
 TLEP – International Journal of Multidiscipline 
(Technology, Language, Education, and Psychology) 

ISSN: 2488-9342 (Print) | 2488-9334 (Online) 
 

Open Access | Peer-Reviewed | Monthly Publication 

 

Vol 2. Issue 2 (2025) 

P
ag

e5
3

 

Discursive Manipulation in Political Apologies Cross-Cultural 

Pragmatic Study in English, Uzbek, and Russian 

Nodir Sharafutdinov 
Head of World Languages department, 
Kokand university, Kokand, Uzbekistan. 
 
Abstract 
Political apologies are linguistically strategic acts that aim to mitigate political crises, restore 
public trust, and manage institutional face. While often perceived as simple speech acts, 
political apologies are layered with power dynamics, vagueness, and intentional ambiguity. 
This study investigates how political apologies are pragmatically constructed in English, Uzbek, 
and Russian political contexts and how discursive manipulation is embedded within them. 
Using a comparative corpus of 90 official political apologies—30 from each language—the 
study identifies the linguistic markers of insincerity, avoidance of responsibility, and 
indirectness. Findings reveal that while English apologies often rely on formulaic expressions 
with carefully balanced responsibility, Uzbek political apologies tend to emphasize collective 
cultural values and moral authority, whereas Russian apologies frequently exhibit distancing 
strategies and indirect admission. Through linguopragmatic analysis, the study highlights how 
political apologies are performative yet rarely transparent, shaped by sociopolitical pressures 
and the need to control narrative outcomes. 
Keywords: political apology, pragmatics, discourse manipulation, English, Uzbek, Russian, 
cross-cultural communication 
 
Introduction 
In political discourse, an apology is rarely a 
mere admission of fault; rather, it is a 
calculated communicative act. Politicians 
apologize not only to admit wrongdoing but 
also to preserve their public image, restore 
political legitimacy, and reduce public 
backlash. Unlike personal apologies, 
political apologies are often fraught with 
strategic ambiguity, carefully negotiated 
meanings, and discursive manipulation. 
The apologizer seeks to balance 
acknowledgment and self-protection, 
expressing regret without necessarily 
conceding culpability. 
This paper focuses on the pragmatic and 
discursive features of political apologies in 
three linguistically and culturally distinct 
contexts: English, Uzbek, and Russian. 
These languages, tied to different political 
systems and rhetorical traditions, offer a 
rich comparative basis to explore how 
apologies are framed, softened, and 
instrumentalized in political communication. 
The significance of this study lies in its 
contribution to understanding political 

speech acts beyond their surface meaning. 
While much research has explored 
apologies in interpersonal contexts, less 
has been done to dissect them as political 
performances influenced by sociocultural 
norms and ideological pressures. By 
comparing political apologies across 
English, Uzbek, and Russian, we can 
identify not only linguistic variation but also 
cultural attitudes toward responsibility, 
leadership, and public discourse. 
Literature Review 
Political apologies have long intrigued 
scholars of discourse and pragmatics for 
their complex interplay between language, 
power, and public accountability. Unlike 
personal apologies, which typically seek 
interpersonal reconciliation, political 
apologies function within broader 
ideological, legal, and institutional 
frameworks. They are highly strategic, often 
constructed to deflect blame, preserve 
legitimacy, and manage public perception 
rather than to express genuine remorse. 
Foundational work on apologies as speech 
acts comes from Austin (1962) and Searle 
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(1976), who described apologies as 
performative utterances with illocutionary 
force. Brown and Levinson (1987) later 
incorporated apologies into their politeness 
theory, framing them as face-threatening 
acts that require mitigation. In political 
contexts, apologies are further complicated 
by competing demands: appearing 
accountable while maintaining institutional 
power and credibility. 
Blum-Kulka and Olshtain’s (1984) work on 
cross-cultural pragmatics demonstrated 
that cultural norms deeply influence how 
apologies are structured. In high-context 
cultures, indirectness and collectivism tend 
to shape the way apologies are delivered, 
often avoiding direct admission of guilt. This 
observation aligns with Trosborg’s (1995) 
taxonomy of apology strategies, which 
includes expressions of regret, 
acknowledgment of responsibility, 
explanation, and offer of repair—each of 
which can be manipulated or omitted in 
political speech. 
Lakoff (2001) introduced the idea of 
"rhetorical politeness" in political discourse, 
emphasizing how politicians use language 
to maintain moral authority without 
admitting error. Her analysis of political 
statements in the U.S. showed how 
apologies can be constructed to avoid 
culpability while appearing sincere. 
Similarly, Kampf (2009) investigated 
political apologies as strategic rituals, 
highlighting their reliance on vague 
language, passive constructions, and third-
party blame. 
In English-speaking democracies, political 
apologies often follow a formulaic structure. 
Benoit (1995) proposed the “Image 
Restoration Theory,” which outlines 
common rhetorical strategies used by 
public figures in response to scandals, 
including denial, evasion of responsibility, 
and corrective action. These strategies 
often appear in apologies that balance 
acknowledgment with self-defense, 
especially in politically sensitive cases. 
Russian political communication exhibits a 
different pattern. According to Ryazanova-

