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Abstract. This article examines the relationship between political vocabulary and
social meaning through a sociolinguistic perspective, structured according to the
IMRAD (Introduction, Methods, Results, and Discussion) model. The study focuses on
how political vocabulary functions as a medium of power and social influence within
contemporary communication. Data were collected from scholarly literature, political
speeches, and official texts, and analyzed using descriptive, comparative,
terminological, and discursive methods. The findings show that political vocabulary is
not limited to fixed definitions; instead, it is a flexible system in which meanings expand
and shift depending on context, ideology, and communicative purpose. Political terms
often carry both conceptual and evaluative meanings, allowing them to shape public
perception and reinforce or challenge social interpretations. Overall, political
vocabulary emerges as a dynamic linguistic resource that connects language, society,
and power relations.
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Annotatsiya. Mazkur maqolada siyosiy leksika va ijtimoiy ma’no o‘rtasidagi
o‘zaro bog‘liglik sotsiolingvistik yondashuv asosida IMRAD (Introduction, Methods,
Results, and Discussion) modeli bo‘yicha tahlil gilinadi. Tadqgiqot siyosiy leksikaning
zamonaviy kommunikatsiyada hokimiyat va ijtimoiy ta’sir vositasi sifatida ganday
faoliyat yuritishini o‘rganishga qaratilgan. Ma’lumotlar ilmiy adabiyotlar, siyosiy
nutglar va rasmiy hujjatlardan olinib, tavsifiy, giyosiy, terminologik va diskursiv usullar
yordamida tahlil qilindi. Natijalar siyosiy leksika gat’iy lug‘aviy ma’nolar bilan
cheklanib qolmasdan, kontekst, mafkura va kommunikativ maqsadga qarab o‘zgarib
boradigan dinamik tizim ekanini ko‘rsatdi. Siyosiy terminlar nafaqat tushunchaviy,
balki baholovchi ma’nolarni ham ifodalab, jamoatchilik tasavvuriga ta’sir ko‘rsatadi
hamda ijtimoiy garashlarni shakllantiradi. Umuman olganda, siyosiy leksika til, jamiyat
va hokimiyat munosabatlarini bog‘lovchi faol lingvistik vosita sifatida namoyon
bo‘ladi.

Kalit so‘zlar: siyosiy leksika, sotsiolingvistika, diskurs, semantika, pragmatika,
hokimiyat, mafkura.

Introduction. Language plays a central role in shaping society, influencing not
only how people communicate but also how they think, act, and perceive the world
around them. Political language, in particular, holds significant power, as the words used
by leaders, media, and social platforms can guide public opinion, frame debates, and
reinforce certain ideologies. The rise of digital communication has amplified this effect,
allowing political messages to spread more rapidly and reach wider audiences,
increasing their potential to shape beliefs and attitudes (Fairclough N., 1989; Partington,
2012).

The study of political vocabulary from a sociolinguistic perspective is therefore
essential, as it examines not just the words themselves, but also the social, cultural, and
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ideological contexts in which they operate. This research is relevant because
understanding how language functions as a tool of influence can shed light on the
mechanisms of power in society.

The aim of this study is to investigate how political vocabulary operates as an
instrument of power and social influence in contemporary communication. To achieve
this aim, the research addresses the following questions:

How does political language influence societal attitudes and opinions?

In what ways has digital communication changed the impact of political
vocabulary?

Why is it important to analyze political vocabulary through a sociolinguistic lens?

"Language mediates the relationship between society and power, functioning as
both a reflection of social hierarchies and a tool for their maintenance or challenge™
(Fairclough N., 1989; Wodak R., 2015).

"Language mirrors the organization of society, including aspects like social class,
gender roles, and cultural traditions, while also shaping how people behave and how
communities understand the world around them. For instance, scientific terms influence
how society discusses health or climate change, political speeches frame public debates
on policy, and everyday language can reinforce gender norms or social hierarchies.
Similarly, the terminology used in social media campaigns can influence public
perception, and the language of advertisements or news reporting can subtly shape
societal values and priorities (Fairclough N., 1989)."

Studying political vocabulary from a sociolinguistic perspective helps researchers
uncover hidden ideologies and persuasive strategies, such as the way politicians frame
economic policies, how media outlets report social issues, or how online campaigns
influence public opinion, revealing the power dynamics embedded in everyday
communication. Understanding these mechanisms is particularly relevant in today’s
digital era, where political messages can spread rapidly across social media platforms,
shaping public attitudes and societal values. Building on this insight, the present study
aims to examine how political vocabulary functions as a tool of power and social
influence, addressing questions such as how political language affects societal opinions,
how digital communication alters its impact, and why analyzing political vocabulary
sociolinguistically is essential for understanding modern discourse.

This study explores political vocabulary from a sociolinguistic perspective to
reveal how language both reflects and shapes social attitudes and power relations,
offering insights into the ways political discourse functions in modern society and digital
communication contexts.

Methods. This study employs a descriptive and comparative research design to
examine how political vocabulary functions in both historical and contemporary
discourse. Data were collected from scholarly literature, speeches by political leaders,
official documents, and selected media texts to provide a comprehensive view of
political language use across contexts.

