shifted without justification. False equivalence can
be equally deceptive, as it presents opposing ideas
in a “balanced” format that appears fair, requiring
a deep understanding of the underlying issues to
see that the comparison is flawed. Strawman ar-
guments distort the opposing position slightly, of-
ten in long or nuanced exchanges; detecting them
requires remembering what was said earlier and
recognizing subtle misrepresentations. Causal or
consequential oversimplification appeals to our de-
sire for clear, linear explanations, though real-world
problems often involve multiple causes, feedback
loops, and uncertainties. ldentifying this type of
fallacy requires a cognitive effort to weigh the miss-
ing variables and alternative outcomes. Finally,
obfuscation, intentional vagueness, and confusion
hide flawed reasoning behind abstract or technical
language; the reader feels something meaningful
has been said but can’t specify what. Detecting
this tactic requires noticing the absence of clarity
rather than the presence of persuasion, i.e., itis a
task that demands sustained attention and critical
reflection across the broader context.

BG PL RU

Documents 79 53 90
Sentences 4984 4515 2074
Sentences with PTs 2491 2092 1218
Text spans annotated 3275 3048 1089
AVG words/document 1146 1215 359

Table 1: Dataset statistics across languages.

3.4. Annotation Format

For each language in the dataset, there is one an-
notation file, where each line contains annotations
at sentence level and has the following format:

<FILE> <START> <END> <PT-LABELS>

where <FILE>, is the name of the file, <START>
and <END> are the start/end character position
of the sentence, and <PT-LABELS> is a list of
persuasion technique labels. If the given sentence
does not contain any persuasion techniques, then
the list is empty. All elements in each line are
separated by tabs.

For each language, the dataset contains a corre-
sponding file with single text-span annotations,
where each line has the format:

<FILE> <START> <END> <PT> <NORM>

where <PT> contains a unique persuasion tech-
nique label and <NORM> contains whitespace-
normalized text which corresponds to the text frag-
ment starting/ending at <START>/<END>.

All documents in the corpus are provided in plain
text format encoded in UTF-8.

3.5. Statistics

The corpus consists of 222 documents in three
languages—Bulgarian, Polish, and Russian—with
a total of 7412 instances of persuasion techniques.
The overall statistics of the corpus are provided in
Table 1. The proportion of sentences labeled with
at least one persuasion technique for Bulgarian,
Polish, and Russian is 50.0%, 46.3%, and 58.7%,
respectively. The dataset covers 25 persuasion
techniques, with a highly unbalanced distribution.
Figure 2 provides the distribution of the persua-
sion techniques and comparison across languages.
False Equivalence is the least frequent class (74
instances), while Loaded language is the most fre-
quent (1110 instances).

The heatmap in Figure 3 shows the co-
occurrence of persuasion-technique annotations
within sentences across all languages. Each cell
shows the number of sentences that contain both
persuasion techniques corresponding to the row
and the column. The diagonal cells indicate the
total number of sentences annotated with a spe-
cific persuasion technique. Darker colors indi-
cate higher counts, highlighting techniques that
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Casting Doubt

Questioning the Reputation

Name calling or labeling

Attack on Reputation

Appeal to Hypocrisy 270 (3.6%)

Guilt by Association 88 (1.2%)
Loaded Language
Repetition

Exaggeration or Minimisation 345 (4.7%)

Manipulative Wording

Obfuscation, Confusion,

Intentional vagueness 247 (3.3%)

341 (4.6%)

314 (4.2%)

299 (4.0%)

Justification

a1 to Popularity 144 (1.9%)

to Authority 139 (1.9%)

Causal Oversimplification 248 (3.3%)

False dilemma or No Choice 165 (2.2%)

simplification

Consequential Oversimplification 134 (1.8%)

False Equivalence 74 (1.0%)

Conversation killer 296 (4.0%)

call

Slogans 157 (2.1%)

Appeal to Time 78 (1.1%)

Misrepresentation of

Someone'sPosition 152 (2.1%)

Appeal to Pity 130 (1.8%)

Distraction

Introducing irrelevant Information 106 (1.4%)

Switching topic 92 (1.2%)

681 (9.2%)
658 (8.9%)

583 (7.9%)

1110 (15

561 (7.6%)

Language
Hm BG
I PL
s RU

0 200 400

600 800 1000

Figure 2: Distribution of persuasion technique annotations by language.

Topic |BG %% |PL %% | RU %% ]
Abortion - 14 26 1 1
Climate change 2 25 8 15 -
Defense 14 17 | 22 41 -
Demographics 1 12 5 9 9 10
Hate speech - 8 15 -

EU 28 35| 15 28 -
External affairs 2 25| 13 25| 21 23
History - 2 4 -
Israel-Hamas conflict 2 25 - -
Migration 7 85 8 15| 13 145
Schengen 7 85 - -
Ukraine-Russia war 42 52 5 9| 52 58
Other 4 5 1 2 4 45

Table 2: Topic distribution across languages.

frequently recur within the same sentence. The
axes list all persuasion techniques, grouped and
color-coded by their broader categories (e.g., At-
tack on Reputation, Manipulative Wording, Justifi-
cation, Simplification, Call, Distraction).

Table 2 summarises the distribution of docu-

ments by topic across the Bulgarian (BG), Polish
(PL), and Russian (RU) datasets. The figures re-
veal significant cross-linguistic variation. All three
languages engage with the URW topic, which ac-
counts for 44% of documents across languages,
though it is particularly prevalent in Russian (58%)
and Bulgarian (52%) texts. External affairs
emerges as another cross-linguistic theme, partic-
ularly relevant in Russian (23%) and Polish (25%)
materials. In contrast, while EU dominates Bulgar-
ian texts (35%), Abortion debates appear almost
exclusively in Polish discourse (26%)

4. Topic vs. Persuasion Technique
Analysis

To better understand how different persuasion tech-
niques and strategies are employed in public dis-
course, we analyze their co-occurrence with the
topics under discussion. Figure 4 presents a
heatmap of persuasion-topic co-occurrence: the
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Exaggeration or Minimisation
Intentional vagueness

Questioning the Reputation
Name Calling or Labeling
Guilt by Association
Appeal to Hypocrisy
Loaded Language
Obfuscation, Confusion,

a
=
=
=]
[a]
o
c
=)
n
[
8]

Repetition

Casting Doubt
Questioning the Reputation
Name Calling er Labeling

Guilt by Association

Attack on Reputation

Appeal to Hypocrisy
Loaded Language
Repetition

Exaggeration or Minimisation

Obfuscation, Confusion,
Intentional vagueness

Manipulative Wording

Appeal to Values
Appeal to Fear, Prejudice
Flag Waiving

Appeal to Popularity

Justification

Appeal to Authority
Causal Oversimplification

Consequential Oversimplification

Simplification

False Equivalence
Conversation Killer

Slogans

Call

Appeal to Time
Appeal to Pity

Introducing Irrelevant Information

Distraction

Switching Topic

Figure 3: Co-occurrence of persuasion

rows represent persuasion techniques, grouped
into strategies, and the columns represent topics.
Color intensity reflects the prevalence of each strat-
egy within a topic, while the numerical values pro-
vide precise percentages.

