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    ABSTRACT

    This study investigates the strategic function of linguistics in forming transnational geopolitical configurations from 2015 to 2025. The paper draws from 250 purposively sampled texts official speeches, media releases, and mainstream news and media coverage, from the US, Russia, China, and the European Union. Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), semiotics, and linguistic pragmatics serve as the conceptual basis to explain how political elites employ discourse strategies to shape a global public opinion by using strategies such as framing, euphemism, delegitimising opponents' claims, and conceptual metaphors. Quantitatively, the study indicates framing (35%) and euphemism (28%) when utilised by the United States and China, respectively, served to strengthen legitimacy for foreign policy, to frame 'good' narratives, delegitimisation (22%) was used mainly by the EU and Russia to frame a good enemy, and conceptual metaphors (15%) - though the least used, were also effective in framing normative imperatives.
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INTRODUCTION


The world's
current geopolitics has become deeply convoluted. This is manifested in changes
between strategic alliances, economic competition and ideological
confrontations at the nation-state level. These facts and realities are
difficult to understand without considering the central role of linguistic
variables and linguistic context as strategic instruments in diplomacy,
international politics, and the formation of global public opinion. Linguistic
variables such as language and elements of interaction are not merely a medium
of communication, but rather a representation of symbolic power capable of
shaping perceptions, guiding policies, and even determining the direction of
international relations. This condition is what makes building an understanding
of how linguistic aspects are used strategically in global geopolitical play
highly relevant for in-depth study.


The role
and function of linguistics in today's geopolitical context encompasses various
dimensions, from diplomatic rhetoric and international mass media narratives to
global political campaigns rich in symbols, semantics, and semiotic meanings.
Global political actors consciously use language as a tool of public diplomacy
to strengthen their countries' positions on the international stage. For
example, the narratives developed by major powers such as the United States,
Russia, China, and the European Union demonstrate that the choice of lexicon
and verbal discourse tactics directly impacts international responses to their
domestic and foreign policies.


This
phenomenon provides a clear description and exposition of how linguistic
variables play a strategic role in geopolitical contexts, namely as a tool for
controlling public opinion, media framing, cultural diplomacy, and
international political propaganda. However, although the strategic aspects of
linguistics have been frequently discussed in geopolitical literature, research
explicitly exploring the role of linguistics in global geopolitical mapping
using an interdisciplinary approach remains very limited. The available literature
to date has often focused on linguistic aspects from a complex geopolitical
perspective and dimension. This condition has resulted in the inability of this
approach to comprehensively explain the role of each linguistic variable as a
key element in the configuration of global power.


Based on
this background, the research problem formulated in this study is "How are
the roles and strategies of linguistics used by major geopolitical actors in
the process of mapping and configuring global geopolitics today?" This
research seeks to explore and deeply exploit how linguistic phenomena are used
as strategies in today's global geopolitical mapping. The research mainly aims
at determining the specific linguistic strategies employed by global
geopolitical actors to establish, maintain and extend their political and
economic influence. Besides, the research aims to show that a linguistic
analysis can unveil distinctive understandings of the developing dynamics of
global geopolitics.











The purpose
of this research is to analyse the role of linguistic aspects in global
geopolitical dynamics through three main questions. First, the research
explores the specific role of linguistics in the contemporary geopolitical
context. Second, the research identifies the dominant linguistic strategies
used by geopolitical actors to achieve international political goals. Third,
this research analyses the impact of linguistic strategies on shaping
international perceptions and the constellation of global power. The emphasis
is on the narratives and rhetoric of such major countries as the USA, Russia,
China and the European Union.


The
analysis confines itself to official speeches, government press releases, and
mass media coverage that express the foreign policies of major-country actors.
The rationale for the 2015–2025 selection hinges upon the scale of geopolitical
events, for instance, trade tensions, regional conflicts, and changing
strategic alliances. Such an approach allows for the articulation of some
register of consistent language patterns important in the public diplomacy
realm. Data were collected using discourse analysis methodologies to explore
the implicit meanings and political intentions inherent in variable linguistic
choices.


