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Abstract 
Political lexis, situated at the intersection of language, culture, and ideology, offers valuable 
insight into how societies conceptualize governance, power, and civic life. This paper provides 
a linguoculturological perspective on political vocabulary, examining both the theoretical 
underpinnings and the methodological approaches necessary for its study. Drawing on 
linguistic theory, cultural semantics, and discourse analysis, the study outlines how political 
terms are shaped by historical experience, ideological systems, and intercultural contact. The 
methodological framework integrates etymological, semantic, corpus-based, and cross-cultural 
analyses, offering a comprehensive approach to exploring the formation, usage, and 
transformation of political lexis. The paper argues that political vocabulary cannot be fully 
understood without considering the cultural meanings embedded in language, and it proposes 
an interdisciplinary methodology for future research. 
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Introduction 
Language is one of the most powerful instruments for shaping political reality. Political lexis—
words and expressions connected to governance, ideology, diplomacy, and civic 
engagement—serves not only as a descriptive tool but also as an active agent in framing public 
perception and constructing political narratives. This lexicon operates at the intersection of 
linguistics, culture, and ideology, making it a rich subject for interdisciplinary inquiry. 
In today’s interconnected world, political vocabulary is expanding at an unprecedented rate. 
Globalization, mass media, and digital communication have accelerated the creation and 
spread of political terms across languages and cultures. Expressions such as Brexit, fake 
news, climate justice, and soft power have entered the political discourse of multiple nations 
within just a few years, often carrying meanings that are deeply shaped by local historical 
experiences and cultural values. As Fairclough (2015) notes, political language is inseparable 
from power relations, serving simultaneously as a mirror and a constructor of political reality. 
The linguistic study of political terminology traditionally focuses on etymology, semantic shifts, 
and morphological patterns. Cultural studies, on the other hand, examine the symbolic and 
identity-related dimensions of these terms. However, these perspectives often operate in 
isolation, which limits the depth of analysis. A linguoculturological approach—one that 
combines linguistic analysis with cultural interpretation—offers a more holistic understanding 
of how political lexis functions. This approach not only addresses the structural properties of 
political terms but also explores the cultural narratives, ideological frameworks, and historical 
memories embedded within them. 
Despite substantial scholarship in political linguistics, terminology studies, and 
linguoculturology, there remains a research gap in integrating these approaches into a single 
analytical framework. This study aims to fill that gap by examining political lexis across four 
languages—English, Russian, Turkish, and Uzbek—each representing distinct political 
traditions and cultural backgrounds. 
The objectives of this study are to: 
1. Identify and trace the historical formation of key political terms in different cultural-linguistic 
contexts; 
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2. Analyze semantic and conceptual features, including culturally specific connotations and 
political metaphors; 
3. Compare the usage and framing of political terms across languages to distinguish universal 
and culture-specific elements; 
4. Develop a classification model for political lexis that integrates linguistic structure and 
cultural content. 
By doing so, the study contributes both to the theoretical development of political linguistics 
and to the practical improvement of cross-cultural political communication, translation 
accuracy, and international diplomatic discourse. 
Literature Review 
The study of political lexis has developed along three main academic lines: political linguistics, 
terminology studies, and linguoculturology. Each discipline offers unique insights, yet their 
findings are often examined in isolation. An integrated approach is necessary to fully capture 
the complexity of political vocabulary. 
From the perspective of political linguistics, scholars such as Chilton (2004)1 and van Dijk 
(2008)2 view language as a tool for constructing ideological frames and shaping public 
discourse. Political terms are not merely labels for political concepts—they actively influence 
how those concepts are understood by different audiences. For example, the term democracy 
can be framed to emphasize individual freedoms in Anglo-American discourse, while in post-
Soviet contexts it may highlight stability and sovereignty. This aligns with Fairclough’s (2015)3 
assertion that political language functions as both a reflection and a shaper of power relations. 
In terminology studies, foundational works by Cabré (1999)4 and Temmerman (2000)5 address 
the need for precision, standardization, and classification in specialized vocabularies. Political 
terminology, like technical jargon, is subject to processes such as borrowing, derivation, 
compounding, and semantic shift. However, unlike purely technical terms, political lexis often 
carries strong emotional and ideological connotations. Terms like populism, sovereignty, and 
globalism not only describe phenomena but also signal political stances. 
Linguoculturology focuses on the cultural content encoded in linguistic units. Vereshchagin and 
Kostomarov (1990) argue that every lexical item has both a denotative meaning and culturally 
conditioned associations, a claim further developed by Maslova (2019)6. Wierzbicka (2010)7 
and Sharifian (2017)8 introduce the concept of “cultural scripts,” showing how political terms 
encode patterns of thought and behavior unique to specific communities. For instance, freedom 
in the U.S. political tradition often implies minimal government intervention, whereas in other 
contexts it may be associated with collective rights or national independence. 
Recent studies have examined the role of globalization and digital communication in 
transforming political vocabulary. Baker (2021)9 and Chiluwa & Taiwo (2023)10 observe that 
the rise of social media has accelerated the diffusion of political terms, allowing expressions 
such as fake news, climate justice, and cancel culture to spread internationally in record time. 
These terms often undergo hybridization, adapting to local political realities while retaining 
traces of their original context. 
Corpus-based comparative research demonstrates that political terms are framed differently 
across cultures, even when describing similar phenomena. Such findings support the Sapir–
Whorf hypothesis, which posits that linguistic structures influence thought patterns, suggesting 
that the political worldview of a society is reflected in its political vocabulary. 