Across all topics, Manipulative Wording and At-
tack on Reputation are the most prominent persua-
sion strategies, with Loaded Language being the
most prevalent technique. Doubt and Questioning
the Reputation frequently occur in politically sen-
sitive discussions, particularly those related to EU,
Defense, Schengen, Migration.

Several techniques exhibit topic-specific spikes.
For example, Appeals to values occurs more fre-
quently in documents related to Abortion and
Demographic, whereas Appeal to Fear becomes
particularly important in Hate speech. In con-
trast, Doubt and Questioning the Reputation ap-
pear frequently in documents about URW, the most
common topic in the corpus. It is important to note
that Loaded language is a dominant technique in
the Russian data, while Bulgarian contributes most

Appeal to Values

Consequential Oversimplification
Introducing Irrelevant Information

Appeal to Fear, Prejudice
Flag Waiving

Appeal to Popularity
Appeal to Authority
Causal Oversimplification
False Equivalence
Conversation Killer
Appeal to Time

Appeal to Pity

Switching Topic

L 100

technique annotations within sentences.

with Doubt. Notably, the topics Schengen and
Migration evoke similar persuasion techniques.

5. Baseline Models

In this Section, we present baseline models for
the task of detection and classification of persua-
sion techniques. Since this paper focuses on the
corpus, we provide these models and results as
benchmarks (rather than as state-of-the-art)—to
highlight the complexity of the classification task.

5.1. Text-span level

To demonstrate the complexity of the Persuasion
Technique Classification problem, we build a base-
line model that, given a text fragment known to
contain one or more persuasion techniques and
no additional context, determines the persuasion
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Figure 4: Correlation between persuasion technique and topics across languages.
technique. For this purpose, we trained a SVM' on BG PL RU
text spans annotated with persuasion techniques,  Technique fi_sup F sup By sup

i _ - Questioning the Reputation 26 393 .19 222 .00 37
W_hICh uses 3-5 Ch_ara_Cter n grams as features, Name-Calling, Labeling .56 343 .37 90 .09 76
with vector normalization, and ran 5-fold cross-  Guilt by Association 00 31 00 32 .00 22

H H H Doubt .40 396 .19 207 .05 73
validation on the entire dalta for each Ianguage. Appoal {0 Hypocrisy o % 0 118 oo 11
The classification results (i.e., Fy scores) for in- o r 0 % 5 05 71 00 15
dividual techniques are provided in Table 3. The  Appeal to Values 03 56 41 236 .15 49

: H i _ Appeal to Authority A1 31 .28 89 .00 18

macro (micro) 1_71 for the persuasion technique clas Appeal to Fear/Prejudice Yo 86 15 184 00 42
sification task is .19 (.34), .18 (.35), and .04 (.11)  Flag Waving 24 83 39 167 .04 49
for Bulgarian, Polish, and Russian, respectively.  GCausal Oversimplification 05 95 00 33 .07 120
[T : False Dilemma-No Choice 10 89 .04 38 .00 38

FOI’l the individual teChmqueS’ \_Ne Can ob§erve that Consequential Oversimplification .02 75 .00 33 .00 26
lexical features have some discriminative power  False Equivalence 07 46 00 18 00 10
for the classification of Loaded Language, Name  Straw Man 06 54 .00 38 .00 60
. . s . Whataboutism .03 55 .21 22 .00 15
Calling and Labeling, Repetition, Conversational  Red Hering 05 35 07 47 00 21
Killer, Flag Waiving, Appeal to Values, where these  Appeal to Pity 14 42 M1 69 00 19
; [ Appeal to Time .00 12 .14 55 .15 11

classes appear to have a higher number of in Sogans o 26 15 112 oo 16
stances in the corpus. On the other hand, Dis-  conversation Killer 46 120 31 136 .00 19
tractions and Simplifications are less frequent, and Loaded Language B0 363 [68 461 32 222
i Y Obfuscation-Vagueness-Confusion .14 145 .12 52 .00 49
mtum_vely harder to detect. In general, re§ults for Exaggoration Minimization 4 164 06 106 00 67
Russian are worse than those for Bulgarian and Repetition B9 123 5§ 298 .00 4
Polish, likely due to the smaller amount of available  ALL (micro) 34 3068 .35 2934 .11 1089
ALL (macro) .19 3068 .18 2934 .04 1089

data for Russian.

5.2. Sentence level

5.2.1. Coarse-Grained Persuasion Strategy

Classification with LLMs

Experimental Setup: To evaluate the capability of
large language models (LLMs) to detect persua-

'"We used the Liblinear library at: www.csie.ntu.
edu.tw/~cjlin/liblinear

Table 3: Text-span classification—F; and support—
of character n-gram based SVM. Scores above .5,
in range .4—-.5, and in range .3—.4 highlighted in
green, lime green, and yellow, respectively.

sion at the sentence level, we assess LLM perfor-

mance on two classification tasks:

 Binary Classification — Each persuasion strat-
egy is treated as an independent binary classi-
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BG PL RU
Model Fi Macro  F; Micro F; Macro F; Micro F; Macro  F; Micro
gemini-2.0-flash .28 .35 .27 .34 .20 .26
google/gemma-3-27b-it 27 .40 .29 .36 .20 .28
gpt-4.1-mini .26 .33 .27 .34 .21 .25
gpt-40-mini .29 .35 .28 .32 .23 .27
meta-llama/Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct .25 .33 .24 .32 .22 .28

Table 4: Results for multi-label classification of high-level persuasion strategies. Results presented for six
different LLMs. Experiments done at the sentence level with zero-shot prompting. Scores above .5, in
range .4—-.5, and in range .3—.4 highlighted in green, lime green, and yellow, respectively.