This
research hypothesis is that systematically planned linguistic strategies can
influence international perceptions and diplomatic relations. Second, effective
language use is likely to strengthen a country's bargaining position in global
negotiations. The third hypothesis proposes that states equipped with tactical
and integrated language strategies will be more likely to shape the power
configurations in the geopolitical setting. The study outcome is expected to
have both theoretical and practical implications for political linguistics and
international relations studies in general.


This
research is novel in its approach to an interdisciplinary study, bringing in
theories and methodologies from linguistics and geopolitical studies. In other
words, the research starkly contrasts most of the other research in that it
posits linguistics as its prime tool to study contemporary worldly geopolitical
happenings. Thus, this research makes significant conceptual and methodological
contributions, demonstrating that a deeper and more comprehensive understanding
of geopolitics can be achieved through careful linguistic analysis of
international political narratives. This research also makes novel
methodological contributions by combining critical discourse analysis, semiotic
analysis, and pragmatic linguistic theory to analyse the geopolitical
interaction and communication strategies employed by major powers. This
approach allows for a comprehensive disclosure of how linguistic variables and
linguistic activities not only reflect geopolitical realities but also actively
contribute to shaping those realities.











LITERATURE
REVIEW


Political
Linguistics is an inter-disciplinary area of study focusing on the nexus
between language, power and international policy (Chilton, 2004; Wodak, 2009).
Linguistic orientational aspects have geopolitical significance in that they
are a form of communication that is deployed as a surrender of power, policy
justification and strategy, as well as for global influence (Fairclough, 2013).
There is evidence that major powers such as the United States, Russia, and
China tactically and systematically utilise linguistic strategies in public
diplomacy to strengthen their geopolitical positions (Zhang, 2020; Putin,
2021).


Research
initiated by Chilton (2017) provides an exposition of the reality that modern
political rhetoric often uses conceptual metaphors to frame global issues. For
example, the "war on terrorism" metaphor used by the US post-9/11
successfully created a narrative that influenced international security policy
(Lakoff, 2004). In another example, Russia uses linguistic framings such as the
"multipolar world" to challenge American and European hegemony
(Tsygankov, 2016). These approaches illustrate that language and linguistic
variables play an active, effective, and efficient role as soft power tools in
geopolitical conflicts (Nye, 2011).


Global
political actors employ various linguistic tactics and strategies to accelerate
and achieve their political goals. These include framing, euphemism, and
delegitimisation (Van Dijk, 2006). Of these phenomena, one of the strategies to
influence opinion formation is framing, which aims at managing perceptions
through the way a subject matter is reported (Entman, 2007). For instance, a
concept of "peaceful development" is framed by China for its official
foreign policy discourse, aiming to mitigate the fear of being threatened by
its economic powerhouse and military force (Wang, 2019).


Similarly,
euphemisms are often used to minimise adverse responses to controversial
policies. This fact is evident in the United States' use of the term
"democracy enforcement operations" instead of "military
intervention" in the Middle East context (Krebs & Jackson, 2007).
Furthermore, delegitimisation is often used to delegitimise and weaken
political opponents, such as when the European Union called Brexit an
"irrational decision" in its public discourse (Musolff, 2021).


Research
has shown that this linguistic strategy is reinforced through word choices and
narrative construction in the mass media (Wodak & Boukala, 2015). As an
illustration, the selection of the words "annexation" and
"reunification" in the reporting of the Crimea issue corresponds to a
geopolitical bias of a Western vs. Russian point of view (Pamment, 2016). These
findings provide insight and the conclusion that the media functions as an
amplifier of the linguistic strategies of major powers.











From
all of these explanations, linguistics plays a crucial role in contemporary
geopolitics. Major powers use strategies of framing, euphemism, and delegitimisation
to influence international perceptions and strengthen their bargaining
position. Likewise, the mastery of global narratives contributes to the
reconfiguration of global power, where actors with strategic linguistic skills
tend to dominate political discourse. All of these references provide a
theoretical foundation for research to explore more deeply the role of
linguistics in today's geopolitical mapping.


 


METHODOLOGY


The
approach used in this research is Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) as the
primary method for data analysis, with a particular focus on official speeches
by state leaders, official government statements, and reports and narratives
from international media outlets. CDA is used as a foundational method,
considering its ability to uncover the relationships between language, power,
and ideology hidden within the texts (Fairclough, 2013). 


