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ABSTRACT: This study analyzes Central Asian diplomatic terminology as an evolving, multilingual
lexicon shaped by the interaction of Soviet-era bureaucratic conventions, Turkic relational pragmatics, and
Islamically inflected moral evaluation. Drawing on Conceptual Metaphor Theory alongside speech-act and
politeness approaches, it examines a corpus of Uzbek, Kazakh, and Kyrgyz diplomatic texts (2015-2024) to show
how recurrent lexical choices and formulaic constructions encode culturally patterned models of negotiation,
authority, and sovereignty. The analysis finds systematic cross-linguistic differences in metaphorical framing
(e.g., negotiation as transactional procedure vs. collective deliberation) and in pragmatic packaging (explicit
proceduralization vs. solidarity-oriented mitigation), which affect how commitment, refusal, and legitimacy are
performed in institutional discourse. Overall, the study argues that diplomatic meaning is not simply transmitted
through language but is partly constituted by the cognitive and pragmatic conventions that structure what can be
said, by whom, and with what force. Diplomacy is not only conducted through language but is also partly
constituted within it. International relations are enacted through cognitive and pragmatic structures that make
positions, commitments, and legitimacy publicly expressible across languages and histories.
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Introduction

Analyses of diplomatic terminology often focus on lexical equivalents and definitions, neglecting
how diplomatic language serves as a cultural and cognitive tool of power. Diplomatic discourse is
dynamic and ideologically charged, continuously negotiating linguistic form, political authority, and
institutional legitimacy. In Central Asia, the post-Soviet shift in linguistic authority has significantly
altered this dynamic. As Schlyter (2003) and Fierman (1991) note, the decline of Russian as the
dominant governance language has not led to simple vernacularization but to selective re-lexicalization
in key political and legal areas. Diplomacy, a prestigious and high-stakes register, thus provides a
revealing context for examining these changes.

Research on diplomatic language has often focused on global lingua francas, especially English,
or viewed postcolonial language policy mainly as symbolic rather than cognitive-pragmatic. Less
explored is how local conceptual systems and interactional norms reshape diplomacy’s conceptual
content. This study fills that gap by examining how the diplomatic lexicons of Uzbek, Kazakh, and
Kyrgyz reflect culturally grounded models of authority, negotiation, and legitimacy.

This article views diplomatic terminology not as a fixed set of borrowed terms but as a dynamic
interface among cognition, culture, and institutional practice. Terms like negotiation, sovereignty, and
territorial integrity do more than describe political realities; they also shape culturally specific notions
of agency, hierarchy, obligation, and moral order. The Central Asian context is especially instructive,
positioned at the crossroads of three intertwined traditions: (1) global legal discourse, increasingly
mediated by English; (2) Soviet bureaucratic rationality, embedded in institutions and textual norms;
and (3) Turkic and Islamic communicative frameworks that influence pragmatic interpretation and
moral judgment. This study traces the intersection and evolution of traditions to clarify the cognitive—
pragmatic dynamics driving contemporary re-lexicalization in Central Asian diplomacy. It argues that
changes in this register reveal the reconstruction of communicative sovereignty in the post-Soviet space
and encourage scholars to reconsider how cultural cognition shapes the language of international order.

Method and Data

To examine these issues empirically, this study draws on a cross-linguistic corpus of
contemporary Central Asian diplomatic texts. It applies a qualitative, corpus-informed analysis
grounded in cognitive linguistics and pragmatics. The dataset comprises forty purposively selected
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diplomatic texts (2015-2024) in Uzbek, Kazakh, Kyrgyz, Russian, and English. Texts were collected
from publicly available sources, including official statements, communiqués, and treaties issued by the
Ministries of Foreign Affairs of Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, and Kyrgyzstan, as well as proceedings and
press releases from the Organization of Turkic States (OTS). They selected United Nations General
Assembly (UNGA) addresses. The sample was designed to capture variation across institutional
genres—Dbilateral statements, multilateral declarations, and international addresses—while maintaining
comparability in register and communicative function (Table 1).