Model Attack on Reputation Call Distraction Justification Manipulative Wording ~ Simplification
BG gemini-2.0-flash .45 18 18 19 47 .32
google/gemma-3-27b-it .56 .16 22 22 .46 16
gpt-4.1-mini 44 .20 .26 15 47 .36
gpt-40-mini .45 .23 .28 .10 A7 .39
meta-llama/Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct 42 12 .08 14 .48 18
PL gemini-2.0-flash .40 .22 14 .38 .50 14
google/gemma-3-27b-it .44 10 .10 .32 47 .28
gpt-4.1-mini .43 .27 15 .28 .46 18
gpt-4o0-mini 41 .20 18 .22 .48 17
meta-llama/Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct 44 15 22 15 .46 22
RU gemini-2.0-flash .26 12 .08 .24 .40 .28
google/gemma-3-27b-it .37 12 12 A7 .33 18
gpt-4.1-mini .46 18 .10 .16 41 .29
gpt-4o0-mini 42 Al 14 .00 .38 .27
meta-llama/Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct 41 12 .10 .08 .40 .28

Table 5: Binary classification results for each of six high-level persuasion strategies. Experiments done
at the sentence level with zero-shot prompting. Scores above .5, in range .4-.5, and in range .3—.4
highlighted in green, lime green, and yellow, respectively.

fication problem. Models are evaluated on their
ability to detect the presence or absence of a
specific persuasion strategy.

+ Multilabel Classification — LLMs are assessed
on their ability to identify multiple persuasion
strategies that may co-occur within a single sen-
tence, formulated as a multilabel classification.
We evaluate five state-of-the-art LLMs accessed

via their respective APIs?: GPT-40 Mini, GPT-4.1
Mini, Gemini 2.0 Flash, Gemma 3 27B IT, and
Llama 3.3 70B. To ensure that the results are as de-
terministic as possible, all models were prompted
with the temperature parameter set to zero. Eval-
uations were conducted in a zero-shot setting for
all languages. In total, the experiments involved
approximately 55,000 API calls. The complete set
of prompts and the accompanying codebase are
available in our public repository to support trans-
parency and reproducibility.

Results: Overall performance is moderate and
comparable across languages, reflecting the dif-
ficulty of zero-shot persuasion detection. In the
multilabel setup (Table 4), micro F; ranges from

2For open-source LLMs we used APIs provided by
Deeplnfra: deepinfra.com/models

3Link to repository: github.com/SlavicNLP/
SlavicPersuasionTechniques/

.26 to .40, with Gemma 3 27B achieving the best
results, particularly for Bulgarian and Polish.

For the binary classification task (Table 5), vari-
ation across persuasion strategies is substantial.
The models perform best on Attack on Reputa-
tion and Manipulative Wording, often exceeding
the Fy score of .45, while strategies such as Call
and Distraction remain challenging. Performance
is generally consistent across languages, though
Russian shows slightly lower scores.

5.2.2. Fine-Grained Persuasion Technique
Classification with Custom SLMs

Experimental Setup: We fine-tuned a transformer-
based model for each language—PKOBP/polish-
roberta-8k* for Polish, ai-forever/ruRoberta-large®
(Zmitrovich et al.,, 2024) for Russian, and
FacebookAl/xIm-roberta-large® (Conneau et al.,
2019) for Bulgarian. Training was conducted for 60
epochs with a learning rate of 5e-6, batch size of
16, maximum sequence length of 512 tokens, and
weight decay of 0.01. For each language-specific
model, the checkpoint yielding the highest micro F;

*huggingface.co/PKOBP/polish-roberta-8k
®huggingface.co/ai-forever/ruRoberta-large
®huggingface.co/FacebookAl/xim-roberta-large
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BG | PL | RU

Technique train  valid test | train valid test| train valid test
Questioning the Reputation 315 139 41 181 45 33 22 13 4
Name-Calling, Labeling 233 97 38 66 12 1 44 13 22
Guilt by Association 24 8 2 28 9 4 13 8 4
Doubt 316 152 62| 221 43 26 47 19 20
Appeal to Hypocrisy 129 73 26 135 25 15 8 1 7
Appeal to Popularity 39 22 3 57 21 8 13 1 5
Appeal to Values 4 14 8 176 60 19 32 11 18
Appeal to Authority 35 13 6 7 16 12 12 5 4
Appeal to Fear/Prejudice 70 33 13 144 29 32 27 10 12
Flag Waving 67 21 10 124 34 17 32 9 16
Causal Oversimplification 80 19 10 31 8 2 90 27 36
False Dilemma-No Choice 64 25 12 35 8 3 23 " 17
Consequential Oversimplification 61 22 15 34 6 6 21 10 3
False Equivalence 49 22 8 34 9 4 10 4 3
Straw Man 42 19 10 50 12 6 39 22 10
Whataboutism 57 28 8 16 7 3 1" 3 5
Red Herring 85 30 15 43 12 7 16 7 10
Appeal to Pity 31 5 8| 8 11 8| 13 8 13
Appeal to Time 10 2 1 42 15 8 9 3 3
Slogans 13 7 7 86 21 5 10 3 6
Conversation Killer 92 35 15 96 25 16 1" 2 6
Loaded Language 223 93 37| 294 58 44| 122 44 63
Obfuscation-Vagueness-Confusion 102 27 15 49 12 11 30 19 19
Exaggeration-Minimisation 87 48 21 75 2 21 37 15 20
Repetition 82 37 16| 176 53 45 8 2 3
Sentences 3138 1346 500 | 2809 703 460 | 1101 473 500
With any PT 1548 676 267 | 1496 362 222 | 654 261 303
Without any PT 1590 670 233 | 1313 341 238 | 447 212 197

Table 6: Number of sentences with each type of
PT for the train-valid-split.

score on the validation subset was selected, and
final results were reported on the corresponding
held-out test set. Table 6 presents the sentence-
level statistics, showing the number of sentences
with each type of PT per language and subset
(train, validation, and test).

Results: Table 7 presents results achieved by
transformer-based classifiers’. The low per-
formance for Russian may be attributable to
the limited data relative to other languages—
approximately 1,000 sentences, compared to
3,000 for Polish and Bulgarian in the train sub-
set (see Table 6). Consequently, the setup for
Russian was adjusted to train on the combined
training and validation subsets. The final model,
after 60 epochs, achieves modest recognition for
some techniques: Name-Calling, Labeling (F; =
.27), Appeal to Values (F = .27), Causal Oversim-
plification (F = .26).