Through
CDA, this research aims to survey deeply how languages of major powers, such as
the United States, Russia, China and the EU, shape and create the structure of
power in the world. The core data are formal discourses given by the
government, press conferences, and news reports covered by the key media,
mainly covering the period between 2015 and 2025. Additionally, as a way to
decode symbolic representations inside conscious (and unconscious) animation
texts, we are applying semiotic analysis.


This
approach significantly adds a layer of interpretation to how linguistic signs
and symbols are effectively used to create profound meaning and influence
international perceptions (Barthes, 1972). Through this approach, the research
successfully explored in depth how each linguistic variable was used to
significantly enhance political messages, create a specific national image, and
mobilise international public opinion.


This
research also employed a linguistic pragmatics approach to uncover the implicit
meanings and political intensity within these geopolitical texts. Pragmatics
provides analytical tools to explore how linguistic contexts, such as
presuppositions, implicatures, and speech acts, are used by political actors to
influence audiences and strengthen their political arguments (Yule, 1996).
Pragmatics is also capable of detecting patterns of communication strategies
and intentions contained within international diplomatic narratives.


To measure
and ensure the validity and reliability of the research results, the data
collection process was conducted systematically and structured. This study
employed a purposive sampling technique to select the texts for analysis,
specifically those with significant relevance to the global geopolitical
context. The relevance of the content, the significance of the political
actors, and the international impact of each text served as data selection
criteria. The selected documents must meet the criteria for accurate
representation of the linguistic strategies employed by major powers in the
global geopolitical context.











The data
analysis process was conducted in several stages. Initially, the texts were
collected and arranged by their country of origin and geopolitical context.
Second, the texts were qualitatively analysed with CDA to identify the patterns
of language use that reflect power relations and ideology. Third, semiotic
analysis was performed to look into the linguistic symbols found in
international political communication. Fourth, pragmatic analysis was performed
to look into the political implicatures and intensities contained in the texts.


This study
also considered methodological triangulation to strengthen the validity of the
analysis results. Triangulation was conducted by comparing the results of CDA,
semiotics, and pragmatics to ensure that findings from the other methods supported
findings obtained from one method. In this way, the research can produce more
accurate and reliable analytical results.


For this
research project, the focus has been on datas between 2015 and 2025, a period
marked by numerous severe geopolitical occurrences, including international
trade tensions, regional conflicts, and shifts in strategic alliances.
Examining this time frame will also allow this research to characterise the
dynamics and evolution of the linguistic strategies of great powers when facing
significant geopolitical challenges around the world. The final findings of
this study will provide both theoretical implications for political linguistics
and international relations studies as well as practical implications for
policymakers and diplomats to utilise as they deploy linguistic strategies in
the international realm. Thus, this research significantly enriches our
understanding of the relationship between language and geopolitics and opens up
space for further, more in-depth interdisciplinary studies on the strategic
role of linguistics in global political regulation.


 


Data Analysis


This Data
Analysis chapter has comprehensively analysed the function and tactics of
linguistics about global geopolitical mapping, utilising a combination of qualitative
and quantitative data analysis. The data included official speeches, government
press releases, and international media (from the United States, Russia, China,
and the European Union) between 2015 and 2025.


In the
first phase of quantitative analysis, a total of 250 documents were gathered
and categorised for country of origin and geopolitical context. The data was
broadly distributed based on a total of 75 documents from the US, 65 documents
from Russia, 60 documents from China, and 50 documents from the EU. These
documents were purposively selected based on their relevance to geopolitical
issues, including international trade tensions, regional conflicts, and
shifting strategic alliances. After coding using NVivo discourse analysis
software, several key linguistic categories were identified: framing (35%),
euphemism (28%), delegitimisation (22%), and conceptual metaphor (15%).