Table 1. Corpus Composition

Language No. of Approx. word Genres/sources
texts count

Uzbek 10 ~28,000 MFA  statements; bilateral
treaties

Kazakh 10 ~25,000 OTS communiqués;
presidential speeches

Kyrgyz 10 ~23,000 MFA reports; summit addresses

Russian 5 ~18,000 CIS declarations; joint
documents

English 5 ~20,000 UNGA addresses; MFA English
releases

Total 40 ~114,000

This study integrates Conceptual Metaphor Theory (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980) with speech-act
and politeness frameworks (Searle, 1969; Brown & Levinson, 1987) to analyze how diplomatic
language conveys authority, negotiation, and legitimacy. All texts were examined in their original
languages. Five key diplomatic concepts—negotiation, sovereignty, territorial integrity, cooperation,
and agreement—were identified beforehand. Relevant lexical items were coded across three
dimensions: (1) metaphorical framing (source-domain mappings and metaphor families), (2)
illocutionary function (e.g., commitment, reaffirmation, request, alignment), and (3) politeness strategy
(e.g., hedging, deference, collectivizing references, off-record mitigation). Representative excerpts with
glosses and interpretive notes are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Sample Excerpts and Analytical Annotations

N Lang Source Example Diplo Cognitive/pra
0. uage (date/institut + gloss matic gmatic note
ion) function
1 Uzbek MFA Muzokar Bilater Unity-as-spirit
Uzbekistan alar hamjihatlik al metaphor;  positive
(2022) ruhida communiqué politeness via a
o ‘tkazildi. collectivizing stance.
“Negotiations

were conducted
in a spirit of

unity.”
2 Kazak OTS Keniccos OTS Negotiation-
h Summit dep e3apa declaration as-mutual-
(2021) MYCIHiCMIK NneH understanding
Kypmem metaphor; relational
Hezizinde ommi. deference.
“Talks

proceeded on
the basis of
mutual
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understanding
and respect.”
3 Kyrgy MFA Cytinowy Summi Negotiation-
z Statement yrep  docmyk t statement as-environment
(2020) Jlcana  uteHum metaphor; rapport
YoUPOCYHOO management.
emmy. “Talks

took place in an
atmosphere of
friendship and

trust.”
4 Russia CIS Ilepezoso CIS Tone-as-key
n Joint pvl npownu 6 communiqué — metaphor;
Statement KOHCTPYKMUGH bureaucratic
(2019) om Kioue. conventionality.
“Negotiations
proceeded in a
constructive
key.”
5 Englis UNGA “We Public Explicit
h Speech reaffirm our address commitment speech
(2023) commitment to act; direct
regional institutional ~ stance-
stability and marking.
cooperation.”

All excerpts were orthographically normalized and provided with literal glosses to ensure cross-
linguistic comparability. Since the corpus mainly comprises officially published texts, it likely reflects
standardized, institutionally curated language rather than spontaneous interaction. Thus, the analysis
highlights dominant discursive tendencies rather than exhaustive patterns of diplomatic speech. Two
coders (the author and a bilingual research assistant) independently annotated all 40 texts for metaphor
and speech-act categories to ensure reliability. Initial agreement was 87% for metaphor type and 84%
for politeness strategy (Cohen’s k = 0.79); disagreements were resolved through discussion.
Translations and glosses were cross-checked with bilingual consultants and verified against multiple
public sources. Despite its size and institutional constraints, the corpus reveals consistent cross-
linguistic patterns supporting the theoretical claims. The findings below present the analysis across
three domains: (1) metaphors of negotiation, (2) conceptualizations of power and sovereignty, and (3)
pragmatic strategies of politeness and mitigation.

Cognitive—Pragmatic Dynamics of Re-Lexicalization

Islamic Moral Soviet \
Discourse Bureaucratic

Lexicon

Faith & Honor e e
Power & Protocol

Central Asian
Diplomatic
Language

Administrative
Rigor f
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Figure 1. Cognitive—-Pragmatic Dynamics of Re-Lexicalization

Note: The diagram depicts the intersecting cognitive—cultural traditions shaping Central Asian
diplomatic language. Islamic moral discourse offers normative and ethical foundations; the Soviet
bureaucratic legacy provides institutional structure and formal rationality; and Turkic pragmatic
traditions contribute relational, high-context communication norms. Their overlap forms the hybrid
conceptual-pragmatic system driving contemporary re-lexicalization.