For Bulgarian and Polish, each with approxi-
mately 3,000 instances, the most frequent tech-
niques yielded relatively high F; values: Ques-
tioning the Reputation (.42 for Bulgarian; .40 for
Polish), Loaded Language (.42 for Bulgarian; .59
for Polish). Certain techniques performed better in
one language than in others—which is a pattern
that correlates with the frequency of instances: for
Bulgarian, Doubt (.53) and Consequential Over-
simplification (.42); for Polish, Appeal to Values
(.61) and Appeal to Authority (.61).

6. Conclusion and Future Work

This paper describes a new corpus of excerpts
from parliamentary debates in Bulgarian and Pol-

"huggingface.co/collections/SlavicNLP/
PersuasionTechniques-LREC2026

BG PL RU
Technique F, sup F, sup Fi sup
Questioning the Reputation 42 41 40 33 .0 4
Name-Calling, Labeling 68 38 27 11 27 22
Guilt by Association .0 2 .0 4 .0 4
Doubt B3 62 22 26 .15 20
Appeal to Hypocrisy 33 26 3 15 .0 0
Appeal to Popularity .0 3 .17 8 .0 5
Appeal to Values .0 8 .61 19 27 18
Appeal to Authority .0 6 .61 12 .0 4
Appeal to Fear/Prejudice 40 13 4 32 .0 12
Flag Waving 40 10 17 17 1 16
Causal Oversimplification A1 10 .0 2 26 36
False Dilemma-No Choice .20 12 .0 3 .0 17
Consequential Oversimplification 42 15 0 6 .0 3
False Equivalence .0 8 .0 4 .0 3
Straw Man 29 10 .0 6 .0 10
Whataboutism A7 8 .0 3 .0 5
Red Herring 40 15 40 7 .0 10
Appeal to Pity .0 8 .29 8 .0 13
Appeal to Time .0 1 .33 8 .0 3
Slogans .0 7 .0 5 .0 6
Conversation Killer 36 15 36 16 .0 6
Loaded Language 42 37 B9 44 17 63
Obfuscation-Vagueness-Confusion .08 15 .0 11 .0 19
Exaggeration-Minimization .21 21 09 21 0 20
Repetition A7 16 .21 45 0 3
Without any PT .64 259 .63 246 .57 198
ALL (micro) 46 666 .44 612 .28 527
ALL (macro) 24 666 .23 612 .07 527

Table 7: Sentence level classification—F3 and sup-
port for each class—for BERT-architecture models.
Scores above .5, in range .4-.5, and in range .3—.4
are highlighted in green, lime green, and yellow.

ish, and social media texts in Russian, annotated
with fine-grained persuasion techniques at the text-
span level and at the sentence level. The corpus
covers highly controversial topics discussed in both
national and global discourse. The paper gives an
overview of the corpus creation process, detailed
statistics about the datasets, and an analysis of
the correlation of topic and persuasion techniques.
It presents baseline models for the task of persua-
sion technique detection and classification at the
text-span and sentence level, and reports on the
performance of these models in order to demon-
strate the complexity of these tasks. We make
the corpus freely available for research purposes.
eWe believe that together with the accompanying
baseline models, it will be useful for the community
working on the detection of manipulative content
in general, and in Slavic languages in particular.

In the future, we plan to: (a) expand the size
of the corpus, (b) cover a wider range of Slavic
languages, (c) improve the models by generating
synthetic data, and (d) explore in depth the detec-
tion of the more challenging persuasion techniques,
in particular, those that fall under the strategies of
Simplifications and Distractions.
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A. Persuasion Technique Definitions

Below, we provide definitions of the persuasion
techniques accompanied by examples in English
(in blue) and in the Slavic languages (in brown) of
the Shared Task. The text fragments highlighted
in bold are the text spans to be annotated accord-
ing to the guidelines presented in (Piskorski et al.,
2023a).

The definitions of the persuasion techniques are
taken directly from the Annex of (Piskorski et al.,

2023c), with two new persuasion techniques, Ap-
peal to Pity and False Equivalence, added for this
task.

A.1. Attack on Reputation

Name Calling or Labeling: a form of argument in
which loaded labels are directed at an individual or
a group, typically in an insulting or demeaning way.
An object is labeled as something the target audi-
ence fears, hates, or, on the contrary, finds desir-
able or loves. This technique calls for a qualitative
judgement that disregards facts and focuses solely
on the essence of the subject being characterized.
This technique is also in a way manipulative word-
ing, as it appears as a nominal group rather than
being a full-fledged argument with a premise and
a conclusion. For example, in political discourse,
typically one uses adjectives and nouns as labels
that refer to political orientation, opinions, personal
characteristics, and association to some organisa-
tions, as well as insults. What distinguishes it from
Loaded Language (see A.6), is that it is concerned
only with the characterization of the subject.
Example: ’Fascist’ Anti-Vax Riot Sparks COVID
Outbreak in Australia.

Example: Trzeba zrozumieé, Zze bronig takze i pol-
skich granic przeciwko rosyjskiemu impetrializ-
mowi, ktorego ducha wskrzesit Wtadimir Putin—
prezydent zbrodniarz. (It is necessary to under-
stand that they are also defending the Polish bor-
ders against Russian imperialism, whose spirit
has been revived by Vladimir Putin—the criminal
president.)

Guilt by Association: Attacking an opponent or
an activity by associating it with another group, ac-
tivity, or concept that has sharply negative conno-
tations for the target audience. The most common
example, which has given its name in the litera-
ture to this technique (i.e., Reduction ad Hitlerum)
is making comparisons with Hitler and the Nazi
regime. However, it is important to emphasize, that
this technique is not restricted to comparisons to
that group only. More precisely, this can be done
by claiming a link or an equivalence between the
target of the technique and any individual, group,
or event in the present or in the past, which is or
was negatively perceived (e.g., was considered a
failure), or is depicted in such a way.

Example: Manohar is a big supporter for equal
pay for equal work. This is the same policy
that all those extreme feminist groups support.
Extremists like Manohar should not be taken seri-
ously.
Example: Mu
Bmopot muposot nawu muna corw3Huru, Gpar-

4acmo .f(l(/lh/b(l(.\l. 1mo NOoCAE

UY3bl (’H,(L camom dene HacmoAaAwue COo3HUKuU

PU/”L;/LC[)U/). cmany  Cpo4Ho  60CCMAHABAUBATD
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ceoro umnepuro. (We often forget that after WWII
our so-called allies, the French (in fact, Hitler’s al-
lies), immediately started rebuilding their empire.)

Casting Doubt: Casting doubt on the character or
the personal attributes of someone or something in
order to question their general credibility or quality,
rather than using a proper argument relevant to the
topic. This can be done for instance, by speaking
about the target’s professional background, as a
way to discredit their argument. Casting doubt
can also be done by referring to some actions or
events carried out or planned by some entity that
are/were not successful, or appear as resulting in
not achieving the planned goals.