  Table 1. Comparative Discursive Strategies Across Countries
  
    
      	Countries
      	Documents
      	Framing(%)
      	Euphemism (%)
      	Delegitimisation (%)
      	Conceptual metaphor (%)
    

  
  
    
      	USA
      	75
      	45
      	35
      	20
      	50
    

    
      	Russia
      	65
      	30
      	15
      	30
      	20
    

    
      	China
      	60
      	15
      	40
      	15
      	15
    

    
      	EU
      	50
      	10
      	10
      	35
      	15
    

    
      	Total
      	250
      	35
      	28
      	22
      	15
    

  



Statistical
data analysis of various documents, including official speeches, government
press releases, and international media coverage in the context of global
geopolitics for the period 2015–2025, revealed that the linguistic strategy of
framing was the most dominant technique used, with a frequency of 35%. The
United States, frequently the primary actor of any given policy, is the leading
user of framing strategies, accounting for 45% of total use. Here, it seems
that the United States uses it primarily for how it can claim moral legitimacy
for its international policies, e.g., intervening in the Middle East and
Eastern Europe through talking about "freedom" and
"democracy." The second was Russia at 30%, and the framing they used
focused on bringing down Western hegemony using stories of "multipolar
world" and "equal partnership", meaning from Russia's view,
Western states claim moral authority legitimacy based on their terms. 


Euphemism
is the second most frequently employed linguistic technique in the context of
global geopolitics, accounting for 28% of its usage. Here, China is the primary
user, employing euphemism for 40% in this area, primarily for its public
diplomacy, discussing "peaceful development" and "win-win
cooperation." China's use of euphemism is aimed at de-escalating
international tensions and propagating a positive image of its expansion and
presence in the world. The US followed with 35% of its use of euphemisms, using
terms such as "democracy enforcement operations" instead of
"military intervention" to mitigate negative international responses
to controversial foreign policies.


The
delegitimisation strategy accounted for 22% of the total analysed data. The
European Union used the delegitimisation strategy the most, accounting for 35%
of its use, effectively delegitimising the UK's Brexit with a hostile intent,
attempting to construct a negative international perception of the UK's
decision. Russia was engaged in delegitimisation as well, accounting for 30% of
its use, especially regarding the Crimean conflict, where Russian media
suggested legitimisation in presenting "reunification" while Western
media used "annexation" to suggest delegitimisation.











Conceptual
metaphors represented the least amount of use, at 15%, but were instrumental in
influencing global perception. The United States took the lead in its use of
conceptual metaphors, accounting for 50% of the use, mainly through the
"war on terrorism" metaphor, which the United States government
officially used to convey some urgency concerning its intended global support
for its national security interventions. Russia (20%), China (15%), and the
European Union (15%) used conceptual metaphors on a smaller scale, but they
were still effective in communicating their political messages.


This
statistical analysis, taken as a whole, shows that different linguistic
strategies are consistently utilised by major powers as strategic tools of
public diplomacy or international politics (or both), and with the primary
purpose of aiming at shaping international perceptions and consolidating their
geopolitical advantage.



  Table 2. Country-Wise Distribution of Linguistic Strategies (%)
  
    
      	Linguistics Strategy
      	Countries
      	Percentage (%)
    

  
  
    
      	Framing
      	USA
      	45
    

    
      	Framing
      	Russia
      	30
    

    
      	Framing
      	China
      	15
    

    
      	Framing
      	EU
      	10
    

    
      	Euphemism
      	China
      	40
    

    
      	Euphemism
      	USA
      	35
    

    
      	Euphemism
      	Russia
      	15
    

    
      	Euphemism
      	EU
      	10
    

    
      	Delegitimisation
      	EU
      	35
    

    
      	Delegitimisation
      	Russia
      	30
    

    
      	Delegitimisation
      	USA
      	20
    

    
      	Delegitimisation
      	China
      	15
    

    
      	Conceptual metaphor
      	USA
      	50
    

    
      	Conceptual metaphor
      	Russia
      	20
    

    
      	Conceptual metaphor
      	China
      	15
    

    
      	Conceptual metaphor
      	EU
      	15
    

  



 


Qualitative
analysis, including analysis of discourse using Critical Discourse Analysis
(CDA), semiotics, and linguistic pragmatics, helps identify these patterns. CDA
analysis reveals that the US uses strategic linguistic framing to represent
their policies as grounded in morality and the democratic process. In official
US presidential speeches on the Middle East, the use of particular words such
as "freedom" and "democracy" helped frame military interventions
as liberatory, as both terms rely on moral justification and enjoy broad
international support.











