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Abstract. This article investigates the stylistic and pragmatic devices that
shape the communicative effectiveness of diplomatic discourse, focusing on
three key strategies: metaphor, euphemism, and rhetorical formulas. It aims to
reveal how these linguistic mechanisms construct diplomatic meanings, negotiate
political stance, and sustain intercultural communication.

The research views diplomatic discourse in the light of strategic
communication wherein linguistic options can be used to persuade, reduce, and
build identity. The conventional studies of political language have tended to favor
the ideological content at the expense of the stylistic and functional ways in which
this content is expressed. The present study will fill such a gap with the investigation
of the interaction between rhetorical creativity and practical restraint of diplomatic
communication. The results presented show that a metaphor defines the conceptual
models of cooperation or confrontation, euphemism mitigates the act of face
threatening language, and rhetorical formulas institutionalize a diplomatic position.
Empirical base is represented by official diplomatic texts in English and their
Chinese translations. Qualitative and quantitative methods are used to discover
repetitive metaphorical patterns, euphemism, and formulaic language.

The findings prove that the integrated stylistic—pragmatic framework can
be used as a full-scale tool of comprehending diplomatic discourse and is helpful
to provide practical information to diplomatic translation and translator training.
As part of this research, the authors points out that diplomatic translators must
balance political equivalence with cultural resonance and tonal appropriateness,
especially when formulaic expressions embody policy stances and euphemisms
preserve negotiability.

Keywords: diplomatic discourse, diplomatic translation, stylistic devices,
pragmatic strategies, translation equivalence, metaphor, euphemism, rhetorical
formulas

Introduction

Diplomatic discourse occupies a unique position at the intersection of
language, politics, and culture. It is the linguistic embodiment of foreign policy,
a medium through which nations articulate their interests, negotiate differences,
and project their identities on the international stage. Contrary to common
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communication, the diplomatic language is extremely strategic and institutionally
limited: each lexical item and syntactic form can be perceived as implying a
political position, nation image, or an intercultural connection. This is why the
topic of diplomatic discourse has been discussed in interdisciplinary research
combining linguistics, communication studies, political science, and translation
since a long time ago.

Over the past three decades, it has become increasingly evident among
scholars that diplomacy does not simply depend on propositional content, but
rather on the delicate management of language form. Scholarship in the area of
political discourse analysis has shown that the rhetorical and pragmatic approaches
are essential to the formation and negotiation of a political meaning [1]. Work
in cognitive linguistics also suggests that metaphor and conceptual framing
play a crucial role in the development of political cognition and persuasion [2].
However, most of these studies focused on the aspects of ideological framing
and evaluative position rather than the stylistic texture and practical devices
that make the language of diplomacy both convincing and courteous [3]. On the
ground, diplomats and spokespersons need to always address two countervailing
imperatives: the imperative of political accuracy and the imperative of relational
consonance. The discourse of diplomats thus requires them to act in a manner
that can be described as the strategic ambiguity, which is an intentional linguistic
versatility which enables various interpretations without compromising
communicative consistency.

The study takes diplomatic discourse as a very codified type of strategic
communication, which is described by the repeated employment of metaphor,
euphemism and rhetorical formulas [2]. These mechanisms do not serve as
decoration but as tools that enable speakers to construct an occurrence, reduce
threat to face, and reinforce common values [5]. Metaphors create conceptual
images of cooperation or competition, e.g., partnerships as journeys or
international order as structures [3]. Euphemisms mitigate criticism, disguise
agency, or minimize conflict, enabling speakers to communicate a lack of
accord without open conflict [6]. Fixed expression such as mutual respect,
win-win cooperation or constructive dialogue as part of the rhetorical formulas
establish a language of diplomacy that indicates stability and consensus even
in the absence of complete unanimity [7]. All of them are the stylistic and
pragmatic basis of diplomatic communication. In this paper I will examine
the interaction between these three linguistic strategies to support both the
main goals of diplomacy, including the expression of national positions and the
maintenance of international relations [8].

The paper will be based on the body of English-language official texts
written in China and the United States since 2019 and 2025, incorporating views of
Conceptual Metaphor Theory, politeness theory, and Critical Metaphor Analysis
[2][3][5]- Combining qualitative discourse analysis with restricted quantitative
analysis, it aims at revealing the patterns, functions and cultural differences of
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metaphorical, euphemistic and formulaic language in diplomatic contexts.

The importance of this work is manifold. Theoretically, it contributes to
an integrated model that links the styles and pragmatical aspects of diplomatic
language both as subjects of study that are frequently kept separate [4] Practically,
the results have practical implications to diplomatic translation where linguistic
and cultural differences should be delicately balanced to ensure accuracy and
political sensitivity The observation is consistent with the view of Liu who
analyzed the discourse about diplomatic practice in China, where the author
mentions the place of the translator in the preservation of ideological resonance,
along with the changes in styling conventions to suit the international situation [ 7].
Furthermore, the paper offers cross-cultural communication training by pointing
to the role of linguistic subtlety, including the use of metaphor and euphemism,
in promoting mutual understanding and mitigating the probability of conflict
escalation. As emphasized by Wang, effective diplomatic mediation may also rely
on the capability of translators to recreate the tone, politeness, and metaphorical
similarity of the original document without changing the pragmatic content.
Finally, the research highlights the fact that diplomacy is an art of not only being
able to say something in the way you want it to sound, but in the manner you utter
your words, which emphasizes the semiotic and symbolic aspect of diplomatic
language. Looking at it in this manner, semiotic approach of Sheygal and cross-
linguistic discourse analysis of Sagadiyeva jointly demonstrate the essence of the
notion of diplomacy as a practice of communicative action and culture [9][10].
Based on this semiotic knowledge, Daulet (2019) takes the discussion further
into the more cultural plane, claiming that language is representative of both
material and spiritual culture, and hence acts as a store of a nation’s worldview
and identity. All languages have different cultural codes that regulate perception,
behavior, and communication [15]. In that context, diplomatic translation is not
an act of lexical substitution, it is a cross-cultural interpretation of deeply rooted
views on the language.