Example: This task is quite complex. Is his pro-
fessional background, experience and the time
left sufficient to accomplish the task at hand?
Example: HUma (i()‘ll,’H,—63()’(L’H(1’II’L8(3H, KOpeCnoH-
()CH’H’L om 66JLZ(LpC’I€(L cmpaHa u o Hawume
meduu ce mespdu, we me buau obexmueHu,
’ILpe()C’ITMlG.%JL’U, peaaHo 2anedHama movyxka, Ka-
seaau uemunama u npouee. (There was only
one reporter from Bulgaria, and our media
claimed that they were objective, presented a
realistic point of view, told the truth, and so
on.)

Appeal to Hypocrisy: The reputation of the target
is attacked by charging them with hypocrisy or in-
consistency. This can be done explicitly by calling
out hypocrisy directly, or implicitly by underlining
the contradictions between different positions that
were held or actions that were done in the past. A
common way of calling out hypocrisy is by saying
that someone who criticizes you for something you
have done, has done it himself in the past.
Example: How can you demand that | eat less
meat to reduce my carbon footprint if you your-
self drive a big SUV and fly for holidays to Bali?
Example: Wrawe CEM mespdu, we e beanpu-
cmpacmeH, HO 'Koz2amo cmaea 68sNpoc 3a
besnousenHUu 0b68UHEHUA KBEM Py(:u.ﬂ, uIsU Ma-
HUNyaAupaHe Ha Oﬁ’ngCC’IrLBC’HO’NLO MHEHUE TO
mo3u mavwuH, Haxkax cu CEM nponycka
mosa. (Otherwise, the CEM claims to be im-
partial, but when it comes to groundless accu-
sations against Russia or manipulating public
opinion in this way, the CEM somehow misses
the mark.)

Questioning the Reputation: This technique
is used to attack the reputation of the target by
making strong negative claims about it, focusing
on undermining its character and moral stature
rather than relying on an argument about the topic.
Whether the claims are true is irrelevant for the ef-
fective use of this technique. Smears can be used
at any point in a discussion. One way of using this
technique is to preemptively call into question the
reputation/credibility of an opponent, before he has

a chance to express himself, therefore biasing the
audience’s perception. Hence, one of the names
for this technique is “poisoning the well.”

The main difference between Casting Doubt
(above) and Questioning the reputation is that the
former focuses on questioning the capacity, capa-
bilities, and credibility of the target, while the latter
aims to undermine the overall reputation, moral
qualities, behaviour, etc.

Example: | hope | presented my argument clearly.
Now, my opponent will attempt to refute my
argument by his own fallacious, incoherent,
illogical version of history.

Example: Jedni i drudzy rzadziliscie Polskg od
20 Iat i nie przygotowaliscie nas do obrony
na czas wojny. (Together, you have governed
Poland for 20 years and failed to prepare us for
defense in times of war.)

A.2. Justification

Flag Waving: Justifying or promoting an idea by
appealing to the pride of a group or highlighting
the benefits for that specific group. The stereotyp-
ical example would be national pride, and hence
the name of the technique; however, the target
may be any group, e.g., related to race, gender,
political preference, etc. The connection to na-
tionalism, patriotism, or benefit for an idea, group,
or country might be inappropriate and is usually
based on the presumption that the recipients al-
ready hold certain beliefs, biases, and prejudices
about the given issue. It can be seen as an ap-
peal to emotions instead to logic of the audience
aiming to manipulate them to win an argument.
As such, this technique can also appear outside
well-constructed arguments, by making statements
that resonate with the particular group and as such
setting up a context for further arguments.
Example: We should make America great again,
and restrict the immigration laws.

Example: Wolna Ukraina i silna Unia Europe-
jska, silna Polska stanowig podstawe pol-
skiej racji stanu, to podstawa naszego bez-
pieczenstwa. (A free Ukraine and a strong Eu-
ropean Union, a strong Poland, are the founda-
tion of the Polish national interest, they are the
basis of our security.)

Appeal to Authority: attempting to add weight
to an argument, an idea or information by simply
stating that a particular entity considered to be
an authority is the source of the information. The
entity mentioned as an authority may, but does
not need to be, an actual authority in the specific
domain to discuss a particular topic or to serve
as an expert. What is important, and makes it
different from simply sourcing information, is that
the tone of the text capitalizes on the weight of the
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alleged authority in order to justify some claim or
conclusion. Referencing a valid authority is not a
logical fallacy, while referencing an invalid authority
is a logical fallacy, and both are captured within this
label. In particular, a self-reference as an authority
falls under this technique as well.

Example: Since the Pope said that this aspect
of the doctrine is true we should add it to the
creed.

Example: I'rasa 116 P®  SOaveupa Ha-

buyaaura Ha38ana HOBBIE PeEasuUU Mmex-
MOHUYECKUMU U3MEHEHUAMU 8 MU-
posoli mopzoene, U C YUYEMOM BCET

HMWOAHCOB ’ILp()’LLCIL'()().ﬂ/lu)CZO amo C’UIJ(',’. O4YEeHD
deaurammnas popmyasuposra. (The head of
the Central Bank of Russia Elvira Nabiullina
called the new situation a “tectonic shift in
global trade,” and considering all the nuances
of what is happening, this is still a very delicate
formulation.)

Appeal to Popularity: This technique gives weight
to an argument or idea by justifying it on the ba-
sis that allegedly “everyone” (or the vast major-
ity) agrees with it, or “nobody” disagrees with it.
The target audience is encouraged to gregariously
adopt the same idea by considering “everyone”
as an authority, and to join in and take the same
course of action. Here, “everyone” might refer to
the general public, key entities and actors in a
certain domain, countries, etc. Analogously, an
attempt to persuade the audience not to do some-
thing because “nobody else is taking the same
action” falls under our definition of Appeal fo Popu-
larity.

Example: Because everyone else goes away to
college, it must be the right thing to do.
Example: IIo npednama mouxa Bu xasax
3a nocaedHomo coyuono2u1ecro npoyveaHe,
6 koemo 78% om baazapckume 2pasicdanu
He uckam da ce 77])6()0(2777,(),8.% opsoicue Ha
Y’Kip(],‘l'],H(I//. a Bue npasume moea,
roemo He ucram 66JL2(I,pC’I€”U/NLC Zp(LL)fC()(LH’LL.
(In the previous point, | told you about the latest
sociological survey, in which 78% of Bulgarian
citizens do not want weapons to be provided
to Ukraine, and you are doing exactly what Bul-
garian citizens do not want.)