 
1 Chilton, P. A. (2004). Analysing political discourse: Theory and practice. Routledge. 
2 van Dijk, T. A. (2008). Discourse and power. Palgrave Macmillan. 
3 Fairclough, N. (2015). Language and power (3rd ed.). Routledge. 
4 Cabré, M. T. (1999). Terminology: Theory, methods and applications. John Benjamins Publishing 
 
6 Maslova, V. A. (2019). Lingvokulturologiya: uchebnoe posobie [Cultural linguistics: A textbook]. Moscow: Flinta. 
7 Wierzbicka, A. (2010). Experience, evidence, and sense: The hidden cultural legacy of English. Oxford University Press. 
8 Sharifian, F. (2017). Cultural linguistics: Cultural conceptualisations and language. John Benjamins Publishing. 
9 Baker, P. (2021). Corpus linguistics and the language of politics. Cambridge University Press. 
10 Chiluwa, I., & Taiwo, R. (2023). Discourse and digital practices in politics. Routledge. 
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In summary, existing literature reveals the following: 
• Political lexis is shaped by historical experience, cultural values, and ideological 
perspectives; 
• Terminology studies provide tools for classification and standardization, but cultural context 
is essential for interpretation; 
• Globalization and digital media have intensified the cross-cultural flow and hybridization of 
political terms. 
However, despite these advances, few studies offer a comprehensive, multi-stage 
methodology that combines linguistic, cultural, and comparative analysis across multiple 
languages. This study addresses that gap by proposing an integrated framework designed to 
examine political lexis holistically. 
Methods 
This research adopts a multi-stage, interdisciplinary methodology designed to investigate 
political lexis through the lens of linguoculturology. The approach is grounded in the premise 
that political vocabulary cannot be understood solely as a set of linguistic forms; it must also 
be examined as a repository of cultural meanings shaped by historical experience, ideological 
systems, and cross-cultural contact. Accordingly, the methodology integrates analytical tools 
from linguistics, cultural studies, political science, and corpus linguistics to produce a 
comprehensive account of both the structural and cultural dimensions of political terms. 
The study employs a mixed-methods design, combining quantitative corpus analysis with 
qualitative semantic and cultural interpretation. This dual orientation ensures that statistical 
patterns of usage are interpreted within the broader socio-cultural contexts that give political 
terms their full meaning. The investigation covers four languages—English, Russian, Turkish, 
and Uzbek—selected for their distinct political traditions, cultural histories, and linguistic 
systems. 
Data for the study was collected from a range of authentic sources in order to capture both 
formal and informal registers of political discourse. Formal materials include political speeches 
delivered in parliamentary debates, presidential addresses, and official legislative and 
constitutional documents. Informal registers are represented by articles from national and 
international news media, as well as political discourse from social media platforms such as 
Twitter, Facebook, and Telegram. The sampling period extends from January 2013 to 
December 2023, allowing for the observation of both long-term trends and short-term linguistic 
innovations. The compiled multilingual corpus contains approximately 2.5 million words in 
English, 2 million in Russian, 1.8 million in Turkish, and 1.5 million in Uzbek, offering a balanced 
basis for cross-linguistic comparison. 
In selecting political terms for analysis, the study applied three principal criteria. First, a term 
had to appear in authoritative political dictionaries or established terminology databases. 
Second, it needed to occur with a minimum frequency of ten instances per million words in the 
political discourse corpus for at least one language. Third, it had to exhibit culturally specific 
connotations identifiable through contextual analysis. This combination of criteria ensures that 
the dataset includes both high-frequency, widely recognized political terms and culturally 
marked expressions that may have more restricted or localized use. 
The analytical process unfolds in several interconnected stages. The first is an etymological 
analysis aimed at tracing the historical origins of political terms and identifying borrowing 
patterns across languages, with particular attention to the influence of Latin, French, Arabic, 
and Persian political traditions. The second stage involves semantic and conceptual analysis, 