Methods and materials

The paper under consideration will be based on a hybrid qualitative-
quantitative paradigm that draws upon the methodological conventions of the
stylistics, pragmatics and discourse analysis [4]. The qualitative aspect will
attempt to explain the linguistic and communicative roles of chosen stylistic
devices in natural diplomatic environments, whereas the quantitative element will
offer frequency-driven data supporting the interpretation of overall tendencies [8].
An integral design like this one will provide a high level of analytical depth and
empirical reliability, which is crucial when studying the delicate balance between
accuracy and politeness that characterizes diplomatic communication [5].

The working of this framework is guided by the three steps of the Critical
Metaphor Analysis developed by Charteris-Black [2], namely identification,
interpretation, and explanation, which are combined with the pragmatist approach
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to politeness theory by Brown and Levinson [5] and the model of euphemism and
dysphemism by Allan and Burridge [6]. These mutually supplementary models
allow the researcher to take note of the fact that language choices are encoding
conceptual metaphors at the same time as they reduce face-threatening actions
and recapitulate institutionalised expressions. This is done to take the study out
of a rhetorical description into revealing cognitive and social processes behind
the diplomatic discourse [4].

Based on explicit inclusion and exclusion criteria, texts were compiled as
corpora in order to make them replicable [8].

The inclusion criteria were that texts should have been officially
issued within the years of 2019-2025, texts should have been produced
by the foreign ministries of the four chosen countries, and they should be
published in English. Although the corpus contains mostly officially issued
English-language documents with a diplomatic context, Chinese renderings
are included with selected samples to demonstrate the semantic, stylistic
and pragmatic correspondence between them. The exclusion principles were
applied to exclude non-official reproductions and remarks that do not relate to
international relations or foreign policy.

The complete list of documents that were sampled with their titles, dates,
issuing institutions, and URLs can be found in the Appendix A.

The analysis was conducted through three steps, namely, identification,
interpretation, and explanation. The identification came after the MIPVU protocol
(Pragglejaz Group, 2007) of using metaphors [12] and pragmatic coding of
euphemistic and formulaic structures [6][8]. All instances were coded to identify
the devices used, pragmatic functions and contextual frames based on the details
in the code book of the project. Inter-coder reliability (k = 0.82) showed that the
analytic categories were applied consistently across coders [8].

Coding Framework and Reliability
Category Operational Definition Identification Criteria Example

Metaphor Conceptual mapping Meaning contrast “Build bridges of
between abstract and following the MIPVU cooperation” -
concrete domains [2] protocol COOPERATION IS

CONSTRUCTION

Euphemism Lexical or syntactic Agent  deletion / “Certain partners have not
mitigation of sensitive negative polarity / yet fulfilled obligations”

acts [5][6] substitution
Rhetorical Recurrent  multi-word Frequency > 5 across “Mutual respect”, “Win-win
Formula institutional ~ expression corpus; > 2 words cooperation”

(4]

Coding reliability was established through a double-blind cross-check of
20% of the corpus, resulting in Cohen’s k = 0.82, which indicates substantial
inter-coder agreement. Each of the coding logs was stored as per the standard
practice of archive in order to provide replicability [8]. All the coded data,
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category definitions, and samples were entered into a mutual spreadsheet such
that other people could verify them independently. Random cross-checking of a
second coder validated the consistency in the classification. In order to improve
the validity of the results, two procedures were selected. The first one was cross-
checking the analysis of a 20 percent randomly selected part of the corpus at
another time to see whether it is consistent within the coder [8].

Then, it was also evaluated by the peer method where two linguists who
focused on discourse analysis were consulted to provide methodological rigour
and uniformity in terminology used [2]. Additionally, feedback is working in
the field of metaphor studies as an expert gave autonomous confirmation of the
research framework and its conceptual correspondence with Critical Metaphor
Analysis [4].

Nevertheless, it is also recognized that the study has a number of
methodological shortcomings. The corpus size is well-balanced, but still limited,
possibly limiting its extrapolation to larger diplomatic settings [7]. Furthermore,
English translation may lose the rhetorical sensitivity of the original language
particularly in metaphorical and euphemistic expressions, which are highly
sensitive to cultural and linguistic context. Future studies need to build up the
datasets to incorporate native-language diplomatic communications and this
will enable the more refined analyses of cultural differences in stylistic and
pragmatic properties. The comparative multilingual strategy might also enrich
the representatives and uncover common or differing rhetorical patterns within
the linguistic traditions [9].

Results and discussion

The analysis of twenty-four official diplomatic texts of China, the US, Russia,
and Kazakhstan demonstrates a steady use of both metaphor and euphemism
and rhetorical formulae as the key aspects of strategic communication. [1][3]
Even though such devices may be found in all four corpora, their frequency,
roles and stylistic implementation vary depending on the political culture, the
communicative rules and the audience expectations. [7] The mean proportion of
metaphors represented about 35 percent of all stylistically marked expressions,
the proportion of euphemisms, about 30 percent, and the proportion of rhetorical
formulas, about 35 percent, indicating that there is an equal distribution among
the three categories.[8] Such proportions confirm the statement of the Charteris-
Black, who claims that rhetorical and pragmatic tactics can live symbiotically
within the persuasive language.|[3]

All of these linguistic tools make up what could be called a triadic mode of
diplomatic meaning-making: metaphors are used to frame concepts, euphemisms
are used to keep interpersonal relationships friendly, and formulas are used to
regularize recurring attitudes. The result of their interaction is a discourse marked
by a strategic ambiguity, which is an equilibrium between assertiveness and
tactfulness, allowing the function of diplomacy even in times of tensions.[5] Such
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a balance can be related to the notion of politeness in terms of face management
by Brown and Levinson (1987), to the claim that the very concept of the face as
a social-psychological phenomenon of Chinese culture is utilitarian in origin and
takes shape through interpersonal interaction, as stated by Daulet (2019) [15],
and also to the idea of controlled indirection developed by Musolff, all of which
emphasize the practical necessity of linguistic flexibility in high stakes political
discourse [4].

The comparative quantitative analysis of twenty-four diplomatic texts
indicates an equal balance of stylistics and pragmatics that is shown in Table
1 given below. The obtained result is in agreement with the corpus studies
indicating that proportional stylistic balance is a sign of stability in diplomacy

[3].