Terminological analysis was used to identify and define key political terms,
exploring their conceptual meanings, semantic shifts, and contextual nuances.
Discursive analysis examined how these terms function in communication, revealing
underlying ideologies, persuasive strategies, and power relations. Contemporary terms
such as “fake news,” “climate emergency,” “populism,” and “Brexit” were analyzed to
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illustrate how political vocabulary operates in modern media, political campaigns, and
public discourse.

To ensure reliability and validity, terms were analyzed across multiple sources and
contexts to capture their nuanced meanings accurately. This methodological approach
provides a robust and systematic framework for understanding how political vocabulary
acts as a tool of influence, social power, and ideological framing in contemporary
communication, highlighting the interplay between language, society, and digital media.

Results. The analysis revealed that political vocabulary functions as a structured
system of concepts central to governance, social organization, and ideological
expression. Terms such as constitution, sovereignty, and referendum have precise
meanings in formal and official contexts, providing a clear foundation for political
communication. At the same time, political language includes metaphorical, evaluative,
and ideological expressions that acquire additional connotations depending on the
context in which they are used.

The study showed that political terms often expand beyond their strict definitions
when used in public discourse. For example, the word “reform” may carry a neutral,
descriptive meaning in formal texts, but in speeches or campaigns, it can be framed
positively or negatively to influence public perception. Similarly, words like “freedom,”
“justice,” or “democracy” are not only descriptive but also persuasive, as they evoke
values and emotions that guide audience attitudes and opinions.

Comparative analysis of historical and modern political discourse highlighted that
political language is dynamic. Terms evolve in meaning and function across contexts,
reflecting social change, ideological priorities, and communicative strategies. This
shows that political vocabulary is both stable in its formal definitions and adaptable in
practical use, shaping and reflecting social attitudes and power relations simultaneously.

Overall, the results suggest that political vocabulary is a multi-layered system,
combining official definitions with social and ideological meanings. By revealing how
terms operate in real discourse, the study demonstrates that language is a central tool for
expressing, negotiating, and maintaining power in society.

Analysis and results. The results of this study confirm that political vocabulary
functions not only as a system of defined linguistic units but also as an active mechanism
of social influence and power. While terms such as constitution, sovereignty, and
referendum retain stable meanings in formal contexts, their use in real communication
demonstrates significant flexibility, allowing speakers to adapt language to specific
political intentions and audiences.

Furthermore, the analysis demonstrates that political terms often acquire additional
evaluative and ideological meanings in discourse. Words such as “reform,” “freedom,”
and “democracy” are not neutral; rather, they are strategically used to express particular
viewpoints and to guide public interpretation.

In addition, the study confirms that political vocabulary is deeply interconnected
with social, cultural, and psychological factors. This explains why political terms evolve
over time, adapting to changes in society and reflecting shifting values, priorities, and
power relations. The dynamic nature of political language demonstrates that it both
reflects existing social structures and actively participates in their transformation.

Another important aspect revealed in the analysis is the role of context in shaping
meaning. Political terms may be interpreted differently depending on the
communicative situation, the speaker’s position, and the audience’s expectations. This
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supports the idea that meaning in political discourse is not fixed but constructed through
interaction between language, context, and social factors. (Umirov I.E., 2024; Maslova
V.A., 2008)

Discussion. This finding aligns with the perspective of I.E. Umirov, who
emphasizes that political language is primarily realized through political communication
aimed at influencing public consciousness, shaping attitudes, and encouraging
participation in political processes. According to Umirov, political discourse is not
limited to the transmission of information but also performs an emotional and persuasive
function, which directly affects how individuals perceive political reality. This supports
the idea that political vocabulary operates beyond its literal meaning and plays a central
role in constructing social and ideological frameworks. (Umirov I.E., 2024)

This observation is also consistent with the work of E. V. Budaev and V. A.
Maslova, who argue that political language is inherently persuasive and closely
connected to ideological positioning. Their research highlights that political vocabulary
reflects not only linguistic structures but also cognitive and cultural processes that shape
meaning. (Budaev & Chudinov, 2006; Maslova V.A., 2008)

As noted by I.E. Umirov, political linguistics is a multidisciplinary field that
integrates insights from sociology, psychology, rhetoric, and cognitive linguistics. This
supports the idea that political vocabulary should be studied not only as a linguistic
system but also as a social and communicative phenomenon.

I.E. Umirov also highlights that political texts must always be analyzed within their
broader context, including the political environment, the author’s intentions, and the
relationship between different texts. This reinforces the argument that meaning in
political discourse depends on context and cannot be understood in isolation. (Umirov
I.E., 2024)

Overall, the findings of this study confirm that political vocabulary serves as a
powerful tool for expressing, maintaining, and negotiating power in society. By
combining formal definitions with persuasive and ideological functions, political
language influences how individuals understand political processes and make decisions.
From a sociolinguistic perspective, this highlights the importance of analyzing political
vocabulary not only as a linguistic phenomenon but also as a key element of social
interaction and power dynamics. (Fairclough N., 1989; Wodak R., 2015; Partington,
2012)

Conclusion. Political vocabulary functions as a dynamic link between language,
power, and society. Rather than remaining fixed, its meanings are shaped by social
context, ideological positioning, and communicative intent. In actual discourse, political
terms both reflect existing power structures and contribute to their formation and
transformation. This makes sociolinguistic analysis essential for understanding how
political language constructs social meaning and influences public perception.
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