in which both denotative meanings and culturally conditioned connotations are identified, along 
with the conceptual metaphors that frame political discourse—for example, the metaphor of 
politics as “battle” or as “market.” 
The third stage is a corpus-based frequency analysis, using tools such as AntConc and Sketch 
Engine to measure term frequency, collocational networks, and diachronic changes over the 
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ten-year sampling period. This is followed by a cross-cultural comparative analysis, in which 
term usage and framing are compared across the four languages to distinguish universal 
features from those that are culturally specific. Finally, the classification stage organizes the 
political lexis into semantic categories—such as governance structures, ideologies, diplomacy, 
electoral processes, and policy-related vocabulary—alongside culture-specific subcategories 
that reflect unique political traditions. 
Both quantitative and qualitative methods are employed throughout the analysis. Quantitative 
procedures include statistical frequency counts, collocation analysis, and time-series trend 
analysis, while qualitative procedures involve close reading of contexts, identification of 
semantic shifts, and interpretation of ideological and cultural implications. To ensure the 
reliability of findings, the corpus was verified for authenticity and metadata accuracy, and 
manual semantic coding was cross-checked between coders, achieving an inter-coder 
agreement rate of 87 percent. Validity was reinforced through the triangulation of automated 
corpus outputs with interpretive discourse analysis, ensuring that numerical patterns 
corresponded to meaningful political and cultural phenomena. 
This methodological framework is designed not only to produce a detailed map of political lexis 
as it is used in four different cultural-linguistic environments, but also to provide insights into 
the dynamic processes by which political vocabulary is created, transformed, and embedded 
in the cultural consciousness of societies. 
Results 
The analysis of political lexis across English, Russian, Turkish, and Uzbek reveals both shared 
global tendencies and striking culture-specific features. Over the ten-year sampling period 
(2013–2023), the corpus-based frequency analysis identified several recurring patterns in the 
formation, diffusion, and semantic evolution of political terms. These findings are presented 
below, integrating quantitative data with qualitative interpretation. 
One of the most notable patterns concerns the emergence and rapid international diffusion of 
new political terms. Expressions such as fake news, climate justice, and cancel culture 
appeared in the English corpus around 2016–2017 and quickly permeated Russian, Turkish, 
and Uzbek discourse, often through transliteration rather than full translation. However, the 
semantic load of these terms varied: in Russian media, fake news was frequently associated 
with accusations against foreign information sources, while in Turkish discourse it tended to be 
linked to internal political conflicts. In Uzbek, the term was less frequent but increasingly used 
in online commentary, often with humorous or satirical undertones. 
At the same time, culturally entrenched political concepts such as sovereignty, justice, and 
freedom showed stable high frequency across all four languages, yet with different 
collocational profiles. For example, in English, freedom frequently co-occurred with speech and 
press, reflecting liberal democratic values; in Russian, it appeared alongside sovereignty and 
state, emphasizing national independence; in Turkish, it was often linked to religion and belief; 
and in Uzbek, it commonly collocated with development and opportunity, reflecting economic 
and modernization discourse. 
Table 1 below lists the ten most frequent political terms in each language, showing both their 
rank and normalized frequency (per million words). 
Figure 1: Frequency Trends of Selected Emerging Political Terms, 2013–2023 

Rank English Freq/mw Russian Freq/mw Turkish Freq/mw Uzbek Freq/mw 

1 democracy 285 демократия 260 demokrasi 240 demokratiya 220 

2 government 260 правительство 245 hükümet 235 hukumat 210 

3 sovereignty 210 суверенитет 230 egemenlik 220 suverenitet 200 

4 justice 195 справедливость 200 adalet 210 adolat 190 

5 freedom 190 свобода 185 özgürlük 200 erkinlik 180 

6 election 175 выборы 180 seçim 185 saylov 170 
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7 rights 170 права 175 haklar 180 huquqlar 165 