Table 1. Distribution of stylistic and pragmatic devices in diplomatic
discourse (2019-2025 corpus)

Average

Device Type Frequency|Dominant Function Example Keywords
(%)
Metaphor 35% Framing and persuasion briage,  foundation, - journey,
storm
Euphemism 30 % Face management concerm, - regrettable,
measures, situation
Rhetorical Formulas |35 % Institutional stance mutual  respect,  win-win,

constructive dialogue

The three of these devices work together to form what can be called a triad
model of diplomatic meaning - metaphor is used to shape conceptual frames,
euphemism is used to soften interaction, and formulaic language is used to
stabilize institutional voice [2]. They maintain strategic ambiguity together with
the linguistic equilibrium which allows diplomacy to be both assertive and polite
[5].

Metaphor became the most versatile and ideologically saturated apparatus,
which could be used as a cognitive and rhetorical tool to shape the political
reality. [3] Conceptual metaphors like journey, architecture, family, battle, and
ecology served to organize the linguistic representation of international relations
and its moral justification across all corpora [4].

(1) The diplomatic language of China tended to use the image of journey and
family frequently (e.g., walking hand in hand, building a community with a shared
future), which focuses on collectivism, harmony, and common development [7].
These metaphors correspond to Confucian and socialist cultural frameworks that
emphasize the concept of relational equilibrium and ethical accountability, which
is consistent with the concept of the nation as a family presented by Lakoff when
speaking of Chinese ideological context [2].
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(2) The United States, however, chose the idea of competition and rules-
based order metaphors (e.g. defending the rules-based order, standing firm),
which emphasized the ideology-driven leadership and moral rights to rule [4].
This metaphorical framing is an example of what Charteris-Black has referred
to as moral legitimacy in metaphor, where moral reasons are used as a form of
persuasion and power [3].

(3) The Russian discourse frequently used the concept of architecture and
fortress imagery (e.g., building a multi-polar world, strengthening the foundations
of security), depicting its foreign policy to be defensive, sovereign-directed, and
stability-seeking[7]. Such metaphorical preference can be related to Musolff’s
idea of the so-called scenario-based metaphor whereby conceptual structures
have encoded a geopolitical self-perception [4].

(4) Kazakhstan diplomacy (which is also less metaphorically dense), tended
to support bridge and dialogue metaphors (such as being a bridge between the
East and West or developing partner dialogue), which can be taken to indicate its
intermediary geopolitical position and devotion to mediation. These metaphors
confirm Sagadiyeva’s assertion that small- and mid-sized states build their
international identity in terms of the language of connectivity and cooperation[9].

When combined, these cross-cultural trends indicate that metaphors in
diplomatic speech are not ornamental but rather ideological framing tools which
influence how the international relations are imagined, legalized and narrated
[2]. The offer cognitive consistency to the international narrative, which crosses
between the political, moral and identity spheres of the stylistic-pragmatic system
of diplomacy.

Metaphor in diplomatic discourse should be understood not merely as
a stylistic feature, but as a culturally grounded cognitive mechanism shaping
political meaning. Daulet emphasizes that language functions as a linguo-cultural
code - a system of interconnected meanings reflecting a historically conditioned
worldview and shared cultural stereotypes. Such codes allow utterances to
activate culturally recognizable frames of evaluation and social expectation. In
diplomatic communication, metaphorical images, euphemisms, and conventional
rhetorical formulas operate within this code to maintain legitimacy, harmony, and
face-saving interaction. From a translation perspective, these elements require
cultural and pragmatic interpretation rather than simple semantic transfer, since
overlooking the underlying code may lead to distortion of diplomatic intent and
rhetorical effect. [14]

Metaphor offers cognitive support in comprehending intricate political
facts. Within the framework of the four national corpora, a number of repeated
metaphor families had been identified that referred to different ideological and
cultural directions [7].
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Table 2. Cross-cultural examples of conceptual metaphors in diplomatic
discourse

Con cep tual Example (Original) | Translation / Gloss Function
Domain
“BATKE AT IR K
“We will walk together | F1TEM Lo Creates image
Journey on the path of shared | (Women jiang xiéshou zou |of long-term
development.” (China) |zai gongtong fazhan de daolu | partnership.
shang.)
We are  building ?ﬂaﬂ]%ﬁﬁ]@%*&ﬁﬁﬁ‘] Frames policy as

. the foundations  of | &4, .

Architecture . » - . .. ... |constructive rather
a multipolar order.” | (WOmen zhéngzai goujian .
X ey e o than confrontational.
(Russia) dugji shiji¢ de jich.)
“Members of | ““[&l Br 4 2 1) 1 53 BIAR KN
the international | —#£ P2 5. Emphasizes
Family community should | (Gudji shehui de chéngyuan |harmony and moral
treat each other as|ying xiang jiarén ylyang |reciprocity.
equals.” (China) pingdéng xiangdai.)
TP AT M X R
“We will stand firm j.?z‘ 1[,] R 1 R A W AT Justifies  defensive
Battle/Defense |against aggression.” | 7", . .._ .. |stance through
(Women  jiang  jianding .
(US) ) e ok . martial metaphor.
yingdui ginlii¢ xingwéi.)
« . TN R 2k 4 R 46 -

. Kazakhstan continues ﬂg‘ﬁ%‘,ﬁtzlg},&,fﬁi N Positions state
Bridge/|toserve as a bridge| V85 2 B4, as  mediator and
Dialogue between  East and| (P& o I HEDKG 4k 25240 24 7R connector

West.” V87 Z M. ) )

Chinese translations are given as examples and comparison only; all
quantitative data analyses were conducted on English texts.

Quantitative and qualitative analyses prove that the choice of metaphors is
highly correlated with the identity of the national narrative [2].

(1) In Chinese and Kazakh diplomatic discourses, journey metaphor and
bridge metaphor is prevalent. It reflects collectivist and cooperative ideologies
based on relational harmony and common progress|7].

(2) The battle and rules-based order metaphors are privileged by U.S.
discourse which promotes moral authority and leadership based on the rhetoric
of defense and principle [3][4].