Cognitive Framing of Diplomatic Concepts

From a cognitive-linguistic perspective, diplomatic terminology activates recurring conceptual
metaphors that help structure political reasoning. In Conceptual Metaphor Theory (Lakoff & Johnson,
1980), metaphors are not ornamental but constitutive: they project patterns from embodied, familiar
domains onto abstract political concepts, shaping how speakers conceptualize negotiation, authority,
and territory. Subsequent work (e.g., Kovecses, 2010; Croft & Cruse, 2004) extends this view by
emphasizing cultural models—historically sedimented, socially shared mappings that stabilize
interpretation within particular communities.

Diplomatic language is a particularly revealing site for studying such mappings because it sits at
the intersection of cognitive regularities (how humans commonly reason metaphorically) and cultural
specificity (which source domains a speech community treats as salient). As critical discourse scholars
note (Fairclough, 1992; van Dijk, 1997), diplomacy is also an institutional register in which power,
legitimacy, and identity are enacted through framing and textual convention rather than overt coercion.
In the Central Asian corpus analyzed here, recurring lexical choices and formulaic evaluations (“in a
spirit of...,” “on the basis of...,” “in a constructive...”) provide systematic evidence of how global
diplomatic templates are localized through Turkic, Russian, and English conceptual resources.

Across English-language texts in the corpus, negotiation and related predicates recurrently align
with a transactional framing (e.g., commitment, bargaining, exchange), consistent with a broad
NEGOTIATION AS TRADE/EXCHANGE schema (Lakoff, 1993). By contrast, Russian
*meperoBopsl™ (peregovory), conventionally glossed as “talks/negotiations,” foregrounds the act of
speaking as a regulated institutional procedure; in corpus contexts, it frequently co-occurs with
standardized evaluative frames such as ¢ koncmpyxkmuenom knoue (“in a constructive key”), reinforcing
bureaucratic formality and process orientation.

In Turkic-language texts, negotiation is more often framed through relational and consensual
vocabulary. Uzbek muzokara (ultimately from Arabic mudhakara(t), from the root dh-k-r
‘remember/mention’) commonly appears with collectivizing evaluative formulas (e.g., “in a spirit of
unity”), positioning talks as a coordinated, relationship-maintaining activity rather than a contest of
concessions. Kazakh xericcos (keliss6z) and Kyrgyz cyunowyy (stiyloosiiil), both deriving from verbs
meaning “to speak/talk,” further support a dialogic construal in which diplomatic action is presented as
speaking together toward alignment. In cognitive terms, these patterns map the source domain of
communal speech/relational alignment onto the target domain of interstate negotiation, yielding a
schema in which consensus is discursively staged as harmony, mutual understanding, and trust rather
than gain-maximization. Taken together, these cross-linguistic patterns suggest that while English and
Russian diplomatic phrasing often foreground instrumental rationality and procedural control, Turkic
diplomatic wording in the corpus more consistently highlights relational coordination and social
concord. This contrast is compatible with broader work on contexting and indirectness in institutional
communication (Hall, 1976), but here it is supported by genre-specific, recurring formulas within
official Central Asian diplomatic texts.

Cross-linguistic contrasts also emerge in lexicalizations of power and sovereignty. Russian
oeparcasa (derzhava), etymologically linked to deporcamas (“to hold”), readily supports an understanding
of power as possession and control; in institutional discourse, this aligns with what van Dijk (2008)
describes as the cognitive dimension of dominance (the capacity to impose preferred models of reality).
English sovereignty (from Latin superanus, “above”) similarly fits a vertical, juridical hierarchy,
consistent with the widespread metaphor ‘POWER IS UP’ (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980).