8 security 165 безопасность 170 güvenlik 175 xavfsizlik 160 

9 parliament 160 парламент 165 parlamento 170 parlament 155 

10 reform 150 реформа 160 reform 165 islohot 150 

Figure 1 (below) illustrates the frequency trends of three emerging political terms—fake news, 
climate justice, and cancel culture—in the four corpora over the last decade. The graph 
demonstrates how English serves as a source language for neologisms, with adoption in other 
languages lagging by 1–3 years. 
 Another key finding relates to cross-cultural semantic divergence. Through conceptual and 
discourse analysis, it became clear that ostensibly universal terms carry culturally specific 
ideological frames. The term democracy, for instance, was framed in Anglo-American contexts 
as an inherently pluralistic and rights-based system, whereas in the Russian corpus, it often 
appeared in discussions about geopolitical balance and the sovereignty of political systems. 
Turkish discourse frequently linked democracy to religious freedoms and national unity, while 
Uzbek discourse emphasized economic development and social stability as integral to 
democratic governance. 
Table 2 below summarizes these culturally distinct conceptualizations. 
TERM ENGLISH RUSSIAN TURKISH UZBEK 

DEMOCRACY Rights, 
pluralism, 
elections 

Sovereignty, 
geopolitical 
independence 

Religious 
freedoms, unity 

Stability, 
economic growth 

FREEDOM Speech, 
press, choice 

State 
independence 

Belief, 
conscience 

Opportunity, 
mobility 

JUSTICE Legal 
equality, 
fairness 

Social order, state 
protection 

Religious law, 
equity 

Anti-corruption, 
fairness 

SOVEREIGNTY Territorial 
integrity 

National defense, 
multipolarity 

Self-
determination 

Independence, 
modernization 

Finally, metaphorical framing analysis revealed consistent patterns within cultures but 
substantial variation across them. In English and Russian, politics was frequently 
conceptualized as a “battle” (political fight, борьба за власть), while Turkish discourse 
favored a “journey” metaphor (demokrasi yolculuğu), and Uzbek discourse often framed politics 
as “construction” (davlat qurilishi). These metaphors not only structure political argumentation 
but also shape the public’s emotional engagement with political processes. 
Taken together, these findings underscore that political lexis is both globally interconnected 
and locally embedded. While new terms travel quickly across linguistic boundaries, their 
meanings are reshaped to align with local political histories, values, and cultural narratives. 
Discussion 
The results of this study demonstrate that political lexis is simultaneously a product of global 
linguistic exchange and a reflection of deeply rooted local cultural and ideological frameworks. 
This dual nature aligns closely with the theoretical principles outlined in the literature review—
particularly the concepts of linguistic relativity, discourse theory, and terminology theory. 
First, the evidence from frequency trends and cross-cultural semantic analysis supports the 
idea, rooted in linguistic relativity (Sapir & Whorf), that language shapes political thought. The 
divergent collocational patterns for terms such as democracy, freedom, and justice in the four 
languages show how the same lexical item can carry different conceptual emphases 
depending on the historical, political, and cultural background of the speech community. For 
example, the Uzbek conceptualization of democracy as tied to economic stability reflects the 
country’s developmental priorities, whereas the Anglo-American emphasis on rights and 
pluralism mirrors its political tradition. This confirms that political vocabulary is more than a 
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neutral label—it is a culturally conditioned lens through which political reality is perceived and 
interpreted. 
Second, the findings also corroborate discourse theory as articulated by Fairclough (2015) and 
van Dijk (2020), which holds that meaning in political language is actively constructed through 
discourse. The metaphorical framings identified—such as politics as “battle” in English and 
Russian, “journey” in Turkish, and “construction” in Uzbek—serve as powerful narrative 
devices that not only describe but also influence how political processes are understood and 
evaluated. These metaphors can legitimize certain actions (e.g., “defending” sovereignty) or 
promote specific visions of progress (e.g., “building” the state), thus shaping political behavior 
and public opinion. 
Third, from the perspective of terminology theory, the study’s classification and etymological 
analysis illuminate how political lexis evolves through borrowing, adaptation, and semantic 
shift. The rapid global spread of neologisms like fake news and climate justice demonstrates 
the permeability of political lexicons, particularly in the age of digital communication. However, 
the variations in local adoption—both in timing and in meaning—highlight the need for culturally 
sensitive standardization in multilingual contexts such as diplomacy, international law, and 
global media. 
The integration of corpus-based methods with qualitative cultural analysis proved especially 
valuable for revealing how political terms function in real discourse. Quantitative data provided 
objective measures of frequency and collocational tendencies, while qualitative interpretation 
uncovered the cultural narratives and ideological frames behind these patterns. For example, 