(3) The Russian texts focus on the architectural image and imagery of a
fortress, depicting sovereignty and strategic reconstruction as moral values [4].

From a pragmatic perspective, metaphors perform ideological framing
functions: they allow diplomats to express positions indirectly while appealing to
shared moral and cognitive schemas. This confirms Lakoff and Johnson’s view
that metaphors are not ornamental but constitutive of political reasoning [2].

Euphemism has been used as the foremost linguistic way of managing
faces and mitigating conflicts in diplomatic language. It plays a critical role
in maintaining communication stability in relational situations, where explicit
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condemnation would put negotiations at risk [5]. Three key strategies of
euphemism were commonly found in all four corpora [6].

(1) Agent deletion and impersonal expressions are typical in cases when
agents are deleted (e.g. mistakes were made, issues arose, tensions have emerged).
This type of wording takes away the explicit agency, which makes it less blaming
and lets diplomats talk about sensitive topics without openly accusing anyone of
them [5].

(2) Negative polarity mitigation: i.e. not entirely consistent, less than
constructive, regrettable. Such words replace direct criticism with indirect
disapprobation thus minimizing the level of severity of a negative evaluation [4].

(3) Lexical substitution without evaluative neutrality (e.g., substituting
sanctions with measures or war with conflict). As identified by Allan and
Burridge as semantic deodorization, this strategy is de-sensitizing in its approach
to emotion and is in line with institutional decorum [6].

(4) Cultural variation in euphemistic use is also significant. The Chinese and
Kazakh diplomatic writings are more inclined to positive politeness approaches
based on unity, agreement, and collaboration, which stems from a collectivist
cultural perspective [7]. In contrast, the US and Russia documents are likely to
focus on negative politeness methods that convey distance, restraint, and self-
preservation, as per the discourse conventions of individualism and hierarchy [5].

In all cases, euphemism lets diplomats hold talks without provoking
confrontation, as it is one of the main ideals of diplomacy, i.e., gentle talking.
Brown and Levinson believe that politeness is not a linguistic courtesy, but a
practical requirement in the management of power and face in institutional speech.
These safety nets are verbalized and used in situations where the communicative
context may be threatening to face such that they can serve to sustain rapport
and diplomatic balance. They are examples of the idea of strategic politeness
as described by Brown and Levinson, whereby strategic politeness is a kind
of lexical tact that is used to strike a balance between institutional power and
individual sensitivity [5]. There were three key strategies identified through the
corpus analysis.

(1) Agent Deletion and Impersonalization

“Mistakes were made during the operation.” (U.S.) — Chinese equivalent:
AT I T —2Rk% . > (Xingdong zhong chiixian le yixié shiwil.)

The construction hides agency in the sense of a passive voice and
nominalization as it distributes responsibility and reduces direct blame.
Impersonal wording, observed by Allan and Burridge, has a face saving effect
because an explicit actor identification is avoided [6].

(2) Lexical Mitigation

“The recent measures are not entirely consistent with international norms.”
(Russia > Western recipient) The phrase is evaluatively softened rather than
accusatory because it uses the phrase not entirely consistent instead of the more
confrontational verb violate. It indicates Musolffs point regarding the use of
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semantic down toning by diplomatic euphmisms to preserve discursive legitimacy
[4].

(3) Positive Reframing

“We remain deeply concerned about the situation.” (China/ U.S.) — “&JR
MEE Y], (Bidoshi yanzhong guangie.)

This traditional euphemism indicates criticism without an actual accusation,
and turns bad attitude into socially acceptable care. It presents the cooperation
of diplomatic talk principles: communication is preserved, while implicitly
expressing disagreement [7].

Table 3. Pragmatic strategies of euphemism in diplomatic discourse

Strategy Linguistic Form Communicative Function
Agent deletion Passive voice, nominal structures | Avoids direct blame

Mitigation Understates, negative polarity Reduces criticism intensity
Reinterpretation Positive or neutral lexis Maintains cooperation tone

Cultural tendencies further reinforce these distinctions. Chinese and Kazakh
diplomatic discourse tend to employ solidarity-oriented politeness (e.g., “FA14f
L HEMAE” [Women shizhong zhongshi hézuo] - we give top priority to the
cooperation), which focuses on the harmony between relations and consensus-
building [7]. By contrast, American and Russian writing shows a distance-bound
politeness (e.g. we anticipate compliance, it is not appropriate to say more),
which is based on individual and hierarchical customs of communicative restraint
[5]. In every instance, euphemism is a means to maintain the space of dialogue
and prevent the escalation of the situation, highlighting the role of linguistic
diplomacy in the strategic asset.

The rhetorical formulas are the stylistic framework in diplomatic talk
and they serve as frozen or semi-frozen phrases which embody a common
denominator, rules of procedure, and institutional pledges. These statements that
tend to be repeated in documents and over time operate as language conventions
that normalize the tone and indicate compliance with diplomatic etiquette. There
are some commonly used examples such as mutual respect, win-win cooperation,
constructive dialogue, rules-based international order, maintaining stability and
shared responsibility.

Such formulas perform three essential communicative functions:

(1) Stability and Predictability

They offer recognizable linguistic patterns that mitigate the risk of
misinterpretation in politically charged situations. This stability is indicative of
what Charters-Black refers to as rhetorical habit - an inventory of standardized
phrases that influence expectations and limit meaning in institutional language

[3].
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(2) Intertextuality and Authority

The repeated use of formulaic expressions in a series of statements produces
a feeling of continuity, consistency, and authenticity. According to Musolff,
that sort of inter textual recurrence allows institutional discourse to create an
impression of ideological unity and hide inner diversity [4].

(3) Symbolic Alignment

By repeating the well-established diplomatic wording, the speakers identify
with common values and with the established discourse standards. Such symbolic
repetition supports the idea offered by Sheygal about the political discourse being
a ritualized communication system in which the legitimacy is accomplished by
the formulaic repetition instead of the novelty of the argumentation [10].