By comparison, Kazakh and Kyrgyz ezemen (egemen) foreground independence and self-
standing capacity rather than vertical superiority. In this framing, sovereignty is construed less as “being
above” others and more as maintaining autonomous agency—conceptually closer to balance and self-
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determination than to possession. Uzbek diplomatic usage often appears layered, combining
international legal vocabulary with culturally resonant, evaluative expressions of moral authority and
collective legitimacy. This coexistence of metaphorical resources is consistent with conceptual blending
(Fauconnier & Turner, 2002), enabling speakers to address multiple audiences and ideological
expectations within the same institutional register.

Territorial integrity provides a further window into divergent conceptual systems. In English
diplomatic discourse, territory is frequently framed through a ‘CONTAINER’ schema: a bounded space
whose integrity is defended and whose borders delimit jurisdiction. In Turkic-language texts, by
contrast, expressions of unity and integrity often recruit organic and holistic imagery (e.g., wholeness,
cohesion, harm/fragmentation), supporting a “TERRITORY AS A BODY/ORGANISM’ construal.
Such metaphors resonate with regional historical imaginaries of continuity, cohesion, and belonging
(Landau & Kellner-Heinkele, 2001; Schlee, 2010), and they can function rhetorically to moralize
territorial claims as matters of injury and restoration rather than merely of legal boundary maintenance.

These patterns indicate that diplomatic metaphors are historically contingent yet systematically
reproduced through institutional phrasing. Abstract political concepts—negotiation, sovereignty,
territory—are not simply translated across languages but re-articulated through culturally available
source domains shaped by histories of empire, mobility, religion, and bureaucratic governance.

Two implications arise. First, Central Asian diplomatic discourse expands the empirical scope of
Conceptual Metaphor Theory beyond its traditional Indo-European focus, demonstrating that
metaphorical structuring is widely functional but varies in form: communities differ in which
experiential domains serve as default grounds for political abstraction. Second, these findings enhance
critical discourse analysis and intercultural pragmatics (Fairclough, 1995; Scollon & Scollon, 2001) by
showing that metaphor is both cognitive and institutionally embedded in genre conventions that
routinely perform legitimacy and alignment. Recognizing these differences is crucial not only for
linguistic theory but also for diplomatic practice, where misaligned conceptual frames can cause
interpretive friction despite equivalent propositional content.

Pragmatic Logic and Diplomatic Action

If cognitive metaphors shape how diplomats conceptualize political reality, pragmatics governs
how they enact it in interaction and text. Following Austin (1962), diplomatic discourse can be seen as
institutional action: utterances are not just statements but socially authorized acts with legal and political
consequences (Searle, 1969). Terms like recognition, accreditation, and ratification are not mere labels;
within institutional procedures, they performatively alter status, obligations, and legitimacy. A key
guestion is how diplomatic texts across languages convey illocutionary force—explicitly encoding
commitment, evaluation, refusal, or alignment—and how they manage potential perlocutionary effects
(pressure, face-threat, escalation) through conventional mitigation.

English-language diplomatic documents often encode pragmatic intent through explicit
procedural and legalistic phrases (e.g., “reaffirm,” “underscore,” “call upon,” “remain committed”),
limiting interpretation and reducing deniability. Ambiguity is viewed as risky; face-threatening acts like
disagreement or rejection are managed through depersonalization (“concerns were raised,” “it was
noted”) and procedural framing (“in accordance with...,” “on the basis of...”), rather than relying
heavily on contextual inference. This aligns with institutional discourse analyses that emphasize
legitimacy protection through explicit, standardized language (Goffman, 1967; Brown & Levinson,
1987).

Russian diplomatic discourse shares many institutional conventions but often allows stronger
categorical force when authority and hierarchy are assumed. Direct statements and assertive evaluations
signal institutional stance rather than interpersonal aggression. Pragmatic force is grounded in role-
based authority, where the speaker’s right to define terms and interpretations is institutionally licensed,
affecting how (im)politeness is assessed in context (Leech, 1983; van Dijk, 1997).