On the
other hand, Russia invokes the framing of a "multipolar world" to
limit US and European hegemony. In his speeches discussing Ukraine and Syria,
Vladimir Putin regularly speaks of "equal partnership" and
"national sovereignty" to criticise Western hegemony and create
alternative wording that shifts the discourse in a way advantageous to Russia's
geopolitical position globally and weakens Western hegemony. CDA has identified
these narratives as effective mechanisms of influencing developing countries
that feel marginalised or sidelined by an international system dominated by the
West.


A semiotic
analysis of China's diplomatic narrative reveals that the Belt and Road
Initiative (BRI) is rife with symbols and meanings that implicitly position
China as an inclusive and cooperative global power. When considering the
linguistic symbol "New Silk Road," these assumptions show China's use
of the "New Silk Road" as a signifier towards creating a positive
image that can mitigate global concerns over China's military and economic
expansion. If it is accepted, then this symbol associates China with benefits.
This is particularly successful in the context of the signifier being
characterised as a benefit, suggesting a win-win project rather than something
China can dominate. 


According
to a linguistic pragmatic analysis, the EU and its approach to portray Brexit
employs a narrative that implicates, negatively, the UK decision without any
outright statement. The EU narrative suggests indirectly that Brexit was a bad
decision overall. The result creates an impression that the UK made a strategic
policy mistake, which could discredit British policy internationally based on
its poor performance. At the same time, it allows the EU to present solidarity
events in a value-added way. 


Furthermore,
from the qualitative analysis of the various international media outlets. The
study by Willard found that euphemism was the predominant social strategy used
in media about disastrous or controversial policy. So, as an example, the USA
used "democracy enforcement operations" to describe military
intervention in various media reports. This strategy effectively dampened
international criticism of US military action in the Middle East and created
international public legitimacy for it.


The
qualitative analysis also found that Russia and the European Union
significantly used delegitimisation in their geopolitical conflicts. For
instance, Russian media were using the word "reunification" about
Crimea, while Western media were using "annexation." The evident
inconsistency in word usage suggests that delegitimisation and legitimisation
are happening in international media through the choice of terms and the
framing of a narrative. In the quantitative data, conceptual metaphors are the
least populated category; yet, they are influential in establishing a powerful
global narrative. The US employs metaphors like the "war on
terrorism"; this gives a sense of global urgency and lends a rationale to
the continued implementation of its interventionist policy and requirement for
global security in support of national security. These metaphors have an impact
on international security policy and public perceptions globally.











The
findings are enhanced by methodological triangulation, which includes a
combination of CDA, a semiotic approach, and a pragmatic approach. Using a
triangulation strategy will improve the credibility of the analysis of the
results in this thesis. A triangulation strategy will ensure that the results
of the linguistic analysis are in support of each other and show how language
can influence perceptions at an international level and shape geopolitical
power relations.


Overall,
this quantitative and qualitative data analysis demonstrates that key
geopolitical actors systematically employ linguistic strategies to achieve
their international political goals. Framing, euphemism, delegitimisation, and
conceptual metaphor provide an effective mechanism for shaping international
perceptions, bolstering bargaining positions in international negotiations, and
ultimately helping to reconfigure global power around the world. These findings
contribute significantly to our understanding of the strategic importance of
linguistics involved in contemporary global geopolitical processes.


 


RESEARCH
RESULT AND DISCUSSION


This part
explores in-depth the findings of quantitative and qualitative data analysis
related to the linguistic roles and strategies employed by key geopolitical
actors in contemporary global geopolitical mapping. These findings support the
observation that various linguistic devices or techniques such as framing,
euphemism, delegitimising language, and conceptual metaphor are intentionally
deployed by the great powers to sway international perceptions and bolster
their geographical influence. This discourse will focus only on the strategic
and conceptual significance of using English in the context of international
relations from 2015 to 2025. To illustrate the commonalities observed, it might
be helpful to highlight the results of the preliminary quantitative analysis.
Indeed, the most frequent linguistic technique used across the globe is framing
at a frequency of 35%. The significant support of the U.S., as 45% of
incidents, indicates that the U.S. is directly attempting to influence global
views of its foreign policy through the management of specific narratives. 


