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Introduction

The ontology of research on political discourse
urges to deal with the problem of differentiating
political discourse with respect to other types of
discourse (legal, pedagogical, advertising, military,

The following research deals with the term
“politics” as the activity of state bodies, associations
of citizens and individuals, relations between states,
nations, large groups of people, which is aimed at
realizing, upholding one’s interests and associated

etc.). Political discourse is a phenomenon that has
much greater frequency of manifestation in society in
comparison with other types of discourses. In this
regard, the phenomenon of political discourse does
not have an unambiguous definition, since the
category of policy itself currently does not have a clear
definition, and secondly, the allocation of political
discourse in the aggregate of linguistic features is not
possible.

In political science, politics is defined as a set of
certain actions aimed at distributing power and
economic resources in the country [10; 371]. This
official level of politics includes the media, the
education system and all those social institutions that
control the phenomena.

Webster defines politics as following:

a: the art or science of government

b: the art or science concerned with guiding or
influencing governmental policy

c: the art or science concerned with winning and
holding control over a government

with the desire to the conquest and use of power.

Political communication is “any communication
that affects the distribution and use of power in
society, especially if these messages come from
official government institutions” [ 5; 311].

Procedure as a Distinctive Sign of Political
Discourse is a determining factor for highlighting
political discourse as “a form of political action, part
of the political process” [6; 224].

According to A. N. Baranov and E. G.
Kazakevich, who believe that political discourse
forms “the totality of all speech acts used in political
discussions, as well as public policy rules illuminated
by tradition and verified by experience ...” [8; 6].

From semiotic viewpoint, political discourse is
defined as a kind of sign system in which the
semantics and functions of different types of language
units and standard speech actions are modified [15; 3].
Political discourse is interpreted as institutional

communication,

which,

unlike the personality-

oriented one, uses a certain system, expressed by the
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formula “discourse = sublanguage + text + context”
[15; 15]. Target dominant has become decisive in
considering political discourse as a “set of political
discussions of society: authorities discourse, counter-
discursion of public rhetoric, fixing the system of
public relations or destabilizing it.

Literature Review

The sources for studying political vocabulary are
associated with the activities of American writers of
journalists and sociologists W. Lippmann, P.
Lazarsfeld, G. Lasswell, N. Leites. Later, in his
monograph “Language in Politics: Studies in
Quantitative Semantics”, G. Lasswell and his
colleagues identified various interdependencies
between the semantics of linguistic units, their
frequency and political processes.

In 1948, D. Orwell wrote a dystopian novel in
which the principle of “doublethink” an d the
dictionary of “newspeak”, i.e. how to manipulate
human consciousness through vocabulary in order to
gain and maintain political power in a totalitarian
state.

In 1946, J. Orwell published the famous article
“Politics and the English Language”, which can be
attributed to the first experiments in the study of the
English political vocabulary. J. Orwell drew attention
to the fact that in political discourses such words as
democracy, socialism, freedom, patriotic, realistic,
justice do not have a definite meaning, and attempts to
give them an unambiguous definition meet resistance
among politicians. For example, the word democracy
has only a universal evaluative characteristic, since in
the listener's cognition this word reproduces a positive
connotation. J.Orwell was one of the first to point out
the widespread prevalence of certain words in the
political communication of various states.

Following the West, after the Second World
War, Russian scientists began to study the aspect of
speech and vocabulary of the presidents. The reasons
for the persuasiveness of presidential speeches were
searched in phonetic and grammatical features, wit,
simplicity, imagery and other qualities of speech.

There are assumptions of the special position of
the grammatical political language, such as, for
example, the tendency to eliminate the category of
person [11; 1994], the inclusive use of personal
pronouns we, our. However, we think that these
grammatical features, unlike special vocabulary, are
not traits inherent exclusively in political discourse,
these forms and constructions are used in other types
of communication (with a difference in frequency and
pragmatic orientation).

The presence of general cognitive patterns of
despecialization of political terms in political
discourse enable its understanding in practice by all
members of the language community. The widespread
despecialization of political terms is that political
communication, like no other domain of public

relations, is aimed at the mass consumer (addressee).
On the other hand, the language of expression of
relations of power in official discourse is a “strong
language”, which indicates a rather high status of the
speaker, satisfying the requirement of his/her
positional role. Such a text testifies to the speaker's
increased attention to linguistic expressiveness and
the design of his/her message. Political oratorical
speech also belongs to the category of such texts.

Some works suggest that the language of politics
has a specific content, not a form. Formally, the
language of politics is distinguished by only a small
number of canonized expressions and clichés. P. Serio
highlights ~ the  hypertrophied  tendency to
nominalization and composition as the grammatical
features of Soviet political discourse [4; 1985]. He
defines the Soviet political discourse as “a special use
of the language to express a special mentality,
ideology”.

As to T.A. van Dijk [1; 2001] there are possible
stylistic, thematic and interactive markers that
contribute to the identification of the distinction signs
of political discourse; it does not seem possible to
create any typology of political discourse based on
only verbal properties. T.A. Van Dijk concludes that
the fundamental category for highlighting political
discourse is context, not the text itself.

Following this logic, T.A. van Dijk [1999a]
characterizes political discourse as a combination of
genres of the social domain of politics and contrasts it
with educational discourse, media discourse, and legal
discourse. At the same time, it is emphasized that the
policy domain has rather vague boundaries, since the
term "policy" is interpreted differently in different
sources [1; 2001].

There are several works on the study of political
lexis in the Uzbek language. Researchers mainly
studied Turkology in comparison with Russian
studies. Peculiarities of the vocabulary of socio-
political strata in the Turkic languages appeared only
at the end of the XX century.

Kh.A. Dadabaev in the monographic study
“Socio-political and socio-economic terminology in
Turkic written monuments of the XI-XIV centuries”
(1991) analyzes the lexical-semantic group of socio-
political ~ terminology  associated  with  the
administrative-political state, activities of the foreign
policy, social structures in the ancient Turkic
scriptures. The author gives a historical and
etymological analysis of the considered vocabulary.
This work is considered the first monographic study
in the framework of PL in the language of awareness
of the Uzbek language.

In the monograph “Comparative historical
grammar of Turkic languages. Vocabulary” (1997)
explores the socio-political terms that have a common
Turkic character.

In her PhD work A.Kh. Turakhozhaeva (2012)
studies the language development system of political
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lexis in the period of independence of the Republic of
Uzbekistan. The researcher notes the subject of the
study to be an open system which is subject to changes
[3].

A number of works have been done by the Uzbek
scientist E.D.Muratova, in which she demonstrates
several techniques and methods to improve the quality
of translation of political lexis.

A.D. Urazbaev’s (2010) work is dedicated to the
historical political lexis of the Uzbek language, where
the author analyzes and generalizes the political lexis.
A.D. Urazbaev gives a typology of political lexis on a
thematic-semantic basis, analyzes the linguistic and
extralinguistic factors of the vocabulary, methods of
enrichment and development in synchronous and
diachronous aspects [14].

A.A. Abdullaeva (2005) studies a diplomatic and
foreign policy vocabulary in a comparable aspect in
her thesis “Vocabulary of international relations
sphere (based on the Russian and Uzbek languages)”.
The researcher studies the similarities and differences
of the foreign policy terms in different languages,
touches on the problems of the Uzbek terms in the
fields of international relations. The study deals with
regulatory and international documents for 1992-2002

[71.
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