Appeal to Values: This technique gives weight to
an idea by linking it to values seen by the target
audience as positive. These values are presented
as an authoritative reference in order to support or
to reject an argument. Examples of such values
are, for instance: tradition, religion, ethics, age,
fairness, liberty, democracy, peace, transparency,
etc. When such values are mentioned outside the
context of a proper argument by simply using cer-
tain adjectives or nouns as a way of characterizing
something or someone, such references fall under

TMOoYYHO

another label, namely, Loaded Language, which is
a form of Manipulative Wording (see A.6).
Example: It’s standard practice to pay men more
than women so we’ll continue adhering to the
same standards this company has always fol-
lowed.

Example: B ouepednoti pas ydap nHaHnecéHn no
00HOT U3 CaAMBLT HYYBCMBUMENBHBIL chep—
peau2uo3Hbim npasam u ceobodam. (Another
attack has been made on one of the most sen-
sitive areas—religious rights and freedoms.)

Appeal to Fear, Prejudice: This technique aims
at promoting or rejecting an idea through the re-
pulsion or fear the audience feels toward this
idea (e.g., via exploiting some preconceived judge-
ments) or toward its alternative. The alternative
could be the status quo, in which case the current
situation is described in a scary way with Loaded
Language. If the fear is linked to the consequences
of a decision, it is often the case that this tech-
nigue is used simultaneously with Appeal to Con-
sequences (see Simplification techniques in A.4),
and if there are only two alternatives that are stated
explicitly, then it is used simultaneously with the
False Dilemma technique (see A.4).

Example: It is a great disservice to the Church to
maintain the pretense that there is nothing problem-
atical about Amoris laetitia. A moral catastrophe
is self-evidently underway and it is not possible
honestly to deny its cause.

Example: Mrozo, mmozo dpyeu marusa newya ca
m/,m u 3a Ccosotrcanernue, HuUe omusame
no edHu cmsnrKku, Koumo ca u3KANYUIMeAHO
onacHu, U3KAMNOHYUMEAHO HAUCTMUHA MPEBO-
olcHu 3a b63dewemo Ha Hawama 0sPIHCABGQ.
(Many, many other such things have happened,
and unfortunately,we are taking extremely dan-
gerous steps, extremely worrying for the future
of our country.)

A.3. Distraction

Strawman: This technique consists in creating
an illusion of refuting the argument of the oppo-
nent’s proposition, while the real subject of the ar-
gument was not addressed or refuted, but instead
replaced with a false one. Often, this technique
is referred to as a misrepresentation of the argu-
ment. First, a new argument is created via the
covert replacement of the original argument with
something that appears related, but is actually a dif-
ferent, distorted, exaggerated, or misrepresented
version of the original proposition, which is referred
to as “setting up a strawman.” Subsequently, the
newly created ‘false argument (strawman) is re-
futed, which is referred to as “knocking down the
strawman.” Often, the strawman argument is cre-
ated in such a way that it is easier to refute, and
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thus, creating the illusion of having defeated an
opponent’s real proposition. Fighting a strawman
is easier than fighting a real person, which explains
the name of this technique. In practice, it appears
often as an abusive reformulation or explanation of
what the opponent actually means or intends.

Example: Referring to your claim that providing
medicare for all citizens would be costly and a
danger to the free market, | infer that you don’t
care if people die from not having healthcare,
so we are not going to support your endeavour.
Example: /7ma
Hesanros, daru bsazapckomo 3name € 0maAGO, UAU

02POMHO  3HAYEHUE, 20CNo00uH

omadacrno. Tosea Heu,o 20 3HGEME NO NPOMOKOA.
Axo xa3zeame, ue HaAMA 3HAUEHUE,
Bac mama

630e

mosea
o3Havaesea, we 3a 3HaveHue
Kaxse mMOYHO we
Ha  b6Baz2apckomo 3Hame 6 Basazapuas,
cmamymasim Ha 56JL2(L})C7€U&£ 06])3!(5@8(3”
zepb u xsde mouno we ce noaaza (It makes a
huge difference, Mr Ivanov, whether the Bulgarian
flag is on the left or the right. You know this from
protocol.If you say that it does not matter, it
means that it does not matter to you exactly
what the status of the Bulgarian flag will be in
Bulgaria, the status of the Bulgarian state coat

of arms and exactly where it will be placed.)

cmamymasm

Red Herring: This technique consists in diverting
the attention of the audience from the main topic
being discussed, by introducing another topic. The
aim of attempting to redirect the argument to an-
other issue is to focus on something the person
doing the redirecting can better respond to or to
leave the original topic unaddressed. The name
of that technique comes from the idea that a fish
with a strong smell (such as a herring) can be used
to divert dogs from the scent of someone they are
following. A strawman (defined earlier) is a specific
type of a red herring in that it distracts from the
main issue by presenting the opponent’s argument
in an inaccurate light.

Example: Lately, there has been a lot of criticism
regarding the quality of our product. We’ve de-
cided to have a new sale in response, so you
can buy more at a lower cost!.

Example:
] II(‘()(?(‘()()(/,\I()(t/ll[/

Hedasro OHQ npovwumana NAEKUYUNIO

B801UHDL c YL OAHCEHHBIM
2a30HOM, NOMOMY HIMO <3O0 CUMB0A CEKCUSMA,
PACUBMaG U FKOA02UNECK020 paspywerusy. Cpedu
dpy3seti Adotcybeti NPOYKPAUHCKUT
axmusucmos u adenmos deusicenuti Black
lives matter v JI'BT. (She recently gave a
lecture on the need for a war on manicured lawns
because ‘they are a symbol of sexism, racism
and ecological destruction” Adzhubey’s friends
include many pro-Ukrainian activists and
adherents of the Black lives matter and LGBT

movements.)

MHO20

Whataboutism: Attempt to discredit an opponent’s
position by charging them with hypocrisy without
directly disproving their argument. Rather than an-
swering a critical question or argument, an attempt
is made to retort with a critical counter-question
that expresses a counter-accusation, e.g., mention-
ing double standards, etc. The intent is to distract
from the content of a topic and to actually switch
the topic. There is a fine distinction between this
technique and Appeal to Hypocrisy, introduced
earlier: the former is an attack on the argument
and introduces irrelevant information to the main
topic, while the latter is an attack on reputation and
highlights the hypocrisy of double standards on the
same or a closely related topic.