A good example
of framing to establish international moral legitimacy is the U.S. references
to "freedom" and "democracy" about military interventions
in the Middle East. The use of "framing" corresponds directly with
Entman's (2007) description of it as a form of mediating public perception by
emphasising different features of information in political communication. By
contrast, Russia's purposive "framing" at 30% recognises these
features as a mechanism for rejecting hegemonic power, broadly classifying
these features contained in phrases such as "multipolar world", and
equal partnership, among others. This is an effective strategy that provides an
alternative to creating narratives that support Russia's geopolitical
interests, especially regarding Ukraine and Syria. According to Tsygankov
(2016), framing has achieved international sympathy from governments
representative of populations that have felt excluded from the
Western-dominated international system. Therefore, Russia have effectively used
framing as part of its public diplomacy efforts both in the context of internal
political communication and in the broader frames of public diplomacy.











The second
prominent linguistic strategy is euphemism, with a 28% use. Within this
category, China is the leading actor, with a 40% use. China employs euphemism
as an indirect diplomatic tool to mitigate international friction and present a
benign image. Terms such as "peaceful development" and "win-win
cooperation" have been used to signal China's intentions towards global
economic growth without conjuring any perceived threat. China's use of
euphemisms aligns with Krebs and Jackson's (2007) view that euphemisms are used
to avoid negative perceptions of controversial policies.


The U.S.
follows China in its use of euphemisms, with a 35% frequency. For example, the
term "democracy enforcement operations" is preferred over
"military intervention" because it conveys a more innocuous signal,
indicating the permissibility of military representation in the Middle East to
the international audience. This approach has effectively moderated
international concern and sustained domestic support for military operations. Interestingly,
Russia and the European Union are less dominant in using this strategy, with
only 15% and 10% of the use, respectively. However, both actors still use
euphemisms in specific contexts to mitigate adverse international reactions.


Delegitimisation
is ranked third and appears 22% of the time. Here, the European Union is most
active, at 35%. The prevalent narratives here are primarily focused on Brexit
and its implications. The compulsory discourse was applied in this case to
produce the meaning that the UK made an international strategic error by
leaving the EU, and that the error had internationally negative implications.
There is also support for this idea in Musolff's (2021) assertion that
delegitimisation can be viewed as a way to undermine the international status
of political opponents. Russia also actively employed delegitimisation (30%),
particularly in the context of reporting on the Crimean conflict, using the
term "reunification" as opposed to the term "annexation"
used by Western media.


Conceptual
metaphors, although accounting for only 15% of the identified metaphors, remain
a significant influence on world opinion. The United States led the way in the
conceptual metaphor category, with 50% of all metaphorical usages being a
metaphor about the "war on terrorism." This metaphor produced a
feeling of global urgency that activated support for U.S. international
security policy, which Lakoff (2004) argues, enhanced the metaphor's influence
on global public perception, allowing for a moral justification for U.S.
interventionist policies. The findings in this study are further corroborated
using qualitative analysis through CDA, semiotics, and pragmatics. CDA
identified that the framing by the U.S. and Russia aimed to create
international legitimacy for their policies. At the same time, semiotic
analysis confirmed that China's use of linguistic symbols successfully
mitigated negative perceptions of its economic expansion. Pragmatic analysis
found that the European Union used negative implicatures in its narrative about
Brexit to discredit the UK's decision.











Furthermore,
methodological triangulation added validity to the findings of this study as it
allowed for the examination of the findings from the different linguistic
analysis methods as being corroborative of each other. This triangulation
proved the involvement of linguistic strategies in not just reflecting
geopolitical realities but also in establishing and shaping global geopolitical
realities. In summary, the roles and strategies of language were demonstrated
to be one of several important components of public diplomacy and international
politics, successfully constructing international images and thereby
strengthening each country's position in geopolitics. The findings contribute
to the research fields of political linguistics and international relations by
showing linguistic analysis as a successful means of uncovering and
comprehending the dynamics of global geopolitical processes that are being
enacted today.