Clarke (2006), Russian political discourse 
tends to be hierarchical and impersonal, 
favoring the use of passive voice and 
abstract nominalizations to obscure 
agency. This aligns with Wodak’s (2015) 
observation that in authoritarian or 
centralized regimes, language is employed 
to maintain ideological control rather than to 
express transparency. Vinogradova (2020) 
emphasizes that strategic vagueness and 
lack of directness in Russian apologies are 
not simply linguistic preferences but 
ideological tools for managing dissent and 
preserving state authority. 
Uzbek political apologies are shaped by 
cultural norms rooted in collectivism, 
traditional moral values, and post-Soviet 
political structures. According to Tursunov 
and Rakhimova (2021), Uzbek political 
figures often apologize on behalf of 
institutions or the state rather than as 
individuals. Appeals to “xalqimiz” (our 
people) and references to Islamic or 
national values are common, suggesting 
that the apology is less about admitting 
failure and more about reinforcing ethical 
leadership. Yusupova (2021) found that 
Uzbek apologies tend to focus on social 
harmony, with little emphasis on legal 
responsibility or concrete corrective action. 
Cross-linguistic studies such as those by 
Holmes (1995) and Kádár and Haugh 
(2013) underline that apology conventions 
are culturally mediated. What may be 
considered a sincere apology in one context 
can be interpreted as evasive or insincere 
in another. Therefore, the comparative 
analysis of political apologies across 
English, Uzbek, and Russian must consider 
not only structural elements but also the 
sociocultural ideologies that guide 
communicative behavior. 
Fairclough (1995) and van Dijk (1997) 
argue that political discourse must be 
analyzed as part of larger systems of social 
and ideological reproduction. From this 
perspective, political apologies are not 
isolated speech acts but parts of discursive 
strategies that help political actors maintain 
control over narrative framing. Critical 
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discourse analysis (CDA) provides tools to 
deconstruct these apologies, revealing the 
embedded power relations and 
manipulative functions. 
Methodology 
This study employs a comparative 
discourse-pragmatic methodology. A 
corpus of 90 political apologies (30 from 
each language) was compiled from public 
speeches, televised press conferences, 
and official statements issued between 
2018 and 2024. The selection criteria 
required that the apology be delivered by a 
high-ranking political figure in response to a 
scandal, policy failure, or crisis, such as 
corruption charges, mishandling of protests, 
or diplomatic mistakes. 
The texts were analyzed for linguistic 
markers of apology (e.g., “I apologize,” “we 
regret,” “it was a mistake”) as well as 
discursive features including vagueness, 
passivization, nominalization, hedging, and 
pronoun choice. The analysis was guided 
by theoretical frameworks in pragmatics, 
particularly speech act theory (Austin 1962; 
Searle 1976) and politeness theory (Brown 
& Levinson 1987), along with critical 
discourse analysis (Fairclough 1995) to 
interpret ideological positioning. 
Each apology was coded for (a) presence 
or absence of direct responsibility, (b) clarity 
of the apologizer’s agency, (c) degree of 
mitigation, and (d) appeal to cultural or 
national values. The results were tabulated 
and compared across the three languages. 
Results 
The data revealed significant linguistic and 
pragmatic differences in how political 
apologies are framed and delivered across 
the three languages. These differences 
reflect not only language-specific structures 
but also underlying sociopolitical ideologies 
and cultural norms. 
The first observation was the variance in 
directness and personal responsibility. 
English apologies frequently used first-
person pronouns, though often balanced 
with passive constructions to diffuse blame. 
Phrases such as “mistakes were made” or 
“we did not meet expectations” dominated 

the English corpus. In contrast, Uzbek 
apologies often employed collective 
pronouns and appeals to national unity or 
moral rectitude. Expressions such as 
“xalqimizdan kechirim so‘raymiz” (we ask 
forgiveness from our people) or “vaziyatdan 
to‘g‘ri xulosa chiqarildi” (a proper lesson 
was learned) demonstrated a collectivist 
framing. Russian apologies showed the 
highest rate of blame-shifting and indirect 
acknowledgment, using impersonal 
structures like “произошёл инцидент” (an 
incident occurred) and minimizing explicit 
responsibility through lexical vagueness. 
Table 1. Use of Personal vs. Collective 
Pronouns in Apologies (%) 