Example: A nation deflects criticism of its re-
cent human rights violations by pointing to the
history of slavery in the United States.
Example: /[oope, na Xepsamus e nopacran
A Ecmonus u qjuH./LaH()”U,ﬂ, roumo ca Ha
munyc, u Hparandus, woumo ca 6 espo-
sonama, xaxeo npasum? (Okay, Croatia’s has
grown—okay. And what about Estonia and Fin-
land, which are in the red, and Ireland, which
are in the eurozone, what do we do?)

Appeal to Pity: Evokes feelings of pity, sympathy,
compassion or guilt in audience to distract it from
focusing on evidence, rational analysis and logical
reasoning, so that it accepts the speaker’s conclu-
sion as truthful solely based on these emotions.
It is an attempt to sway opinions and fully substi-
tute logical evidence in an argument with a claim
intended to elicit pity or guilt.

Example: If this person is found guilty of this
crime, his ten children will be left without a
parent at home, therefore the jury must submit
a verdict of innocence.

Example:
omcymcmeuem

oKeu.

HanyzarHuvie, USHYPEHHBLE

cnokoucmeusas U IneMeH-
MAPHBLT YCAOBUT, O HCUIHU, IHCEHUWUNDL GCE
PacHO HeE (7()/.1(/ CAOMAEHDL U HE NOTNEPAAU /III()(I,)/(‘(){/
Ha 0c6000d1CcIenue POCCUTICKUMU NOOPa3deseHUAMU
ux podnozo xymopa. (Frightened, exhausted
by the insecurity and lack of basic living
conditions, the women were still not broken and
did not lose hope for the liberation of their village

by Russian troops)

A.4. Simplification

Causal Oversimplification: Assuming a single
cause or reason when there are actually multiple
causes for an issue. This technique has the follow-
ing logical form(s): (a) Y occurred after X; there-
fore, X was the only cause of Y, or (b) X caused Y;
therefore, X was the only cause of Y (although A,
B, C...etc. also contributed to Y.)

Example: School violence has gone up and aca-
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demic performance has gone down since video
games featuring violence were introduced. There-
fore, video games with violence should be
banned, resulting in school improvement.

Example: /7
BO3MOIAHCHOCTNUYU, K CONPOMUBAEHUNIO 3AKOHYUAUCD

ecaAu cobcmeento YKpauHcrue

K kKonuy mapma 2220, umo u npuseaso Kues x
Cmambyary, mo sviuzpviul 3T Hedeab, 8ceaun
ysepeHHocms 8 3anad, U MNOIMOMY b6bLa0
pewenue Jloconcona, npodoarncamsv 80UHY.
(If Ukraine’s own capacity for resistance had
run out by the end of March 22, bringing Kyiv
to Istanbul, then the three-week gain gave the
West confidence, and that is why Johnson
decided to continue the war.)

False Dilemma or No Choice: Sometimes called
the either-or fallacy, a false dilemma is a logical fal-
lacy that presents only two options or sides when
there are actually many. One of the alternatives is
depicted as a no-go option, hence the only choice
is the other option. In extreme cases, the author
tells the audience exactly what actions to take, elim-
inating any other possible choices (also referred to
as Dictatorship).

Example: There is no alternative to Pfizer Covid-
19 vaccine. Either one takes it or one dies.
Example: Debatujemy dzisiaj o bardzo waznej i
— osmiele sie powiedziec¢ — kluczowej dla nas
sprawie, sprawie zZycia i smierci. (Today we
are debating a very important and, | dare say,
crucial issue for us, a matter of life and death.)

Consequential Oversimplification: An argument
or an idea is rejected and instead of discussing
whether it makes sense and/or is valid, the ar-
gument affirms, without proof, that accepting the
proposition would imply accepting other proposi-
tions that are considered negative. This technique
has the following logical form: if A will happen then
B, C, D, ... will happen. The core essence be-
hind this fallacy is an assertion one is making of
some ‘first’ event/action leading to a domino-like
chain of events that have some significant negative
effects and consequences that appear to be ludi-
crous. This technique is characterized by ignoring
and/or understating the likelihood of the sequence
of events from the first event leading to the end
point (last event). In order to take into account
symmetric cases, i.e., using Consequential Over-
simplification to promote or to support certain ac-
tion in a similar way, we also consider cases when
the sequence of events leads to positive outcomes
(i.e., encouraging people to undertake a certain
course of action(s), with the promise of a major
positive event in the end).

Example: If we begin to restrict freedom of
speech, this will encourage the government
to infringe upon other fundamental rights, and
eventually this will result in a totalitarian state

where citizens have little to no control of their
lives and decisions they make.

Example: Coxpwmue mnpasdv. u mnodmena
nouamult npusedem K  MOoMY, Ymo
YNPasAAMs® YMAMU U ucmopueu bydem
npomMmusHUK Ha Hawel meppumopuu,
evdasas Npady ¢ HYHCHBLM EMY YKAOHOM.
(Concealing the truth and substituting con-
cepts will result in the enemy controlling minds
and history on our territory, spreading the truth
with an intended bias.)

False Equivalence: A technique that attempts to
treat scenarios that are significantly different as if
they had equal merit or significance. In particu-
lar, an emphasis is placed on one specific shared
characteristic between the items of comparison in
the argument that is off by an order of magnitude,
oversimplified, or important additional factors have
been ignored. The introduction of certain shared
characteristics of the scenarios is then used to
consider them equivalent. This technique has the
following logical form: A and B share some char-
acteristic X. Therefore, A and B are equivalent.
Example: The introduction or restrictive hours
of alcohol sales boosted the black market in-
dustry, and analogously, one can expect that
the introduction of too restrictive anti-abortion
regulations will lead to growth of the illegal
abortion business.