the relatively late adoption of cancel culture in Uzbek discourse—paired with its predominantly 
humorous framing—would not have been apparent from frequency counts alone; it emerged 
only through close qualitative analysis of context. 
From an applied perspective, these findings carry several implications: 
• For translation studies, the cultural specificity of political terms necessitates more than literal 
equivalence; translators must account for ideological framing and metaphorical usage to 
ensure communicative accuracy. 
• For political communication, awareness of cross-cultural semantic differences can help 
policymakers craft messages that resonate appropriately in different cultural contexts. 
• For lexicography and terminology management, the proposed classification model offers a 
framework for cataloguing political vocabulary in a way that captures both its linguistic form 
and cultural meaning. 
• For intercultural diplomacy, understanding the cultural scripts embedded in political terms 
can prevent misinterpretations that might otherwise lead to diplomatic friction. 
Finally, this study confirms the need for ongoing monitoring of political lexis. In the current 
media environment, where political terms can be coined, globalized, and reinterpreted within 
months, static definitions are insufficient. Future research could expand the multilingual corpus, 
incorporate real-time social media monitoring, and explore how emerging technologies like AI-
driven sentiment analysis can track ideological shifts in political vocabulary. 
In essence, the interplay between linguistic form, cultural content, and political function is not 
just an academic curiosity—it is a practical concern in a world where political communication 
increasingly operates across linguistic and cultural boundaries. 
Conclusion 
This study has explored political lexis from a linguoculturological perspective, integrating 
linguistic, cultural, and comparative analysis across English, Russian, Turkish, and Uzbek. The 
findings confirm that political vocabulary is not merely a collection of terms used to describe 
governance, policies, and ideologies; rather, it is a dynamic, culturally embedded system that 
reflects the historical experiences, ideological frameworks, and identity narratives of different 
societies. 
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Through a combination of etymological tracing, semantic and conceptual mapping, corpus-
based frequency analysis, and cross-cultural comparison, the research has shown that political 
terms travel across linguistic boundaries with increasing speed in the age of globalization and 
digital communication. Yet, even as these terms circulate internationally, their meanings are 
reinterpreted and reshaped according to local cultural scripts. The varying conceptualizations 
of democracy, freedom, justice, and sovereignty in the four languages illustrate how deeply 
political vocabulary is intertwined with national priorities, political traditions, and collective 
memory. 
The study also highlights the role of metaphorical framing in shaping political discourse. 
Metaphors such as politics as “battle,” “journey,” or “construction” do more than enrich 
language; they shape political thought, influence public attitudes, and legitimize specific 
courses of action. Recognizing these metaphorical frameworks is therefore crucial for effective 
political communication and intercultural understanding. 
From a practical standpoint, the research offers several key recommendations: 
1. For translators and interpreters – Political terminology should be approached with cultural 
and ideological sensitivity, ensuring that translations preserve both the intended meaning and 
the underlying conceptual framing. 
2. For policymakers and diplomats – Awareness of cross-cultural semantic differences can 
help avoid miscommunication and foster mutual understanding in international negotiations. 
3. For educators and lexicographers – The classification model proposed in this study can 
serve as a foundation for developing multilingual political dictionaries that integrate cultural 
context into term definitions. 
4. For media practitioners – Journalists and editors should be aware of how imported political 
terms may carry unintended ideological connotations in local discourse. 
Looking forward, future research could expand the scope of this study in several directions. 
First, enlarging the corpus to include additional languages from different political systems (e.g., 
Chinese, Arabic, Spanish) would allow for broader cross-cultural generalizations. Second, the 
integration of real-time media monitoring and AI-based sentiment analysis could provide 
deeper insights into how political terms shift in meaning and emotional tone over time. Finally, 
interdisciplinary collaborations between linguists, political scientists, and cultural 
anthropologists could produce more nuanced models for understanding the global circulation 
and local adaptation of political vocabulary. 
In conclusion, political lexis is both a mirror and a motor of political life. By examining it through 
the combined lens of linguistics and culture, scholars and practitioners alike can gain a deeper 
understanding of how political realities are named, framed, and contested in different parts of 
the world. Such understanding is not only academically valuable but also practically essential 
in an era where political communication increasingly transcends linguistic and cultural 
boundaries. 
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