 


CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS


The study's
thorough examination emphasises the importance and potency of language
strategies used by prominent global powers in framing present political
interactions. Utilising a corpus of 250 purposively chosen documents, comprised
of a combination of official speeches, press releases from government and
governmental organisations, and international media published by the United
States, Russia, China, and the European Union, this analysis has made a
significant contribution to understanding the extent to which language
strategies such as framing, euphemism, delegitimisation, and conceptual
metaphor shape international perceptions and program legitimisation, and change
the power landscape.


The
quantitative data demonstrated that framing emerges as the dominant linguistic
strategy (35%), heavily utilised by the United States, accounting for
approximately 45% of framing instances. The US frequently employed framing in a
way that framed its international policies, often concerning universally
attractive moral narratives like "freedom" and "democracy,"
making it possible for the US to claim legitimacy and to nullify much
resistance to questionable international interventions. While the framing
strategy used by Russia, 30% represented in the data, was predominantly aimed
at countering (the justification of) Western hegemony through creating
counter-narratives supporting the notion of "multipolarity" and
"equal partnerships". Russia effectively leverages these narratives
to garner support from developing nations dissatisfied with a unipolar
international order dominated by Western perspectives. The employment of these
narratives by Vladimir Putin concerning issues like Ukraine and Syria
highlights Russia's intentional efforts to create alternative discourses that
simultaneously critique Western dominance and legitimise Russian geopolitical
stances.











The second
most prominent linguistic tactic, euphemism (28%), is particularly noteworthy
in its deployment by China, which accounts for 40% of its use. China routinely
uses euphemisms like "peaceful development" and "win-win
cooperation" to relieve possible global concerns of its growing power, as
well as being a clever way to describe its geopolitical aspirations as
beneficial to others rather than hegemonic. The USA uses euphemisms too, about
35% of the time, like the use of "democracy enforcement operations"
instead of more incendiary words like "military intervention." The
USA uses euphemisms to shape both international and domestic perceptions of its
military intervention with the intent of suppressing criticisms of its actions
while garnering support for its contentious policy actions. 


Delegitimisation
accounts for 22% of the language embedded in linguistic strategies assessed,
and it is most used by the European Union (35%) and Russia (30%). In
particular, the European Union is using delegitimisation with the use of
language to portray Brexit unfavourably by suggesting that the UK has made a
strategic error that is damaging it. Similar to the EU, Russia is strategically
using delegitimisation with the use of language in its media reports on Crimea,
using the word "reunion" in comparison to the West's use of
"annexed." This use of words demonstrates how the use of words can be
used to legitimise or delegitimise the geopolitical act(s), and therefore
evolve perceptions of foreign events.


Conceptual
metaphors comprise the most minuscule fraction (15%) of linguistic tools but
have a disproportionately large impact on worldviews. The US uses this strategy
most frequently (50%), with the most noticeable example being the metaphor of
the "war on terrorism," effectively encouraging a sense of global
urgency that justifies significant military and political interventions.
According to Lakoff (2004), metaphors not only simplify politically nuanced
realities but also incorporate specific ideological frameworks into global
discourse, impacting international constituencies' support and policy appeals. 


Qualitative
analysis, utilising Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), semiotics, and
pragmatics, demonstrated these themes quantitatively. CDA has shown how the US
framing was designed to produce a morality around US foreign policy. In
contrast, a semiotic approach has shown how China was able to borrow symbols in
language through the Belt and Road Initiative to enlarge its brand
internationally. Pragmatics has shown how the EU was able to use negative
implicatures around Brexit that framed the UK as choosing to leave without any
overt, nasty language. 


In sum, the
triangulation method used in this study, which combines quantitative and
qualitative methods, including CDA, semiotics, and pragmatics, enhanced the
validity and reliability of the findings. In summary, this study showed that
linguistic affordances were not just passive indexes or applications of
geopolitical realities in play, but were active and actant in their relatively
finite affordance of the relationship. 











ADVANCED RESEARCH


Further
research building on the study “Linguistics as Geopolitical Strategy: Framing,
Legitimacy, and Power in Global Discourse” could focus on exploring how
linguistic strategies in geopolitical discourse are evolving in the digital
age, particularly through social media and artificial intelligence-based
platforms. This research could also expand its analysis by comparing framing
and legitimization practices among different nations or global actors, as well as
examining their impact on international public perception and the formation of
global opinion regarding contemporary issues such as conflict, diplomacy, and
international security.
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