Languag
e 

"I" / 
Personal 
Pronoun
s 

"We" / 
Collectiv
e 
Pronoun
s 

Impersona
l Forms 

English 46 42 12 

Uzbek 18 72 10 

Russian 11 38 51 

The data show that English political figures 
are more likely to use first-person 
expressions, but often with mitigating 
language. Uzbek speakers heavily favor 
collective pronouns, aligning the apology 
with group values or shared outcomes. 
Russian apologies, meanwhile, rely 
significantly on impersonal constructions to 
obscure agency. 
Table 2. Responsibility 
Acknowledgment in Political Apologies 
(%) 

Languag
e 

Direct 
Admissio
n 

Indirect 
Admissio
n 

No 
Admissio
n 

English 35 52 13 

Uzbek 24 61 15 

Russian 16 43 41 

English apologies showed the highest rate 
of direct admissions of wrongdoing, though 
often accompanied by hedging language. 
Uzbek and Russian political apologies 
demonstrated a preference for indirect 
admissions, preserving face while 
acknowledging failure. Notably, Russian 
political apologies had the highest rate of no 
admission at all, instead expressing "regret" 
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or framing the issue as a systemic failure 
unrelated to individual actions. 
Table 3. Discursive Strategies Identified 
in Apologies (Occurrence per 30 Texts) 

Strategy English Uzbek Russian 

Hedging 22 15 19 

Nominalization 18 20 24 

Passive Voice 25 14 28 

Moral Appeal 11 27 8 

Blame Shifting 13 9 26 

These findings show a pattern of linguistic 
manipulation tailored to each cultural and 
political setting. English speakers tend to 
hedge, use passive constructions, and 
carefully distribute blame. Uzbek apologies 
frequently incorporate appeals to morality, 
national values, and unity, often avoiding 
explicit personal guilt. Russian speakers 
rely more on depersonalization and 
strategic vagueness, reflecting hierarchical 
authority structures and a cultural tendency 
toward institutionalized messaging. 
 
Discussion 
The comparative analysis illustrates how 
political apologies are contextually and 
ideologically shaped. While they may 
appear to share universal markers of regret, 
the way they are constructed varies 
substantially across language systems and 
political cultures. 
In English political rhetoric, apologies are 
expected, especially in liberal democracies 
where public accountability and media 
scrutiny are institutionalized. Yet even in 
such settings, apologies are carefully 
engineered to protect reputation. The use of 
passive voice and vague noun phrases 
allows politicians to appear contrite without 
admitting to specific misdeeds. For 
instance, the phrase “mistakes were made” 
sidesteps the agent of the mistake entirely. 
In Uzbek political discourse, the apology 
serves a more symbolic function. It is not 
just about rectifying an error but reaffirming 
cultural and ethical leadership. The use of 
collective pronouns and references to 
national identity or Islamic ethics frames the 
apology within a moral narrative. This is 
consistent with high-context communication 

cultures, where indirectness and face-
saving are prioritized. 
Russian apologies often minimize 
culpability by using impersonal forms and 
redirecting blame to external factors, such 
as bureaucratic systems or undefined 
“mistakes.” This reflects a historical pattern 
in Russian political communication, where 
transparency is limited and state authority is 
prioritized over individual accountability. 
The high frequency of nominalization and 
passive voice contributes to semantic 
ambiguity, enabling leaders to appear 
responsive without exposing themselves to 
political damage. 
Ultimately, political apologies are not 
genuine acts of remorse but performances 
shaped by institutional expectations, 
cultural codes, and ideological calculations. 
They are designed to manage public 
perception, limit political fallout, and 
reinforce a particular image of leadership. 
 
Conclusion 
This study has demonstrated that political 
apologies, though seemingly 
straightforward speech acts, are deeply 
embedded with pragmalinguistic strategies 
and ideological motives. By analyzing 
apologies in English, Uzbek, and Russian, 
the research has shown that each language 
community has developed its own rhetorical 
mechanisms for apology shaped by political 
tradition, media culture, and societal values. 
English apologies tend to be more formulaic 
and legally aware, balancing 
acknowledgment with rhetorical mitigation. 
Uzbek apologies rely on cultural appeals 
and collective language, reinforcing moral 
authority. Russian apologies are marked by 
distancing tactics, impersonal 
constructions, and avoidance of direct 
blame. 
These distinctions not only reflect linguistic 
diversity but also reveal how language is 
employed in the service of political power. 
Apologies in political discourse are less 
about reconciliation and more about 
narrative control, image restoration, and 
strategic ambiguity. Future research might 
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explore audience reception of these 
apologies or analyze apologies in less 
institutionalized political environments 
where media plays a different role. 
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