In contrast, the diplomatic registers of Uzbek, Kazakh, and Kyrgyz commonly use mitigation
strategies that distribute meaning through shared frames and relational alignment. Instead of explicit
refusals or corrections, these texts often employ collectivizing references, softened stances, and indirect
alignments, enabling interlocutors to infer positions without public confrontation. Honorific and
deferential forms—such as the Uzbek plural-of-respect lar and Kazakh polite address/verb morphology
(-up13/-Hi3)—Serve as routine tools to reduce interactional risk while maintaining institutional dignity.
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The pragmatic aim is not to eliminate disagreement but to contain it within a publicly sustainable
relationship. The contrast is often framed by Hall’s (1976) high-/low-context distinction, but it is more
accurate to view “context reliance” as a genre-specific preference rather than a fixed trait of a language
or culture. Diplomatic genres are inherently conservative and formulaic across languages; what differs
is the balance between (i) explicit proceduralization and (ii) relational and stance management through
conventionalized indirection. The Central Asian texts in your dataset reveal that this balance is not
simply “implicit vs. explicit,” but a strategic choice among pragmatic tools to maintain face, legitimacy,
and flexibility. These differences have practical implications. In multilateral negotiations, English
procedural phrases intended as neutral (e.g., “we note,” “we urge,” “we do not support”) may be
perceived by Turkic speakers as blunt or confrontational. Conversely, Turkic expressions, carefully
hedged to maintain harmony and future flexibility, can seem evasive or ambiguously committed to
English speakers. As Wierzbicka (2003) notes, such misunderstandings stem from differing pragmatic
norms—how communities assign meaning (explicit wording versus conventional inference) and
manage facework and authority—rather than mere translation errors.

Two implications arise from the above analyses. First, diplomatic competence extends beyond
grammatical accuracy or lexical equivalence; it relies on pragmatic literacy—how a community
conventionally performs refusal, alignment, commitment, or critique while preserving institutional face.
Second, cross-cultural pragmatics gains from broader empirical grounding: Turkic, Islamic, and post-
Soviet diplomatic registers offer key test cases for how speech-act force, politeness, and inference
function in multilingual, post-imperial contexts where speakers navigate multiple audiences and
normative frameworks. Structural differences among English, Russian, and Turkic languages (analytic
syntax, inflectional morphology, agglutinative layering) should be considered carefully, as
morphological typology does not rigidly determine pragmatic style. However, in the diplomatic texts
analyzed, Turkic agglutinative features enable precise marking of deference, stance, and participant
relations, supporting a pragmatic preference for calibrated commitment. Amid Soviet-era Russian
bureaucratic dominance, the growing use of Turkic-rooted diplomatic terminology—especially within
the Organization of Turkic States—signals a discursive re-centering of voice, reflecting not only a
lexical shift but also a change in the institutional legitimacy of pragmatic norms.

Conclusion

The diplomatic lexicon of Central Asia is a dynamic, hybrid system continuously reshaped by
Islamic moral discourse, Soviet bureaucratic rationality, and Turkic relational pragmatics. This study
demonstrates that cognitive framing and pragmatic action are central mechanisms for linguistically
producing diplomatic authority, obligation, and legitimacy in multilingual institutional settings.

By integrating speech-act theory (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969) with cross-cultural pragmatics and
discourse approaches (e.g., Brown & Levinson, 1987; Wierzbicka, 2003), the analysis shows that the
effectiveness of diplomatic language depends on conventions. It relies on locally established
expectations about explicitness, facework, and the display of legitimate authority. English, Russian, and
Turkic registers consistently reflect different norms regarding procedural explicitness, hierarchical
stance, and solidarity-oriented mitigation. Thus, Central Asian diplomatic communication is not merely
translation between equivalent terms but ongoing coordination of partially non-equivalent pragmatic
norms and conceptual frameworks.

The shift from Russian-dominant bureaucratic language to greater use of Turkic- and Islamically
resonant terms reflects a broader discursive reorientation that redefines which conceptual and pragmatic
models hold institutional authority. More broadly, these findings highlight a key point: diplomacy is
not only conducted through language but is also partly constituted within it. International relations are
enacted through cognitive and pragmatic structures that make positions, commitments, and legitimacy
publicly expressible across languages and histories.
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