A quantitative observation is also to be made regarding the correlation
between formulaic density and institutional hierarchy [8]. Statements made by
ministers and heads of states have a relatively higher percentage of formulas, or
about 40 percent, compared to the average of about 25 percent when it comes
spontaneous press conferences. This trend implies the increased use of formulas
as the level of formality and political importance of the discourse increases,
which in turn signifies the rhetorical discipline of high-stakes diplomacy [4].

The rhetorical formulas, which are semi-fixed expressions that occur
throughout diplomatic documents can be seen as the official language of
diplomacy performing the role of stylistic constants that represent the concept of
stability, continuity and common ideology. [3] These formulas produce expected
language arrangements that are capable to express political legitimacy and inter
textual consistency among different documents.

Table 4. Major rhetorical formulas in English and Chinese diplomatic
discourse

Category English Formula Chinese Equivalent Typical Context
Mutual respect; | “AHHEH | 55 H )

Principle equality and mutual | (Xianghu zlinzhong, pingdéng |Bilateral meetings
benefit huli)

Commitment | 7in-win  cooperation; “EAEIL . KK R R Economic or trade
long-term partnership | (A VE3 A& AMKEEEL R) statements
Constructive dialogue; | “FEMEXT1E . FL[E %% 17 ) )

Process Joint efforts g (;%Tgfrii’]?l%, ;%ﬁlmgjjjj@ﬁﬁ) Conflict resolution

NETWIIES 3 #\ +t
Rulesbased AR, 5
SIS

Value international . .mlfder; (LB g 5 g e 2
shared responsibility AT
= Ul

Multilateral fora

H

Promote stability; | “fRiEFaE . W B

. AR S Press conferences
enhance understanding | (Cujin wénding, zéngjin 1iji¢)

Appeal

Note: Chinese translations are included for illustrative and comparative
purposes only, all quantitative analyses are based on English texts.
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These recurring expressions perform three major pragmatic functions:

(1) Predictability: They offer predictable, expected statements that reduce
interpretive confusion when engaging in sensitive political issues. The formulaic
speech reduces communicative risk and promotes diplomatic objectives such as
sustaining decorum despite the uncertainty [5].

(2) Intertextuality - The duplication of well-known formulas refers to
repeating earlier official pronouncements and confirming the continuity of policies
over time and leadership. Such inter-textual echoing produces what Musolff calls
discursive cohesion, which enhances institutional memory and political tenacity
[4].

(3) Alignment with symbols - The formula is used to indicate a commitment
to universal diplomatic values, including respect, cooperation, and dialogue.
Through the use of such familiar phrases as win-win cooperation or constructive
dialogue , diplomats linguistically achieve consensus and moral alignment.

The empirical study also shows that there is a correlation between formulaic
density and institutional hierarchy [8]. Ministers and heads of state have written
communications with a greater percentage (=40%) of rhetorical phrases ((= 25%
in spontaneous press briefings), which confirms both the increasing level of
formulaic as an institution becomes more formalized and controlled. The result
can be used to support the claim of Charteris-Black that formulaic discourse is a
tool of rhetorical discipline within political institutions[3].

Strategic ambiguity is created when metaphors, euphemisms and rhetorical
formulas all are used together, as it represents a characteristic of a diplomatic
style that does not exclude the element of precision but also has some flexibility.
By metaphorizing, diplomats establish wide conceptual areas that may contain
collaboration, bargaining, and reinterpretation [2]. Then, euphemisms adjust the
mood of these conceptual areas to tone down face-threatening actions and protect
the discourse elasticity [6]. Lastly, rhetorical formulas provide a grounding into
the negotiated meanings through their incorporation into the language that is
legitimized by the institution which ensures their coherence, continuity and their
legitimacy.

Such a multi-layered interaction makes it possible to exchange information
on the commitment without too much exposure, criticize without engaging
in confrontation, and promise without going too far. Strategically speaking,
ambiguity is the essence of linguistic indirection power: instead of indicating an
absence of clarity, it can also be viewed as a means of persuasion or domination.
Following the remarks by Li (2022), controlled ambiguity allows diplomats to
find some ideological distance when negotiating without institutional discord
[13]. Likewise, Semenov (2019) claims that diplomatic rhetoric works as a
double coded discourse, wherein ostensible moderation serves as a cover to the
strategy of assertiveness [11]. In such a case, ambiguity does not act as a defect
of communication but as a source of pragmatic power since various audiences
are able to interpret messages to their own political benefit. As a result, strategic
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ambiguity appears as both stylistic axiom and practical imperative, which
confirms the dependence of diplomacy on the indirect methods, etiquette, and
interpretation adaptability.

The combined operation of the three devices can be illustrated in Figure 1,
which conceptualizes their complementary functions within diplomatic discourse.

s
Metaphor
(Frames cognition)

A

h 4

-

' 3 Strategic Ambiguity

: Rhetorical
Euphemism »  (Commitment without F 1
(Softens tone) confrontation) : ormu as
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\

A 4

-

Strategic Ambiguity
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Figure 1. Interaction of stylistic and pragmatic devices in diplomatic discourse.

Figure 1 — Interaction of Stylistic and Pragmatic Devices in Diplomatic
Discourse

A practical example demonstrates this multilayered interaction:

“China is prepared to do whatever it takes to ensure that a shared future
community is established and it is still highly concerned over the latest
occurrences.”

(PEEEFSE—E, SFRANENEmIEILFEE, IFX e
R & D

Metaphor: “work hand in hand” and “build a community” frame cooperation
as joint construction, reflecting Lakoff and Johnson’s notion of conceptual
mapping between abstract diplomacy and physical action [2].

Euphemism: The term deeply concerned is a softened criticism which could
be seen as an example of Brown and Levinson’s politeness strategy of indirect
criticism [5].

Rhetorical Formula, i.e., the community with a shared future, is an example
of a cliché policy term that has become a norm through repetitive use in official
context as per the theory of rhetorical habits proposed by Charteris-Black [3].

Together, both of these stylistic as well as pragmatic devices contribute
to generating strategic ambiguity, a form of discourse that allows making a

456 BULLETIN of Ablai Khan KazUIRandWL



Stylistic—pragmatic and translation aspects of metaphor, euphemism, and ...

commitment without causing conflict or criticism without giving offence and is
what Li (2022) would call pragmatic indirection as strategy|[13].