Example: To wifasnie Fiihrer jako pierwszy
wprowadzit wolng aborcje dla Polek oraz dla
innych kobiet z narodow podbitych. Chodz-
ito o fizyczne zniszczenie ludnosci niearyjskiej
i zdobycie lebensraumu dla Niemcow. Hitler
rozumiat, ze jesli zalegalizuje aborcje, stanie
sie ona zjawiskiem masowym i spowoduje
spadek urodzen. Na ziemiach podbitych przez
Niemcy dzieci niearyjskie uwazano za zagroze-
nie, wiec wdrazano polityke sprzyjajacq abor-
cji. Rownoczesnie za to samo, za zabicie
dziecka niemieckiego w Niemczech grozifa kara
Smierci. A dyktator grozit: osobiscie zastrzele
tego idiote, ktory chciatby wprowadzic w zy-
cie przepisy zabraniajgce aborcji na wschod-
nich terenach okupowanych. Jaka jest analo-
gia? Kto powiedziat: kazda odmowa aborcji
bedzie zgtaszana do prokuratury? Premier
rzadu rewolucji (It was the Fiihrer who first in-
troduced free abortion for Polish women and
other women from conquered nations. The idea
was to physically destroy the non-Aryan popu-
lation and gain Lebensraum for the Germans.
Hitler understood that if he legalized abortion, it
would become a mass phenomenon and cause
a decrease in births. In the lands conquered by
Germany, non-Aryan children were considered
a threat, so a policy favoring abortion was im-
plemented. At the same time, the same thing,
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killing a German child in Germany, was punish-
able by death. And the dictator threatened: |
will personally shoot this idiot who would want
to implement regulations prohibiting abortion
in the occupied eastern territories. What is the
analogy? Who said: every refusal to have an
abortion will be reported to the prosecutor’s
office? The prime minister of the government
of the revolution)

Example: B 1990-x
2pynnai (I(Z(){I‘(/(I,/IMI,()I’I, .\l()vl()()(,’l)l(‘ll‘ Komopuvte mosa-

L
20daxr ObLAL  CKUHITEODDL

noti nanadaiu Mo AU

3

Heesponetcrol Hapyorc-
HOCTU, Tenepv
CRUHTEIbL—3MMOo 2pynnavt (LCO’U,U(LJL’bHO’l'Z MONA0-
deotcu cpedrea3uamcrol HapPYyHcHocmu, Ko-
mopuie 2a4PMOHUYYHO
ofcumsb  padom ¢ pYccKuMu, U 1MOANOTU
usbusarom pyccrux ’n,ap'neﬁ u HaAcuAYrom
pycexur desouwer (In the 1990s, there were
the skinheads—groups of antisocial youth who
mobbed people of non-European appearance, the
so-called “blacks”. Now skinheads are groups of
antisocial youth of Central Asian appearance,
who failed to live peacefully next to Russians,
and crowds of them beat up Russian guys and
rape Russian girls)

Ha mak CckKa3ambv <«HEPHDLLIT».

max U HEe CMo2AU

A5. Call

Slogans: A brief and striking phrase that may
include labeling and stereotyping. Slogans tend to
act as emotional appeals.

Example: Immigrants welcome, racist not!
Example: /la owcusee Baazapus! (Long live
Bulgaria!)

Conversation Killer: This includes words or
phrases that discourage critical thought and mean-
ingful discussion about a given topic. They are a
form of Loaded Language, often passing as folk
wisdom, intended to end an argument and quell
cognitive dissonance.

Example: I'm not so naive or simplistic to believe
we can eliminate wars. You can’t change human
nature.

Example: Takie sg fakty i taka jest polska racja
stanu. (These are the facts, and this is the
Polish national interest.)

Appeal to Time: The argument is centered around
the idea that the time has come for a particular
action. The very timeliness of the idea is part of
the argument.

Example: This is no time to engage in the luxury
of cooling off or to take the tranquilizing drug of
gradualism. Now is the time to make real the
promises of democracy. Now is the time to rise
from the dark and desolate valley of segrega-
tion to the sunlit path of racial justice.

Example: Mozna powiedziec, ze w wielu wymi-
arach nastat czas prawdy. (It can be said that in
many ways, the moment of truth has arrived.)

A.6. Manipulative Wording

Loaded Language: use of specific words and
phrases with strong emotional implications (either
positive or negative) to influence and to convince
the audience that an argument is valid. It is also
known as Appeal to Argument from Emotive Lan-
guage.

Example: They keep feeding these people with
trash. They should stop.

Example: Nekanie zastuzonej dla szerzenia pol-
skosci instytucji bezzasadnymi pozwami odbier-
ane jest m.in. przez moich wyborcdow jako dziatania
majgce na celu sparalizowanie funkcjonowania
tej fundacji. (The harassment of an institution
that has earned merit in promoting Polish identity
through groundless lawsuits is perceived, among
others by my constituents, as actions aimed at
paralyzing the functioning of this foundation.)

Obfuscation, Intentional Vagueness, Confu-
sion: This fallacy uses words that are deliberately
unclear, so that the audience may have its own
interpretations. For example, an unclear phrase
with multiple or unclear definitions is used within
the argument and, therefore, does not support the
conclusion. Statements that are imprecise and in-
tentionally do not fully or vaguely answer the posed
question fall under this category.
Example: Feathers cannot be dark, because all
feathers are light! Example: Bamem caedyem
«BUWEHKA» : J0PO020T 00AAAP NPEBPAULAETMCS,
8 «MBLAECOCY» O0AA KANUMANAOE CO BCE20 MUpa.
(Then comes the “cherry on top”: the expen-
sive dollar turns into a “vacuum cleaner” for
capital from all over the world.)

Exaggeration or Minimisation: This technique
consists of either representing something in an ex-
cessive manner—by making things larger, better,
worse (e.g., the best of the best, quality guaran-
teed)—or by making something seem less impor-
tant or smaller than it really is (e.g., saying that an
insult was just a joke), downplaying the statements
and ignoring the arguments and the accusations
made by an opponent.

Example: From the seminaries, to the clergy, to
the bishops, to the cardinals, homosexuals are
present at all levels, by the thousand.

Example: Europa prowadzi rowniez najbardziej
dramatyczng wojne, wojne demograficzng,
ktorg przegrywa. (Europe is also fighting
its most dramatic war, the demographic watr,
which it is losing.)

Repetition: The speaker uses the same word,
phrase, story, or imagery repeatedly in the hope

3615



that the repetition will persuade the audience.
Example: Hurtlocker deserves an Oscar. Other
films have potential, but they do not deserve an
Oscar like Hurtlocker does. The other movies
may deserve an honorable mention but Hurtlocker
deserves the Oscar.

Example: /1 wama da Osdem zomocu, sau,omo
UMAMeE  CMPYKMYPHU, HUCMo  GyrnoaMenmanii
N[)()(/).,’LCJL(I u Hewa, Kxoumo 7'1]))166’(1 ()(l‘ pewum, U
moea Hama 0a ce CAayvu 3a 6 Meceua, HAMaQ
da ce cayyu 3a 200uHA, HAMAG 0a CE CAYYU U
3a dse 200unu. (And we will not be ready, be-
cause we have structural, purely fundamental prob-
lems and issues that we need to resolve, and this
will not happen in six months, it will not happen
in a year, it will not happen in two years.)
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