This rhetorical balance represents the application of linguistic indirectness
as a tool of power and influence in diplomacy rather than as a form of vagueness.

While diplomatic discourse can be interpreted according to a common global
communicative frame and at the same time it shows the existence of different
national stylistic identities which are implemented via metaphor, euphemism
and rhetorical formulas as a single mechanism. The Western type of diplomacy,
which includes both the United States, has given pride of place to clarity,
values, and ideological interpretation, casting moral leadership and rhetorical
openness in a legal-rational key [3]. In Chinese diplomacy, especially, harmony,
partnership, and relational ethics are highlighted, and relational metaphors and
moralized formulas are matched with cooperation within the collective society
[7]. After Soviet discourse found in Russia and Kazakhstan is based on the
balance between assertiveness and mediation integrating sovereignty-oriented
imagery with cooperative framing to balance security and cooperation [11].
These dissimilarities make clear the importance of cultural pragmatics, the way
linguistic form reflects an ideological position and societal and cultural principles
in the sphere of intercultural communication.

During the process of translation and negotiation, these patterns must
preserve both political equivalence and aesthetic resonance, not literalism hence,
the phrase community with a shared future ought to have a collectivist, aspirational
under-current and rules-based order requires contextualized interpretation where
conceptual neutrality can possibly be substituted over formal precision.

Expressions like “community with a shared future” (FLZE N Zayia (A
& Gongjian rénléi mingyun gongténgti)ought to be preserved in its collectivist
resonance rather than its literal form, whereas expressions of a rules-based order
should be conveyed in a culturally neutral manner [”'. Taken together, these results
indicate the role of metaphors in shaping the ideological cognition, euphemisms
in maintaining the interpersonal diplomacy, and rhetorical formulas in the
institution of discourse identity, which in combination brings about strategic
ambiguity as a communicative equilibrium of meaning negotiation, face-saving,
and sustaining flexibility.

Conclusion

The diplomatic discourse is a complex interaction of the linguistic style
and political purpose. As demonstrated by this research, the process is a part of a
stylistic-pragmatic system where metaphor, euphemism, and rhetorical formula
work together to create a state of strategic ambiguity-the balance between clarity
and decorum, assertiveness and self-restraint.

These results indicate that metaphor is a cognitive and ideological framing
mechanism. The metaphors of travel, architecture, family, or defence allow
diplomats to create conceptual stories that define the way in which international
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relations are viewed. Metaphors legitimize policies and foster solidarity without
explicit argumentation, turning abstract values such as “order,” “peace,” and
“development” into vivid and persuasive imagery.

Euphemism is conversely more practical when it comes to the needs of
face management and reduction in conflicts. With the aid of euphemisms,
diplomats are in a position to make criticisms less directly and hide their agency
without spoiling the process of negotiation. The phrase of deeply concerned, not
conducive, or regrettable may be used to exemplify how a negative assessment
could be changed into a polite warning, which would guarantee that the discussion
was carried on despite the tension.

Finally, rhetorical formulations provide a form of bureaucratic diplomatic
expression. The repeated words such as mutual respect, win-win cooperation or
constructive dialogue are used as linguistic stabilizers of international discussion.
By their repetition, they create inter textual coherence and indicate adherence
to common values. Such formulaic speech thereby offers steadiness to an area
where meanings tend to be disputed and where alliances can shift easily. All three
devices combined make up a triadic system of stylistic pragmatics in diplomacy.
Their combination results in what is coined in this research as strategic ambiguity
(Figure 1) - a communication style which enables the speakers to ensure political
accuracy and still have relational amity.

From a theoretical standpoint, this research will be developing insights
into diplomatic language as a hybrid genre that mixes creativity of style with
pragmatic constraint. Its contribution to the increasing amount of literature
in political discourse analysis and cognitive linguistics lies in highlighting
the idea that stylistic form is not merely ornamental but serves as a tool of
political action. Based on the Combination of Conceptual Metaphor Theory
(Lakoff and Johnson, 1980), [2] the politeness and face theory (Brown and
Levinson, 1987), [5] and Critical Metaphor Analysis (Charteris-Black, 2011),
[3] this paper creates an analytic scheme capable of analyzing strategic
communication. Strategic ambiguity, as a linking mechanism between these
frameworks, emerges as a unifying concept: metaphors create a cognitive
framework, euphemisms control interpersonal relationships, and formulas
represent institutional positioning. Such a triadic structure may shape any
subsequent theoretic research on political rhetoric, intercultural pragmatics,
and translation studies. Moreover, this paper confirms that diplomacy is
a performative way of using language. Diplomatic language is not only a
mirror of political situations, but it constructs them. States perform and assert
identities, ideology and negotiate legitimacy in the global sphere through
repeated stylistic choices. According to Daulet (2019) theory on somatic
cultural code, the face and heart metaphors indicate how cultural cognition
can be embodied in language and reflected in diplomatic communication.
[15] Using these symbols in this research framework, where metaphors,
euphemisms, and rhetorical formulas are seen as stylistic and pragmatic
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tools, they indicate that the power of persuasion in diplomacy results out of
culturally based manifestations of dignity, sincerity, and harmony.

Practically, the results provide useful information to translators, interpreters,
and communication trainers working in diplomatic or intergovernmental
environments. The sensitivity to metaphorical patterns, euphemisms, and
formulaic patterns can increase the translator capability to preserve the accuracy
and subtlety. Even with its restricted corpus, the present research provides the
underpinning to subsequent multilingual and corpus-based studies of diplomatic
discourse. Finally, it confirms that diplomacy is the skill of linguistic equilibrium
- to persuade by holding back and unite through differences.

In a world that is getting more and more politically divided, it is still important
to comprehend the stylistic and pragmatic aspects of diplomatic discourse. To have
the ability to deliver messages strategically ambiguously- to be accurate, without
causing offense, and courteous, without compromise- is not only an art of language
but a crucial condition of peaceful existence around the world.

Appendix A. Corpus List and Sources

Country |Genre Title / Event Date I ssuin g/ URL
Institution
China P r e s s|Foreign  Ministry |2021-03- | Ministry of|https://www.
Conference [Spokesperson’s|19 Foreign Affairs([fmprc.gov.
Remarks on China— (China) cn/mfa eng/
US Relations xwfw_ 665399/
$2510 665401/
USA P r e s s|Department Press|2022-02-|{U . S .|https://www.
Briefing Briefing — Secretary | 14 Department of|state.gov/
Antony Blinken State briefings/
Russia Speech Statement by |2022-01- | Ministry of | https://mid.ru/
Foreign Minister | 10 Foreign Affairs|en/
Sergey Lavrov on (Russia)
Security Guarantees
Kazakhstan | Multilateral | Address at the CICA [2023-10- | Ministry of | https://mfa.gov.
Statement |Foreign Ministers’ |12 Foreign Affairs | kz/en/
Meeting (Kazakhstan)
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JAUIIVIOMATUAJIBIK IUCKYPCTATFbI META®OPA, 3 BOEMU3M
KIOHE PUTOPUKAJIBIK ®OPMVJIAJIAPABIH CTUJIMCTUKAJIBIK-
HPAT'MATHUKAJIBIK )KOHE AYJIAPMAJIBIK ACIIEKTIJIEPI
*XKynicoek JI.!, layner @.H.?

12 on-Dapabu areinnarel Kasak yiITThIK yHHBepcuTeTi, Anmarsl, Kazakcran

AHnparna. Makanaja AMITIOMATUSUIBIK JUCKYPCTBIH KOMMYHUKAaTHUBTIK
TUIMIUTITIH aWKbIHIAUTBIH CTUJIMCTUKAIBIK JKOHE IMParMaTUKalbIK Kypayaap
KapacThIpbliaibl. 3epTTey YII HETi3ri cTparerusra — metadopara, 3BpeMu3Mre
KOHE PUTOPHUKAIBIK (GopMyialapFa — Ha3zap ayaapaabl >KOHE OChl TULAIK
TETIKTePIH AMIUIOMATHSUIBIK MafFblHANApbl Kajlail KypacThIpaThIHbIH, CasiCH
YCTaHBIM/IbI KaJlall KEIICETIHIH 9pl MOJEHHETApaIblK KOMMYHUKALUMSHBI Kajiai
KaMTaMachl3 €TeTiHIH alKbIH/1ay/Ibl MaKcaT eTe/l.

3epTTeyle JAUIIOMATHSUIBIK JUCKYPC CTPATETUsJIBIK KOMMYHMKAIIHS
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TYPFBICBIHAH KapacThIPbLUIa Ibl, MYH I TULIK TAHAAYJIap UIaHAbIPYFa, IHUEJIEHICTI
KYMCapTyFa )KoHe COMKECTIK IeH OelHeH1 KalbInTacThIpyFa Kbi3meT eteni. Cascu
TLJIre apHAJIFaH I9CTYPIll 3epTTeyep KoOiHe UeOI0r UsUIbIK Ma3MYHFa 0aChIMIbIK
Oepir, OHbIH CTUJIMCTUKAJIBIK )KOHE (PYHKIIMOHAIIBIK ’KY3€Te aChIPbLTY XKOJIJapbIH
eneyci3 Kanaplpbin Keneal. Ochl OJKbUIBIKTBIH OpPHBIH TOJTHIPY MaKCaTbhIHJA
Makanaja JIUMIOMATHSIIBIK KOMMYHUKAIUSAAFbl PUTOPUKATIBIK IIBIFAPMAIIBLIBIK
IIEH MPAKTUKAJIBIK YCTAMJIBUIBIKTBIH ©3apa 9PEKeTTECTIr TalJaHaabl. 3epTTey
HOTIXKeNepi MeTa(opa bIHTHIMAKTACTBIK HEMECE KapChl TYPY/IbIH KOHIIETITYaJJIbIK
MOJICTIbJIEPIH alKBIHAANTBIHBIH, 3BEeMHU3M O€TKe Kaylll TOHIIPETIH Coiiey
aKTUIEpIH KYMCApTaTbIHBbIH, ajl PUTOPHUKAJBIK (GopMmysanap IUMTOMATHUSIIBIK
YCTaHBIM/Ibl MHCTUTYLIMOHAJIAH/bIPATbIHBIH KOpceTell. OMIUpPUKAIBIK 0aza
aFbUIIIBIH TUTIHJETI PeCMHU TUILUIOMATHUSAJIBIK MOTIHIACP MEH OJapAblH KbITal
TUTIHZAET1 aygapManapblHaH Typajbl. KaliTananatelH MetadopalblK yaruiepal,
9BPEMHCTIK KOJIJAHBICTAP/bI KoHE (HOPMYNAbIK TUIIIK OIpIIKTEpAl aHBIKTay
YIIIH CanajiblK jKOHE CaHJBIK 9MIICTEP KOJIaHBUIIBI.

3eprrey HOTHKENepi UHTETpalsIaHFaH CTUJIMCTHKAJIBIK-
IparMaTuKalblK Tajjay MHIeHOepl AUIUIOMAaTHSUIBIK JUCKYpPCTHI KelIeH[1
TYCIHYIIH THIMI1 KypaJibl 00JIa aJaThIHBIH JKOHE JUIIOMATHUSIIBIK ayJapMa MEeH
ayllapMaiibUIapapl Aaspiiay iCiHe MPaKTUKAJIBIK MOH OCpEeTiHIH AoNeseiai.
ConbIMeH Karap, 3epTTey aBTOpJapbl AUIJIOMATHSUIBIK ayJapMalibliap cascu
OanaMasibUIbIK, MOJIEHU DPE30HAHC JKOHE TOHAJJBIK YHJIECIMAUIIK apachblHIa
Tere-TeH/IK CaKTaybl THIC €KEHIH aTam eTell, acipece GopMylalbIK TipKecTep
casCHU YCTaHbIMJIbl OUIIIPiN, 3BGeMU3MIEp Keaicce3 Kypridy MYMKIHIIIH
CaKTaWTBIH Xaraannapzaa.

Tipexk ce3gep: IUIUIOMATUSUIBIK JUCKYpC, AMIUIOMATHSUIBIK aygapMa,
CTUJIMCTUKAJIBIK KypaslJap, IparMaTUKaJbIK CTpaTerusiap, ayaapMa MOTiHJET1
Oapa-06apibik, MmeTadopa, 3BheMu3M, pUTOPUKAIBIK (popmyranap

CTUWINCTUKO-ITPATMATUYECKUE U ITIEPEBOJYECKHUE
ACHEKTBI META®OPBI, 3D BOEMU3MA U PUTOPUYECKHUX
O®OPMYIJ B JUIINIOMATHYECKOM JJUCKYPCE
*Kynucoex J1.!, Tayner ®.H.?

*1.2 Ka3zaxCKuil HAIMOHAIIBHBIN YHUBEPCUTET UM. ajib-Dapadu
Anmarel, Kazaxcran

AHHOTanus. B cTarbe ucciaeayoTC CTUIMCTUYECKHUE U IIPAarMaTu4eCK1e
CpeacTna, dbopmupyromme KOMMYHUKAaTUBHYO 3¢ PEeKTUBHOCTD
JUIIIOMaTUYECKOIO0 JUCKYpca, ¢ AKLUEHTOM Ha TPHU KIKOYEBHIE CTPATErHu:
MmeTtadopy, sBbemusm u puropuueckue Qopmynsl. Llenp wuccienoBanus
3aKJI0YAeTCs B BBIABICHHMM TOTO, KakUM OOpa3oM JaHHBbIE S3BIKOBBIC
MEXaHHU3Mbl KOHCTPYHMPYIOT JHUILUIOMAaTUYECKHUE CMBICIbI, 00€CleYynBaroT
COITIaCOBAHME IOJIMTUYECKON MO3UMLHUHU U NOANEPKUBAIOT MEXKKYJIBTYPHYIO
KOMMYHUKAIHUIO.
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JlunioMaTu4eckuii  JUCKypC paccMarpuBaeTcsi B CTaThe B paMKax
CTPaTernyecKoi KOMMYHHKAIIMH, TAE S3bIKOBOW BBIOOpP HCIONB3YETCS s
yOeXKIeHUs, CMITUYCHUS HANPsHDKEHHOCTH W (OPMUPOBAHUS HJICHTHUYHOCTH.
TpaguuuoHHbIE UCCIEIOBAaHUS MOJUTUYECKOTO S3bIKA, KaK MPAaBWIO, OTAAIOT
MIPUOPUTET UACOTOTUUECKOMY COIEPKAHUIO, OCTABIIsIs O€3 JOHKHOTO BHUMAHUS
CTHJIUCTUYECKUE U (YHKIMOHAIBbHBIE CIOCOOBI ero BhIpakeHus. Hacrosiee
WCCTIEZIOBAHME BOCTIONHSCT JaHHBIM MPOOes, aHAIM3UPYys B3aUMOJCUCTBUE
PUTOPUYECKON KPEaTUBHOCTH U IPAKTUYECKOM CAEPKaHHOCTH AUIIIOMAaTHYECKOM
koMMyHHKauu. [lomydeHHbie pe3ynbraThl MOKa3bIBaoT, uTo MeTadopa 3a1aét
KOHIICTITyaJIbHbIE MOJIENId COTPYJHHYECTBa WM KOHGPOHTAIUH, IBHEMUIM
CMATYACT BBICKA3BIBAHUS, YIPOXKAIOIINE «JIUILY» YYACTHUKOB KOMMYHHKAIIUH,
a putopuueckue (HOpMyabl HHCTUTYIHOHATM3UPYIOT JTUILIOMATUYECKYIO
MO3UIIMI0. DMIUPHUECKYI0 0a3y HCCIEIOBAaHHUS COCTABIAIOT OQUIIMAIBHBIC
JUIIIOMAaTUYECKUE TEKCThl HA aHIIIMMCKOM SI3bIKE M UX MEPEBOAbl HA KUTAUCKUI
si3bIK.  JI7i1  BBISBJIGHUS  TOBTOPSIIOIIUXCS  METadOpUUECKUX  MOJCIICH,
9B(HEMUCTUIECKUX CPEACTB U POPMYIIBHOTO SI3bIKA UCTIONB3YIOTCS KA4eCTBEHHbBIC
M KOJIMYECTBEHHBIE METOIBI aHAJIN3A.

Pesynbrars HCCJICIOBAHUS CBUJICTEJILCTBYIOT O  TOM, 4TO
WHTETPUPOBAHHAS CTUJIMCTUKO-TIpAarMaTHuecKasi MOJIEJb MOXET CIIYKHUTh
KOMIUIEKCHBIM WHCTPYMEHTOM TMOHHMMAHHS JIUILNIOMATUYECKOTO JHUCKypca U
MPEACTABISITh MPAKTUYECKYI0 IIEHHOCTh JUIsl TUIIJIOMAaTHYECKOTO TepeBoia U
MOATOTOBKM MEPEBOIYMKOB. B pamkax ucciieoBaHUsl Takke MOAYEPKUBAETCH,
YTO JUIJIOMATUYECKUE TEPEBOMYUKH JIOJDKHBI COOMIOAaTh OallaHC MEXIy
MOJINTUYECKON SKBUBAJIEHTHOCTBIO, KYJIIBTYPHON PE30HAHCHOCTHIO U TOHAJIBHOMN
YMECTHOCTBIO, OCOOEHHO B Te€X Ciy4asX, Korma (OpMYJbHBIE BBIPAKCHHS
BOIUIONIAIOT MOJUTHYECKUE YCTAHOBKH, 8 9BPEMHU3MBI COXPAHSIOT IEPETOBOPHYIO
THOKOCTE.

KuroueBble cji0oBa: JAUIUIOMAaTHYECKUN AUCKYpPC, AMILIOMATHYECKUN
MepPEeBO/I, CTUIIMCTUIECKHIE CPEICTBA, TPAarMaTUYECKUE CTPATETUH, TIEPEBOIUECKas
9KBHUBAJIEHTHOCTbh, MeTaopa, IBPEeMU3M, pUTOPUIECCKUE (POPMYITBI
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